

REPORT OF AMS PROCUREMENT PROCESS SURVEY

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY



On the first anniversary of implementation of the FAA’s Acquisition Management System (AMS), the Office of Acquisitions, Acquisition Policy and Procedures Division, Procurement Management Branch (ASU�130), conducted an agency and industry survey to determine progress of the procurement process under AMS.



The Office of Acquisitions sought to determine how well individuals associated with the FAA procurement process believed implementation of the procurement process under AMS was progressing.  Specific questionnaires solicited opinions from three audiences, contracting, technical and supplier.  Over 496 responses were completed and returned (178 from contracting, 247 from technical, and 71 from suppliers).  



As a general statement, respondents found AMS was improving quality, timeliness, and cost effectiveness of the procurement process
,
 and the guidance and means of announcements were satisfactory.  Respondent
s
 identified tw
o areas of concern
:  



(1) having printed, current copies of policy and guidance on hand in their organizations; and, (2) having specific training on the Internet. 



Respondents provided over 500 written comments for consideration during the survey.  The written comments were diverse and did not form a distinctly overwhelming need on any one particular area, with the exception of the Internet and the Office of Dispute Resolution (ODR).  There were numerous comments to the effect that Internet or the data on the Internet was cumbersome, restricted or not accessible, not kept up to date, or incompatible (from industry’s perspective).  Both FAA and industry respondents indicated that the ODR process is inadequate and ineffective.
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Report of AMS Procurement Process Survey



1.	PURPOSE.  



	The Office of Acquisitions, Acquisition Policy and Procedures Division, Procurement Management Branch (ASU�130), conducted an agency and industry wide opinion survey to determine progress of the Procurement Process under the Acquisition Management System (AMS).



2.	SCOPE.  The Office of Acquisitions sought to determine how well individuals associated with the FAA procurement process believed the procurement process under AMS and its implementation was progressing.  Specific questionnaires solicited opinions from three audiences.  The three audiences included:



	a.	Contracting - Individuals directly involved in the actual procurement process.  Individuals included:  Contracting/quality assurance/pricing/real estate officers, specialists, analysts, legal, and Logistics Management Specialist.



	b.	Technical - Individuals involved in developing the technical specifications and/or requirements.  Individuals included:  Technical and requirements program officers, specialists, analysts, etc.)



	c.	Supplier - Companies/corporations outside FAA who contract with the FAA for products and/or services.



3.	METHODOLOGY.  



	a.	Initiation:  



		In August 1996, ASU-130 developed a questionnaire to solicit input from the contracting and technical individuals within FAA involved in the procurement cycle.  This effort specifically sought and encouraged respondents to elaborate with specific written comments and concerns.  Its development and execution served as a pilot to a more comprehensive survey which coincided with the (first) implementation anniversary date of AMS (i.e., April 1997).



		ASU-130 sent the questionnaire, through cc:mail, to all individuals (in the regions, centers, and Washington headquarters) who attended the two�day AMS indoctrination workshop.  Individuals who chose to reply to the questionnaire sent their responses directly to ASU�130.



		ASU-130 compiled responses into raw data reports and provided each region and center with its respective report at the December 1996 workshop in Nashville.



	b.	Review for (First) Implementation Anniversary:



		In November 1996, ASU�130 received Office of Management and Budget approval to solicit industry opinion on the Procurement Process of AMS.



		In February 1997, ASU�130 developed and provided to the New Process Coordinators (NPCs) a set of survey questionnaires for the implementation anniversary review.  For this review, contracting, technical, as well as industry became the audience, each receiving its own specifically-tailored questionnaire.



		During the week of February 24, ASU�130 distributed, via cc:mail, copies of the contracting and technical questionnaires to a designated individual (point of contact (POC)) within each of the regions/centers for further dissemination to as large an audience as possible.  (Those individuals who assisted in this effort are acknowledged in paragraph 4, Participants.)  Each questionnaire contained specific guidance for its completion and direct return to ASU�130.



		On February 28, ASU�130 posted the industry survey on the Washington “Contracting Opportunities” page within the ASU home page of the Internet.  Regions/centers with Internet, set up direct links from their respective home pages to the headquarters Internet location.  The Commerce Business Daily (CBD) announced availability of the survey on the Internet each Monday in March plus each weekday during the weeks of March 17 and 24.  Industry had the survey questionnaire available to them (as OMB directed in its approval) for 30 calendar days.



		From March 3 through April 15, responses came in by way of cc:mail, fax, postal service, or hand delivery.  ASU�130 entered data from the respondents into either an Access® data base or Word® word processing document.



		ASU�130 sorted and categorized raw data extracted from the data base as well as the written comments contained in the word processing document.  The raw data from the data base served as one of the basis for surfacing areas which needed attention.  All written comments from respondents became a separate word processing file.  Respondents provided approximately 500 comments (235 Contracting; 70 Supplier; 205 Technical).  ASU�130 sorted these comments into 13 areas.  Six of these 13 areas had subtopics within them.  (See Appendix 1, Categories and Numbers of Written Comments Received, for a sorted list.)



4.	PARTICIPANTS.  Under the direction of David Lankford, Manager, Procurement Management Branch, ASU 130, the following individuals participated in developing, distributing, and compiling this survey.



	a.	Analytical and facilitator team:



		Lead Analyst	Rita Freeman, ASU�130

		Assistant Lead	David Peterson, ASU�130

			Ross Parker, ASU�130

		Regional Points of Contact	Karla Shaw, AAL

			Terry Mirro, AEA

			Steve Switzer, ACE

			Melody McGovern, AGL

			Kevin Hart, ANE

			Krystine Rivera, ANM

			Sherri Hutson, ASO

			Gail Hill, ASW

			Cheryl Peterson, AWP

			Sherry Newell, AMQ

			Joyce Newton, ACT

		Data base contributors	Tim Ashley, ASU�130

			Willie Wilson, ASU�130

			Yvonne Joseph, ASU�130

			Martha Weaver, ASU�130



	b.	Respondents.   (See Appendix 2, Agency-wide Respondents by Region/Center/ Washington Headquarters.)



		Contracting respondents:	Total of 178 agency-wide

					(See Figure 2-1, Contracting Respondents by Location.)



		Technical respondents:	Total of 247 agency-wide

					(See Figure 2-2, Technical Respondents by Location.)



		Supplier respondents:	Total of 71 agency-wide

					(See Figure 2-3, Supplier Respondents by Location.)





5.	STATISTICAL ANALYSIS.  From the direct “check the block” data provided, respondents provided the following information:



	a.	Contracting.



		(1)	ASU�130 and the regional/center POCs sent out the Contracting questionnaire to an undetermined number of individuals.  A profile of respondents is as follows:



			(a)	178 individuals responded.  The specific number by region/center/Washington is shown in Figure 2-1, Contracting Respondents by Location.  



			(b)	142 identified themselves as contracting officer/specialist.



			(c)	79 indicated that they had served on one or more formal IPTs.



			(d)	Responses to the business size, FAA contract type, and FAA contract value did not indicate any dominance of any particular grouping. 



		(2)	The detailed, consolidated statistical summary report of respondent agreement/disagreement is contained in “AMS Contracting Questionnaire Summary Report” (this data was separately distributed
 to regions/centers/headquarters
).  From the statistics, stronger and weaker areas surfaced despite the fact that a significant number of the Contracting respondents did not have an opinion or indicated 
not applicable (
N/A
)
 to many of the statements in the questionnaire.



		(3)	When looking at the overall perception of how the new AMS has affected agency procurements, a high percentage of responses did not have an opinion or treated the category as not applicable.  The N/A or no opinion responses to the perception of improved quality was 23.6%; improved timeliness, 15.7%; and long-term cost effectiveness, 25.8%.  Those who responded with something other than no opinion or N/A provided the following feedback:



�Question No.�

Generalized statement�Contracting 

Response Percentage��������1a�Quality of contracts/ orders improved�  5 (2.81%) strongly agree

72 (40.45%) agree

47 (26.4%) disagree

12 (6.74%) strongly disagree

42 (23.6%) NA/No opinion��������1b�Timeliness/responsiveness improved by 50%�20 (11.24%) strongly agree

76 (42.7%) agree

46 (25.84%) disagree

  8 (4.49%) strongly disagree

28 (15.73%) NA/No opinion��������1c�Long-term cost effectiveness�20 (11.24%) strongly agree

71 (39.89%) agree

33 (18.54%) disagree

  8 (4.49%) strongly disagree

46 (25.84%) NA/No opinion

��

		(4)	With regard to use and effect of the Internet, the number of respondents who indicated N/A or no opinion was significant in several areas. 
Feedback with regard to Internet is as follows:



			(a)	The greatest number of respondents who expressed N/A and no opinion were in the following areas:



�Question Number�

Generalized statement�Contracting 

NA or No Response Percentage���2k�Real property procurement guidance�132 (74.16%)���2l�Real property procurement model contracts�132 (74.16%)���2o�Lesser bidder contention than with CBD/other media�109 (61.24%)���2p�Fewer interested parties using Internet�104 (58.43%)���2j�Usefulness of the Acquisition Reform Interim Guidance�  94 (52.81%)���2q�Must depend upon alternatives to Internet/CBD�  78 (43.82%)��

			(b)	The highest satisfaction levels were in the following areas:



�Question   No.�

Generalized statement�Contracting

Response Percentage��������2g�Clauses are useful�  47 (26.40%) strongly agree

  77 (43.26%) agree���2f�FAA AMS is useful�  34 (19.1%) strongly agree

  87 (48.88%) agree���2a�Policy, guidance, and announcements/ notices on Internet are accessible�  28 (15.73%) strongly agree

  87 (48.88%) agree���2I�Guidance is useful�  30 (16.85%) strongly agree

  75 (42.13%) agree���2h�Lessons Learned are useful�  29 (16.29%) strongly agree

  72 (40.45%) agree���2m�Method of guidance dissemination meets needs�  11 (6.18%) strongly agree

  73 (41.01%) agree���2n�Frequency of guidance dissemination meets needs�    9 (5.06%) strongly agree

  69 (38.76%) agree��

			(c)	Areas indicating a high level of dissatisfaction were in the following areas:



�Question No.�

Generalized statement�Contracting

Response Percentage���2e�Should have printed, current copy of policy and guidance on hand�  93 (52.25%) strongly agree

  51 (28.65%) agree;���2d�Should be specific training on the use of Internet�  83 (46.63%) strongly agree

  57 (32.02%) agree��

		(5)	Within the area of achievements, there were several areas which had a significant portion of the respondents checking N/A or no opinion.  The areas having these high counts are as follows:



�Question No.�

Generalized statement�Contracting 

NA or No Response Percentage���3f�Less difficult to use downselect method�113 (63.48%)���3g�QVL process getting a large & varied segment�111 (62.36%)���3e�Have used the downselect method�  98 (55.06%)��

		(6)	Within the area of achievements, the remaining four areas demonstrated a high level of satisfaction.  These areas are as follows:



�Question No.�

Generalized statement�Contracting Response Percentage���3b�Tools enable me to achieve my desired goals�  23 (12.92%) strongly agree

  76 (42.7%) agree;���3d�New process enables me to select vendors with best value�  32 (24.16%) strongly agree

  60 (39.33%) agree;���3a�Tools enhanced my innovativeness and creativity�  35 (19.66%) strongly agree

  61 (34.27%) agree;���3c�New process encourages industry participation�  32 (17.98%) strongly agree

  60 (33.71%) agree;��

		(7)	With regard to order of relative importance, over 50 percent of the respondents identified nine of the areas as very important.  Those areas include the following:



�

Question No.�



Generalized statement�Contracting

“Very Important” 

Response Percentage���3d�New process enables me to select vendors with best value�  76 (61.79%)���2d�Training on the Internet�  81 (61.36%)���2e�Should have printed, current copy of policy and guidance on hand�  82 (60.29%)���2g�Clauses are useful�  75 (58.14%)���2m�Method of dissemination of guidance meets needs�  73 (55.73%)���3a�Tools enhanced my innovativeness and creativity�  71 (57.26%)���2n�Frequency of dissemination of guidance meets needs�  68 (54.84%)���2b�Use sources other than Internet for policy or guidance�  69 (53.49%)���3b�Tools enabled me to achieve my desired goals�  66 (52.8%)��





	b.	Technical



		(1)	ASU�130 and the regional/center POCs sent out the Technical questionnaire to an undetermined number of individuals.  A profile of the respondents is as follows:



			(a)	248 individuals responded.  The specific number by region/center/Washington is shown in Figure 2-2.  Number of Technical Respondents by Location, in Appendix 2.



			(b)	145 indicated that they had not served on a formal IPT; 56 indicated that they had served on one or more formal IPTs.



			(c)	“Business size” and “contract type and value” showed technical personnel involved primarily with “small” versus “large” contracts.  Responses to the business size indicate that many of the technical personnel deal with small versus large business; the type of contract is evenly distributed; and the contract value is generally below $1 million. Specifically, the responses were as follows:



�Question No.�

Comment�

Category�Technical

Count by Category���iv.�Business size�Sm Disad.�11 (4.44%)�����8(a) Cert. Sm.�17 (6.85%)�����Other Sm.�89 (35.89%)�����Large�52 (20.97%)�����Other ��49 (19.76%)�����NA/No opinion�30 (12.1%)���������v.�Contract types�Construction�64 (25.81%)�����Routine Serv.�25 (10.08%)�����Major/Complex�30 (12.1%)�����Support Serv.�56 (22.58%)�����Other 1�51 (20.56%)�����NA/No opinion�22 (8.87%)���������vi.�Contract value�<$100K�91 (36.69%)�����$100K-$1M�74 (29.84%)�����$1M-$20M�36 (14.52%)�����$20M-$50M�11 (4.44%)�����>$50M�11 (4.44%)�����Other 1�25 (10.08%)��













�



�		(2)	The Technical questionnaire consisted of fewer areas of consideration as compared to the Contracting and Supplier questionnaires.



		(3)	As part of the overall rating of the process, Quality, timeliness, and cost effectiveness received a significant number of favorable responses.  The following details distribution of responses by agreeability:



�Question No.�

Generalized statement�Technical

Response Percentage���1a�Quality of contracts/ orders improved�  16 (6.45%) strongly agree

  92 (37.1%) agree

  55 (22.18%) disagree

  15 (6.05%) strongly disagree

  70 (28.23%) NA/No opinion

���1b�Timeliness/responsiveness improved by 50%�  30 (12.1%) strongly agree

  83 (33.47%) agree

  65 (25.21%) disagree

  17 (6.85%) strongly disagree

  53 (21.37%) NA/No opinion

���1c�Long-term cost effectiveness�  20 (8.06%) strongly agree

104 (41.94%) agree

  40 (16.13%) disagree

    6 (2.42%) strongly disagree

  78 (31.45%) NA/No opinion

��

		(4)	Within regard to Achievements, all five categories received high percentages of agreement as demonstrated below:



�Question   No.

�

Generalized statement�Technical

Response Percentage��������2a�Benefit from best practices�  45 (18.15%) strongly agree

134 (54.03%) agree

  17 (6.85%) disagree

    3 (1.21%) strongly disagree

  49 (19.76%) NA/No opinion

���2b�Tools enhance innovativeness and creativity�  10 (4.03%) strongly agree

106 (42.74%) agree

  52 (20.97%) disagree

  13 (5.24%) strongly disagree

  67 (27.02%) NA/No opinion

���2c�Tools enable me to achieve my desired goals�  19 (7.66%) strongly agree

  91 (36.69%) agree

  53 (21.37%) disagree

  19 (7.55%) strongly disagree

  66 (26.61%) NA/No opinion

���2d�Process encourages industry participation�  15 (6.05%) strongly agree

112 (45.16%) agree

  28 (11.29%) disagree

  10 (4.03%) strongly disagree

  83 (33.47%) NA/No opinion

���2e�Process enables the best vendor selection�  63 (25.4%) strongly agree

  89 (35.89%) agree

  34 (13.71%) disagree

  15 (6.05%) strongly disagree

  47 (18.95%) NA/No opinion

��

		(5)	Approximately 25% of the respondents did not respond to the relative importance of each of the comments within the questionnaire.  Those who did provide a rating, responded in the following manner:



�

Question No.�



Generalized statement�Technical

“Relative Importance” 

Response Percentage���2a�Benefits from best practices�  80 (41.67%) very imp.

104 (54.17%) important

    8 (4.17%) not imp.

���2b�Tools enhance innovativeness and creativity�  48 (26.09%) very imp.

112 (60.87%) important

  24 (13.04%) not imp.

���2c�Tools enable me to achieve my desired goals�  59 (32.24%) very imp.

111 (60.66%) important

  13 (7.10%) not imp.

���2d�Process encourages industry participation�  50 (27.78%) very imp.

116 (64.44%) important

  14 (7.78%) not imp.

���2e�Process enables the best vendor selection�126 (55.32%) very imp.

  62 (32.63%) important

    2 (1.05%) not imp.

��

	c.	Supplier.



		(1)	Industry as a whole could access the survey questionnaire through the Internet.  Because the questionnaire was posted along with all other contracting opportunities, there is no way to determine how many companies/corporations actually accessed the questionnaire.  



			(a)	71 companies/corporations responded.  The specific number by region/center/Washington is shown in Figure 2-3, Number of Supplier Respondents by Location.



			(b)	62 companies/corporations indicated that they had sought or had contracts with FAA prior to April 1, 1996.



			(c)	64 companies/corporations indicated that they had sought or had contracts with FAA after April 1, 1996.



			(d)	As part of the profile, Business Size and Contract Type and Value showed a dominance of small versus large contracts.  Responses to the business size demonstrate that many of the respondents deal with small versus large business; the type of contract is evenly distributed; and the contract value was generally below $1 million. Specifically, the responses were as follows:



�Question No.�

Comment�

Category�Supplier

Count by Category���iv.�Business size�Sm Disad.�  7 (9.86%)�����8(a) Cert. Sm.�  9 (12.68%)�����Other Sm.�35 (49.3%)�����Large�14 (19.72%)�����Other 1�  3 (4.23%)�����NA/No opinion�  3 (4.23%)���v.�Contract types�Construction�23 (32.39%)�����Routine Serv.�10 (14.08%)�����Major/Complex�   9 (12.68%)�����Support Serv.�10 (14.08%)�����Other 1�12 (16.9%)�����NA/No opinion�   7 (9.86%)���vi.�Contract value�<$100K�34 (47.89%)�����$100K-$1M�19 (26.76%)�����$1M-$20M�  9 (12.68%)�����$20M-$50M�  3 (4.23%)�����>$50M�  1 (1.41%)�����Other 1�  5 (7.04%)��
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		(2)	As an overall rating of the process, industry responded in the following way:

�

�Question No.�

Generalized statement�Supplier

Response Percentage���1a�Quality of contracts/ orders improved�  6 (8.45%) strongly agree

31 (43.66%) agree

  9 (12.68%) disagree

10 (14.08%) strongly disagree

15 (21.13%) NA/No opinion

���1b�Timeliness/responsiveness improved by 50%�  2 (2.82%) strongly agree

30 (42.25%) agree

22 (30.99%) disagree

  7 (9.86%) strongly disagree

10 (14.08%) NA/No opinion

���1c�Long-term cost effectiveness�  7 (9.86%) strongly agree

22 (30.99%) agree

13 (18.31%) disagree

10 (14.08%) strongly disagree

19 (26.76%) NA/No opinion

��

		(3)	With regard to “Best Practices” and achievements, a significant number of Supplier respondents did not have an opinion or indicated N/A to many of the statements in the questionnaire.



		(4)	Despite the suppliers’ high number of NA or no opinion responses, the suppliers were in general agreement with five of the areas.  



�Question   No.

�

Generalized statement�Supplier

Response Percentage���2e�New process encourages openness to partnership�  12 (16.9%) strongly agree

  27 (38.03%) agree

    7 (9.86%) disagree

    5 (7.04%) strongly disagree

���2j�Use of QVLs is a best practice�  14 (19.72%) strongly agree

  20 (28.17%) agree

  12 (16.9%) disagree

    8 (11.27%) strongly disagree

���2g�Procurement decision under AMS are fair�    7 (9.86%) strongly agree

  26 (36.62%) agree

    4 (5.63%) disagree

    8 (11.27%) strongly disagree

���2f�New process enables offerors to propose a better value�    7 (9.86%) strongly agree

  23 (32.39%) agree

  12 (16.9%) disagree

    6 (8.45%) strongly disagree

���2c�New process encourages industry participation�    3 (4.23%) strongly agree

  27 (38.03%) agree

    9 (12.68%) disagree

    9 (12.68%) strongly disagree

��

		(5)	With regard to relative importance, a significant number of the supplier respondents identified four areas as very important.  Those areas are identified below:



�

Question No.�



Generalized statement�Supplier

“Relative Importance” 

Response Percentage���2e�New process encourages openness to partnership�  32 (57.14%) very imp.

  19 (33.93%) important

    5 (8.93%) not imp.

���2g�Procurement decisions under AMS are fair�  32 (57.14%) very imp.

  17 (30.36%) important

    7 (12.5%) not imp.

���2d�Easier to do business with FAA since inception of AMS�  30 (54.55%) very imp.

  21 (38.18%) important

    4 (7.27%) not imp.

���2k�Use of PT/IPT improved communications/understanding of requirements/solicitation�  21 (42%) very imp.

  12 (24%) important

  17 (34%) not imp.

��

		(6)	Supplier respondents identified, area, “2i, Pubic announcement on Internet provided attainable/reasonable opportunities,” as not important.



�

Question No.�



Generalized statement�Supplier

“Relative Importance” 

Response Percentage���2i.�Public announcement on Internet provided attainable/reasonable opportunities�  13 (24.53%) very imp.

  15 (28.3%) important

  25 (47.17%) not imp.

��







�6.	Narrative Analysis.  “Written in” comments from the respondents provided the following:



	a.	Contracting.  (See Appendix 1. Categories and Number of Written Comments Received.)



		(1)	Over 230 comments received.



		(2)	Within the general area of “dissemination,” the comments were quite diverse and did not form a distinctly overwhelming need.  The 22 comments suggested, in one form or another, the following considerations:



			(a)	Get “workable set” of guidance out in a timely, non-duplicative manner;



			(b)	Publish information, e.g., outcomes of protests, minutes of Blue Ribbon Committee, presentations from acquisition workshops, and other opportunities in which information is shared within a limited group;



			(c)	Complement the cumbersome, electronic record system with a complete set of “hard” paper copies of working documents such as policy, guidance, and clauses,



			(d)	Do something to manage cc:mail dissemination.



		(3)	Within the general area of “guidance,” the comments were quite diverse and did not form a distinctly overwhelming need.  The 21 comments suggested, in one form or another, the following considerations:



			(a)	Establish a means for ensuring policy direction backs ALL guidance containing “SHALL,” e.g., if the clause is mandatory, then state that it is mandatory within the policy,



				“shall” means there is an underlying law requiring its inclusion, “should” means it is strongly recommended for inclusion because it includes important terms and conditions necessary to ensure rights and obligations, and “may” means its available in a uniform format for CO’s to select and include by reference but is not legally required as necessary to ensure to the rights and obligations of the parties.  With this extruded interpretation, I believe the prescriptions are incorrect, i.e., 3.2.2.3-12 is required by law?



			(b) 	Mark changes to guidance with bars in the margins, and



			(c)	There is no standardization which results in constantly having to reinvent the wheel.



			(d)	Areas still not covered adequately include:



				(i)	MOA’s

				(ii)	MOU’s

				(iii)	R&IA’s

				(iv)	Personal Services

				(v)	Property

				(vi)	Transportation

				(vii)	Progress Payments

				(viii)	Service Contracts



		(4)	Within the area “implementation,” the comments were quite diverse and did not form a distinctly overwhelming need.  The 56 comments suggested, in one form or another, the following considerations:



			(a)	We are the envy of many agencies;



			(b)	We are in the infancy of implementation; we are progressing;



			(c)	Things that are missing include:



				(i)	“Contract writer” or similar;

				(ii)	Cross fiscal year funding relief;

				(iii)	Needs of simplified acquisitions, e.g.  raising limit from $2500 to $5000 for supplies; DOL wage rate for construction to above $2000; DOL wage rate for services to above $2500;

				(iv)	Guidance for documentation (e.g., JOTFOC)



			(d)	Some inhibitors we are facing include:



				(i)	Labor laws;

				(ii)	Thresholds of labor laws;

				(iii)	Absence of cross
ing fiscal
-year funding
;

				(iv)	Mandatory sources;

				(v)	JRC and legal review (and its $100,000 limit).



			(e)	Some concerns include:



				(i)	Haven’t been able to restrict solicitations being given out to difficult companies, particularly when they are lowest dollars;

				(ii)	Removal of simplified purchase threshold has made these purchases more difficult;

				(iii)	Perceived “loosening” of statutory and regulatory guidance has produced unwise and ineffective business directions -- no checks and balances;

				(iv)	Why not use downselect instead of single source?



			(f)	Some things that worked include:



				(i)	Down select process;

				(ii)	Single source purchase threshold at $25,000 for non-warranted contracting officers;

				(iii)	$10,000 threshold for documentation of single source rationale;

				(iv)	Single source process is much shorter.



		(5)	Within the area “Internet,” the comments were quite diverse and did not form a distinctly overwhelming need.  The 24 comments suggested, in one form or another, the following considerations:



			(a)	For several, the Internet is inaccessible, or it doesn’t work, or it is intimidating, or it has a glitch, or it is too difficult to find things in it;



			(b)	Some concerns expressed include the following:



				(i)	Not providing sources like it should (needs to catch on);

				(ii)	Internet connections are incompatible with some contractors;

				(iii)	Without access to Internet, changes are not known quickly;

				(iv)	Toolbox is months and months behind in posting.



			(c)	Some things that worked include:



				(i)	Doing solicitation amendments has been time savers;

				(ii)	Downloading samples and handbooks from other agencies, researching GAO, GSBCA, and court decisions, etc.;

				(iii)	Announcements on home page are quicker than CBD.



		(6)	Within the area “IPT,” there were two contracting comments.  Both expressed support of the IPT, as having skilled/qualified members, producing quality products and suggested not to tie their hands.



		(7)	Within the area “lessons learned,” the seven comments received were quite diverse and did not form a distinctly overwhelming need.  The comments suggested, in one form or another, the following considerations



			(a)	Some concerns include:



				(i)	CO’s don’t have access;

				(ii)	More information is needed, e.g., what went on.  Cannot really figure out the details.



			(b)	Some needs expressed include:



				(i)	Samples, examples, models, templates, for SIR’s and RFO’s.

				(ii)	Explore our mistakes; our successes should be included.



		(8)	Within the area “miscellaneous,” the comments received were quite diverse and did not form a distinctly overwhelming need.  The 11 comments suggested, in one form or another, the following considerations:



			(a)	Some good that has come of the reform include:



				(i)	No time constraints on announcements.

				(ii)	Reduction in approval levels.

				(iii)	Less restrictive negotiation process.

				(iv)	Empowerment.

				(v)	Feel good as a contracting officer, being trusted, getting great satisfaction, taking common sense approach.

				(vi)	Even with growing pains, customers are delighted.



			(b)	Some concerns expressed include:



				(i)	Confusion (understandable) due to transition.

				(ii)	Things seem to get twisted by the time they get to the field.

				(iii)	Inflated claims on how much progress we’ve made.

				(iv)	Could have achieved same results under same procurement reform of remainder of Federal procurement community.



		(9)	Within the area “ODR,” the comments received were quite diverse and did not form a distinctly overwhelming need.  The 15 comments suggested, in one form or another, the following considerations:



			(a)	Concerns expressed focus primarily on negative aspects which include:



				(i)	Timeliness, structure, and guidance should have been defined and in place.

				(ii)	Process appears to be interested in ONLY making a “deal” regardless of the validity or reasonableness of protest.

				(iii)	Inconsistent application for FAA versus industry.

				(iv)	Has become bottleneck not quick and responsiveness.

				(v)	No protective order mechanism.

				(vi)	No faith in the process from FAA or industry.

				(vii)	No bases of law on which decisions are made; no information on precedents upon which to rely.



			(b)	One comment indicated that the biggest benefit of AMS is the internal disputes process.



		(10)	Within the area “people,” the comments received were quite diverse and did not form a distinctly overwhelming need.  The 23 comments suggested, on one form or another, the following considerations:



			(a)	The good comments cited team work as being improved, having a “can do” attitude and that we are working with industry rather than being their opponents.



			(b)	Some concerns expressed include:



				(i)	Don’t know what is expected.

				(ii)	Departure from FAR may harm personnel competition and maintaining knowledge and skills to perform 1102 jobs in FAA and elsewhere.

				(iii)	Structured individuals are struggling to learn to be creative.

				(iv)	Some are intimidated by management, go to management and legal with every item.

				(v)	Lack of sharing.

				(vi)	Is industry complaining about lack of consistency among teams?

				(vii)	Possibility and vulnerability of being sued.

				(viii)	AMS does not recognize and illustrate contracting officer as expert in contracting and AMS.

				(ix)	Need implementation resources, progress does not warrant 50% cuts.



		(10)	Within the area “QVL,” the comments received were quite diverse and did not form a distinctly overwhelming need.  The eight comments suggested, on one form or another, the following considerations:



			(a)	Concerns expressed include:



				(i)	Slow, need legal’s support.

				(ii)	Not set up yet.

				(iii)	Lack of multiple standards could lead to successful challenge of FAA decisions.



			(b)	Suggested improvements include:



				(i)	Don’t have one region assuming it is setting up QVL for other to use.

				(ii)	Set up process of sharing between regions.



			(c)	One comment indicated satisfaction because bids can be made within estimates.



		(11)	Within the area “real estate,” the four comments received were generally to the effect that the newness of the AMS limited their comments but that leasing under AMS worked.



		(12)	Within the area “small business,” the two comments received were not similar.



			(a)	Believe we should set-aside based on the SIC code - therefore, only companies small under the SIC could participate - small, small disadvantaged or small women-owned businesses all would have an equal opportunity to compete, rather than “8(a) set-asides.”



			(b)	Some small businesses may not have access to Internet, therefore are unaware of the AMS.



		(13)	Within the area “survey,” the 14 comments received were generally to the effect that the survey or parts of the survey were not applicable them or that newness or unfamiliarity precluded respondent from offering input to a particular area.



		(14)	Within the area “training,” the 26 comments received were generally to the effect that training is needed  The areas in which training should be offered include:



			(a)	FAR, to be able to ensure FAA has the most knowledgeable contracting officer, familiar with government and industry contracting as well as AMS.



			(b)	AMS, the initial workshop provided was totally inadequate and not to be interpreted as AMS training.



			(c)	Internet



			(d)	Workshops, getting individuals to talk about their opportunities, successes and problems.



			(e)	Continuing training to keep abreast and innovative.



	b.	Technical.  (See Appendix 1, Categories and Number of Comments Received.)



		(1)	Within the area of “credit card,” the comments received were diverse and did not form a distinctly overwhelming need.  The 13 comments suggested, on one form or another, the following:



			(a)	Have raving reviews for use of credit card.



			(b)	Increasing the dollar limit threshold.  For some, under direct monitoring at all times, suggest raising the threshold as high as $100,000.  Would increase effectiveness of small purchases.



			(c)	Find solution to hotel acceptance of tax-exempt status of credit card.



		(2)	Within the area of “dissemination,” the five comments received indicated the technical personnel were dependent upon the contracting personnel for getting information on the AMS and procurement guidance, with a suggestion that “tools” be provided to the technical types:



		(3)	Within the area of “guidance,” the comments received were diverse and did not form a distinctly overwhelming need.  The 14 comments suggested, on one form or another, the following:



			(a)	Generally, contracting officers are still using FAR as basis for decision making.



			(b)	Areas needing clarification or rewrite include:



				(i)	Buy American.

				(ii)	What was and what is.

				(iii)	Investment process.

				(iv)	Support to IPTs.

				(v)	Property management.

				(vi)	Small purchases.



			(c)	Good tools would include the following:



				(i)	“What can be done” and sample acquisitions of each major type showing tradeoffs.

				(ii)	Guidance to industry.



		(4)	Within the area of “implementation,” the comments received were diverse and did not form a distinctly overwhelming need.  The 82 comments suggested, on one form or another, the following:



			(a)	Generally, there is little discernible difference between FAR and AMS days, still working as if FAR still exists, and AMS is not working our favor.



			(b)	Learning curve is steep but working.



			(c)	Problems identified include:



				(i)	Still required to compete for “old” parts.

				(ii)	Regardless of reform, still need standardization.

				(iii)	No improvements for procurements over $100,000.

				(iv)	Compressed evaluation shortchanges technical and cost analysis and crates surprises after award.

				(v)	Non-accountability, procurements go into black hole.

				(vi)	Open discussion is not as open as expected.

				(vii)	Bid results need to get out promptly.

				(viii)	Need to increase threshold for construction contracts in field beyond $2,000.

				(ix)	Follow-up on implementation with industry.

				(x)	Get rid of Davis-Bacon.

				(xi)	Do something about getting funding across fiscal years.

				(xii)	Using prequalification is not screening out poor performers.

				(xiii)	Some industry cannot access Internet.

				(xiv)	SAM is not user friendly, should use electronic signatures.

		

			(c)	Guidance or changes need to be developed or clarified in the following areas:



				(i)	Best value procurements.

				(ii)	Contract administration.

				(iii)	Use of EC/EDP.

				(iv)	Small purchases threshold should be increased.

				(v)	Single source procurement.



			(d)	Benefits identified include:



				(i)	Advertising on Internet works.

				(ii)	Real advantage to be able to use brand name and model.

				(iii)	Benefits others but not those in FSD/production/deployment phases.

				(iv)	Down select process encourages industry responsiveness and cooperation.



			(e)	The reviews process has limited improvement.  Still having bottlenecks with legal reviews.  Try electronic signatures.



		(5)	Within the area of “Internet,” the eight comments received were basically with regard to not having Internet available or that information on the Internet was not up to date.



		(6)	Within the area of “IPT,” the eight comments received were basically with regard to empowerment within the IPT.  Example comments include:



			(a)	Paragraph 2.7.5 of the AMS (April 1, 1996) is cited as empowering the IPT to manage In-Service systems in the NAS.  If true, ATS organizations have not been fully educated and are wasting resources.



			(b)	If the IPT team is to perform its intended function then the Logistics Division must trust the team to review both technically and contractually a project and implement the team’s decisions.



			(c)	Too many of the IPT folks want to weigh in to procurement decisions without adequate training or experience needed for considered judgments.



		(7)	Within the area of “lessons learned,” the one comment received suggested getting a manual that has the 50 most commonly asked questions and answers.



		(8)	Within the area of “miscellaneous,” the 20 comments received expressed words of enthusiasm to disappointment; cited things are the same as before; being grateful for industry involvement, use of market surveys, and avoidance of AIT in the review; that AMS in not being used at all; or that differing opinions of AMS in industry is causing undue pressures.



		(9)	Within the area of “ODR,” the three comments received expressed concern over the ineffectiveness of it and lack of guidance and consistency within it.



		(10)	Within the area of “people,” the 26 comments received expressed concern over the fact that people make the differences.  AMS is implemented by the people.  Procurement officers appear not to know their empowered boundaries and/or are afraid to think outside the traditional box (FAR).  Loss of qualified people causes procurements to have the same processing time as pre-AMS.  The threat of personal liability has the others concerned about making decisions outside the box.



		(11)	Within the area of “QVL,” the four comments received express concern that unqualified vendors are still showing up on the list.  The QVL process will be a difficult one.



		(12)	Within the area of “real estate,” the two comments cited Real Estate, Utility and Agreement clauses, formats, etc. need to be posted in tool box and that leasing is still a problem to F&E



		(13)	Within the area of “small business, the one comment suggested having small disadvantaged business bid against other small disadvantaged business for work.



		(14)	Within the area of “survey,” the two comments suggested improvement to the survey.



		(15)	Within the area of “training,” the 11 comments centered around inadequacy of initial AMS training (workshop) and non-existence of current training.  Training needs were specifically called for in small purchases, laws affecting procurement, COR, and LMS training.



	c.	Supplier. (See Appendix  1, Categories and Number of Comments Received.)



		(1)	Within the areas of “implementation,” comments received were diverse and did not form a distinctly overwhelming need.  The 35 comments suggested, on one form or another, the following:



			(a)	Concern expressed include:



				(i)	Selections are not necessarily to lowest qualified, rather are to lowest bid.

				(ii)	“The Old system, discrimination by design; new, discrimination by intent.”

				(iii)	FAA threw out the FAR, guideline that was tested that guarantee rights.

				(iv)	Accountability within FAA is non-existent

				(v)	Open system is good; closed offers opportunity for insider manipulation.

				(vi)	Inconsistency on posting bid opportunities and withdrawing some.



			(b)	Some guidance or clarifications need to issued on the following:



				(i)	SIR is overly detailed and cumbersome.

				(ii)	Watch posting, response, and related dates.

				(iii)	Strict adherence to labor laws is necessary and some determination from FAA headquarters needs to come out on areas of gray.



		(2)	Within the areas of “Internet,” 8 comments received were primarily with regard to FAA not having bid opportunities posted consistently and the need to keep the posted opportunities up to date.  Additionally, two comments were raised on incompatibility:



		(3)	Within the area of “miscellaneous,” the comment received was that FAA’s AMS was a total failure.  It is unfair, disorganized and arbitrary.



		(4)	Within the area of “ODR,” the 2 comments received was that FAA’s ODR was unfair.



		(5)	Within the area of “people,” the 11 comments received generally indicated there is much confusion, much wasted time, no concept of contractor problems, decisions made by people without proper training.



		(6)	Within the area of “QVL,” the five comments received generally indicated that FAA needs to work on the qualification process.  Vendors are being excluded from lists because contracting officers are not familiar with the technical nature of their business.



		(7)	Within the area of “small business,” the comments received were diverse and did not have an overwhelming need.  The 12 comments received were primarily concerns and are indicated as follows:



			(a)	There are confusions with SIR and the defined requirements.



			(b)	Use of corporate age is discriminating.



			(c)	Are getting excluded from VSB and SB opportunities.



			(d)	FAA is overstating requirements to reduce competitive field.



			(e)	QVL discriminates against small, newly started businesses.



			(f)	There are no incentives to use SEDB’s as subcontractors.



7.	CONCLUSIONS.



	a.	The comments provided within this survey were opinions not substantiated with actual demonstrable situations.



	b.	Based on the statistical portion of this survey, contracting respondents indicated:



		(1)	The overall perception of how the new AMS affected agency procurements indicated 
approximately 
40-50 percent of the respondents were in agreement that the quality, timeliness, and cost effectiveness of the process were improved
.



		(2)	The clauses, AMS, accessibility of policy, guidance, and announcements/ notices on the Internet, guidance, and lessons learned posted on the Internet were satisfactory (by more than 50 percent of the respondents).



		(3)	There should be printed, current copies of policy and guidance on hand in their organization and that there should be specific training on the use of the Internet (by more than 50 percent of the respondents).



		(4)	They had the tools to achieve desired goals and enhance innovativeness and creativity along with recognizing the new process brings best value and encourages industry participation (by 50 percent of more of the respondents).  These claims were corroborated with the expressed order of importance.



	c.	Based on the statistical portion of this survey, the technical respondents indicated:



		(1)	The overall perception of how the new AMS affected agency procurements indicated 
approximately 
40-50 percent of the respondents were in agreement that the quality, timeliness, and cost effectiveness of the process were improved.



		(2)	They benefited from best practices, got the best vendor selection, and believed the process encourages industry participation (by 50-60 percent of the respondents).  These claims were corroborated with the expressed order of importance.



	d.	Based on the statistical portion of this survey, the supplier respondents indicated:



		(1)	The overall perception of how the new AMS affected agency procurements indicated 
approximately 
40-52 percent of the respondents were in agreement that the quality, timeliness, and cost effectiveness of the process were improved.



		(2)	They believed AMS encourages openness to partnership, use of QVLs is a best practice, procurement decisions are fair, offerors propose a better value, and industry is encouraged to participate (by 40-55 percent of the respondents).  These claims were corroborated with the expressed order of importance.



	e.	Respondents took the time to provide quite a long list of comments for consideration.  Comments ranged from providing specific deficiencies in the process and documentation to generalize process problems/compliments.  Based on the comments provided by the respondents, the areas which drew the highest numbers of comments include:



		Dissemination - Commenting on methods and effectiveness of getting information disseminated.

		Guidance - Identifying areas in which guidance or clarifications are needed.

		Implementation - Identifying areas in which concerns or problems exist or complimentary areas.

		Internet - Commenting on concerns or problems that exist.

		Miscellaneous - Commenting for the most part on the successes of the system.

		ODR - Commenting on the inadequacies and lack of guidance of ODR process.

		People - Acknowledging the need for people to make it happen and the liabilities of AMS.



	f.	Numerous comments indicated that Internet or the data on the Internet was cumbersome, restricted or not accessible, not kept up to date, or incompatible (from industry’s perspective).



	g.	Numerous comments from both FAA and industry respondents indicated that the ODR process is inadequate and ineffective.



8.	RECOMMENDATIONS:



	a.	Encourage region
s
/center
s
/
headquarters to determine if actual

		problems exist which are associated with the concerns expressed. 



	b.	Take steps to 
address concerns expressed.
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APPENDIX 1.  Categories and Number of Written Comments Received







Category/Topic�C�T�S�Category/Topic�C�T�S��AMS. Sect. 2�1���Implementation�����Cost & Pricing & Audits�3��3�	Implementation�8�20�11��Credit Card�1�13�14�	  “   - Accountability��1�3��Dissemination�22�5� �	  “   - Best Value�1�3� ��Guidance����	  “   - Bid Results��1�6��	Guidance�16�10� �	  “   - Construction�1�9� ��	  “   - Industry��1� �	  “   - Contract Adm�2�4� ��	  “   - MOA/MOU/R&IAs�1�� �	  “   - Contract Writer�4�� ��	  “   - Personal Services�1�� �	  “   - Discussions��1�2��	  “   - Property, etc.�2�1� �	  “   - Down Select�2�1� ��	  “   - Service Contracts�1�� �	  “   - Followup��3� ��	  “   - Small Purchases��1� �	  “   - Funding�4�2� ��Lessons Learned�7�1� �	  “   - Labor Laws�4�5�1��Miscellaneous�11�20�1�	  “   - Learning curve��3� ��ODR�15�3�2�	  “   - Mandatory source�1�8� ��People����	  “   - Metrics���5��	People�17�21�6�	  “   - Orals���2��	  “   - CO liability�4�4� �	  “   - Past Perf.�2�2� ��	  “   - Reduction�2�1� �	  “   - Proposal Costs���1��QVL�8�4�5�	  “   - Pub. announcement�2�1�3��Real Estate�4�2� �	  “   - Reviews�6�5� ��Small business�2�1�12�	  “   - Requirements�2��1��Survey�14�2� �	  “   - SAM� �2� ��Training����	  “   - Simplified Acquisition�6�8� ��	Training�6�4� �	  “   - Single source�7�3� ��	  “   - AMS�6�5� �Internet�����	  “   - COR��1� �	Internet�18�5�2��	  “   - Internet�5�� �	  “   - Compatibility�1��2��	  “   - LMS�3�1� �	  “   - Dissemination�3�2� ��	  “   - Workshops�3�� �	  “   - Up-to-date announcement�2�1�8��	  “   - Continuing�2�� �IPT�3�8� ��

C = Contracting; T = Technical;  S = Supplier
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APPENDIX 2.  Agency-wide Respondents by Region/Center/Washington Headquarters
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Figure 2-1.  No. of Contracting Respondents by Location
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Figure 2-2.  No. of Technical Respondents by Location
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Figure 2-3.  Distribution of Supplier Respondents by Location





� “Other” includes respondents who checked “other” solely, or when the respondent checked more than one of the categories.

1   “Other” includes respondents who checked “other” solely, or when the respondent checked more than one of the categories.
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