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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) will replace the existing Host Computer System (HCS) software/hardware and the existing Direct Access Radar Channel (DARC) software/hardware with a new en route 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.  This replacement is known as the En Route Automation Modernization (ERAM) acquisition.  

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.  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.

The government will award a contract for an ERAM solution to replace the HCS and DARC.  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.
2.0 PURPOSE

The purpose of this plan is to guide the evaluation process that will be used to select the offeror that will provide the ERAM solution.  The evaluation process will support the selection of the solution that provides the best value to the government.  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.  

3.0 PROCUREMENT PROCESS

This acquisition will be conducted in accordance with the procedures outlined in FAA’s Acquisition Management System (AMS) and any approved tailoring of or deviations thereto.  The procurement strategy is based on a competitively awarded contract for an ERAM solution to a single offeror. The overall strategy of the ERAM evaluation process is based on three phases in achieving contract award.  

· Phase 1 will be begin at the initiation of the acquisition and continue through to the initial screening decision (see Steps 1 through 11 in Section 6.3).  The purpose of the Phase 1 activities is to determine 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. 

· Phase 2 will begin at release of SIR 2 and continue through to the award the ERAM contract (see Step 12 in Section 6.3).  The purpose of the Phase 2 activities is to engage in risk mitigation activity prior to committing the government to any large-scale development or production effort. These activities may include System Requirements Reviews, Preliminary Design Reviews and limited development activities to reduce risk for key components. If as part of the Phase 2 activities, the government determines, in its sole discretion, that continuing performance with the selected offeror would not be in the best interest of the government, it may remove the selected offeror from further competition and reconsider any offerors eliminated as a result of the Phase 1 activities.

· Phase 3 will begin during the Phase 2 activities and continue through to contract award (see Steps 13 through 15 in Section 6.3). The purpose of the Phase 3 activities is to definitize the contract for the full ERAM solution.  

If at any time during the evaluation activities, it becomes apparent to the government that an offeror is not likely to receive contract award, the government may disqualify that offeror from further participation in the ERAM acquisition. 

4.0 CODE OF CONDUCT FOR EVALUATION PARTICIPANTS
Prior to beginning the evaluation, each evaluator and each advisor shall be required to sign both a nondisclosure agreement and a non-conflict of interest form.  All participants in the evaluation process (including the Source Selection Official and the Source Selection Evaluation Board) have the responsibility to ensure that no conflict of interest exists that might affect their ability to evaluate the proposals impartially and without bias.  Evaluation process participants must also safeguard information in the proposals as proprietary data of the offerors and must use the information only for evaluation purposes.  

The following items explain the code of conduct for evaluation process participants:

· Proprietary Information. All proposals are confidential and proprietary to the offerors.  All proposals and related information obtained from offerors shall be used for evaluation purposes only.

· Disclosure of Evaluation Information.  Information, including communications, resulting from the evaluation process shall only be disclosed to those individuals participating in the evaluation process and who have signed non-disclosure agreements on a need-to-know basis.

5.0 ORGANIZATION

5.1 Source Selection Official (SSO)

The SSO is the government official responsible for making the final selection(s) based on the recommendation of the Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB). The functions and responsibilities of the SSO include:

(a) Review and approve in writing the Evaluation Plan and any amendments thereto;

(b) Ensure the SSEB and Evaluation Team are properly appointed and contain the required skills to evaluate properly each offeror’s proposal and to make the recommendation of which proposal represents the best value to the government; 

(c) Make all screening decisions and selection decisions;

(d) Adhere to the Code of Conduct in Section 4.0; and

(e) Execute anon-disclosure agreement and a non-conflict of interest form.

The SSO is identified in Appendix 1
. 

5.2 Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB)

The SSEB consists of a chairperson, appointed by the SSO, and other qualified government contracting, technical and administrative/management personnel.  The SSEB, assisted by the Evaluation Team, has the responsibility of providing the SSO with a sound basis for making informed screening and selection decisions. The functions and responsibilities of the SSEB include:

(a) Oversee the evaluation process in accordance with the Evaluation Plan;

(b) Ensure that the proposals are safeguarded against unauthorized disclosure;

(c) Ensure that the evaluation performed by the Evaluation Team is comprehensive and that each proposal is evaluated in an impartial and unbiased manner; 

(d) Ensure that the proposal evaluation is an integrated assessment; 

(e) Prepare a SSEB Report which clearly and concisely describes its conclusions regarding the results of the proposal evaluation; 

(f) Provide such briefings and consultations concerning the evaluation as may be required by the SSO; 

(g) Participate in debriefing of unsuccessful offerors as requested by the Contracting Officer (CO); 

(h) Obtain suitable facilities for team evaluations and meetings;

(i) Execute non-disclosure agreements and non-conflict of interest forms; and 

(j) Adhere to the Code of Conduct in Section 4.0.

SSEB membership may be changed, provided the contract file is documented accordingly.  The membership of the SSEB is identified in Appendix 1.  

5.3 Evaluation Team

The Evaluation Team consists of a team leader and members who will be responsible for specific evaluation activities during the evaluation process.

Those evaluation activities are:

(a) Evaluate and rate the proposals received in accordance with the Evaluation Plan;

(b) Ensure that the proposals are safeguarded against unauthorized disclosure;

(c) Conduct, as necessary, comparative evaluations between offerors’ proposal to evaluate the relative merit of one proposal compared to others;

(d) Perform a comprehensive evaluation that is done in an impartial and unbiased manner;

(e) Execute non-disclosure and non-conflict of interest statements;

(f) Adhere to the Code of Conduct in Section 4.0;

(g) Participate in debriefing of unsuccessful offerors as requested by the Contracting Officer (CO);

(h) Provide such briefings and consultations concerning the evaluation as may be required by the SSO; 

(i) Ensure that the proposals are safeguarded against unauthorized disclosure; and

(j) Make a recommendation as to which solution poses the best value.
During the evaluations, the Evaluation Team may be advised by government support contractors who will be held to the same standards of conduct as government employees. 

The membership of the Evaluation Team is identified in Appendix 1.

6.0 EVALUATION PROCESS

6.1  Basis for SIR 1 Screening Decision

The SIR 1 screening decision will be based on identifying the one offeror providing best value.  In assessing comparative risk (part of best value as the term is defined in Section 2), 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 Appendix 2.  

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 are identified in Appendix 3. 

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 Appendix 4.)

6.2 Evaluation Methodology

The ERAM acquisition evaluation methodology consists of an orderly process whereby the government uses the steps in Section 6.3 to award the ERAM contract.

As part of the evaluation process, communications may be held with offerors, with the concurrence of the CO, to ensure a mutual understanding of the government’s requirements and the offeror’s solution to meet the requirements or for any other reason it is in the best interest of the government to engage in communications.  Communications with one or more offerors does not necessitate communications with all offerors; provided, however, that all similarly situated offerors are treated similarly.  

6.3 Steps

PHASE 1 ACTIVITIES

6.3.1 Step 1

The government releases the draft final Requirements Document (fRD) and the Notice of Controlled Document Access to Industry. 

6.3.2 Step 2

Industry provides comments on the fRD and obtains controlled documents.  

6.3.3 Step 3

The government completes fRD revisions for SIR 1 release.  

6.3.4 Step 4

The government issues SIR 1 with revised fRD and Evaluation Plan. 

6.3.5 Step 5  

Offerors submit Part 1 of their written responses to SIR 1.  
6.3.6 Step 6

Offerors submit Part 2 of their written responses to SIR 1. 

6.3.7 Step 7

The government evaluates offerors’ responses.  Once the Evaluation Team has completed its findings regarding the risks of each offeror’s proposal, the Evaluation Team shall complete a comparative assessment to determine which solution poses the best value.  Based on the comparative assessment, the Evaluation Team shall recommend an offeror for making a screening decision. 

6.3.8 Step 8

The Evaluation Team submits a report to the SSEB detailing the process and findings of its evaluation regarding the risks of each offeror's proposal and the results of the best value determination.  

6.3.9 Step 9

The SSEB reviews the Evaluation Team report and deliberates regarding which offeror poses the best value for the purpose of making a screening selection recommendation to the SSO.  In deliberating, the SSEB shall consider the findings and recommendation regarding the best value determination contained in the Evaluation Team report as binding unless the SSEB finds through irrefutable proof that the findings were arrived at based on fraud, gross mistake amounting to fraud, or are otherwise not in accordance with law.  If the SSEB determines that any of the findings or recommendation of the Evaluation Team are not supported by appropriate documentation, the SSEB shall return the report to the Evaluation Team requesting the additional documentation. 

6.3.10 Step 10

The SSEB prepares a written report to the SSO attaching the Evaluation Team Report.  If the SSEB determined that the evaluation was conducted in accordance with this Evaluation Plan, then the SSEB shall recommend that the SSO concur in the Evaluation Team’s recommendation.  

6.3.11 Step 11

The SSO considers the inputs from the SSEB in selecting the one offeror as eligible to receive SIR 2.  In considering the inputs, the SSO is not bound by the recommendation contained in the SSEB report if a rational basis for making an alternative selection exists.  If there is no rational basis on which to limit release of SIR 2 to one vendor, the government shall refine its information requests to offerors in order to obtain appropriate information from which to make a screening decision. 

PHASE 2 ACTIVITIES

6.3.12 Step 12

SIR 2 results in a contract for completion of risk mitigation activities prior to committing the government to any large-scale development or production effort.  These activities may include System Requirements Reviews, Preliminary Design Reviews and limited development activities to reduce risk for key components. As part of the mitigation activities, the government reserves the right to direct changes to the offeror’s approach.  

PHASE 3 ACTIVITIES

6.3.13 Step 13

During the risk mitigation activities, the government releases a request to the offeror for purposes of definitizing the contract for the remainder of the ERAM solution. 

6.3.14 Step 14

The offeror will respond with a proposal for the remainder of the ERAM solution. 

6.3.15 Step 15

Government definitizes the remainder of the ERAM contract. 

7.0 DOCUMENTATION

7.1 Evaluation Sheets

Evaluators are expected to record all evaluation assessments on the appropriate evaluation sheets.  Evaluators are discouraged from making notes other than on the evaluation sheets.

7.2 Reports

7.2.1 Evaluation Team Report

The Evaluation Team shall prepare an Evaluation Team report to assist the SSEB and the SSO each time a screening decision is needed.  The team leader is responsible for obtaining consensus regarding the evaluation and for preparing the report in conformance with the consensus. After the report is drafted, each Evaluation Team member shall have the opportunity to review the report and make suggestions for changes.  The content of the final report is the responsibility of the team leader.  Prior to finalizing the report, the team leader shall again send the report to each Evaluation Team member for his/her concurrence.  Any Evaluation Team member who does not concur in the final report may file a minority report.  If any minority report so filed is agreed to by at least two other Evaluation Team members, then the team leader shall include such minority reports in the Evaluation Team report. 

7.2.2 SSEB Report
The SSEB shall prepare an SSEB Report prior to any screening decision.  The report shall contain a recommendation and the rationale for the recommendation. 

7.2.3 SSO Report

The SSO will review the report and recommendation of the SSEB prepared for each screening decision.  The SSO will then issue a decision either concurring or non-concurring with the recommendation of the SSEB.  If the SSO determines that non-concurrence with the recommendation of the SSEB is in the best interests of the government, the SSO shall prepare a report setting forth the reasons for the non-concurrence and any alternative screening decisions.  If the SSO determines that concurrence with the recommendation of the SSEB is in the best interests of the government, then the concurrence must be in writing although no separate report is required. 

8.0 AMENDMENTS

This Evaluation Plan and Appendices shall be amended as is prudent and in the best interests of the government.  Any such amendments that affect an offeror or group of offerors, however, shall become effective only after all offerors still in the competition at the time the amendment is made shall have been given notice of the amendment and a reasonable time to submit/amend their proposals.  The SSO shall be responsible for approving any such amendments and shall ensure that the contract file is documented accordingly. 

APPENDIX 2 

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, reliability, and maintainability, 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, reliability, and maintainability, 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, reliability, and maintainability, 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?

APPENDIX 3

EVALUATION RATINGS

The five evaluation ratings for level of risk are:

Very Low Risk


Blue
Low Risk



Green
Moderate Risk



Yellow
High Risk



Orange (Couldn’t highlight this in orange)

Very High Risk


Red












� Appendix 1 is Source Selection Sensitive and will be for government use only.


� 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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