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The SRCC Team Looks Forward to Working with You on Your Contracting Requirements!

______________________________

______________________________

Wise Words from the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR)

FAR 1.102(d) - The role of each member of the Acquisition team is to exercise personal initiative and sound business judgment in providing the best value product or service to meet the customer's needs. In exercising initiative, Government members of the Acquisition Team may assume if a specific strategy, practice, policy or procedure is in the best interests of the Government and is not addressed in the FAR, nor prohibited by law (statute or case law), Executive order or other regulation, that the strategy, practice, policy or procedure is a permissible exercise of authority.
____________________________________
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Want some tips on how to do business with the SRCC?  

Check our homepage and click on the button “How to do Business” at:

http://www.forscom.army.mil/aacc/dobusines.htm 

________________________________________

Check the Items of Interest Link on Our Webpage!

The Items of Interest button on our Homepage:


http://www.forscom.army.mil/aacc/ 


leads you to great information including:

· COR Training

· Deskside Guide

· Mini J & A (Justification and Approval

· Receiving Reports

· Guidance for Purchases from Federal Prison Industries (FPI)


· Performance Based Service  Acquisition (PBSA) Guidebook

____________________________________
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DID YOU KNOW?

The Army Single Face to Industry (ASFI) website URL has changed..

You can find ASFI at:

https://acquisition.army.mil/asfi/ 
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WHAT DO I NEED TO DO TO BECOME A GOVERNMENT CONTRACTOR?  TEN STEPS

By B.J. Kinsey

     As the Southern Region Contracting Center’s Small and Disadvantaged Business Utilization Specialist (SADBU), I am asked this question on a daily basis.  I have summarized 10 steps a company must take to not only be eligible for Government contracts but improve their chances for award of a Government contract.


1. Determine the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) code for your products or services. NAICS codes can be found at http://www.sba.gov/size/indextableofsize.html 


2. Register in the Central Contractor Registration at http://www.ccr.gov/.  In order to register you will need the following information:



a.  Data Universal Numbering System (DUNS) Number. 
b.  Commercial And Government Entity (CAGE) Code.  

c. US Federal Tax Identification Number (TIN).  

3.  The SRCC purchases almost all supply and service requirements and many construction requirements via Army Single Face to Industry (ASFI).  ASFI is located at https://acquisition.army.mil/asfi.

4.  Register with the SBA's PRO-Net program.  You can register online for PRO-Net. Simply visit http://www.sba.gov/ and click on PRO-Net. 

5.  Review the FedBizOpps Daily(FBO) website (formerly the Commerce Business Daily) for upcoming and recently awarded contracts to determine sub-contracting opportunities and to check which agencies are purchasing your product or services. The FBO website is: http://www.fbodaily.com
6.  Accept the Government Purchase Card (currently USA Bank VISA) Most agencies are now using credit cards for purchases less than $2,500. 

7.  Get a GSA Federal Supply Schedule (FSS) contract.  See the GSA homepage at http://www.gsa.gov for more information.

8.  Visit or call your local Small Business Development Center (SDBC).  For locations, see http://www.sba.gov/sbdc/
9.  Contact the Georgia Procurement Technical Assistance Center (PTAC) for marketing and technical assistance to firms entering the Government procurement market. Visit the Georgia PTAC website at http://www.edi.gatech.edu/gtpac for further information.

10.  Visit Sub-Net for subcontracting opportunities.  Sub-Net can be accessed at  http://web.sba.gov/subnet

SRCC has entered the “ICE Age”!


By Bart Soto, Procurement Analyst

What is ICE?
  

A DoD web-based customer feedback system addressing concerns in Installation Service.  The Interactive Customer Evaluation (ICE) System began as a joint project sponsored by the OSD, Quality Management Office.  We are using ICE here at the Southern Region Contracting Center (SRCC) to measure our customer satisfaction.  

Purpose:  To improve internal customer service - an opportunity for you to voice “what you like” or “what you dislike and how you want it changed”.  ICE will provide fresh and fast information flow between contracting management and customers.    

We’d like to hear from you on how we are doing!

If you have received any service from the employees of the Southern Region Contracting Center (SRCC), please take a moment and evaluate our performance. On-line comment cards are available at the Interactive Customer Evaluation (ICE) System.  You can find a link to the website at our SRCC homepage:

http://forscom.army.mil/aacc:  

or go directly to it at the following URL:

http://ice.disa.mil/index.cfm?fa=card&site_id=173&service_category_id=14&service_provider_id=14345


At the SRCC we are always looking for ways to improve customer satisfaction and service.

____________________________________

Legal Corner
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And So, What About CICA Bundling after EDP Enterprises, Inc. B-284533.6

Ralph J. Frick,  Legal Counsel  to  ACA – Southern Region Contracting Center, Examines the new GAO decision  rejecting the Army’s bundling of Food Services at Ft Riley, KS


On 19 May 2003, GAO decided the much-heralded, pre-award bid protest of EDP Enterprises, Inc. (EDP), sustaining the protest and holding that, in an A-76 support services
cost study at Ft Riley, the Army had failed to justify their claim that the bundling of
installation food services, together with a host of other logistical functions, was necessary to meet its needs.   

GAO found the improper bundling of the food services to violate the FAR requirements of the Competition in Contracting Act (CICA), sustained the protest, and recommended that the Army remove and separately procure the “food services” portion from the broader logistical services requirement.  

The decision did not touch upon what, if anything, was to be done with the remaining array of logistical functions under the management study --  including aircraft maintenance, warehousing and storage, oil analysis, CIF, hazardous materials handling, motor pool operations,  ammunition supply point operations, and bulk petroleum services.

EDP is certainly not the first Army protest loss based on a failure to adequately justify bundling of installation support services.  Rather, EDP is only the latest adverse agency bundling decision in a line of cases going back more than a decade (see Vantex Service Corp., B-290415, Aug 8, 2002, 2002 CPD ¶ 131; Phoenix Scientific Corp., B-286817, Feb 22, 2001, 2001 CPD ¶ 24; and National Customer Eng’g, B-251135, Mar 11, 1993, 93-1 CPD¶ 225.  So, why then, is this case considered  important and unique among other so-called “anti-bundling rulings” ?   

The answer is because, unlike several prior cases, both the Small Business Administration and [ultimately] the Protester agreed, in this case, that the anti-bundling restrictions of the Small Business Act  (15 U.S.C. § 631(j)(“to the maximum extent practicable, “ an agency is required to “avoid unnecessary and unjustified bundling of contract requirements that precludes small business participation in procurements as prime contractors”)  did not apply to any procurement exclusively set-aside for small business.  
And, indeed, Ft Riley, in an apparent effort to side-step any bundling-related problems, had set-aside this log support services acquisition exclusively for small business.  So, if the bundling plan didn’t violate the Small Business Act restrictions because it was already a small business set-aside, then why was it, nonetheless, struck down?

According to GAO, it was struck down because it violated the separate CICA bundling rules of 10 U.S.C. § 2305(a)(1)(requiring Full and Open Competition and permitting restrictions on competition only to the extent justified by demonstrated Agency needs).  Under CICA, bundled (or consolidated) procurements represent “restrictions”  presumed to have the effect of impeding competition by excluding firms that can furnish only a portion of the total requirement.  GAO has made it clear that, unless the agency can demonstrate a reasonable basis for its contention that the proposed bundling is necessary to achieve agency goals, agency bundling will be overturned and protests will be upheld under the CICA rules, even when the separate SBA bundling rules are not applicable (as in EDP).  

The next question posed in EDP concerned whether the CICA bundling also applied in A-76 cost studies of commercial activities.  GAO promptly answered this question affirmatively as well:

According to GAO, “CICA and its implementing regulations require that the scales be tipped in favor of ensuring full and open competition, whenever concerns of economy or efficiency are being weighed against ensuring full and open competition… and this remains true even in the context of a competition, like the one here, conducted pursuant to OMB Circular A-76.”  (EDP, p.3)
This conclusion merely confirms that, unlike the Small Business Act bundling rules, which are designed to protect small business opportunities, the CICA bundling rules focus on “open competition” and were not affected by the fact that the Army had set aside the Riley procurement exclusively for small business.   

Most importantly, the Army lost the case largely because the agency could not adequately demonstrate a genuine “need” to bundle the food services portion together with the other log functions under study.   Ft Riley was unable to demonstrate any significant cost savings from the consolidation (e.g., workforce cross utilization), no expected quality improvements, no national security implications, and no described “management efficiencies” that might have demonstrated a legitimate Army need to bundle the food services into a single contract with the other log services. 

In its defense, the Army stressed both the traditional, Army doctrinal grouping of food services as part of an installation’s integrated, logistical service program, as well as the “administrative convenience” of managing only one log services contract, rather than a number of separate service contracts for food service plus the other functions.   

Unfortunately, this approach drew no sympathy from GAO who reacted in part as follows:

“Administrative convenience is not a legal basis to justify bundling of requirements, if the bundling restricts competition, as we believe it does here.  The restrictive effect of the bundling is most severe on firms, such as EDP, whose work is limited to providing food services.  While there may be small business prime contractors that could provide more than 50 percent of the cost of contract performance themselves (potentially subcontracting out the 15 percent related to food services), the bundled nature of this RFP, where coupled with the contract clause requiring ……at least 50 percent of the cost of performance by the prime contractor, precludes a food services firm like EDP from competing.”
“We recognize that management efficiencies could reasonably justify an agency’s needs, particularly where cross-utilization and cross-training are planned……Here, however, the agency has not provided a reasonable basis for any efficiencies…
Excerpt from live GAO Hearing (GAO official reacting to Army suggestion to cross-utilize workforce to create cost efficiencies):    “So[in your view] someone who works on maintaining an airplane can also [be tasked with performing food services or vice versa?]
From this exchange, one might seriously question just what the Army was thinking about in terms of dollar savings through “cross utilization of the contract workforce” ----   cafeteria workers being used in maintaining and repairing Army aircraft ?   I don’t think so.                                       Post-Script Hind-Sight :   So, what might have been done differently in this case to have better presented the “reasonable basis for bundling” that GAO repeatedly stated they were seeking to discover?  

First, the Army may have better positioned themselves to confront the bundling issue by preparing a comprehensive, written “bundling analysis” of all the logistical support services under study, with the type of quantitative data necessary to demonstrate genuine cost savings using the single-contract approach (typically a savings of 10% or more of total estimated contract costs will justify bundling). 

It may be fair to say that the mere process of crunching the dollar costs of managing only a single umbrella contract versus administering a separate individual contract for the food service might have proven useful in initially determining whether the CICA preference for de-coupling the food services was justified in overturning.   Certainly, GAO made it quite clear that the “administrative convenience” of managing only a single contract was never going to be an argument that would meet the “reasonable basis” test to justify the bundling.

Moreover, had such a quantitative bundling justification been done, it may have been obvious, early in the process, that any plan for cross-utilization of food service workers to perform what are clearly other “unrelated”  log service functions defied logic and was never seriously worth pursuing.  It may also have become apparent that installation food services have been traditionally awarded in the Army as separate contracts for this same reason.

Whether the use of any of these techniques may have ultimately won the case for the Army or at least prompted an early     settlement of the protest remains unclear.  It does seem clear that the careful preparation of a “bundling justification” to demonstrate the agency’s actual need to consolidate installation such support services is both practical and legally required, even in A-76 cost studies using a small business set-aside approach. 

EDP teaches a number of lessons.  One of those must be that, even under the more relaxed bundling standards of CICA, absent a persuasive showing of agency need to bundle, agencies may have to consider making multiple awards on installation service contracts to ensure that small firms, who can only perform a portion of the total array of required services, will have the chance to compete for their niche specialty under a separate contract. 
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SRCC Employees in the Spotlight

By Ron Howell, Chief, CBS2 Division

Each month, the SRCC spotlights different employees to thank them for their contributions.  For the month of June, we shine the spotlight on SRCC’s procurement systems administrators – Phyllis Rogers and Karen Yates of the Customer Support and Business Systems Division of the SRCC.

Contracting has come to rely more and more upon automated systems, not only to increase our efficiency, but also to comply with mandates to become less paper driven.  We now use the web to advertise solicitations, receive purchase requests and distribute copies of contracts and orders electronically, authorize payments using electronic data interchange, and communicate with our customers and contractor using the web and electronic mail.  Not much gets done in contracting if our automated systems are not available.  Phyllis and Karen make sure our systems are there for us.

For those of us who merely use computers, the intricacies of keeping the systems working when we need them is transparent to us.  But not to Phyllis and Karen.  They perform data base services and administration for the Procurement Desktop Defense (PD2 contracting system) and PRWeb (automated purchase request system) along with the desktop and peripherals associated with using the systems.  This includes loading software changes and upgrades, adding and deleting users and contractors, reporting and data mining, systems security, and managing nine separate interfaces and applications essential to the contracting mission.  They do a terrific job of trouble-shooting when gremlins get into the system or, heaven forbid, there should be a user error causing trouble.  Their hard work ensures SRCC can meet its customers’ needs in a timely and effective manner.  Thanks Phyllis and Karen!

About Phyllis Rogers.

I am a native Georgian. I was born in the Eastern part of Jackson County in a small town called Statham.  I attended grade school, high school and college in Ga. I have two young adult children. My son is serving in the Army, stationed at the 172d Infantry Brigade, Fort Wainwright Alaska. My daughter lives and works in Macon Ga. I have 4 sisters who live within a 60 mile radius of me and I visit them often. Most of my work life has been with DOD, and on 25 Jun I will have 28 years of service. I started this DOD path working for Forces Command (FORSCOM) Deputy Chief of Staff Personnel (DCSPER), and in this position I was eventually fortunate enough to use a Wang Word Processor. Right away I realized automation was the way of the future - you could complete work faster and it greatly improved the quality of one's work life. Within 10 years, I found myself at 1st US Army (formerly 2d US Army), and everyone in that office worked on a PC. However, the DCSPER experience influenced me the most to pursue an automation DA internship - Contracting was my placement out of the program. I enjoy fitness activities, church activities, reading, and getting together with family and friends. 

Something people may not know about me is that after retiring I envision working in the fitness area - possibly personal trainer or instructor. This way, I can get some fitness in and make some money at the same time.

Phyllis sure keeps those computers working out!! – Editor.
About Karen Yates.

I was born and raised in Kansas and moved to Georgia about 20 years ago.  I am married and have 4 children and 4 grandchildren.  My husband is a Methodist minister; we have served the Red Oak Methodist Church for the past 10 years.   I've worked for the Department of the Army all my adult life--I will have 33 years of service in July of this year.  I've been in the computer field for the last 20 years; prior to that I worked as an editor at the Command and General Staff College at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas and held several clerical and administrative jobs before that.  My hobbies are reading, gardening and working on various types of crafts.

Something people may not know about me is that the real reason I work is to support my fabric-collecting habit.  My favorite activity away from work is making quilts by hand and I cannot pass by a fabric store.  

Computers and quilts – now there’s a combination! – Editor.

___________________________________
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PRODUCTS AND SERVICES EXPO


The General Services Administration (GSA) and the Army Contracting Agency (ACA) Southern Region Contracting Center (SRCC) are joint sponsors for a Products and Services Expo to be held Tuesday, June 24, 2003, from 10 AM until 2 PM, at the Community Activities Service Center (CASC), 1219 Haney Plaza, SW, Building 46, Fort McPherson, GA.

If you would like to participate in this event, please contact Ms. B.J. Kinsey at (404) 464-2746.
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