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1.0
Introduction

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has established the En Route Automation Modernization (ERAM) program to replace the existing en route air traffic control (ATC) automation system and selected en route infrastructure.  The FAA will award a contract for the ERAM solution to a single offeror.  Services to be provided under this contract will include, but are not limited to: system engineering; system integration; system requirements analysis; system design/development; software design/development; system testing; infrastructure upgrades/enhancements; hardware and software replacements; system deployment; transition planning and support; training; maintenance; logistics support; and lifecycle support.  

The ERAM solution will replace the Host Computer System (HCS) software/hardware and the Direct Access Radar Channel (DARC) software/hardware with a new automation architecture to provide the legacy functionality and new capabilities needed to support NAS Architecture 4.0, Free Flight initiatives, the operational needs of Air Traffic Services, and Information Security (INFOSEC) requirements.  In concert with other en route programs, ERAM will modernize the en route automation and infrastructure to provide an open-standards based system that will be the basis for future capabilities and enhancements.  An open-standards based system will create a more modern and supportable automation environment that is International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO)-compliant, modular and expandable.

The new en route automation system will be deployed at all 20 Air Route Traffic Control Centers (ARTCCs) in the contiguous United States, the Anchorage ARTCC, the William J. Hughes Technical Center (WJHTC), and the Mike Monroney Aeronautical Center.  En route ATC services must be continuously provided 24 hours per day, 7 days per week, even during the transition to the new system.

2.0
Problem Statement

The current en route ATC automation system is a fusion of technologies, which is the result of the evolution of capabilities developed over the last several decades.  The en route ATC automation architecture is based on National Airspace System (NAS) software executing in the mainframe computer known as the HCS.  The HCS was deployed in the early 1980s with several hundred thousand lines of specially developed Jovial and Basic Assembly Language source code.  Although the HCS mainframe computer hardware was recently updated to address Y2K and hardware maintenance concerns, the NAS operating system software and NAS applications software were not replaced. 

3.0
Major ERAM Functionality

ERAM functional requirements are contained in Attachment 1, the draft ERAM final Requirements Document (fRD).  Potential offerors should review this document to familiarize themselves with the ERAM requirements.

Attachment 2 contains a list of sensitive En Route National Airspace System (NAS) Data and other informational documents that relate to the existing technical baseline for en route domain automation systems.  Upon receipt of notification from an offeror indicating its intent to submit a SIR#1 response as the prime contractor in accordance with the instructions contained in Section 6 of this announcement, the FAA will make these documents available to the offeror.  These documents will be subject to controlled access as directed by the FAA.

The major ERAM functions are described in the following sub-sections.

3.1
Surveillance Data Processing (SDP)

ERAM will provide new SDP capabilities to replace the safety-critical HCS and DARC Radar Data Processing (RDP) functions to process, track, and display radar targets so that en route controllers can provide aircraft separation assurance services.  The SDP function will accept, recognize, process and route messages from primary surveillance radar, secondary surveillance radar and aircraft generated ADS-B messages.  The SDP function will provide the required tactical safety alert functions (Conflict Alert and Minimum Safety Altitude Warning), process primary radar data to display weather and will make surveillance information available to other en route automation components like Flight Data Processing and selected decision support systems.  The functional requirements for the ERAM SDP are described in Section 3.6 of the ERAM fRD. 

3.2 Flight Data Processing (FDP)   

ERAM will provide new FDP capabilities to replace the legacy FDP capabilities currently implemented in the HCS.  ERAM FDP will provide format and logic checking of filed NAS and ICAO flight plans/amendments and maintain the flight plan database with functionality for activating, deleting, changing, and updating flight plans. ERAM FDP will perform route conversion, flight plan position conformance processing, and beacon code assignment and distribution of flight data to internal NAS elements, external NAS elements and non-NAS elements.  ERAM will deploy FDP that not only improves upon the existing FDP functions provided in the HCS, but also can readily incorporate future capabilities. The functional requirements for the ERAM FDP are described in Section 3.7 of the ERAM fRD and are considered by the government to be the most complex and technically challenging of the ERAM functionality.

3.3 Metering

ERAM will provide traffic flow management metering and sequencing functions currently provided by the HCS. The functional requirements for ERAM metering are described in Section 3.9 of the ERAM fRD.

3.4 Operational Environment
ERAM will provide an Operational Environment (OE) that provides common site adaptation data used by en route system components.  The functional requirements for the ERAM OE are described in Section 3.10 of the ERAM fRD.   Site adaptation includes:

· Environmental data such as airspace definition, routes, and fixes

· Aircraft characteristics data

· Airspace and procedural restrictions

· Beacon code allocations

· System parameters defining ATC operational and procedural characteristics that are subject to change

· System parameters defining local characteristics specific to an ARTCC’s operations

To ensure interoperability with other NAS elements, the OE capability will encompass the data definitions, processing, and distribution of legacy adaptation data used by en route components (reference: HCS Functional Audit, Section 6.5).  Legacy site adaptation data requirements are contained in the NAS-MD documents.

3.5 Support System

ERAM will provide a support environment encompassing the functional requirements defined in the ERAM fRD, Section 3.4.  Key support system functions are described in the following sub-sections. 

3.5.1
Monitor and Control:  ERAM will provide an integrated Monitor and Control (M&C) capability.  The capability will encompass data acquisition, status monitoring, and data reporting sufficient to determine the operational status of each hardware component, software component, and external interface without interfering with the operational mission  (reference: ERAM fRD, Section 3.4.1).  Also included are software maintenance and loading capabilities and security administration capabilities.  

3.5.2
Data Recording and Playback:  ERAM will provide data recording, archive, and playback capabilities (reference: ERAM fRD, Section 3.4.2).  
3.5.3
Data Reduction and Analysis:  ERAM will provide the data reduction and analysis capabilities encompassing the generation of technical and administrative products and reports, aircraft management programs, surveillance quality assurance, system utilization, and other operational analyses (reference: ERAM fRD, Section 3.4.6).  

3.5.4
System Development:  ERAM will provide a comprehensive system development environment.  This environment will include tools and utilities for:

· Software development

· Configuration management 

· System administration

· System build

· System test

3.6
Display System Processing 

The new en route automation system must replace the existing HCS functionality that generates display information in prescribed formats and transmits this data to the appropriate Display System Replacement (DSR) console for display to the controller.  The ERAM functional requirements for the display system are described in Section 3.3 of the ERAM fRD.

 3.7
Continuous Functionality  

ERAM will provide uninterrupted ATC automation functionality even during failure of any ERAM automation component as well as during routine hardware and software maintenance operations.  This requirement is described in Section 3.2 of the ERAM fRD.

3.8
Training
ERAM will provide training function enhancements to the pre-ERAM en route training capabilities.  These enhancements include simulation capabilities of the ERAM automation architecture to provide realistic on-site controller training for ERAM functionality.  The functional requirements for the ERAM training function are described in section 3.5 of the ERAM fRD.
4.0
Offeror Submissions

4.1 
Offeror Written Proposals
Offeror written proposals shall be submitted in two parts.

Part 1:
 Volume 1:  Offeror Team Information

Part 2:  Volume 2:  Technical Approach 


 Volume 3:  System Engineering and Development


 Volume 4:  System Integration, Implementation and Operational Transition


 Volume 5:  Air Traffic Operations


 Volume 6:  Airway Facilities Operations


 Volume 7:  Past Performance

Volume 1: Offeror Team Information

As the first part of their proposal submission, offerors shall submit a list of proposed subcontractors and their areas of expertise (needed in part so that the Government can begin processing conflict of interest forms for its evaluators).  This information will be used by the evaluators to supplement, as required, the capabilities, experience, and past performance information provided in remaining volumes.

Page limitation:  25 pages maximum

Volume 2:  Technical Approach 

Offerors shall submit the information required to describe and substantiate their proposed approach, including schedule, resources, and processes for delivering the technical requirements of the fRD resulting in a fully deployed and operational system by December 2008.  

Technical Approach:

At a minimum, the Government requires that the technical approach information include:

· Description of the proposed physical and functional architectures to provide the major ERAM functions identified in Section 3 of this announcement;

· Identification of the major software development components;

· Description of the software development approach for each major ERAM function;

· Identification of all assumptions and Source Lines of Code (SLOC) estimates for new, modified, and Commercial Off The Shelf (COTS)/Non-Developmental Item (NDI) software code for each major ERAM function identified in Section 3 of this announcement.  SLOC estimates shall include a low, nominal and high range for each major ERAM function;

· Description of the software estimation methodology and the basis of estimate for each major ERAM function; 

· Identification of the programming language(s), target hardware/operating system;

· Platform and software development environment for each major ERAM function;  

· Identification of the approach for evolving any proposed COTS/NDI products into a system that meets the ERAM requirements;

· Description of the major internal ERAM interfaces;

· Description of the major ERAM-NAS integration issues and proposed resolution for each major ERAM functional component identified in the proposed approach;

· Description of the technical approach and planned actions to assess and mitigate information security (INFOSEC) vulnerabilities;

· Description of implementation and operational transition approach, including deployment concept, training approach, maintenance approach, and system/subsystem fallback concept; and

· Traceability matrix for sections 3 (excluding section 3.8), 5, and 10 from the ERAM fRD, including identification of requirements that the offeror’s solution will not fully meet.

Schedule:

· Offerors shall submit a Level 3 schedule for delivery of the ERAM solution (including any proposed phased deliveries) by December 2008.  The Level 3 schedule shall identify the estimated time duration for requirement analysis (assuming that the Government provides the A-Level System Specification[s] at contract award), system/software design, software development (code, unit test, Software Integration Test of individual ERAM components), system integration of ERAM components, contractor formal testing and site deployment activities.  At a minimum, Level 3 schedule(s) shall include the following milestones:  contract award, system requirements review, preliminary design review, system detailed design review, test readiness review, key site Government Acceptance (GA), and last site GA.  The offeror shall provide a high-level description of all activities identified in the schedule.

In addition to the foregoing, the following parameters apply to the Volume 2 submission:

· Offeror shall identify assumptions for government Furnished Equipment (GFE) required to implement the offeror’s proposed approach; identify implications and possible workarounds if requested GFE is not provided;

· Offeror shall identify assumptions for contractor and government test facilities required to implement the offeror’s proposed approach and schedule;

· Offeror shall identify assumptions for access to government facilities required to implement the offeror’s proposed approach and schedule;

· ERAM development effort will include the development of technical documentation (e.g., requirements, design, development, and test) in accordance with FAA tailored Data Item Descriptions (DIDs);

· Assume XX/02 as the initial contract award date;

· Assume $XXM is available from initial contract award through XX/03 for those activities associated with Step 12 of the ERAM Evaluation Plan; and 

· Assume seven months from Government Acceptance (GA) to Operational Readiness Demonstration (ORD) at operational sites

Page limitation:  250 pages maximum, excluding the requirements traceability matrix.

Volume 3:  System Development/Software Engineering

Offerors shall submit the information required for the government to evaluate the risk factors (i.e., approach, capabilities, and experience) and subfactors in the System Engineering and Development area as detailed in Attachment 3. The volume should be divided into three areas detailing approach, capabilities, and experience.  The offeror is permitted to make reference to Volume 2 information in the Volume 3 submission. 

Page limitation:  100 pages maximum

Volume 4:  System Integration, Implementation, and Operational Transition

Offerors shall submit the information required for the government to evaluate the risk factors (i.e., capabilities, experience, and approach) and subfactors in the System Integration/Transition area as detailed in Attachment 3.  The volume should be divided into three areas detailing approach, capabilities, and past performance. The offeror is permitted to make reference to Volume 2 information in the Volume 4 submission; however, it is the offeror’s responsibility to make specific reference (by Section and Page number) to the Volume 2 material or it may not be considered in the evaluation of the Volume 4 material. 

Page limitation:  100 pages maximum

Volume 5:  Air Traffic Operations

Offerors shall submit the information required for the government to evaluate the risk factors (i.e., capabilities, experience, and approach) and subfactors in the Air Traffic Operations area as detailed in Attachment 3. The volume should be divided into three areas detailing approach, capabilities, and past performance.  The offeror is permitted to make reference to Volume 2 information in the Volume 5 submission; however, it is the offeror’s responsibility to make specific reference (by Section and Page number) to the Volume 2 material or it may not be considered in the evaluation of the Volume 5 material. 

Page limitation:  100 pages maximum

Volume 6:  Airway Facilities Operations

Offerors shall submit the information required for the government to evaluate the risk factors (i.e., capabilities experience, and approach) and subfactors in the Airway Facilities Operations area as detailed in Attachment 3. The volume should be divided into three areas detailing approach, capabilities, and past performance. The offeror is permitted to make reference to Volume 2 information in the Volume 6 submission; however, it is the offeror’s responsibility to make specific reference (by Section and Page number) to the Volume 2 material or it may not be considered in the evaluation of the Volume 6.

Page limitation:  100 pages maximum

Volume 7:  Past Performance

For all programs that the offeror references as experience in Volumes 3-6, the offeror shall provide Earned Value Management (EVM) documentation, where available, for each referenced program to substantiate cost and schedule performance.  For completed programs, all sections of the Final Program Cost Performance Report (CPR) shall be provided.  For programs that are currently ongoing, all sections of the most recent program CPR shall be provided.   The offeror may also submit additional information to clarify variances.

For referenced programs (including those without EVM requirements), the offeror shall submit the following information:

Contract name

Contract number

Government or commercial organization that contract supported

Name and telephone number of organization contracting officer

Page limitation:  50 pages maximum (not including CPRs)

4.2
Offeror Demonstrations

Offerors may, as part of their proposal submission, provide demonstrations of their existing products to the government.  The purpose of the offeror demonstrations is to support the offeror’s written submission.  The government considers such demonstrations to be “communications” in accordance with Section 6.2 of the ERAM Evaluation Plan.  Observations by the evaluators as part of the demonstrations may affect (either favorably or unfavorably) the offeror’s risk rating(s) as appropriate.

The following considerations shall apply to the offeror demonstrations:

· The demonstration must be scheduled and completed within two 8-hour work days

· Multiple scenarios, capabilities, and features may be scheduled and displayed during the demonstration;

· The demonstrations will be conducted within six weeks after submission of Part 2 volumes; and 

· The offeror must notify the government of its request to perform a demonstration to the government at the time it submits Part 1, Volume 1.  This notification will include the proposed dates and location for the demonstration and any requested Government Furnished Equipment for purposes of conducting the demonstration.

4.3  
Time of Submissions
All submissions must be received by the Contracting Officer no later than 4:00pm EST on the dates identified below.  Proposals must be addressed to:

Donald King

Contracting Officer

ASU-350

800 Independence Avenue, SW

Washington, DC  20591

Part 1 submissions must be received no later than [2 weeks after SIR release]

Part 2 submissions must be received no later than [8 weeks after SIR release]

Only one approach is permitted per offeror.

4.4  
Requirements for Submissions  

a.  The proposal shall be sufficiently detailed and complete to enable the government to determine whether the specified requirements are met without discussion with the offeror.  Offers which simply paraphrase the ERAM fRD, or which use nonspecific phrases such as "standard procedures" or "well‑known techniques" may be rejected on the basis that the offeror fails to understand the requirements.

b.  The proposal must be organized and formatted so that extensive searching is not necessary to perform an evaluation.  Each proposal shall be submitted in a three ring binder.  Each volume shall contain a "Table of Contents" that identifies all sections, paragraphs and subparagraphs covered within that volume.  Dividers must separate each section within each volume.  One or two columns of text information per page is acceptable.  Charts and graphs shall be used, where practical, to depict organizational structures, system descriptions and layouts, work schedules, and plans.  Photo reduction, other than for graphs, tables, and drawings, is not desired.

c.  For hard copies, text shall be one-and-one-half-spaced, typewritten, on 8 ½  x 11 inch paper, with no more than 6-1/2 inches of text from side-to-side and 1 inch top and bottom margins.  Gantt and/or PERT Charts may be printed on paper of a larger dimension (up to D-size) so as to make the text legible and the charts clear. Number of copies to be delivered TBD.

d.  Offers shall use Microsoft Office software, not earlier than 98 version, to prepare electronic versions of each volume and provide the proposal on CD-ROM.  

e.  Print shall be of a minimum 12-point font size or a maximum 10 characters per inch (10 pitch, pica) spacing.  Bolding, underlining, and italics may be used to identify topic demarcations or points of emphasis.  Graphic presentations, including tables, while not subject to the same font size and spacing requirements, shall have spacing and text that is easily readable.  Use of government generated forms, by downloading from Internet, is encouraged.

f.  Pages in each Volume shall be numbered consecutively. 

g.  Offerors assume the full responsibility of ensuring that proposals are received at the place and by the date and time specified above.

4.5
Additional Instructions
Offerors interested in participating in the ERAM procurement shall submit a written notice of intent to compete as a potential prime contractor on the ERAM program to the FAA Contracting Officer no later than [one week after SIR 1 release

Offerors may request access to the attached list of sensitive en route National Airspace (NAS) Data and other informational documents.  Controlled access will be provided to offerors that have submitted written notice of intent to compete as a potential prime contractor on the ERAM program.  The En Route data is provided for informational purposes only.

Any questions or clarifications concerning any aspect of the SIR shall be prepared in writing and submitted to the Contracting Officer.  Questions should be submitted, identified, and segregated by topic (e.g., Proposal volume, page, paragraph).   Offeror questions and their response by the government may form the basis of an amendment to the SIR.  Questions/clarifications will not be identified as to the source.  It is important that the envelope containing the questions be marked "URGENT - SIR QUESTIONS." The questions shall be sent both electronically to the Contracting Officer (don.king@faa.gov) and included in a formal letter to the Contracting Officer.

Communications with offerors will take place throughout the source selection process in accordance with the FAA acquisition policies and procedures.

The government will consider offeror requests for a noninterference visit to an FAA facility.

It is noted that the Government shall not be liable for any costs associated with the preparation or submittal of inquiries concerning or responses to this announcement.

 5.0  Basis for Screening Decision

The SIR 1 screening decision will be based on identifying the one offeror providing best value. For purposes of the ERAM evaluation, best value is defined as the solution posing the lowest overall comparative risk to the government that a given offeror will be able to meet the technical requirements of the fRD resulting in a fully deployed and operational system by December 2008.   In assessing comparative risk, the government will consider the risk factors and subfactors in each of five different areas.  The five areas are:  system development and engineering; system integration, implementation, and operational transition; Air Traffic operations; Airway Facilities operations; and past performance.

In each area, except past performance, there are three factors (i.e., approach, current capabilities, and experience 
).  Within each factor there are one or more subfactors. A complete matrix showing each area, factor, and subfactor is Attachment 3.  

A risk rating will be assigned for each factor in each area.  The rating will consist of one of five levels of risk.  The levels of risk assigned to each is Attachment 4.  

In determining which offeror provides the best value, the government considers the area of Air Traffic operations to be more important than the other four areas.  Therefore, the discretion of the SSO does not extend to retaining an offeror in the competition if that offeror’s risk rating in the  Air Traffic operations area is “high” or “very high”.  (See Attachment 4). 

6.0  Acquisition Management System Clauses

6.1           Clauses Incorporated by Reference
Upon request, the Contracting Officer will make the full text available, or vendors may obtain the full text via the Internet at:    MACROBUTTON HtmlResAnchor http://fast.faa.gov
 (on this web page, select “toolsets,” then “procurement toolbox”).

3.2.2.3-14 
LATE SUBMISSIONS, MODIFICATIONS AND WITHDRAWAL OF SUBMITTALS

3.2.2.3-6
SUBMITTALS IN THE U.S. ENGLISH LANGUAGE

3.2.2.7-7
CERTIFICATION REGARDING DEBARMENT, SUSPENSION, 


PROPOSED DEBARMENT, AND OTHER RESPONSIBILITY 



MATTERS

3.2.5-7  
DISCLOSURE REGARDING PAYMENTS TO INFLUENCE CERTAIN FEDERAL TRANSACTIONS

3.2.2.3-1 FALSE STATEMENTS IN OFFERS  (APRIL 1996)

3.16-6
CONTRACTOR PERSONELL SUITABILITY REQUIREMENTS 
(OCTOBER 1999)

3.13-8 FOREIGN NATIONALS AS CONTRACTOR EMPLOYEES (OCTOBER 2001)

6.2
AMS Clauses Incorporated in Full Text
Contingent Fee Representation and Agreement

a.
Representation.  The Offeror represents that, except for full-time bona fide employees working solely for the Offeror, the Offeror--

[Note: The Offeror must check the appropriate boxes. For interpretation of the representation, including the term “bona fide employee, ” see Subpart 3.4 of the Federal Acquisition Regulation.]

1.
[ ] has, [ ] has not employed or retained any person or company to solicit or obtain this contract; and

2.
[  ] has, [ ] has not paid or agreed to pay to any person or company employed or retained to solicit or obtain this contract any commission, percentage, brokerage, or other fee contingent upon or resulting from the award of this contract.

b.
Agreement.  The Offeror agrees to provide information relating to the above Representation as requested by the Contracting Officer and, when subparagraph (a)(1) or (a)(2) is answered affirmatively, to promptly submit to the Contracting Officer--

1.
A completed Standard Form 119, Statement of Contingent or Other Fees, (SF 119); or

2.
A signed statement indicating that the SF 119 was previously submitted to the same contracting office, including the date and applicable solicitation or contract number, and representing that the prior SF 119 applies to this offer or quotation.

Organizational Conflicts of Interest Certificate--Marketing Consultants

a.
Definitions.


‘Marketing consultant’ means any independent contractor who furnishes advice, information, direction, or assistance to an Offeror or any other contractor in sup-port of the preparation or submission of an offer for a Government contract by that Offeror.  An independent contractor is not a marketing consultant when rendering--


(i)  Services excluded in AMS;


(ii) Routine engineering and technical services (such as installation, operation, or maintenance of systems, equipment, software, components, or facilities);


(iii) Routine legal, actuarial, auditing, and accounting services; or


(iv) Training services.


‘Organizational conflict of interest’ means that because of other activities or relationships with other persons, a person is unable or potentially unable to render impartial assistance or advice to the Government, or the person’s objectivity in performing the contract work is or might be otherwise impaired, or a person has an unfair competitive advantage.

b.
An individual or firm that employs, retains, or engages contractually one or more marketing consultants in connection with a contract, shall submit to the contracting officer, with respect to each marketing consultant, the certificates described below, if the individual or firm is notified that it is the apparent successful Offeror.

c.
The certificate` must contain the following:

1.
The name of the agency and the number of the solicitation in question.

2.
The name, address, telephone number, and federal taxpayer identification number of the marketing consultant.

3.
The name, address, and telephone number of a responsible officer or employee of the marketing consultant who has personal knowledge of the marketing consultants involvement in the contract.

4.
A description of the nature of the services rendered by or to be rendered by the marketing consultant.

5.
The name, address, and telephone number of the client or clients, and the name of a responsible officer or employee of the marketing consultant who is knowledgeable about the services provided to such client(s), and a description of the nature of the services rendered to such client(s), if, based on information provided to the Contractor by the marketing consultant, any marketing consultant is rendering or, in the 12* months preceding the date of the certificate, has rendered services respecting the same subject matter of the instant solicitation, or directly relating to such subject matter, to the Government or any other client (including any foreign government or person).

*
If approved by the head of the contracting activity, this period may be increased up to 36 months.

6.
A statement that the person who signs the certificate for the prime Contractor has informed the marketing consultant of the existence of Federal Acquisition Regulation Subpart 9.5 and Office of Federal Procurement Policy Letter 89-1.

7.
The signature, name, title, employer’s name, address, and telephone number of the persons who signed the certificates for both the apparent successful Offeror and the marketing consultant.

d.
In addition, the apparent successful Offeror shall forward to the Contracting Officer a certificate signed by the marketing consultant that the marketing consultant has been told of the existence of Federal Acquisition Regulation Subpart 9.5 and Office of Federal Procurement Policy Letter 89-1, and the marketing consultant has made inquiry, and to the best of the consultant’s knowledge and belief, the consultant has provided no unfair competitive advantage to the prime Contractor with respect to the services rendered or to be rendered in connection with the solicitation, or that any unfair competitive advantage that, to the best of the consultant’s knowledge and belief, does or may exist, has been disclosed to the Offeror.

e.
Failure of the Offeror to provide the certifications may result in the Offeror being determined ineligible for award.  Misrepresentation of any fact may result in the assessment of penalties associated with false certifications or such other provisions provided for by law or regulation.

Certification Regarding Former Department Of Transportation (DOT) Employees Proposed To Work On The Engineering And Technical Contract

I hereby certify, as a sole proprietor [___] partner [___] principal officer [___] of [_________], that:

a.
I have [___] have not [___] been an employee of the Department of Transportation (DOT) (including any of its constituent administrations or agencies) within the last 2 calendar years.  If “have” is checked, identify the DOT organization(s) involved, the DOT position title(s), and the dates of DOT employment in an attachment to this certification.

b.
The above firm does [_] does not [___] employ any individual(s) who [was/were] employed by the Department of Transportation (DOT) (including any of its constituent administrations or agencies) within the last 2 calendar years.  If “does” is checked:  (1) attach to this certification a list of all such employees by name, including the DOT organization(s) involved, the DOT position title(s), and the dates of DOT employment; (2) indicate any such employee who is a partner or principal officer of your firm, and state the title of their company position; and (3) provide the total number of employees of your firm.

c.  The above firm is [___] is not [__] controlled by any individual who, within the last two calendar years, was employed by the Department of Transportation (including any of its constituent administrations or agencies).
ATTACHMENT 3

EVALUATION CRITERIA


Approach
Capabilities
Experience


System Engineering/

System Development
1. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s technical approach to meeting the functionality required in the fRD?

2. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s system engineering and associated processes to accomplish the proposed technical approach?

3. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s approach to system development and associated processes (including but not necessarily limited to, software estimation methodology, software development and process control) to accomplish the proposed technical approach?

4. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s approach to verification (including, but not necessarily limited to developmental testing through system acceptance testing) to accomplish the proposed technical approach? 

5. What is the level of risk associated with the architecture, technologies and NDI/COTS products  described in the offeror’s technical approach, including the accommodation of lifecycle technical refresh insertion?

6. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s technical approach to managing impacts of requirement changes as a result multiple moving baselines in en route systems and user evaluations between now and full ERAM deployment?


1. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s capabilities to accomplish the proposed technical approach for meeting the functionality required in the fRD?

2. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s capabilities for system engineering and associated processes to accomplish the proposed technical approach?

3. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s capabilities for system development and associated processes (including but not necessarily limited to, software estimation methodology, software development and process control) to accomplish the proposed technical approach?

4. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s capabilities for  verification (including, but not necessarily limited to testing through system acceptance testing) to accomplish the proposed technical approach? 

5. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s capabilities to accomplish the proposed technical approach for the architecture, technologies, and NDI/COTS products, including the accommodation of lifecycle technical refresh insertion?

6. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s capabilities to accomplish to the proposed technical approach for managing impacts of requirement changes as a result multiple moving baselines in en route systems and user evaluations between now and full ERAM deployment?
1. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s experience to accomplish the proposed technical approach for meeting the functionality required in the fRD?

2. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s experience with system engineering and associated processes to accomplish the proposed technical approach?

3. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s experience for system development and associated processes (including but not necessarily limited to, software estimation methodology, software development and process control) to accomplish the proposed technical approach?

4. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s experience with  verification (including, but not necessarily limited to testing through system acceptance testing) to accomplish the proposed technical approach? 

5. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s experience to accomplish the proposed technical approach for  the architecture, technologies, and NDI/COTS products, including the accommodation of lifecycle technical refresh insertion?

6. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s experience to accomplish the proposed technical approach for managing impacts of requirement changes as a result multiple moving baselines in en route systems and user evaluations between now and full ERAM deployment?

System Integration/

Implementation/

Transition
1. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror's technical approach to resolving the unique programmatic and technical issues associated with Key Site implementation (e.g., human resources, tools appropriate to analyze and diagnose problems, infrastructure to fix problems and appropriate planning to restore the NAS)?

2. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s technical approach for implementation (including deployment concept, maintenance approach and system/subsystem fallback concept) of ERAM at required FAA facilities?

3. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror's technical approach to meeting the requirements of section 4, Physical Integration section 5 Functional Integration and Appendix D of the fRD?

4. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s technical approach to meeting the requirements of section 10, Implementation and Transition, of the fRD?

5. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s technical approach to train the FAA Airways Facility and Air Traffic workforce?
1. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s capabilities to accomplish the proposed technical approach for resolving the unique programmatic and technical issues associated with Key Site implementation (e.g., human resources, tools appropriate to analyze and diagnose problems, infrastructure to fix problems and appropriate planning to restore the NAS)?

2. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s capabilities to accomplish the proposed technical approach for implementation (including deployment concept, maintenance approach and system/subsystem fallback concept) of ERAM at required FAA facilities?

3. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s capabilities to accomplish the proposed technical approach for meeting the requirements of section 4, Physical Integration, section 5 Functional Integration and Appendix D of the fRD?

4. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s capabilities to accomplish the proposed technical approach for meeting the requirements of section 10, Implementation and Transition, of the fRD?

5. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s capabilities to accomplish the proposed technical approach for training the FAA Airways Facility and Air Traffic workforce?
1. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s experience to accomplish the proposed technical approach for resolving the unique programmatic and technical issues associated with Key Site implementation (e.g., human resources, tools appropriate to analyze and diagnose problems, infrastructure to fix problems and appropriate planning to restore the NAS)?

2. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s experience to accomplish the proposed technical approach for implementation (including deployment concept, maintenance approach and system/subsystem fallback concept) of ERAM at required FAA facilities?

3. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s experience to accomplish the proposed technical approach for meeting the requirements of section 4, Physical Integration, section 5 Functional Integration and Appendix D of the fRD?

4. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s experience to accomplish the proposed technical approach for meeting the requirements of section 10, Implementation and Transition, of the fRD?

5. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s experience to accomplish the proposed technical approach for training the FAA Airways Facility and Air Traffic workforce?

Air Traffic Operations
1. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s technical approach to meeting the functionality required in the fRD for AT Operations (including but not limited to: functionally integrated flight data and surveillance data processing, trajectory modeling, flight data exchange, flight data distribution, and transfer of control)?

2. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s technical approach to obtain AT user acceptance (including but not necessarily limited to, human factors workflow, CHI, and site training)?

3. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s technical approach to support  AT operations during ERAM system equipment failures and emergency facility airspace reconfiguration scenarios? Of particular importance  are the full service backup, airspace definition and flexible airspace configuration concepts described in section 2 of the fRD.

4. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s technical approach to support AT operations during the operational transition period?
1. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s capabilities to accomplish the proposed technical approach for meeting the functionality required in the fRD for AT Operations (including but not limited to: functionally integrated flight data and surveillance data processing, trajectory modeling, flight data exchange, flight data distribution, and transfer of control)?

2. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s capabilities to accomplish the proposed technical approach for obtaining AT user acceptance (including but not necessarily limited to, human factors work flow, CHI, and site training)?

3. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s capabilities to accomplish the proposed technical approach for supporting AT operations during ERAM system equipment failures and emergency facility airspace reconfiguration scenarios??  Of particular importance are the full service backup, airspace definition and flexible configuration concepts described in section 2 of the fRD.

4. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s capabilities to accomplish the proposed technical approach for supporting AT operations during the operational transition period?
1. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s experience to accomplish the proposed technical approach for meeting the functionality required in the fRD for AT Operations (including but not limited to: functionally integrated flight data and surveillance data processing, trajectory modeling, flight data exchange, flight data distribution, and transfer of control)?

2. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s experience to accomplish the proposed technical approach for obtaining AT user acceptance (including but not necessarily limited to, human factors work flow, CHI, and site training)?

3. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s experience to accomplish the proposed technical approach for supporting AT operations during ERAM system equipment failures and emergency facility airspace reconfiguration scenarios?   Of particular importance are the full service backup, airspace definition and flexible configuration concepts described in section 2 of the fRD.

4. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s experience to accomplish the proposed technical approach for supporting AT operations during the operational transition period?

Airway Facilities Operations
1. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s technical approach to meet the functionality required in the fRD for AF Operations, (including but not limited to: Monitor and Control)?

2. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s technical approach to satisfy requirements for system availability, RMA, failover and cutover?

3. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s technical approach with providing life cycle support (including but not necessarily limited to hardware and software end of life/end of service, efficiency of system software maintenance (including software licensing), efficiency of site adaptation changes, system maintenance concept and logistics support concept)?

4. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s technical approach to obtain AF user acceptance for human factors, personnel safety, certification and training?


1. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s capabilities to accomplish the technical approach for meeting the functionality required in the fRD for AF Operations, (including but not limited to:  Monitor and Control)?

2. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s capabilities to accomplish the technical approach for meeting requirements for system availability, RMA, failover and cutover?

3. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s capabilities to accomplish the technical approach for providing life cycle support (including but not necessarily limited to hardware and software end of life/end of service, efficiency of system software maintenance (including software licensing), efficiency of site adaptation changes, system maintenance concept and logistics support concept)?

4. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s capabilities to accomplish the technical approach for obtaining AF user acceptance for human factors, personnel safety, certification and training?


1. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s experience to accomplish the technical approach for meeting the functionality required in the fRD for AF Operations, (including but not limited to:  Monitor and Control)? 

2. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s experience to accomplish the technical approach for meeting requirements for system availability, RMA, failover and cutover?

3. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s experience to accomplish the technical approach for providing life cycle support (including but not necessarily limited to hardware and software end of life/end of service, efficiency of system software maintenance (including software licensing), efficiency of site adaptation changes, system maintenance concept and logistics support concept)?

4. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s experience to accomplish the technical approach for obtaining AF user acceptance for human factors, personnel safety, certification and training?



Past Performance:

1. What is the level of risk associated with the offeror’s demonstrated past performance to accomplish the proposed technical approach?

ATTACHMENT 4

EVALUATION RATINGS

The five evaluation ratings for level of risk are:

Very Low Risk


Blue
Low Risk



Green
Moderate Risk



Yellow
High Risk



Orange 

Very High Risk


Red
� Approach:  The offeror’s description of how the program will be accomplished, including schedule, resources, and processes.





Capabilities:  The offeror’s description of what existing resources, assets, and competencies (physical plants, laboratories, NDI products, COTS, technologies, methodologies/processes {including third process certifications} personnel and intellectual property) will be used to mitigate the risks with accomplishing the offeror’s proposed ERAM approach.





Experience:  The offeror’s evidence of previously applied capabilities to mitigate the risks with accomplishing the offeror’s proposed ERAM approach.


� In determining the appropriate risk rating for the experience factor in each area, the Evaluation Team shall consider the following:





Similarity to ERAM fRD of other programs’ functionality 


Similarity to ERAM of other projects’ system complexity


Similarity to ERAM of other projects’ size (e.g., Traffic loads, software, cost, number of sites, number of controllers)


Similarity to ERAM of other projects’ operational environment


Similarity to ERAM of other projects’ work scope
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