
4FRI Phase 1 Contract Award Q&As 
 

 
Question 1:   
What kind of due diligence did the Forest Service complete during the contract selection 
process? 
 
Answer 1: 
The Contracting Officer, Technical Evaluation Board and Financial Audit Team, consisting of 
Forest Service accountants and auditors, verified and reviewed the documents of all 
contractors who submitted proposals according to Federal Acquisition Regulations.  As part 
of the evaluation process, the Government completed the same due diligence on both 
contractors who were in the competitive range.  All submitted documents were reviewed 
against the evaluation criteria detailed in the solicitation.  After initial review of these 
documents, additional information was requested from the contractors, including financial 
information.  The past performance of the principals of the companies and the primary 
subcontractors listed was checked in relation to their operation of timber sale/restoration 
contracts.  All the required contractual elements for the proposal reviews were completed 
including the checking of the proposed contractors to ensure that none were in debarred 
status.   
 
According to Federal Acquisition Regulations, a contractor signs a contract, certifying that 
they will do the work as they propose.  In order to monitor performance under the contract, 
the contractor is required to identify a quality control inspection system that they will use to 
ensure that the contract specifications are being achieved.  Also, the contractor is required 
to produce written inspection records throughout the life of the contract.  The total liability 
for satisfactory performance, including the financing, falls onto the contractor. 
 
Question 2:   
Was the financial viability of the contractors considered? 
 
Answer 2:   
As mentioned in Answer 1, the Contracting Officer, Technical Evaluation Board and Financial 
Audit Team verified and reviewed the documents of all contractors who submitted proposals 
according to Federal Acquisition Regulations.  Documents included proprietary financial 
information including audits and financial statements.  After further review, the Financial 
Audit Team requested and reviewed additional financial information from those contractors 
determined to be in the competitive range.  The Contracting Officer talked to each contractor 
about their proposed financial backers, and the Technical Evaluation Board contacted their 
references.  The Contracting Officer also set up a conference call with each contractor and 
their proposed backers to try to obtain a signed, legal, binding document that showed their 
commitment to that particular contractor for the project.  None of the investors were willing 
to submit the requested documents until the contract was awarded.  
 
Because of the magnitude of this contract, additional reviews were undertaken such as 
obtaining the expertise of Forest Service subject matter experts in wood products to review 
and substantiate the recommendations made by the Technical Evaluation Board. 



 
Question 3:   
There has been a rumor that Herman Hauck has no proven track record in the timber 
industry.  If this is true, how could the Forest Service award the contract to Pioneer? 
 
Answer 3:   
Both contractors are new, meaning that neither have a financial history of doing business 
with timber removal/restoration contracts of this size and magnitude with the Government.  
The award recommendation was based on an analysis, in accordance with the evaluation 
criteria stated in the Request for Proposals, which included the review of all documents, 
including financial proprietary documents, and conversations with each contractor and their 
proposed financial supporters.  As part of the evaluation, the Government analyzed the 
experience and the proposed work plans of both contractors which included the work-in-the-
woods they planned to accomplish.  The Technical Evaluation Board also looked at the 
overall work plans, including any proposed manufacturing, as submitted by each contractor 
in order to assess the risk to the Government.   
 
Question 4:   
Some have said that Pioneer’s business plan includes new, unproven technology within the 
wood products industry.  If true, how can the Forest Service select a contractor under those 
circumstances? 
 
Answer 4: 
Wood product experts reviewed the proposals and concurred with the recommendations 
made by the Technical Evaluation Board.  
 
The Forest Service’s primary concern was how the contractor would conduct the forest 
restoration operations on the National Forests.  In a contractual sense, what the company 
does with the wood after it leaves the National Forest is of concern only to the extent that 
laws are followed and that the company is reasonably expected to succeed.  The analysis, 
based on the evaluation criteria as stated in the solicitation, considered the identified work-
in-the-woods and the risk involving the manufacturing component of the wood products.  
Oriented Strand Board products and the diversification of all wood products were reviewed 
against market viability as it stands today and projected in the future.  For the purposes of 
price reasonableness, the Technical Evaluation Board along with the Financial Team looked 
at the wood market to determine the best chance of financial success with the least amount 
of risk to the Government.   
 
Question 5:   
Is it true that the Forest Service gave the contract to a company represented by a former 
Forest Service official who was privy to confidential business plans and financial information 
submitted by other bidders? 
 
Answer 5:   
No.  Marlin Johnson did not have any access to any non-public information after he retired. 
He retired over 2 years before the Forest Service began the development of the Request for 
Proposals.  He did not have access to any information, confidential or otherwise, submitted 



to the Forest Service for this Request for Proposals.  The Forest Service reviewed 
Governmental and Departmental ethics rules and determined that there was no ethics 
violation or conflict of interest from his work with Pioneer. 
 
Question 6:   
Is it true that Pioneer does not have any investors at this point? 
 
Answer 6: 
The contractor has up to six months to secure the investors.  To date, Pioneer has been in 
discussions with many investors; the Forest Service expects them to finalize their plans 
soon.  Beyond that, you would need to speak with Pioneer. 
 
Question 7:   
The non-selected bidder (Arizona Forest Restoration Products) had committed to a plan 
solely focused on using small-diameter trees.  How can the Forest Service justify selecting a 
company that hadn’t publicly made such commitments? 
 
Answer 7: 
The Forest Service, not the contractor, will determine what trees to remove.  The existing 
site conditions, the desired conditions for the area, and the appropriate NEP A decision 
will be used to determine the prescription for a specific area.   
 
Question 8:   
The non-selected bidder (Arizona Forest Restoration Products) had participated extensively 
in the 4FRI Stakeholder Group.  Why didn’t the Forest Service select the company that had 
engaged so extensively in the collaborative process? 
 
Answer 8: 
Federal contracting law is very clear that the agency can make a selection based solely on 
the evaluation criteria described in the Request for Proposals.  Working collaboratively 
was part of the evaluation of past performance but there was no requirement to work with 
any specific groups.  None of the evaluation criteria gave points to explicit support from 
communities or environmental groups.  Pioneer Associates (the parent company of Pioneer 
Forest Products) is a member of the 4FRI Stakeholder Group. 
 
Question 9: 
I have heard that competing bids included funding for ongoing ecological monitoring.  Why 
wouldn’t the Forest Service select the company whose bid included the most funding for 
such monitoring? 
 
Answer 9: 
Federal contracting law is very clear that the agency can make a selection based solely on 
the evaluation criteria described in the Request for Proposals.  None of the evaluation 
criteria gave points for providing funding beyond the specific bid items for any additional 
work, including monitoring.  The evaluation could not take into account anything other 
than what was listed in the Request for Proposals.  Following federal law, the evaluation was 
done strictly on the criteria which were published in the Request for Proposals.  



 
Question 10:   
I heard that another bidder offered a higher payment to the Forest Service.  How can the 
Forest Service justify the selection of a company whose bid included a lower payment than 
competing bids? 
 
Answer 10: 
The evaluation of the proposals for this contract was done using the best value 
rules.  This means that the agency looks at all factors, not just price, in making the selection.  
The agency can accept a lower price for a higher technically rated proposal.  Pioneer 
Forest Products had the highest rated technical proposal and the Forest Service determined 
Pioneer's proposed price to be the most reasonable of the proposals, the most likely to be 
successful, and, therefore, in the Government's best interests. 
 
Question 11: 
Why doesn’t the Forest Service just provide the bids and business plans of the various 
companies that competed for the contract so people can decide for themselves? 
 
Answer 11: 
The prices offered, proposals and business plans are not releasable.  They are confidential 
information and are withheld under FOIA exemptions.  The Forest Service has made 
available as much information as we are able to release including the contract, evaluation 
criteria and more.  These are available on the Forest Service 4FRI website 
at www.fs.usda.gov/4fri.  
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