Low-Hanging Fruit Issues for GSA

In March of 2007, GSA held an “Industry Day” for GSA contract consultants.  Several Contract Officers sent my name in to GSA’s Judith Nelson requesting she include me in her list of attendees.  I did attend the event and remember listening as some of my peers brought up GSA issues they have experienced. Instead of listening and taking notes, the GSA leaders of this event quickly turned the focus away from their problems and asked us to tell them what “Best Practices” GSA engaged in.  Right then, I knew nothing would ever come of this event or any subsequent “Industry” events or on-on-one meetings/discussions put on by GSA.  I am sure GSA has a different take on this event and its outcome.

My initial comments about the “Industry Day” event still hold true.  It is not the systems GSA has in place that cause the most problems, it is the people at GSA and their lack of a work ethic, education, proper training and the endless abundance of psychological/behavioral issues they bring with them that are the biggest problem across all GSA divisions and departments.  When you have people with attitude problems that are allowed to get away with not doing their jobs, yet still assured of receiving a steady paycheck and retirement package, you will have serious problems, as we do today.  We need to hold everyone at GSA accountable, everyday.

A possible solution is to change the rules protecting these people so they are not “tenured” or untouchable in terms of the length of their employment with the government.  The rules need to be revised so that it is easier to remove people that do not work and/or have attitude and behavioral problems.  I understand it is currently nearly impossible to get rid of non-performers.  Most of the GS 1102s (the Contract Officers and Specialists that are the literal face of GSA to contractors) that I come into contact with are non-performers.  Instead of doing their jobs and the work in front of them, when pressed for status by their supervisors/bosses or by me, they more often push the work back citing a string of clauses or their whim reason of the day.  In terms of contract modifications, many opt to reject a modification request, rather than award it and modifying contracts is all they have to do.

Above the 1102s, we have a seemingly endless stream of middle managers at GSA and I do not believe they are actually responsible for anything, since I can hardly get any of them to help out when their 1102s are not working on my contracts.

Back when Neal Fox was around in 2003, GSA’s IT division was the worst offender or the single sickest branch of the GSA schedules division, but now the “illness” is everywhere.  The typical GSA staffer does not care about what they are doing.  And worse from a management perspective, there is no accountability or consequence for their lack of performance.  Nowhere in a B2B arrangement would their lack of a work ethic be tolerated.

Incredulously, at the March 2007 Industry Day event, GSA asked, “What are some of the Best Practices we see at GSA, across all divisions?

The best practice I see is when the CO or CS we are assigned to is personality disorder-free, actually does their job, knows what they are doing, and does it without being adversarial, and/or purposely difficult, i.e. passive-aggressive/hostile, etc.  That is not what GSA wanted to hear.

If you want to build a house, you don’t start by looking at four or five ramshackle houses on your block and pick the best of the bad to emulate.  You get an educated and seasoned architect and build something brand new, in a new neighborhood that is nothing like the houses on your street.  Why look at something bad to find the good in it?  You want to disassociate from the bad and move forward in a positive light.

GSA has been having events like this for years.  Former GSA Assistant Commissioner Neal Fox started holding panels like this, at my suggestion and urging, yet would not invite me to participate.  Where is the information gathered from his industry panels?  How about information gathered from the Quality Partnership Council meetings?  And Patricia Reed’s recent GSA meetings.  Is there nothing from any of those meetings other than GSA touting itself and its programs?  Were/are these other GSA meetings nothing more than a waste of time for participants and our taxpayer money?  For all the meetings GSA has been holding over the years, one would think they would have some base of information/knowledge on what is good and what is bad about their organization.

What about the on-line GSA CO surveys that GSA has been collecting?  Have they not gleaned any information from those surveys?  I know first-hand that the questions in the survey need to be fine-tuned, but certainly some information has come in. What of it?

(Note: Since the initial writing of this piece the Gartner Group has released the below average grade conclusions of their survey of the IT Group).

Across GSA divisions, all of the solicitations are in need of revision.  Many solicitations still refer to FACNET.  Comment To GSA: Have you ever actually read one of your solicitations?  That would be a good starting point.  Another idea I begged Neal Fox to try was to anonymously represent a new offer and follow the process through to award.  “Walk a mile in my shoes,” I asked.  You will be frustrated and flabbergasted, but you will learn what I am trying to tell you, quickly.  The problem is the people.

From the Terry Miller/Tom Strawbridge interview transcript of 2003:  Years ago, when the computer industry was new, the IT group was “managing” Group 70 IT schedules for hardware, software and services, but none of the COs had ever actually seen a computer system or knew about software, and they had little or no idea what they were actually dealing with on the job everyday.

GSA repeats many of the same mistakes over and again.  When given a choice of doing the right thing or the wrong thing, GSA always seems to choose doing the wrong thing.  They can never really take a suggestion.  No matter how good.  GSA thinks they know better than anyone else.  Yet GSA’s staff is very weak and lacks the respect from not only the entire industry public, but more importantly, GSA lacks the respect of their government peers.  Most people (in and out of government) realize the majority of GSA’s employees and the agency itself are lacking.

If GSA’s goal for fixing solicitations is to make them universally acceptable and applicable across all GSA divisions: that could easily be accomplished.  Pick one, revise it/ re-write it to apply to all divisions and provide separate attachments for incorporating specific products/services into that specific contract.   There, that was easy.

Start with a basic solicitation and go from there.  This is not rocket science, just overly complicated by the fact that each of your people can do pretty much as they please with regards to this process..  Invite Linda Rodden or Dave Cohn or another one of us, to assist you in redoing a basic solicitation.  If you do it with your personnel only, it will be tilted and ugly.  Just look at the IT solicitation or the On-line Representations and Certifications Application (ORCA).  Do you think GSA or DISA or ? had any outside help with the design of those tragedies?  The resultant document of the ORCA registration process is especially painful, from filling out the questionnaire to seeing and trying to interpret the repeated text in “MyFARORCA.pdf”.  Take a look at that monstrosity and let me know if it makes any sense to you.

For eOffer electronic solicitations, make sure your CO/CS can see all the text and responses on their computers, or this too will fail like Quick Mod and eMods.  And add the manufacturer name to the CORS output files so COs will stop rejecting GSA Advantage uploads because they can’t see the manufacturer name in CORS.  (More on these “e” initiatives later).

GSA should not bother wasting time trying to decide which of the existing solicitations is a GSA best practice and mimic that one.  Grab any one of them and really redo it properly.  

How do you fix a sick organization?

Start with the people.  Make them accountable for their work and withhold their benefits if they do not measure up.  Make their performance public knowledge.

Admittedly, I do not know everything.  There may be other reasons why some of my suggestions/GSA solutions below may not be the best answers to some of GSA’s more glaring, low-hanging-fruit type problems.  At least I am pointing them out and doing the job GSA’s paid management consultants have so far failed to do.  

The following is not meant to infer everyone at GSA is bad.  There are some good people spread out around GSA.  Whenever I have the benefit of working with one of the good people, the experience is both sweet and sour because I know they will soon move on and I will be stuck with another, who is un-informed, under educated, incompetent and bitter.

For everything-GSA, people always ask me, How long does it take?

My standard answer is that it depends on: 1) who at GSA is assigned to your offer/contract/issue, 2) their particular work ethic, 3) their particular need for achievement and success, along with 4) their background, 5) training and 6) attitude.

My daily task, for nearly every contract I manage, is trying to get my GSA counterparts to, at minimum, do their job and without an attitude problem.  Please , just push the work through.

For many years, I have tried unsuccessfully to recruit the support of my consulting peers in my efforts to reform GSA.  All of my attempts have fallen on deaf ears.  With no success, I have reached out to some of the very people who attended the March 2007, GSA Industry Day meeting.  That is why I created my Reform GSA” web area.

For the topic of GSA Modifications, the lack of centralized and standardized contract management criteria will always be a problem.  (Note: Since the initial writing of this section, in most divisions GSA has instituted a new policy where you MUST send (either hard or soft) contract modification request documentation to division central point of contact.  The problem is still one of rejection of mods because if the documentation you send to GSA is not totally complete in the eyes of the reviewing 1102, they just reject it to get it off their desk. 

For example: In the IT Group, to add a Letter of Supply from a new manufacturer to a schedule, my template Letter of Supply (LOS) package has grown with every new CO because each CO requires different information and data before they will award this type of request.  Conversely, if the contractor does not employ a “consultant” to assist them, the amount of data and information required from GSA is considerably less.  This double standard needs to be removed.  

Nowhere in the GSA Group 70 solicitation does it tell you what makes up an LOS package for GSA.  Again, GSA allows each individual CO/CS the ability to dictate what they want in an LOS package.  Each one has a different idea regarding the exact contents of an LOS package are these requirements not spelled out in the solicitation or anywhere else.

Some GSA divisions offer a template for the actual LOS letter itself, but most do not.  If GSA required information in a particular manner and format, GSA should spell out what is required and how they want to see it.

The following comprises my past and immediate thoughts and suggestions for reforming/improving GSA, based on our routine GSA experiences.

Sections below include:

· A summary of a letter I delivered to Neal Fox in 2003

· More low-hanging fruit type issues that should be easily solved/fixed, yet are not

· Lists of issues with GSA ADV, including the whole text file fiasco regarding what is acceptable and what is not – this too varies by division and none of it is in the solicitation.

· Problems with SIP, the VSC helpdesk, the EDI helpdesk and EDI uploads to GSA Advantage

· Links to a 2003 interview I did with Terry Miller, formerly of GSA and Government Sales Consultants.

I. Summary of GSA “Points of Contention” given to Neal Fox in 2003

Note: Since then new initiatives and programs have brought new issues which are discussed in other documents and white papers.

The problem is the people, not the systems.

1. GSA Contract Management policy includes an unwritten double standard for consultants working with schedule holders.  When a “consultant” is not in the picture, the requests for information and clarification, verification are not as stringent on the company during offer prep, routine modification request processes and on-going contract management – in general.

2. GSA staffing. A majority of the COs and CS government representatives I have worked with are in the wrong jobs.  In my opinion, and maybe because of the large amount of IT government contractors I had my earlier GSA experiences with, the percentage of under qualified staffing was higher in the IT Division  Now, I have to say it is pervasive across all GSA and VA centers.  I call the worst offenders, Ignorant and Arrogant.

3. In most all situations, the COs/CS staff do not have the mental capacity to be in a position of “managing” government contracts that are valued in the millions or even hundreds of thousands of dollars.  Training and re-training does not appear to help these people and given the fact that there is no real accountability (on their part) for mistakes, errors and abuse; the problems continue.

4. GSA IFF IOA Interviewer demands are unrealistic and need to be reigned in.  Since 2003, there has been progress in this area. The Industrial Operations Analyst (IOA) are beginning to understand their jobs and the GSA contract process.  Additionally, having the same IOA show up every year breeds a bit of familiarity for both the company and the IOA, and that seems to heave helped.  The pre-2005, extreme and “extortion-like” audit conduct of the IOAs has been replaced by an attitude of “let’s work this out” followed by a “Marketing” discussion/education for GSA vendors. 

5. Poor performance by even the nicer GSA staff.  While it is easier to get along with a nice person, when that person is incompetent or lacking the proper motivation to do their job, nothing gets done and the contract becomes unusable, out-of-date and unable to compete. This relates to #2 above.

6. GSA’s ties to the commercially funded and operating, Washington Management Group and their front organization, The Coalition for Government Procurement should be severed, immediately.  Any association between an undemocratic organization holding itself out as an industry representative and GSA is a bad practice.
7. Lack of accountability of government staff.  This one is really a comment on the lack of a Centralized and Standardized GSA Policy and Management Practice.  Allowing each GSA division/center, CO and or CS to make their own decisions about unwritten policies, (like what they will or will not accept in a GSA Advantage text file, or in a Letter of Supply, and more) leads to utter chaos when none of the superiors are willing to make a decision.
8. Turnaround on new offers/contract modification actions is too long.  There are unreasonable time limits imposed and even threats to cancel contract actions by GSA when they, the COs and CS staff, have no time limits at all.   In most modification award documentation there is a deadline for uploading to GSA Advantage system for contractors of 5 days, yet the GSA representative can sit on approving the upload forever.  There are no time limits for responses from GSA.

For new offers and other contract actions, letters from GSA used to state a time limit deadline for responses, yet after GSA receives the info they can and do sit on it for months.  For new offers and other actions, there used to be 10- and 20-day letters.  That was a more reasonable approach to the information gathering process.  It would be good to bring that policy back and impose time limits on the GSA staff, rather than stating that if GSA doesn’t receive a complete response ASAP, or in 2 days, the offer/action will be closed/or your contract will be cancelled.

9. GSA communications failures.

a. e-Buy inefficiencies  - RFQs are routinely sent to the wrong contractors.

Matching RFQs with FSC codes is too broad a spectrum to pool from. When contractors repeatedly receive e-buy emails that do not pertain to them they stop looking at all of them, thus rendering the system in effective.

b. Emails/Notifications are sent out from GSA with no reference of the contractor they are trying to communicate with.

c. New compliance requirements are not communicated except to say one is not complying.  Example: BPAs are now required to be uploaded to the GSA Advantage.  Instead of getting a letter or other communication that this is a new policy or instead of incorporating it into the solicitation via a solicitation refresh, I received a copy of an email to my CO from within GSA, saying that our upload had errors in it and need to be corrected.

d. Most GSA representatives do not reply or respond to requests for information.  They don’t respond to emails, telephone calls or letters.  They ignore most requests and the contractors end up thinking their requests have been approved, when they have not.

e. Some GSA reps use elementary skill level communications and cryptic messaging style when communicating.  Example: In emails, most often when a response is received it will be a phrase or sentence fragment with misspellings and no greeting or sign-off, etc. There should be a format for email messages from GSA.  GSA has a format for everything else, why not one for communications?

10. GSA assistance in the case of bidding gone bad.

11. Signatory issues with Contract Officers/managers.

From time-to-time I will run into a CO/CS that insists I have all letters to GSA signed by a company corporate official, even though I am an authorized negotiator and Contract Administrator.  For other COs, it makes no difference if I sign documents.  When I take this issue to the division management I am told that the demanding CO/CS is right.  Does that make every CO that accepts my signature wrong?  No. It should in theory, but it doesn’t in practice.  If the company says I am authorized and signs on that statement, that is all GSA should need.

12. Each CO works under a different set (their own set) of rules. They should all be the same.

13. COs require data and information not contained in the solicitation, i.e. expanded CSPC. (Commercial Sales Practices Charts)

14. GSA doesn’t test new things well with the public.

15. GWAC web contact info is no good, No one responds to email regarding GWAC info.

16. EDI system for GSA Advantage does not present a test data scenario. In order to test EDI Transaction Set 832’s you are forced to use live contract data.

17. GSA has gotten into web areas where they don’t need to be.

18. GSA Schedules not appearing on GSA Advantage although e-Library says differently.

19. Products are sold on GSA schedules by resellers, yet the same products cannot be offered or added to existing GSA schedules by the manufacturers because of the production point.  Resellers are misrepresenting the production point in order to get the items on contract.  Example: Products made in China are appearing on GSA ADV from resellers.

II.  More low hanging fruit GSA can easily fix. 2007.

1. Centralized Management.  Standardize all GSA function, across all divisions/groups.  Take away the autonomy of each division to force all divisions to do things the same way, requiring the same format of documents and the same documents for every contract action.

2. Require all contractors to submit a data spreadsheet or some document that includes/encompasses all the data and information required for a GSA Advantage upload, (including the IFF fee) prior to contract award.  Some divisions (78) make contract awards based on a discount from list price but never require the actual pricing to be approved.  This makes GSA Advantage uploads nearly impossible to get through the first time they are uploaded since the actual GSA price figures are never calculated ahead of time.

3. Make a policy that if Product Names used in GSA Advantage are to be approved by GSA at the upload stage, they should be approved by GSA prior to upload.  Just like GSA prices.

4. Establish a deadline for COs and CS staff in which to approve uploads to GSA ADV.  Telling contractors they only have 5 or 15 days to do an upload is one thing, but having the CO sit on the upload for weeks and even months is unacceptable.

5. Establish a deadline for GSA to deal with requested contract modifications in a timely manner and actually do something about it if the deadline is not met.  We have seen many contract modification requests ignored and even discarded/trashed/lost by others.  I have sent the same deletion request to the same CO four times.

6. Establish a review board that we can go to when problems arise with the CO and/or their immediate supervisors.  

7. Establish the same IFF fee across al GSA divisions. It makes no sense that the VA divisions still charge a 1% IFF and everyone else is paying ¾ of 1%.

8. The reduction of the IFF fee and the tactics of GSA.  In my opinion, GSA abused the contractors in an horrendous fashion when the IFF fee was reduced years ago.  I was managing a contract and had a prior agreement with GSA that the IFF fee would be absorbed instead of added into the final GSA prices.  When the deadline passed for reducing the IFF fee and revising the GSA prices, I knew my only action was to add the IFF fee into my prices.  GSA’s Contract Management Division and a since retired but still active in GSA’s IT division CO saw things differently and claimed I had to reduce my GSA prices by .0025 % to show the reduced IFF fee. Even though we hadn’t added the IFF fee to our prices, GSA demanded we reduce prices and charged us over $30,000 in “fines.”  The contractor didn’t have the guts to fight GSA and sheepishly paid the fine.  I now understand this happened across all divisions and each contractor abused this way should be refunded any money they paid to GSA in “fines” related to this action.

9.  Establish and stick to a level playing field for contractors.  Some contractors upload their pricing to GSA ADV and some do not.  Neal Fox once confided to me GSA would never cancel a contract for any contractor that did not comply with this contract requirement.  I had a situation in the past where one such IT contractor did not post their pricing on GSA ADV.  They did post a text file on ADV that literally held no contract pricing or line-item information.  Somehow, this empty text file was approved by GSA.  My client contractor’s GSA pricing was uploaded (for all to see) on GSA ADV.  In a competitive bidding situation, my contractor’s competition could see our pricing but we could not see theirs. We lost a bid to them and again, GSA’s CO would not allow us to remove our pricing from GSA and actually threatened to cancel our contract if we did not further update our ADV posting.

10. I have no confidence in or respect for many COs or in their ability to do the right thing.  Some represent the epitome of the very kind of people and attitudes at GSA that need to be removed and done away with.  One since-retired CO, over the years, has continuously shown that she is not fair in her decision-making.  She is not interested in leveling the GSA playing field and she exhibits a very poor attitude toward contractors and consultants.
11. eBuy. Educate the federal procurement buyers to cut down on the eBuy spam.  A majority of eBuy email announcements have nothing to do with the particular products and services sold by the receiving vendor.  In my case, where we rep multiple GSA contractors, changes to the eBuy system in 2007 now make it nearly impossible to decipher which contractor the bid is for.
12. GSA and other government agency communications never reference the contractor’s contract number or the contractor.  RFQs, eBuy sometimes does, ITSS, permission requests from xxxxxx,
13. GSA generally promotes people for all the wrong reasons.  As the Terry Miller Interview referred to below points out, GSA is political dumping ground.  For example: The man in charge in 2006 of the EC division of GSA has no business being in charge of that group.  He had no idea what was and was not going on under him.  He was feeble on a keyboard, yet he was running the EC group.  That is akin to owning a restaurant but not knowing how to turn on the oven.  

14. The head of GSA should not be a political appointee.  This point has been driven home by the recent Senate hearings regarding political influenced meetings at GSA involving red and blue states, among other thing.

15. COs that lose original schedule contracts, offers and award and contract modification documentation.  I know of one IT CO that has lost at least four GSA contracts.  She just lost them, in their entirety, and GSA never reprimanded her.  Now she is receiving a retirement package.  She should be paying back the taxpayers for doing a lousy job..

16. e-Offers and e-Mods.  The problem, as you now realize, is that your people have shunned them, making them useless.  The COs privately say that they cannot see all the information (in the internal GSA intranet) only contractor responses and they are unable to put the whole picture together without all the information.  So they don’t like and do not use them.

I think this is more typical in government management than most common non-government people realize.  It is time to bring in qualified people to take charge and make dealing with the government more “user-friendly” and business-to-businesslike.  The kinds of situations I see daily, coupled with the poor performance of people in the government, would never be tolerated in the business world.  And should not be allowed in today’s government.

Some GSA Advantage issues


GSA Advantage was brought about thanks to a decision by GSA to create their own internet architecture rather than go with any commercially available OTC software.  GSA paid an IT firm dearly, and is still paying with our tax money, for a special made web and programming solution, when a commercial system was available for purchase at the time for less than $51,000 from NetMark, an on-line commercial predecessor of GSA Advantage and MyFederalShopper.

GSA decided to create their own on-line system rather than go with something that already existed and worked.  GSA tried to force all GSA contractor’s into adopting the use of Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) at sizable and prohibitive contractor cost and consider technical learning curves.  Estimates in 1995 to migrate to an EDI system, just for government use, were between $50,000 and $500,000.  In today’s money, that price is even higher, and going up everyday as well as being replaced technologically with XML and other formats.

When the contractor public failed to jump on the EDI bandwagon, GSA created the Schedule Input Program (SIP) program.  The first version in DOS was the best version, although it lacked many of the bells and whistles added over the years.  

The first version in DOS allowed knowledgeable users to manipulate the various databases in the program to add large amounts of contract line items with hardly any resistance.  Later versions included an Import program, which never worked properly unless you were paying someone with an IT graduate degree to make it work for you.  SIP is one of the most user-unfriendly and poorly designed, hardly thought-out initiatives I have ever witnessed.  

I/FBBS has so far, invested over $55,000 in an EDI product and text file transaction set creation and transmission system which allows me to forget SIP, the response files and the VSC helpdesk altogether.  Now I have Ms Palko and her staff to deal with and as much of a pain as that has been, it is considerably less painful than dealing with SIP and all its issues.

In November 2005, GSA decided not to allow transmission of EDI text files any longer through the EDI process.  So GSA is starting to back away from EDI and it has barely been 10 solid years of using it for all divisions.  Yet they had no problem telling us we HAD to migrate to EDI back in 1995.

I guess it is not only the current war effort in Iraq and Afghanistan where our government created a mess lacking a solid strategy, plan and/or clue what they were doing, getting into or how to get out.

17. Special Item Numbers and the GSA system.  Bring about GSA central management philosophy and either have a dash in all SINs or do not have a dash.  Pick dash or no dash, and stick to it for all GSA VA SINs.  Group 874 has some SINs with dashes and some SINs without dashes.  This issue causes uploads to be rejected at the VSC validation stage.  Fixing this issue is a waste of time an no reason why an upload should be held-up from posting on your system.   

18. Why do the SINs not appear in GSA Advantage listings or in e-Library? Instead of using the terms SINs in parts of eLibrary you use “category.”

19. Uploads to the system sit in the CORS system as long as it takes the CO/CS to review and accept/reject them. No matter how many emails we send urging the CO/CS to do their job and review the files, we have had some that have never been approved or rejected.  If we only have 15 days from the date of award to the upload date, we can’t your people have a time limit in which to either accept or reject the files or they post automatically? Let’s put some accountability on your people for a change.

20.   For some schedules, like 78, an initial award is made based on a discount from a list price of a manufacturer commercial catalog.  No spreadsheet is required that shows the actual final GSA price with the IFF added in any award documentation.  Most of the information required for GSA Advantage is not required as part of the contract award or modification process.  All information needed for upload to GSA Advantage should be required and reviewed by the CO before award. We, as the agent doing the upload or as the contractor doing the upload, should not have to guess at what is acceptable for GSA price or FOB point or etc.

21. Services and loaded and unloaded labor rates.  During the offer preparation phase or during a contract action to add the SINs and/or add specific services labor categories to a GSA schedule, no one at GSA is forthcoming when it comes to the rate that must be charged for services.  Contractors that understand the process use “loaded” labor rates.  Loaded rates include things like vacation, sick pay, overhead and health benefits/costs, etc.  Those contractors that do not have a knowledgeable “consultant” on hand or truly understand the process use their straight hourly rates, getting economically screwed in the process and GSA silently allows this to happen.

22. The VSC File Status web area.  1) The information on the site is not live data, meaning I can do an upload to the system today and it may not appear on this web-page for several days.  2) The status page has remarks on it that do not make sense and no one at GSA seems to understand or can make sense of the comments that sometimes appear on these pages.  3) The status of text file and photo uploads are not represented anywhere on this page and they should be.

In January 2007, I had to revise every text file upload I have ever done and re-transmit each one because of a naming convention change in my file system. More than half of these uploads never appeared on the file status web area and the only information I received from GSA was to do the uploads again.

23. The IFF fee and the Contract Management Division of GSA.  Extortion comes to mind when I think of what GSA has done to many of the contractors.  GSA’s communications about the IFF fee have been pitiful, misleading and it seems purposely confusing.

Take the fee itself. The percentage of the fee varies from FSS to VA schedules.  It should be the same, regardless of the schedule.  When introduced, I was one of the first to inform GSA I was incorporating the 1% fee into the GSA prices.  GSA initially said I could not do that.  Then they said I could, but did not communicate that to anyone submitting a new offer.  

For a while GSA allowed some contractors to add the fee into their GSA prices while encouraging everyone else to absorb the fee.  In late 2003 to be effective in January 2004, the IT Group 70 division issued a unilateral (accept it or lese your contract) modification that basically stated you now had to add the fee into your prices and at the same time you had to lower your GSA prices by .0025 to accommodate the lower of the fee from 1% to ¾ of 1%.

The GSA contract management division Industrial Operations Analysts (IOA) began insisting that contractors lower their GSA prices with no care as to whether the fee was added into the prices or not.  All they wanted to know was if you lowered you prices, or they were fining people for charging too much to the feds.

At the beginning of the IFF fee inclusion in the schedules, the GSA contract management division (which does not actually manage contracts) began to annually “visit” each and every contractor.  These people provided no help at all with regard to getting mods approved or any contracts managed. GSA hired all these newbie IOAs to make sure GSA was getting their fair or unfair share of your money, via the payment of the fee.  Upon hiring and after their initial training, most of these IOAs knew nothing about the actual GSA schedule or the processes involved with them.  All they knew was they were going to look at your books and sales and try to attach to every sale for the purpose of extracting the largest fees out of you.  It was so blatant it was as if they received a bonus for getting more money out of the contractors.

They did not understand the concept of Open Market federal sales, yet had no problem threatening contractors with fees, fines and letters to their bosses and in your subsequent “file” if you failed to comply or even argued with them.

The IFF fee should not be used to buy advertising in the DC Metro system or on busses or anywhere else. It should be used to recruit, test, train and bring in better people.

The IOA Report card.  Like the GSA web surveys about COs, the Report card does not really show whether a contractor and their contract are in good shape.

24. GSA upload rejection/acceptance notification. These notifications still go out to fax machines. The whole system is internet-based, yet you are still generating faxes of critical information. We personally phased out the fax machine years ago in favor of scanning and emailing documents.

25. GSA ADV.  Uploads should be approved or rejected by GSA within five days.  If an outside contractor (EDI or SIP) like FBBS, or EC America or Sensoft, actually performed the upload for the contractor, GSA should be able to cc: the third party of the acceptance and/or rejection of the upload(s).
26. GSA ADV. Some groups require text files now and some require photos.  GSA is reluctant to allow logos in lieu of and in addition to actual product photos.  This makes no sense.  If we are unable to receive photos from the contractor for upload, at least accept a logo. You have people in position to make decision regarding things they have no real background or knowledge about.
27. GSA ADV and the file status web area.  This system is not real time.  Uploads often do not post on the system for several days, or ever, in some cases.  Nor does it follow/offer the status of photographs uploaded to the system. The acceptance/rejection notices automatically generated by GSA, as well as, the EDI 824s.
As a third party agent for uploads to GSA Advantage, we request with each upload that the CO cc: us on an email which is their notification of the their acceptance or rejection. 1 out of 20 COs actually will cc us with this notice. All the rest say it is not automatically produced and they are not going to send it to me/they are not going to take the 2 seconds it takes to cc or forward the notice to me.  I can get it from the contractor. What an attitude.  Why can’t I receive this notification? In the case of data errors, which never make it to the CO, we need to know what problems there are ASAP and make a quick fix and re-upload.
Text file issues

28. Create a sensible policy with regard to GSA ADV text files and what they can be composed of.  Hyperlinks from text files to Customer Information/Authorized Government Pricelist/specific contract Terms and Conditions make better sense and make for a more attractive appearance that only being allowed to upload an ASCII text version of the Ts&Cs.  Not all contracts have awarded Ts&Cs. Some only have Customer Information.

29. GSA ADV text files used to be the first item listed in GSA ADV. Now they are last if at all listed and nearly impossible to find.  What do you search for when looking for the text file, “view catalog”?  Make it the first listing again as it is helpful to the buyer to see the text file first.

To upload a text file, the system asks if you want to upload either photos or Terms and Conditions, neither say text file.

Each GSA division and each CO/CS has the authority to decide independently what they will or will not, accept in a text file submission.  Again, centralized management needs to step in and make a decision on the content of a text file. 

Simply referring us to the solicitation, which basically says you can only upload the Terms and Conditions or Authorized Pricelist does not make sense for us or for GSA either.  For example: an ASCII text file of the Authorized Government Pricelist for a typical Group 70 contractor offering SINs: 132-8, 132-12, 132-33, 132-34, 132-50 and 132-51 could run anywhere from 45 to 150 + pages.  

As a buyer would you want to be confronted with that? How user-friendly as that format?  Suppose all you want to see is the GSA pricing and Ts&Cs for SIN 132-51.  My FBBS format provides a link that takes browsers directly to that information, without wading through all the 45-150+ pages and without storing the entire document on the GSA servers. 

See example below of straight ASCII text, presented in the way GSA says they want it.  (Contractor below picked at random)
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Contract G5-35F-0232P

Modified Price List

3/11/05  1/21/09

AUTHORIZED INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY SCHEDULE PRICELIST FOR

ADVANCED TECHNOLOGIES SUPPORT GROUP, INC.

FEDERAL SUPPLY SERVICE

THFORNATION TECHNOLOGY SCHEDULE

GENERAL PURPOSE COMMERCIAL

THFORUATION TECHNOLOGY EQUIPHENT,

SOFTVARE AND SERVICES

Special Item Humber (SIN) Products/services

1328 . Blackberry Peripheral Equipment

T i — Infornation Technology Professional Services
132-33 -Perpetual Software Licenses

132-34. Maintenance of Software

FPDS Code Category

Danl. . IT Facility Operation

Dz,
Dans.
D37,

IT Systens Developuent Services
IT Systens Analysis Services

- .Butonated Information Systems Design and Integration

Services

Programing Services
IT Hetwork Management Services

Other Information Technology Services, Not Elseuhere

Classified

Daoe
Dals.
D3ss.

CONTRACTOR:
Advanced Technologies Support Group, Inc.

10075 Red Run Blvd

Suite 550

Ovings Wills, D 21117

Tel :{ 410) 654-9535

Fax :( 410}654-3089

. atsgi. con

E- mail- geainfoBatsgi.con

Contract Number: G3-35F-0232P

Period Covered By Contract: 1/22/2004 1/21/2008
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Products and ordering infornation in this Authorized Information Technology Schedule Pricelist is also available on the GSA Advantage! System.
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SCOPE.... 16
PERFORIAICE. THCENTIVES,

ORDERTG PROCEDURES FOR SERVICES.

ORDER. 15

PERFORIMICE OF SERVICES.
TNSPECTION OF SERVICES
RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE CONTRACTOR.
RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE ORDERING ACTIVITY.
THDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR,
10 ORGANIZATIONAL CONFLICTS OF INTERESTS.
11. TIvOICES.
12. PAYHENTS.
13. RESMES....
14, TNCIDENTAL SUPFORT COST.
15. APPROVAL OF SUBCONTRACTS
16. GSA FORN 724, TNDUSTRIAL FUNDING FEE
D ELECTRONIC COMMERCE
17. TRAVEL 22
15. DESCRIFTION OF IT SERVICES AND PRICING.
19, DESCRIFTION OF FLOFINITY SOFTVARE PRODUCTS AMD PRICING.
€. USh COMMITHENT TO PRONOTE SHALL BUSINESS PARTICIPATION
PROCURENENT PROGRANS.
D. SUGGESTED FORNATS FOR BLANKET PURCHASE AGREEMENT.
E. BASIC GUIDELINES FOR USING CONTRACTOR TEAN
ARRANGENENTS .
TUFORUATION FOR ORDERTNG ACTIVITY
SPECIAL NOTICE TOAGENCIES: Suall Business Participation
SBA Strongly supports the participation of small business concerns in the Federal Supply Schedules Program. To enhance Snall Business Particip
© placed against the Federal Supply Schedules, and to report accomplishments against these goals.
For orders exceeding the micro- purchase threshold, FAR 8.404 requires agencies to consider the catalogs/pricelists of at least th
e (ww.fss.gsa.gov.]. The catalogs/pricelists, GSA Advantage! and the Federal Supply Service Home Page (vuv.fss.gsa.gov] contain information
This information should be used as a tool to assist ordering activities in mesting or exceeding established small business goals.
g those considered vhen selecting pricelists for a best value determination.
For orders exceeding the micro-purchase threshold, customers are to give preference to small business concerns when two or more it
1 GEQGRAPHIC SCOPE OF CONTRACT:
The 48 contiguous states and the District of Columbia.
& Pk St Szt snices Do e b i

23

]
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For orders exceeding the micro-purchase threshold, customers are to give preference to small business concerns when two or more it
GEQGRAPHIC SCOPE OF CONTRAC
The 48 contiguous states and the District of Columbia.
CONTRACTOR ORDERTNG ADDRESS AND PAYHENT
THFORMATION,
ORDERTHG ADDRESS.
Advanced Technologies Support Growp, Inc.
Aten: G3A Aduinistrator
10075 Red Run BLvd

1

Suite 550

Ovings Wills, 1D 21117

(410)654-9595

PAYHENT ADDRESS
Advanced Technologies Support Growp, Inc.
Aten: G3A Aduinistrator

10075 Red Run Blvd

Suite 550

Ovings Wills, 1D 21117

(410] 654-9595
CREDIT CARDS.

Contractors are required to accept credit card for paynent equal to or less than the micro-purchase threshold for oral or written
‘TECHNICAL AND/OR ORDERING ASSISTANCE.
Below is the telephone mumber that can be used by ordering agencies to obtain technical and/or ordering assistance.

LIABILITY FOR INJURY OR DANAGE
The contractor shall not be lisble for any imjury to ordering activity persomnel or damage to

the Contractor.
STATISTICAL DATA FOR GOVERNMENT ORDERTNG OFFICE

a.

ComPLETION
Block
Block

Block
Block
Black

4a.

OF STANDARD FORN 279

410-654 9595

© (Order/ Modification under Federal Schedule]

Data Universal Numbering System (DUNS)
Hunber: 96-884-9943
Type of Contractor: Other small business
Women Owmed Suall Business NO.
Contractor s Tax Identification Humber:
52-1ssslas
CAGE CODE: LWEK7

ordering activity property arising
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Women Owned Small Business NO.

Block 36: Contractor s Tax Identification Humber:
52-1asslas
4a. CAGE CODE: LWEK7
. Contractor has registered with the Central Contractor Registration Database.
s FoB POmNT:
FOB Destination
6 DELIVERY SCHEDULE.
The contractor shall deliver to destimation within the mmber calendar days after receipt of order (ARD), as set forth below:
SPECIAL ITEN NUMBER DELIVERY TIME (Days ARD)
13251 . .ks Negotiated between Advanced Technologies Support Growp, Inc. and the Drdering Customer
132-33. 10
132-34. 10

10 URGENT REQUREHENTS.
When the Federal Supply Schedule contract delivery period does not meet the bona £ide urgent delivery requirements of an ordering activity, ag
ontractor shall reply to the inquiry within 3 workdays after receipt. (Telephone replies shall be confirmed by the Contractor in writing]. If
e agreed upon accelerated delivery time frame shall be delivered within this shorter delivery time and in accordance with all other terms and
% DIsCoMNTS:

Prices shown are net prices. Basic discounts have been deducted.

a PRONPT PAYHERT. - Tet 30 Days.
b GOVERWIENT EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS are offered the same discowic as all other Governuent customers.
e OTHER DISCOMTS..... . Tone.

a TRADE AGREENENTS ACT OF1S73{as smended)

AL itens are U.S. made end products, designated cowntry end products, Caribbean
Basin country end products, Canadian end products, or Mexican end products as defined
in the Trade Agreements Act of 1979, as amended.

B STATEMENT CONCERNING AVILABILITY OF EXPORT PACKING
Outside the scope of this contract.
10. SHALL  REQUIREMENTS.
The minimum dollar value of an order for delivery to ome destimation is §100.00
1. MAXTHUN ORDER.

ALl dollar amownts are exclusive of any discownt for PIOWPT payaent.
. SPECIAL TTEN 132-5L.. TNFORMATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PROFESSIONAL SERVICES. The meximum dollar value per order will be $500,000.
12. USE OF FEDERAL SUPPLY SERVICE INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY
SCHEDULE CONTRACTS (IN ACCORDANCE VITH FAR 8.404.]
[NOTE:  Special ordering procedures have been established for Special Ttem Numbers (SINs) 132-51 IT Professional.
Orders placed pursuant to a Multiple Avard Schedule (AS], using the procedures in FAR 8.404, are considered to be issued pursuant to full and
competition, synopsize the requirement, make a separate determination of fair and reasonsble pricing, or consider small business set-asides in




and so on…..

In this example with GSA saying they only want/will accept the Authorized Pricelist uploaded as the text file, it would appear in 10 point or less Time Roman black type against a white background, and the pages would run on and on, very monotonously. The users would have to waste time searching through the document to find the pages/information they want to view.  Your method is wasting the buyers time and eating up valuable server space, on the servers we are paying for.

We use and GSA should adopt our FBBS text file design as their own.  Our FBBS designed text file attempts to mirror/mimic the contractor’s home page.   We use this approach to add continuity to the company’s various web exposures/presence.  We add a link to the home page, a link to the GSA Customer Information or Terms and Conditions.

See the FBBS format example below.
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Home  Business Areas  Capabilities  Key Personnel  Client References  Products

35E. 8K

Group 70 IT GSA Schedule Contract Number: GS-35F-0618K
Special Item Number (SINs) include the following:

SIN 13251 Professional IT Services

GSA IT Senices: Labor Category Descriptions and GSA pricing

SINs 1328, 132.33 and 13234

GSA Hartware, Software & Software Maintenance from ldentiPHI

Text version of Business World Managerent Authorized GSA FSS MAS Schedule Contract Government Pricslist: GS-35F-0618K,
Terms and Conditions




[image: image7.jpg]Business World Management, Inc. (BWM) formerly known as Breil Waorldwide Management, Inc. is headguartered in Alexandria, Virginia with a second office located
city of Norfalk, Virginia. The company's target market is both national and intemational. BWM is a certified B(z) as wel as  seniice disabled veteran owned firm.

BWM is a professional and technical seices fimn composed of skilled professionals with extensive experience in information technology, facilties support, human resor
financial managernent, systems engineering, construction management and buiding maintenance senices

BWM' diversity in information technology support combined with the firm's capability as an eflective manager of military and commercial aciliies enable the company to g
& wide range of customer support requirenents consistently within established budgetary and time frame parameters. Other senices include the distribution and sales of st
products and physical securty systems installation. BWM also is a major distributor of Comrmon Access Card (CAC) products, vehicle inspection systems and identi
technologies as required by Homeland Security Presidential Directive

SYSTEMS ENGINEERING

Local and Wide Area Network Design, Installation and Suppors, including systems analysis, design, integration and implementation of corr
hardware and software solutions to meet specific client managerial and operational requirements

Design Engineering, including the construction of interactive trade-offs between operational requirements, maintenance concepts, technology
and schedule parameters to arrive at the best design to meet customer requirements

Systems Acquisition and Logistics Support, including procurement and assembly of components, system installation, and integrated log
services

IdentiPHI Computer Hardware and Software Products

IdentiPHI is an innovative technology company offering a comprehensive suite of enterprise securty solutions. Comprised of experienced partners and thought-leaders
industry, IdentiPHI is setting the standard for what companies are looking for in & securty software solution. IdentiPHI provides flexible tools that meet or exceed ¢
legislation requirements to strengthen your identity management and authentication system. We are defining security technolagy to mest the evohing challenges of today’
paced business needs

IdentiPHIs suite of products offers modular solutions that allow end users to identify and authenticate for network login and access applications. Flexible configuration, ¢
management, and ease of deplayment are allfeatures of IdentiPHI
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Group 84 GSA Schedule Contract GS-07F-5696R

GSA Group 84 Authorized Government Pricelist
VIT GSA Schedule Pricing

Vehicle Inspection Technolagies home page hitp: fuww und-aware corn/

BUSINESS WORLD MANAGEMENT PRODUCTS AND RELATED SERVICES

Group B4 - Security Products - Under Vehicle Inspection Hardware and Software

Vehicle Inspection Technologies - Und-Aware Series 4000

The Under Vehicle Inspection and Suneillance System designed for Anti-Terorisml Anti Drugl Force Protection! Look for weapons... explosives.. contrabs

illegals ...escapees...| Search the full width and length of any size vehicle, in real time, in any weather with AitWash™ (patented). Or, add recording for immediate review or
playback (with appropriate options).




[image: image9.jpg]The Und-Aware™ AG-400 provides eight high-resolution (NTSC) color camera images for sharp detail over a full 8-foot vehicle width. Four separate base assembly
incorporate the AitWash™ components, lights and readiy replaceable camera modules. Special end modules provide a smooth ground transition, or connect
LineBacker™ cable management system

An easy-to-use integrated unit within the security facility controls the cameras and AitWash™ in full A76 (minimurn-man) compliance. The contral system features ar
architecture software for easy integration with existing securty installations. With continual system enhancements, the Und-Aware™ line of products are ahways the t
Vehicle Inspection Technologies

Und-Aware Features

Eight Hi-Res. Color Cameras
Nartowest Car/Widest Truck

High NTSC Carmera Resolution

LED Lighting System

LED Life up to 100,000 Hours

Open Architechture - Software

Patented Air-Wash for lens cleaning
Modular Design - Scalable

Rust Resistart Materials

Scratch-Free Camers Lenses
Modularity-One-Person Set Up

Auto Clears Debris from Lens
Display-Sensor distance up to 1000 f
Below Ground version available

Ultra - Portable version available

Platform & Vendor independent database
Network LAN / WAN ready

Rermote live viewing possible

Works in both directions

BUSINESS WORLD MANAGEMENT, INC. BUSINESS AREAS

BWM is qualified in the following North American Industry Classification (NAICS) Codes



[image: image10.jpg]541511 Custom Computer Programming Services
541512: Computer Systems Design Services

514210: Data Processing Services

514191 On-line Information Services

514210: Computer Related Services (Not Elsewhere Classified)

561621 Security Systems Services

541513: Professional Information Technology Services

541330 Engineering Services

541219 Other Accounting Services

541611: Administrative Management & General Management Consuling Services
561210: Facilties Support Services

541618: Other Management Consuting Services

Mentor-Protégé Program
EER Systers Inc., a highly successiul information technology firm which also offers support in informetion technology, is approved by the Depar
of Defense to act as Mentor to BWM under that department's Mertor-Prot g program (MPP). EER is headcuartered in Chantill, Virginia
additional business and locations around the nation

Under the Mentor-Protégé system, the two companies combine their technical capabiliies to provide a greater span of services to customers
federal government and the commercial market place. The MPP allows BV and EER, to consolidate years of experience to provide suf
technological support in systems engineering, hardware and software maintenance, training and physical security systems support
CAPABILITIES OVERVIEW

BWMs team of experienced and dedicated professionals is capable of meeting the most challenging and complex client assistance requirer
BWMs ability to adjust to frequent technological changes in the area of Information Technology (IT) makes the company a strong compeitor ai
srmall firms with similar skills and capabilties.

FACILITIES AND ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT



[image: image11.jpg]Facilities Support & Building Maintenance Services, includes varied IT and non-IT related faciltties support and services for federal agencie
commercial companies that demand quality work from an experienced firm

Human Resources and Building Management Services. including a broad range of military installation support of & technical and non-tect
nature. Examples are personnel management assistance and records maintenance. Additionally, BWM is experienced in conducting persc
related investigations. We maitain a staf of qualified investigators who are skilled in conducting equal employment opporturity inquiries and re
actions.

Technical Assistance and Training. including needs assessment, programs of instruction, training meterial design, and "train the trai
programs

Security Administration, including site surveys, testing, installation and maintenance of physical security systems that recuire the utiizati
current technologically advanced programs,

Facilities Cabling Support Services. including project management from design set-up and test through system cut over and support.
supplies the necessary telecommurications equipment, software and qualified personnel, managemert, supervision, supplies, tools, test
diagnostic equipment to perform site surveys, cable installation, as well as removal of asbestos and non-asbestos polutants in office facilities.
FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT

Resolution of dishursement problems common to Department of Defense activities and other federal agencies

Support of program budgeting review process. including preparation of cost accounting systems and accounting services

Economic analysis in support of federal and commercial agencies

Contact US

Alexandria Office. Norfolk Office
4600 Duke Strest 325 East Bayview Bivd




Example of FBBS text file format, bottom address cut-off for this example. Full text shows on web.

Multiple GSA schedules mentioned in one text file.  Say a company has multiple GSA schedules, 70, 84 and 65 II A.  The example above shows links and information to both Group 70 and 84 contract data.

This contractor has dearly paid the maximum price to be involved in the GSA schedule program.  They paid it three times getting three separate offers to award and beyond while dealing with three different GSA COs, in three different GSA divisions, all operating under different rules and decisions.

And the rub

We do an upload to GSA Advantage for the Group 65 II A award and the text file looks like a web page. It has the banner from the company’s home page across the top and under the banner is a link to their home page.  Followed by links to their Customer Information and gov’t pricing and a couple paragraphs about this GSA contractor’s federal experience.  Including who they are selling to and how federal agencies are using their products/services.

Under this area of the text file we have similar information about this GSA contractor’s Group 70 schedule and under that about their Group 84 schedule contract.

Across the board and as usual, different GSA divisions are treating this kind if upload differently.  Some refuse it for a variety of reasons, none of which make sense under the “Get it Right” initiative.  For that particular Group, Paul Skalman, like others in other divisions, will not allow my kind of text file upload. Instead if at all he will an attempt at a policy statement and direct me to the technical clause reference which is vague at best.

Why can’t this contractor get info about his other GSA schedules under the Group 65 II A textfile?  To deny us the ability to promote all our GSA schedules in one place is like telling you, you can only promote one thing in any advertising campaign.  It does not make sense or good policy.  He has dearly paid, and is paying the price everyday for having three schedules.  He has to work with GSA people that would basically be deemed as totally worthless in any business-to-business environment.

One of the objections I got on this was that the CO for Groupo xx could not verify that the information contained in a link in the text file, that was not on a GSA server could not be verified. Well, Does the Get It Right program not make that a moot point?  In order to attempt to get my three-schedules-mentioned text file past this CO, I made all the links GSA ADV links, and they are still not allowing my design/file.  Yet the Group 84 and Group 70 CO have come around to my way of thinking and do allow this style of text file and the multiple mentions.  Why must I have to persuade each CO individually on this when some can reject it anyway?  This is another example of centralized management failure. If there were a sensible policy that all had to abide by, this would not be an issue. It should not be an issue. It is an example of low-hanging fruit that could be easily fix if GSA could do the right thing.

It is discriminatory to allow my kind of text file in one instance and deny it in another.  Why should one contractor have the advantage of being able to use this format when others cannot.  I am talking about both my design and the multiple mention of schedules.

When text files were first introduced, very few of us had any knowledge of what text files and html could or could not provide. Now that we have graduated in knowledge to the next level, let’s bring GSA along with us.

The text file kind of decision is not one most of your COs are capable of making.  Your COs already have too much leeway in their information requesting, contract clarification and all decision-making processes.  The Chinese water torture information requesting process/ method comes to mind.  And in my opinion, they are not capable of making any decisions.  Most should not be titled, “Contract Officer.” When asked by Representative Chris Van Hollen’s staff to sum up my GSA issues in a sentence, I responded with, “You can’t have someone with a 10-cent head managing a multi-million dollar government contract.”

.

EDI issues

30. EDI Help desk.  For years, this was a problem and it is getting better, but still has a long way to go. Weeks ago, I inquired with the EDI help desk to change the method in which I receive GSA ADV POs from GSA from fax to EDI. I am still waiting for the information to make this change.
31. I tried to change the GSA ADV ordering notification from Fax to EDI 850 and it has so far taken months and still is not right.  This seems like it should be accomplished rather easily, yet it has been months and I am still requesting the same thing.
32. EDI 824s are usually not automatically sent to me. When an upload is rejected for VSC validation errors, I have to request the reasons why.  They should be sent to me with request.  For 824s that are sent out, oftentimes the messages are so cryptic that they do not actually give the reason for the rejection.  One has to read between the line to decipher the actual error.
33. EDI 997 do not reference the duns or contract number of the contractor making it impossible to tell which upload the 997 is acknowledging.  This may be an EDI resource or labeling or identification problem on my end, but at this point, my lack of technical expertise in EDI prohibits me from knowing.
III.   Terry Miller-Tom Strawbridge “GSA is Broken -Interview- 2003”


Terry Miller created and founded the GSA Consulting business in 1974.  I met with Mr. Miller in 2003 to discuss the problems at GSA.  The transcript of this interview is broken down into parts and accessible at http://www.fbbs-gsa.com/reform_gsa_page.html.  I suggest not only do you read this interview but you should also contact and arrange to meet with Mr. Miller.  Miller has many insights and can provide creative ideas to fix GSA.  Miller is much more knowledgeable regarding the FAR, and many other GSA issues, than I am.

In conclusion

This list can go on and on since the problems at GSA are more numerous than anything good one can say about the agency.

In any of the multiple complaint letters I have written to the IT division or the VA group about the improper behavior of their staff, I have always said the same things.

This relationship between contractors, consultants and GSA does not have to be an adversarial relationship.  GSA people do no have to be incompetent, ill-trained, lacking social and communicative skills, and intolerable.  The GSA process and experience does not have to be the nightmare it is.

The problem is the people, not the systems.

Although, centralizing most policies across all divisions and actually managing GSA contracts would be helpful, you need the right people in place, first.

One thing is consistent about GSA.  When faced with a problem or new idea or asked to correct a situation, GSA folks always say, “This is the first we have ever heard of this.”  And, your “suggestion” won’t work for us.  But if it is a good suggestion, about two years later, GSA brings back the idea and acts like they dreamed this up themselves.

Dealing with a successful business is a dependable thing, you know what to expect and you get and pay for, what you need.  We need to duplicate that in government. We need to be able to have faith in, and trust our government.

Test my thoughts yourself.  Anonymously, prepare a real offer and follow it from start to finish in the IT or X division and see for yourself.  Walk a mile in my shoes.  If you are willing to go through the process (anonymously) and experience it for yourself, I believe you could be serious enough to really want to fix things.

Tom Strawbridge

Strawbridge Consulting

FBBS

Bethesda IT

