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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY '-- 

REGION 5 
77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD . - L-b3c1_2_ 

CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

Mr. Johnny W. Reising 
United States Department of Energy 
Feed Materials Production Center 
P.O. Box 398705 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45239-8705 

..~ REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF: 

SRF-5J 

RE: Silo 3 Draft RFP 

Dear Mr. Reising: 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has 

completed its review of the United States Department of Energy's 

(U.S. DOE) draft Request for Proposal (RFP)for.the Silo 3 waste 

project. 

Enclosed are U.S. EPA's comments on the RFP for your consideration. 

Please contact me at (312) 886-0992 if you have any questions 

regarding this matter. 

Sincerely, 

James A. Saric 
Remedial Pro] ect Manager 
Federal Facilities Section 
SFD Remedial Response Branch #2 

Enclosure 

cc: Tom Schneider, OEPA-SWDO 
Bill Murphie, U.S. DOE-HDQ 
John Bradburne, FERMCO 
Terry Hagen, FERMCO 
Tom Walsh, FERMCO 
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TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS ON 
"REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL, S I L O  3 WASTE PROJECT, OPERABLE U N I T  41r 

E'ERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  Not Applicable (NA) Page # :  NA Line # :  NA 
Original General Comment # :  1 
Comment: At several locations, such as that in Paragraph 4, 

Section C.1.2 on Page C.l-9, the text requires the 
contractor to bear expenses for all transportation, material 
handling, reprocessing, and labor support required for 
reprocessing the waste shipment rejected by the Nevada Test 
Site (NTS). Although such a requirement is customarily used 
to hold contractors accountable to their work, it is also 
likely to prompt the contractor to increase the bid price, 
which may not be realistic and necessary. Therefore, the 
document should be revised to state that either (1) the 
Department of Energy (DOE), through Flour Daniel Fernald 
(FDF)or entirely on its own, will work with NTS to ensure 
that all waste shipments satisfy NTS waste acceptance 
criteria (WAC), or ( 2 )  the contractor will be reimbursed for 
costs associated with reprocessing the waste shipment 
rejected by NTS, to prevent the contractor from increasing 
the bid price to cover uncertainties associated with waste 
rejected by NTS. DOE should also require FDF to more 
strictly verify that all wastes processed by the contractor 
meet the NTS WAC. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  NA Page # :  NA Line # :  NA 
Original General Comment # :  2 
Comment: The text cites DOE and Fernald Environmental Management 

Project (FEMP) documents that are necessary for writing the 
proposal and for preparing submissions due soon after work 
begins. Some of these documents (for instance, NS-0003 is 
cited in Section J.3.2) are included as attachments. 
However, other documents (such as DOE-EM-5502-94, DOE-STD- 
1027-92, RM-2116, and DOE Guide 440.1-1, cited in Section 
5.3.2) are not attached. All documents cited in the Request 
for Proposal (RFP), except those that are widely available 
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(such as the Code of Federal Regulations [ C F R ] ) ,  should be 
attached to the RFP. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  NA Page # :  NA Line # :  NA 
Original General Comment # :  3 
Comment: The document does not provide line numbers that are 

generally provided in all FEMP documents. The document 
should be revised to specify line numbers that can be used 
to refer to specific text commented on in the Specific 
Comment section. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  J . 4  Page # :  NA Line # :  NA 
Original General Comment # :  4 
Comment: This section consists of many attachments. To 

facilitate the prompt location of a relevant document, 
either the introduction to this section or the Table of 
Contents to Section J should include an index of all 
attachments, arranged in order of the title or the document 
number used in text to cite the document. 

S P E C I F I C  COMMENTS 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Page # :  B-1 Line # :  2 Section # :  B . 2 . 2  

Original Specific Comment # :  1 
Comment: The phrase "accordance Section" should be corrected to 

read "accordance with Section. " 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  Table B . 2 - 1  Page # :  B-2 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  2 
Comment: The description of Line Item 008 in the table refers to 

Section C . 3 . 2 . 4 .  However, the referred section is not 
included in the document. The document should be revised to 
address this issue. 

Commenting Organization:. U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  C Page # :  I Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  3 
Comment: Page I of the Table of Contents in Section C indicates 

that Section 3 . 2 . 4  is presented on Page 3-11. However, Page 
3 - 1 0  is repeated in place of Page 3-11. The document should 
be revised to insert Page 3-11. 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  C.1.2.3 Page # :  C.1-8 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  4 
Comment: In line 7 of the paragraph entitled "Personnel," the 

phrase "low-level waste" should be revised to read "low- 
level radioactive waste." 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  C.1.5 Page # :  C.l-13 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  5 
Comment: The text in line 4 of paragraph 6 on Page C.l-13 

requires the contractor to provide feedback to F D F  regarding 
the advantages of off-site treatment. The text should be 
revised to require that the contractor provide F D F  with 
feedback regarding both advantages and disadvantages of the 
off-site treatment of waste. The consideration of 
disadvantages, such as an increased risk of exposure 
resulting from an accident during shipment of waste for off- 
site treatment, is important in evaluating the feasibility 
of off-site treatment of Silo 3 waste. The findings of off- 
site treatment evaluations should be presented to the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) for review. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  C.1.5' Page # :  C.l-14 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  6 
Comment: The text in Line 2 under Bullet 4 states that F D F  will 

add 18 months to the contractor's project schedule if a 
record of decision ( R O D )  amendment is required to allow for 
the off-site treatment of waste. The process of ROD 
amendment may be completed in less than 18 months; 
therefore, the text should be revised to state that F D F  will 
add the time needed to amend the ROD to the contractor's 
schedule to determine the contractor's Gverall project 
schedule. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  C.4.2.1 Page # :  C.4-2 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  7 
Comment: The text requires the contractor to provide drinking 

water; however, under Bullet 2 ,  it states that the potable 
water will be provided by F D F .  The text should be revised 
to clarify whether drinking water will be provided by F D F  or 
the contractor. 
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In addition, the text requires the contractor to provide FDF 
with the locations of drinking water outlets. This 
requirement should be reevaluated after the text is revised 
to address the issue discussed above. 

The text also states that telephone service will be 
monitored by FDF and may be suspended if it is misused by 
the contractor. The text should be revised to define the 
misuse of telephone service. 

The text also states that power, potable water, fire 
suppression water, and telephone services will be provided 
by FDF, but it does not clarify whether the contractor will 
be required to pay for these utilities or not. The text 
should be revised to clarify this issue. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  C.4.4.3 Page # :  C.4-6 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  8 
Comment: The text discusses "United Postal Service" deliveries. 

The text should be corrected to "United Parcel Service," 
"United States Postal Service," or both, as appropriate. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  Figure C.4-2 Page # :  C.4-25 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  9 
Comment: The text states that only the operations work plan will 

be submitted to the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
(OEPA) and U.S. EPA for review. However, because of the 
complexity of this project, problems may develop as they 
have at other projects such as the previous vitrification 
pilot plant at Operable Unit 4 and the similar unified 
project at Pit 9 of the Idaho National Engineering and 
Environmental Laboratory. To assist in the early 
recognition of problems, OEPA and U.S. EPA should also 
review the site preparation, process design, and facilities 
engineering packages; process control plan; operations and 
maintenance plans; and all other relevant engineering 
documents. This review would provide an additional check for 
major errors and omissions. In addition, at a minimum, OEPA 
should receive the Pre-Operational Environmental Control 
Plan to minimize the possibility of additional regulatory 
violations. 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Sedtion # :  Table C.5-1 Page # :  C.5-2 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  10 
Comment: Under Item 1, the table lists the description of off- 

site disposal as a part of the design criteria for the 
minimum required process operations to be performed by the 
contractor. However, according to the rest of the document, 
off-site disposal consists of disposing of treated wastes at 
NTS, which is the responsibility of FDF. The document 
should be revised to clarify the requirement of including 
off-site disposal as a part of the design criteria for 
minimum required process operations performed by the 
contractor. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  C.5.1.1.9 Page # :  C.5-16 Line # :  NA . 
Original Specific Comment # :  11 
Comment: The text cites Section 4 of the "American Society for 

Testing and Materiais (ASTM) Book of Standards," dated March 
1996. However, the most recent publication of the cited 
volumes of Section 4 are December 1996 for Volume 4.07, 
April 1997 for Volume 4.08, and May 1997 for Volume 4.09. 
All volumes of the "ASTM Book of Standards" are revised and 
published annually. To ensure that the most current 
versions of ASTM and all other references are used, the 
document should be revised to require the use of most recent 
versions of the referenced materials, requirements, and 
regulations. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  C.6.2.10.3.3 Page # :  C.6-9 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  12 
Comment: The text requires the contractor to coordinate efforts 

with FDF personnel to obtain NTS acceptance.of treated Silo 
3 waste. Considering this requirement, it is not clear why 
NTS would reject treated Silo 3 waste shipments (see General 
Comment 1) if treated wastes are shipped to NTS only after 
obtaining NTS approval. The text should also be revised in 
light of the response to General Comment 1. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  C.6.14.4 Page # :  6-17 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  13 
Comment: The text refers to fenceline radon concentrations 
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without specifying the location of the fenceline. The 
document should be revised to include a site plan clearly 
identifying the fenceline being referred to in the text. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  C.6.2.15.1 Page # :  C.6-22 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  14 
Comment: The phrase "until a mutual" should be revised to read 

"until the cause of the shutdown has been positively 
identified and rectified and a mutual. . . . It 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  C.7.2.1.6 Page # :  C . 7 - 5  Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  15 
Comment: The text requires the contractor's supervisor to 

complete Nevada Field Office-325 training, if needed. The 
text should be revised to clarify if the contractor will be 
required to arrange and pay for this training. 
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