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Evaluation Criteria

The Evaluation Report on SEAT Contractor Performance, Form AMD-136A, is prepared by Government Officials, (SEMGs, CORs, ect.) regarding contractor performance while working under Aviation Management Directorate (AMD) contracts is a very important tool. This evaluation report is used to document contractor’s performance for the period of use and is part of the bid evaluation process.

 Because of the importance of the field evaluations and the wide range of “grading” criteria we are seeing from the Government officials, we have created performance criteria for each numerical “rating.” The use of the criteria is intended to promote consistency in how contractors are being evaluated, from one location to the other.

The “rating” numbers range from N/A through 7. The evaluator shall check the box that best describes the level of performance delivered by the contractor. It is also very important for each “rating” to be accompanied by a thorough narrative that reinforces in detail the “rating” given. The narrative is essential for a complete and descriptive account of the contractor’s performance. The narrative shall be directly related to the questions and pertain to the specifications contained in the contract. The AMD 136A form provides additional space at the end for individual comments and overall impressions of the contractor and their employees.

All field evaluations from this date forward are to be completed using the following criteria.
August 10, 2009

As you all are aware, the evaluation process is of upmost importance to the contractors and to the overall health of the National SEAT Program, and therefore must be completed in an honest and fair manner.
If you have any questions please feel free to contact me. 
/s/ Mark Bickham
Mark Bickham

National Program Manager. SEATs

3833 S. Development Ave.

Boise, Idaho 83705

208 387 5872 (office)
208 867 4434 (cell)
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Evaluation ratings standards and criteria:
N/A  
Not Applicable.  This is self explanatory. The requested response to the query does not apply.

1    
The Lowest rating on the form, contractor consistently failed to perform at an acceptable level.
(1) The contractor was consistently incapable, inefficient and ineffective in supporting the programs of this contract. 

(2) The contractor’s performance did not conform to the terms and conditions of the contract.

(3) The contractor and/or on-site representatives were not professional, reasonable and cooperative during performance.  
(4)The contractor and on-site representatives were not committed to customer satisfaction. 
(5) Contractor and on-site representatives attitude and efforts, as well as actual application, were not orientated towards safety.
 (6) I would not recommend or request this contractor again to accomplish a similar project.

The contractor has consistently failed to provide acceptable service in compliance with the specifications of the contract, and has been either unable or unwilling to rectify any issues, or has been consistently unsafe. 
For a contractor to receive a “1”, there must be concurrence with both the State Aviation Manager/COR and the C.O. (Contracting Officer) There needs to be documentation of the issues and discussions with the contractor, that include the Contracting Officer, about the problems and issues. The contractor must have been given an opportunity to mitigate or remedy the problems or issues, and was either unwilling or unable to comply with the contract specifications or has been unable or unwilling to perform in a safe manner.

2  
 Failing rating, contractor failed to perform in an acceptable manner.
(1) The contractor was periodically incapable, inefficient and ineffective in supporting the programs of this contract. 

(2) The contractor’s performance did not conform to the terms and conditions of the contract.

(3) The contractor and/or on-site representatives were not professional, reasonable and cooperative during performance.  
(4)The contractor and on-site representatives were not committed to customer satisfaction. 
(5) Contractor and on-site representatives attitude and efforts, as well as actual application, were not orientated towards safety.
 (6) I would not recommend or request this contractor again to accomplish a similar project.

The contractor has periodically failed to provide adequate service in compliance with the contract specifications. The contractor has periodically failed to maintain a safe flight or ground operation.  The contractor is slow or unable to rectify issues in a timely fashion, or needed to be continuously reminded of the issue(s) before reacting. The contractor must have been given an opportunity to mitigate or remedy the problems or issues, and was either unwilling or unable to comply with the contract specifications in a timely or satisfactory manner. Or the contractor has periodically failed to perform safely. For a contractor to receive a “2”, there must be concurrence with both the State Aviation Manager/COR and the C.O. 

3
Failing rating, unacceptable performance, Contractor put on notice to improve performance.
(1) The contractor was occasionally incapable, inefficient and ineffective in supporting the programs of this contract. 

(2) The contractor’s performance did not consistently conform to the terms and conditions of the contract.

(3) The contractor and/or on-site representatives were not professional, reasonable and cooperative during performance.  
(4)The contractor and on-site representatives were not committed to customer satisfaction. 
(5) Contractor and on-site representatives attitude and efforts, as well as actual application, were not orientated towards safety.
 (6) I would not recommend or request this contractor again to accomplish a similar project.

The contractor has occasionally failed to perform to an adequate level. Issues or problems that have been identified, the contractor has been either slow or unresponsive to mitigate. The COR and the local aviation management must be aware of the issues/problems and have discussed them with the 

contractor. A “3” rating is meant for those contractors whose performance is unacceptable but the issues and/or problems are such that they can be mitigated and are being addressed. For a contractor to receive a “3”, there must be concurrence with both the State Aviation Manager/COR and the C.O. 

4
Lowest acceptable rating, improvement needed.
(1) The contractor was minimally capable, minimally efficient and effective in supporting the programs of this contract. 

(2) The contractor’s performance minimally conformed to the terms and conditions of the contract.

(3) The contractor and/or on-site representatives were not consistently professional, reasonable or cooperative during performance.  
(4)The contractor and on-site representatives were marginally committed to customer satisfaction. 
(5) Contractor and on-site representatives attitude and efforts, as well as actual application, were not orientated towards safety consistently.
 (6) I would recommend or request this contractor again to accomplish a similar project, but with an understanding that the previous issue be addressed prior to deployment.
The contractor has experienced multiple minor issues or problems. The contractor is slow in responding to the identified issues or problems. The contractor has not been proactive. Performs in a safe manner but is inconsistent in performance while flying within the fire environment. Contractor employees seldom interact with other personnel and do not take an active part in briefings or after action reviews. Contractor personnel have been either uncooperative or reluctant to provide information and or documentation in a timely fashion. The contractor’s personnel do not take the initiative but will perform tasks when asked. The contractor personnel do not display a “Can Do” attitude. A “4” rating is the lowest acceptable rating and is meant for a company that is performing at a minimally acceptable level.  For a contractor to receive a “4”, there must be concurrence with both the State Aviation Manager/COR and the C.O. 

5  
Acceptable rating, contractor adequately meets the requirements of the contract.
(1) The contractor adequately performed in a capable, efficient and effective manner in supporting the programs of this contract. 

(2) The contractor’s performance did conform to the terms and conditions of the contract.

(3) The contractor and/or on-site representatives were professional, reasonable and cooperative during performance.  
(4)The contractor and on-site representatives were adequately committed to customer satisfaction. 
(5) Contractor and on-site representatives attitude and efforts, as well as actual application, were adequately orientated towards safety.
 (6) I would recommend or request this contractor again to accomplish a similar project.

The contractor provides the Government with a safe and acceptable operation, but has experienced some minor issues or problems that have been handled in a satisfactory manner by the company. The contractor responds to the issues or problems when brought to their attention. Performs in a safe manner consistently but is inconsistent in performance while flying within the fire environment. Contractor employees interact with other personnel but do not take an active part in briefings or after action reviews. Contractor personnel have been cooperative in providing information and or documentation in a timely fashion.  The contractor’s total performance is acceptable but there is nothing to point to that would distinguish them from the rank and file.  The contractor does not perform in a proactive manner consistently. Displays a “Can Do” attitude and is willing to listen to suggestions. A “5” rating is an acceptable rating for a company that is performing at an acceptable level. For a contractor to receive a “5”, there must be concurrence with both the State Aviation Manager/COR and the C.O. 

6
Contractor provides consistent performance above minimum requirements.
(1) The contractor was consistently above average in capability, efficiency and effectiveness in supporting the programs and specifications of this contract. 

(2) The contractor’s performance did consistently conform to the terms and conditions of the contract.

(3) The contractor and/or on-site representatives were consistently professional, reasonable and cooperative during performance.  
(4)The contractor and on-site representatives were consistently committed to customer satisfaction. 
(5) Contractor and on-site representatives attitude and efforts, as well as actual application, were consistently orientated towards safety.
 (6) I would recommend or request this contractor again to accomplish a similar project.

The contractor provides the Government with consistent safe and highly acceptable performance. When the contractor has experienced some minor issues or problems they have consistently been handled very rapidly and in a satisfactory manner by the company. The contractor has consistently been proactive, and did not need to be reminded of issue or problems. The contractor performs in a safe manner consistently and is above average in performance while flying within the fire environment. The contractor has performed above the level that meets the minimum requirements as specified in the contract. Contractor employees interact with other personnel and take an active part in briefings or after action reviews. Contractor personnel have been cooperative and eager to provide information and or documentation in a timely fashion.  The contractor’s overall performance is above average which will distinguish them from the rank and file.  The contractor reacts quickly, and satisfactorily to issues when they are brought to their attention, performs in a proactive manner consistently. Displays a “Can Do” attitude and is willing to listen to suggestions.  All of the contractor’s personnel are very “Low Maintenance” type of individuals. The contractor’s performance is an asset to the local aviation program. A “6” rating is an acceptable rating for a company that is performing at an above average level. For a contractor to receive a “6”, there must be concurrence with both the State Aviation Manager/COR and the C.O. 

7 
Contractor consistently provides exceptional performance.
(1) The contractor consistently provides exceptional performance in capability, efficiency and effectiveness while supporting the programs of this contract. 

(2) The contractor consistently provides exceptional performance conforming to the terms and conditions of the contract.

(3) The contractor and/or on-site representatives were exceptionally professional, reasonable and cooperative during performance.  
(4)The contractor and on-site representatives were notably committed to customer satisfaction. 
(5) Contractor and on-site representatives attitude and efforts, as well as actual application, were especially orientated towards safety.
 (6) I would particularly recommend or request this contractor again to accomplish a similar project.
The contractor provides the Government with an exceptionally safe and a notably efficient service, which exceeds the requirements of the contract. The contractor has not experienced any minor issues 

or problems, with very little or no unavailability experienced during the term of the contract. The contractor has consistently been proactive in identifying and reacting to possible problem areas or issues. The contractor performs in a safe manner consistently while flying within the fire environment. Contractor’s pilots have been instrumental in developing additional guidelines or procedures that enhance the safe and effective operation of aircraft while performing within the fire environment. Contractor employees always interact with other aviation and base personnel and always take an active part in briefings and/or after action reviews. Pilots lead in periodic discussions about aviation safety during daily briefings, and develop or identify items to present during the “Six Minutes for Safety” portion of the briefing. Contractor personnel are always cooperative and willing to provide information and /or documentation in a timely fashion.  The contractor’s total performance is exceptional and there is nothing to point to that would detract from an overall exception performance rating.  A “7” rating is an exceptional rating for any company. Therefore this rating must be heavily documented and have the unanimous concurrence of the State Aviation Management, as well as the local manager. The Contracting Officer’s Representative must also be in complete agreement with this determination. For a contractor to receive a “7” there must be unanimous concurrence by all local management as well as the State Aviation Manager/COR and the C.O.

