
11232 Federal Register / Vol. 78, No. 32 / Friday, February 15, 2013 / Notices 

Docket Number: M–2013–003–M. 
Petitioner: Badger Mining 

Corporation, N7815 County Highway P, 
Taylor, Wisconsin 54659. 

Mine: Taylor Plant, MSHA I.D. No. 
47–02555, P.O. Box 160, Taylor, 
Wisconsin 54659, located in Jackson 
County, Wisconsin. 

Regulation Affected: 30 CFR 56.13020 
(Use of compressed air). 

Modification Request: The petitioner 
requests a modification of the existing 
standard to permit an alternative 
method for implementing a clothes 
cleaning process that uses regulated 
compressed air for cleaning miners’ 
dust-laden clothing. The petitioner 
states that: 

1. Only miners trained in the 
operation of the clothes cleaning booth 
will be permitted to use the booth to 
clean their clothes. 

2. The petitioner will incorporate the 
National Institute for Occupational 
Safety and Health (NIOSH) Clothes 
Cleaning Process and Manufacturer’s 
Instruction Manuals into their MSHA 
Part 46 Training Plan and train affected 
miners in the process. 

3. Miners entering the booth will 
examine valves and nozzles for damage 
or malfunction and will close the door 
fully before opening the air valve. Any 
defects will be repaired prior to the 
booth being used. 

4. Miners entering the booth will wear 
eye protection, ear plugs or muffs for 
hearing protection, and half-mask fit- 
tested respirator (disposable or reusable) 
that meets or exceeds the minimum 
requirements of a N95 filter for 
respiratory protection. A sign will be 
conspicuously posted requiring the use 
of personal protective equipment when 
entering the booth. 

5. Airflow through the booth will be 
sufficient to maintain negative pressure 
during use of the cleaning system to 
prevent contamination of the 
environment outside the booth. Airflow 
will be in a downward direction to 
move contaminants away from the 
miner’s breathing zone. 

6. Air pressure through the spray 
manifold will be limited to 30 pounds 
per square inch or less. A lock box with 
a single secondary crusher key 
controlled by the supervisor will be 
used to prevent regulator tampering. 

7. The air spray manifold will consist 
of a 11⁄2 inch, square tube with 1⁄4-inch 
wall thickness capped at the base and 
actuated by an electrically controlled 
valve at the top. 

8. Air spray manifold will contain 27 
nozzles at 30 pounds per square inch 
gauge. 

9. The uppermost spray of the spray 
manifold will be located not more than 
56 inches from the floor. 

10. Side deflectors will be used to 
eliminate the possibility of incidental 
contact with the air nozzles during the 
clothes cleaning process. 

11. The petitioner will conduct 
periodic maintenance checks of the 
booth according to the 
recommendations contained in the 
NIOSH Clothes Cleaning Process 
Instruction Manual. 

12. The air receiver tank supplying air 
to the manifold system will be of 
sufficient volume to permit no less than 
20 seconds of continuous clothes 
cleaning time. 

13. An appropriate hazard warning 
sign will be posted on the booth to state, 
at a minimum, ‘‘Compressed Air’’ and 
‘‘Respirable Silica Dust’’. 

14. Minimum performance criteria for 
the local exhaust ventilation system 
servicing the booth will be maintained 
at all times. Provisions will be 
established by the Petitioner to remove 
the booth from service if the volumetric 
airflow falls below 80 percent of original 
design capacity and/or booth negative 
pressure falls below 0.1 water gauge. 

15. A pressure relief valve design for 
the booth’s minimum 240-gallon air 
reservoir will be installed. 

16. The air inlet filter located on top 
of the booth will have a filter system 
that is rated to remove particles less 
than 10 microns in size. 

The petitioner further states that: 
1. The alternative method provides a 

direct reduction of miners’ exposure to 
respirable crystalline dust, thus 
reducing their health risks while 
providing no less than the same degree 
of safety provided by the existing 
standard. 

2. The alternative method has been 
jointly developed and successfully 
tested by the NIOSH. 

Dated: February 12, 2013. 
George F. Triebsch, 
Director, Office of Standards, Regulations and 
Variances. 
[FR Doc. 2013–03583 Filed 2–14–13; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4510–43–P 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND 
BUDGET 

Notification of a Public Meeting on the 
Use of Cost Comparisons in Federal 
Procurement 

AGENCY: Office of Management and 
Budget, Executive Office of the 
President. 

ACTION: Notice of a public meeting and 
request for comments. 

SUMMARY: The Office of Federal 
Procurement Policy (OFPP) in the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) seeks 
input from the public on the practice of 
comparing the relative cost of 
performance by Federal employees 
versus contract performance in order to 
identify the most cost-effective source. 
OFPP intends to consider feedback 
received in response to this notice as it 
evaluates existing policies addressing 
cost comparisons and considers new 
ones to help agencies save money and 
drive better results. Feedback will also 
be considered in connection with the 
development of guidance required by 
section 1655 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act (NDAA) for Fiscal 
Year (FY) 2013, Public Law 112–239. 
Section 1655 requires OMB to publish 
guidance addressing the conversion of a 
function being performed by a small 
business concern to performance by a 
Federal employee. 

Interested parties may offer oral and/ 
or written comments at a public meeting 
to be held on March 5, 2013. Parties are 
also encouraged to provide all written 
comments directly to 
www.regulations.gov. 
DATES: A public meeting will be 
conducted on Tuesday March 5, 2013 at 
2 p.m. eastern time and is expected to 
conclude not later than 5 p.m. eastern 
time. 

Procedures for the public meeting: 
The public is asked to pre-register by 

Friday March 1, 2013, due to security 
limitations. To pre-register, please send 
an email to Ms. Aisha Hasan of OFPP at 
ahasan@omb.eop.gov. Registration 
check-in will begin at 1 p.m. eastern 
time and the meeting will start at 2 p.m. 
eastern time. 

Oral Public Comments: Parties 
wishing to make formal oral 
presentations at the public meeting 
must contact Ms. Aisha Hasan by 
electronic mail at ahasan@omb.eop.gov 
no later than Friday March 1, 2013, to 
be placed on the public speaker list. 
Time allocations for oral presentations 
will be limited to five minutes. All 
formal oral public comments should 
also be followed-up in writing and 
submitted to www.regulations.gov. 
When submitting your comments, 
reference ‘‘Public Comments on the Use 
of Cost Comparisons.’’ Note: Requests 
made after the deadline for formal oral 
presentations will be permitted as time 
permits and assigned based on the order 
the requests are received. 

Written Comments/Statements: In lieu 
of, or in addition to, participating in the 
public meeting, interested parties may 
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submit written comments to 
www.regulations.gov by April 15, 2013. 
When submitting your comments, 
reference ‘‘Public Comments on the Use 
of Cost Comparisons.’’ Parties wishing 
to share written statements at the public 
meeting must submit such statements to 
Ms. Hasan at ahasan@omb.eop.gov by 
March 1, 2013. 
ADDRESSES: The public meeting will be 
held at the General Services 
Administration Auditorium located at 
1800 F Street NW., Washington, DC, 
20405. 

Meeting Accommodations: The public 
meeting is physically accessible to 
people with disabilities. Request for 
sign language interpretation or other 
auxiliary aids should be directed to Ms. 
Lague at deborah.lague@gsa.gov or 202– 
694–8149 by February 25, 2013. 

The TTY number for further 
information is: 1–800–877–8339. When 
the operator answers the call, let them 
know the agency is the General Services 
Administration; the point-of-contact is 
Deborah Lague at 202–694–8149. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
clarification of the subject matter 
related to the memorandum: Mr. 
Mathew Blum, OFPP, (202) 395–4953 or 
mblum@omb.eop.gov or Mr. Jim Wade, 
OFPP, (202) 395–2181 or 
jwade@omb.eop.gov. 

For public meeting information and 
submission of comment: Ms. Aisha 
Hasan, OFPP, (202) 395–6811 or 
ahasan@omb.eop.gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: From the 
start of the Administration, it has been 
a priority to make sure agencies apply 
fiscally responsible acquisition practices 
that cut contracting costs and better 
protect taxpayers from cost overruns 
and poor performance. In response, 
agencies have been taking steps to buy 
less and buy smarter. These steps 
include cutting unnecessary contract 
spending and launching new efforts to 
pool the government’s buying power. 
These efforts are paying off. FY 2012’s 
total spending on contracts was $35 
billion less than the amount spent in FY 
2009, marking the largest three-year 
decline in Federal contract spending on 
record. (For additional information on 
the Federal government-wide 
contracting achievements, go to http:// 
www.whitehouse.gov/blog/2012/12/06/ 
historic-savings-contracting-and-plans- 
more.) 

To build on these efforts, OFPP has 
kicked off an initiative to consider how 
agencies may achieve further savings 
and drive even better results through the 
use of cost comparisons in appropriate 
circumstances. Cost comparison is the 
term used to describe the practice of 

comparing the cost of a private sector 
contractor performing a defined task, or 
set of tasks, to the cost of having Federal 
employees perform the same task(s) 
where the work is suitable for 
performance by either sector. This tool 
offers a number of benefits. A cost 
comparison can help the agency 
validate whether the current sector 
performing the work is the more cost- 
effective source. Where this is not the 
case, the cost comparison may be used 
to encourage the sector currently 
performing the work to adopt more 
efficient practices. Where the difference 
in cost between the public and private 
sectors for performance of the same task 
is significant, the comparison may 
support conversion of work from one 
sector to the other, in accordance with 
law, including any limitations imposed 
thereon. 

OFPP seeks public comment on how 
agencies can best incorporate cost 
comparisons into their management 
practices and especially welcomes 
public comment on the following 

three issues: (1) When cost 
comparisons are likely to be beneficial, 
(2) what principles should guide the 
conduct of a cost comparison, and (3) 
what special considerations should be 
involved when work is currently being 
performed by a small business 
contractor. Additional explanation and 
discussion questions are set forth below. 

A. Suitability 
Like most management practices, cost 

comparisons are not a ‘‘one-size-fits-all’’ 
tool. A number of factors need to be 
considered to identify when a cost 
comparison may be appropriate and, 
when appropriate, where the agency is 
likely to derive benefit from using a cost 
comparison. For example, a cost 
comparison would not be appropriate if 
an agency decides that a particular 
requirement is no longer needed, or no 
longer affordable, no matter who 
performs the work. A cost comparison 
would also not be appropriate if only 
one sector is suitable for performing a 
given requirement. For example, 
performance of work by the private 
sector would not be suitable if the work 
to be performed involves (i) an 
inherently governmental function, (ii) a 
critical function to the extent that 
human capital and/or risk analysis 
shows that there is not a sufficient 
number of Federal employees 
performing, or managing, the function 
so that the agency can maintain control 
of its mission and operations, or (iii) an 
unauthorized personal service. These 
limitations are explained in OFPP 
Policy Letter 11–1, Performance of 
Inherently Governmental and Critical 

Functions, available at http://www.
whitehouse.gov/omb/procurement_
index_work_performance/, and OMB 
Memorandum M–09–26, Managing the 
Multi-Sector Workforce, available at 
http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/ 
default/files/omb/assets/ 
memoranda_fy2009/m-09–26.pdf. 

At the same time, as explained in 
Policy Letter 11–01 and Memorandum 
M–09–26, there are many requirements 
that may be suitable for performance by 
either the public or private sector, such 
as positions within critical functions 
where the agency has determined it has 
the internal capacity to maintain control 
over its operations and work that is not 
inherently governmental, closely 
associated to an inherently 
governmental function, or critical. 

1. In situations where either sector 
may be suitable to perform the work, 
what factors should an agency take into 
account to determine if a cost 
comparison is likely to be beneficial? 

2. What considerations would be 
helpful in prioritizing which functions 
are studied first? 

B. Procedures 
When an agency determines that a 

cost comparison may be beneficial, it 
must have principles and procedures to 
support the conduct of a cost 
comparison. 

Guiding principles. OMB 
Memorandum M–09–26 provides two 
overarching principles for a cost 
analysis, namely, it must (a) provide 
‘‘like comparisons’’ of costs that are of 
a sufficient magnitude to influence the 
final decision on the most cost effective 
source of support for the organization 
and (b) address the full costs of 
government and private sector 
performance. 

1. What additional guiding principles 
and/or clarification of the above 
principles would be helpful? 

2. What guidance might be provided 
regarding tracking of results to ensure 
expected benefits identified in the cost 
comparison have been realized? 

Cost principles. For many years, 
costing principles to facilitate the 
comparison of costs between the public 
and private sectors have been provided 
in Appendix C of OMB Circular A–76, 
available at http://www.whitehouse.gov/ 
sites/default/files/omb/assets/omb/
circulars/a076/a76_incl_tech_
correction.pdf. These factors were 
developed to support the use of public- 
private competition but also can be used 
to compare the relative cost of each 
sector’s performance without 
conducting a competition. 

3. What changes and/or clarifications 
might be considered to improve the 
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effectiveness of these principles in the 
conduct of a cost comparison? 

4. In 2010, the Department of Defense 
established business rules for use in 
estimating and comparing the full costs 
of military and civilian manpower and 
contract support. See Directive-Type 
Memorandum (DTM) 09–007, 
‘‘Estimating and Comparing the Full 
Costs of Civilian and Military 
Manpower and Contract Support,’’ 
available at http://www.dtic.mil/whs/ 
directives/corres/pdf/DTM–09–007.pdf. 
What, if any, principles might be 
considered for adoption government- 
wide? 

C. Small Business Considerations 
Section 1655 of the NDAA for FY 

2013 requires OMB to publish 
procedures and methodologies to be 
used by Federal agencies with respect to 
decisions to convert a function being 
performed by a small business concern 
to performance by a Federal employee, 
including procedures and 
methodologies for determining which 
contracts will be studied for potential 
conversion. 

Section 5–3 of Policy Letter 11–01 
includes management guidance in 
connection with small business 
contracting. Specifically, section 5–3: 

• Instructs agencies to place a lower 
priority on reviewing work performed 
by small businesses where the work is 
not inherently governmental and where 
continued contractor performance does 
not put the agency at risk of losing 
control of its mission or operations, 
especially if the agency has not recently 
met, or currently is having difficulty 
meeting, its small business goals; 

• encourages agencies to involve their 
small business advocates if considering 
the insourcing of work currently being 
performed by small businesses; and 

• instructs agencies that make a 
management decision to insource work 
that is currently being performed by 
both small and large businesses, to 
apply the ‘‘rule of two’’ to the work that 
will continue to be performed by 
contractors (the rule of two calls for a 
contract to be set aside for small 
businesses when at least two small 
businesses can do the work for a fair 
market price). 

1. What additional factors might be 
considered, if any, in addition to those 
identified in Policy Letter 11–01, to 
determine where it may be appropriate 
to insource work that is otherwise 
suitable for performance by a small 
business contractor? 

2. Section 1655 also requires OMB’s 
guidance to address procedures and 
methodologies for estimating and 
comparing costs. If a situation arises 

where it is appropriate to consider a 
cost-based insourcing of work currently 
being performed by a small business, to 
what extent, if any, should costing 
procedures and methodologies differ 
from those used to evaluate the cost 
effectiveness of other than small 
businesses? 

Joseph G. Jordan, 
Administrator for Federal Procurement 
Policy. 
[FR Doc. 2013–03581 Filed 2–14–13; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE P 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND 
SPACE ADMINISTRATION 

[Notice (13–014)] 

Notice of Information Collection 

AGENCY: National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration (NASA). 
ACTION: Notice of information collection. 

SUMMARY: The National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, in its continuing 
effort to reduce paperwork and 
respondent burden, invites the general 
public and other Federal agencies to 
take this opportunity to comment on 
proposed and/or continuing information 
collections, as required by the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (Pub. 
L. 104–13, 44 U.S.C. 3506(c)(2)(A)). 
DATES: All comments should be 
submitted within 30 calendar days from 
the date of this publication. 
ADDRESSES: Interested persons are 
invited to submit written comments on 
the proposed information collection to 
the Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs, Office of Management and 
Budget, 725 17th Street NW., 
Washington, DC 20503, Attention: Desk 
Officer for the Office of NASA. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Requests for additional Information or 
copies of the information collection 
instrument(s) and instructions should 
be directed to Ms. Frances Teel, NASA 
Clearance Officer, NASA Headquarters, 
300 E Street SW., JF000, Washington, 
DC 20546, Frances.C.Teel@nasa.gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

I. Abstract 

In accordance with Executive Order 
13506 establishing the White House 
Council on Women and Girls, the 
Women@NASA Program was created to 
provide mentoring opportunities in 
science, technology, engineering, and 
math (STEM) disciplines for female 
students. To support the White House 
Educate to Innovate campaign, the 
Women@NASA Program was expanded 

to offer an equivalent program for young 
males called NASA Building 
Outstanding Young Scientists (BOYS). 
Both programs are designed to engage 
underrepresented rising 5th–8th grade 
students in a one-on-one virtual 
mentoring experience, under parental/ 
adult supervision, one hour per week 
for a five-week period. Participants will 
be selected from a diverse set of 
geographical locations across the USA. 

This clearance request pertains to the 
collection of information associated 
with the administration of electronic 
application forms, parental consent 
forms, and pre and post parent/student 
surveys. Surveys are designed to gauge 
participant interest in STEM subjects 
before and after the virtual mentoring 
experience, measure the program 
impact, access the effectiveness of the 
virtual mentoring approach and identify 
opportunities for improvement. 

II. Method of Collection 

Electronic. 

III. Data 

Title: NASA Girls and Boys Virtual 
Mentoring Program. 

OMB Number: 2700–XXXX. 
Type of review: New Information 

Collection. 
Affected Public: Individuals or 

households. 
Estimated Number of Respondents: 

4,800. 
Estimated Time Per Response: 

Variable. 
Estimated Total Annual Burden 

Hours: 2,600. 
Estimated Total Annual Cost: 

$170,000. 

IV. Request for Comments 

Comments are invited on: (1) Whether 
the proposed collection of information 
is necessary for the proper performance 
of the functions of NASA, including 
whether the information collected has 
practical utility; (2) the accuracy of 
NASA’s estimate of the burden 
(including hours and cost) of the 
proposed collection of information; (3) 
ways to enhance the quality, utility, and 
clarity of the information to be 
collected; and (4) ways to minimize the 
burden of the collection of information 
on respondents, including automated 
collection techniques or the use of other 
forms of information technology. 

Comments submitted in response to 
this notice will be summarized and 
included in the request for OMB 
approval of this information collection. 
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