Town of Ayer

Senior Center Site Selection and Building Committee

Summary of Committee Scoring of Architect Proposals

February 26, 2024

Scores were received firom seven of the nine committee members. Total scores were calculated twice,
Once with all ratings, and once with Section 5: References omitted, as only half the committee entered

data in these fields.

Total Scores — Sections 1-4 only (reference scores omitted);

Catlin:
bhta:
Abacus:
Maguel:
Oudens Ello:

Gienapp:

261
249
219
211
199
193

Total Scores — All Sections

bh+a:

Catlin:
Abacus:
Maguel:
Oudens Ello:

Gienapp:

303
297
255
245
235
217



Evaluation Form for Request for Qualificartions

Town of Ayer

Name of Project: Sealtor Center Site Select Committee - General Professlonal Archltectural Serviges
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Name of Evaluator; p[’} v n)
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DickiTecay
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CRITERIA

1. Project Approach

Understands Fown Goals

Identifies innovalive ileas and
approach

2. Scope of Services

Understands services in RFQ

Nivg I Sougp £ 4

3. Project Team

Key staff has similar experince

Team has worked together on
simiar projects

Depih of expertise

Availabiity to slaff

5,:-.-‘::};))@ LS| N e

R Al

4. Qualifications and Similar
Projects

Similar to project type
{complexity, size, etc.)

Project summaries

WA T | | M

L

Projects in progress

5. References

Quality of design

Ra = Ku

My I SISV BN

\A

Abity to meat schedulas!
deadiines

Abfity to control costmeet
hudgets

Communicationfcooperatian

5

Other | Comments

Rating Key:
i=Paar

2 = Fair

3= Good

4 = Excelent
5 = Superior




Evaluation Form for Request for Qualificartions
Tawn of Ayer

tame of Project: Senior Center Site Selegt Commiliee - General Professional Architectural Services

bargmas  [Mangel |, e Oyder
4’:«% Cotlin by N Hhaees quciﬂa ;‘{ 1::

CRITERIA

1. Profect Approach

Undarstands Town Goals

Identifies innovative ideas and
approach

2. Scope of Services

q
§
q

Sy |3 R

Understands services In RFQ

3. Projacl Team

Key staff has similar experince

_d
l
A
Team has worked logether on
similar projects '

M N | ey By
BaY
gop L | Jud oy 1Y

LSS
L
~h —
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Deplh of expertise

Availabiity to stalf

4. Qualifisations and Simitar

l_!-"m]ects

Similar to project typa
{complexity, stze, etc.}

Projact summaries
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] ey
.uLA

9n
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Projacis In prograss

5. References

Quality of design

Abliity 1o meel schadulas/
deadines

Ability to conlrol cosifmeet
budgals

Communication/coopesation

Other { Comments

Raling Key:
t=Poor

2= Fair

3= Good

4 = Exceflent
§ = Superier

General observations on the six responses reviewed:

Bargman, Hendrie; and Catlin are my clear first two choices. They both have substantial sr. center design
experience, a substantial portfolio of completed work, sr. center specific references, and specific design
ideas and approaches.

My third choice would be Maugel, Destefano. They are a local firm, which i think has value for this
project. While they have limited sr. center specific experience, they do have substantial experience
designing shared spaces for multiple uses. They also have good experience incorporating kitchens and
dining areas, a critical piece of this project, into the overall design of comfortable spaces. | also think Ms.
Cavanagh's detailed experience working on medical offices/facilities has value when looking at issues of
accessibility, confidentiality, ADA compliance, etc. The overall scope and quality of some of their larger
projects seems substantial.
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Evaluation Form for Request for Qualificartions

Town of Ayer

Name of Project: Senlor Center Site Select C

mlltee General Profasslonal Architectural Services

Name ovaaluatorE} £atr F}?szT
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CRITERIA

1. Project Approach

Understands Town Goals

l\j\

Identifies innovalive ideas and
approach

2. Scope of Services

Understands services in RFQ

A

3, Project Team

Koy staff has simiar experince

Team has worked logether on
simiar projects

Depth of expantise

Availabdity to siaff

Projecis

4. Gualifications and Similar

Similar to project typs
(complexily, size, elc.)

oy o

Project summares

Projects In progress

£y -

/.
S =

5. Reforonces

Quality of dasign
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Abliity to meel schedules/!
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Abfity to controf cost/meet
budgels

Communication/cooparation
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Rating Key: D)
1 =Poor
2 = Falr p
3= Good [)
4 = Excelent -
& = Superiot 7%
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Evaluation Form for Request for Qualificartions

Town of Ayer

Name of Project: Senior Center Site Select Commiltee - General Professional Architectural Services

Nams of Evaluator_Katie Petrossi

Maugel

Catlin

Gienapp

Abacus

Qudens Ello

bh+a

CRITERIA

1. Profect Approach

Understands Town Goals

I

PN

o

Identifies innovative ideas and
spproach

o8

NN

2. Scope of Services

Underslands services in RFQ

N

BN

[

3. Project Team

Key staff has similar expesince

Team has worked together on
simiar projecls

Depti of expertise

Availabiity to staff

| e

oy o en| | o

o e G [ ea | B oo (W

s | On

Lot | e |

ENIES P

4. Qualifications and Similar

Projecls

Similar to project bype
(complexity, size, elc.)

[J%]

Project summaries

Projects in progress

ol e

| I N

L %]

B s | LN

wmw

NENIE

5. References

Quality of design

Abilty to meet schedules/
deadines

Ability to conirol cost/mest
budgets

Communication/cooperation

Other { Comments

Lacks Sr Cir
experience but
thair relevant
wellness
experience
could be
valuable for
future

Extensivae Sr
Ctr
expeatience;
understands
senior-
friendty
design and
funclion

Little Sr Gir
experiencs;
proposal
does not
include
program
analysis

Established
refationship
means no need
to stari over,
though the
program may
need to flex with
ugdated Input

Small firm; no
SrCir
experience.
Libraries have
parallels but
more figid
layout than Sr

Cir

Large firm,
extensive
experience

Rating Key:
1=Poor

2 = Fair

3 =Good

4 = Excellent
5 = Superiar

expansion
planning




Evaluation Form for Request for Quafificartions

Town of Ayer

Name of Project: Senior Center Site Select Committee - General Professional Architectural Services

Name of Evalualor;

BDan Van Schallkowyk

Maugel Catlin Gienapp Oudens Ello bhta Abacus
CRITERIA
1. Project Approach
Understands Town Goals 3 4 4 3 4 5
Identifies innovative ideasand |3 3 4 3 3 4
|zpproach
2. Scope of Services
Underslands services in RFQ q 3 4 4 4 4
3. Project Team
Key stalf has similar exgenince |4 5 5 4 5 5
Team has worked together cn 4 5 5 4 4 4
similar projects
Depth of experlise 4 ) 4 4 4 4
Availability to staff 4 3 4 4 4 4
4. Qualffications and Similar
Projects
Similar to project type 3 5 5 3 5 5
{complexity, size, etc.)
Project summaries 3 4 ) 3 3 4
Projects in progress 3 Fl 4 3 4 4
5. References
Quality of design 4 4 4 4 4 4
Ability to mee! schedules/ 4 4 4 4 4 4
deadlines
Abfity to control cosVmeet 4 4 4 4 4 4
budgets
Communication/cooperation 4 4+ g 4 4 4
TOTAL|5L 56 59 51 56 59
QOther | Comments Lacking Sr Cir Stafi of'6 Relevant expertence, [Lacking SrCur Relnvant expericnve,  |Relevant experience,
experence, no Proposal was pood staff expenicne, seem hke [reprogram good idea, [histery with Ayer and
significant additions ["vanilla®, not very  [bRhgrounds, misely  fan exceptionat firn  |"vanilla® proposal - [5mowledge of Town
to Ayer spedific on base with Ayer's Tayout zp[.\r_m:h ard  |with Mbvaries, Some  {not mucfl spel\iﬁcfnf a.rhie:\ckf_ing ok
work spvific situation undarstanding ?uggcs!:d work geope JAyer's situation Spelfng errors. Liked
Schematic design is sbove whal may b sppeoachthe best -
N required cog item is 1o not Mully
not required reprogram but review
the program and
Rating Key:
1=Poor
2 = Fair
3 =Good
4 = Excellent

5 = Superior




