DALE STREET ELEMENTARY SCHOOL, MEDFIELD, MA PSR - FEASIBILITY STUDY // EVALUATION CRITERIA MATRIX

Note: Better Good Fair
1. Each item is scored 1-5. A score must 4 3 2

be entered for all items.
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2. A Criteria Multiplier is added to the
score to arrive at subtotal.

3. Category subtotals are added for Total
Score for each Deisgn Alternative.

Scheme A Bl B2 E1l E1.3 E2.3 G1 J2
Type | BASE REPAIR ADD/RENO ADD/RENO NEW CONST. NEW CONST. NEW CONST. NEW CONST. NEW CONST. NEW CONST. NEW CONST. NEW CONST.
Grades 4-5 4-5 3-5 4-5 3-5 4-5 3-5 4-5 3-5 4-5 3-5
Students 450 575 860 575 860 575 860 575 860 575 860
Category Criteria n::::ie;lli:r
Meets Educational
broaram 15 1 2 3 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5
How well does the alternative support the educational program?
— Are critical prog dj ies and proximities achieved in the building layout?
g Does the project create a grade continuous educational campus?
o Future Flexibility & ‘ | ‘ ‘ ‘ | ‘ ‘ ‘
£ | routh 5 1 2 2 4 5 4 5 4 3 4 5
o
_g How well does the site and building configuration support potential future growth and allow for changes as educational needs may change?
w Impact on Other | ‘
e 10 1 2 3 3 4 3 4 5 5 5 5
Does the alternative encourage connection to the other elementary schools?
How well does the alternative address capacity issues at the other elementary schools?
Category Subtotal| 30 30 60 85 110 125 110 125 145 150 145 150
Site Amenities/ Fields | 5 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 5 5 5 5
Does the alternative support athletic fields to remain on-site, or is relocating athletic fields off-site needed?
Does the alternative provide sufficient space for adequately-sized PE field and playground area?
Are after school amenities available on-site?
80 | Circulation & parking | | 5 | 2 | | 4 | | 4 | | 5 | | 5 | | 4 | 4 | I 5 5 5 | 5
i
:_S How well does the site configuration support sufficient parking, safe and efficient bus and parent pick-up and drop-off, proximity to the entrance?
o Are vehicle and pedestrian circulations clear, safe, and easily understood between buses, cars, and pedestrians?
: Does the alternative provide appropriate separation of bus, cars and pedestrians? And adequate queuing lengths for buses and cards? Safe access into and out of the site?
x
(72}
sty [ | 5 [ | 2 ] [ 2 | [FsT] [FST] [T s [ T s 5 5| 5
How well does the building optimize energy reduction?
How well does the building meet the potential to meet net zero?
How well does the buildi ion and position on site support academic classrooms with a north/south solar orientation?
How well does the building reduce embodied carbon and waste?
Category Subtotal| 15 35 45 45 65 65 60 60 75 75 75 75
Regulatorylssues | | 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
How complex is the permitting and approvals process?
Are zoning variances required? If so, how many?
Does the alternative miminize impact on wetlands, identified hazardous materials, and environmental conditions?
Construction Impact | | 10 | 1 | | 1 | | 1 | | 3 | | 2 | | 3 | 2 | I 4 4 4 | 4

{ Security

Does the alternative affect other schools during construction?
Is there sufficient area for laydown space and safe separation between construction and school activities?
How well is the alternative able to minimize disruptions to schools and neighbors?

dular huildine<?

Does the alternative require construction phasing and p ' 8!




Long term operational 3 3
efficiencies

How well does the alternative increase efficiencies for shared staff/resources b
How well does the alternative increase efficiencies for the bussing system?

o ([ 5 M [ 3 [ [ 3 |

How well does the building support a clear separation of public and private zones?
How well does it support controlled and limited public area for after-hours use?
How well does the front door and administration support a direct sightline to parking and the site entry?

Category Subtotal| 25 45 50 50 85 80 85 80 105 110 105 110

Logistics |
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Category Subtotal 3 o

Total for each Design Alternative| 100




