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From: Patricia Milligan
To: internet:bruce @anbex.com
Date: 3/14/2007 10:53:29 AM
Subject: Question regarding KI

Bruce,
As the project officer for this KI contract, I am getting very confused about some basic issues and I hope

that you can enlighten me. During Annette's phone call with you on March 13 regarding the shelf life of
the Vermont 65 mg tablets, she was left with the impression that the reason VT received 3 year shelf life
material was because the contract specified only 3 year shelf life and that product with a shelf life longer
than this would be more expensive.

So here is my confusion:
1) the contract NRC has with Anbex specifies a minimum shelf life, not a maximum or fixed term

shelf life. During the initial solicitation conference that was held with Alan Morris and you (by telecon) on
Friday, January 25, 2002, at 10:00 a.m, you indicated that there was a pending application for a shelf life
extension for an additional two years. Because of this pending application, it was agreed that the
language to specify shelf life would be characterized as "at a minimum" to allow for the shelf life extension
without having to go back through the contracting process. Neither the contract nor the Anbex proposal
language states that if.a shelf life is longer than the minimum it would require repricing.

2) The 65 mg tablets shipped to MN, VA, and NY all have extended shelf life dating.-with expiration
dates of 2012- clearly meeting the "at a minimum" terms of the contract, and yet there was no increase in
price for these tablets. As the project manager I am confused by: 1) your insistence that the price would
have to be more for longer shelf life as that was clearly not the case in these 3 prior shipments. 2) your
understanding that the contract calls for a fixed term shelf life; and 3) your understanding of the language
"at a minimum.' Please respond to these three points so that I may have a better understanding of the
apparent issues so that I am able to communicate this understanding to my management and our
interested stakeholders.

I look forward to your prompt response.

Patricia A. Milligan, CHP, RPh
KI Project Manager

cc: R Baum, Office of General Counsel
N. Mamish, Deputy Director, Division of Preparedness and Response
A. Stang, Emergency Preparedness Analyst, Division of Preparedness and Response

CC: Annette Stang; Nader Mamish; Robin Baum
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