All,
One of the first tasks completed by the Training, Communication and Education committee of the ITIGC was to summarize the results of GSA’s annual vendor /partner survey.  This survey was conducted in 2003 prior to all the IG findings, the issues with DoD, Section 803 and the reorganization and birth of the Federal Acquisition Service.
As we prepare for our next ITIGC meeting on Friday Nov.17, I thought it would be interesting to go back and look at the issues from that time frame and ask you to comment on each area and provide your thoughts in the form of a RECOMMENDATION on what has changed, what remains the same and what’s new in each category area and most importantly how the ITIGC could help the NEW FAS and Industry regain the sales volume that existed in 2003. 
For each Common Response area below please indicate if today this is a HIGH, MEDIUM or LOW priority for industry/vendors and your Recommendation for what FAS and Industry can do to make improvement.
________________________________________________________________________
2003 SURVEY RESULTS (Below) NOTE:  I added the 2006 Priority Column and the RECOMMENDATION box.  Also most categories included an additional “Other “ common response category that picked up miscellaneous responses and also contributed to all responses being counted and the percentage equaling 100%.  I removed this category for this effort.
The survey company took the responses to this open-ended question and sorted them into the categories show in the following tables.  

APPLICATION/SOLICITATION PROCESS

	Common Response
	Number
	Percentage
	2006 Priority

	Application overly complicated 
	5
	44
	L-1 /  M-1/ H-4

	Took to much time
	3
	25
	L-1 / M-1 / H-4

	Required support from a consultant
	3
	25
	L-2 / M-2 / H-1

	Commercial like intent not valid 
	1
	6
	L-2 / M-3/ H-1


In general the application/process is especially hard for small business, consultants are often hired and the process takes longer than expected due to lack of support from GSA.   

	RECOMMENDATION:

I have never used the Solicitation Application process but have heard through discussions that this is still very complicated.

----
Simplify.  Provide online, telephone, in person help.

----

The process of application and novation is complicated by a seemingly uninterested workforce who works to provide no true assistance, only obstruction, as their main job. With the unmanageable use of traditional paper applications when most information required is fairly form driven it makes me wonder why GSA would spend millions on on-line bid systems, but nothing on the arduous application process.
----
No comment to the tool for obtaining a new contract.  However, high on the priority list is Item 4 –   First I believe the pendulum is shifting from GSA being flexible with terms and conditions and price negotiations to now having a very standard, rigid approach.  If this comment centers around the negotiations of the GSA Schedule and maintaining consistency with each Vendor’s commercial practices, then this is of Very High Importance.  We are seeing GSA migrating to NO deviations from the standard solicitation terms which is completely opposite from FAR 12 regulations, which encourages commercial practices.  Recommend that GSA allow for this flexibility to ensure the GSA Schedule remains a viable vehicle.

----
Evaluate the solicitation and look for ways to simplify.    Actually, compared to some Schedule solicitations the IT one is pretty good.  I would remove the past performance requirement for SIN 132-62 since the vendor has to prequalify the services/products with another GSA group to get on the APL list prior to applying for the SIN.




CONTRACT NEGOTATIONS

	Common Response
	Number
	Percentage
	2006 Priority

	CO’s are not flexible or consistent 
	2
	66
	L-0 /  M-1 / H-7

	BPA contract awards
	1
	33
	L-4 /  M -2/ H-0


The CO’s are not flexible or timely and the information required by a CO is not consistent from CO to CO.

	RECOMMENDATION:

Consistency across GSA CO’s will always be a problem.  The various levels of experience don’t seem to matter anymore. Some of the more experienced CO’s can be over zealous in their negotiations, which only puts customers requirements in jeopardy, which turn the customer to different Contracts and not wait on GSA to make up their mind.  The less seasoned CO’s with limited negotiation experience do not waiver, to the point of constant rejection of proposals, which again affects our Government Customers.

There are some very good CO’s, and there are some bad ones too.

-----
Need enough education and empowerment to be consistent on the major issues and flexible as needed.

----

CO’s are not only inconsistent they openly talk on how other CO’s don’t know what they are doing. This is a leadership issue, sorry lack of leadership issue. The Directors should be responsible for their staff, not act like a protective bouncer when issues arise.  

----
 Key requirement as it relates to the flexibility of negotiating commercial terms.  See above.  Recommendation – in order to ensure flexibility is acceptable – we recommend a policy letter to the CO’s authorizing deviations of the solicitation terms and conditions and price negotiations.

-----
Ditto and they play games with the metrics- rather than call and have a simple fix over the phone, they reject the mod to start the clock over.  Each CO has a different interpretation of the instructions.  At renegotiation time, this is a risk for the contractors because if a different CO set up the contract the new CO may have a very different methodology.




POLICIES & REGULATIONS

	Common Response
	Number
	Percentage
	2006 Priority

	Subcontracting plan not realistic 
	2
	30
	L-2/  M-2 / H-1

	Competition
	1
	17
	L-2 /  M-4 / H-0

	Price Reduction 
	1
	17
	L-1 /  M-3 / H-3


Small companies want Large Business to he accountable for subcontract goals.

One company sees the effectiveness/speed of use of the schedules in jeopardy due to competition requirements.  Mailing of prices list is costly and antiquated.

	RECOMMENDATION:

There is an exorbitant amount of competition across the GSA Schedules program, to the point that Contractors often rethink the viability of even having a GSA Schedule if this is going to deplete their margins to such a great extent.  I’m certain GSA sees this differently.

----
There are plenty of small businesses out there with GSA Schedules, so I don’t understand the comment that Large Businesses need to be accountable for Subcontract Goals.

----
Subcontracting and/or teaming inconsistency in combination with our mixed message of prices for products always go down (not always true) and that translates that labor rates for technical products shouldn’t go up at all makes this hard to track and harder to defend.
-----
The comment above regarding sending out prices – again this goes back to the flexibility issue, allowing vendors the ability to post their GSA Schedule and prices on the company’s website.  

Price Reduction clause is onerous depending on the basis of award.  Recommend GSA revise their price reduction clause and EPA clause, for that matter, to reflect commercial practices based on list price changes versus tied to a Most Favored Customer price point
----

Enforce timely posting of Schedules to GSAAdvantage.




MODIFICATION PROCESS

	Common Response
	Number
	Percentage
	2006 Priority

	Takes to long
	8
	63
	L-0 /  M-4 / H-4

	Process needs to be streamlined and standardized
	2
	16
	L-0 /  M-1 / H-7

	Un Responsive VSC and CO’s
	2
	16
	L-0 /  M-4/ H-4


In general the concern is the process takes to long and the support when provided is not timely and the requirements from GSA CO’s are not consistent. 

	RECOMMENDATION:
I like e-Mod, it puts the GSA CO on a time clock.

eMod support service has always been very responsive.  

But the Vendor Support Center on our administration site, has a lot to be desired.  I have yet to get a straight answer from them, other than don’t call this number use the website.  When I use the website they state to call the number. 

----
16 weeks for any answer on a novation without approval at that point is just the tip of the iceberg. Modifications are educational processes, not negotiations. The CO’s don’t have any idea what we are asking to change so they have no clue if we are telling the truth or the last MOD that kind of looked like this was correct. When manufacturer training programs change as often as software revisions no company can wait for the CO to understand the nuances of training curriculum.

-----
This has always been and issue and it hasn’t changed.  GSA has instituted eMODs which is of a help, but it still lacks in efficiencies.  Recommend a streamlined approach (ie. Quickmod) to improve the modification process for products.  Process needs to be fast and efficient and more on par with other GWAC’s (ie. SEWP).  Vendors should be allowed to automatically add products to the GSA Schedule without going through the formal modification process, provided a price methodology has been established.  The vendor could provide a monthly summary of the items added.

-----
Inconsistent policies and COs are causing problems.




MARKETING SUPPORT

	Common Response
	Number
	Percentage
	2006 Priority

	Lack of GSA Marketing Support
	8
	63
	L-5/  M-1 / H-1

	How to Promote my Products
	2
	16
	L-6 /  M-1 / H-0

	Client contacts
	2
	16
	L-6 /  M-1 / H-0

	Other
	1
	8
	L-3 /  M-1 / H-0


In general each schedule holder was looking for marketing support and direction from GSA as a result of being awarded a contract.  They expected GSA to provide follow-up, client call lists and support to promote their products/services and capabilities.  Most 

Reported none of the above.

	RECOMMENDATION:

What Government Contract has ever offered marketing support?

----

Is not and should not be GSA’s problem.

----

I think we should work to realistically tell new companies looking for a schedule that they are on their own from day one. Period.
----
Vendors need to take an active role promoting the Schedule and their own products and services.  However, it is important that GSA continue an aggressive marketing plan and ensure the Agencies understand the value of the Contract and the ability to order directly from the Contract in addition having the GSA Regions available IF they require procurement support.  This distinction needs to be clear in GSA’s message.




ONLINE SYSTEMS

	Common Response
	Number
	Percentage
	2006 Priority

	SIP Program impossible
	3
	18
	L-1 /  M-1 / H-6

	GSA Advantage good BUT
	8
	47
	L-1 /  M-5 / H-2

	Simple instructions more FAQ’s
	2
	12
	L-2 /  M-5 / H-0


The respondents all felt that SIP was to hard to use and that in general all software systems and instructions are weak.  The GSA advantage capability was viewed as a good tool but limited because it is not searchable, friendly or effective in helping a user make an educated purchase.  Respondents were in favor of more robust web based capabilities and some responded that Advantage has resulted in increased sales.

	RECOMMENDATION:
SIP needs to go away.  EDI capabilities need to be expanded and updated.

GSA Advantage cannot keep up with the updates, there is simply too much volume for them

-----
SIP is terrible, we all know that. And now with sites like FedBid confusing the on-line procurement model GSA needs to put their foot down and control the commodity bid business. 

----
This has always been an issue, but due to GSA’s focus on standardization, we are finding lack of flexibility.  For the SIP file, need to eliminate data fields that are not necessary for the acquisition .  As an example country of origin is not a field that is necessary for the agency to make the acquisition especially since all products on GSA must be TAA compliant anyway. 

GSA needs to be flexible regarding the products to be posted to GSA Advantage.  Advantage is most useful for commodity products that can easily be ordered by the agency.  Complex products requiring vendor support should not be required on GSA Advantage.  Therefore, we recommend the requirement to add all products to the GSA Advantage file be flexible and allow each vendor to make that determination as to which products fit this model.  
---

GSA needs to do a better job communicating system changes to include adding industry for testing new releases etc.


VENDOR SUPPORT CENTER

	Common Response
	Number
	Percentage
	2006 Priority

	Industrial Operations Analyst (IOA) visits
	5
	43
	L-3 /  M-5 / H-0

	VSC responsiveness
	3
	25
	L-2 /  M-5 / H-0

	IFF Unfair
	2
	18
	L-6 /  M-1 / H-0


IOA visits when they happen were viewed as very positive however, only 2 visits and the rest of the respondents never heard from an IOA or GSA.  VS”System” was described as a failure and the VS “Center” never calls back.  IFF was viewed as unfair and “GSA should back off on the usury of their own marketing charges”

	RECOMMENDATION:

There is not consistency across the IOA’s.  They target the top Schedule holders and don’t focus on the ones that need assistance or reviews.

The IFF doesn’t belong to the Contractor, it belongs to GSA. How is it unfair? 

------
I don’t have an issue with IFF and IOA visits seem to be management for company’s my size. With so much wrong, this takes a back seat for me.

----

 Recommend that if a vendor has received an outstanding rating for the year, that IOA visits are limited to 2X per 5 year period, instead of once a year.  It is costly and time consuming for the vendors to pull together all of the data necessary for these Inspections.  
----
IOA visits OK.  




BUSINESS PARTNER SERVICE /RELATIONSHIP WITH GSA

	Common Response
	Number
	Percentage
	2006 Priority

	Good to Excellent support from GSA
	43
	53
	L-0 /  M-4 / H-1

	Satisfied, Responsive but Overloaded
	7
	9
	L-0 /  M-4 / H-2

	Unresponsive, Limited, Arrogant, No Communications, Attitude, Not Professional
	14
	18
	L-0 /  M-3 / H-2

	Revolving Support 
	4
	5
	L-0 /  M-4 / H-0


The majority of respondents cited good to excellent support from GSA and many specified GSA individuals by name.  The next group saw their GSA support as OK but felt it could be better if their workload was reduced.  The next largest group reported very poor support and one respondent suggested mandatory response times for CO’s and GSA being measured to meet a 95% customer satisfied level.  Revolving support and the inability to establish a working relationship was a problem.  
	RECOMMENDATION:

This varies again across each individual CO.

----
I have had bad luck. 5 years of inconsistent information from the IT CO’s and their managers. I had much better luck when I worked with the Furniture Center. They seemed to care and were responsive.
-----
This has always been an issue.  Recommend that GSA provide backup support for CO’s who are out of the office.  Due to the heavy workload for the CO, often times the responsiveness is lacking.   CO’s should be required to update their voicemail when they are out of the office.  

----
Our CO is frequently on vacation or TDY.  She has different rules from predecessors for submitting mods.  Some “rules” are bizarre but she cannot deviate from “the rules”.  Rejects mods for small items that could be fixed in a phone call – suspect this is how she gets her time to award metrics down.  By rejecting the mod, the clock starts over. 




