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I. Background 
 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE), Department of Environmental Quality 
(DEQ), and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) have worked with Wetland Studies 
and Solutions, Inc. (WSSI) and its wetlands bank financial partner, The Peterson 
Companies and the Peterson Family Foundation (PFF), to establish a wetlands research 
funding mechanism from revenues resulting from certain credit sales in three mitigation 
banks (Bull Run, Cedar Run, and North Fork). 

 
The general goal for all research projects funded by this program shall be to determine 
the overall effectiveness of compensatory mitigation efforts and specifically how design 
and construction practices should be modified to improve the performance, in terms of 
functions and values, of compensatory mitigation. 

 
The mission of this program is to fund applied research that makes a real and measurable 
difference (in terms of how mitigation sites are designed and built) in wetland creation, 
restoration, and enhancement activities in the Virginia Piedmont. 

 
This Request for Proposal (RFP) is issued to public and private universities in Virginia, 
accredited by the Commonwealth of Virginia, and with established programs related to 
the research topic.  Its goal is to support research that will advance the science and 
engineering and provide state of the art practices for non-tidal wetlands creation, 
restoration, and enhancement, in the Piedmont Physiographic Province of Virginia. 

 
II. Research Topic 

 
A. The Basic Issue 
 

Many wetlands restoration and creation failures occur due to hydrology issues.  An 
improved water budget methodology could reduce this failure mode rate. 
 
Three water budget modeling methods dominate the current industry practices.  The 
most commonly used water budget model in industry practice in Virginia is the 
“Pierce Method” (see Appendix B).  Spreadsheet based versions with historic rainfall 
libraries have been developed to make this methodology easily implemented (see 
Appendix C) with basic watershed information (drainage area, Curve Number 
(CN)/pre and post), and soil permeability). A similar but less quantitative method 
known as the “Garbish Methodology” (See Appendix D) is occasionally utilized as 
well.  DRAINMOD, the third system, has been rarely seen in industry use due to user 
interface difficulty, the lack of soil data parameters needed by the program, and local 
geotech labs unfamiliarity with testing requirements. 
 
While the “Pierce Method” has resulted in numerous successful mitigation projects, 
the following areas of improvement have been noted:
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a. It cannot model wetlands on a slope when the upper end of the wetland exceeds 
the elevation of the outlet weir (i.e., it assumes a level pond). 

 
b. It does not account for the extremely high roughness and resulting very slow flow 

of water through a wetlands system at low water depths (i.e., 0.10 to 0.30 feet). 
 

c. The Soil Characteristic parameter is limited to a permeability assumption1; other 
soil characteristics are not accounted for. 

 
d. Groundwater driven systems can be modeled to a very limited degree (i.e., one 

infiltration rate [inch/month is the only input parameter and there is limited 
guidance for estimating this parameter and its seasonality]). 

 
e. With a Type II rainfall distribution, the volume of run off may be overestimated 

(several publications have documented this and some have recommended 
improvement to TR-55). 

 
f. The general reliance of this approach on developing a dense and impermeable 

base layer often runs counter to soil reconstruction and plant rooting needs and 
frequently leads to the development of epiaquic (perching) hydrologic conditions 
that are quite different from the more typical endoaquic conditions common to 
many impact sites. 

 
B. Scope of Work 

 
a. Review literature, survey regulatory practices, and industry practices and 

document all known water budget methodologies resulting from this effort. 
 
b. Compare all known water budget methodologies using “real life” watershed 

characteristics and determine the pros and cons of each. 
 

c. Develop a water budget methodology that combines the best facets of all known 
systems and includes: 

 
1. A Windows-based computer program that is “user friendly,” and has an “open 

source” (allowing future improvements by anyone) computer code, and/or 
utilizes commonly available programs, such as Excel, and contains: 

 
i. A library of historic rainfall data for all NOAA stations in Virginia and 

designation of which years should be selected as “dry,” “typical,” and 
“wet;” 

 
ii. Modeling of sloped systems; 

                                                 
1 Little guidance is given on how to best estimate this rate – and an amazing number of water budgets use k=1x10-6 
 despite soil variability.  Yet, it is this water budget methodology’s most sensitive parameter. 
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iii. Modeling of ground water inflows – understanding that this level of effort 

for “routine” design must be relatively minimal and low cost (i.e., 2 to 4 
months at $500-$1,000 per acre); 

 
iv. The ability to account for existing ditching and/or the filling of ditching; 
 
v. The ability to account for topsoil and subsoil characteristics with built in 

tables of expected values for soils mapped in the Piedmont of Virginia; 
 
vi. The ability to incorporate overbank flow from adjacent stream systems 

(which may require a multi-year simulation; we usually use a 10-year 
simulation with a modified “Pierce Method”); and 

 
vii. An input/output report that is suitable for submission to regulatory 

agencies and inclusion in mitigation plans (digital file suitable for 
manipulation of input assumptions, as well as in PDF for printing). 

 
2. An instruction manual that describes how to: 
 

i. Collect or determine groundwater data for use in this model; 
ii. Collect, test, or verify topsoil and subsoil data; and 
iii. Install and utilize the associated computer model. 

 
 C.  Potential Collaborator 
 

1. Gary Pierce is currently updating his publication Planning Hydrology for 
Constructed Wetlands and plans to publish a new version soon.  His contact 
information is below:   

269-721-4002  
froghome@voyager.net

 
III. Submission of Proposals 
 

A. Deadline and Delivery 
 

The proposal application must be received by 5:00 PM on May 30, 2008.  Each 
proposal should be submitted as six (6) bound paper copies and an electronic copy in 
PDF format on a CD.  Send proposal applications to the following address: 

 
Michael S. Rolband, P.E., P.W.S., P.W.D. 
Wetland Studies and Solutions, Inc. 
5300 Wellington Branch Drive, Suite 100 
Gainesville, Virginia 20155 
Telephone:  703 679 5602 
E-mail:  mrolband@wetlandstudies.com 
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Please note that misdirected proposal applications will be deemed late and returned to 
the applicant.  All proposal applications must be complete at the time of submission.  
Later changes or addendums will not be accepted. 

 
FAXED OR E-MAILED APPLICATIONS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED 
 

B. Questions 
 

Questions that arise during the proposal preparation should be directed by e-mail or 
U.S. Mail or overnight service2 to: 
 
Laura A. B. Giese, PhD, CF, PWS, PWD, CSE 
Wetland Studies and Solutions, Inc. 
5300 Wellington Branch Drive, Suite 100 
Gainesville, Virginia 20155 
Telephone:  703 679 5633 
E-mail:  lgiese@wetlandstudies.com 
 
With a copy to: 
 
Carol Novak 
Wetland Studies and Solutions, Inc. 
5300 Wellington Branch Drive, Suite 100 
Gainesville, Virginia 20155 
Telephone:  703 679 5607 
E-mail:  cnovak@wetlandstudies.com 
 
All responses and related responses shall be distributed to all registered proposers. 
 

C. Registration of Proposers 
 

If you desire to be informed of all questions and answers addressed during the 
proposal preparation process, as well as any RFP amendments, you must notify (via 
e-mail or U.S. mail) the following for registration: 
 
Laura A. B. Giese, PhD, CF, PWS, PWD, CSE 
Wetland Studies and Solutions, Inc. 
5300 Wellington Branch Drive, Suite 100 
Gainesville, Virginia 20155 
Telephone:  703 679 5633 
E-mail:  lgiese@wetlandstudies.com 
 

                                                 
2 Telephone calls are not preferred, as all registered proposers must be informed of all questions, answers, and 
 clarifications. 
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With a copy to: 
 
Carol Novak 
Wetland Studies and Solutions, Inc. 
5300 Wellington Branch Drive, Suite 100 
Gainesville, Virginia 20155 
Telephone:  703 679 5607 
E-mail:  cnovak@wetlandstudies.com

 
IV. Program Funding 
 

A. The PFF shall fund 100% of the accepted proposal’s budget pursuant to an agreed 
upon payment schedule based upon research progress. 

 
B. Applicants are not expected to provide any cost-share towards the research budget, 

unless your institution requires such funding to offset the difference between the 
allowed Indirect Cost rate and your institution’s Indirect Cost rate. 

 
C. The Indirect Cost rate shall be limited to 35% of all Direct Costs.  This is a maximum 

rate; proposers may offer a lower rate. 
 

D. Tuition for graduate students is allowable as a Direct Cost on a proportionate basis to 
the percentage of their research time dedicated to the proposal work. 

 
E. The estimated cost range for this project is $400,000 to $600,000, with 24 to 36 

month duration.  If you do not expect this budget or time frame to be adequate to 
perform the work, please notify us as soon as possible during your preparation of the 
proposal so we can consider an amendment.

 
V. Proposal Review Process 
 

A. Submission of Response to the Piedmont Wetlands Research Program in care of 
WSSI. 

 
B. Based upon peer review recommendations in each proposal, as well as suggestions 

from WSSI staff and Mitigation Bank Review Team (MBRT) members, WSSI shall 
solicit peer review participants. 

 
C. WSSI shall convene a peer review panel at its office for a one-day review meeting 

(MBRT members shall be invited to participate).   
 

D. WSSI shall provide a recommendation to the MBRT for an award based upon its staff 
and peer review discussions.  WSSI staff, MBRT members, and external peer 
reviewers will not review proposals where a significant personal or organizational 
conflict of interest exists. 
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E. The MBRT Chair shall have ten (10) days to (based upon MBRT comments):  (i) 
concur with the RFP Award Recommendation, (ii) select an alternative proposal, or 
(iii) reject all proposals.  The MBRT Chair shall provide one (1) signed original 
“Solicitation Offer and Award” form confirming its decision to WSSI. 

 
F. WSSI shall notify PFF of the decision and the research grant shall be awarded by PFF 

to the selected proposal (if any). 
 

G. More than one (1) response may be selected if the reviewers determine that 
significantly different research approaches are proposed that separately have the 
strong possibility of yielding a different, yet practicable, solution. 

 
H. Timing:  We expect the review process to take 90-120 days. 

 
VI. Subcontractors 
 

One academic institution must be the prime research contractor and designate a Principal 
Investigator (PI) as both the point of contact and the party responsible for performing the 
work.  Other entities may be subcontractors to the prime research contractor subject to 
the following conditions:
 
A. They are an academic institution or a federal government entity with research 

capabilities (such as USGS), and 
 
B. No more than 30% of the work (measured in dollars of Direct Cost) shall be 

undertaken by academic personnel from a non-Virginian academic institution or 
federal government entity. 

 
C. The Prime Research Contractor cannot apply any indirect rate markup to the 

subcontractor’s total cost except if that subcontractor’s indirect rate is lower than that 
allowed for the prime.  In such case, the prime contractor may charge the difference.  
In no case can the subcontractor charge more than the indirect rate allowed by the 
prime. 

 
VII. Review Criteria 
 
 The proposals will be reviewed and scored based upon the following criteria, with the 
 weighting noted below showing the likely value of each criterion in the award decision: 
 

  Criteria 
 

Weight 

1. Viability of the proposed research program relative to solving the 
stated need 

20% 

2. Level of interest and expertise of the Principal Investigator(s) in 
the research topic 

20% 

3. Overall proposal quality, innovation, and viability 20% 
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4. Unique methodologies proposed for investigation 20% 
5. Cost 20% 

 
The reviewers and ultimate decision makers reserve the right to modify, at any time 
during the review process, the weighting of each criterion or simply make a unilateral 
decision to not follow said weighting in the extraordinary circumstance that the weighting 
does not result in a practicable outcome.  For example, if one proposal was triple the cost 
of all others, even if it was deemed superior in every other manner, we may determine 
that it is not an economically viable approach and not select that proposal or contact the 
proposer to discuss a modification to its proposal to address the cost issue. 

 
VIII. Submission Requirements 
 

Your response to this RFP must not exceed ten (10) single-spaced, typed pages3, using 
12-point font size and one-inch margins (all sides) and include the following sections: 
 
A. Solicitation Offer and Award Form (referenced in Section XII and provided in 

Appendix A):  You must complete all sections on this form and obtain signatures of 
the appropriate officials. 

 
B. Table of Contents:  Please include major sections and the corresponding page 

numbers. 
 

C. Executive Summary (limit to one page single spaced):  Explain what you plan to do 
and why your team should be selected. 

 
D. Project Team:  Describe which institutions and, specifically, the people who will be 

involved (and to what degree) in this project.  Explain why this team is best suited for 
this project. 

 
E. Project Description: 

 
1. Objectives:  List the specific objectives of the project. 
 
2. Background:  Explain the relevance of the project. 

 
3. Preliminary Studies (if applicable):  Describe any precursor research you have 

conducted or are aware of that applies to the project topic and what was 
determined from those preliminary results. 

 
4. Experimental Procedures/Methodologies:  Describe any laboratory or field testing 

to be performed referencing analytical methods used and commercial products 
planned to be used or assessed in this program.  List and describe each type of 
device that you will test and evaluate. 

                                                 
3 Text Section (i.e., does not include resumes, budgets, cash flow projection, schedules, or SOAF) 
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5. Description of Resources (i.e., laboratory facilities and/or field sites):  Describe 

the laboratory facilities, testing equipment, field sites, etc. available for 
conducting the tasks associated with this project.  If WSSI field sites are desired 
for use, describe which ones and how large an area. 

 
6. Literature Cited:  List all sources used. 

 
F. Scope of Work:
 

1. Issue Identification:  Identify and briefly describe the issue this project is 
addressing. 

 
2. Work Tasks:  Break the project into specific work tasks and describe each work 

task individually. 
 

3. Time Allocation:  Describe how much time (by months) is to be allotted for each 
work task and when each task is to begin and end. 

 
4. Resource Allocation:  For each work task, list the personnel who will be working 

on that task and specifically what each person will be doing. 
 

5. Quality Assurance/Quality Control:  List measures planned to ensure that high 
quality results are achieved, such as descriptions of statistics to be used to 
evaluate data and to compare data to controls; field and lab QA/QC, data handling 
and security, and how to deal with the potential that graduate student tenures may 
not coincide with the research schedule. 

 
6. Determination of Goals:  Identify the means to be used to determine that project 

goals are met.
 

G. Budget and cash flow requirements for requested funding (use similar format as 
provided in Sections X and XI).  You propose duration and cost, within the general 
parameters established in Section IV.E. 

 
H. Budget Narrative:  The budget may include salaries, travel, equipment, materials, and 

services not including fees or profit.  It is imperative that you specify any overhead, 
Indirect Costs, or fringe benefits rates, as well as which budget categories are affected 
by those rates.  (For example, Indirect Costs defined as “Facilities and 
Administration” = 10% of Total Direct Cost less tuition and equipment).  In addition, 
salaries must include personnel descriptions (i.e., faculty, graduate student, hourly 
worker, etc.), the number of hours expended on the project, and the hourly rate.  
Supplies must be listed in general terms (i.e., field supplies, general office supplies, 
etc.).  Travel must include a description (trips to field site, conference, etc.), estimated 
number of hours for travel, and estimated cost per trip.  In addition, for travel to 
conferences, estimate proposed expenses in the budget.  For travel to conferences, 
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specific information on conference title, dates of conference, and purpose in attending 
(i.e., presenting paper, poster session, etc.) must be supplied to WSSI for approval 
prior to travel.  Other Direct Costs must include a general description (i.e., chemical 
analysis) and include units and unit cost.  As stated in Section IV. C., Indirect Costs 
are fixed at 35% of Direct Cost.  No cost-share funding is required. 

 
Major pieces of equipment (>$5,000 with lifetime >2 years) are not eligible for 
purchase with funding from this program unless (i) they are clearly essential to the 
conduct of the proposed work, (ii) their documented use will be primarily for the 
proposed work, and (iii) they will be made available for use by future consortium 
research programs after the funding program is completed. 

 
I. Proprietary Information:  No information provided in proposals responding to this 

RFP shall be deemed proprietary.  All information in each proposal could be subject 
to public disclosure or disclosed to other parties. 

 
J. Organizational Chart:  Provide an organizational chart depicting the structure of your 

team. 
 

K. Curriculum Vitae (CV):  Provide CV for each senior investigator involved in the 
proposed project.  Resumes should be no more than two pages with an attachment 
listing all relevant publications within the past 20 years (limit to two pages).  Senior 
investigators include the principal investigator and any other faculty or senior-level 
personnel involved in the project.  CV of lower level researchers may be included at 
your option. 

 
L. Peer Review:  Provide the name and contact data (address, telephone, e-mail) for a 

minimum of three (3) researchers you feel would be qualified to provide a peer 
review of this proposal without personal or organizational conflict of interest. 

 
M. Research Schedule:  Provide a projected schedule for your research activities.  This 

schedule should be logically related to the budget’s cash flow projections.
 
IX. Payment and Reporting Requirements
 

A. Reporting Requirements Shall Include:
 

a. Quarterly (i.e., March 31, June 30, September 30, December 31) Progress Reports 
with reports submitted within thirty (30) days after the end of the quarter 
describing (one or two paragraphs) your progress relative to the Proposal 
Schedule, Budget, and Scope of Work tasks. 

 
b. An invoice for the work completed in the previous quarter – provided with the 

related quarterly report and billed by Work Task item. 
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c. Draft Final Report, User Manual, and Software model for WSSI and MBRT 
review. 

 
d. Final Report, User Manual and Software model (six [6] hard copies of report and 

user manual, six [6] PDFs of report and user manual on CD, and six [6] CDs 
containing the water budget computer model for public use and free downloading 
on WSSI, Agency, and your institution’s Web site). 

 
e. One short article for Virginia Association of Wetlands Professional Scientists 

(VAWPS) newsletter. 
 

f. One peer reviewed publication article shall be prepared and submitted to an 
appropriate journal, such as Wetlands. 

 
g. One seminar at WSSI’s office which will be open to VAWPS and academics, as 

well as the consulting and regulatory community at large.
 

B. Payment Requirements
 

a. WSSI and/or MBRT representatives may inspect research facilities and discuss 
progress with researchers to verify invoice amounts and research progress at their 
discretion. 

 
b. Undisputed Invoices shall be paid by PFF within thirty (30) days of tender if and 

only if they are submitted in the mandated manner and schedule described above.  
Invoices submitted later than prescribed above shall be delayed for processing 
until all reporting submissions are made timely in the next quarter.

 
X. Budget Sheet 
 

Your proposed budget shall be submitted in a spreadsheet in a format similar to the 
description depicted below (to assist you in completing this form, a sample is provided): 
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                      Budget Sheet 
 

Project Title:    _________________________________________
 
Principal Investigator:  _________________________________________
 
Organization:   _________________________________________
 
Requested Duration in Months: _________________________________________
 

Item 
 

Unit Rate4 
(A) 

Units5 
(B) 

Quantity 
(C) 

Cost 
(D = A x C) 

 
Salaries (list each person or 
position separately) 

    

 
Benefits (list each benefits 
rate per person / position) 

    

 
Tuition 

    

 
Supplies6 

    

 
Equipment7 

    

Subcontracts (provide 
breakdown of salary, 
benefits, tuition, supplies, 
equipment, etc. unless it is 
a lump sum less than 
$5,000) 

    

 
Travel 

    

 
Other Direct Cost 

    

 
Total Direct Cost 

    

 
Indirect Cost 

 
35%8 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 

 
Total Cost 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 

                      

                                                 
4 i.e., $/hr; ¢/mile; $/month 
5 i.e., LS = lump sum; hr = hours; % of effort 
6 Items costing <$2,000.00 with a useful life <2 years 
7 Items costing ≥$2,000.00 with a useful life ≥2 years 
8 This is the maximum rate.  Proposer may offer a lower rate. 
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                     SAMPLE 
 

                      Budget Sheet 
 

Project Title:    Water Budget Modeling 
 
Principal Investigator:  Sam Jones, Ph.D. 
 
Organization:   University of Wetlands 
 
Requested Duration in Months: 18 Months 
 

Item 
 

Unit Rate9 
(A) 

Units10 
(B) 

Quantity 
(C) 

Cost 
(D = A x C) 

 
Salaries 
Sam Jones, P.I. 
Jane Waters, Research 
Associate 

 
 
8,000/month 
3,000/month 

 
 

N/A 
N/A 

 
 

911 
18 

 
 

72,000.00
54,000.00

 
Benefits  
P.I. 
R.A. 

 
 

20% 
16.5% 

 
 

N/A 
N/A 

 
 

N/A 
N/A 

 
 

14,400.00
8,910.00

 
Tuition 

 
5,000 / 

semester 

 
semester 

 
3 

 
15,000.00

 
Supplies 

 
10,000 

 
L.S. 

 
1 

 
10,000.00

 
Equipment 

 
5,000 

 
L.S. 

 
1 

 
5,000.00

 
Subcontracts  
Computer Lab 
Geek Squad 

 
 

3,000 
2,000 

 
 

L.S. 
L.S. 

 
 
1 
1 

 
 

3,000.00
2,000.00

 
Travel 

 
.50/mile 

 
Miles 

 
5,000 

 
2,500.00

 
Other Direct Cost 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
Total Direct Cost 

 
N/A  

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
186,810.00

 
Indirect Cost 

 
35% 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
65,383.50

 
Total Cost 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
252,193.50

 

                                                 
9 i.e., $/hr; ¢/mile 
10 i.e., LS = lump sum; hr=hours; % of effort 
11 50% of 18 months 
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XI. Cash Flow and Work Task Budget Projection 
 

Your Scope of Work shall include a Work Task section.  For each Work Task, provide a 
quarterly (calendar year basis) cash flow projection.  Ideally, you should develop this by 
spreading out your man hours, and related costs (from your budget) by work task and 
quarter.  Each Invoice and each Progress Report should relate to these projections. 
 
In summary, the Cash Flow and Work Task Budget should be presented in a format 
similar to the spreadsheet titled, “Cash Flow Projection Form.”  To assist you in 
completing this form, a sample is also provided. 
 
Note:  Some researchers asked why cash flow projections are requested.  The reasons are 
twofold: 
 
1. It provides a management indicator as to whether or not the resources expected to be 

needed for the project are being utilized – minimizing the potential of the “last minute 
push.” 

 
2. It allows the PFF to invest these monies prior to payments to researches in vehicles 

that maximize the return on investment subject to the limitation that they be available 
for use when you need the money. 
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Cash Flow Projection Form 
 

(You Select Duration, i.e., Number of Quarters) 
 

Cash Flow Projection  
Work Task 

 
Total Budget 1st Quarter 

2008 
2nd Quarter 

2008 
3rd Quarter 

2008 
4th Quarter 

2008 
List Each Task from Scope of Work:      
 
 

     

 
 

     

 
 

     

 
 

     

 
 

     

 
 

     

 
 

     

 
 

     

 
 

     

 
Draft Final Report 

     

 
Final Report 

     

 
VAWPS Article 

     

 
Peer Article 

     

 
WSSI Seminar 

     

 
Total Costs 
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SAMPLE 
 

Cash Flow Projection Form 
 

(You Select Duration, i.e., Number of Quarters) 
 

Cash Flow Projection  
Work Task 

 
Total Budget 1st Quarter 

2008 
2nd Quarter 

2008 
3rd Quarter 

2008 
4th Quarter 

2008 
List Each Task from Scope of Work:      
 
A.  Document Existing Technology 

 
15,000.00 

 
15,000.00 

   

 
B.  Develop Black Box Technology 

 
70,000.00 

 
35,000.00 

 
35,000.00 

  

 
C.  Set Up Testing Cells 

 
30,000.00 

 
30,000.00 

   

 
D.  Lab Testing 

 
60,000.00 

  
30,000.00 

 
30,000.00 

 

 
E.  Data Compilation 

 
30,000.00 

  
10,000.00 

 
20,000.00 

 

 
 

     

 
 

     

 
Draft Final Report 

 
20,000.00 

   
10,000.00 

 
10,000.00 

 
Final Report 

 
10,000.00 

    
10,000.00 

 
VAWPS Article 

 
2,000.00 

    
2,000.00 

 
Peer Article 

 
10,000.00 

    
10,000.00 

 
WSSI Seminar 

 
5,000.00 

    
5,000.00 

 
Total Costs 

 
252,000.00 

 
80,000.00 

 
75,000.00 

 
60,000.00 

 
37,000.00 
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XII. Solicitation Offer and Award Form (SOAF) 
 

Include one (1) original of the SOAF, signed by the Principal Investigator and 
Organization’s Certifying Representative, with each of the six (6) hard copy submissions, 
and a PDF of said signed document on the CD containing your proposal. 
 
See Attachment A:  Solicitation Offer and Award Form. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
L:\25000s\25000.01E2\RFP\RFP02_Final.doc 
 


