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The ACT- IAC Networks & Telecommunications SIG NS2020 Working Group respectfully 
submits these comments and recommendations to members of the General Services 
Administration (GSA) for the purposes of presenting consensus industry perspective on 
GSA’s NS2020 Enterprise Infrastructure Services procurement. This particular report 
was created by the NS2020 Working Group Business Growth & Collaboration 
Committee. 
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American Council for Technology-Industry Advisory Council (ACT-IAC) 

The American Council for Technology (ACT) is a non-profit educational organization established in 
1979 to improve government through the efficient and innovative application of information technology. 
In 1989 ACT established the Industry Advisory Council (IAC) to bring industry and government 
executives together to collaborate on IT issues of interest to the government. 

ACT-IAC is a unique, public-private partnership dedicated to helping government use technology to 
serve the public. The purposes of the organization are to communicate, educate, inform, and 
collaborate. ACT-IAC also works to promote the profession of public IT management. ACT-IAC offers a 
wide range of programs to accomplish these purposes. 

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 membership and other 
information, visit the ACT-IAC website at www.actiac.org.  

Networks & Telecommunications SIG 

The ACT-IAC N&T SIG’s mission is to provide clarity, impartial feedback, and points for consideration 
on networks and telecom issues identified in collaboration with the Government Advisory Panel (GAP) 
and industry. The N&T SIG provides a forum where government and industry executives are working 
together on key telecommunication issues such as interoperability, information sharing, 
communications architectures, wireless technologies, converged internet protocol based services, 
security, and continuity of service. The N&T SIG established a working group to facilitate collaboration 
between government and industry on matters concerning the upcoming NS2020 effort – the 
replacement for the current Networx contracts. The NS2020 Working Group is comprised of four 
committees, each with government and industry co-chairs, which are engaged with GSA, agency users, 
and industry to create a body of knowledge to support the government in the NS2020 effort: 

- GSA/Vendor Operations 

- Program Development 

- Business Growth and Collaboration 

- Technology and Innovation 

Disclaimer 

This document has been prepared to provide information regarding a specific issue. This document 
does not – nor is it intended to – take a position on any specific course of action or proposal. This 
document does not – nor is it intended to – endorse or recommend any specific technology, product or 
vendor. 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.  

Copyright 

©American Council for Technology, 2015. 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.  

http://www.actiac.org/
http://www.actiac.org/
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Background 

Based on a request from the GSA Office of Network Services, the ACT-IAC N&T SIG formed a 
Network Services 2020 (NS2020) Working Group to answer a number of questions about the 
upcoming Enterprise Infrastructure Solutions (EIS) acquisition of the NS2020 program. The 
NS2020 Working Group broke down into committees; this report constitutes the body of work 
of the Business Growth & Collaboration Committee. 

NS2020 is GSA’s evolving strategy for the next generation of telecommunications and 
information technology (IT) infrastructure services. NS2020 provides a roadmap for the future 
of GSA’s Network Services programs, including evolution beyond Networx, the regional local 
service agreements, and other current contracts. The NS2020 portfolio will facilitate 
procurement and serve as a streamlined “one-stop shop” for all federal telecommunications 
and IT infrastructure offerings. It envisions a new wave in strategic sourcing that connects the 
evolving needs of government to mission-enabling solutions. 

Various external groups, including agency CIOs, customer advisory panels, and industry 
groups, have been asked to validate the findings and conclusions and to recommend 
adjustments. These communications are ongoing. GSA would like to facilitate industry 
comments and involvement via the Interact site and present topics of discussion for industry 
comment and feedback. 

The NS2020 portfolio of services includes multiple program areas which include all services 
and solutions necessary for the government to satisfy its worldwide telecommunications and 
networking requirements for the 21st century. The NS2020 program areas will utilize both 
existing and new acquisition vehicles to deliver service. Enterprise Infrastructure Solutions 
(EIS) is the largest of the new acquisitions. It is designed to meet a comprehensive range of 
federal agency IT/telecommunications requirements and will be the Networx successor. There 
will also be three regional infrastructure solutions acquisitions with much broader scope than 
current local service agreements (LSAs). 

Industry Feedback Requested 

1) Should EIS or other contracts in the portfolio incorporate cooperative purchasing so that 
they are available to state and local government customers? Consider both government 
demand and industry preference. 

The working group supports adding cooperative purchasing provisions to the EIS and related 
contract vehicles. Many of the products offered on these contracts will likely find a market with 
state and local government customers. However, cooperative purchase provisions should offer 
clear guidance to state and local customers regarding the contract terms and conditions. Since 
EIS would be a pre-awarded contract, contract requirements for the locality that may become 
mandated after award will not apply, and if they are included in a solicitation, they may result in 
an exception. 

State and local customers should not be allowed to offer or add, without sound reason, their 
own terms and conditions to the sale of services under EIS. As long as the EIS contract terms, 
conditions, and pricing are uniform across the customer base, adding cooperative purchasing 
will expand the benefits of these contract vehicles. Any rule that creates conflicts on contract 

http://www.gsa.gov/portal/category/25318
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terms would impact pricing, increase the administrative burden on all parties involved in the 
transaction, and would reduce if not eliminate the benefit of cooperative purchasing 
agreements.  

While state and local governments have non-negotiable terms that they must add to purchase 
agreements, and industry is willing to accommodate such requests on a case-by-case basis, 
the contract should allow service providers to reject orders from state and local governments if 
the requirements are too far outside the scope of the contract 

2. What is the right period of performance for EIS?  

This is actually a two-part question: (1) how long should the period of performance be, and if 
task orders can extend after the base contract, (2) how long should the extension be? 

(1) GSA previously asked the following: 

The government expects to release the EIS solicitation in approximately 3Q FY2015. 
Predicated upon final approval by GSA’s Head of Contracting Authority, the anticipated period 
of performance will be either:  

a) 10-year period of performance with task orders that extend up to 60 months after the base 
contract’s expiration if awarded BEFORE the end of the base contract’s period of performance, 
or 

b) 15-year period of performance. 

There are pros and cons to both approaches. 

Pros: 

• Any longer term contract has the potential of having the industry move so fast that no matter 
how flexible or how rigorous the technology refresh provisions are, the contract becomes 
outdated sometime during its life. The shorter the term, the less likely that this will become a 
large problem. Consider how different Networx is from FTS-2001, and the planned changes for 
EIS from Networx, and these were 10-year contracts. 

• The potential extensions will allow the government to handle transition from EIS to the next 
generation contract seamlessly and without bridge contracts. 

• New companies will come into existence and smaller, existing companies will mature over the 
next decade. Getting to these companies through EIS will be problematic, relying on the 
existing primes. The shorter contract length allows for these companies to become primes on 
the next generation contract sooner. 

• Estimating future prices is difficult enough with a five-year contract, much less one that lasts 
10 or 15 years. The shorter term reduces the risk of overpricing the future market, and should 
allow the government to take advantage of technology-driven lower prices in the future. 

Cons: 

• The shorter term means that the next generation contract must be started about five years 
earlier with a 10-year term than the 15-year term. That’s additional effort for both the 
government and industry. 
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• Typically, extensions of task orders freeze the ordering of additional quantities of services, 
and the addition of new services onto the task order. This limits the usefulness of the 
extensions, causing problems with meeting an agency’s dynamic needs. 

• Also typically, extensions are priced at the same rate as the last contract year’s prices, which 
may negatively impact either the government or the industry. 

b) 15-year period of performance 

Many of the pros and cons for the 10-year term can be reversed for the 15-year period of 
performance. Additional pros and cons are below. 

Pros: 

• Bidding on contracts and bidding on task orders uses up resources and costs money for both 
the government and industry. Lengthening the time between generations of a contract eases 
the burden for everyone, which should translate into lower costs for the government.  

• Once an incumbent, the longer term provides a longer, predictable revenue stream for 
industry and steady costs to the government. 

• Transitions from FTS2000 to FTS 2001 and from FTS2001 to Networx were not smooth. 
Pushing out a fourth transition from EIS to the next generation contract has advantages for 
both government and industry.  

Cons: 

• Companies will continue to appear, disappear, merge, and spin off. The longer the term, the 
fewer the opportunities to add new competitors as primes. Consider that MCI was acquired by 
Verizon during the Networx procurement and that AT&T and Qwest were acquired by 
Southwestern Bell and CenturyLink, respectively. Also, Verizon has spun off a number of its 
ILECs. With potentially more primes on EIS, more changes can be expected and the longer 
term may exacerbate the situation. 

(2) Separate from the discussion about how long the contract should last is how long the 
period of performance of a task order may extend past the ending of the contract. There are 
two main reasons to extend task orders past the end of a contract: transition and late contract 
task orders, lest the full economic benefit of these orders not achieve their desired outcome.  

All of the transitions between Networx and its predecessor contracts have taken longer than 
anticipated. GSA had to rely on contract extensions and bridge contracts to cover the transition 
to the next contract. Allowing task orders to extend beyond the term of the contract will 
alleviate some of the anxiety and risk of transition. It also allows both the government and 
vendors to lengthen the time between procurements because the follow-on contract only 
needs to be available at the end of the current contract, not several years before. It would give 
agencies a realistic interval to transition between contracts and a firm deadline if GSA does not 
extend the original contract. 

Possibly more important than a timely transition is that during the later stages of a long term 
contract such as those considered for NS2020, i.e., EIS, NIS, CIS, etc., a new order under 
contract becomes a less viable alternative. For example, with two years remaining in a 
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contract, agencies are less likely to use EIS than an alternative which provides a longer 
remaining period of performance or they may delay the acquisition to avoid two acquisitions 
and implementations within two years. If task orders outlive the contract, then agencies would 
be more willing to acquire new services through the contract until the end of its period of 
performance. 

How long should task orders run after the contract is done? If all GSA was trying to solve was 
the transition issues, then two to three years should be sufficient. To keep contracts such as 
EIS viable until the end of its period of performance, task orders could last five years or more 
from the end of the contract.  

Two key considerations are the ability to add services to a task order after the contract ends 
and pricing. The fair opportunity process currently allows “logical follow-ons”, and that should 
be allowed until the end of the task orders. After the end of the contract, new task orders could 
not be issued against the former contract. 

As noted previously, pricing up to 15 years out is difficult, and both the contractors and the 
government are at risk. A process needs to be put in place which allows contractors to both 
raise and lower prices, and the government to determine if the changes are reasonable, for at 
least the years in which task orders outlive the existing contract. The rationale for lowering 
prices are well known—advances in technology make provision of services cheaper, and the 
savings passed off to end users. The need to raise prices is based on long-term contracts 
which force providers to maintain outdated and grandfathered services (ATM and frame relay 
are two recent examples) past their commercial availability. Maintaining these services for a 
few customers is expensive and should be reflected in prices to those customers. 

In summary, the working group recommends a 10-year period of performance for the base 
contract with at least a five-year period that a task order’s period of performance can extend 
past the end of the contract. In order to provide value to the agencies, during the extension of 
the task orders there must be the ability to add to the extended task orders within pre-
described limits. In addition, to protect both the government and industry, there must be the 
ability to re-price services for the extensions before the end of the 10-year period of 
performance. 

3) What strategy should be used to determine out-year pricing (e.g., beyond five years) for 
EIS? “On-ramps” for adding new service providers to a contract vehicle can help adapt a 
vehicle to a changing marketplace and enable a longer period of performance for the master 
contract. However, there are challenges with implementing “on-ramps” for a FAR Part 15 
acquisition. What are your recommendations? 

With a longer contract period envisioned by GSA, the ability to periodically refresh and re-price 
technologies in a rapidly changing technological environment is critical. It would be in 
everyone’s best interests to mirror standard commercial industry practices to the greatest 
extent possible. These include:  

• Initial contract term length of five years for pricing purposes. 

• Pre-established contract mechanisms to reassess technology and pricing every three to 
five years thereafter. 
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• Contract clauses with direction for technology sunset guidelines that include agency 
incentives to replace aging technology and the ability for vendors to increase rates if 
agencies are unable to migrate by pre-established end-of-support, end-of-life timelines.  

• Annual Service Enabling Devices (SEDs) and professional service refresh pricing 
practices that mirror the current WITS 3 contract which will allow vendors to replace, 
refresh, and re-price SEDs and professional services every year to reflect technology 
availability and prevailing market rates. 

To make on-ramps effective, vendors need to be added to the same contract vehicle and be 
able to compete on the same task orders. GSA should thus notify vendors that there will be an 
on-ramp process for EIS. At a minimum, there needs to be a clearly defined procurement plan 
and policy along with any necessary pre-approved FAR exemption to make the on-ramp 
process effective. On-ramps often imply that vendors may also “off-ramp” or exit the vehicle, is 
that GSA’s intent? While new vendors may bring new technologies and capabilities, new 
providers are often not incentivized to participate in the EIS contract. This is due to the high 
barrier to entry based upon the need for extensive operational systems that require significant 
investment to create, maintain, upgrade, and certify. On-ramps will be more effective if the 
operational requirements mirror commercial practices and customization is kept to an absolute 
minimum. Creating a second contract, as in the case of Networx Enterprise, did not prove 
effective due to the operational requirements needed and the inability to compete for the same 
task orders. GSA should avoid this approach.  

4) What service areas would be most appropriate for small business to prime?  

The issue is bigger than what service areas a small business can prime, but what 
requirements will cause small businesses not to bid. 

Portal 

One thing that traditionally has hurt small and mid-tier participation in bids such as Networx or 
WITS 3 is any requirement for customized back office systems such as order entry, trouble 
reporting, and billing. The upfront cost is too much for small and mid-tier companies to afford. 

In fact, it can be too expensive or risky for large companies. An example of this is the 
significant costs that the Networx primes incurred for the operational and billing support 
systems (OSS/BSS) platforms. Sprint, which is a contract holder, testified in Congress that 
their expected cost to meet the back-office system requirements was “tens of millions of dollars 
of capital investment.”1  At the same hearing, Unisys and Hughes Network Systems, two 
system integrators who planned to bid as primes, testified that the significant upfront 
investments for back-office systems made it unlikely that any system integrator would submit a 
bid; none did. Verizon stated in a press release on September 17, 2007, after its operations 
support system/business support system (OSS/BSS) platform was approved by GSA, that it 
had “invested millions” on the systems. 

                                            
1 Tony D’Agata, VP & GM, Sprint GSD, to the House of Representatives; Committee on Government Reform; 
“Making Networx Work: Countdown to the RFP for the Federal Government’s Telecommunications Program”; 
March 3, 2005. 
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No small or mid-tier company can afford to invest a fraction of what Sprint or Verizon spent. 
The current systems must suffice for them to bid. These costs create a barrier for small or mid-
tier companies to compete and provide a direct solution that could result in a significant cost 
savings for government.  

It is understood that there is a minimum functionality required – web-based order entry and 
tracking, inventory and billing, and trouble ticketing with standard reports. However, 
customization could cause companies not to bid on the procurement.  

Products 

On one hand, small and mid-tier companies are innovative and invest in the newest 
technologies. However, a characteristic of these companies is that they do not heavily invest in 
older technology. Don’t expect small and mid-tier companies to provide frame relay or 
asynchronous transfer mode (ATM) from their networks. Also, investments in time-division 
multiplexing (TDM) based services tend to be limited. One way to promote competition and 
include small and mid-tier companies is to limit the mandatory services and to make the older 
technologies optional. 

For small companies, there is also the high cost of owning their own network. Because of the 
expense, small businesses usually are not facility-based carriers. However, any sized 
company can resell other carriers’ services. Since no carrier is the incumbent local exchange 
carrier (ILEC) in every local access and transport area (LATA), every carrier must use this type 
of arrangement somewhere. In fact, one set of arrangements definitions is: 

Type 1: all building access facilities of a circuit are on-net for a single carrier. The 
transport between points of presence (POPs) is on-net. 

Type 2: one of the building access facilities of a circuit is provided by another carrier, and 
at least one of the building access facilities is on-net. The transport between POPs is on-
net. 

Type 3: two or more of the building access facilities of a circuit is provided by another 
carrier. The transport between POPs is on-net. 

Type 4: generally defined by specific incumbent local exchange carrier 
(ILEC)/competitive local exchange carrier (CLEC) combinations and arrangements within 
a single carrier. 

Type 5: all of the facilities, including access and transport, are off-net for the selling 
carrier.  

Depending on the extent of their network and their business model, various carriers use more 
or less of each of the arrangement types. Non-facility based carriers only use the total resale 
model, type 5. The issue, though, is that the costs of the underlying carrier are determined by 
various rules and regulations and/or the underlying carrier itself, depending on service. In 
general, a facilities-based carrier which provides services that do not use type 5 should be less 
expensive than a carrier that proposes only type 5. Since it is unlikely that a small business will 
be a facility-based carrier, it is unlikely that a small business will be price competitive, unless a 
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small business’s price is evaluated differently from a mid-tier or large business or only small 
businesses can bid on specific task orders. 

There are a large number of small businesses which provide professional services. One 
approach to getting these businesses to prime is to eliminate mandatory services. The 
government could require businesses to propose solutions in a certain number of services. 
That would allow small businesses and other niche companies to consider priming on the 
forthcoming contracts. 

The GSA Connections II contract includes a mechanism to add an “unpriced contract line item 
number (CLIN).” Unpriced CLINs make it easy to bid additional products on a task order. This 
process keeps the CLIN list manageable and keeps the vendor’s administrative costs down. 

Geography 

Another obstacle to competition from small and mid-tier companies is a requirement for 
ubiquitous service. Ubiquitous service requirements limit competition to only the very few, 
largest legacy telecommunications companies. Until the Telecommunications Act of 1996, the 
ILECs were protected, subsidized, and regulated. Their networks were built out with “universal 
service” as more than a goal – it was a requirement. The ILEC is the only local exchange 
carrier (LEC) required to provide certain services to anyone, the costs are still subsidized, and 
those services are regulated. So in a given LATA or rate zone, the only carrier that has access 
into nearly all locations is the ILEC, although cable companies in their franchises can be a 
close second.  

If a small or mid-tier competitive carrier does not have facilities into a building, it can lease 
facilities from a company that does, such as the ILEC. The cost competitiveness of such an 
arrangement depends on many factors including the local regulatory environment, 
interconnection agreements between carriers, and how far the traffic is carried on the other 
carriers’ networks until transferred to the primary carrier’s network (backhauled), assuming the 
carrier is facility-based. The issue of cost competitiveness of a non-facility based carrier is 
discussed above.  

If every LATA must be served, the interexchange carriers (IXCs) or long distance (LD) carriers 
have an overwhelming advantage in that they have POPs in more LATAs than other carriers, 
and therefore have less backhaul. Most POPs or interconnection points are in so-called 
“carrier hotels” where multiple carriers interconnect with the ILEC, other local carriers, and 
each other. AT&T built out much of its network prior to divestiture, while carriers such as MCI 
(Verizon) and Sprint built out their networks while long distance rates remained relatively high 
in the late 1980s and early 1990s, and through acquisition and mergers. They are in the large 
majority of LATAs. Facility-based CLECs, which were authorized by the 1996 
Telecommunications Act, are in fewer LATAs. Non-facility-based CLECs have no facilities of 
their own and only provide type 5 arrangements.  

A CLEC may choose not to sell services in entire states, much less than in specific LATAs. 
However, on a region-wide network where most of the locations were on-net, CLECs could be 
competitive if there was relatively little backhaul. 
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Pricing is a concern if prices are contract-wide, or even state-wide. In general, pricing of 
services that are type 1 are less than type 2, which are less than type 3, which are less than 
type 4, which are less than type 5. Since anything other than type 1 may require backhaul, the 
underlying costs of these services can vary by as much as an order of magnitude or more. 
Within a LATA where a carrier has a physical presence at a POP, the prices are much less 
variable and better defined. 

Mid-tier and small businesses need the flexibility to only bid where they commercially provide 
service, or where their costs remain low enough to be competitive. Since POPs are LATA and 
rate center specific, they need the ability to select which LATAs/rate centers they offer 
products, similar to the current GSA GRITS II contract. Building-specific exception pricing 
could still be used to include buildings in non-designated LATAs/rate centers for larger 
networks.  

5) What changes should agencies be making now due to sun-setting technologies?  

To prepare for new technologies and sun setting old technologies, the working group 
recommends that agencies:  

1. Document and maintain an accurate inventory of equipment and services.  

a. Sun setting technologies often have a direct impact on other equipment and services 
that are not being sunset and this might require updating them as well. This can have a 
significant impact on cost and schedule planning. 

2. Understand and develop functional requirements for the equipment and services and their 
relevance and impact to the system which they support. 

3. Continuously coordinate with peers, industry, and consultants to identify older technologies 
that may be sun setting and identify new technologies that apply to the agencies’ functional 
requirements. 

4. Evaluate both the near-term and long-term costs associated with keeping compared to 
replacing old technologies. Often, keeping old technologies results in excessive O&M costs 
and significantly increases schedule and performance risks. 

Agencies incur potentially significant operational risk in allowing obsolete systems to remain in 
service. While operating obsolete equipment may seem more cost effective in the short run, 
the cost of an operational failure that cannot be remedied would cost an agency considerably 
more, both monetarily and politically, through impairment of mission performance. 

By incorporating “technology refresh” into the base contract for equipment and services, 
agencies will cost effectively position themselves to maintain efficient cost, schedule, and 
performance of their mission. A properly written and executed technology refresh clause 
reduces lifecycle technology costs and incentivizes vendors to invest in cost-saving 
technologies.  

Contracts must encourage agencies to take positive steps, as described above, and to protect 
vendors from the impact on service level agreements (SLAs) and resulting financial risk due to 
requirements for supporting outdated technologies. Contractual language should provide for 
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upward cost adjustments if vendors have to support and maintain technologies, beyond end-
of-life. 

6) How could we implement a banded fee structure (i.e., different fees for different agencies)?  

The working group recommends that GSA should devise a fee structure commensurate with 
agency usage (i.e., the more an agency uses services, the lower the fees). This way larger 
agencies will pay lower fees and GSA avoids losing them to other GWACs. Also a tiered fee 
structure (i.e., the higher the usage, the lower the fee) will ensure GSA gets more business 
from user agencies because they would consolidate their requirements to get lower fees. 

Further, GSA should look in to segmenting the fee structure by product line (e.g., x% for voice, 
y% for data, etc.) The fee structure should resemble the actual cost of services rendered.  

The execution and administration of the fee structure should not put undue burden on the 
vendor community. As such, the working group recommends that GSA charge a standard fixed 
fee that is communicated to the vendors and the vendors, in turn, would apply it to their invoice 
for the end-user agency. This fee will then be remitted to GSA on a monthly basis. Should 
GSA desire to charge a different fee to an end-user agency or for a particular service, this 
should be applied, by GSA, as a discount. Any discounts at the agency level should be 
handled between GSA and the agency. 

It is not appropriate for vendors to manage and apply custom fee structures that GSA has 
negotiated with agencies. Using a vendor as an intermediary for these types of agreements will 
add a layer of complexity by introducing a third party and relying on communication to that third 
party of appropriate fees. This will in turn increase the probability of disputes which would need 
to be resolved under the auspices of the master contract between the vendor and GSA. It is 
much cleaner if the discounting is applied after GSA receives the invoice from the vendor. 

Authors & Affiliations 

The NS2020 Working Group compiled input from the following organizations in the creation of 
this paper: 

AT&T 

CenturyLink 

Level 3 Communications 

Noblis 

Sprint 

U.S. Coast Guard 

U.S. Courts 

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 

U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs 

Verizon 

Windstream Communications 

Comments and questions may be directed to NS2020 Working Group GSA/Vendor Operations 
Committee Government Co-chair Carl Tucker at Carl_Tucker@ao.uscourts.gov. Any questions 

mailto:Carl_Tucker@ao.uscourts.gov
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or comments concerning the ACT-IAC N&T SIG may be directed to Tom Cuneo, SIG Chair, at 
tcuneo@visiontech.biz or Dee Delaney, SIG Vice Chair, at dd2458@att.com. Any questions or 
comments about the NS2020 Working Group may be directed to Government Co-Chair Tim 
Quinn at timothy_quinn@ios.doi.gov and/or Industry Co-Chair Tony Bardo at 
Tony.Bardo@hughes.com.  
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