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	 State of South Carolina 
   
  Invitation for Bid   
   Amendment #1
	 Solicitation:
 Date Issued:
 Procurement Officer:
 Phone:
 E-Mail Address:
 Mailing Address:
	5400029653
4/20/2026
Andy Bowman, CPPB
 803-734-3933
 bowmana@dnr.sc.gov 
 SC Department of Natural Resources
 Attn: Procurement Services Room 
 260 D Epting lane
 West Columbia SC 29172

	   DESCRIPTION : RFP for Carbon Feasibility Study 

	  USING GOVERNMENTAL UNIT:  SC Department of Natural Resources Admin  

	 The Term "Offer" Means Your "Bid" or "Proposal". Your offer must be submitted in a sealed package. Solicitation Number & Opening Date must appear on package exterior. See "Submitting Your Paper Offer or Modification" provision.

	  SUBMIT YOUR SEALED OFFER TO EITHER OF THE FOLLOWING ADDRESSES or this URL http://www.procurement.sc.gov

	MAILING ADDRESS:
 SC Department of Natural Resources
 Attn: Procurement Services
 260D Epting Lane
 West Columbia SC 29172
	PHYSICAL ADDRESS:
 SC Department of Natural Resources
 Attn: Procurement Services
 260D Epting Lane
 West Columbia SC 29172

	 SUBMIT OFFER BY (Opening Date/Time):  5/15/2026  10:00 am e.s.t.    (See "Deadline For Submission Of Offer" provision) 

	 QUESTIONS MUST BE RECEIVED BY:   4/17/2026 12:00 Noon E.S.T.  (See "Questions From Offerors" provision) 

	 NUMBER OF COPIES TO BE SUBMITTED: 
(4) Four Hard copies and (4) four electronic media copies of the Technical Proposal
One (1) Electronic Copy of the Redacted Technical Proposal (marked redacted) 
And One (1) Hard copy and One (1) electronic media copy of the Cost Proposal
Initial here if a redacted copy is NOT necessary _______

	 CONFERENCE TYPE: N/A
  
 (As appropriate, see "Conferences - Pre-Bid/Proposal" & "Site Visit" provisions)
	 LOCATION: N/A


	  AWARD & AMENDMENTS
	Award will be posted on  6/5/2026 The award, this solicitation, any amendments, and any related notices will be posted at the following web address: http://www.procurement.sc.gov  

	 You must submit a signed copy of this form with Your Offer. By signing, You agree to be bound by the terms of the Solicitation. You agree to hold Your Offer open for a minimum of ninety (90) calendar days after the Opening Date

	 NAME OF OFFEROR
 
  (full legal name of business submitting the offer)
	Any award issued will be issued to, and the contract will be formed with, the entity identified as the Offeror. The entity named as the offeror must be a single and distinct legal entity. 

	 AUTHORIZED SIGNATURE
 
 (Person must be authorized to submit binding offer to contract on behalf of Offeror.)
	DATE SIGNED
 
 

	 TITLE
  (business title of person signing above)
	 STATE VENDOR NO.
  (Register to Obtain S.C. Vendor No. at www.procurement.sc.gov )

	 PRINTED NAME
 
 (printed name of person signing above)
	 STATE OF INCORPORATION
 
 (If you are a corporation, identify the state of incorporation.)

	  OFFEROR'S TYPE OF ENTITY: (Check one) (See "Signing Your Offer" provision.) 
  ___ Sole Proprietorship ___ Partnership ___ Other_____________________________
  ___ Corporate entity (not tax-exempt) ___ Corporation (tax-exempt) ___ Government entity (federal, state, or local)


SQUESTIONS FROM OFFERORS - AMENDMENT (JUN 2017)
THE SOLICITATION IS AMENDED AS PROVIDED HEREIN. INFORMATION OR CHANGES RESULTING FROM QUESTIONS WILL BE SHOWN IN A QUESTION-AND-ANSWER FORMAT. ALL QUESTIONS RECEIVED HAVE BEEN REPRINTED BELOW. THE “STATE’S RESPONSE” SHOULD BE READ WITHOUT REFERENCE TO THE QUESTIONS. THE QUESTIONS ARE INCLUDED SOLELY TO PROVIDE A CROSS-REFERENCE TO THE POTENTIAL OFFEROR THAT SUBMITTED THE QUESTION. QUESTIONS DO NOT FORM A PART OF THE CONTRACT; THE “STATE’S RESPONSE” DOES. ANY RESTATEMENT OF PART OR ALL OF AN EXISTING PROVISION OF THE SOLICITATION IN AN ANSWER DOES NOT MODIFY THE ORIGINAL PROVISION EXCEPT AS FOLLOWS: UNDERLINED TEXT IS ADDED TO THE ORIGINAL PROVISON. STRICKEN TEXT IS DELETED. [02-2A097-1]
THE SOLICITATION IS AMENDED AS PROVIDED HEREIN. INFORMATION OR CHANGES RESULTING FROM QUESTIONS WILL BE SHOWN IN A QUESTION-AND-ANSWER FORMAT. ALL QUESTIONS RECEIVED HAVE BEEN REPRINTED BELOW. THE “STATE’S RESPONSE” SHOULD BE READ WITHOUT REFERENCE TO THE QUESTIONS. THE QUESTIONS ARE INCLUDED SOLELY TO PROVIDE A CROSS-REFERENCE TO THE POTENTIAL OFFEROR THAT SUBMITTED THE QUESTION. QUESTIONS DO NOT FORM A PART OF THE CONTRACT; THE “STATE’S RESPONSE” DOES. ANY RESTATEMENT OF PART OR ALL OF AN EXISTING PROVISION OF THE SOLICITATION IN AN ANSWER DOES NOT MODIFY THE ORIGINAL PROVISION 

Vendor Questions and Answers :

1. Will SCDNR provide a current GIS-based land inventory and supporting data for the approximately 330,000 acres under its ownership/management, including acreage by holding type, encumbrances, management plans, and other material constraints, or should offerors assume responsibility for compiling and normalizing those inputs as part of the study?
Answer: Yes, SCDNR will provide GIS-based land ownership information including boundaries, ownership types, sources of purchase funding, and timber stand information (this category may not be available for all properties, but most).  Wildlife Management Plans (which include some timber management information) are also available for most all properties, and will be made available upon request, as are some Forest Management Plan examples.  Further encumbrances (beyond just ownership categories and management conflicts), such as conservation easements, mitigation requirements, other legal encumbrances, etc. will be deed specific to each property and said deeds can be provided upon request.  It will be the offerors responsibility to search, sort, and “normalize” this information as it pertains to the study.

2. Should offerors assume the study will evaluate the full SCDNR land portfolio at a screening level, or does SCDNR expect a deeper feasibility assessment for a prioritized subset of holdings, property classes, or candidate project areas?
Answer: This initial feasibility study is intended to be more at the screening level and the methodology and/or comparative matrix used to screen properties is seen as a key to accomplishing this initial screening.  The results of this initial screening are intended to arrive at the second part of the question.  IE are there certain types of holdings or property classes which are reasonably suited to carbon projects, or are opportunities very specific to individual holdings, or are there simply too many constraints altogether to make forest carbon projects suitable on SCDNR lands?  To be able to follow an example or two completely through the feasibility decision making process/matrix to a possible/not possible or impractical point would be considered very valuable in the output of this initial study, so at least a selection of the properties should be followed through on an individual level.  SCDNR will work with the selected offeror to provide some guidance towards certain potential candidate properties, after basic screenings narrow the field at an interim meeting/reporting point.

3. For the requested analysis of statutory/regulatory compatibility, grant conditions, conservation easements, restrictive covenants, and funding-source conditions, does SCDNR expect a high-level feasibility review or a more property-specific review for selected holdings or candidate pathways?
Answer: Much like question #2, some of these restrictions may/may not screen out whole categories of properties (EG Does Forest Legacy Grant Funding preclude properties from this type of activity?,  Does dedication into the Heritage Trust Program preclude this type of activity?, etc.)  But the next layer of screening (or another section of the decision matrix) may become finer, and necessitate reviewing properties more individually (IE reviewing property-specific deeds or Management Plans).  It would be expected that the initial feasibility matrix would narrow the selection of properties to the point that SCDNR and the offeror could review that subset and select a sample of properties for the more property-specific analysis.

4. Should offerors interpret this study primarily as a strategic assessment of the full range of voluntary and compliance-type carbon opportunities, or does SCDNR expect detailed evaluation of specific registry- or methodology-level pathways for likely near-term implementation?
Answer: Both to some degree.  Primarily the strategic assessment of all carbon opportunities, especially those associated with forest-based opportunities.  But it is also recognized that other types of crediting opportunities are available and/or emerging (EG clean water, biodiversity, wetlands, etc.).  A higher level strategic assessment of all of these opportunities is again expected to narrow the field of candidate properties and/or project types on SCDNR lands, at which point, an example(s) of how a specific project would be followed into full implementation under any of these pathways would be valuable in this initial phase.  The offeror would not be expected to identify every single opportunity, and follow it all the way down to the implementation level (with complete cost/benefit analysis), but a followed-through example (perhaps of a very promising example, a marginal one, and a not-so-good one) would be valuable in demonstrating how the matrix/decision-making process is used and its effectiveness.

5. What level of precision does SCDNR expect for estimated expenses, revenue potential, and risk by project type—for example, directional screening-level ranges, scenario-based comparative modeling, or more detailed pathway-specific projections for priority holdings?
Answer: Again, much like the above questions, SCDNR recognizes that the cost/benefit analyses for various pathways are going to be have to be based on projections (even over decades),  IE by project type and past projects for comparable land holdings.  These screening-level projections should be as accurate as possible given the best possible real-life information available and not based on projections that make overly-aggressive assumptions about carbon market prices.  The offerors experience in developing these types of projects from the land holders side will be considered advantageous to SCDNR.  Beyond the screening-level or project type cost/benefit analyses, a limited number of detailed examples of cost/benefit “as it would be implemented” would be valuable to SCDNR.  Here again, a potential example of a promising project, compared to one that is potentially not-so-good, or maybe even one that is feasible, but cost prohibitive.  

6. The scope references the ability to facilitate contracts with service providers and/or project funders/buyers and to facilitate additional contracting as needed. Should offerors interpret this as part of the feasibility study deliverables only, or does SCDNR anticipate potential post-study support related to market engagement, partner identification, or implementation-phase contracting assistance under this procurement?
Answer: This reference is really more about the offeror’s experience in developing these projects and seeing them through to the ultimate marketing, implementation, log-term monitoring, etc. phases.  We do not expect to have a fully developed project from this initial feasibility study, but the offeror should be able to demonstrate through past experience/projects, staff qualifications, etc. that they could follow this initial study into an implementation phase should that be SCDNR’s decision path forward.  So, yes SCDNR would anticipate that further financial support would be required to proceed to a second level of project development should opportunities be arrived at and deemed compatible and beneficial to SCDNR.

7. Evaluation and scoring approach
To help us appropriately tailor our proposal, could you please clarify how proposals will be evaluated and scored across the following areas:
(a) technical approach,
(b) team qualifications and experience,
(c) understanding of carbon markets, and
(d) financial value / price.
(e) Are there any specific weighting factors or priority considerations beyond the relative ordering described in Section VI – Award Criteria?
Answer:  Per the clause in the solicitation document on page 22 
EVALUATION FACTORS – PROPOSALS (JAN 2006)
Offers will be evaluated using only the factors stated below. Evaluation factors are stated in the relative order of importance, with the first factor being the most important. Once evaluation is complete, all responsive offerors will be ranked from most advantageous to least advantageous. [06-6065-1]

8. Strategic context and delivery drivers
For additional context, how does SCDNR see this work aligning with broader State of South Carolina priorities or strategies (for example, sustainability, land stewardship, fiscal responsibility, or longer‑term natural resource planning)? Are there particular planning horizons, anticipated milestones, or upcoming decision points that proposers should be mindful of when structuring the scope and phasing of work?
Answer: No is the answer to the second half of the question.  But under the umbrella of SCDNR’s mission, stated at the beginning of the RFP, our principal focus is the stewardship of the natural resources of the State.  Beyond just protecting land (through purchase, easements, etc.), which is a broad Sate of South Carolina priority/strategy, we also need to be very mindful that proper management of these lands is equally important in their stewardship, not only for long-term sustainability, but also for legally mandated protection of Threatened and Endangered Species, for example.  Yes, fiscal responsibility is an over-arching responsibility for all state agencies, and the evaluation of emerging markets/opportunities such as carbon is part of SCDNR’s due diligence in investigating all possible tools available in helping SDNR to meet its mission into the future.  But the opportunity to monetize any part of the management of our properties is not the primary purpose of this study.  Hence the repeated references to constraints, existing management practices/plans, deed restrictions, etc.  In short, the identification of potential carbon (or other emerging) opportunities must be fully compatible with our existing mission, management mandates, and long-term management strategies, such as those detailed in our Strategic Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP).

9. Budget or funding expectations
To ensure our proposed scope and level of detail are appropriately aligned with SCDNR’s needs, could you please share the anticipated budget range or general funding expectation for this engagement? This information will help us calibrate the depth, complexity, and phasing of the feasibility analysis and associated deliverables.
Answer:  SCDNR does not release budget information.  
 
10. RfP Eligibility: ACRE Investment Management (“ACRE”) is a nature-based carbon project developer operating a portfolio of projects across the southeastern United States, including in South Carolina. Is this RfP open to project developers such as ACRE? Note that through its nearly three-decade history of scaling natural capital projects, including GreenTrees, the world’s largest carbon reforestation program, ACRE brings unparalleled expertise and demonstrated success to project development advisory.
Answer: The RFP is open to any firm that can demonstrate the required technical expertise, experience, and other qualifications as spelled out in the RFP.  Carbon project developers are welcome to submit proposals.  Companies with experience not only developing projects, but also with land management experience itself (particularly wildlife and forestry management) and experience with land holdings similar to SCDNR’s (including holding types, management and legal constraints, etc.) will be given preference.  This feasibility study is intended to be a realistic evaluation of what may or may not be possible for SCDNR in the carbon arena, recognizing that our stated mission takes an overarching priority.  In short, we are looking for a real world evaluation given the best verifiable information available, and not a carbon sales pitch based on overly-aggressive predictions and/or projections.
 
11. SCDNR Intervention Type(s): What specific interventions are under consideration by the SCDNR for this RfP (e.g., improved forest management, afforestation/reforestation, agricultural land management, wetland restoration, etc)? 
Answer: This initial feasibility study should be primarily focused on forest management mechanisms (such as IFM and reforestation, and potentially correlated/associated benefits such as water quality and biodiversity), but we recognize that other opportunities may exist.  Given our own knowledge and initial investigation of opportunities, these forest management mechanisms seem to hold the highest potential for SCDNR.  However, SCDNR understands that there are other mechanisms and their inclusion in an proposal will not be evaluated negatively.

12. SCDNR Intent: How will carbon credits produced as a result of this engagement be used? Is the SCDNR open to roles beyond being a carbon credit supplier? Alternative roles could include using SCDNR carbon projects to derisk private-sector-developed carbon projects. 
Answer: Explaining and detailing how the carbon credits developed by any potential project would be part of the offeror’s responsibility as a deliverable of the study.  We are open to evaluating avenues other than the most “common” credit marketing strategies, but as with all potential avenues/pathways, any potential project pathway must be explained in detail including realistic cost/benefit analyses, and must be fully compatible with the “matrix” of our stated mission, legal restraints, management strategies, etc.  It is recognized that the “common” carbon marketing strategies may /may not be the best fit for SCDNR, but that other opportunities, including, but not limited to, direct project partnerships may hold potential.





 All other terms and conditions remain unchanged
2

