Division of Public Works
Administration

Board of Public Works Meeting of December 19, 2019
Agenda
A meeting of the Board of Public Works is scheduled for Thursday, December 19, 2019 at 5:30
p.m. in the Auditorium at City Hall, 229 Main Street, Nashua, NH 03060.
I.

Roll Call

II.

Motion: To approve the agenda as presented.

III.

Motion: To approve the minutes of the Board of Public Works Special Meeting of
November 7, 2019.

IV.

Motion: To approve the minutes of the Board of Public Works Meeting of November 21,
2019.

V.

Public Comment

VI.

Aldermanic Referrals
A. R-19-186 - AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR AND CITY TREASURER TO
ISSUE BONDS NOT TO EXCEED THE AMOUNT OF ONE MILLION FOUR
HUNDRED NINETY-FIVE THOUSAND DOLLARS ($1,495,000) FOR
VARIOUS IMPROVEMENTS AT THE SOLID WASTE DEPARTMENT
FOUR HILLS LANDFILL AND THE PURCHASE OF TWO REFUSE
TRUCKS
B. R-19-187 - AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR AND CITY TREASURER TO
ISSUE BONDS NOT TO EXCEED THE AMOUNT OF SIX MILLION
DOLLARS ($6,000,000) FOR THE DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION OF A
DIVISION OF PUBLIC WORKS OFFICE FACILITY

VII. AFSCME Grievance 19-20 – Step III
VIII. Parks & Recreation
A. Motion: To approve the purchase of a 2020 John Deere 5090M Utility Tractor
with attachments off the Sourcewell Ag contract # 021815-DAC from Padula
Brothers Inc. of Lancaster, MA for the price of $121,984.58. Funding will be
through Department: 177 Parks & Recreation; Fund: Trust; Activity: CERF.
IX.

Engineering
A. Motion: To approve the Residential and Commercial Wastewater Service Permits
and Fees as submitted.
B. Motion: To approve the following Pole License Petition: PSNH # 21-1444.
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X.

Wastewater
A. Motion: To approve the User Warrants as presented.
B. Motion: To approve the contract to Wright Pierce to develop and prepare a 20
year Facility Planning Study for the Wastewater Treatment Facility in an amount
not to exceed $300,000. Funding for this contract will be through Department:
169 Wastewater; Fund: Wastewater; Activity: Facility Planning Study.

XI.

Solid Waste
A. Motion: To approve Change Order #2 to the contract with Charter Contracting
Company, LLC of Boston, MA in an amount not to exceed $191,271.44 for the
construction of the Phase III Landfill. Funding will be through Department: 168
Solid Waste; Fund: Solid Waste; Activity: Phase III Landfill.
B. Motion: To approve Change Order #1 with Sanborn, Head & Associates, Inc. of
Concord, NH for $89,700 to provide the Solid Waste Department with
Construction Quality Assurance (CQA) services for the Phase III Landfill
construction. Funding will be through Department: 168 Solid Waste; Fund: Solid
Waste; Activity: Phase III Landfill.

XII. Administration
A. Motion: To approve the contract with HKT Architects for the design and
construction oversight for the Division of Public Works facility in the amount notto-exceed Nine Hundred Ninety Seven Thousand Two Hundred and Four Dollars
($997,204). Funding will be through Department: 160 Admin/ Engineering; Fund:
Bond; Activity: DPW – Facility.
B. Informational
i. The next Board of Public Works Meeting is scheduled for January 23, 2019 at
5:30pm in the City Hall Auditorium.
ii. Budget Transfers
iii. Director’s Report
XIII. Commissioner’s Comments
XIV. Personnel
A. Motion: To approve and unseal the nonpublic minutes for Personnel from the
Board of Public Works Meeting of November 7, 2019.
B. Motion: To approve and unseal the nonpublic minutes for Personnel from the
Board of Public Works Meeting of November 21, 2019.
C. Non-Public Session
XV. Possible Non-Public Session
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Special Board of Public Works Meeting
Meeting Minutes
November 7, 2019

A special meeting of the Board of Public Works was held on Thursday, November 7, 2019,
at 5:30 p.m. in the DPW Administration/Engineering Building at 9 Riverside Street, Nashua,
NH, 03062.
Mayor Donchess, Chair, declared the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. and called the roll.
Members Present:
Mayor James Donchess, Chair
Commissioner Joel Ackerman, Vice Chair
Commissioner Tracy Pappas
Commissioner Kevin S. Moriarty
Commissioner G. Frank Teas
Also Present:
Ms. Lisa Fauteux, Director, Division of Public Works
Alderman Ernest Jette, Aldermanic Liaison
Alderwoman Richard A. Dowd
Alderman Michael B. O’Brien, Sr.
Mr. Tim Cummings, Director, Economic Development
Mr. Jon Ibarra, Superintendent of Streets
Mr. Wayne Husband, Senior Traffic Engineer
Mr. Nick Caggiano, Superintendent, Parks & Recreation
Commissioner-Elect Shannon Schoneman
MOTION: Commissioner Pappas made a motion to approve the agenda as
presented.
MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously
Public Comment
Mr. Gene Porter
I am the Chairman, Lower Merrimack River Local Advisory Committee as well as a member
of the state’s Public Water Access Advisory Board which had their bi-monthly meeting on
Monday. You may recall that three years ago the Public Water Access Advisory Board
inventoried all of the bodies of water in the State of New Hampshire to set priority for what
body of water was most in need of public access, primarily boat access. The Lower
Merrimack River doesn’t have adequate boat access for anybody in New Hampshire was
listed as the number one priority. Since then the city has obtained permits and there was
a contract in place and is ready to go work to put in a badly needed modern boat access.
I am here to support that project and I hope this Board lets it go forward.

Administration
A. Presentation: DPW Facility
Mr. Rob Prunier & Mr. Carl DuBois, Harvey Construction Corporation
We are here today to present our findings. We were hired to help with the pre-construction,
planning, and strategy for the Division of Public Works to assess the existing facilities that
are in the portfolio of the Division of Public Works at this point. The options for the city were
to engage architects and engineers and move forward with design efforts and spend a lot
of money without knowing exactly how much money that was going to cost. Instead, they
came at it from a financial perspective and said: “let’s try to figure out how much this is
going to cost before we spend a lot of money on architects, engineers, and subcontractors.”
Mr. DuBois and his team assessed the office components of the facilities at these four
locations, the buildings on Riverside Street, the Streets Department, Parks & Recreation,
and the Solid Waste Department. We did some measurements and visuals but we did not
get into a destructive investigation. We also talked to the department heads and people
within the organization about the needs were not being met facilities and program-wise. We
tried to add or take down space that didn’t seem to be worth saving and adding new
programming to those spaces. With that, we were able to put cost estimates together, not
just for construction, but we took a swing at understanding what the cost would be for all
costs, soft and hard. The hard costs are the bricks and mortar on the construction side and
the soft costs are engineering, architectural, and geotechnical studies. We consulted with
the architects and engineers who have been consulting with the Board of Public Works to
talk about what the costs might be and then we compiled them by each site.
Commissioner Pappas
Which architects and engineers did you meet with?


Ms. Janet Slemenda, HKT Architects



Mr. Chris Mulleavey, Hoyle, Tanner & Associates

Mr. Prunier
They helped to break out what the cost would be for engineering and what the cost would
be for architecture; i.e. furniture, fixtures, and equipment. Their professional opinions on
cost were of great benefit.
We started at the administration building and we took measurements of space and walls to
get a good understanding of what the size of the buildings was. We do quantity take-offs
so we look at how much space we are talking about and on this floor, there are just over
9,600 square feet of space that the DPW is using. Upstairs there are 8,755 square feet of
space. The upstairs is a little bit of a different animal because it’s not really livable up there
and is primarily used for storage at this point. This was the space that Lisa and her team
talked about perhaps rearranging. We rely on the architects and the engineers to really put
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these plans together but we went through and there was a little rearranging of the front
office in the entry area, bathroom area, and you need an elevator. As soon as you touch
this building you need to put an elevator in.
Commissioner Pappas
Why is that?
Mr. Prunier
Because of the ADA code.
The balance of it would be more cosmetic and certainly, all of the systems in the building
would all need to be replaced; mechanical, electrical, and plumbing.
Even renovating that 17,000 to 18,000 square feet doesn’t really satisfy the program that’s
needed to let the DPW be at its top performance. Quite honestly, even adding the addition
that we are saying could help satisfy the need is not enough. We looked at what the
Administration Department needed and we came up with…
Commissioner Pappas
What did you think was lacking space-wise?
Mr. Prunier
This is the addition, it’s a one-story addition and the only place we could figure out where
to put it was on the other side of the building. It would consist of an office, conference, and
bathroom space. However, you would lose some parking and parking is already at a
premium. When we looked out front we were able to figure out some space there and we
were able to figure out how to put some parking in right out front. It’s kind of a net/net in
terms of what you lose and what you gain in parking but it allows you to add on some space
to this building and take care of the minimal amount of parking. We would leave it to the
Civil Engineers to think about that and maybe weasel in a couple of other spots here and
there.
We measured all of the spaces and we looked at all of the deficiencies of the building and
the systems. We talked about the additional programming that might be needed which was
about 2,200 square feet. We talked about the parking lot expansion and we figured it would
probably take about twelve months to get all of that work done.
For the four projects that we talked about, we have detailed estimates for all of them but I
am offering you the summary. The summary of our estimate was $3.5 million for hard costs
and then we added in all of these other costs that are typical with the total coming to $5.5
million to renovate this building. (Administration Building) I need to warn that we did not do
Hazmat surveys, air quality surveys, and geotechnical surveys because we are trying to
not spend money but to just figure out how much things would cost. That $5.5 million is
probably a little on the light side from the soft cost perspective.
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We looked at the Street Department next and we only looked at the office component piece,
we were not tasked at looking at any of the garage space, either here or at Parks &
Recreation.
Commissioner Pappas
What garage space do we have here?
Mr. Prunier
This is across from the Y.
Director Fauteux
He is on the Streets Department now.
Mr. Prunier
I said both buildings, I meant the Street Department and the Parks & Recreation
Department. We did not look at the maintenance, garage, and storage spaces there. We
only looked at the office spaces.
The plans are kind of old but we were able to go in and do some measurements and confirm
that this is about the size of what is there now. We talked to folks in the Street Department
and we figured out what kind of program they needed. It was break space, locker rooms,
bathrooms, and resting areas for those long nights for the crew. We thought the easiest
thing to do would be to put a second floor on the existing space. Again, we went through
all of the systems, the mechanical, electrical, and plumbing and they would all need to be
replaced on the first floor with the second floor being new. We have projected the hard
cost to be $2.7 million and when we added on the soft cost it was about $4.2 - $4.3 million
to expand and renovate the office component of the Streets Department. Again, the caveat
there is that there are some old issues there and we did not do a hazmat survey or a
geotechnical or mold remediation plans. It’s there, there are some mold issues there and
we have contingencies in place but it would be nice to know exactly what the situation is.
This is to give you some whole figures to help you make some educated decisions.
Alderman Jette
Are the beds on the previous slide?
Mr. DuBois
Yes, the thought process was when there were an “all hands on deck” as on a night when
there is a major storm you could keep everyone here instead of sending them home. It
would be a large, open multi-purpose space that could have cots in it if needed or it might
be used for a large open space that could accommodate everyone. It has a small kitchen
in it and bathrooms with new showers.
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Mr. Prunier
We are thinking about men’s and women’s locker rooms but we have to rely on the
architects to figure out how that really works. We were looking at general spaces and how
to apply a cost to it so you can get an idea of what things would cost.
Mr. DuBois
It was our understanding that when the building was built the structure and the foundations
were sized to handle a second floor. We are adding a second egress out of the building
with a stairway and an elevator because there will be two floors.
Mr. Prunier
Again, this is how we came up with the cost. We have some escalation in there but not a
lot because this may be out a little way.
Commissioner Moriarty
Did the engineering firm confirm that it could handle a second floor?
Mr. DuBois
We haven’t gotten that far. I am carrying in the slab at this point in time. I can’t confirm
until I open the roof whether they looked ahead and did the slab, similar to what we did at
the YMCA. We always knew that they wanted to add onto the second floor. If there is a
slab there then all the better because that way it will bring the cost down.
Mr. Prunier
We do like to do destructive investigation but we did not think it was the right thing to do
with this project at this point.
Next, we looked at Parks & Recreation and again, we only looked at the office building, we
did not focus on the cost to renovate the other facilities. There are two sections of that
building and we couldn’t remember if it was 1902 or 1920 but one piece is structurally and
programmatically it is not worth saving. However, this piece is and we think can be
renovated. So you take one section down which is approximately 1,300 square feet and
then you renovate approximately 2,700 square feet because it’s two-stories. Again, we
tried to do our due diligence but we are not architects. We talked things out with the
department a little bit about what program they needed and again, we tried to identify
spaces needed that would fit into the addition.
Mr. DuBois
It’s a two-story addition, the main floor has two new offices, a lunchroom, we brought in one
locker room but we had to find room for a second locker room for the ladies both with
shower facilities. There is also a new stairway to the basement and my thought was to
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move the IT to the closet between the conference room and the exterior of the building.
There is a lot of wasted space there so we can move that rack over and recapture the
interior space for storage or something else.
Downstairs there is a team room and some additional storage space. The lower level is a
lower grade but there are windows, it’s not a basement like the other side is. It would feel
like conventional office space. It would have sprinklers, which it currently is not, a new
boiler system, and a new electrical service.
Mr. Prunier
At the end of the day, you are taking down 1,287 square feet and you are adding 2,900
square feet, and you are renovating 2,400 square feet. It will take about seven months to
do the systems and we estimate that to cost about $2 million for hard costs and the story
runs the same all the way down with the soft costs. Again, we are trying to help you
understand what those costs will be so you can figure out what direction you want to move
in. The bottom line would be approximately $3.2 million to renovate that space.
Then we looked at the Solid Waste Department and the footprint is approximately 6,427
square feet and is probably a tear-down to the frame and the foundation, it’s in pretty bad
shape.
Mr. DuBois
All of the interior partitions are gone. There are water problems under the slab already with
water lines which has to be corrected. I took the program that I saw on what would be
needed and tried to allocate exactly what they needed for space in terms of training space,
office space, tote storage, general storage, men’s & women’s locker rooms and restrooms.
The one part we were not going to do very much is the main entrance because the clap
wood already matches the Scale House. When we are done, the entire exterior would be
rebuilt utilizing the same frame. We did not analyze the current frame. Over the years,
codes change and if you are going to renovate a building with the amount of renovation we
are doing to this building you have to bring it up to code. A structural analysis has to be
done on this building as well as the one at Solid Waste because they are pre-engineered
buildings.
Mr. Prunier
If you were to move in any direction that would be one of our first recommendations; to get
a structural analysis done on the buildings.
Again, pretty much taking the whole building down except for the frame and “this piece right
here.” It will cost about $1.9 million in hard costs and about $3 million for the total cost.
Those are the four buildings so if you add that up and you look at the bottom line of what
we think it would cost to renovate you would be looking at $15.9 million to renovate those
four buildings.

Special Board of Public Works Minutes – November 7, 2019

Page 6

Commissioner Teas
Can renovation costs sometimes exceed new construction costs?
Mr. Prunier
In today’s world, it’s almost a wash. Renovations can take longer than new construction
and at the minimum, they cost about the same these days.
Commissioner Teas
And you have to move people…
Mr. DuBois
In this particular building, I think I found a way that I could have the additions built but create
some swing space and then do six offices at a time. There is no way to create any swing
space at the Streets Department, Solid Waste, and Parks & Recreation, the people would
have to go.
Commissioner Teas
In the proposals that you provided did you account for any temporary housing or space
folks during construction.
Mr. Prunier
We didn’t but there are several different ways to address it. You can bring trailers in or you
could find other spaces in the city to move to but it’s still going to cost money to have a
truck move them to another facility. We don’t know exactly what the approach would be in
terms of temporarily relocating people while the renovations were going on. That’s
something that would have to be thought out.
Commissioner Teas
Is there a rule of thumb with respect to cost?
Mr. Prunier
No. Well, I’m sure there is but I don’t have it.
Mr. Tim Cummings, Director of Economic Development
The market in Nashua for office space on average is approximately $16.00 per square foot.
Mr. DuBois
A 40-foot trailer would run about $400.00 per month for rental but by the time you get it set
up it’s probably about $2,500 - $3,000 and then you would still have connection costs.
Special Board of Public Works Minutes – November 7, 2019

Page 7

Mr. Prunier
It could cost $30,000 - $50,000 for the whole program but it could be more if you rent space.
It is an additional cost.
Commissioner Pappas
Was there some kind of a narrative for the needs and the number of employees when you
started this?
Mr. Prunier
We were pretty much renovating what was there to bring it up to the standards. We are
not talking about crazy buildings here, we are talking about pretty simple buildings and
programming and aesthetics if you will. The systems are ridiculously expensive now to
replace, which includes mechanical, electrical, plumbing, and fire protection. It’s mindboggling to see how much it costs these days to replace them. We pretty much had the
basics but we did put some contingency into the numbers to try to cover some things; what
those things are we are not sure of yet. We feel pretty good, Commissioner Pappas, about
understanding what the basic needs were to get these buildings up and running to modern
day standards. We used historic data from the many, many buildings that we’ve renovated
and we feel like we have a strong position in the market and we can leverage those
subcontractor costs. We talked to subs a little bit about these buildings. There is some
science behind what we are telling you over here. We didn’t necessarily have a program
that was developed by the architect but we had some idea. At each building, we talked to
staff about what they needed at a minimum and we tried to squeeze that in as best we
could into their existing facilities.
Commissioner Pappas
When you were coming up with needs, were you aware that a good portion of our rank and
file are in the field for a good portion of the time?
Mr. Prunier
We were. We are dealing with the information that is on paper now but we talked to each
of the directors.
Mr. DuBois
Plus, we had the guide of what you did on Burke Street. It was a matter of talking with Lisa
and the other department heads and looking at Burke Street. That’s really how we came
up with this.
Commissioner Pappas
Did you use Burke Street as a model?
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Mr. DuBois
Just in terms of space and quantity and what you needed in terms of the different
departments. Granted, the problem is…you get inefficiencies by doing four, five or six
different building versus (inaudible).
Mayor Donchess
What are you assuming regarding either the replacement or just using current HVAC’s?
Mr. DuBois
There is nothing that I would reuse.
Mayor Donchess
So in this building, you would replace everything.
Mr. DuBois
Yes, everything should be brand new. If you are going to put any money into this you have
to put in new systems. It just doesn’t make sense to spend money on the old systems.
Only one of the buildings is sprinkled but a number of them are not even sprinkled. Solid
Waste isn’t and Parks & Recreation isn’t. You have to get some fire protection in the
building.
Commissioner Moriarty
On the Parks & Recreation building concept design, you had a conference room in the
basement.
Mr. DuBois
It’s not a basement.
Mr. Prunier
It’s kind of a split.
Commissioner Moriarty
I was just wondering if it were handicap accessible.
Mr. DuBois
Yes, it is.
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Mr. Prunier
There is one other question. We sat around the table and we were giving comments in
terms of the program of renovating these four buildings and certainly, we do understand
that it is a lot of money. Even if you said let’s go with this and we completed these four
buildings, there really isn’t any opportunity for growth and we are not 100% certain that you
can get all of the programs that you absolutely need in each of these departments in the
space of the existing buildings. There is very little capacity at the sites. The equipment at
the Streets Department is going to be a challenge. Again, we were not tasked with talking
about or looking into a garage or the maintenance and repair areas but we do know that
when you have to bring your equipment back from Burke Street it’s going to put a pinch on
the Street Department in a big way. Again, those costs…we did not drill down into in terms
of temporary relocation and hazmat surveys. We are concerned about mold, it’s visual and
you can see it when you walk up to the building. We carried escalation through 2020. If
we carried escalation beyond 2020, the cost would scare the daylights out of you.
Then we said what if you decided to build a new building. Ms. Slemenda put together some
initial programming opportunities for us. She looked at all of the departments and what the
spaces were and it was just under 25,000 square feet. We figured if you can build a twostory building with a footprint of 12,500, just a simple box, we projected the cost would be
about $300.00 per square foot and would be over $7.5 million but when you add all of the
soft costs to that it was at about $9.9 million for a new building. We’ve built a lot of buildings
this size so we know exactly how much these buildings cost.
A new building (DPW Administration) would offer a lot of positives for the department. You
would create a healthy environment right away and the utility costs would most definitely
go down. You would be able to work that program so it was the best possible program for
the department to work in and service the city in the best way possible. There are ways to
bring in energy efficiencies with solar being one of the great options.
When you add up the durations for each, it was 12-months for this (DPW Administration)
building and 7 months for the other three buildings (Streets, Solid Waste, and Parks &
Recreation) so you are talking about over 30-months of construction activity versus 12months for new buildings. I don’t necessarily want to talk about the operational side of
things but I think being in a unified spot…there are a lot of positives that can come out of
being together and working together instead of being all over the place.
Mayor Donchess
Are you building in enough strength to put us over on a…
Mr. Prunier
As much as you can get on 12,500 square feet or around it, it’s just a thought, it’s an
opportunity to do it.
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Mayor Donchess
Is it a flat roof or a slanted roof?
Mr. Prunier
We are thinking of a flat roof. We are trying to keep this as simple as possible which would
be the least expensive geometry to build.
We hope this gives you some solid information for discussion and to help you make
decisions on what you want to do. I think these buildings are tired and they need some
help. You want to attract the best people possible to be employees of the city and it would
take some work to get these buildings up to snuff to be presentable. I think it can be done
but it will cost money.
Alderman Dowd
In this case, just like the school project, there are significant savings over the 15 to 20 years
going down on support cost like utilities. You have to look at that as an off-set to whatever
you are paying for any bonding. Also, in the new buildings, what you put in today for HVAC
systems gives a much better, cleaner, and fresher air for the people who are working in the
building. In the case of the schools, we are looking at the students and helping them learn
and not fall asleep because of too much stuff in the air. I think in the elementary schools
we increased the air velocity by about fifteen times from what it was before which is much
healthier. The other thing is consolidating everyone probably has a lot of efficiencies in the
operation of the entire department.
Commissioner Moriarty
I was wondering with the construction facility if you incorporated any displacement cost or
would there not be any?
Mr. DuBois
There will not be any because we would build a new building and only move everybody
once there was a Certificate of Occupancy.
Alderman Jette
The new $10 million building, will that include a new garage facility?
Mr. DuBois
No, that’s just the office spaces.
Mr. Prunier
That would be taking the office spaces from the four buildings we discussed and putting
them all in one building.
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Alderman Dowd
Would it be built so a garage could be attached to it downstream sometime?
Mr. Prunier
We have not looked into that.
Alderman Jette
I am told the current garage isn’t big enough to store the vehicles. Do you know if there is
land available to the north of that building to build a new garage?
Mr. Prunier
I am not aware of that. I know that what is there now is not enough space to really take
care of all of the equipment in the proper way and you want to get long-term value on your
equipment. Leaving the equipment out in the elements does not help that goal.
Director Fauteux
Alderman Jette, do you mean at the Street Department?
Alderman Jette
Yes.
Director Fauteux
No, there is no additional land to be able to expand the garage.
Alderman Jette
Who owns the land to the north of the property?
Director Fauteux
There is a parking lot there and then a skate park. There really isn’t any buildable space
between the existing garage and the river.
Alderman Dowd
There are also buffer zones.
Mayor Donchess
When the Public Works garage was built where it is now, the assumption was the whole
area would be available for expansion because there was no skateboard park, there was
no Stellos, there was no “Y”, and there was no Conway; it was all just Public Works area.
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Then things happened like Conway Arena, the “Y”, and Stellos so now we are left with what
we have.
Alderman Jette
If you added to the current garage, those vehicles that are parked outside would be inside
so you wouldn’t need an extra parking lot back there if you were storing vehicles inside the
building.
Mr. DuBois
If you added, going north, you are still going to need a road around the building…the fire
department is going to want to see that.
Mr. Jon Ibarra, Superintendent of Streets
What you also don’t see on the slide is there is an after hours shop so you don’t see any
employee vehicles; there are 39 spreaders for the trucks that are stored currently at Burke
Street as well as a nose and wings.
Alderman Dowd
The other thing is if you added onto this building to make it a maintenance facility, you are
going to spend a fortune on the existing facility to bring it up to what it has to be if you even
can.
Alderman Jette
If we are talking about building a new $10 million building in a different location that is not
going to have a garage you are still going to be left with an inadequate garage that’s going
to have to be dealt with at some point in time. I’m just exploring the idea if this garage is
available for renovation in the future.
Mr. Prunier
There is probably not an answer to that right now because it hasn’t been studied.
Alderman Dowd
I think when we were looking at is as a Committee, there is adequate space to build a
garage big enough to house all of the equipment, it’s just that we have to be careful with
spending right now.
Alderman O’Brien
I would like to point out to Alderman Jette and Commission Moriarty that is we were to move
to the landfill facility, the police department might have a keen interest in the property
because they are just adjacent to the property. That would be a good swap because I am
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sure they are equally as tight over there. Then if we look at the DPW facility, let’s face it,
that area has been repurposed into a sports complex in a way, between the “Y”, Stellos
Stadium, and Conway Arena. Another opportunity may be to expand Conway Arena which
would greatly enhance the youth programs in the city. All for not, yes, you are getting a
DPW garage but you are repurposing the land here that I think would have a great benefit
to the city as well.
Alderman Dowd
That would be at Conway’s expense and not the cities.
Alderman O’Brien
Also, Greeley Park is not going to get any bigger but that area that is taken up by Parks &
Recreation could also be repurposed to enhance the facility.
Alderman Jette
Speaking of the landfill, is there enough land there…
Mr. Prunier
There is enough land there.
Alderman Jette
Is it capable of handling these buildings?
Mr. Prunier
From a land perspective?
Alderman Jette
Yes.
Mr. Prunier
Yes, it definitely is buildable and we could talk with the folks at Solid Waste and they have
a good understanding of what the soils are like.
Mayor Donchess
The bottom line is your estimate is it would cost $6 million more to renovate current facilities
than to consolidate at the landfill.
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Mr. DuBois
Like I said, without any structural analysis done on the building, there are still some
unanswered questions that have to be answered to give you a true picture.
Mayor Donchess
We did a structural analysis on this building (DPW Administration) to determine whether it
could accommodate a solar array and the answer was no.
Commissioner Pappas
We are going to spend all this money and we are not going to get a garage. How close is
this in proximity to the neighbors?
Alderman Dowd
It’s not in that buffer area that you are thinking about.
Commissioner Pappas
I understand it’s not in that area. I am asking what the distance is from neighbors who live
there.
Mr. Prunier
We really looked at it as what it would cost to build a 25,000 square foot building.
Commissioner Pappas
So you didn’t look at it in terms of the proximity to homes?
Director Fauteux
It would be built almost in the same location as the existing building is.
Alderman Dowd
You can see how far away the street is.
Mr. Prunier
That is a Civil Engineering exercise. We were just trying to give you prices of renovation
versus a new building.
Commissioner Pappas
Has a traffic study been done?
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Mr. Wayne Husband, Senior Traffic Engineer
The Director asked if I could do a traffic impact study for the location of Public Works. We
put in a request to the Nashua Regional Planning Commission to help us with the traffic
count. We did all kinds of traffic counts on Riverside Street and West Hollis Street. We did
counts coming out of the DPW Administration building’s parking lot and at the Streets
Department parking going to the garage as well as at the gate. We did counts at all four
driveways going into Parks & Recreation. The Nashua Regional Planning Commission
also did some turning movement counts at the Four Hills Landfill entrance on West Hollis
Street. We took all of that data and we took all of the existing traffic volumes and we
adjusted them to reflect the 8-month calendar year…we had (inaudible) volumes, typically,
the state procedures want to analyze the highest amount for the year so we adjusted all of
traffic volumes up. Now we have all of the traffic volumes on West Hollis Street, along the
landfill in the area in the landfill where we could relocate public works.
At the point, we then adjusted those up by 1% to give it to the year 2020 just to give us a
base design idea for the traffic on West Hollis Street. After that, we adjusted it upwards by
1% per ten-year period to have a ten-year buildout. Then we adjust all of the traffic volumes
upwards so we have a base without the development for the year 2030. Then we have to
figure out what the site generated traffic was going to be from the DPW Administration, the
Streets Department, and Parks & Recreation. For that, we go to the Institute of
Transportation and Engineers because they have a trip generation manual that you can
use to estimate the number of trips of different land/use codes. They have all kinds of them
but they didn’t happen to have anything that replicated the Division of Public Works. It is
somewhat unique as far as the services that we provide. That’s why we counted the parking
at the DPW Administration and we counted all of the driveways belonging to Parks &
Recreation and we counted the Streets Department at the gate going in and out of the
garage. That’s how we developed the site generated chart for Public Works. We used
actual traffic counts at each of our locations. We had to make some assumptions in there
because like at Parks & Recreation it not only has its people going to and from work but it
also has patrons and people visiting the park. We had to make adjustments to kind of take
some of that stuff out of there and make it a full representation of what Public Works would
be like if it were relocated.
Commissioner Pappas
Do we have a written traffic report?
Director Fauteux
I think she’s trying to figure out what the results were.
Mr. Husband
The answer to that question is we do have a very comprehensive traffic impact study that
was done based on a lot of traffic data. It was a very comprehensive analysis. The bottom
line executive summary version is that there is more than adequate capacity along West
Hollis Street to accommodate the relocation of the Division of Public Works to 840 West
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Hollis Street. We also analyzed the landfill entries because that was the nearest entrance
to the proposed driveway and there is very little impact from the relocation and position of
Public Works on the landfill entrance. That is the long and short of it. You have to figure
that most of the Division of Public Works employees arrive at work between 6:15 a.m. and
6:45 a.m. That’s a large majority of the traffic and that’s before the peak hour of when West
Hollis starts to pick-up in the morning.
Director Fauteux
Just to be clear, that’s not what we are even proposing right now. We are just proposing
the office. We did a worst case scenario if down the road we were to ever…
Commissioner Pappas
So we are leaving the rank and file at the Street Department and Parks & Recreation. As
far as traffic goes I know we’ve got some new development on the street. I know when our
workday ends it is very similar to when the high school kids get out and people try to avoid
this street at all costs at that time. I know with the last contract for AFSCME I thought that
we let people come back to work…like they had the last 15 minutes of the day to get their
stuff together. That to me would pretty much coincide with when kids are getting out of
Nashua High School South and I guess common sense would say that injecting that much
more truck traffic. I mean if you are telling me that the rank and file are going to stay in the
other spots then you are going to have some people stay at the Street Department and
some at Parks & Recreation and we won’t have all of those trucks there.
Director Fauteux
That is correct, we wouldn’t have all of the frontline staff from Parks & Recreation.
Alderman Dowd
As far as the traffic if you relocated to Burke Street you would have the same traffic going
down residential streets which would have been far more significant than this.
Commissioner Pappas
Right but we never did a traffic study for Burke Street and that’s why I voted against it.
Alderman Dowd
If you renovated the office spaces at all of these sites, when it becomes time, you will be
building new maintenance facilities at all of those sites because they are in worse shape
than the offices instead of having a central building. Again, the construction of the
maintenance facilities…you will have to relocate all of the equipment and personnel as you
do each one. I’ll leave it to the building and construction guys but I have to believe that’s a
lot more expensive than building a single building that is no incurred by any activity going
on.
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Commissioner Pappas
Well, I think if we are saying these are unhealthy buildings and we are leaving our rank and
file there…I just…that’s an awful lot of money not to address all of our problems.
Commissioner Ackerman
I know at our Committee level meeting we had a facsimile of what the future site might look
like and I know that created some concerns. The new $9.9 million building here, obviously
we talked about the entrance to the dump and there’s going to be more employees
(inaudible) will that include the cost for the actual (inaudible) entrancewayor do we have to
consider that as outside of the $9.9 million.
Director Fauteux
I think that was included in the cost because that’s a lot of work that we can do internally.
Commissioner Ackerman
Okay, great.
Mr. Cummings
I believe this is a phased approach so we are just kind of starting to take a bite out of this
big problem and develop a plan that will ultimately lead to it solving the overall problem.
Commissioner Pappas
I mean if we are going to spend all of this money, we are not going to have any bonding left
to bond because the schools are going cost so much and if we are saying that these sites
are unhealthy and we are leaving our rank and file in there then we are just taking over
more space as far as I am concerned. I think it’s time to solve the problem totally because
it sounds like the facilities that are in the worst shape we are not going to touch and people
are still going to be there.
Mayor Donchess
That’s true either way. The worst shape is the garage.
Commissioner Pappas
Parks & Recreation is pretty bad. In other words, we are going to spend all of this money
and then…I would like the approach to solve the whole thing. How much is it going to cost
to fix all of our problems rather than…I really don’t think this is a great approach to take. I
think we should bite the bullet and find out how much it’s going to be to just fix all of our
facilities or if you are looking for a new facility then say “okay, how much is it going to cost
to send everyone over there.”
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Mayor Donchess
We know it would be way more than $50 million.
Alderman Jette
When you went through the cost of renovating, when you talked about the Street
Department building…some of the problems that you identified with the Streets Department
building was the office part. You talked about improving the facilities and having better
locker rooms and a place for the workers to rest when they are there plowing but if we build
this new building, will the new building only be the office part? Will the equipment and the
trucks and everything remain on Stadium Drive? The garage is going to stay there, the
trucks are going to stay there so the workers, the drivers, are still going to be working out
of this garage building I think. The four facilities that they are dealing with…so the $10
million proposed cost for the new building does not include anything to fix the conditions
under which they are working here in the Street Department.
Mr. Prunier
That was the task.
Director Fauteux
Our hope though would be to move as much as the office staff from all of the Division of
Public Works over to the new building. I wouldn’t make that decision without first talking to
the Superintendent’s but the hope would be to move as many folks out of the office space
as we can into the new building.
The AFSCME staff, that’s correct, some of them would need to stay, particularly at Streets
but again, they are not there all day, for the most they are out working. There may be some
opportunity to have a multi-purpose room at the new building to execute snow operations
but we haven’t thought all of that through yet. We would love to have a garage but it’s not
financially feasible.
Alderman Jette
When we are looking at the cost of renovating all of the buildings, is it $15 million?
Mr. Prunier
No, it’s $16 million and change.
Alderman Jette
Proportionally you allocated (inaudible) this building should be removed from that total if
you are going to compare it to the cost of the new building. You can’t say that it’s going to
cost $10 million for the new building and if we renovated the buildings it’s going to cost $16
million so we are saving $6 million by building a new building. Building a new building might
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be the best idea but it’s going to cost us $10 million and we are still going to be left with the
cost of renovating the Street Department building.
Mr. Prunier
To totally satisfy your DPW dilemma right now and build a whole new facility you are
probably talking about 170,00 square feet of space to replace the Parks & Recreation and
the Streets Department facilities and to do it right so you are storing equipment and vehicles
under cover so they have longer life spans.
Director Fauteux
And (inaudible) for the landfill.
Mr. Prunier
That’s probably around $50 million to build, just for the garage piece of it so you are talking
about $60 million to solve your DPW concerns.
Mayor Donchess
If we spent $5 million renovating that place over there…the garage is never going to be
adequate. It’s never big enough, we will be permanently making a decision that Public
Works will never have an adequate facility. We are saying those office people are going to
be in there for the next 30 to 40 years and we can’t ever have an adequate garage because
we know we need 15 more acres than we’ve got. I ask a rhetorical question, why would
we pour $5 million into a facility that we know in the long run we can’t really use.
Alderman Jette
I’m not saying we should, I’m just saying.
Mayor Donchess
I’m not saying you are saying we should, I’m just throwing out that question.
Alderman Jette
I’m just voicing that by saying it is going to cost $16 million to renovate the current buildings
and compare that to spending $10 million to build a new building at the landfill is really not
apples to apples.
Commissioner Pappas
That’s correct.
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Alderman Jette
Building a new building at the landfill will provide better conditions because it’s a new office
building which is probably the right thing to do but it’s not spending $16 million would include
more than what you are….I’m just pointing out that the…whatever you have allocated to
the Streets Department building, you really have to remove that when you compare building
the new building costing $10 million as opposed to $16 million, it’s really not a fair
comparison.
Mr. Prunier
If you were going to just renovate this you would still have three other…I mean your
spending that $16 million on those four buildings. You are replacing that same space with
a new building that’s $10 million.
Mr. DuBois
(Inaudible) for one area if I’m following, the question is the second floor because it’s set up
as a multi-purpose space. We were just showing that you could have the guys sleep there
versus however you guys do it right now. It’s still needed space but I understand your line
of reasoning, why do the second floor. The whole downstairs, the whole office area is
getting renovated, cleaned-up and getting new systems. You can spend it here or you can
spend it down at the landfill. The only credence I can think of to what you are saying is:
“man, I need that big room to house the people when it’s all hands on deck.” (Inaudible)
Alderman Dowd
I think the key was the people who actually work in the office spaces all day long, some of
them are disastrous like the building that had to come down at the landfill. If we are thinking
about that group of people who are in the office all day long then the office building at the
landfill that has the capability of having a garage added to it makes a lot of sense. If we
spend a lot of money on all of these remote sites now you are locking yourself in for
renovating. Like at Nick’s place (Parks & Recreation), he’s got a horse barn that’s over 100
years old and you can’t even walk on the second floor. The only thing that’s usable for is
a test case for the fire department to burn down. You’ll be spending money all over town
and still not have a consolidated workforce.
Alderman O’Brien
I want to say, speaking of the fire department, I agree with you, Alderman Dowd. We have
remodeled several facilities on the fire department and what hasn’t really been brought up
here and part of the conversation is the cost-investment to the longevity. Take the Elm
Street situation, we could probably repair the Elm Street School but what we are looking at
is it worth it. Again, ten years after renovation what do we have left. We still have a building
that was built during the WPA project (1936) and everything else. The question should be
and maybe they can answer it, this building met its life-expectancy. Eventually, gravity
takes over everything and the building will come down. The fire department defies gravity
by keeping buildings so it doesn’t come down on the firemen. The thing is looking at what
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the 1902 building and that facility up there, it’s done. I think we’ve got our money’s worth
out of some of these older facilities and then looking to enhance what Nashua’s going to
get out of the future. You bring up the cost factor and I appreciate that but, we discussed
it in our meeting, did you not say that this new facility will have a life-expectancy of how
many years?
Mr. Prunier
Fifty and more if you take care of it.
Alderman O’Brien
So compared to what we have now we will save money in the long-term as far as
remodeling and everything else.
Alderman Jette
Again, the life-cycle cost savings of a new building have a significant amount of money
bringing it back into the fold. The other thing is that if you have new buildings today with
better equipment and better construction materials the buildings last longer and they are
easier to maintain. Certainly, our deferred maintenance accounts in all of our departments
would be woefully low and the better we can make these buildings easier and cheaper to
maintain, it’s another cost savings. You have to add up all of the cost savings when you
are looking at a new facility versus renovating something that’s putting $1.00 in and
spending $100 instead of putting $2.00 in and only spending $25.00; it’s that simple.
Mayor Donchess
We are realizing $3.9 million from the sale of Burke Street so the numbers we are really
talking about when we apply those proceeds to this project, are $6 million for the new
building at the landfill versus $12 million for the renovation.
Alderman Dowd
And you would have a planned approach to solve the overall problem in short years
compared to how long it has taken them to get in the shape they are in.
Commissioner Teas
Mr. Chairman, I would imagine you would not have undergone this study if there wasn’t the
capacity to bond a project, whether it’s to build new, refurbish, or a combination of thereof.
Mayor Donchess
Looking at the bonding schedule, yes, it appears that we can accommodate this along with
the school project if we are careful in the way that we proceed. We do pay off bonds every
year so we reduce the existing debt every year through the debt service budget. It will take
careful planning and that’s one reason why I think if we are going to do this project for a net
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of $6 million ($10 M - $4 M realized by the sale of Burke Street) is roughly $6 million but to
put another $6 million on top of that I think is not money well-spent in my opinion and just
adds and we should be reducing the amount we spend as much as we possibly can. We
have gone over the bonding schedule with Mr. Fredette, City Treasurer and Mr. Griffin,
Chief Financial Officer, a number of times.
Mr. Cummings
I also think it’s worthwhile to note that Commissioner Teas put together a very
comprehensive memo that outlines the process that we took and I think it’s worthwhile for
the edification of this group to understand it. I don’t know if Commissioner Teas would like
to speak to that.
Commissioner Teas
I would be happy to. I did share a copy of this with my peers as well as the sub-committee.
Director Fauteux
The memo was put together by Commissioner Teas and Commissioner Ackerman.
Commissioner Teas
Just for a little background, when I first started investigating the Board of Public Works it
was right around the time the Board was considering the Burke Street plan, which was
ultimately voted down. What it told me was the Board had probably given some thought
and consideration as to the long-term plans and housing for the Division of Public Works’
170 employees. A few things that came to mind during our initial discussion were the
safety, the air quality, the aging infrastructure, and of course, future growth. I have
memorialized what we have done and what the sub-committee did in terms of meetings.
On May 12th, Commissioner Moriarty and I got together with Director Fauteux and other
stakeholders. We met again and included Alderman Dowd, Alderman Wilshire, Alderman
O’Brien, and Director Tim Cummings. We talked about doing the right thing for our
employees, and the right thing for the city which included the financial impact on the
taxpayers.
The four prominent factors during that discussion included operational inefficiencies caused
by departments working remotely, the energy efficiencies gained through new construction
refurbishment, the opportunity-cost, specifically the deterioration of equipment, and the
continued band-aid mentality versus a strategic direction. We heard the Director said
having all staff under one roof would create some efficiencies, we didn’t measure that or
put a number to it but we generally agreed with the Director on that.
Ultimately, we reported back to the Board of Public Works in May of 2019, and then
subsequently, we were allowed to engage a third-party, Harvey Construction, to do all of
the work that they presented to us tonight. Our sub-committee met a week ago and they
presented to us the same exact presentation. I think some great points were brought up
tonight by Commissioner Pappas and Alderman Jette with respect to, particularly the
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Streets Department, but in general terms a $15.9 million refurbishment, our concerns with
the current health and safety of the employees but it does not address the future growth
and there were structural concerns. We kind of contemplated that there were likely minimal
efficiencies gained by refurbishment. New construction is $9.9 million and it did not include
cost per location. All of this time we were not talking about the landfill specifically, it was
on the table but how much would it cost to build. We decided that energy, workplace,
efficiency, and the ability for future growth would be attained by a new property. We are
wise to have Director Cummings in attendance. He educated us with respect to the cost of
the land. We probably had decided, without knowing where we wanted to go, that building
just financially made sense and those efficiencies that we could achieve, which we hadn’t
put a number to, further added to the positivity of the financial piece. Director Cummings
suggested if you want to build a site like this to later include a garage and additions you are
going to need 25 acres which would be about $250,000 per acre which was $6.25 million
and he and I came very quickly to $120,000 to $140,000 in taxes that would come off the
roll. We would have to go out and buy land at $6.25 million. Very quickly the shift went to
the landfill which was kind of the obvious thing that we talked about before but it was not
birthed at the beginning that we want to build at the landfill. We wanted to do the right
thing. In conclusion, while we didn’t necessarily vote on these things, these are the things
that Commissioner Ackerman and I gleaned were recurring themes. We care about a safe
and healthy work environment for our staff, while also being fiscally responsible. Attention
to our infrastructure was long overdue. Refurbishing does not address future growth. New
construction allows for the repurposing of existing buildings, we didn’t assign a cost to that
but there is a benefit for sure. It allows us to capitalize on the funds being freed from the
sale of Burke Street and it has to be deployed within 24 months. The funds available are
approximately $3.9 million and lastly, and I think what Commissioner Pappas and Alderman
Jette said earlier probably need to be factored into this last point because it was a very big
eye-opener for us but, a new administrative office will cost us 38% less. For every dollar
that we spend to refurbish we only have to spend .62 cents to build a new building. We
ended up voting as a group and we voted unanimously to pursue building a new
administrative home for Public Works and we also voted unanimously to recommend
construction at the new facility at the landfill. We understand legally that we as a group do
not make the decision, we do it jointly with the Committee on Infrastructure from the Board
of Aldermen and tonight it is our recommendation to continue moving in that direction with
the understanding that we need to get things moving to take advantage of that $3.9 million
that gets freed up.
Mayor Donchess
Is that a motion?
Alderman Dowd
It sounded like it.
Commissioner Teas
I would like for Commissioner Ackerman who co-authored the memo to correct me where
I was wrong.
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Commissioner Ackerman
I think overall you summed it up very nicely. I think it was a very methodical approach to
looking at the facilities. I do think that a little bit more work needs to occur with how we
continue to deploy the different functions in the four different locations. Number one, the
administrative group and I definitely think that is a work in progress. I was happy to hear
about the analysis the traffic engineer had done. There is a lot of people who say: “we
don’t want it in our backyard” but I think Mr. Cummings has done a great job at articulating
that if we try to go off and buy a new piece of property and take it off the roll…I think
everything you stated was very good.
MOTION: Commissioner Teas made a motion for the Board of Public Works
to move jointly and appropriately with the Board of Aldermen and the
Committee on Infrastructure to pursue to build a new home for the Division of
Public Works.
Commissioner Teas
I would like Alderman Jette to co-author it at the Board of Aldermen.
Director Fauteux
We do have Alderman Wilshire, Alderman Dowd, Alderman O’Brien, and Mayor Donchess.
Mr. Cummings
I wanted to point out the timeline for this which is very sensitive. Speaking from a financial
perspective, we issue bonds and we are set to certain standards once we issue those
bonds to redeploy that money. We are looking to close on Burke Street in mid-February
and that will start a clock of 24-months and to get us into a place to be able to do that we
have to start the bond authorization process now and go through the Board of Aldermen
with two committee hearings, and a public hearing. There are some definite dates we need
to make in December to be able to make that February timeline.
Mayor Donchess
To elaborate further, we sold tax-exempt bonds to buy Burke Street. There are rules
against arbitraries holding tax-exempt bond funds without spending them so once Burke
Street is sold, the day that we get the money we have to have invested that $3.9 million
into a completed project within two years to the day. If that’s not done then the tax-exempt
status of that $3.9 million is lost and that would be a financial nightmare for the city. This
money has to be reinvested in a capital project that is completed within two-years of the
date we realize the proceeds.
Alderman O’Brien
On that note, in discussions with Harvey Construction, that was brought up and they
assured us that they would be able to meet the timeline. It’s in the works and it has
possibilities. Your vote tonight would help and expedite this process.
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Alderman Jette
So they will be able to spend the money quickly enough?
I would like to say that it sounds like tonight all you are deciding to do is to move forward.
You haven’t specified that it’s going to be at the landfill site or any other site for that matter
at this point in time. I’m just concerned that…
Commissioner Teas
The chosen site would need to be the landfill because we don’t have the funds.
Alderman Jette
I’m just concerned because I represent Ward 5 where the landfill is located. I want us to
be sensitive to the people who live in that area. I don’t know that they would oppose this
but I think that they deserve the opportunity to be able to hear about it and voice whatever
concerns they might have. It’s a large parcel of land so you might be able to move it around
a bit to accommodate any concerns they may have if they even have any.
Director Fauteux
That opportunity would definitely come once we have enough information. We haven’t
done the civil engineering to know exactly where we can site it but we will certainly have a
neighborhood meeting at the landfill so all of the folks from Ward 5 can come.
Alderman Dowd
All bonding efforts have to have a public hearing.
Mayor Donchess
One thing we could do to make life better on West Hollis Street, at least for people trying to
get in and out of the side streets, is if we put a traffic light at the intersection of this new
driveway. Not only would it control traffic coming from the landfill but it would create spacing
in the traffic that is through traffic that would open gaps downstream so that people between
the landfill and the highway can get out of…and the same thing for westbound traffic. It
would provide people with a better opportunity to get onto the street, which of course, is a
problem. We have heard about that from more than one person but one person in particular
recently.
Director Fauteux
People will be requesting, as we discussed Mayor, some (inaudible) in the CIP process.
Mayor Donchess
How much is a traffic light, $200,000 or something?
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Mr. Husband
About $150,000.
Director Fauteux
We are also very sensitive to the fatality that just happened last night on West Hollis Street
and we will be looking into that.
Mayor Donchess
Right now it’s like a speedway from Wellesley to the Hollis line. If we put a light in then it
will break it up a bit.
Alderman Jette
You said 115,000?
Mr. Husband
I’m including the engineering and all of the costs associated with it, not just the construction.
Mr. Chris Mulleavey, Hoyle, Tanner & Associates
If I may, Steve Hass from our office does a lot of traffic and transportation work, in particular,
signal design and that number sounds woefully low to me, do you agree?
Mr. Steve Haas, Hoyle, Tanner & Associates
I would say that is the construction cost. Engineering would be 10% or 15% or something
like that. That would be for the mast, arm, and signal. It would be more if you had to add
liens.
Mayor Donchess
So somewhere between $150,000 - $250,000.
Mr. Mulleavey
$250,000 sounds more like it from a budgeting standpoint.
Mayor Donchess
To the extent it would relieve or mitigate some of the traffic issues on West Hollis Street, I
think its money well spent.
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VOTE: 4-1-0 (Nay- Pappas)
MOTION CARRIED
Parks & Recreation
A. MOTION: Commissioner Teas to review and approve the plan and
approve a contract for the construction of the Greeley Park Boat Ramp
with Northeast Earth Mechanics of Pittsfield, NH, for the amount of
$419,495. Funding will be through Department: Department 184
Community Development; Fund: Grant; Activity: Greeley Park Boat Ramp
Improvements.
Mr. Caggiano
This is a continuation from the last meeting. There were some questions about the dates
that the approval happened. The project is fully permitted and the funds are there. If you
remember, we started looking at this in 2002. We started working with Fish & Game and
through a very long process and a lot of obstacles; it took a long time to overcome. The
Waterways Committee included recommendations to redevelop the site. Mr. Porter spoke
about that. The Lower Merrimack River Local Advisory Committee is advocating for it and
in 2016 we applied for an LWCF Grant. We petitioned the railroad and finally came to an
agreement with the crossing in 2017 and the grant awarded the project with a total of
$400,000, 50% from the LWCF and a 50% match from the city and then additional city
funds were put in. There’s roughly a total of $550,000 which approximately $80,000 has
been spent on engineering and permitting leaving us a balance of about $470,000. The
motion in front of you shows Northeast Earth Mechanics…we negotiated with them and this
motion is for $419,000 which will leave the DPW approximately $50,000 for material and
we are going to absorb a lot of the site work.
The goals are to resurface and upgrade the boat ramp, relocate the stormwater outfall so
you don’t crash your boat into it when you launch, develop the parking area into an
organized lot, provide emergency access for fire and police which is not efficient right now,
improve accessibility for all users, improve and re-rail the access road, and to maintain the
natural esthetic look.
Mayor Donchess
Once this is done it will be the only boat ramp between Manchester and Lowell. We will
have a really nice boat ramp for people to use.
Commissioner Ackerman
Just a quick question, the parking, I know we have a beautiful boat ramp behind Stellos
Stadium but it has limited parking. Will we have more parking at this location?
Mr. Caggiano
Yes, we will. On this slide, the shaded area is the sling road so we are going to take a hard
left and head right toward the boat ramp once we pull in. What I call the loop road will be
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gated off and bouldered so it will only have pedestrian access. It needs to have a gate in
case fire, police or maintenance has to be done, especially with the railroad tracks running
along there.
Commissioner Pappas
Were you going to try to do something so…that’s one of the areas where people dump a
bunch of trash all of the time.
Mr. Caggiano
By gating off the loop road it will reduce that. The police department is going to have a
straight look right down that now instead of having to travel over a ¼ mile to get there and
people can hear you coming.
The last slide shows the actual ramp and it also shows the parking area. You will come in
and bear to the left, make your loop back down the ramp, launch your vessel, and park.
We are going to be using recycled, reclaimed pavement that John has been processing for
us. All of these paving projects we have been doing, the grinds have been stowed away
and we are going to recycle those. The good thing about that is it’s permeable so it allows
water to get into the groundwater. There was a question at one point about using concrete
barriers to designate the parking spots but I don’t feel that is necessary and we were able
to reduce that cost item by just using concrete bumpers to pull your car up. That way there
is no ADA issue. We are excited to get going on the process and hopefully, if we get
approval tonight I will go to finance and start working on the tree line. It’s about 2.5 acres
that we will be pulling some logs out and doing some pretty significant work but in the long
run, it’s going to be a much better site.
Commissioner Teas
Will there be some sort of fanfare when this is open?
Director Fauteux
Absolutely.
Mr. Caggiano
The rumor is the Mayor and the Director might come up by boat.
Commissioner Teas
What is the completion date?
Mr. Caggiano
I put out a very conservative date of the end of July next year. The construction firm is
ready to work and the great thing is they can use the loop road while we are building our
section. Both groups can be working simultaneously.
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VOTE: 5-0
MOTION CARRIED
Commissioner Comments
Commissioner Teas
I am interested (addressing Commissioner Pappas) in a respectful way of just ensuring that
we fully understand your no vote so we can incorporate some of your thoughts into the
processes as we move forward. I think I heard great information from both yourself and
Alderman Jette with respect to “it’s not really $9 million versus $16 million” and I get that
and we are keeping people at different buildings. Were there any other points or items that
we should contemplate as the sub-committee continues to move forward?
Commissioner Pappas
I think the traffic…I think to have a written traffic report that’s easy to understand. Also, the
neighbors. I have to tell you that I am a little bit frustrated because I think if we put
everything off so long it’s frustrating that the rank and file…we are not going to do a thing
to touch that. That really bothers me.
Commissioner Teas
I think we categorized it one time as trying to put a size 8 foot into a size 7 shoe. The traffic
report, neighbors, and then maybe a long term vision. Is that fair to categorize that last
piece.
Commissioner Pappas
Essentially to me, the stuff that looks like it’s most squalor is where they are and I just think
that we’ve…I think we’ve done a very poor job at doing maintenance and I bet you it will be
25 years and they won’t touch those facilities. I think this is our opportunity to just bite the
bullet.
Commissioner Teas
Was a traffic study completed?
Director Fauteux
It’s not quite complete yet and Hoyle Tanner & Associates is also reviewing. We will have
something to release in the not so distant future. It’s just not quite finalized.
Commissioner Pappas
This is probably not in this particular phase but I wanted to say that people with breathing
issues sometimes smells can trigger it and whether there would be any further expense in
the kind of ventilation system we are going to have to put in.
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Commissioner Teas
I think that was discussed in our sub-committee meeting on the 30th. We don’t want to have
the same problem all over again.
Commissioner Pappas
Right, and also for vermin.
Commissioner Ackerman
I was hoping to bring this up when Mr. Cummings was still here but, at our last meeting, I
had sent you some pictures of the property on Arterially Lane. What are we doing from a
city standpoint?
Director Fauteux
I think I had mentioned that Director Cummings is handling that. I have not heard an update
but he did reach out to Morgan Hollis to let him know of the violations and asked that they
be corrected. I’ve not heard back whether those are corrected yet.
Commissioner Ackerman
I have subsequently driven by the property after sending you those pictures and there are
still eight or nine construction vehicles parked there and there are still no parking signs
everywhere on city private property.
Director Fauteux
I’ll reach out to him again tomorrow and I will get back to you.
Commissioner Teas
Commissioner Ackerman brought this up at our meeting last week but great props to Nick
and his team for getting a fresh Christmas tree in.
Mr. Caggiano
It’s a little bit smaller than the one that was there but you don’t have a choice. It came from
New York and we put it in with a crane on Tuesday. It looks really great and it will grow.
Mayor Donchess
How fast will a tree like that grow?
Mr. Caggiano
You will probably get about 1-foot of growth per year. I am waiting for the soil samples to
come back to see what happened (with the original tree) because it baffles me and I’m
pretty good with that stuff.
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Mayor Donchess
What happened to the other one?
Mr. Caggiano
We don’t know.
Commissioner Teas
Wasn’t there a guarantee for the tree for the first year?
Mr. Caggiano
There would be if we bought the tree but we didn’t buy the tree, we transplanted it from a
park so it was on us.
Commissioner Teas
Well, you saved Christmas!
Alderman Jette
Tuesday at the polls Commissioner Ackerman and I were visited by several Ward 5
constituents complaining about West Hollis Street. Unfortunately, yesterday, I was told
there was an accident in the area of the Micro Society School around 4:00 p.m. and I guess
later on there was a tragedy that occurred further down the road. I was happy to hear you
talk about the installation of a new traffic light that might help.
A lot of people would like to voice their concerns so if it would be possible for us to have
some kind of a meeting where people could come and talk about that area.
Director Fauteux
Yes, the resident who reached out to me is from Westgate Village and I did mention that
we were going to request some funding and that we were going to do a study and we would
have a meeting to discuss whatever options we thought were feasible, a traffic light being
one of them. We will be planning a neighborhood meeting. What I don’t want to really look
at Alderman Jette, is changing the current configuration of the lanes. I think that would be
something that would be dangerous to do at this point because people are now accustomed
to it and quite frankly, there is no easy way to deal with that. I think we’ve really studied
that; we’ve had consultant’s study it and we’ve had the Senior Traffic Engineer from DOT
here to look at. We fell like that piece is the safest but I think that there is more we could
do a little bit further down.
Alderman Jette
I am aware of several accidents that have occurred when people are exiting from the school
trying to make a left turn.
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Director Fauteux
You can’t do that, it’s not safe.
Alderman Jette
Can we restrict it to just right-hand turns at certain times of the day?
Director Fauteux
They would have to do that. I think there was some signage that got changed where they
blocked off…I am happy to sit down with them and talk about it. Our recommendation has
always been to take a right-hand turn and turn around because it’s just not safe to take a
left turn. Ideally, if they could buy a piece of property and get out to Wellesley and hit that
light, that would be a perfect scenario for them.
Commissioner Ackerman
One of the individual’s situations who approached Alderman Jette and me had nothing to
do with the school. This individual lives right on West Hollis Street and about four or five
months ago she had a car totaled and she’s lucky to be alive. She lives right in front of
Westgate Village. She’s asking for a meeting where the neighbors and maybe even the
school could speak to someone and have their voices heard.
Director Fauteux
We will absolutely do that and a traffic light as the Mayor suggested would help to provide
some of those gaps so that folks could get out. It’s something we can talk about.
Commissioner Ackerman
I’m all for another traffic light but I think you really need to have someone sit there at the
edge of Wellesley at the bottom of Ledgewood Hills and look at the traffic light that is there
now because today and again Tuesday when I went out at 6:30 a.m. you stop there and
the light turns green for me to take a left or a right onto West Hollis Street and cars are still
going right through. This happens every day of the week.
Director Fauteux
We did, as you requested, add some time to that signal.
Commissioner Ackerman
I wish you had told me as I would have shared that with people.
Mayor Donchess
Well, we need to get the police out there.
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Commissioner Ackerman
Even this neighbor yesterday suggested it would be nice to have the police present while
they were voicing their concerns. It would be wise to enforce. Someone mentioned since
there is a school if the speed limit should be 20 mph during the day. I don’t think there is a
sign there.
Alderman Jette
There is a posted going west and going east that says: “20 mph when children are present.”
I’m not sure what that means. I don’t think anyone walks to that school as they are all
dropped off by parents.
Mayor Donchess
What is the speed limit right in front of the school without that sign?
Alderman Jette
35 mph.
Commissioner Moriarty
I also find that area very dark and there is a lack of sidewalks.
Director Fauteux
Wayne and I were talking about the fatality last night and we talked about adding to the
lighting.
Alderman Jette
There is no crosswalk there.
Director Fauteux
No, and I wouldn’t put a crosswalk there because it would give folks a false sense of
security. It would have to be a signalized crosswalk. If we are putting a signal in perhaps
that would be an opportunity to add a crosswalk; at a signalized intersection.
(Recorder’s Note: Commissioner Teas had excused himself from the meeting and his vote
was not included for the remainder of the meeting.)
Non-Public Session
MOTION: Commissioner Ackerman moved by roll call that the Board go into
a non-public session pursuant to RSA:91-A3 §2(b) the hiring of any person
as a public employee.
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A Viva Voce Roll Call was taken, which resulted as follows:
Yea: Mayor Donchess, Commissioner Ackerman,
Commissioner Pappas & Commissioner Moriarty

4

Nay:

0

MOTION CARRIED: 4-0
MOTION: Commissioner Ackerman to seal the minutes of the Board of
Public Works personnel non-public session of November 7, 2019, until
such time as the majority of the Board votes that the purpose of the
confidentiality would no longer be served.
A Viva Voce Roll Call was taken, which resulted as follows:
Yea: Mayor Donchess, Commissioner Ackerman,
Commissioner Pappas & Commissioner Moriarty

4

Nay:

0

MOTION CARRIED: 4-0
MOTION: Commissioner Ackerman to come out of non-public session.
A Viva Voce Roll Call was taken, which resulted as follows:
Yea: Mayor Donchess, Commissioner Ackerman,
Commissioner Pappas & Commissioner Moriarty

4

Nay:

0

MOTION CARRIED: 4-0
MOTION: Commissioner Ackerman moved by roll call that the Board go
into non-public session pursuant to RSA 91-A:3, II(c) to discuss matters,
if discussed in public, would likely affect adversely the reputation of any
person, other than a member of the body or agency itself.
A Viva Voce Roll Call was taken, which resulted as follows:
Yea: Mayor Donchess, Commissioner Ackerman,
Commissioner Pappas & Commissioner Moriarty

4

Nay:

0

MOTION CARRIED: 4-0
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MOTION: Commissioner Ackerman to seal the minutes of the Board of
Public Works non-public session of November 7, 2019, until such time
as the majority of the Board votes that the purpose of the confidentiality
would no longer be served.
A Viva Voce Roll Call was taken, which resulted as follows:
Yea: Mayor Donchess, Commissioner Ackerman,
Commissioner Pappas & Commissioner Moriarty

4

Nay:

0

MOTION CARRIED: 4-0
MOTION: Commissioner Ackerman to come out of non-public session.
A Viva Voce Roll Call was taken, which resulted as follows:
Yea: Mayor Donchess, Commissioner Ackerman,
Commissioner Pappas & Commissioner Moriarty

4

Nay:

0

MOTION CARRIED: 4-0

Adjournment
Commissioner Pappas made a motion to adjourn.
MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously
Meeting adjourned at 7:50 p.m.
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Board of Public Works Meeting
Meeting Minutes
November 21, 2019
A regular meeting of the Board of Public Works was held on Thursday, November 21, 2019,
at 5:30 p.m. at the DPW Administration/Engineering Building at 9 Riverside Street, Nashua,
NH, 03062.
Commissioner Ackerman, Vice Chair, declared the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. and called
the roll.
Members Present:
Commissioner Joel Ackerman, Vice Chair
Commissioner Tracy Pappas
Commissioner Kevin S. Moriarty
Commissioner G. Frank Commissioner Teas
Members not Present:
Mayor James Donchess, Chair
Also Present:
Ms. Lisa Fauteux, Director, Division of Public Works
Mr. Nick Caggiano, Superintendent of Parks & Recreation
Mr. Dave Boucher, Superintendent of Wastewater
Alderman Ernest Jette, Aldermanic Liaison
Commissioner Ackerman
Commissioner Pappas is participating by telephone and under the terms of the state law that
allows her to do that, she needs to explain why she can’t attend, if she can hear us, and who
she is with, if anyone and all votes will be taken by a roll call vote.
Commissioner Pappas stated the reason why she could not attend, confirmed that she could
hear the proceedings and stated who was present with her.
MOTION: Commission Moriarty made a motion to approve the agenda as
presented.
A Viva Voce Roll Call was taken, which resulted as follows:
Yea: Commissioner Ackerman, Commissioner Pappas,
Commissioner Moriarty & Commissioner Teas
Nay:
MOTION CARRIED: 4 – 0

4
0

Approval of Meeting Minutes – October 24, 2019
MOTION: Commissioner Moriarty to approve the minutes from the Board of Public
Works Meeting of October 24, 2019.
A Viva Voce Roll Call was taken, which resulted as follows:
Yea: Commissioner Ackerman, Commissioner Pappas,
Commissioner Moriarty & Commissioner Teas
Nay:

4
0

MOTION CARRIED: 4 – 0
Public Comment
There was no public comment.
Parks & Recreation
A. MOTION: Commissioner Teas to approve a contract with Forcier
Contracting & Building Services Inc. of Nashua, NH, for the building repairs
at the Crown Hill Pool bathhouse in the amount of $34,200. Funding will be
through Department: Department 177 Parks and Recreation; Fund: Capital;
Activity: Crown Hill Pool Building Repairs.
Discussion:
Commissioner Pappas
I have a question; I didn’t see an address for Forcier Contracting.
Commissioner Teas
The address on the internet says 24 Merrimack Street.
Commissioner Pappas
Is this the company that we have been having problems with on parking over by Holman
Stadium in the back.
Director Fauteux
Yes, it is.
Commissioner Pappas
Has that problem been resolved or not?
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Director Fauteux
I know that Director Cummings has been working with them and their attorney to resolve the
problem but I’m not sure if it has been completely resolved yet.
Commissioner Pappas
I guess that I would have a problem voting for a company that has kind of worn out their
welcome with their parking. I thought that was the company but I wanted to double check.
Mr. Nick Caggiano, Superintendent of Parks & Recreation
We went out to bid through the Purchasing Department so it was a public bid. They were
the qualified low bidder.
Director Fauteux
How close were the bids?
Mr. Caggiano
There was the $34,200 and the next one was $600 more and the one after that was almost
double.
Commissioner Ackerman
I see through the dialogue that the work is planned to be done by May 20, 2020, and I too
am in agreement of not rewarding an organization that is in conflict with the city so to speak.
I don’t know what the…
Mr. Caggiano
I don’t know if you can actually do that or not. You are the Board but…
Commissioner Ackerman
I am not proposing that we not do business with them, I am asking what the impact is if we
table this until we have a resolution from Director Fauteux and Director Cummings.
Director Fauteux
Can we table it until December?
Mr. Caggiano
It was bid with the understanding that it would be winter work. I guess it would be whether
or not he would be willing to hold that price.
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Commissioner Pappas
There are times when we don’t go with the lowest bidder. I’m not going to be able to support
this given the amount of time this has gone on and we really haven’t taken any action against
them and it seems like they are not adhering to our rules. My understanding is in the past
we haven’t always gone with the lowest bidder and if there was someone that we dealt with
for a period of time that we like then sometimes we take someone other than the lowest
bidder.
Director Fauteux
Where is Solid Roots Construction from?
Mr. Caggiano
Manchester, NH.
Director Fauteux
We do have an ordinance that says we have to give Nashua, local businesses, preference,
which Forcier would be. I agree with Commissioner Ackerman. Why don’t we just table this
until our December meeting? The worst-case scenario, if they won’t hold their price then
we can go to the next bidder which is pretty close.
Commissioner Ackerman
Is there any chance of damaging the property further by holding off?
Mr. Caggiano
Not because of 30 thirty days but the roof really does need to be replaced.
Commissioner Ackerman
Is the roof part of this?
Mr. Caggiano
Yes.
Commissioner Moriarty
Another option might be to approve this contingent upon resolution of the issue with the city
because that may not take thirty days to resolve.
Mr. Caggiano
I just don’t know where they are.
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Commissioner Teas
What does the resolution look like?
Director Fauteux
Remember they had asked to park in the city’s right-of-way and then they had no parking
signs up and the Board denied that request and pretty recently they were still doing that. I’m
not sure exactly where Director Cummings is with it. I talked to him last night and it was still
an issue.
Commissioner Teas
Have they been properly served by the city to stop?
Director Fauteux
I believe so, yes. I think Director Cummings has been in contact with their attorney.
Commissioner Pappas
I can’t do the contingent. If someone leaves their car out overnight where they are not
supposed to they get expensive tickets and I think companies should be held to the same
standards as residents. I can’t approve this even as contingent. I think it would be a good
option to table it until December.
MOTION: Commissioner Pappas to table until the December Board of Public
Works meeting.
A Viva Voce Roll Call was taken, which resulted as follows:
Yea: Commissioner Ackerman, Commissioner Pappas,
Commissioner Moriarty & Commissioner Teas
Nay:

4
0

MOTION CARRIED: 4 – 0
Engineering Department
A. MOTION: Commissioner Moriarty to approve the Residential and Commercial
Wastewater Service Permits and Fees as submitted.
A Viva Voce Roll Call was taken, which resulted as follows:
Yea: Commissioner Ackerman, Commissioner Pappas,
Commissioner Moriarty & Commissioner Teas

4

Nay:

0

MOTION CARRIED: 4 – 0
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Wastewater Department
A. MOTION: Commissioner Teas to approve the User Warrants as
presented.
A Viva Voce Roll Call was taken, which resulted as follows:
Yea: Commissioner Ackerman, Commissioner Pappas,
Commissioner Moriarty & Commissioner Teas
Nay:

4
0

MOTION CARRIED: 4 – 0
B. MOTION: Commissioner Moriarty to approve the contract with Waterline
Industries Corporation of Seabrook, NH, in an amount of $1,237,677 for
replacing the screen and rakes in the Wet Weather Facility. Funding will be
through: Department: 169-Wastewater; Fund: Wastewater; Activity: Wet
Weather Facility Influent Screening Upgrade.
Discussion:
Mr. Dave Boucher, Superintendent of Wastewater
This is a company that was the low bidder. We received two bids on this project. This is
to install new mechanical bar screens to our large units in the Wet Weather Facility. It also
requires removing the old ones. We had the engineering firm that we are working with,
Wright-Pierce, look into the references of this company. They have worked with this
company and everything came back good and they did recommend that we utilize this
company to do the work.
A Viva Voce Roll Call was taken, which resulted as follows:
Yea: Commissioner Ackerman, Commissioner Pappas,
Commissioner Moriarty & Commissioner Teas
Nay:

4
0

MOTION CARRIED: 4 – 0
C. MOTION: Commissioner Teas to approve the contract with
Wright-Pierce of Thompson, ME, in an amount not-to-exceed
$148,800 for construction administration services for the Wet
Weather Influent Screening Upgrade Project. Funding will be through:
Department: 169- Wastewater; Fund: Wastewater; Activity: Wet
Weather Influent Screening Upgrade.
Mr. Boucher
This is the engineering firm that has done the preliminary design on it and we hope to utilize
them to oversee the construction portion of the project as it is their design.
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Commissioner Ackerman
Is there any scrap value for what they are taking out?
Mr. Boucher
That was built into the bid.
Commissioner Pappas
I think it’s a good idea to the same company for both the design and the construction so if
something goes wrong they are both aware of the processes.
Commissioner Ackerman
When is this work scheduled to be completed?
Mr. Boucher
I think mid-2020 but it’s more when the equipment will arrive. It’s a specially designed piece
of equipment.
A Viva Voce Roll Call was taken, which resulted as follows:
Yea: Commissioner Ackerman, Commissioner Pappas,
Commissioner Moriarty & Commissioner Teas
Nay:

4
0

MOTION CARRIED: 4 – 0
Administration
A. Informational: Removal of Invasive Species and Trees along the
Nashua Riverfront.
Accepted by the Board of Public Works and placed on file.
Director Fauteux
This is a letter from Director Marchant explaining the process for the removal of invasive
species for the Riverfront Plan. I am sure as things more forward she will be coming to
present to the Board of Public Works but this was an initial letter explaining what was
going on.
B. Director's Report
 Drainage improvements on Monica Drive being performed by RWC
Enterprise.
 We put the shade seal foundations in at Roby Park. The actual sails won’t be
Board of Public Works Minutes – November 21, 2019

Page 7







installed until the spring.
We replaced the holiday tree. We are still investigating what happened and
we are hoping the new one will live a long life at the Hunt Building.
This is the covering of the Crown Hill pool. This was the last pool to be
finished with a liner.
This is the Thornton Road Tot lot which has been completed.
The Veteran’s Day Parade was on November 11, 2019.
This is a sewer dig on Gingras Street. It was blocked by tree roots.

Commissioner Pappas
If the city cuts a 100-year old tree down and grinds the stump, do the roots still remain in
the sewer pipes after the tree was gone?
Director Fauteux
Yes, they do.
 This was a traffic light repair on Amherst Street, there was a burned out green
light near Amherst and Blackstone.
 These are our new plow trucks. They are six-wheelers and are ready for
service.
 Our street crews set up the polling booths the day before the November 6 th
election.
 We continue to prep the wayfinding signs. These are some signs that were put
up on Ledge Street.
 This is the primary clarifier construction. This is a duct bank being installed for
our primary clarifier project at the Wastewater Treatment Plant.
 We had confined space training at the Wastewater Treatment Plant.
 This is Ross Dugas from the Risk Management Department who conducted the
training.
 This is our energy recovery project and we finally have the rooftop radiator units
and both generators in place but they both need to be installed but hopefully,
that will be soon. A contractor will install them.
 Last night we had the Recycling Poster Award Ceremony. We set a record this
year with 14 schools, 54 teachers, and 547 posters.
 The Phase III expansion is nearing expansion completion. We are just putting
the finishing touches on the liner and it will be ready for trash very soon.
 A reminder from the Solid Waste Department. Toter’s need to be at the curb
by 6:45 a.m. and the wheels should be against the curb or the shoulder if there
is no curb. The arrows on the cart lid should be towards the street and at least
3-feet apart and 10-feet from cars and fixed objects like trees and poles.
Commissioner Pappas
I assume where areas are a bit tight then we send the other trucks, the semi-automated.
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Director Fauteux
That’s correct, semi-automated or packers. For instance, we don’t pick up automated for
that reason.
 We have extended our curbside collection of soft yard waste ends on Friday,
December 6th. Nashua is the only community that I know of that picks up soft
yard waste from spring through the fall. It’s heavy this time of year so we may
not get it all but we will come back and get it.
 The Four Hills Landfill will be closed on Thursday, November 28 th in
observance of Thanksgiving so Thursday and Friday’s collections will be
delayed by one day.
Commissioner’s Comments
Commissioner Teas
I would like the record to reflect that I happened to be there when Nick’s team was putting
in the new tree and I think they reacted really quickly and I think we will give Nashua a good
Christmas.
Personnel
A. Non-Public Session
MOTION: At 5:57 p.m. Commissioner Teas moved by roll call that the Board go
into a non-public session pursuant to RSA:91-A3 §2(b) the hiring of any person
as a public employee.
A Viva Voce Roll Call was taken, which resulted as follows:
Yea: Commissioner Ackerman, Commissioner Pappas,
Commissioner Moriarty & Commissioner Teas
Nay:

4
0

MOTION CARRIED: 4 – 0
MOTION: Commissioner Teas to seal the minutes of the Board of Public Works
non-public session of November 21, 2019, until such time as the majority of the
Board votes that the purpose of the confidentiality would no longer be served.
A Viva Voce Roll Call was taken, which resulted as follows:
Yea: Commissioner Ackerman, Commissioner Pappas,
Commissioner Moriarty & Commissioner Teas

4

Nay:

0

MOTION CARRIED: 4 – 0
Board of Public Works Minutes – November 21, 2019

Page 9

MOTION: Commissioner Teas to come out of non-public session.
A Viva Voce Roll Call was taken, which resulted as follows:
Yea: Commissioner Ackerman, Commissioner Pappas,
Commissioner Moriarty & Commissioner Teas
Nay:

4
0

MOTION CARRIED: 4 – 0
Adjournment
Commissioner Ackerman made a motion to adjourn.
MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously
Meeting adjourned at 6:30 p.m.
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R-19-186

RESOLUTION
AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR AND CITY TREASURER TO ISSUE BONDS NOT TO
EXCEED THE AMOUNT OF ONE MILLION FOUR HUNDRED NINETY-FIVE
THOUSAND DOLLARS ($1,495,000) FOR VARIOUS IMPROVEMENTS
AT THE SOLID WASTE DEPARTMENT FOUR HILLS LANDFILL AND
THE PURCHASE OF TWO REFUSE TRUCKS

CITY OF NASHUA
In the Year Two Thousand and Nineteen
RESOLVED by the Board of Aldermen of the City of Nashua that the Mayor of the City
of Nashua and the City Treasurer of the City of Nashua are hereby authorized to issue and sell
general obligation bonds of the City in an aggregate principal not to exceed one million four
hundred ninety-five thousand dollars ($1,495,000). The proceeds of said bonds shall be used for
the following improvements at the Four Hills Landfill and Solid Waste vehicles:
Project

Amount to be borrowed

Useful Life

Expansion of the setback barrier wall (soil wall)

$500,000

20 years

Expansion of the landfill gas system

$395,000

20 years

Two Refuse Trucks (CERF)

$600,000

7 years

The amounts indicated above for each project are estimates and the Mayor may allocate
more funds to any one or more of such projects, and less to others, so long as, in the judgment of
the Mayor, each of the projects described above can be completed within the total appropriation
made by this Resolution.
Pursuant to Nashua City Charter §54-a, this resolution requires a "duly advertised public
hearing." Also see N.H. RSA 33:9, which requires a 2/3 vote for passage of this resolution.
The bonds shall be general obligations of the City of Nashua, payable as to principal and
interest from ad valorem taxes, which will be levied without limitation as to rate or amount on all
taxable property within the territorial limits of the City of Nashua.

RESOLUTION

R-19-186

The bonds shall bear the manual or facsimile signature of the City Treasurer and the
Mayor. In accordance with Chapter 91 of the New Hampshire Acts of 2005, bonds issued
pursuant to this resolution shall not require an authenticating certificate of a bank or trust
company doing business in the State of New Hampshire or The Commonwealth of
Massachusetts, or the Commissioner of Revenue Administration.
The bonds are to be issued in fully-registered form by means of a book-entry system or
otherwise and shall have such terms and conditions and be in such form, subject to the provisions
of this resolution and applicable law, as shall be determined by the Mayor and the City
Treasurer.
The setback barrier wall project and the expansion of the landfill gas system represent
year three of bonding for a multi-year project. Funding for the out-years will be determined at a
later date.
RESOLVED FURTHER, that the Mayor is authorized to enter into the required
contracts therefor as well as any amendments to be made thereto or any other documentation
necessary for the receipt of said funds.

LEGISLATIVE YEAR 2019
RESOLUTION:

R-19-186

PURPOSE:

Authorizing the Mayor and City Treasurer to issue bonds not
to exceed the amount of one million four hundred ninety-five
thousand dollars ($1,495,000) for various improvements at the
Solid Waste Department Four Hills Landfill and the purchase
of two refuse trucks

SPONSOR(S):

Mayor Jim Donchess

COMMITTEE
ASSIGNMENT:
FISCAL NOTE:

It is anticipated that a bond would be sold in FY 21 for various
terms. It is estimated the interest rate will be approximately 3.0%
and the total cost of the bond will be $1,848,925 including
interest. The average annual payment will be approximately
$92,000 with the beginning years at a higher amount.

ANALYSIS
This resolution authorizes the Mayor and the City Treasurer of the City of Nashua to issue and
sell general obligation bonds of the City in an aggregate principal amount not to exceed
$1,495,000. The proceeds of said bonds shall be used for the capital improvements as listed for
the Solid Waste department and the purchase of 2 refuse trucks.
Pursuant to Nashua City Charter §54-a, this resolution requires a "duly advertised public
hearing". Also see NH RSA 33:9, which requires a 2/3 vote for passage of this resolution.
This legislation should be referred to the Board of Public Works for its review and approval.
The landfill setback barrier wall and gas expansion projects are in the FY2020 Capital
Improvements Program.

Approved as to account
structure, numbers and
amount:

Financial Services Division

Approved as to form:

Office of Corporation Counsel
By:
Date:

^ T ^ ^ ^ y

R-19-187

RESOLUTION
AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR AND CITY TREASURER TO ISSUE BONDS
NOT TO EXCEED THE AMOUNT OF SIX MILLION DOLLARS ($6,000,000)
FOR THE DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION OF A DIVISION OF
PUBLIC WORKS OFFICE FACILITY

CITY OF NASHUA
In the Year Two Thousand and Nineteen
RESOLVED by the Board of Aldermen of the City of Nashua that the Mayor of the City
of Nashua and the City Treasurer of the City of Nashua are hereby authorized to issue and sell
general obligation bonds of the City in an aggregate principal not to exceed six million dollars
($6,000,000). The proceeds of said bonds shall be used for the design and construction of a
Division of Public Works office facility. The useful life of the project is 30 years.
Pursuant to Nashua City Charter §54-a, this resolution requires a "duly advertised public
hearing." Also see N.H. RSA 33:9, which requires a 2/3 vote for passage of this resolution.
The bonds shall be general obligations of the City of Nashua, payable as to principal and
interest from ad valorem taxes, which will be levied without limitation as to rate or amount on all
taxable property within the territorial limits of the City of Nashua.
The bonds shall bear the manual or facsimile signature of the City Treasurer and the
Mayor. In accordance with Chapter 91 of the New Hampshire Acts of 2005, bonds issued
pursuant to this resolution shall not require an authenticating certificate of a bank or trust
company doing business in the State of New Hampshire or The Commonwealth of
Massachusetts, or the Commissioner of Revenue Administration.
The bonds are to be issued in fully-registered form by means of a book-entry system or otherwise and shall have such terms and conditions and be in such form, subject to the provisions of this
resolution and applicable law, as shall be determined by the Mayor and the City Treasurer.
The project's total cost is estimated at $ 10,000,000 which will be partly funded through
the sale proceeds of 141-143 Burke Street, which currently has outstanding bond payments and a
principal balance of $3,792,000. Payments on this bond will end in FY 2039.
RESOLVED FURTHER, that the Mayor is authorized to enter into the required
contracts therefor as well as any amendments to be made thereto or any other documentation
necessary for the receipt of said funds.

LEGISLATIVE YEAR 2019
RESOLUTION:

R-19-187

PURPOSE:

Authorizing the Mayor and City Treasurer to issue bonds not
to exceed the amount of six million dollars ($6,000,000) for the
design and construction of a Division of Public Works office
facility

SPONSORS):

Mayor Jim Donchess
Alderman-at-Large Lori Wilshire
Alderman Richard A. Dowd
Alderman-at-Large Michael B. O'Brien, Sr.

COMMITTEE
ASSIGNMENT:
FISCAL NOTE:

It is anticipated that a bond would be sold in FY 21 for a 20 year
term. It is estimated the interest rate will be approximately 3.0%
and the total cost of the bond will be $7,890,000 including
interest. The average annual payment will be approximately
$404,000 with the beginning years at a higher amount. The
project's total cost is estimated at $10,000,000 which will be partly
funded through the sale proceeds of 141-143 Burke Street, which
currently has a principal balance of $3,792,000 with payments
ending in FY 2039.
ANALYSIS

This resolution authorizes the City to issue and sell general obligation bonds in an aggregate
principal amount not to exceed $6,000,000. The proceeds of said bonds shall be used for design
and construction of a Division of Public Works office facility. Additionally the proceeds from
the sale of 141-143 Burke Street in the amount of $3,900,000 less fees will be used to fund this
project. Authorization for the sale of 141-143 Burke Street can be found in R-19-178. The total
cost of the project is anticipated to be approximately $10,000,000.
Pursuant to Nashua City Charter §54-a, this resolution requires a "duly advertised public
hearing". Also see NH RSA 33:9, which requires a 2/3 vote for passage of this resolution.
This legislation should be referred to the Board of Public Works for its review and approval. It
is anticipated that the Board of Public Works will vote on this matter at their November 7, 2019
meeting.
Approved as to account
structure, numbers and
amount:

Financial Services Divi^jon

Approved as to form:

Officeyrf Corporation Counsel
By: C

i
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Division of Public Works

Board of Public Works Meeting of December 19, 2019

AFSCME Grievance 19-20 – Step III

9 Riverside Street • Nashua, New Hampshire 03062 • Phone (603) 589-3120 • Fax (603) 589-3169

Division of Public Works
Solid Waste Department

Board of Public Works Meeting of December 19, 2019
Solid Waste Department
Agenda
A. Motion: To approve Change Order #2 to the contract with Charter Contracting
Company, LLC of Boston, MA in an amount not to exceed $191,271.44 for the
construction of the Phase III Landfill. Funding will be through Department: 168 Solid
Waste; Fund: Solid Waste; Activity: Phase III Landfill.
B. Motion: To approve Change Order #1 with Sanborn, Head & Associates, Inc. of
Concord, NH for $89,700 to provide the Solid Waste Department with Construction
Quality Assurance (CQA) services for the Phase III Landfill construction. Funding will
be through Department: 168 Solid Waste; Fund: Solid Waste; Activity: Phase III
Landfill.

840 West Hollis Street • Nashua, New Hampshire 03062 • Phone (603) 589-3410 • Fax
(603) 589-3448

City of Nashua, Public Works Division
To:

Board of Public Works

Meeting Date: December 19, 2019

From:

Jeff Lafleur, Superintendent
Solid Waste Department

Re:

Change Order #2 to contract with Charter Contracting Company, LLC.

Attachment: Change Order Request
A. Motion: To approve Change Order #2 to the contract with Charter Contracting Company,
LLC of Boston, MA in an amount not to exceed $191,271.44 for the construction
of the Phase III Landfill. Funding will be through Department: 168 Solid Waste;
Fund: Solid Waste; Activity: Phase III Landfill.
Discussion:

The change order above is a culmination of changes related to the results of a
DES required groundwater separation study that altered the base grades of the
landfill from what was originally designed by Sanborn Head and Associates.
These changes resulted in having to bring in more materials to meet the separation
required by the state from groundwater levels. This change order also covers the
added expense of engineering the placement of soils and liner materials to make
sure the requirements were met.
The requested change order of not to exceed $191,271.44 is recommended by the
Superintendent of Solid Waste.

20 Foundry Street
Concord, NH 03301

Mr. Jeff Lafleur
Superintendent
Nashua Division of Public Works, Solid Waste Department
840 West Hollis Street
Nashua, NH 03062

Re:

December 13, 2019
File No. 3066.18

Review of Contractor Change Order Request from Charter Contracting Company LLC
Phase III Construction Project
Four Hills Landfill
Nashua, New Hampshire

Dear Jeff:

On November 27, 2019, Charter Contracting Company LLC (Charter) submitted their second
request (Change Order #2) for a change order for the Phase III Construction Project. As you
are aware, the City of Nashua (City) issued a $175,000 change order (Change Order #1) on
September 3, 2019 that was accepted by Charter on October 9, 2019. As requested by the
City, Sanborn, Head & Associates, Inc. (Sanborn Head) reviewed Charter’s Change Order #2,
provided backup information, and discussed the change order request items with
representatives of Charter.
This letter, prepared as required by Section 10.05 of the General Conditions of the Contract
between the City and Charter, summarizes Sanborn Head’s review of the change order
request.

CHANGE ORDER REQUEST

Charter’s Change Order #2 consists of two parts – quantity changes and an out-of-scope
work item. Charter’s cost summary, which includes their final contract price, is provided as
Exhibit 1. Charter provided additional information for the out-of-scope work item (Exhibit
2). Subsequently, and as part of resolving material quantity changes, as-built survey
information was provided by Charter to backup quantity changes presented in Change Order
#2.

The following addresses each of the Change Order #2 items as it is known as of the date of
this letter. Sanborn Head recognizes that increases to the contract value will increase
Charter’s performance bond. As such, for this review, bond increases will not be considered
on an individual pay item basis as sometimes presented in the enclosed exhibits. Rather, a
1.5 percent allowance for the performance bond will be added to the total contract increase,
if any. Also, as agreed upon during our review of Change Order #1, Charter’s rates were
assumed to be fully loaded, therefore any charged “overhead” was ignored.
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Over/Under Quantities
As explained in our Change Order #1 review letter, dated September 26, 2019, the latest
Type II Permit Modification Application included several design changes needed to
demonstrate that the project conforms to the groundwater separation requirement of the
New Hampshire Solid Waste Rules (Rules). The design changes primarily affected earthwork
volumes and leachate collection system (LCS) piping quantities. Because Charter achieved
substantial completion of Phase III, there is now sufficient as-built survey available to finalize
the Phase III quantities.

Sanborn Head reviewed Charter’s quantities and their computer-generated surface used to
calculate their updated quantities. During our review, we identified that Charter was
accounting for geosynthetic material installed beyond the limit of waste containment area.
After discussing with Charter, and reviewing the Phase III bid item definitions, it was agreed
that geosynthetic material installed beyond the limit of waste containment area should be
neglected.
Based on the discussion included in our Change Order #1 review letter related to the LCS
piping (Section 8), it was agreed upon that the design changes warranted a unit price
increase of $9.81 per foot of pipe. The surveyed length of LCS piping installed varied slightly
from the estimated value. The lump sum cost provided by Charter for the additional pipe,
stone, and labor associated with the design changes did not correlate with the $9.81 per foot
cost previously agreed upon. After discussing with Charter, it was agreed that the lump sum
amount provided by Charter should be reduced based on the $9.81 per foot cost previously
agreed upon.
Out of Scope Work Item – Building Generator Update

In accordance with Condition 18 of the City’s Phase III permit, the City needs to ensure the
availability of auxiliary power pursuant to Env 805.06(n) and (o). Because the original sump
riser building electrical system design did not provide the City the ability to operate via an
auxiliary power source (i.e., a generator), Sanborn Head and Charter worked to modify the
existing design in order to be compliant with the Rules. The modifications included
rearranging panel equipment and furnishing and installation of a new NEMA rated electrical
switch gear to allow the City-owned emergency generators to be connected and operate the
sump riser building mechanical components.

During a recent site walk-through with Sanborn Head, Charter indicated that a portion of the
PVC piping was proposed to be heat-traced. It was agreed upon that all of the PVC piping and
valving within the sump riser building should be heat traced for protection against freezing.
As such, Charter includes the additional labor and material costs associated with adding the
additional heat-tracing.
As documented in Exhibit 2, Charter’s cost of $9,312.00 does not included overhead costs,
thus it is recommended that the cost for this item be paid in full.
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CHANGE ORDER SUMMARY
Sanborn Head summarized the change order information in Table 1. When reviewing the
table, please note that where change order items are specific to a Contract quantity or unit
rate, those quantities and unit rates were adjusted accordingly. For items not specific to a
Contract quantity or unit rate, those items are considered stand alone and are represented
as such. Also, an allowance for the Performance Bond is added as the last entry and reflects
an additional cost equal to 1.5 percent of the total cost increase.

Table 1 presents a summary of the cost changes discussed above, which reflects a Total
Contract Increase of $366,271.44. Sanborn Head understands that the City issued one change
order in the amount of $175,000, and that another change order of $191,274.44 will need to
be issued to Charter.
As requested, the City also asked Sanborn Head to provide a change order for our services
associated with the additional requirements imparted by the New Hampshire Department
of Environmental Services and the associated construction delays. Our change order totaling
$89,700 is included as Exhibit 3.

CLOSING

Sanborn Head appreciates the opportunity to be of continued service to the City of Nashua.
Please contact either of the undersigned should you require additional information.
Very truly yours,
SANBORN, HEAD & ASSOCIATES, INC.
Edward A. Galvin, PE
Project Manager

ESS/EAG:ess
Table 1

Exhibits:
Copy to:

Eric S. Steinhauser, PE, CPESC, CPSWQ
Senior Vice President

Summary of Contract Cost Changes

1 – Final Contract Price (Charter)
2 – Generator Connection backup information (Charter)
3 – Budget Increase Letter (Sanborn Head)

Kerry Converse, City of Nashua

P:\3000s\3066.18\Source Files\Contractor Change Order Request\CO#2\20191213 Change Order Review Letter.docx

TABLE 1
Summary of Contract Changes
Phase III Construction Project
Four Hills Landfill
Nashua, New Hampshire
(Change Order #2)
Item
No.
1
2

3
4
5
6
7

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

18
19

Construction Items

Mobilization/Demobilization
Demolition
a. Remove Litter Control Fence
b. Remove Existing Culverts
c. Remove and Salvage Existing Riprap
d. Tree Removal
e. Decommissioning Piezometers
f. Decommissioning Monitoring Well
Erosion and Sediment Control
a. Filter Log
b. Filter Log Inlet Protection
Grubbing and Topsoil Removal
Soil Excavation and Placement
Fill Placement
Liner System
a. Screened Till
1. From Stockpile
2. Import
b. Secondary 60-mil thick, Textured HDPE Geomembrane
c. Secondary Drainage Geocomposite
d. Secondary Drainage Sand Layer
e. Geosynthetic Clay Liner
f. Primary 60-mil Textured HDPE Geomembrane
g. Primary Drainage Geocomposite
h. Primary Drainage Sand Layer
Landfill Berms and Anchor Trenches
a. Perimeter Berm
b. Liner Connection Along Phase II Berm
Leachate Sumps Construction
Installation of 8-inch Diameter Solid and Perforated HDPE Pipe
Sump Riser Building
Electrical Construction
Controls and Instrumentation
Leachate Pumping System
Utility Trench
Connection to the Phase II Leachate Collection System
Stormwater Basin
a. Dredging the Existing Portion of the Basin
b. Remove Portion of Existing Culvert
c. Low-Permeability Soil
d. Spillway
e. Wetland Plantings
f. Modifying the Existing Discharge Structure
g. Level Spreader
Riprap-Lined Swales
Geomembrane-Lined Swale

Table 1 Summary of Contract Changes.xlsx

Contract Unit
Rate

Unit

Quantity

LF
LS
CY
AC
LF
LF

LF
EA
LS
CY
CY

950
1
55
6.8
161
104

1,400
1
1
97,100
59,800

$
$
$
$
$
$

31.00
1,200.00
30.00
9,000.00
52.00
44.00

$
$
$
$
$
$

CY
CY
SY
SY
CY
SY
SY
SY
CY

2,500
2,245
28,445
28,445
1,660
1,890
28,445
28,445
14,225

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

20.00
40.00
5.00
5.80
35.00
9.00
5.00
5.80
26.00

LS
LS
CY
LS
LS
LS
LS
LF
LF

1
1
1,070
1
1
1
1
205
435

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

7,500.00
1,100.00
30.00
4,000.00
3,500.00
2,500.00
1,500.00
45.00
33.00

LS

LF
LF
LS
LF
LS
LS
LS
LS
LF
LS

1

1,460
605
1
4,830
1
1
1
1
505
1

$ 500,000.00

$
33.00
$
500.00
$ 115,000.00
$
6.75
$
24.00

$
60.00
$
21.00
$ 95,000.00
$
50.00
$ 100,000.00
$ 85,000.00
$ 45,000.00
$ 60,000.00
$
75.00
$ 75,000.00

Contract Price

Revised
Quantity
1.00

Revised Unit Rate
Revised Contract
Contract Changes
(Over/Under)
Price

$

500,000.00

$
$
$
$
$

46,200.00
500.00
115,000.00
655,425.00
1,435,200.00

1,400.00
1.00
1.00
69,680.00
59,642.00

$
$
$
$
$

(185,085.00)
(3,792.00)

$
$
$
$
$

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

50,000.00
89,800.00
142,225.00
164,981.00
58,100.00
17,010.00
142,225.00
164,981.00
369,850.00

0.00
5,054.00
28,445.00
28,445.00
2,779.00
2,278.00
28,445.00
28,445.00
14,427.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

(50,000.00)
112,360.00
39,165.00
3,492.00
5,252.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

7,500.00
1,100.00
32,100.00
4,000.00
3,500.00
2,500.00
1,500.00
9,225.00
14,355.00

1.00
1.00
1,070.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
205.00
435.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

29,450.00
1,200.00
1,650.00
61,200.00
8,372.00
4,576.00

87,600.00
12,705.00
95,000.00
241,500.00
100,000.00
85,000.00
45,000.00
60,000.00
37,875.00
75,000.00

950.00
1.00
55.00
6.80
180.00
60.00

1,460.00
605.00
1.00
5,815.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
505.00
1.00
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$

$
$
$
$
$
$

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

-

988.00
(1,936.00)

49,250.00
-

$

$
$
$
$
$
$

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

500,000.00

Notes

29,450.00
1,200.00
1,650.00
61,200.00
9,360.00 Quantity change based on surveyed measurements
2,640.00 Quantity change based on surveyed measurements

46,200.00
500.00
115,000.00
470,340.00 Quantity change based on surveyed measurements
1,431,408.00 Quantity change based on surveyed measurements
202,160.00
142,225.00
164,981.00
97,265.00
20,502.00
142,225.00
164,981.00
375,102.00

Item eliminated
Quantity change based on surveyed measurements
Quantity based on design change
Quantity change based on surveyed measurements
Quantity based on design change

87,600.00
12,705.00
95,000.00
290,750.00 Quantity based on design change
100,000.00
85,000.00
45,000.00
60,000.00
37,875.00
75,000.00
7,500.00
1,100.00
32,100.00
4,000.00
3,500.00
2,500.00
1,500.00
9,225.00
14,355.00

Sanborn Head & Associates, Inc.

TABLE 1
Summary of Contract Changes
Phase III Construction Project
Four Hills Landfill
Nashua, New Hampshire
(Change Order #2)
Item
No.
20
21
22
23

24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
A7
A24
A27
-

Construction Items

Smartditch-Lined Downchute
Temporary Slope Diversion Swale
Drain Manhole
Culverts
a. C-1 (36-inch diameter CPP)
b. C-2 (36-inch diameter CPP)
c. C-3 (18-inch diameter CPP)
d. C-4 (24-inch diameter CPP)
Topsoil and Seeding
Gravel Road
Extend Groundwater Wells
Litter Control Fence
a. Install Existing Litter Control Fence
b. Install New Litter Control Fence
Guardrail
As-Built Drawings
Payment Bond
Performance Bond
Leak Detection Survey
Screening Vegetation
Poratable Litter Fence
Relocate Screened Till
Erosion Control Blankets on Slope (50%)
IP Trench Decommission
Landfill Cell Re-Grading / Contour Changes
Indirect Delay Costs
Leachate Building Changes
Roadway Material Credit
Erosion Control Blankets on Slope (Remainder)
Utility Installed Electrical Service
F&I 8in Solid and Perf. HDPE Pipe
Revised Geosynthetics Pricing
Phase II Tie-In
Building Generator Update
Performance Bond (1.5% Total Increase)

Unit

Quantity

LS
LS
LS
LS
AC
SY
LF

1
1
1
1
5.27
7,830
40

LF
LF
LS

LF
LF
LF
LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
Ls
LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
SY
LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
LS

210
670
1

950
610
450
1
1
1
1
1
4
1
1
1
1
1
1
7,830
1
1
1
1
1
1

Contract Unit
Rate
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

120.00
30.00
4,000.00
9,000.00
4,500.00
3,000.00
7,500.00
9,000.00
13.00
80.00

$
50.00
$
125.00
$
37.00
$ 10,000.00
$ 22,500.00
$ 22,500.00
$ 25,000.00
$ 30,000.00
$ 19,000.00
$ 14,255.23
$ 22,764.00
$ 4,535.72
$ 40,188.25
$ 93,256.85
$ 6,569.37
$
(2.95)
$ 19,236.00
$ 25,000.00
$ 57,045.15
$ 118,542.32
$ 24,258.17
$ 9,312.00

Contract Price

$
$
$

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

25,200.00
20,100.00
4,000.00

9,000.00
4,500.00
3,000.00
7,500.00
47,430.00
101,790.00
3,200.00
47,500.00
76,250.00
16,650.00
10,000.00
22,500.00
22,500.00
25,000.00
30,000.00
76,000.00
-

$ 5,525,525.00

Revised
Quantity

Revised Unit Rate
Revised Contract
Contract Changes
(Over/Under)
Price

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
5.27
7,830.00
40.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

0.00
820.00
1.00

950.00
610.00
450.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
4.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
7,830.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

$
$
$

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

$

(25,200.00)
4,500.00
-

$
$
$

-

(51,006.00) $

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

$14,255.23
$22,764.00
$4,535.72
$40,188.25
$93,256.85
$6,569.37
-$23,098.50
$19,236.00
$25,000.00
$57,045.15
$118,542.32
$24,258.17
$9,312.00

411,864.56
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Quantity based on design change
24,600.00 Quantity based on field adjustment
4,000.00

9,000.00
4,500.00
3,000.00
7,500.00
47,430.00
101,790.00
3,200.00

$
47,500.00
$
76,250.00
$
16,650.00
$
10,000.00
$
22,500.00
$
22,500.00
$
25,000.00
$
30,000.00
$
76,000.00
$
14,255.23
$
22,764.00
$
4,535.72
$
40,188.25
$
93,256.85
$
6,569.37
$
(23,098.50)
$
19,236.00
$
25,000.00
$
57,045.15
$
118,542.32
$
24,258.17
$
9,312.00
$
5,412.88
$ 5,891,796.44

Total Contract Increase $
Change Order #1 $
Change Order #2 $

Notes

Agreed additional item
Agreed additional item
Agreed additional item
Agreed additional item
Agreed additional item
Agreed additional item
Unit rate change due to City supplied material
Agreed additional item
Agreed additional item
Quantity based on design change
Quantity based on design change
Agreed additional item
Quantity based on design change
Agreed additional item

366,271.44
175,000.00
191,271.44

Sanborn Head & Associates, Inc.

EXHIBIT 1

CONTRACT QUANTITY OVER/UNDER RUNS
Item No.

Bid Item Description

Unit

Contract
Quantity

Contract
Unit Price

1
2a
2b
2c
2d
2e
2f
3a
3b
4
5
6
7a1
7a2
7b
7c
7d
7e
7f
7g
7h
8a
8b
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17a
17b
17c
17d
17e
17f
17g
18
19
20
21
22
23a
23b
23c
23d
24
25
26
27a
27b
28
29
30
31
A7
A24
A27
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14

Mob/Demob
Remove Litter Fence
Remove Culverts
R&S Existing Riprap
Tree Removal
Decom. Piezometers
Decom Monitoring Well
Filter Log
Filter Log Inlet Protection
Grubbing and Topsoil Removal
Soil Excavation and Placement
Fill Placement
Screened Till - From Stockpile
Screened Till - From Import
Secondary 60m HDPE Membrane
Secondary Drainage Composite
Secondary Drainage Sand Layer
Geosynthetic Clay Liner
Primary 60m HDPE Membrane
Primary Drainage Composite
Primary Drainage Sand Layer
Perimeter Berm
Liner Connection Phase II Berm
Leachate Sumps Construction
F&I 8in Solid and Perf. HDPE Pipe
Sump Riser Building
Electrical Construction
Controls and Instrumentation
Leachate Pumping System
Utility Trench
Connect to Phase II Leachate System
Dredging Basin
Remove Basin Culvert
Low-Perm. Soil
Spillway
Wetland Plantings
Modify Discharge Structure
Level Spreader
Riprap-Lined Swales
Geomembrane-Lined Swale
Smartditch-Lined Downchute
Temp. Slope Diversion Swale
Drain Manhole
C-1 (36in CPP)
C-2 (36in CPP)
C-3 (18in CPP)
C-4 (24in CPP)
Topsoil and Seeding
Gravel Road
Extend Groundwater Wells
Install Existing Litter Control Fence
Install New Litter Control Fence
Guardrail
As-Built Drawings
Payment Bond
Performance Bond
Leak Detection Survey
Screening Vegetation
Portable Litter Fence
Relocate Screened Till
Erosion Control Blankets on Slope (50%)
IP Trench Decommission
Landfill Cell Re-Grading / Contour Changes
Indirect Delay Costs
Leachate Building Changes
Roadway Material Credit
Erosion Control Blankets on Slope (Remainder
Utility Installed Electrical Service
F&I 8in Solid and Perf. HDPE Pipe
Revised Geosynthetics Pricing
Phase II Tie-In
Building Generator Update
Increase to Bond

LS
LF
LS
CY
AC
LF
LF
LF
EA
LS
CY
CY
CY
CY
SY
SY
CY
SY
SY
SY
CY
LF
LF
LS
LF
LS
LS
LS
LS
LF
LS
LS
LS
CY
LS
LS
LS
LS
LF
LF
LF
LF
LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
AC
SY
LF
LF
LS
LF
LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
EA
LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
SY
LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
LS

1.00
950.00
1.00
55.00
6.80
161.00
104.00
1,400.00
1.00
1.00
97,100.00
59,800.00
2,500.00
2,245.00
28,445.00
28,445.00
1,660.00
1,890.00
28,445.00
28,445.00
14,225.00
1,460.00
605.00
1.00
4,830.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
505.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1,070.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
205.00
435.00
210.00
670.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
5.27
7,830.00
40.00
950.00
610.00
450.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
4.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
7,830.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

$ 500,000.00
$
31.00
$ 1,200.00
$
30.00
$ 9,000.00
$
52.00
$
44.00
$
33.00
$
500.00
$ 115,000.00
$
6.75
$
24.00
$
20.00
$
40.00
$
5.00
$
5.80
$
35.00
$
9.00
$
5.00
$
5.80
$
26.00
$
60.00
$
21.00
$ 95,000.00
$
50.00
$ 100,000.00
$ 85,000.00
$ 45,000.00
$ 60,000.00
$
75.00
$ 75,000.00
$ 7,500.00
$ 1,100.00
$
30.00
$ 4,000.00
$ 3,500.00
$ 2,500.00
$ 1,500.00
$
45.00
$
33.00
$
120.00
$
30.00
$ 4,000.00
$ 9,000.00
$ 4,500.00
$ 3,000.00
$ 7,500.00
$ 9,000.00
$
13.00
$
80.00
$
50.00
$
125.00
$
37.00
$ 10,000.00
$ 22,500.00
$ 22,500.00
$ 25,000.00
$ 30,000.00
$ 19,000.00
$ 14,255.23
$ 22,764.00
$ 4,535.72
$ 40,188.25
$ 93,256.85
$ 6,569.37
$
(2.95)
$ 19,236.00
$ 25,000.00
$ 57,045.15
$ 118,542.32
$ 24,258.17
$ 9,312.00
$ 5,412.88

Contract Total Projected Final
Quantity
Price
$
500,000.00
$
29,450.00
$
1,200.00
$
1,650.00
$
61,200.00
$
8,372.00
$
4,576.00
$
46,200.00
$
500.00
$
115,000.00
$
655,425.00
$ 1,435,200.00
$
50,000.00
$
89,800.00
$
142,225.00
$
164,981.00
$
58,100.00
$
17,010.00
$
142,225.00
$
164,981.00
$
369,850.00
$
87,600.00
$
12,705.00
$
95,000.00
$
241,500.00
$
100,000.00
$
85,000.00
$
45,000.00
$
60,000.00
$
37,875.00
$
75,000.00
$
7,500.00
$
1,100.00
$
32,100.00
$
4,000.00
$
3,500.00
$
2,500.00
$
1,500.00
$
9,225.00
$
14,355.00
$
25,200.00
$
20,100.00
$
4,000.00
$
9,000.00
$
4,500.00
$
3,000.00
$
7,500.00
$
47,430.00
$
101,790.00
$
3,200.00
$
47,500.00
$
76,250.00
$
16,650.00
$
10,000.00
$
22,500.00
$
22,500.00
$
25,000.00
$
30,000.00
$
76,000.00
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$ 5,525,525.00

1.00
950.00
1.00
55.00
6.80
180.00
60.00
1,400.00
1.00
1.00
69,680.00
59,642.00
0.00
5,054.00
28,445.00
28,445.00
2,779.00
2,278.00
28,445.00
28,445.00
14,427.00
1,460.00
605.00
1.00
5,815.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
505.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1,070.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
205.00
435.00
0.00
820.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
5.27
7,830.00
40.00
950.00
610.00
450.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
4.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
7,830.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

Unit Price
Over/Under

Contract Changes

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
988.00 $
$
(1,936.00) $
$
$
$
$
$
$
$ (185,085.00) $
$
(3,792.00) $
$ (50,000.00) $
$ 112,360.00 $
$
$
$
$
$
39,165.00 $
$
3,492.00 $
$
$
$
$
$
5,252.00 $
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
49,250.00 $
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$ (25,200.00) $
$
4,500.00 $
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$ (51,006.00) $

14,255.23
22,764.00
4,535.72
40,188.25
93,256.85
6,569.37
(23,098.50)
19,236.00
25,000.00
57,045.15
118,542.32
24,258.17
9,312.00
5,412.88
417,277.44

Total Contract Increase
Change Order #1
Change Order #2

Projected Final
Total Price
$
500,000.00
$
29,450.00
$
1,200.00
$
1,650.00
$
61,200.00
$
9,360.00
$
2,640.00
$
46,200.00
$
500.00
$
115,000.00
$
470,340.00
$ 1,431,408.00
$
$
202,160.00
$
142,225.00
$
164,981.00
$
97,265.00
$
20,502.00
$
142,225.00
$
164,981.00
$
375,102.00
$
87,600.00
$
12,705.00
$
95,000.00
$
290,750.00
$
100,000.00
$
85,000.00
$
45,000.00
$
60,000.00
$
37,875.00
$
75,000.00
$
7,500.00
$
1,100.00
$
32,100.00
$
4,000.00
$
3,500.00
$
2,500.00
$
1,500.00
$
9,225.00
$
14,355.00
$
$
24,600.00
$
4,000.00
$
9,000.00
$
4,500.00
$
3,000.00
$
7,500.00
$
47,430.00
$
101,790.00
$
3,200.00
$
47,500.00
$
76,250.00
$
16,650.00
$
10,000.00
$
22,500.00
$
22,500.00
$
25,000.00
$
30,000.00
$
76,000.00
$
14,255.23
$
22,764.00
$
4,535.72
$
40,188.25
$
93,256.85
$
6,569.37
$
(23,098.50)
$
19,236.00
$
25,000.00
$
57,045.15
$
118,542.32
$
24,258.17
$
9,312.00
$
5,412.88
$ 5,891,796.44
$
$
$

366,271.44
175,000.00
191,271.44

EXHIBIT 2
Nashua Landfill ‐ Phase III Cell Expansion
PCO #2‐1755
Generator Connection
LABOR
LABOR CLASS
PROJECT MANAGER
SUPERINTENDENT
ENGINEER
LABORER FOREMAN ‐ ST
LABORER FOREMAN ‐ OT
LABORER ‐ ST
LABORER ‐ OT
OPERATOR ‐ ST
OPERATOR ‐ OT

HRS
4.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

MATERIAL
RATE
$148.75
$129.25
$ 82.75
$ 94.25
$114.00
$ 59.75
$ 81.50
$ 79.75
$110.00

TOTAL DIRECT LABOR

$

HRS

NOTES:

AMOUNT
$ 595.00
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐

RATE

595.00

AMOUNT
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐

DESCRIPTION

SUBTOTAL
SALES TAX @ 0.00%
TOTAL MATERIAL COSTS

QTY UNITS UNIT PRICE
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

AMOUNT
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

SUBCONTRACTOR ITEMS
QTY UNITS UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
RL Proulx
1.00 LS $ 7,580.00 $ 7,580.00
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
TOTAL SUBCONTRACTORS COSTS
$ 7,580.00

EQUIPMENT
TOTAL
DESCRIPTION
HOURS
Excavator ‐ Komatsu PC600
0
Excavator ‐ Komatsu PC360
0
Excavator ‐ Komatsu PC300HD
0
Excavator ‐ (Mini) Caterpillar 304
0
Loader ‐ Komatsu WA470
0
Loader ‐ Caterpillar 950
0
Loader ‐ Komatsu WA380
0
Loader ‐ Komatsu WA320
0
Loader ‐ Caterpillar 289 Skidsteer
0
Rock Truck ‐ Komatsu HM400
0
Rock Truck ‐ Komatsu HM300
0
Dozer ‐ Komatsu D65
0
Dozer ‐ Caterpillar D6
0
Dozer ‐ Komatsu D61
0
Roller ‐ Caterpillar CS‐563E
0
Excavator Add ‐ GPS
0
Dozer Add ‐ GPS
0
GPS Rover
0

TOTAL EQUIPMENT COSTS

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

RATE
373.85
251.37
222.60
38.88
152.03
137.89
112.87
78.54
66.21
223.33
158.52
187.85
170.41
152.68
89.85
40.18
40.18
29.40

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

AMOUNT
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

TOTALS

DESCRIPTION

TOTAL LABOR COSTS

$

595.00

TOTAL MATERIAL COSTS

$

‐

TOTAL EQUIPMENT COSTS

$

‐

TOTAL SUBCONTRACTOR COSTS

$ 7,580.00

SUBTOTAL OF ALL COSTS

$ 8,175.00

FEE @ MAT/SUB

15.00%

$ 1,137.00

OVERHEAD @ SUBTOTAL

0.00%

$

‐

BOND @ (ADDED LATER)

0.00%

$

‐

TOTAL EXTRAWORK AMOUNT

$ 9,312.00

R. L. Proulx
Electrical Contractors, Inc.
P. O. Box 487
Dracut, Ma 01826-0487

Estimate

Charter Contracting Co, LLC
500 Harrison Avenue, Suite 4R
Boston, Ma 02118-2439

MA LIC #A20063
NH LIC #12032M

Date

12/11/2019

Estimate #

1981578.001

Project Notes:
Four Hills Landfill - Nashua N.H.

Commercial • Industrial • Institutional
Electrical Construction • Wiring & Maintenance Services

ME LIC #MS60021113
VT LIC #EM-06366

Description

Total

Thank you for the opportunity to provide pricing for the following.
Price includes cost of all non-union labor, materials and equipment for the install of additional electrical switchgear to facilitate
the connection of city owned stand-by power generator at the new Four Hills Landfill Leachate Pump House.
Electrical contractor will install new NEMA 3r main over-current and disconnecting means ahead of new NEMA rated two
pole double pole manual switch and new 50a 125/250v connecting means for city owned portable generator.
Electrical contractor will supply and install approximately 30' additional feet of Thermon BSX series heat trace cable and
insulate 4" portion of leachate riser from finished concrete floor to 2" manifold branch including 4" truck load-out ball valve.
1,700.00
550.00
2,850.00
1,020.00
480.00
980.00

Total Additional Power Distribution Equipment
Expedited Shipping For Service Equipment
Installation Labor
Additional Heat Trace & Insulation Materials
Installation Labor
VFD Design Change

UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE THIS ESTIMATE IS QUARANTEED FOR 30 DAYS, PAYMENT
TERMS ARE NET 30 UPON COMPLETETION OF THIS SCOPE OF WORK
R.L. Proulx Electrical Contractors, Inc • 487 Textile Avenue • Dracut, Ma 01826 • Tel. 978-957-4141 Fax 978-957-3064

Total

$7,580.00

EXHIBIT 3
20 Foundry Street
Concord, NH 03301

Mr. Jeff Lafleur
Superintendent
Nashua Division of Public Works, Solid Waste Department
840 West Hollis Street
Nashua, NH 03062
Re:

November 12, 2019
File No. 3066.18

Sent via email

Change Order Request
Construction Quality Assurance Services – Phase III
City of Nashua Four Hills Landfill
Nashua, New Hampshire

Dear Jeff:

Sanborn, Head & Associates, Inc. (Sanborn Head) appreciates the opportunity to be of
continued service to the City of Nashua (City). As we recently discussed, based on the
additional requirements imparted by the New Hampshire Department of Environmental
Services (NHDES) on the Phase III construction project and the associated construction
delays, we will exceed the approved budget for the Phase III Construction Quality Assurance
Services project. This letter presents our request for a change to our budget.
Background

Sanborn Head's original scope of services, described in our proposal dated February 18,
2019, included the following three (3) tasks:





CQA Services;

Construction Meetings/Documentation; and
CQA Report.

However, during construction our scope evolved to include components that were not
anticipated at the time the existing budget was established. In addition, the total length of
the project was increased due to construction and permitting delays. Our original proposal
assumed that construction would take approximately 16 weeks, and as of the date of this
letter, the Phase III construction project is currently in its 26th week of construction. The
additional time and requests for services require a change to our approved budget.
Additional Services Already Provided

Since submitting the February 2019 proposal, several requests were made that were outside
our Construction Quality Assurance Services agreement. Below is a list of the major
differences that were not reflected in our proposal:


Preparing narratives, figures, and tables associated with the Groundwater
Demonstration required by Condition 6 of the Phase III permit, dated December 5, 2018;
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Preparing modified base grades based on elevated groundwater readings;

Meeting with the NHDES regarding Groundwater Demonstration and revised grading;

Preparing calculations, redesigning leachate collection system components, and
compiling a Type II permit modification application at the request of the NHDES based
on the modified Phase III grading;
Updating project quantities for the selected contractor;

Preparing modified perimeter grades to offset additional fill required to construct the
Phase III modified base grades;

Developing a procedure to decommission the I/P Trench and coordinating with the
NHDES;
Meeting with the NHDES to discuss the I/P Trench decommissioning procedure;

Reviewing the contractor’s change order request, preparing a change order review
document, and communicating/coordinating with the City on our review and the City’s
position on select change order items;

Preparing for and attending a meeting with Ward 5 regarding the Phase III construction
project and the Four Hills Landfill in general; and
Providing field CQA services beyond the originally anticipated construction schedule of
16 weeks.

The cost to provide the services above was roughly $60,500 and was billed out of Task 1
CQA Services.
Remaining Scope Items

To complete our Construction Quality Assurance scope of services and to maintain
compliance with the Solid Waste Rules, we still need to complete the following tasks during
the Phase III construction project:








Provide CQA services (approximately 4 more weeks of full-time and part-time coverage
based on the projected construction schedule provided by Charter – see enclosed). The
additional field coverage time that our budget increase assumes for this task is included
in the enclosed schedule and is also summarized below:

3 days of full-time coverage for “ramp” subgrade and geosynthetics installation.

Field visit check-ins once the liner system components are installed “as needed.” For
the purposes of this budget increase, we assume 7 check-ins.
Provide laboratory testing services for soils and geosynthetics;

Prepare for and attend weekly construction meetings – we recommend reducing the
construction meetings to occur bi-weekly (i.e., every other week) to reduce costs
considering the limited amount of work that remains. For the purposes of this budget
increase, we assume there will be 3 more construction meetings;

Prepare bi-weekly construction summaries to NHDES. We assume 3 summaries will be
required for the remainder of the project;
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Update the facility’s operating, closure, and financial assurance plans to satisfy permit
conditions; and
Prepare the CQA Report and Record Drawings for submittal to the NHDES.

Budget Adjustment

The original budget for each task under this scope of services is provided in the table below
along with the proposed adjusted budget that we believe is required to finish out the
Construction Quality Assurance Services project. The proposed adjusted budget is based on
the estimated time commitment required to complete the remaining services described
above in addition to expenses associated with material conformance testing, printing,
mileage, and tolls.
Task

Task Description

Original
Budget

1

CQA Services
Out of Scope Items & Schedule Extension
Remaining Field Services
Construction Meetings/Documentation
CQA Report
Permit Conditions Support
Total

$217,500
$17,500
$20,000
$255,000

2
3
4

Proposed
Budget
Increase
$75,500
$60,500
$15,000
$4,200
$10,000
$89,700

Proposed
Adjusted
Budget
$293,000
$21,700
$20,000
$10,000
$344,700

Based on our discussions with the City, Task 4 was added to separate out the proposed costs
to prepare the documents associated with the Phase III permit conditions that will be
submitted to the NHDES prior to the Notice of Intent to Operate application. We are not
including the cost to prepare the Financial Assurance Update as that was already budgeted
to be completed under our General Engineering Services agreement.

Acceptance

We understand that acceptance of this budget adjustment will be provided in a City issued
Purchase Order to Sanborn Head for these services.
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Thank you for the opportunity to be of continued service to the City. We look forward to
working with you on this project. Please contact us should you require additional
information.
Very truly yours,
SANBORN, HEAD & ASSOCIATES, INC.
Edward A. Galvin, P.E.
Project Manager
EAG/ESS:eag
Enclosure:

Eric S. Steinhauser, P.E., CPESC, CPSWQ
Senior Vice President and Principal

Latest contractor construction schedule
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City of Nashua, Public Works Division
To:

Board of Public Works

Meeting Date: December 19, 2019

From:

Jeff Lafleur, Superintendent
Solid Waste Department

Re:

Phase III Landfill Construction Quality Assurance Services Change Order #1

Attachment: See Motion A Attachment
B. Motion: To approve Change Order #1 with Sanborn, Head & Associates, Inc. of Concord,
NH for $89,700 to provide the Solid Waste Department with Construction Quality
Assurance (CQA) services for the Phase III Landfill construction. Funding will be
through Department: 168 Solid Waste; Fund: Solid Waste; Activity: Phase III
Landfill.
Discussion:

On February 18, 2019, Sanborn, Head & Associates, Inc. (Sanborn Head)
submitted a proposal to provide the Solid Waste Department with Construction
Quality Assurance (CQA) services for the construction of the Phase III landfill.
The Change order above is a culmination of delays to the project by DES. A
detailed letter is attached of the added changes to the project.

Division of Public Works
Administration Department

Board of Public Works Meeting of December 19, 2019
Administration
Agenda
A. Motion: To approve the contract with HKT Architects for the design and
construction oversight for the Division of Public Works facility in the amount not-toexceed Nine Hundred Ninety Seven Thousand Two Hundred and Four Dollar
($997,204). Funding will be through Department: 160 Admin/ Engineering; Fund:
Bond; Activity: DPW – Facility.
B. Informational:
i. The next Board of Public Works Meeting is scheduled for January 23, 2019
at 5:30pm in the City Hall Auditorium.
ii. Budget Transfers
iii. Director’s Report

9 Riverside Street • Nashua, New Hampshire 03062 • Phone (603) 589-3120 • Fax (603) 589-3169

William R. Hammer AIA, LEED-AP
Janet M. Slemenda AIA, LEED-AP
Amy J. Dunlap LEED-AP BD+C

December 10, 2019

Lisa Fauteaux
Director of Public Works
City of Nashua
9 Riverside Street
Nashua, New Hampshire 03062
Re:

Nashua Public Works Project: New Building

Dear Lisa,
We are pleased to submit our proposal for design and construction oversight of the
above reference project. We will coordinate our work with the City of Nashua
(CoN) and the selected CM, Harvey Construction, out of Bedford, New Hampshire
(HCCNH). The schedule requires that construction is complete within two years of
a mid-February 2020 date.
Consultants
This proposal includes work that will be completed by HKT Architects Inc. (HKT),
Hoyle, Tanner & Associates, Inc., (HTA), Ironwood (FeWOOD), WV Engineering
Associates, PA. (WVA), AKF Group (AKF), and Kalin Associates (Kalin).
Scope of Work
The proposed project will include a new 25,000 square foot office building on two
floors and will be located at 840 West Hollis Street, the site of the Four Hills
Landfill and the Solid Waste Office Building and Garage. The site will include
parking for visitors and staff, a new roadway entry off of West Hollis Street, as well
as locations for site elements such as a generator or dumpster and the like.
No vehicle storage, maintenance bays, workshops or support spaces for the
general workforce such as locker room or crew meeting spaces are included at this
time. The projected Total Project Costs for the entire project is just under $10
million dollars.
The services include a review of programming to finalize scope and planning for
this building as well as future buildings (conceptual block diagrams), schematic
design, design development, construction documentation, and bidding and
construction administration.
Assumptions and Exclusions:
The following is a list of assumptions and items that have not been included at this
time. Depending on the direction the project takes some or all of these, as well as
others not yet defined, could require work by some members of the design team.
These assumptions and exclusions include:
1. Services of a land surveyor and certified wetlands scientist are excluded
from this proposal. It is assumed the CoN will provide the design team with
a survey including wetland delineation and report in AutoCAD.dwg and
PDF format for use prior to the start of schematic design. Existing trees
35 Medford Street
Somerville, MA 02143
T: 617.776.6545
F: 617.776.6678
www.hktarchitects.com

December 10, 2019
Page 2

2.
3.
4.
5.

6.
7.

8.
9.

10.
11.
12.

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

19.
20.
21.

22.

and vegetation (including prime specimens and invasive species) will be
identified in the survey. No additional survey or wetland flagging is
included in this proposal.
Services of a Geotechnical Engineer are by others.
Investigative Services for Haz-Mat are by others.
No work by a professional cost estimator are included in this fee.
This project will endeavor to incorporate sustainable design principles if
the budget allows, but will not seek Certification under the U.S. Green
Building Council LEED Certification program. In addition, design of a Net
Zero energy performing building is excluded.
Additional impact studies, such as a traffic study, are not included in this
proposal. HTA will review work by City expert.
Energy Modeling is not included at this time because we assume that the
new building design will demonstrate energy code compliance using the
prescriptive path.
Material testing services during construction to be performed by others
(e.g. concrete testing, soil compaction testing, etc.).
Special Inspection Services for structural steel framing system, including
open-web steel joists and joist girders of the floor and/or roof systems, to
be performed by others.
Special Inspection Services, other than those identified under Construction
Administration, to be performed by others.
All fees assume the project construction documents will be prepared as a
single bid package.
The State of New Hampshire has adopted the 2015 ICC International
Codes effective September 15, 2019. The design team will review the
proposed design based on the 2015 codes. If a different version of the
code is adopted during design and revisions become necessary to design
work that is already completed, additional services may be required.
Offsite utility upgrades are not included in this proposal.
No NHDES permitting is included with the exception of the Sewer
Discharge.
A new access drive entrance from West Hollis Street will be designed as
shown in City sketch.
Alteration to the existing recycling center area will not be included.
Environmental, municipal or other permitting beyond what is in the above
scope is not included in this proposal.
Soil conditions at the site are assumed to be adequate for use of a shallow
cast-in-place spread footing foundation to support the proposed building.
Should it be determined that another solution is necessary, such as deep
foundations (i.e. pile-supported) or ground improvement, a contract
modification will be necessary to incorporate additional engineering scope
and fee.
Equipment cuts of all owner or vendor furnished equipment requiring
mechanical or electrical service will be provided to design team.
Sprinkler flow testing is excluded.
Fire protection hydraulic design with piping and head layout is excluded.
Mechanical design for the fire protection system will include sprinkler
entrance and main layout, along with a performance specification for final
hydraulic design by sprinkler subcontractor.
Data, telephone headend and security system hardware selections by
owner. Technology equipment procurement is not included.
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23. A detailed list of all City-owned and subconsultant equipment that could
influence alignment of roadways and maneuvering space will be provided.
24. A list of required stockpile area with approximate spatial need will be
provided.
25. Irrigation design is not included in the scope and fee. It is assumed that
permanent irrigation will not be desired. Temporary irrigation during plant
establishment may be required.
26. It is our assumption that retaining walls will not be incorporated into the
proposed site improvements and therefore retaining wall design is
excluded.
27. Application for building code or accessibility code variances will be
considered an additional service.
28. Construction changes based upon Owner requests or substitutions will be
considered an additional service.
29. Construction site visits over the budgeted amount will be performed on a
time and materials basis.
30. Review of construction submittals shall be limited to two per submission.
Additional reviews will be considered an additional service and billed on a
time and materials basis.
31. Contractor Requests for Information (RFI) are to be used when sufficient
information does not exist in the approved construction documents.
32. Design of retrofit work or other solutions that are necessary due to the
contractor’s failure to comply with approved construction documents or
typical construction practice are not included in this fee.
33. Cost for any required police details are excluded.
Preliminary Work through Schematic Design: This preliminary work includes a
programming session to determine what administrative and support spaces will be
included in the office building. Once that is completed we will develop conceptual
layouts of the building, with associated site elements, to determine the final
location of the structure on site. In addition we will plan for additional buildings that
will be constructed at a future time. These drawings will be block diagram sketches
only. Development of detailed plans for all structures, other than the administration
building, are excluded. Work on this phase will begin once a site survey is
completed.
The purpose of the Schematic Design phase is to establish the general scope and
design and to present that in a form that achieves the City of Nashua’s
understanding and acceptance. The schematic design that best meets the agreed
upon project objectives including program, site criteria and construction budget will
be developed.
At all stages of the design, all applicable Building Codes will be followed to ensure
a code compliant design. The principal elements and deliverables for this phase
include the following:
1. Workplan: Finalize project objectives, scope and schedule.
a. A preliminary project schedule will be developed in consultation
with CoN and HCCNH.
2. Architectural: Based on the Conceptual Plans that are approved by the
CoN, schematic plans, sections and elevations will be developed.
3. Civil/Site:
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a. Schematic Investigation: Review available existing conditions
survey, reports and any other data and conduct a site visit. Review
and research available existing data at the City Planning
Department and existing utilities. Meet to identify how the longterm goals for the site should be incorporated into the Phase 1 and
Phase 2 concepts.
b. Schematic Site Planning: Review possible zoning and site
restrictions; evaluate potential flood plain in the project vicinity, if
any, and determine if the site is within the flood hazard area as
identified on the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map; determine
which environmental permits may be required.
c. Schematic Site Plan: Prepare a site sketch suitable for discussions
with the City of Nashua for the Administration Building as well as
an overall master site concept for the future.
d. Conceptual Site Plan: Based on feedback, two site plan concept
options will be developed. The first concept is anticipated to be
refinement of the provided concept and the second will be an
alternative site layout. These concept options will each depict the
anticipated Phase 1 and Phase 2 development
i. Phase 1 development of the site which will include a two
story administrative building of approximately 25,000 s.f.
with associated conceptual level depiction of parking, a
new access drive and infrastructure which allows both the
Solid Waste Department and the existing recycling center
to continue operations at the site.
ii. Phase 2 will incorporate the future plan to include
maintenance, a vehicle garage, shops, wash bays,
storage, salt/sand shed, fuel depot and other
programmatic needs. The City will provide direction as to
whether the existing Solid Waste Department Building will
be utilized as part of Phase 2.
iii. The City will choose one of the two concept plan options
and provide feedback for final refinement.
4. Landscape Architecture: Ironwood staff will examine the project area to
identify opportunities and constraints and document conditions, noting
areas of concern including topography, drainage, accessibility, abutting
private property concerns, environmental concern, such as unmanaged
stormwater runoff, and potential impacts of deicing chemicals.
a. Assess specimen trees worthy of protection
b. Analyze and document supplemental information collected and
prepare a site analysis plan
c. Develop and refine a comprehensive site layout that includes
building configurations developed and identified programmed
elements.
d. Phase I and additional future phases will be delineated to assist in
long-range planning.
e. Following review and comment the plan will be advanced.
5. Structural: Structural design of an approximately 25,000 square foot, 2story building, including the structural steel frame and cast-in-place spread
footing foundation.

December 10, 2019
Page 5

6.

7.
8.

9.
10.

a. Coordinate with City Geotechnical Consultant to evaluate the
subsurface soil conditions and presumptive bearing capacity, and
determine parameters necessary for foundation design.
b. Identify delegated-design and deferred-submittal structural
elements and systems such as bar joists and connection detailing.
Mechanical, Electrical, Plumbing, Fire Protection Engineering and
Telecommunications Pathways: Engineering work is for the design and
layout of the building fire protection, sanitary, domestic cold and hot water,
heating, ventilation, air conditioning, general exhaust, kitchen
exhaust/makeup air, power, lighting, fire alarm, exit and emergency
lighting and pathways for data/and security systems.
a. Prepare mechanical documentation for sizing of buildings
sprinkler, water, sewer, storm services.
b. Prepare electric documentation for sizing of the buildings electrical
services.
c. Prepare site lighting and photometric’s for submission for
permitting.
d. Prepare written schematic design with mechanical and electrical
system descriptions and preliminary equipment selections.
e. Attend schematic review meeting to present mechanical and
electrical system concepts and recommendations.
f. Prepare schematic drawings and cut sheets suitable for
preliminary coordination with other trades.
Outline specifications will be developed. All specifications will use CSI 6digit, 3-part format.
Building and Life Safety Code Review: The New Hampshire State Building
Code currently adopts and amends the 2015 International Building Code
(IBC) and 2015 International Energy Conservation Code (IECC) as well as
the New Hampshire State Fire Code Safe-C 6000 which adopts and
amends the 2015 Editions of NFPA 1 Fire Code and NFPA 101 Life Safety
Code (the “Building Code of Record”).
a. A review of the architectural schematic design drawings will be
completed to review the project and identify any initial code
concerns.
Cost Estimating: None included.
Owner approval of Schematic Design shall be provided prior to proceeding
with Design Development

Design Development Phase: This phase develops and documents the proposed
design including building components from all major disciplines. All major
decisions are reached in this phase in order to minimize modifications during the
construction document phase.
The principal elements for this phase include the following:
1. Architectural: Development of the schematic plans, elevations, sections,
specific details, room finishes, and selected materials. Coordination of all
work developed during this phase.
2. Civil/Site:
a. Initial Site Planning: Investigate the current existing utility systems
to determine the most cost-effective and efficient connections to
the proposed building. Further refine the schematic site plan to
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3.

4.

5.

6.
7.

8.
9.
10.
11.

move forward with using the existing conditions provided by the
Project Team.
b. Site Design: Based on Schematic Design review, prepare detailed
site plans. Documents will show proposed buildings and existing
conditions, proposed parking areas, site improvements, proposed
pedestrian and vehicle circulation with required parking
arrangements, stormwater collection and permanent treatment
facilities, and utility service connections.
c. Drainage Study: Analyze the existing pre-development and postdevelopment stormwater runoff calculations and determine the
potential capacity and adequacy of the receiving system. Design
stormwater treatment, infiltration chamber system, and infiltration
and peak flowrate control devices. Prepare a drainage study to be
submitted to the City of Nashua.
d. Utility Design & Layout: New service connections will be shown on
the plans in coordination with the MEP plans.
e. Plan Submissions: Nashua Planning Board submission and
courtesy presentation of final site plans.
Landscape Architecture: A clear and coordinated site and landscape
design will be refined, construction feasibility and sequencing will be
vetted, opportunities for cost savings will be examined, and accurate scale
drawings illustrating the project and associated construction details will be
delivered. Phase I landscape plan will be advanced incorporating feedback
received from the City and Consultant Team.
Structural:
a. Prepare preliminary structural design calculations for typical
elements and the lateral force resisting system:
i. Gravity and lateral force resisting system and types,
locations and typical details
ii. Foundation types, locations and typical details
b. Preliminary coordination of typical architectural wall sections with
structural sections.
c. Preliminary coordination of typical MEP systems with structural
systems, including the elevator system.
d. Prepare preliminary structural drawings for proposed spread
footing foundation and structural elements of the building.
Mechanical, Electrical, Plumbing, Fire Protection Engineering and
Telecommunications Pathways: Prepare preliminary drawings and
specifications, incorporating schematic review comments.
Specifications: Drafts of full specifications will be completed.
Building and Life Safety Code Review: Review design development
drawings in accordance with the Building Code of Record. Provide plan
review comments to address any code compliance concerns. Update the
code report.
Cost Estimating: Not included.
Project Schedule: The project schedule will be updated.
Presentations to the CoN are included.
Owner approval of Design Development: Any and all changes to the plans
will be completed during this phase.

Construction Documents Phase: This phase creates the bid ready construction
documents. A set of plans and specifications will be provided to the City for review
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once during the CD phase and once prior to bidding. Work will be continued during
City review so that the schedule can be met.
The principal elements and deliverables for this phase include the following:
1. Complete all documents required for bid
2. Architectural: Develop detailed and well-coordinated construction drawings
and specifications that meet the demands of public bidding.
3. Civil/Site: Plans and Technical Specifications
a. Finalize all designs and calculations and revise the plans based on
final comments received.
b. Prepare site construction documents and civil technical
specifications suitable for bidding.
4. Landscape Architecture: Ironwood will advance a detailed plan set and
associated technical specifications. Prepared final landscape construction
drawings will set minimum construction quality standards. Construction
drawings and details will include landscape layout and materials plan,
planting plan, construction details, sections and notes. Technical
specifications will be completed.
5. Structural:
a. Final geotechnical coordination.
b. Finalize preparation of structural calculations.
c. Review the effect of secondary and/or non-structural elements not
included in the primary structural system, but which are attached
thereto, and design the structure to accept and support such
items.
d. Perform design checks and coordination of the Structural
Documents.
e. Final coordination of typical architectural wall sections with
structural sections.
f. Final coordination of typical MEP systems with structural systems,
including the elevator system.
g. Finalize structural drawings for construction.
h. Specify applicable information for delegated-design items and
deferred submittals:
i. Types of elements, positions within the structure, and
conceptual connection to the Primary Structural System.
ii. Structural criteria for design of structural elements.
i. Prepare full technical specifications.
j. Prepare a Structural Schedule of Special Inspections for elements
of the Primary Structural System designed by Hoyle, Tanner.
i. Assist Architectural and MEP disciplines in identifying
items which require an Architectural or MEP Statement of
Special Inspections, when requested.
k. Prepare Preliminary Construction Affidavit forms for the structural
elements of the project.
6. Mechanical, Electrical, Plumbing, Fire Protection Engineering and
Telecommunications Pathways: Prepare construction drawings and
specifications with final sizing, placement of equipment, and distribution.
Prepare Construction Affidavits and ComCheck documents if required for
permitting.
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7.
8.

9.
10.
11.
12.

a. Mechanical design for the fire protection system will include
sprinkler entrance and main layout, along with a performance
specification for final hydraulic design by the sprinkler
subcontractor.
Specifications: Update full specifications. Finalize and coordinate with
Owner’s Division 0 documents.
Building and Life Safety Code Review: Review construction documents
and provide comments to address any remaining code compliance
concerns. The final report will be revised for an external audience and can
be submitted to the local officials as part of the permit package.
Cost Estimating: None included.
Project Schedule: The project schedule will be updated.
Presentations to the CoN are included.
Owner approval of Contract Documents for Bid.

Bidding Phase: The design team will be responsible for coordinating and
providing support during the bidding process. The principal elements and
deliverables for this phase include the following:
1. Bidding documents.
2. Pre-bid conference.
3. Coordination and issuing of addenda. All consultants will participate as
required.
4. Review of bids as required.
Contract Administration Phase: The design team will administer the project for
the City, as related to the plans and specifications developed during the preceding
phases. We assume construction will last 12 months with an additional month of
project closeout time.
1. Provide general administration of the contract.
a. Attend pre-construction conference.
b. Construction Observation:
i. Architectural: Up to fifty-two (52) site visits.
1. Site visits, review of submittals and punch list.
ii. Civil/Site: Up to six (6) site visits at appropriate intervals.
iii. Landscape Architecture: Assist contractor in sourcing
materials; conduct a final site inspection just prior to the
culmination of the plant guarantee period. Attend no more
than two (2) site meetings.
iv. Structural: Up to five (5) site visits at appropriate intervals.
1. Subgrade compaction check, inspection of
reinforcement and geometry, observe concrete
placement at footings and observe concrete
placement and anchor bolt installation, plus
additional visit.
v. Mechanical, Electrical, Plumbing, Fire Protection
Engineering and Telecommunications Pathways: Up to
five (5) site visits by one staff member at appropriate
intervals.
vi. Building and Life Safety Code Review: Provides up to five
(5) hours of general code consulting support during CA.
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2. The design team shall track Submittals, Requests for Information,
Proposed Change Orders, Change Orders, Sketches, Architect’s
Supplemental Instructions and Proposal Requests in logs.
3. Review and process submittals and RFI’s per general contract
requirements.
4. Attend job meetings as required to continue the progress of the project.
The CM will write and distribute meeting minutes. HKT will write Field
Reports for distribution.
5. The design team shall review information from testing agencies and check
for compliance with the contract documents.
6. The design team shall review and provide comment on the schedule of
values, change order and monthly requisitions.
7. The design team shall review and provide comment on the construction
schedule, construction progress and quality and on-site “as-built”
drawings.
8. At the end of construction, the design team will develop a punchlist that
indicates incomplete work or work that does not meet the contract
document requirements.
Project Closeout: The final stage of the construction process is specifically
devoted to close out materials and final inspections.
1. The design team will review the contractor’s closeout submittals; including
warranty information, Operation and Maintenance Manuals and as-built
drawings and specifications.
2. The design team will conduct final inspection, issue Certificate of
Substantial Completion and final affidavits.
3. The design team will develop a monetized punchlist of all work remaining
prior to final acceptance.
Base Fee: The base fee work includes the following design team members:
HKT Architects Inc:
Hoyle, Tanner & Associates, Inc.
WV Engineering Associates, PA.

Ironwood Landscape Arch + Planning
AKF Group
Kalin Associates

Architecture
Civil/Site Engineering
Structural Engineering
Mechanical Engineering
Electrical Engineering
Plumbing Engineering
Fire Protection Engineering
Telecommunications Pathways
Landscape Architecture
Code Consulting
Specifications

The Base fees are noted below and are $938,522 (Nine hundred Thirty-eight
thousand five hundred twenty-two dollars). Reimbursable expenses are included in
those totals.
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Item
SD
DD
CD
Bid
HKT Architects Inc.
Principal
104
60
64
8
Sr. Designer
274
384
624
80
Total $
$70,690
$78,060
$118,640
$15,160
Reimb. Exp.
Travel, Plotting, Delivery and Reprographics = $8,415
AKF Code Specialists
Total $
$8,500
$4,000
$4,000
$0
Reimb. Exp.
Kalin Specifications
Principal
6.7
33.33
26.67
0
Total $
$1000
$5,000
$4,000
$0
Reimb. Exp.
$0
Hoyle Tanner and Associates Inc.: Civil
PM III
24
8
8
8
Sr Eng II
52
42
40
16
Eng I
28
68
85
8
PA II
1
0
18
1
Total $
$14,235
$13,490
$16,490
$4,503
Reimb. Exp.
Travel, Plotting, Delivery and Reprographics = $796.11
Hoyle Tanner and Associates Inc.: Structural
Principal Eng
3
0
2
2
PM I
24
7
32
12
Sr Eng I
0
16
28
0
Eng III
2
0
7
0
Eng II
24
66
181
12
Eng I
10
3
18
6
CADD Tech II
0
8
80
0
PA I
2
0
2
4
Total $
$8,100
$11,095
$38,459
$4,358
Reimb. Exp.
Travel, Plotting, Delivery and Reprographics = $600
WVA Engineering Associates, PA
Project Mgr.
10
12
14
5
Engineer
62
27
25
20
Designer
22
76
116
0
WP
16
13
9.5
5
Total $
$12,114
$12,897
$16,236
$3,510
Reimb. Exp
Included
Ironwood Landscape Architecture
Principal
27
6
17
2
Larch Des
49
28
30
13
CADD/GIS
24
26
38
0
Admin
0
0
4
0
Total $
$8,575
$4,600
$6,900
$1,325
Reimb. Exp.
Travel, Plotting and Reprographics = $850
Sub-Total Per
$124,589
$131,351
$206,846
$29,205
Phase with
reimbursables
Total Base
including
Reimbursables
Supplemental
Services

CA
60
2248
$385,620

$1,000

0
$0

16
43
8
0
$9,587

0
18
0
17
88
0
0
12
$15,017

36
60
0
23.5
$14,319

26
72
0
8
$9,380
$440,530

$938,522
$ 58,682
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Supplemental Services Fees:
The following Supplemental Services fees are provided for your consideration.
These services are usually provided outside of a base fee but have been included
due to limitations of fee available.
Supplemental Services include design by team members noted and coordination
and mark-up by HKT:
HKT Architects Inc:
Hoyle, Tanner & Associates, Inc.
WV Engineering Associates, PA.

Ironwood Landscape Arch + Planning
AKF Group

Architecture
Civil/Site Engineering
Mechanical Engineering
Electrical Engineering
Plumbing Engineering
Fire Protection Engineering
Telecommunications Pathways
Landscape Architecture
Code Consulting

The Tasks are as follows:
Planning Board: Prepare for and attend two (2) Planning Board public hearings
with illustrative site plans and supporting materials as necessary.
Permitting with Building Officials: Attend up to one (1) meeting to review and
discuss permit package and approach to code compliance.
Life Cycle Cost Assessment: Using owner selected systems generate a Life
Cycle Cost Assessment report. Report to describe initial systems costs, estimated
fuel costs and operational costs for the expected systems life.
Site Plan Permitting:
1. Sewer Discharge
a. Sewer Discharge permit for municipal sewer connection
2. Site Constraints and Restrictions
a. Assist the Team with identifying zoning restrictions for the existing
parcel. This shall include, but is not limited to wetlands setbacks,
building setbacks, maximum building height and maximum lot
coverage.
3. Conservation Commission Meeting
a. If necessary, Hoyle, Tanner will prepare the required information
to meet with the Conservation Commission to review the design
and approaches to wetlands and other environmental issues.
b. Meetings with the Conservation Commission.
4. Traffic Review:
a. Hoyle, Tanner will review and provided comments to the City
Traffic Engineer for revisions to their previously submitted study.
No formal individual traffic study or design will be prepared by
Hoyle, Tanner
Furniture Fixtures and Equipment (FFE): HKT will assist the City in selecting
furniture and coordinating finishes as required. Assume we will work with City

December 10, 2019
Page 12

vendor of choice who will produce all documents required and coordinate the
installation.
The Supplemental Services fees are noted below and are $58,682 (Fifty-eight
thousand six hundred eighty two dollars). Reimbursable expenses are included in
those totals.
The fees are broken down in the following chart:
Item

Planning
Board

Permitting
Bldg. Off

HKT Architects Inc.
Total $
$7,690
$1,740
Reimb. Exp.
$397
$49
AKF Code Specialists
Total $
$2,500
Reimb. Exp.
Hoyle Tanner and Associates Inc.: Civil
Total $
Reimb. Exp.
Hoyle Tanner and Associates Inc.: Structural
Total $
Reimb. Exp.
WVA Engineering Associates, PA
Total $
Reimb. Exp
Ironwood Landscape Architecture
Total $
$6,000
Reimb. Exp
$400
Total Task
$14,487
$4,289

Life Cycle
Cost
Assess

Site Plan
Permitting
ConCom

FFE

$870

$1,960
$97

$14,440
$97

$13,472

$8,919

$9,789

$15,529

$14,587

Hydrant Flow Test: VWA will coordinate with the CoN Public Works Department
as they perform hydrant flow testing to determine water flow and pressure
availability adjacent to the project site. This information will be used as a basis for
plumbing and fire protection systems design.
Any work that is beyond the scope of work shall be billed as additional services
either on a time and material basis or we will make an additional proposal with a
lump sum fee or not to exceed fee. In no case will we commence any additional
services without your written approval.
If there are additional services that are required by one or more of our consultants,
we will invoice their costs plus a mark-up of 10%.
We will invoice you monthly and we will bill as a percentage of the completed work.
Payment is due in thirty (30) days of the invoice date.
Hourly rates for HKT shall be as follows:
Principal
$245/Hour
Associate
$220/Hour
Project Manager
$190/Hour
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Project Architect
Senior Designer
Designer
Clerical/Office
Construction Administrator

$190/Hour
$165/Hour
$145/Hour
$120/Hour
$190/Hour

Hourly Rates for Hoyle, Tanner and Associates are as follows:
Principal Engineer
$195/Hour
Senior Project Engineer
$195/Hour
Project Manager III
$185/Hour
Project Manager II
$170/Hour
Project Manager I
$159/Hour
Senior Engineer III
$150/Hour
Senior Engineer II
$137/Hour
Senior Engineer I
$129/Hour
Engineer III
$116/Hour
Engineer II
$109/Hour
Engineer I
$ 92/Hour
Senior Resident Engineer
$140/Hour
Resident Engineer III
$122/Hour
Resident Engineer II
$108/Hour
Resident Engineer I
$ 80/Hour
Environmental Coordinator III $142/Hour
Environmental Coordinator II
$122/Hour
Environmental Coordinator I
$ 95/Hour
Senior CADD Technician
$135/Hour
CADD Technician III
$113/Hour
CADD Technician II
$100/Hour
CADD Technician I
$ 86/Hour
Technician I
$ 56/Hour
Technician II
$ 70/Hour
Senior Administrative Prof.
$185/Hour
Project Assistant II
$110/Hour
Project Assistant I
$ 80/Hour
Land Acquisition Specialist II
$100/Hour
Land Acquisition Specialist I
$ 82/Hour
Planner II
$165/Hour
Planner I
$145/Hour
Hourly Rates for Ironwood Landscape Architecture and Planning is as follows:
Principal
$110/Hour
Project Manager
$110/Hour
Landscape Architect
$ 85/Hour
Landscape Designer
$ 60/Hour
CAD/GIS
$ 60/Hour
Administration
$ 50/Hour
Hourly Rates for Kalin Associates Inc. is as follows:
Principal
$150/Hour
Hourly Rates for AKF Group are as follows:
Partner
$235/Hour
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Senior Project Manager
$195/Hour
Project Manager
$165/Hour
Project Specialist
$200/Hour
Senior Engineer/Field Engineer $190/Hour
Project Engineer/Field Engineer $165/Hour
Engineer
$160/Hour
Junior Engineer
$105/Hour
Senior Designer/Technician
$145/Hour
Project Designer/Technician
$135/Hour
Designer/Technician
$125/Hour
Senior BIM/CADD Technician $135/Hour
BIM/CADD Technician
$105/Hour
Project Coordinator/Admin
$ 95/Hour
Senior Code Consultant
$225/Hour
Code Consultant
$175/Hour
Code Analyst
$125/Hour
We are very excited about this project and we look forward to a very successful
collaboration.
We will invoice you monthly and payment is due in thirty (30) days of the invoice
date.
Very truly yours,
HKT Architects Inc.

Janet M. Slemenda, AIA, Principal

William R. Hammer, AIA, Principal
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CITY OF NASHUA
REPORT OF DEPARTMENTAL BUDGET TRANSFERS
FISCAL YEAR 2020

DATE

ACCT UNIT

ACCOUNT

ACCOUNT DESCRIPTION

FROM

TO

DEPARTMENT 169 - WASTEWATER
04

DEPARTMENTAL BUDGET TRANSFER

TRANSFER # 107

WW POSTAGE

11/14/2019

69.6200.500

53467

BILLING & MAILING SERVICES

11/14/2019

69.6200.500

55607

POSTAGE & DELIVERY

TOTAL FOR ADJUSTMENT CODE 04 - DEPARTMENTAL BUDGET TRANSFER

TOTAL FOR DEPARTMENT 169 - WASTEWATER

13,000.00
13,000.00
13,000.00

13,000.00

$13,000.00

$13,000.00

$13,000.00

$13,000.00

