





Estimate expected diversion from WCT conversion of biosolids, food scraps, yard debris
(including clean wood), non-recyclable paper, non-recyclable plastics, and dirty wood

Evaluate expected diversion, cost, risks, and environmental benefits of implementing a WCT
versus landfilling in bioreactor landfill (i.e., a landfill which receives additional liquid so as to
obtain a moisture content of the waste mass that is optimal for anaerobic digestion). Consideration
should be given to realizing the highest and best use of feedstocks.

Identify federal grant opportunities for the development of WCT facilities

Evaluate usefulness of RFP process to attract private partners to provide capital and absorb risks

TASK 1.3 - EVALUATION OF CURBSIDE COLLECTION OF ORGANICS

The purpose of this Task is to evaluate CSWD’s current collection system and compare it to the cost
and effectiveness of a curbside collection program. CSWD is currently in the process of completing
another independent study on the benefits and cost of implementing an enhanced collection system
for trash and recyclables that utilizes franchising, flow control, and/or additional pay-as-you-throw
requirements. The purpose of this Task is to evaluate the impact of source separated food waste, with
the possible addition of yard waste, collection options against CSWD’s current organic waste
collection program.

SUBTASK 1.3.1 - EVALUATE EFFECTIVENESS OF EXISTING ORGANICS
COLLECTION SYSTEM

Estimate costs, participation rates and diversion rates for commercial, institutional, and residential

sectors and for backyard and on-farm composting

SUBTASK 1.3.2 — EVALUATE POTENTIAL IMPROVEMENTS TO ORGANICS
COLLECTION SYSTEM

Expanded curbside collection of organics for residential and/or commercial sectors

Assume residential franchising system exists

Assume no commercial franchising system

Evaluate with and without mandatory diversion requirements

Evaluate likely participation, set-out and diversion rates based upon a review of programs in

other communities that have available data. Provide pound per capita or per household data on

at least six (6) North American Cities or Solid Waste Jurisdictions that have had curbside

collection of source separated organics programs running for 2 or more years and whether

these programs measure yard waste or food waste separately. At least 4 of the entities must

have data on food waste collection.

e Identify and estimate potential economic and environmental impacts (using a recognized

mathematical model) of expanded collection system

TASK 1.4 - PHASE 1 REPORT

Prepare draft report on work completed under Phase 1

Present report to CSWD Board of Commissioners

Assist CSWD staft in conducting a public comment period by attending one additional public
meeting

Revise report per CSWD comment

PHASE 2 — IDENTIFICATION OF ALTERNATIVE MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS

Based on the information and analysis completed in Phase 1, including the feedback from CSWD and its
members, the Consultant should identify specific alternative management technologies recommended for
further evaluation. The purpose of Phase 2 is to identify appropriate alternative processing technologies
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and recommend three alternate systems that the Consultant feels will best meet the long-term 20-year
goals of CSWD.

The management of biosolids, including the management of the end product produced by any processes,
includes a set of issues that may be very different from the issues concerning the processing of other
source separated organics. For this reason, the management of these two streams should be considered
both separately and combined. Additionally, economies of scale and efficiencies of operations may yield
additional benefits if the two organic waste streams are co-located into an intermingled management
system that either combines the two streams or manages them separately on the same site.

TASK 2.1 — IDENTIFICATION OF BIOSOLIDS MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES

This Task requires the Consultant to identify the potential alternatives available for the management
of the biosolds projected to be generated within CSWD. Because the management of biosolids is of
concern to many WWTFs throughout the state, it is felt that some initial effort should be taken to
explore the desire for an interregional solution that would utilize biosolids from WWTF located in the
three Counties that abut CSWD and have WWTFs of significant size (Franklin, Addison, and
Washington Counties).

SUBTASK 2.1.1 - ALTERNATIVE BIOSOLIDS PROCESSING TECHNOLOGIES
Identify and discuss appropriate alternative technologies (including landfilling) for public
implementation.

Siting requirements

Regulatory considerations

Generic capital and operating costs

Environmental and societal impacts including emissions

Ability to add food residue and yard debris to process

End product quantities and marketability, including potential impacts from less regulated
pollutants such as pharmaceuticals and nanoparticles

Centralized versus decentralized processing facilities

Ability of individual or all WWTFs to meet Class A requirements and land apply biosolids
Beneficial reuse versus enhanced dewatering and disposal

Risk (re technology, cost, end product market)

SUBTASK 2.1.2 —INTERREGIONAL SOLUTION
o Identify and meet with primary stakeholders to determine need (two meetings)
e Ifaneed is determined, agree upon cost share to fund additional studies. Such studies are not
included in the currently proposed scope of work.
e If no consensus is obtained with potential interregional partners, eliminate interregional
solution from further consideration.

TASK 2.2 — IDENTIFICATION OF NON-BIOSOLIDS ORGANICS MANAGEMENT
ALTERNATIVES

This Task requires the Consultant to identify the potential alternatives available for the management

of the non-biosolid organic waste projected to be generated within CSWD. The scope of work

includes an identification and discussion of processing technologies. A combination of processing

technologies, such as anaerobic digestion followed by composting, is also to be considered.

The State of Vermont regulates small composting facilities differently, and to a lesser extent, than
larger ones. CSWD believes it is prudent to better understand how the differing regulations translate
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into varying facility economics. This Task calls for a comparison of a single larger facility against a
decentralized approach such as one that might rely upon systems suitable to be located on existing
farms.

SUBTASK 2.2.1 - ALTERNATIVE NON-BIOSOLIDS PROCESSING TECHNOLOGIES
o Identify available processing technologies for the beneficial reuse of food residues, yard
wastes and other non-biosolids organics. Include discussion of:
* Siting requirements
* Regulatory considerations
* Generic capital and operating costs
* Environmental and societal impacts, including emissions
* Ability to add biosolids to process
* End product quantities and marketability, including potential impacts from less regulated
pollutants such as polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons found in yard waste feedstocks
» Risk (re technology, cost, end product market)

SUBTASK 2.2.2 - CENTRALIZED VERSUS DECENTRALIZED COMPOSTING FACILITY
e Develop generic (not site specific) business plan and economic model for both a centralized
and decentralized system which includes external societal and environmental costs as well as
direct costs

TASK 2.3 — IDENTIFICATION OF ALTERNATIVE MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS

Based upon all work completed in earlier Phases and Tasks, the Consultant should recommend three

conceptual organic waste management systems for further evaluation.

e Best systems based on consultant’s expertise

e Include collection, processing and finished product management

¢ Include biosolids, food scraps, yard waste and non-recyclable paper waste streams

e Identify any prevalent economic tipping points that may exist that would encourage an
interregional approach in order to obtain desired economies of scale

e Discuss the potential for a third party turnkey solution using either existing or proposed facility
based upon the premise that innovative, riskier solutions and technologies should utilize private
investment capital. If this option is considered to have significant potential, additional work
would be undertaken as a supplement to this study. Such efforts are not included in the currently
proposed scope of work.

TASK 2.4 - PHASE 2 REPORT

e Prepare draft report on work completed under Phase 2

e Present report to CSWD

e Present report to WWTF personnel

e Assist CSWD staff in conducting a public comment period by attending one additional public
meeting

Revise report per CSWD comment

e Present Phase 2 report to CSWD Board of Commissioners

PHASE 3 — ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE SYSTEMS

This final Phase of the study entails identifying up to five alternative long-term organic waste
management systems, the evaluation of those systems, and the identification of a preferred system. A
computer model is to be utilized or developed which estimates the economic and environmental costs and

10



benefits of each alternative system. Any models used, along with instructions on its proper use, shall be
furnished electronically to CSWD for its own future use.

TASK 3.1 — IDENTIFICATION OF ALTERNATIVE MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS

Using a public process that includes interactive discussions and input from CSWD staff and
Commissioners as well as public comment at appropriate stages in the process, identify up to five
alternative management systems that warrant more detailed evaluation. The five systems could
include the three systems recommended by the consultant as well as two additional systems resulting
from CSWD and public input, as identified by CSWD. One of the systems may likely be a base case
scenario that relies primarily upon landfilling in a state-of-the-art bioreactor landfill.

TASK 3.2 - ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS

e Identify a computer model framework that will be used to identify a recommended organic waste
management system. Present critical assumptions to be used by the model to CSWD for validation
prior to actual modeling.

e Develop a computerized economic model for each system that estimates and models the direct
economic and environmental costs associated with the construction and operation of each of the
selected systems

e The model should include impacts associated with transportation

e The model is to estimate and incorporate the impacts of environmental factors such as the
emission of greenhouse gasses as well as the potential for revenues such as the sale of carbon
offsets, if applicable

o Identify the benefits and drawbacks of each system including the environmental impacts, carbon
footprint, relative risk

o Identify the site requirements for each system

e Provide a recommendation on the preferred system

TASK 3.3 - PHASE 3 REPORT

e Prepare draft report on work completed under Phase 3

e Present report to CSWD

e Assist CSWD staff in conducting a public comment period by attending one additional public
meeting

e Revise report per CSWD comment

e Present Phase 3 report to CSWD Board of Commissioners

3. CONTRACTUAL CONDITIONS

3.1. AGREEMENT AND THE USE OF SUBCONTRACTORS

The selected Consultant and CSWD will enter into an agreement or contract for the completion of the
proposed scope of work described in this RFP. The Consultant shall perform all work as stated in this
RFP unless specifically and explicitly excluded or modified in its Proposal. Consultants may utilize
subcontractors to complete specific portions of the work. However, the Consultant will be completely
responsible for the work of all such Subcontractors. It will be the responsibility of the lead Consultant to
coordinate and direct the work of all subcontractors.
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3.2. INSURANCE REQUIREMENTS

Consultant shall provide, at its own cost and expense, throughout the term of the agreement, the following
minimum insurance with insurers appropriately recognized by the State of Vermont. Proof of coverage is
to be provided by Consultant via industry standard certificates of insurance.

1. Commercial General Liability Insurance covering all premises and operations addressed

within the contract:

General Aggregate Limit $1,000,000
Products/Completed Operations $1,000,000
Personal Injury $1,000,000
Each Occurrence Limit $1,000,000
Fire Damage Liability $ 50,000
Medical Expense Liability $ 5,000

Liability coverage is to include (certification verification required):
(1) Contract Liability
(i)  Aggregate Limits of Insurance (per project)
2. Business Auto Insurance covering all owned, non-owned, and hired vehicles with
minimum limits of liability of $1,000,000 combined single limit.
Workers' Compensation Insurance as required by Vermont Statute.
4. Professional Errors and Omissions Insurance, Professional Liability Insurance or
equivalent insurance covering all work done by the Consultant with a minimum limit of
liability of $1,000,000.

(9%

4. PROPOSAL SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS

4.1. GENERAL

All Proposal preparation costs, including labor and travel, will be at the sole cost and expense of the
Consultant, with the express understanding that there will be no claims made for reimbursement from
CSWD for the cost and expense of its preparation. Any subsequent efforts or activities of the Consultant
will be at the sole cost and expense of the Consultant until such time as an agreement or contract is signed
by both parties.

All replies and Proposals in response to this RFP must be received in a sealed envelope and clearly
marked, “Analysis of Alternative Organic Waste Management Systems”. Proposals shall be delivered to
the Primary Contact no later than 2:00 P.M., October 26, 2009. CSWD has the right to reject any
Proposals received after this time. Nine hard copies of the Proposal and one electronic copy must be
submitted. The hard copy of the Proposal should be single-spaced and double-sided on post-consumer
recycled content paper. The electronic copy shall be in a form suitable for printing in black and white
without loss of ability to interpret data (e.g., graph lines). At CSWD’s discretion, all Proposals will
remain confidential until an agreement is finalized with a selected Consultant at which point all Proposals
shall become public information.

4.2. PROPOSAL CONTENTS

All submitted Proposals must include, at a minimum, the following information:

1. Scope of Work: A detailed description of the proposed scope of work. Alternatives and modifications
to the scope of work described in this RFP are acceptable and will be fully considered and evaluated. The
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Consultant is encouraged to submit a Proposal which will best meet CSWD’s needs, as determined by
CSWD. All variations and additions to the scope of work described in this RFP must be specifically
described. Consultant’s Proposal may propose more than one scope of service if desired provided that the
selection of such alternatives and their associated costs and time schedules are clearly described.

2. Consultant’s Experience: The Proposal shall include information related to the Consultant’s and any
subcontractor’s previous experience with the completion of similar work. The Proposal shall identify the
location of the Consultant’s office where the key individuals working on the project are located.

3. Experience of Key Individuals: The Proposal shall identify the key individuals (including
subcontractors) which will be responsible for the completion of the project. The Proposal shall include
the resumes of these individuals and identify their previous experience completing similar work.

4. Costs: The Proposal shall include a detailed not-to-exceed cost for the completion of all work items.
Proposals shall include a man-hour matrix identifying the proposed number of hours for each key

individual associated with the project broken down by Task as well as their fully-loaded hourly rates.

5. References: The Proposal shall include a list of references and contacts, including telephone numbers,
from previous work completed of similar nature.

6. Schedule: The Proposal shall include a proposed schedule clearly identifying duration of each Task.

5. EVALUATION OF PROPOSALS

5.1. GENERAL

Proposals will be judged through the evaluation process outlined in this section. The CSWD Board of
Commissioners is the final authority in the selection of the Consultant. The Consultant may be asked to
attend interviews following the Proposal submission date to discuss its Proposal and qualifications and/or
to provide additional information as deemed necessary by CSWD to properly evaluate the Proposals.

5.2. EVALUATION CRITERIA

Evaluation of the Proposals will be based upon a number of criteria which reflects the needs of the
proposed project. Proposals proposing alternative scopes of work will be fully considered. The major
evaluation criteria for all Proposals received are:

Qualification of the Consultant, subcontractors and key individuals to be assigned to the project.
Costs associated with the work including total not-to-exceed cost and hourly rates.

Technical detail and merit of the Proposal.

References.

5.3. ACCEPTANCE/REJECTION OF PROPOSALS

CSWD reserves the right to reject any or all Proposals received or to award a contract should CSWD
deem it to be in CSWD’s best interest. CSWD also reserves the right to negotiate with the Consultants
prior to award of a contract.
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5.4. SCHEDULE FOR SELECTION

The anticipated schedule for the selection of a Consultant is estimated a follows, but is subject to change
without notice.

September 3, 2009  Issuance of Request for Proposals

November 20, 2009 Deadline for receipt of Proposals

January 27, 2009 Selection of preferred Consultant

February 20, 2010  Finalization of Contract and commencement of work

6. PRIMARY CONTACT

The primary CSWD contact for this project is:

Tony Barbagallo, P.E., Facilities Manager
Chittenden Solid Waste District
1021 Redmond Rd.

Williston, VT 05495
Phone: (802) 872-8100 ext. 210
Fax: (802) 878-5787
E-Mail: tonyb@cswd.net
CSWD web site: www.cswd.net
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