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Il Service A/E Firm

Meet the Team = Fu

Richard Miles, LEED AP BD+C
Sr. Mechanical Designer, Associate

Clifton Greim, P.E.
President

Keith Brenner, P.E.
Sr. Structural Engineer, Associate

Mark D. Lee, AlA, LEED AP BD+C
Principal

John Kuchinski, R.E.
Sr. Civil Engineer

Dan Bisson, AlA
Project Manager, Associate

Nery Bordas
Project Designher

John Tarr, P.E.
Q Sr. Electrical Engineer, Principal




HARRIMAN Architects + Engineers

*  We never forget that it's your school, your community, your money
and you are in charge.

* Full service, integrated A/E firm with all disciplines in-house.
« Extensive K-12 education design team experience.

« Aprocess that is thorough, hands-on, and transparent.
«  We will be there for you after the project is complete.

*  Working with communities throughout
northern New England.




DOVER SCHOOL DISTRICT, SAU 11

What the Dover School District Needs:

Garrison Elementary

o Grades: K-4
> 1-Story

- 474 Students
» 65,938 SF




What the Dover School District Needs:

Overall Goal

“The overall goal is to have the Garrison Elementary School
facility properly maintained, safe, energy and resource
efficient, and supports educational excellence by providing an

adequate (or better) physical experience”

Project Goals

* Improve operational efficiency

* Prioritize most important project with preliminary design
package with options and budget cost

* Provide realistic plan and timeline for project

« Support educational excellence in grades
Kindergarten through 4
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Facilities Study Method

Educational Studies

* Educational Inventory — How well is each facility
serving your programs?

* What additions, renovations, repairs, equipment,
technologies are needed?

» Inventory every space in the school. * Does the school have room to grow?

* Educational Program Inventory —
current and future
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Facilities Study Method

Develop Options and Estimates
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Facilities Study Method
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Facilities Study Method

Facilities and Financial Studies

ASK THIS QUESTION:
Will addition, renovations and restructuring pay for
themselves over time from reduced O&M costs?
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Educational Design

“Greenest School in New Hampshire” — Ed Murdough, NH Department of Education at the Grand Opem'ng
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Educational Design

New 480-§¢;{
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Educational Design

Weare Middle School
Weare, NH )

=

.Dover Middle School
Dover, NH
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Educational Design

Upper Level Lower Level
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Educational Desig

Exeter Coop Middle School

Exeter, NH

OPTION 1A
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Educational Design
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What Will The Solution Be?

* It will be your decision.
« Harriman will provide many conceptual ———-—\__ ' Sy
design alternatives to consider under . w1
your direction. i .
» Extensive use of 3D modeling tools to m— r,.r* '
help you decide where to put scarce - - r = af
financial resources to educate your i _\__j T :g-*ﬁf;;n'; '
r = 4 V . =
b Sl ' Kennebunk
p— Elementary School
22 options studied

- ;_-'—_
g™ 2
Wentworth Intermediate School Construction Photo
3-D Computer Model




Track Record On Fiscal

Responsibility

» Quality Control of the Drawing and Specs
» We have a full-time, 30+ year veteran responsible for reviewing all
projects line-by-line before they go out

» Bids vs. Estimates
« Harriman does in-house estimating first then hires a 3" party
estimator to give an idea independent number, always on budget.

« Change Order Rate - i
» Industry standard for change orders 3-5% Dan Fournier
* Harriman typically at less than 1% Quality Control Manager
- Wentworth School 0.4%, opened September 2014

B 1
Gk




Building Performance And

Healthy Environments

 Idlehurst Elementary School — 31.7% more efficient than ASHRAE 90.1 — 2007

« UNH Durham Master Plan — uses waste gas from a nearby landfill to heat, cool
and power the campus

- Pittsfield School District Energy Audit, 2010

» Exeter High School — Peer review for solar panels with co-generation
installation

» Sanborn School District Energy Audit, 2008
«  Durham Community School — 50% more efficient than ASHRAE 90.1 - 2001
«  Southern Maine Community College Lighthouse Building — uses seawater

coupled with a geothermal heating and cooling system that is 200% more
energy efficient than conventional systems

- UMFK, MSAD 27 High School and Eiementary School — District Biomass
Heating Plant to serve 14 buildings on both campuses. Project payback
reduced from 12 to 7 years.
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Sustainable Design

LEED and CHPS PROJECTS

LEED Platinum LEED Gold LEED Gold LEED Gold

Idlehurst Elementary School USM Residence Hall Naval Shipyard USM Residence Hall USM Wishcamper Center
LEED Silver LEED Silver L?ég%,ﬁfsgr LEED Registered LEED Registered

Bowdoin College, Coffin St. Dorms USM, Osher Map Library L.L. Bean Hunt-Fish Store South Portland High School Colby College, Miller Library
LEED Certified LEED Certified LEED Certified LEED Certified

""""

Woodard & Curran Office Building Whole Foods Market,
Glastonbury, CT

(

USM, L/A Campus Addition Buxton Elementary School USM John Mitchell Center
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Earning Community Support

« Establish a realistic budget

* An open and inclusive design process

» Engage all stakeholders in the process

«  Communicate, communicate, communicate

+ Attend building commitiee meetings, school board meetings, etc.

» Host public information meetings to present findings and recommendations

Assist the school district in promoting the project for public support.




Earning Community Support

WHY WARRANTS FAIL

The cost/funding requested represents a lack of understanding of the
tax burden the tax payer can bear.

A lack of knowledge and acceptance of the stated needs.

All options have not been thoroughly explored.

The coalition of the reasons for a "no” vote is larger than the single
group of “yes” voters. There are more reasons to vote “no” than “yes”.

The public does not believe the information presented.

The proposal is perceived to be too expensive in terms of the need. It
is not an efficient use of resources,

The public does not feel they own the soiutions and the decisions that
have led to it. Lack of public involvement.

The proposed solution does not meet the announced needs ar goes
too far beyond them.

The users “teachers, staff, students, custodians, etc.” Have not been
involved with the solutions which can lead to lack of support.

The funding proposal is not simplified and explained in terms of actual
dollar cost to a taxpayer on yearly basis.

Lack of schoof board unanimity.

‘The funding proposal would strain the taxpayers to the point that they
coufd not fund other community needs for many years.

WHY WARRANTS PASS

Design solution that is equal or less $ than the tolerance of the
taxpayer.

Hold public informational meetings sponsored by non school board
affiliations.

Documentation made available to the public.
Eliminate the potential negative reasons of 2 “no” vote.
Retain credible professional with back up documentation.

Balance the proposed project cost with the needs. “Value
engineering during conceptual design”.

Open public informational meetings. Inviting questions and options.
If good ideas are brought up, incorporate them into the design.

Proposed solutions must match needs. If other needs are requested,
provide a “wish list” that can be reviewed if bids come in below
budget.

Get teachers, staff, students, custodians, etc. involved and respect

their comments and needs.

Relate the added cost in simple terms. “An assessed property of $xyz
would pay an additiona! Sxyz on their property tax in year 20156",

The school board needs te review all options and rmay need
compromise. They must present one unified proposal.

The project funding requirements do not tap the taxpayers means
and are formed with an awareness of other community priorities.

DOVER SCHOOL DISTRICT, SAU 11
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List of School Projects in Towns/Cities that we
Passed a Successful Warrant or Referendum

Harriman has an excellent record of work over many years with the school districts show below. We have worked well with
school administrators, staff, and city and town officials in preparing necessary documents for School District Meetings.

Andover, NH - 1992 Miiford, NH - 2000, 2002

Auburn, NH - 2006 Nashua, NH - 2013, 2014

Barnstead, NH - 1995, 1996, 2004 Newmarket, NH - 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014
Barrington, NH - 2002 Newington, NH - 1997

Biddeford, ME - 2005, 2010 North Berwick, ME - 1999

Buxton, ME - 2009 North Hampton, NH - 1997

Chester, NH - 2013 Nottingham, NH - 1995

Corinth, ME - 2013 QOyster River Cooperative, NH - 2003
Dover, NH - 2002 Pelham, NH - 2001

Durham, ME - 2009 Pembroke, NH - 1991, 1893

Exeter, NH - 1989, 1991, 1992, 2004 Pitisfield, NH - 2009, 2012

Fall Mountain Regional, NH - 1995 Portsmouth, NH - 2002, 2004
Goshen/Lempster, NH - 1988 Sanborn Regional, NH - 2010, 2011, 2012
Hampton Falls, NH - 2004 Scarborough, ME - 2004

Henniker, NH - 1996, 2011, 2013 Somersworth, NH - 1991, 1995, 1997, 2009
Hiram, ME - 2005 South Portland, ME - 2011

Hooksett, NH - 1989, 2002 Wakefield, NH - 2006

Hopkinton, NH - 2016 Weare, NH - 2005, 2009

Kennebunk, ME - 2003, 2016 Westbrook, ME - 2009

Lewiston, ME - 1991, 2008, 2011 Wilton, NH - 2009

Merrimack Valley, NH - 1934, 2001 York, ME - 2015




