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DIGEST 
 
Protester’s contention that the agency improperly and mechanically applied an 
undisclosed government estimate to conclude that its proposed staffing was 
unacceptable is denied where the agency considered the protester’s specific 
approach to satisfying the performance work statement and stated workload 
requirements, and informed the protester during discussions that its staffing was 
inadequate.   
DECISION 
 
Goldbelt Falcon, LLC, of Chesapeake, Virginia, protests the Department of the 
Army’s exclusion from the competitive range of the proposal it submitted in response 
to basic ordering agreement (BOA) request for proposals (RFP) No. W52P1J-13-R-
0038, for logistics support services.  Goldbelt asserts that the agency unreasonably 
evaluated its proposal. 
 
We deny the protest. 
 
The Army issued the RFP to holders of the Enhanced Army Global Logistics 
Enterprise (EAGLE) BOA with the intention of issuing a task order for logistics 
support for the Schofield Barracks, Hawaii, Logistics Readiness Center.  The RFP, 
set aside for small business concerns, provided that the task order would be issued 
on a best-value basis considering the following evaluation factors:  technical (with 
elements for mission capability narrative, mission essential contractor services, 
organizational diagram, and staffing); past performance; and price.  RFP at 116.  
The estimated value of this procurement is $112 million.  Agency Report (AR) at 2.   
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The Army evaluated proposals in three phases.  Id. at 2-5.  During phase 1, the 
agency determined whether offerors would have a facility security clearance by the 
closing date for the receipt of proposals.  During phase 2, those offerors that would 
have a facility security clearance by the closing date submitted technical proposals.  
The agency first evaluated on an acceptable/unacceptable basis whether those 
technical proposals demonstrated that the offeror would adhere to the minimum 
productive hours listed in the solicitation workload data.  The proposals that were 
rated acceptable in this regard were then evaluated for acceptability under the 
technical factor for inclusion in the competitive range.  A proposal was required to 
receive a rating of acceptable for each element of the technical factor to be rated 
overall acceptable under the technical factor.  RFP at 117.  During phase 3, 
proposals that were included in the competitive range were to be evaluated against 
the past performance and price factors and considered for award on a best value 
basis.  RFP at 117. 
 
Fourteen proposals (including Goldbelt’s) were included in Phase 2, and all of them 
initially were found to be technically unacceptable.  The agency then conducted 
discussions with each of the 14 offerors and requested revised proposals.  Based on 
the revised proposals, the agency established a competitive range which did not 
include Goldbelt’s proposal.  AR at 8.  In this regard, Goldbelt’s initial proposal was 
evaluated with 11 deficiencies under the staffing subfactor.  Id. at 6.  Following the 
receipt and evaluation of Goldbelt’s revised proposal, the agency found that 
deficiencies remained with respect to its proposed staffing for the quality control and 
environmental responsibilities, which rendered the proposal unacceptable.  Id.  Upon 
learning of its exclusion from further consideration, Goldbelt filed this protest.          
 
In its protest, Greenbelt challenges the agency’s finding that its proposed staffing 
was unacceptable.  In this regard, offerors were required to complete attachment 2 
to the RFP with their proposed labor categories and staffing levels, based on the 
performance work statement (PWS) and the workload data provided in the 
solicitation.  RFP at 54.  Offerors were advised that proposed staffing must provide 
support for all required functions, including direct labor hours not specified within the 
workload data, and indirect labor necessitated by the PWS requirement or implied in 
order to successfully complete the effort (such as the hours needed for management 
and quality assurance functions).  Id.  The solicitation notified offerors that the 
government would evaluate proposed labor categories and staffing levels to 
determine if the staffing ensured successful performance of all PWS requirements.  
Id. at 118.     
 
Goldbelt’s revised proposal was evaluated as unacceptable under the staffing factor 
because the agency determined that Goldbelt did not propose sufficient personnel to 
perform the quality control and environmental duties detailed in the PWS.  Agency 
Report, Tab 18, Interim Technical Evaluation, June 10, 2014, at 4; see PWS §§ 1.6, 
1.7.  In this regard, in its initial proposal Goldbelt proposed [DELETED] for a quality 
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manager to perform the quality control duties, and [DELETED] to perform the 
environmental duties.  During discussions, the agency sent Goldbelt evaluation 
notices (EN) stating that its proposed staffing for these functions was inadequate to 
meet the requirements of the PWS.  EN TEA 09-005 (quality);  
EN TEA 09-007 (environmental).  The agency specifically noted that [DELETED] to 
perform the responsibilities delineated in the PWS for quality control was insufficient.  
EN TEA09-005.  
 
In response, Goldbelt explained that [DELETED].  Goldbelt nonetheless proposed to 
[DELETED] to perform quality functions.  AR, Tab 12b, Goldbelt Response to EN 
0005.  With respect to the environmental duties, while explaining that [DELETED], 
Goldbelt proposed to [DELETED] for the above [DELETED] to perform 
environmental duties.  AR, Tab 12b, Goldbelt Response to EN 0007.  
 
The agency reviewed Goldbelt’s response and determined that, as revised, its 
proposed staffing to perform the quality control and environmental responsibilities 
was still insufficient and unacceptable.  Specifically, the agency found that an 
[DELETED] does not have the skills to perform the quality function.  Interim 
Technical Evaluation, June 10, 2014 at 4.  The agency was also concerned that, in 
any case, the quality function required more than the proposed [DELETED] for the 
quality manager and [DELETED].  Id. at 3.  With respect to the environmental 
duties, the agency found that the proposed [DELETED] was not sufficient to perform 
the environmental duties which, in the agency’s view, required at least [DELETED]  
to perform.  Id. at 4. 
 
Goldbelt protests that the Army evaluated its proposal against an undisclosed 
government estimate without taking into account its performance-based solutions.  
In this regard, Goldbelt notes that the solicitation did not require offerors to propose 
a specific number of FTEs.   
 
In reviewing protests challenging the evaluation of proposals, we do not conduct a 
new evaluation or substitute our judgment for that of the agency, but instead will 
examine the record to determine whether the agency’s judgment was reasonable 
and in accordance with the RFP evaluation criteria.  Abt Assocs., Inc., B-237060.2,  
Feb. 26 1990, 90-1 CPD ¶ 223 at 4.  In this regard, while an agency may rely on its 
own estimates of the staffing levels necessary for satisfactory performance in 
evaluating proposals for the award of a fixed-price contract, it is improper for an 
agency to downgrade a proposal simply because the offeror’s overall proposed 
FTEs differ from the government’s estimate, where the government’s estimate was 
not disclosed to the offerors, the agency failed to conduct discussions with the 
offeror concerning the discrepancy, and the agency did not look beyond the bottom 
line numbers to determine whether there were specific areas in which the offeror’s 
proposed staffing was inadequate.  Native Resource Development Co., 
B-409617.3, July 21, 2014, 2014 CPD ¶ 217 at 4-5; Olympus Bldg. Servs., Inc., 
B-285351, B-285351.2, Aug. 17, 2000, 2000 CPD ¶ 178 at 10; see NCI Info. Sys., 
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Inc., B-405589, Nov. 23, 2011, 2011 CPD ¶ 269 at 7.  However, the record reflects 
that this is not the case here. 
 
First, the record does not support Goldbelt’s position that the agency simply 
performed a mechanical evaluation of its proposed staffing against an undisclosed 
government staffing estimate.  Rather, the agency evaluated Goldbelt’s particular 
staffing approach against the workload requirements and the tasks required under 
the PWS and, after raising the matter with Goldbelt during discussions and 
considering its response, determined that Goldbelt’s approach was inadequate to 
ensure performance of the PWS quality control and environmental requirements.   
 
With respect to the quality control functions, after being informed that the quality 
control duties could not be performed with only [DELETED], Goldbelt added an 
[DELETED] to perform that function.  The agency explains, however, and Goldbelt 
does not disagree, that an [DELETED] does not have the correct skill set to perform 
the quality function.  AR at 10.  Specifically, the agency explains that an [DELETED] 
is primarily focused on conducting tests and field investigations to obtain data for 
use by environmental, engineering, and scientific personnel in determining sources 
and methods of controlling pollutants in air, water, and soil.  AR at 11-12.  In 
contrast, the quality office deals with the maintenance, transportation and supply 
offices, and, among other things, develops internal standard operating procedures 
for quality control functions, addresses the use of best practices to reduce costs, 
responds to the interactive customer evaluations, and works with the Contracting 
Officer’s Technical Representative to resolve quality issues.  Id.  Thus, we conclude 
that the agency reasonably determined that Goldbelt’s addition of an [DELETED]  
did not address its concern that Goldbelt did not propose adequate staff to perform 
the quality function.  Moreover, Goldbelt has not shown to be unreasonable the 
agency position that the quality control responsibilities required more than 
[DELETED] given that providing logistics support for Schofield Barracks is a large 
effort with over 200 contract employees performing a wide variety of maintenance, 
transportation, and supply functions that require quality assurance.  AR, Tab 18, 
Evaluation, June 10, 2014, at 3.  Thus, it is clear that the Army looked beyond the 
staffing estimate and reasonably determined that Goldbelt did not propose an 
adequate staff to perform the quality control function.   
 
With respect to the environmental duties, the PWS requires the contractor to perform 
a wide range of duties including:  complying with all applicable local, installation, 
federal, and state environmental laws and regulations; complying with the hazardous 
material plan; requisitioning and managing hazardous materials; and supporting the 
long term goals for environmental sustainment of the installation.  PWS § 1.7.  Given 
the breadth of the contractor’s environmental duties, and Goldbelt’s lack of any 
explanation during discussions or otherwise as to how it could perform these duties 
with only [DELETED], we have no basis to question the agency’s conclusion that 
this level of staffing for the environmental function was unacceptable.   
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Further, although Goldbelt stated in response to the EN that it planned for the 
[DELETED] and [DELETED] to perform the environmental functions, AR, Tab 12b, 
Goldbelt Response to EN 0007, the agency explains that this does not address its 
concerns for adequate staffing because the [DELETED] and [DELETED] already 
have significant duties associated with their respective functions.  In this regard, the 
agency notes that using the [DELETED] to perform environmental tasks would 
simply exacerbate the above discussed deficiency with respect to quality control 
staffing.  As for the [DELETED], the agency notes that he already supervises 
62 employees in the maintenance division.  Second Supplemental AR, Oct. 8, 2014, 
at 1-2.  Thus, we find reasonable the agency position that any likely contribution 
from these managers would be insufficient to remedy the environmental staffing 
deficiency.  In sum, we conclude that the agency reasonably assessed Goldbelt’s 
proposal as unacceptable based on inadequate staffing in the quality control and 
environmental areas. 
 
The protest is denied. 
 
Susan A. Poling 
General Counsel 
 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Sheetfed Uncoated v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.7
  /CompressObjects /All
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Preserve
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<


    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>



    /HUN <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 6.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 6.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>


    /SKY <>

    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>

    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents suitable for reliable viewing and printing of business documents.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


