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Abstract:  

The new Enterprise Infrastructure Solutions (EIS) contract awarded by GSA 
provides opportunities for Federal agencies to acquire leading-edge 
telecommunications, IT, and related services.  Industry’s ability to deliver high 
quality proposals in response to government solicitations is a major step towards 
use of EIS; more accurate, descriptive, and complete proposals provide clarity to 
the evaluation and award process, and reduce implementation, operations, and 
cost risks.  This paper describes several factors that have positive and negative 
effects on industry’s ability to deliver high-quality proposals, and outlines steps 
the government can take to improve the overall quality of industry proposals.  The 
first step in this process is to increase the information sharing between 
government and industry.  Additional approaches are described that government 
and industry can follow that improve the potential for high-quality proposals. 
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American Council for Technology-Industry Advisory Council (ACT-IAC) 
The American Council for Technology (ACT) is a nonprofit educational organization established to create 
a more effective and innovative government. ACT-IAC provides a unique, objective, and trusted forum 
where government and industry executives are working together to improve public services and agency 
operations through the use of technology. ACT-IAC contributes to better communications between 
government and industry, collaborative and innovative problem solving, and a more professional and 
qualified workforce. 
 
The information, conclusions, and recommendations contained in this publication were produced by 
volunteers from government and industry who share the ACT-IAC vision of a more effective and innovative 
government. ACT-IAC volunteers represent a wide diversity of organizations (public and private) and 
functions. These volunteers use the ACT-IAC collaborative process, refined over thirty years of experience, 
to produce outcomes that are consensus based.  
 
The findings and recommendations contained in this report are based on consensus and do not represent 
the views of any particular individual or organization.  
 
To maintain the objectivity and integrity of its collaborative process, ACT-IAC does not accept government 
funding.  
 
ACT-IAC welcomes the participation of all public and private organizations committed to improving the 
delivery of public services through the effective and efficient use of IT. For additional information, visit 
the ACT-IAC website at www.actiac.org.  
 
Networks and Telecommunications Community of Interest  
The mission of the ACT-IAC Network and Telecommunications Community of Interest (N&T) is to assist 
the Federal government in developing an effective, efficient, and innovative telecommunications 
infrastructure that will enhance the delivery of citizen services, enhance mission performance and achieve 
operational excellence. To further the COI mission, the Network Modernization Working Group seeks to 
be a vendor-neutral, trusted voice and advisor to agencies and industry for the execution phase of GSA’s 
EIS Transition. 
 
Disclaimer 
This document has been prepared to contribute to a more effective, efficient, and innovative government. 
The information contained in this report is the result of a collaborative process in which a number of 
individuals participated. This document does not – nor is it intended to – endorse or recommend any 
specific technology, product, or vendor. Moreover, the views expressed in this document do not 
necessarily represent the official views of the individuals and organizations that participated in its 
development. Every effort has been made to present accurate and reliable information in this report. 
However, ACT-IAC assumes no responsibility for consequences resulting from the use of the information 
herein.  
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Copyright 
©American Council for Technology, 2018. This document may not be quoted, reproduced, and/or 
distributed unless credit is given to the American Council for Technology-Industry Advisory Council. 
 
Further Information 
For further information, contact the American Council for Technology-Industry Advisory Council at (703) 
208-4800 or www.actiac.org.  
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Introduction and Executive Summary 
In early 2018, ACT-IAC formed the Network Modernization Working Group under the Networks and 
Telecommunications Community of Interest to assist government agencies in building an innovative and 
efficient technology platform for the future by taking full advantage of the opportunities available 
through the new Enterprise Infrastructure Services (EIS) contract. Members of the working group 
include all ten EIS contract winners and other industry leaders.  The working group also includes the key 
government players interested in this important issue -- federal agencies, Government Accountability 
Office, General Services Administration, and Office of Management and Budget. 
 
The Working Group was commissioned by GSA to help agencies understand how industry responds to 
solicitations, how much effort goes into the response, the timelines associated with these requests, and 
how to identify areas that will help shorten the procurement cycle and shrink the time to transition and 
transformation.  Procurements fit into categories that require consistent and normal timeframes for 
response.  A very complex procurement cannot be accomplished in a month or two.  Agencies need to 
have industry explain what causes a procurement legitimately to require more time to respond and 
how, if time is of the essence, to mitigate risks that lengthen the time to respond to the solicitations.  
Industry and government understand the pressure of May 2020.  This entire effort has one goal:  get 
government and industry to the shortest path to acquire necessary assets and get them implemented in 
a timely fashion.   Therefore, the first effort to help industry and government understand each other’s 
requirements, is market research that encompasses industry-to-government dialogue.  Engaging 
industry early and often will assure that industry understands the agency’s requirements and can, 
therefore, craft compliant and compelling solutions. 

EIS Fair Opportunity (FO) Solicitation Categorizations 
Solicitations take on many sizes and shapes—they range from simple, one service requirement to highly 
complex requiring a wide array of products and services with very complex and out of the box 
requirements and service level agreements (SLAs).  To help understand the impact that complexity has 
on solicitations, this paper categorized various kinds of solutions.  Solicitation categorizations impact the 
timeline for industry to develop a quality response to the government’s proposal requirements.  EIS Fair 
Opportunities generally fall into 1 of 3 categories: 

 Standard 
 Complex 
 Highly Complex 

 
Standard FO solicitations generally consist of: standard EIS product/solution; standard pricing; limited 
geography; may use a representative pricing sample; and may rely on the terms in the base contract.  
These FOs may result from early engagement with industry partners during the market research phase 
of the solicitation resulting in a segmentation or separation of standard requirements from mission 
critical, custom requirements, allowing early solutioning with minimal time tradeoffs, thereby, allowing 
the agency to get on with less complex requirements, complete the FO, and begin implementation and 
transition.   
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Standard FO solicitations examples include: 
 Multi-site multi-protocol label switching (MPLS) only 
 Managed Trusted IP Services (MTIPS) with additional features like Full Packet Capture and Data 

Loss Prevention (DLP) 
 Internet only  
 Voice only including Direct Inward Dialing (DIDs) 

 
Complex FO solicitations and Highly Complex FO solicitations have a baseline timeframe with an un-
determined (X) number of days based on the degree of complexity.   The characteristics of a complex 
solicitation can include a combination of standard EIS products creating a complex solution, any type of 
managed services requirements, custom requirements which may include custom service level 
agreements (SLAs), reporting and invoicing requirements or agency specific Contract Line Item Numbers 
(CLINs).  International or non-domestic requirements to certain regions of the world, especially if third 
party access or connectivity is required, add to the complexity and timeline for response.  Additional 
certifications not specified in the EIS contract and/or testing requirements outside of the norm in the 
EIS, add complexity.  Multiple rounds of questions and answers can impact solutioning, especially in the 
technical solution if the questions center on the technical requirements.  Sometimes the Q&A results in 
more Q&A, which can greatly lengthen the entire process and could indicate that the requirements were 
not scoped as well as all had hoped.  Under the EIS contract, a like-for-like transition could be complex, 
because a one for one CLIN mapping is not possible.   
 
Complex FO solicitations require 60-90+ calendar days.  Combining complexities increases the high end 
of this timeline by an undetermined amount of time. 
 
Highly Complex FO solicitations may include security systems, tools, and managed security service 
requirements.  These highly complex solicitations may also include third world, non-domestic and 
international locations with post-award surveys, three or more rounds of Q&A, which could result in re-
definition of the requirements or the need for additional resources, or cases where an alternate 
proposal has been requested.   
 
Highly Complex FO solicitations examples include: 

 Single FO/Single Award – large agencies 
 100 site CONUS and OCONUS MPLS without site surveys with physical diversity or path 

avoidance requirements 
 20 sites Managed Network Service (MNS) in Africa, Middle East and/or Europe  
 50 site global MPLS with custom SLAs, and custom reporting  
 FISMA HIGH 

 
Highly Complex FO solicitations require 90-130+ calendar days and require additional industry levels of 
approval, and may require capital expenditures (capex) to support custom requirements that impact the 
Business Support System (BSS).  Combining complexities increases the high end of this timeline by an 
undetermined amount of time. 
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Proposal Creation Activities  
When EIS FO solicitations are released, industry teams begin to assess and analyze the opportunity to 
prepare to develop a compelling response.  The following table captures the key activities and 
associated timelines that must be performed to provide a high-quality proposal response to the 
agencies’ requirements: 

Footnotes 
FN1 = Timeframe is excluded from totals as pre-FO/market research phase engagement reduces the timeline. 
FN2 = 5 - 10 day range.  Standard FO will likely result in less time (5 days).  Fewer questions, quicker responses. 
FN3 = Final Bid-No-Bid for standard FO.  Initial Bid-No-Bid for complex and highly complex FOs.   
FN4 = Taking risk that Q&A will not significantly change solutioning. 
FN5 = Repricing based on Q&A @ complex may result in revised pricing tables, new CLIN structure, changes to technical solution, 
etc. 
FN6 = Additional Gate reviews apply in complex/highly complex bids. 
FN7 = Must fit into Executive Review Board schedule/availability and cadence. 
FN8 = Includes 5 additional days for hard copies.  Recommend electronic copies in support of Paper Reduction Act. 
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Pre-Proposal 
Since EIS FO’s are expected to result in reduced costs for agencies, achievement of OMB’s digital 
transformation objectives, an opportunity for agencies to achieve higher levels of security and more 
cloud adoption, then industry’s objective must be to help agencies get there. 
 
Government has a part to play as well by rethinking the structure of like-for-like awards. The agency can 
combine their WITS 3, LSA, and Networx requirements into an omnibus statement of work (SOW). 
However, instead of a single winner-take-all award, consider Dual Carrier/Dual Contract or Multi-
Carrier/Multi-Contract awards for specific services. Pricing benefits from volume can still be achieved, 
but multi-carrier/multi-contract awards allow the opportunity for the new awardees (who may offer 
better pricing, or innovation or more efficient, cloud and IP-based architectures) an opportunity to serve 
the agency’s needs as well.  Preparation for these types of awards can be found by engaging industry 
partners—the EIS awardees—well in advance of the SOW. Potential new EIS providers—Networx non-
incumbents and new EIS awardees—need to get to know the operations of an agency prior to the draft 
request for proposal (DRFP) and prior to the request for information (RFI), so they can propose their 
best options and innovations.  Consider a statement of objectives (SOO) six months in advance of the 
DRFP. Use one-on-one meetings to understand the various provider’s service functionality by core-
based statistical area (CBSA), then construct the best estimate of volume by service category and 
establish your Section L and M prior to the DRFP. Consolidate services under fewer contracts but 
maintain a healthy level of competition over the EIS performance period.  
 
It is suggested that agencies schedule interactions with EIS Contractors concurrent with the SOO release.  
There are other forums to facilitate early interaction such as one-on-ones, reverse industry days, 
service/portal demos, white papers on transformational technology, and the traditional RFI.  To 
familiarize your agency with the contractor, have them show you what they can do and where they can 
do it.  
 
The Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) provides general guidance for ways to engage industry and 
clearly encourages pre-RFP interactions with both incumbent and competitive providers. FAR Subpart 
15.201 encourages early engagement to understand how new technology can meet functional 
requirements.  
 
The size and complexity of an EIS requirement should determine the length of time that industry is 
engaged in advance.  Regardless of size and complexity, transparency of the agency’s network inventory, 
capital plan, and program deliverables are essential.  
 
It is suggested that market surveys be conducted at least 18 months in advance for a highly complex bid, 
12 months for a complex bid, and 90 days ahead for a standard procurement. Market surveys should be 
followed by one-on-ones with contractors who offer compliant technology under the EIS contract.  
These one-on-ones allow the agency to explain the “what” so the contractor can then suggest the 
“how.” This avoids the pitfalls of mandates for products that may be brand specific and allows for 
compliant functionality that can be achieved using new or different technology. 
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The dialogue should continue until the quiet period.  This early industry engagement encourages 
industry to assign subject matter expertise (SMEs) and allows the testing of ideas, new product 
development, creative program management techniques, and teaming relationships that can create 
more up-to-date specifications, more robust competition, and better awards. The result is less 
speculation about what the subjective evaluation criteria means and reduces Q&A intervals and 
ultimately reduces the likelihood of protests after award. 
 
Furthermore, as the FAR describes, early engagement with industry can resolve concerns regarding the 
acquisition strategy, including proposed contract type, terms and conditions, and acquisition planning 
schedules; the feasibility of the requirement, including performance requirements, volume 
commitments, statements of work, and data requirements; the suitability of the proposal instructions 
and evaluation criteria, including the approach for assessing past performance information; the 
availability of reference documents; and any other industry concerns or questions for information. 
Other interactive forums such as industry day and reverse industry day are gaining popularity for good 
reason. They are an excellent means to exchange specific capabilities and an opportunity for industry to 
openly provide honest feedback about what challenges industry faces on a given pursuit and then make 
suggestions for compromise that will meet the mission objective within budget.   
 
In a reverse industry day, the concept of having the government in the room to learn how industry 
approaches the Business Acquisition Planning Process, such as, Gate Reviews or a Bid/No Bid is 
compelling. Reverse industry days can educate agencies about the resource approval process that 
Carriers and Systems Integrators utilize, how simultaneous procurements impact the availability of 
subject matter experts, and how the capital approval process and complex business case intervals affect 
their solutions.  
 
EIS bidders are highly dependent on agency inventory data. The collection, validation, and sharing of 
inventory with industry is key and earlier is better.  For MPLS, IP-VPN and Internet Services and Data 
Center, the agency’s network inventory drives costing and solutioning and needs to be shared prior to 
the Draft RFP. Valid location address, network access points, interfaces, IP VPN ports sizes, leased and 
government furnished equipment, firewalls, extended delivery addresses, network aggregation sites are 
all essential to preparing the EIS vendor for a compliant bid.  Inventory should be provided 45 days, six 
months and one year in advance of an RFP for standard/complex/highly complex, respectfully. 
 

Capture and Solicitation Review 
If there have not been RFIs, SOOs, or Draft RFPs, then Capture is in a crunch mode to analyze 
requirements, develop potential solutions, assess risks, do preliminary pricing, do gap analysis, figure 
potential gap fillers, brief management, and seek permission to pursue.  Just shredding the RFP and the 
pricing documents takes a week, if it is a complex or very complex bid.  Then preliminary solutions must 
be developed and if there are questions around technical or any other requirements (sometimes in a 
vacuum, because the RFP is not clear, the questions have not been submitted and concomitantly the 
answers have not been provided) answers must be obtained.  At this point in time, if everything has 
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gone well, it has been 30 days since the RFP release.  Solutions and pricing are being fine-tuned and 
sometimes, this causes more questions and the process is iterated once again.  If the solution requires a 
modification to the contract, then there is another whole process and time sync associated with that. 
The proposal development phase of the procurement cycle officially begins with the release of the RFP.  
However, there are significant impacts and adjustments that are necessary depending on solutioning 
activities that can be conducted prior to the release of the RFP.  The extent of pre-work that can be 
accomplished is dependent on the level of insight bidders have of the requirements within the final 
solicitation.  This insight comes primarily from pre-solicitation documentation (RFI’s, Draft SOWs, Draft 
RFPs) and agency engagement with the prospective bidders.  
 

Proposal Creation & Solutioning  
Another significant factor that affects the proposal timeline is the quality and clarity of the final RFP.  
These are some factors to consider in your procurement process: 

 
 Draft Solicitations: RFIs and draft SOWs or RFPs can provide bidders with insight into the 

program requirements in advance of the final RFP.  Additionally, drafts allow for Q&A and 
feedback that can enhance the quality of the final RFP and reduce Q&A on the final solicitation.  
 

 RFP Q&A:  
o Provide bidders with adequate time to review the RFP, solicit, and submit questions.  

This will reduce confusion and improve proposal responses.   
o Provide responses to questions with adequate time prior to submission (no less than 

two weeks). 
o Provide a timeline for issues so that industry can know when to anticipate answers and 

proposal progress can continue. 
o Consider rolling Questions and rolling Answers as soon as the agency has responses. 

 
 Avoid/Reduce Amendments and Extensions:   

o Allow adequate bid time based on program complexity 
o Provide timely response to questions  
o Incorporate feedback from draft solicitation 

 
The bottom line is that the more information bidders have about the program prior to the release of the 
RFP, the less time they need to develop a solution and integrate it into the proposal response. Similarly, 
providing bidders more opportunity to provide feedback on the solicitation will reduce Q&A and in turn 
reduce the cycle time necessary to develop a high-quality response.   
 
In order to deliver a high-quality proposal solution which includes technical design and price, industry 
solution architects must first understand the government requirements.  As is common with the 
engineering culture, the solution process is greatly impacted by a clear understanding of requirements 
FIRST.  To gain a clear understanding, industry conducts requirement discovery activities before 
receiving the RFP.  This requirement discovery is an iterative process and involves discovering the 
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starting “As Is” environment of the customer enterprise, discovering the mission needs for the services 
provided, and discovering the best products for transitioning the customer to the future state model.  
Much of this discovery process is best done before responding to an RFP, leveraging RFIs, white papers, 
and preferably interaction with government technical transition resources. 
 
Upon receiving a RFP, the first step of the solution architecture team is to validate the pre-RFP solution 
strategy based on the requirements as provided in the final RFP. The solution team will validate the RFP 
requirements against the requirements discovered to date, which will validate the solution path or 
require a major course correction if industry is surprised by the RFP direction. The results of this initial 
validation are documented for distribution to the government as questions. Short proposal response 
timeframes and delays in answers to questions often have the greatest impact on proposal quality and 
providing the best price.  
 
Solution architects have a dual capacity role which ultimately drive proposal compliance, proposal 
completeness, and corporate risk acceptance of proposal submission. The first capacity is writing the 
initial response to the requirements for compliance. Solution compliance will ultimately drive the 
creation of solution elements that are used for the proposal pricing.  This process is further complicated 
as industry addresses the wildcards represented in this document.  Industry EIS products are subject to 
industry certification of the equipment, software, and integration to deliver product-based SLAs.  This 
certification requires acceptance by operations resources in addition to product performance 
engineering.  Any non-standard requirements (i.e., wildcard) must be accounted for to ensure contract 
SLAs or non-standard SLA compliance.  This risk assessment process is critical for gaining corporate 
executive approvals for proposal submission, which ultimately completes the solution process before 
proposal submission. 
 
The more the government shares information about the enterprise and shares how the government 
envisions evolving the enterprise to meet its mission before the RFP, the better the quality of the 
solution to deliver a best value to the government.  Open exchanges ultimately provide greater velocity 
to completing the acquisition life-cycle by reducing the serial exchange of the formal RFP process.  
  

Financials – Pricing 
While Capture is racing against the agency’s timeline, there is an internal timeline to perform 
preliminary pricing, risk assessment, and obtain management’s approval to continue the pursuit.  
Management approval has to be scheduled and sometimes there is a regular schedule for such reviews 
and if the window has been missed in the regular schedule, then Capture may be a week or more away 
from even getting the go ahead to continue the pursuit. 
 
Bottom Line:  RFIs, Drafts, and Draft Sources Sought help reduce the time to final solution, proposal 
response, and pricing of the pursuit.  The more standard the request, the quicker Capture can design a 
compelling and compliant solution and respond to the RFP. 
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Establishing a firm fixed price for a solution requires understanding the cost and the risk factors. The key 
factors impacting cost include the proposal response timeline, contract term, and the maturity of the 
RFP requirements.   
 
Any individual-case-basis pricing to the standard services priced within a contract will require a cost 
analysis.  In addition, individual-case-basis traffic models and/or work elements, as part of the SOW 
currently not on contract or part of a custom solution, require a cost analysis to determine the extent of 
the business health of the proposal. Bottom line, is the solution profitable given its customization?   
The elements which are considered part of the cost include: all teaming partner costs, IT development 
for the solution or to support BSS/OSS customization, project and program management, service related 
equipment, and network infrastructure including International services.  The length of time to correctly 
establish these costs expands with the scope and scale complexity of the requirements and solution 
development. Yet, the inclusion of a broader scope can provide a condition in which higher margin 
services support lower margin services in the overall business health analysis, allowing bid approval 
when a narrower scope may have resulted in a no bid.  
 
Establishing the final pricing is dependent on having all the cost elements to accurately meet the 
industry solution requirements and produce a competitive proposal. When a portion of the costs remain 
unknown, the best value remains undetermined because risk must be accommodated in the price, 
resulting in less than the best value for the agency. 
 
Financials, which include cost, are determined based on the traffic model or the SOW. However, if the 
actual traffic or work are known, it is important to determine the financials of the actual work, too, what 
the agency is likely to buy over the performance period. This juxtaposition of the traffic model and the 
buy model can deliver advantage or disadvantage to the vendor’s business case.  Regardless, 
understanding the actual scope of work versus a traffic model is important to derive the best possible 
proposal and pricing. 
 
The establishment of cost specifically for a customized product or solution can consist of all or many of 
the following: design, engineering and teaming partners, equipment, facility expenses including space 
and power, and the IT application work needed to support the customization within the BSS/OSS and 
provisioning systems and any lifecycle applications.  Placing an order and receiving a bill are one side of 
the customized cost equation, but also expense to service the solution such as PMO support, lifecycle 
maintenance, and reporting to name a few are the other side of the customized cost equation.  Shorter 
term commitments drive higher costs to support these types of customized investments, because the 
cost is spread across fewer months.   
 
In summary, an adequate proposal timeline coupled with as much requirement detail or maturity as 
possible will allow for the best response from industry. 
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Contract Modification 
There are two distinct types of contract modifications.  There are modifications made by GSA to the EIS 
Contract and modifications requested by an awardee.  Awardee modifications can be further broken 
down to contract modifications, catalog submissions and Task Order specific submissions.  Previously, 
awardees were allowed to submit informational contract modifications, but information requirements 
are no longer part of the EIS contract. In general, the process is that the awardee submits the prepared 
modification through the Acquserve portal.  This includes a submission letter describing the change, all 
relevant documentation showing the contract modifications requested and/or the changes to all 
relevant pricing tables.  GSA reviews the submission and, if needed, contacts the awardee for any 
clarifications or adjustments and, if successful, the modification is then approved. GSA has asked that 
awardees submitting CBSA/pricing modifications to break them into smaller increments because if 
CBSAs are combined in a single modification request, all data must be acceptable before the combined 
CBSAs can be approved, meaning that request modification will likely proceed at a slower rate. 
There are many agency-controlled factors which effect an awardee’s modification process.  Included 
below is a sample of some of the most significant ones:  
 

 Requests by agencies to include CBSAs or CBSA-based services for OCONUS and nondomestic 
countries.  Such requests may require relationship building and contracting in areas of the world 
not normally addressed by an awardee. 
 

 The awardees do not have access to the Agency Pricer tool which is more robust and includes 
additional functionality than the Public Pricer.  This greatly effects the awardees’ timeline when 
submitting modifications to add CBSAs as the mapping of network site codes (NSCs) is a very 
time-consuming process. 
 

 Similar to the OCONUS and non-domestic based CBSAs or CBSA-based services, agency diversity 
requirements for subcontractors also may require additional relationship building and 
contracting.  It will also include additional time for such subcontractors to become familiar with 
the EIS technical and pricing requirements (such as translating their product offerings to EIS 
CLINs) before they can assist in the technical writing and pricing required for such modification 
to add the services/products. 
 

 If agencies, collectively, do not adequately space and provide sufficient response time when 
they release the solicitations, all parties (awardees, subcontractors, and GSA) will likely have 
personnel limitations which restrict their ability to prepare, submit, review, and approve 
contract modifications. 

 

Approvals & Delivery 
A fundamental underlying precept in government contracting is the balance of risk versus opportunity.  
It is during the evaluation of a solicitation and the preparation of a proposal that risk is identified, 
analyzed, and when needed, mitigated and managed. 
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These elements of risk can be found in various stages of the proposal process and require a legal review, 
regardless of whether accomplished by a firm’s internal resources or the engagement of external 
resources.   
 
The review process begins with the terms of the solicitation, which will define the vendor-customer 
relationship post award, and that may require additional resources or present performance risk.  Among 
these are insurance, bonding, and liquidated damages. 
 
The solicitation is analyzed to determine if there are any actual or perceived organizational conflicts of 
interest (OCI) with current or potential contract opportunities.  If such OCI is identified a decision must 
be made if the OCI precludes participation in the opportunity or if mitigation is appropriate.  If so, a 
targeted OCI mitigation plan is developed, reviewed, and approved – regardless of whether or not 
required as part of the proposal submission. 
 
Balancing risk is always an element with the selection and use of subcontractors or teaming partners 
(hereafter partners).  NDAs are executed and followed by teaming agreements or sub-contracts.  Terms, 
most prominently work share, scope and payment, are negotiated, reviewed and approved at each 
stage.  For those firms who were required to submit a small business utilization plan with their original 
proposal, a review is necessary to ensure compliance.  This stage of the process ends with formally 
executed agreements. 
 
Having weighed and addressed any actual or potential risks, the firm’s legal authority signs-off on the 
decision to pursue.  A final legal review is conducted once the proposal has been completed to ensure 
conformance with all previous reviews and legal findings. 
 

Wildcards, their categorization as complex or highly complex and their impact on the 
timeline 
It was previously mentioned that there are circumstances and attempted to provide examples of things 
that impact the timelines for proposal and solution development.  There are areas highlighted below 
which may cause the timeline for response to increase and which contribute to the undetermined 
amount of additional time.  This paper calls them Wildcards because of their undetermined 
consequences to proposal and solution development.  Wildcards are broken out into three areas:  
BSS/OSS customization as a result of custom billing, reporting or SLA’s, for example; unusual 
infrastructure requirements, necessitating additional time to assess and/or acquire; and last a group of 
uncategorized wild cards that impact risk, cost, solution and thereby timeframe to develop compliant 
solutions. 
 
BSS/OSS Customizations as a Wildcard 
In order to create consistency across all EIS Vendors, the EIS Contract mandates that all EIS vendors 
build a secure, government facing, Business Support System (BSS) to a common set of requirements.  
Sections G and J of the EIS contract contain over 300 pages of specific functional requirements, 200 
specific data fields, and dozens of specific reports and deliverables.  Additionally, GSA has mandated 
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that each vendor’s BSS provide a user-friendly web portal, certified to a FISMA Moderate Level in 
accordance with NIST 800.53 and other referenced security requirements.  GSA is in the process of 
thoroughly testing each vendor’s BSS to the functional and security requirements.      
 
The main functions of the BSS are summarized in the Table below. 

Service  Minimum Functionality Specified in Section(s) 

Customer 
Management 

 User Training 
 Trouble Management 

 Training 
 Trouble Ticket Management General 

Requirements 

Financial 
Management 

 Billing Management 
 Disputes 
 SLA Credit Management 
 Payment Management 

 Billing  
 Service Level Management 

Order Management  Order Submission 
 Order Tracking 

 Ordering 

Inventory 
Management  Inventory Management   Inventory Management 

Service 
Management 

 Service Assurance 
 SLA Management 

  Service Assurance 
 Service Level Management 

Program 
Management 

 Administration 
 Project Management 
 Reporting 
 Service Catalog 

 Program Management 
 Section B.1.3 Catalog Pricing Requirements - 

General 

 
The BSS functional and data requirements were designed to meet a broad range of agency needs for EIS 
operations.  The BSS covers the entire order lifecycle from Task Order award and individual Service 
Order placement, through service delivery.  The BSS provides inventory and financial tracking of all 
delivered CLINs and monthly reports of KPIs and SLAs.  Spare data fields are included for agency use.   
Agencies are encouraged to review the baseline BSS functions and deliverables before asking for any 
additional order administration for EIS Task Orders.  Functions and deliverables from similar legacy 
systems for ordering, tracking, inventory, service ticketing, and billing should be assessed against the EIS 
BSS functions.   When preparing Fair Opportunities, the agency should consider the following questions: 
 

 Are all current/legacy functions and deliverables around IT service procurements needed?   
 Are the reports and data being produced today used for value-added analysis? 
 Can the need be satisfied by the EIS BSS as defined by GSA? 
 Can any agency needs be satisfied by taking formatted downloads from the BSS for further off-

line analysis, outside of the BSS? 
 

Even small changes to the vendor BSS functions, deliverables, or data structures could add $M of cost 
and a minimum of 6-8 months for development and test.  This time and cost would be added to the Fair 
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Opportunity/Task Order process.  As defined in EIS Section G, many changes would require formal GSA 
approval for both function and security, followed by substantial regression testing.  Internal vendor 
software development and configuration management processes as well as Product Release Cycles for 
their business tools will also drive the cost and schedule of any requested changes. 
Within the FO and Proposal period, simple (low impact) changes to the BSS, clearly described, can be 
assessed and priced into the TO bid.   Vendors assume 3-4 weeks of effort, overlapping with other 
response activities, to develop cost and schedule impacts of these changes.  However, as noted above, 
even small changes to BSS could have substantial impact on FO delivery. 
Complex or vaguely described changes to the BSS will lead to rounds of Q&A between the vendor and 
the Agency during the FO/Proposal period.  Data formats and use cases will have to be defined in great 
detail.  Otherwise, complex or vaguely described changes will create excessively priced TO options to 
account for the risks to the vendor of Agency acceptance.  Any desired changes to the BSS must be 
clearly described with desired functions, report or deliverable formats, flows and logic.    
 
Examples of possible changes to the BSS are listed below. These can vary in complexity depending on 
the underlying structure of the Vendor’s BSS as well as their internal development processes and 
controls.  The same change may create low cost/risk for one vendor but high cost/risk for another 
vendor. 
 

• Separate billing cycle than the EIS standard. 
 

• Fully loaded CLIN pricing (Taxes and fees included in the CLIN price).   
Custom software to allow automatic combination of CLIN price, taxes, and fees into a single line, 
which accounts for changing tax laws or usage, creates great complexity.  Remember, the 
vendor must then deconstruct this Fully Loaded combination (the legal invoice) for proper 
financial journaling and remittance to taxing authorities. 

 
• Agency Specific database formats for Invoices or Inventory details.  

 
• Additional access controls beyond Multi-Factor Authentication, e.g. VPN. 

 
• Refined Role Based Access Control (RBAC) 

o Assigning specific and differing functions to the defined Points of Contact:  Order 
POC, Site POC, Technical POC. 

o Assign access to site information by region or city 
o Read only versus placing new orders versus opening service/trouble tickets 

 
• Refined Work Flows and Approvals 

o Routing of information to specific Agency Staff with approval functions embedded in 
the BSS. 

 
• Email routing of all deliverables (currently only direct to GSA Conexus) 
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• Links to Application Programming Interfaces (API) 
 

• Additional Notifications in the Delivery Cycle 
o The BSS has several notifications already defined, e.g. Acknowledgement, 

Confirmation, Completion. 
 

• Enhanced/automated PM Deliverables: 
o Weekly status, Comments/work log, Risk/issue notification, automated schedule 

change notifications.  
 

• Bulk Order Data Upload based on Agency defined formats 
 

• Financial Forecasting: Forecast Invoices against projected delivery dates 
 

• Additional or Customized SLAs  
o Performance Thresholds 
o Financial penalties and calculations 

 
• Additional or reformatted reports of SLAs and Network Performance 

 

Infrastructure Wildcards 
 
Diversity 
Not all providers are able to accommodate diversity requests within their own infrastructure, in fact, 
most are not.  Therefore, providers have to depend on other providers to respond to our diversity 
and/or path avoidance requests—30 days is not atypical for turning around such requirements.  If the 
requirements are international, add another 15-30 days to the turnaround.  If the diversity requires 
proof in the form of drawings and/or maps—more time is needed and some providers consider the 
information proprietary and the internal approval process can be long and tedious, and sometimes the 
approval, despite all efforts, is not forthcoming and the process iterates or results in a no bid. 
 
International Sites 
International requirements and the EIS awardee’s ability to respond vary depending on internal inherent 
capabilities, broadness of partner relationships, and geographic regions of the world.  Paris, London, 
Tokyo, and New Delhi, for example, are relatively easy and doable for all, but Bamako in Mali or St. Louis 
in Senegal are much more problematic for all.  Problematic adds time and risk, especially if the 
requirements need dedicated access.   
 
Pre-Award Site Surveys 
Pre-Award Site Surveys are rare, but sometimes necessary and will always lengthen the time to develop 
and cost the solution, causing the need for time once the site surveys have been completed. 
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Multiple Products with Many Custom Requirements 
Multiple products with many custom requirements put pressure on all awardees, because multiple 
subject matter experts (SMEs) need to be called upon for solution development.  SMEs by their very 
nature are scarce resources and the more SMEs are needed, the time to fulfill lengthens. 
 
Inventory Made Available Only at Time of Final Solicitation 
If the bidders only see the service related equipment (SRE) and network—voice and data—at time of 
solicitation, all bidders are in a scramble mode to assess the inventory, determine their ability to use the 
SRE and for how long, and develop internal models for designing and pricing potential solutions from 
both an as-is and a to-be situation.  Were the inventories made available prior to final solicitation, 
interested parties could have determined their interest and ability to respond and began crafting 
solutions. 
 
FISMA High 
FISMA High is a hurdle that few have attained, therefore, those who are interested and capable of 
providing may be few.  Those who are interested in becoming FISMA High-compliant will need time to 
be able to achieve that rank. 
 
Additional Wildcards 
Multiple Iterations of Q and A 
With each iteration of Q&A, at best case, the turn-around is 20 calendar days—if there is another 
iteration, add another 20 days, etc.  Oftentimes, complex and very complex bids have many rounds of 
Q&A and they take much more than 20 days to ask and obtain responses, hence the undetermined 
number of days added to the timeline for developing and completing the proposal response. 
 
Multiple Amendments 
Frequently, Q&As determine how many amendments the solicitation undergoes, but for whatever 
reason amendments which cause changes in the solicitations’ requirements, affect the time to develop 
solutions and proposal responses.  Amendments in the final phase of the RFP response development, for 
instance, after Red Team Review, necessitate at least an additional 30 days to reconfigure the solution, 
re-price it and get the necessary approvals. 
 
Complex Price Workbooks with No Previous Exposure to the Content 
Pricing is complex in general and if the pricing in the solicitation by necessity has complex pricing 
workbooks, industry is at a great time disadvantage, if they have not previously seen them and been 
able to digest them and begin developing their models for them.   
 
SOO versus PWS versus SOW 
One can think of each of these as living on a continuum of time and complexity, generating a continuum 
of innovation.  An SOO may produce the most innovation leading to the best or most modernization in 
the solutions that industry provides, but requiring the most time to develop solutions.  On the other 
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hand, an SOW has the most developed of the agency’s requirements and generally requires less time 
from industry to develop solutions than an SOO. 
 
Multiple Products 
Multiple Products in a solicitation put pressure on industry to engage multiple SME’s and depending on 
the amount of concomitant solicitations, cause time delays in getting the SME resources necessary to 
develop the solution—bottom line:  add the need for more time to develop a robust compelling 
response and proposal. 
 
Complex Customization 
SME’s are needed, BSS changes may be required, necessitating confirmation from IT and scheduling IT, 
SLA changes in operations may require operations approval which in turn requires an approval cycle 
from operations.  Complex customization is inherently risky and all risk must be accounted for in 
approval cycles, solutions and costing—all adding time to the proposal development and conclusion. 
 
Managed Networks 
Managed networks by their nature are custom, are special and require innovation—each carries a cost 
and an element of risk that need to be accommodated in the solution development and approval 
process, thus adding time to the proposal process. 
 
Managed Security Services 
MSS is yet again another level of complexity, again adding time.  FISMA and FEDRAMP High, rarely 
achieved and new territory for most adding time, risk and cost. 
 
Alternate Proposals 
Alternate proposals add pressure for resources in all areas of the solicitations response and should be 
rarely considered. 
 
Live Test-Demos 
A customer solution that is mission critical may require live test demonstrations, but industry should be 
adequately forewarned that they will be a part of the solicitation and will require additional time to 
develop and will lengthen the entire solicitation time line. 
 
Lab Testing Pre-Award 
Industry should be warned and more time will be necessary. 
 
Little to No Industry Engagement Prior to Solicitation 
Little to no market research results, frequently, in many iterations of Q&A, many amendments, less 
competition and more protest. 
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No previous insight into inventory of services and/or equipment 
Industry’s blindness to inventory in equipment and services may result in fewer competitors, requests 
for extensions because of the complexity of developing models for solutions and pricing. 

Industry Recommendations 
The following bullets summarize Industry recommendations regarding Solicitations and pre-solicitation 
activities. It is important to note that Bullet 1, “Simple = Standard SLA’s and Products, does not equate 
to Like for Like acquisitions but rather the grouping of standard products and SLAs under separate Task 
Order packages.  

It is encouraged that government group these simple or standard requirements separately from Task 
Orders with complex or highly complex requirements to allow the simple requirements to be quickly and 
efficiently fulfilled. This will allow both the Government and Industry to focus on complex and highly 
complex requirements without unnecessarily holding up fulfillment of the less complex requirements. 

The importance of meeting and sharing information with the EIS vendors is acknowledged to facilitate 
better communications prior to the release of solicitation packages. 

Finally, to the extent possible, pricing on a representative sampling versus every inventory item will also 
speed up the process of vendor responses while providing the government with streamlined means of 
evaluating responses in a logical manner. 

It is not the paper’s intent to persuade the government to over simplify complex requirements but 
rather to suggest logical grouping of requirements with like complexity under an individual task order to 
allow timely fulfillment of requirements based on the representative levels of standard or nonstandard 
requirements and schedules that are reflective of the degree of complexity and nature of the 
“Wildcards” therein. 

 Simple = Standard SLA’s and Products 
 Engage industry early and often (RFI’s, Private Industry Discussions) 
 Limit customization to mission essentials 
 Provide industry as much data as possible, as early as possible (Inventory, Sites, Addresses) 
 Price on a good representative sample versus pricing on a complete inventory 
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Conclusion 
Industry is committed to providing well-articulated proposals that allow the government to transition 
and modernize their current environment under the EIS contract.  However, to do so, it requires 
adequate time to conduct the analysis, complete the solutioning, pricing and messaging to develop a 
quality proposal response to solicitations based on clear and succinct requirements.  When the 
government engages early and often with industry partners, clarity of requirements and technical 
solutioning commences.  This dialogue helps to facilitate comprehension of government’s objectives, 
risk mitigation and development of compliant and compelling high-quality proposal responses. 
However, when wildcards are a part of the requirement, understanding the solicitation categorization 
and impact to the timeline is critical.  This helps to set the right expectation for government and industry 
during the proposal response and consequently results in the high quality and compelling proposal 
response that the government deserves.   
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List of Abbreviations and Acronyms 
 
BSS – Business Support System  
CBSA – Core-Based Statistical Area 
CONUS – Continental United States 
DIDs – Direct Inward Dialing 
DLP – Data Loss Prevention 
DRFP - Draft Request for Proposal 
FAR - Federal Acquisition Regulation 
FISMA - Federal Information Security Management Act of 2002 
KPI – Key Performance Indicator 
LSA – Local Service Agreement 
MPLS – Multi-Protocol Label Switching 
MTIPS – Managed Trusted IP Service 
NDA – Non-Disclosure Agreement 
NSC – Network Site Code 
OCONUS – Outside Continental United States 
OSS – Operational Support System 
SME - Subject Matter Experts 
SRE - Service Related Equipment 
SOO - Statement of Objective 
SOW - Statement of Work 
WITS 3 - Washington Interagency Telecommunications Service-3 
 
 


