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[= Overall Site
| 22 |Overall Site 584,797 |SF
=l Proposed Asphalt
1 Ashalt Parking Along Miramar 1,194 |SF
2 |Asphalt Parking at Building A 1911|SF
[=| Proposed Bioretention
B 29 |Bioretention | 9,398/ SF
[=| Proposed Concrete Stairs
|Conctete Stairs along Regents I 88|SF
[= Proposed Curbs
ﬂ 15 |Curb and Gutter 1531|LF
Mow Curb 2525|LF
= atwork
Sidewalk - 4" - Throughout Site, less along Regents 43,803\ SF
Flatwork - Integral color/ acid etch/ scored - Adjacentto Bldg A& F 22.195|SF
13 |Flatwork - Integral color/ acid etch - Winding Pathway 9.832|SF
14 | Sidewalk 4" along Regents - 10" wide 3.802|SF
o . / ; <X Flatwork - Integral color/ acid etch/SCORED - Fire Access Hammerhead 4.852|SF
7//// / V7 . . . 34 | Tuncated Domes 309 LF
r o : 17 o, 7 =l Proposed Grass Pavers
‘ \ S : ' T 21 |Grass pavers 22,888|SF
=l Proposed Landscape
17 |Mulch Paths in Garden 170|LF
18 |Compacted DG 8,770|SF
23 |Sod 23,588|SF
24  |Garden 1.772|SF
25 |Landscape 0|SF
£ 26 |Hydroseed 164,688 | SF
27 36" Trees D/EA
W 22 |24 Trees 0|EA
33 |Existing Trees - Protect in Place D|EA
& 36 |Stabilized DG 8.050|SF
=l Proposed Paving
PCC Light Paving - Exchange Parking Lot 11,072|SF
PCC Light Paving - NW Parking Lot 6.054|SF
5  |Woonerf Paving/ Tabeled Intersection 4,142|SF
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Optimizing Design Thinking to Better Influence Cost

Cost

Concept Design Period Construction Oo&M

Project Lifecycle

Replacement



USING COST ESTIMATING AS A CRITICAL DESIGN TOOL
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What is Design-Build?

Design-Build is a method of project delivery in which one entity (design-
builder) forges a single contract with the Owner to provide for
architectural engineering design services and construction services.

Design-Bid-Build Construction Manager Design-Build
at Risk

GENERAL
CONTRACTOR m CM/GC DESIGN-BUILDER
DESIGN SPECIALTY DESIGN SPECIALTY DESIGN SPECIALTY
CONSULTANTS TRADES CONSULTANTS TRADES CONSULTANTS TRADES

CONTRACT COMMUNICATION

NORTHWEST
REGION




Project Delivery Performance Results

NORTHWEST
REGION

DESIGN-BUILD
INSTITUTE OF AMERICA

Cost Growth (%)
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DBB= Design-Bid-Build
CMR= Construction Manager at Risk (GCCM)
DB= Design-Build
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NORTHWEST

Design-build is anticipated to continue to gain market share REGION

DESIGN-BUILD

over the 2018-2021 penod.

OTHER

OTHER

3%
CM AT RISK
2013-2017 CPIP: $2,7798 2018-2021 CPIP: $2,729B SEGMENT BREAKOUT
DISTRIBUTION OF DELIVERY METHOD UTILIZATION DISTRIBUTION OF MARKET
Sourcels): FMI Analysis of multiple sources CPiP spending, 2018-2021
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Delivery schedule was the most influencing factor for owners

NORTHWEST
REGION

when selecting a project delivery method.

PROJECT DELIVERY METHOD INFLUENCING CHARACTERISTICS
Weighted average of responses
Source(s): FMI Survey
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Decision Tools

TARGET: TO PROVIDE ADA CIRCULATION AT NE 40TH ST ENTRY

ADA ROUTE - OPTION 1 ) LEGEND

—

N'D

. Handrail Required (5% - 8.33%) TARGET: TO PROVIDE ADA CIRCULATION

0
SCHMITZ |||
] ‘% AT NE 40TH ST ENTRY

HALL
M2

aN

MEANY HALL No Handrail (< 5%) A goal of this project is to provide ADA access along NE
40th from 15th Ave NE to Stevens Way and Grant Lane.
There has been some discussion regarding the presence
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decision if it is acceptable or not.

Each option hits key floorplate grades at Population
Health and Architecture Hall building entries and both aim
to preserve the existing Ponderosa Pine on the north side
of Guthrie Annex 4.
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1. Option 1 provides a winding ADA accessible route at
less than 5% slope combined with a direct pedestrian
route with stairs. The ADA route avoids handrails
and has the potential for seamless integration with
garden and court spaces along this route.

2. Option 2 provides a winding ADA accessible route
in the west portion at less than 5% slope combined
with a direction pedestrian route with stairs. The
remaining section is a single ADA accessible
pedestrian route with handrails only in the section
north of Architecture Hall.

ADA ROUTE - OPTION 2
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