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Question: Compliance Agreement 17596 DW between MacDill AFB and the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County dated January 12, 1999 lists various allegations, their resolutions and compliance schedule.  This document is referenced in Table 4 of Attachment J4 to the solicitation.  Among the compliance projects included a new wastewater holding pond and new tertiary sand filters.  These projects, respectively, were designed to resolve the ponding and discharging problems at Spray Fields #1, #3, and #4, and to prevent bypassing of the then existing tertiary filters.  

Please discuss whether these projects, as planned and constructed, have respectively prevented ponding and discharging at the spray fields and bypassing of the filtration system.  

Answer: The compliance agreement is satisfied and closed.  The base currently only has one active sprayfield; treated effluent also is applied to two golf courses and/or discharged to the wet weather pond.  Because MacDill AFB does not have any other method for the disposal of treated wastewater, these facilities must be used in any weather event or under any hydraulic condition.  The existing sand filters replaced an old filter technology that sometimes resulted in overflow or bypasses.  Overflows or bypasses due to filter operation have not occurred since their installation.
Question: When the golf course cannot accept treated effluent, and applying treated effluent on the spray fields would result in ponding and discharging, operating protocol dictates the effluent will be discharged to the wet weather holding pond.  Recent conversations with Hillsborough County EPC and review of recent records indicate the wet weather holding pond has also come close to reaching capacity.  What are the Government’s contingency plans for effluent disposal when the wet weather pond reaches capacity?  EPC records also indicate there is leaching outside of the berm at several locations around the wet weather holding pond.  Conversations with EPC staff indicate this can be considered an unauthorized discharge and must be remedied.  What corrective action does MacDill AFB plan to take to address this problem?
Answer: MacDill AFB does not have any method to discharge treated wastewater other than those identified above and no EPCHC-approved contingency exists.  It should be noted that the issues described in the bidder's comment relating to effluent volume and capacity of the disposal facilities should be redirected to excessive infiltration and inflow (I&I).  It is our position that significant reductions in I&I will mitigate concerns with wet weather pond capacity.  MacDill AFB is currently implementing a comprehensive I&I study, engineering design for repairs, and planned future construction projects.
Question: Reports indicate an excessive amount of molybdenum in the sludge.  High amounts of molybdenum have prevented thickening of the sludge to concentrations greater than 1.5% dry solids, resulting in increased hauling costs and possibly causing special disposal costs.  In addition, the solicitation documents do not discuss the existence of a pretreatment program practiced and enforced at the base.  With the inability of the contractor to directly enforce actions against base operations, please explain how the Government plans to address and help the contractor reduce the concentrations of molybdenum in the waste stream.

Answer: Historic concentrations of molybdenum were traced to two locations on the flight line that used high temperature lubricants or greases.  Apparently, these materials were being washed off of the aircraft and equipment and then discharged to the sanitary sewer.  To mitigate this issue, maintenance procedures were implemented to use dry cleanup (first, before washing) and increased inspection and maintenance of our pretreatment facilities (oil/water separators).  No further issues relating to molybdenum in the WWTP residuals have been identified. 
Question: Paragraph L.4 of the RFP states, in part, the following:  “This Request for Proposal includes a Right of Way (ROW) document at Attachments J46 through J49. Offerors are encouraged to thoroughly review this document prior to submission of offers.  If the offeror takes exception to or questions provisions of this ROW, these objections and/or questions should be raised along with the submission of the initial offer.”  Conversely, Paragraph L.8.2 states, in part, the following: “Exceptions are not allowed to the Bill of Sale or the applicable real estate document.”  In the second citation, what “real estate document” does the Government refer to if not the ROW?

Answer: There are only 2 real estate documents, one being the Bill of Sale and the other being the ROW.

Question: Please explain this apparent conflict in instructions as the ROW contains terms that may require further discussion with the Government.

Answer: Exceptions or questions to the ROW should have been address before the submission of bid.  However, if not, please submit exceptions or questions along with your ROW at time of proposal submission.  They will be addressed during clarification/negotiation phase of the procurement.  Also, sometimes Offerors have taken exceptions to the ROW that requires discussion between the Offeror and the Government.     

