
 

 

BARRINGTON MIDDLE SCHOOL BUILDING COMMITTEE 

BARRINGTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

BARRINGTON, RI 02806 

 
Minutes of the Building Committee meeting – 05/14/2018 

 

Present were Mr. Guida, Mr. Zawatsky, Ms. Clancy, Mr. Fahey, Mr. Feeney, Mr. Finn, Mr. 

Fiore, Mr. Hervey, Mr. Learned, Mr. Messore, and Mr. Terrell. Absent were Building Committee 

members Dr. Anderson, Mr. Brenner, Ms. Jacob and Mr. Primiano, Town Council Liaison.  

 

Also present were the Owner’s Project Managers: Dan Tavares, and Christian Rubeck, Larry 

Trim and Sean Schmigle of Kaestle Boos Architects. 

 

 Mr. Guida called the meeting to order at 7:06 p.m. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky made a motion to approve the minutes of April 9, 2018. Mr. Terrell 

seconded the motion. Motion passed 7 – 0 – 2. Mr. Terrell and Mr. Fahey abstained.  

 

OPM Report 

 

 Mr. Rubeck gave an overview on the progress and scheduling for the Middle School 

project.  

 

 Mr. Zawatsky questioned Mr. Rubeck if there is any concern that there will not be 

enough loam. Also, is there any risk to the owner with regard to loam based on the 

contract documents. 

 

 Mr. Rubeck stated that there has not been anything brought to their attention regarding 

the loam. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked whose responsibility is it to import additional loam if the project 

runs out. 

 

 Mr. Rubeck will need to look into this and get back to the Committee. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky questioned regarding the sewer. On the RFI, it talked about a relocation of 

the connection point 95’ further that could potential have a cost related to the relocation. 

Why is this relocation necessary? 

 

 Sean Schmigle, KBA associate, addressed the question that Mr. Zawatsky had. He stated 

that there was recommendation that was brought up by the site contractor to not 

implement any added construction work on Middle Highway. It was going to be a 



 

 

simplification that was going to be brought onto the existing tie-in to the sewer. This was 

then brought to the project’s civil engineer to review the possible implications regarding 

cost. At this time, it is more of a design interpretation on what ways to simplify the sewer 

connection to Middle Highway. The engineer has provided two options to the site 

contractor, however, they are not for a change but options to show how they could 

proceed if they choose to go in this direction. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky wanted clarification how this potential change came up and why it is being 

considered. 

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that the site contractor brought it to the team as a simplification to 

the current tie-in design. VHB has commented on the RFI and they have given two 

options to the design, however, there has not been any cost associated with the options. 

The RFI has been provided and is currently being reviewed. 

 

 Mr. Rubeck continued to give the overview of the progress of the construction. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky mentioned that when he was on site the first thing he noticed was that it 

didn’t look like there was a bond beam at 4’ above grade or anywhere near at least up to 

the lintel area. Eric Andrutis, Clerk of the Works, confirmed that the mason proceed to 

install the south wall and leave the other with no bond beam at 4’, which is in violation of 

the contract documents. Mr. Zawatsky asked what the engineer’s response to that.  

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that the engineer reviewed it and their response is that it is 

structurally adequate. They reviewed the ASBO commissions and the OPM received the 

respond on 5/14/18. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky stated that this is not the first time that this contractor has failed to follow 

the contract documents. Is there an issues log confirming each of this incidents? Mr. 

Zawatsky asked what the A/E’s response is to Odeh stating that it is just “ok”. Mr. 

Zawatsky stated that this was intentional not to conform to the contract documents. 

 

 KBA agreed that it was and stated that their approach is to get more information from the 

structural engineer and send a letter to Brait stating that this approach will not be 

tolerated. They will also note that this was brought to the attention of the mason by 

Briggs and they continued anyway.  

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked that the Building Committee would like to express a great deal of 

frustration with the contractor. He also would like the Owner to get a written 

interpretation from the structural engineer to do the evaluation. The bill for this 

evaluation should be sent to Brait. This is not the first time. Now there are multiple 

conduits that the electrical contractor didn’t get to install because Brait was rushing 

through the project. Now they need to core drill and might end up hitting a piece of rebar.  



 

 

 

 Mr. Guida asked KBA, if a non-conforming piece of work is completed and we bring it to 

their attention or they let us know about it and then a problem develops and they say 

“well you know about this” - how much of a problem do we create for ourselves not 

making it an issue and insisting on correction before anything goes forward. Or is KBA 

in a position to tell us “don’t worry about it” in this situation there is no chance of any 

adverse consequences.  

 

  Mr. Trim stated that they are going to assume that the situation that you are referring to 

there was some process that the contractor was notified. The first thing that KBA would 

do is to make contact with the contractor and let them know that they have noticed a 

problem. They would review the issue and determine which engineer or discipline needs 

to look at it to see if what is in place is acceptable. If it could remain or could be changed 

what is the detriment. What could happen if we made a correction to make it conform to 

the contract documents? The next step is if there is corrective action required then KBA 

would send a letter rejecting the work. They would ask the contractor to come up with a 

remediation plan which they would review and then the contractor would have to 

implement it. 

 

 Mr. Trim stated that in this case, KBA started to understand fairly quickly that this might 

not be something that they would want to rip out so, instead of asking the contractor to 

come up with a solution, KBA decided the best interest of the project is that the design 

engineer review and make sure that everything worked and that we could continue. 

 

 Mr. Guida asked “what are the predicted negative consequences of what they have 

already done wrong?” 

 

 Mr. Trim confirmed that there are none. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky stated that in matters of structural integrity of the building, David Odeh, is 

one of the most conservative structural engineers that he has worked with. If David Odeh 

wants it then he would like to have our designers and engineers of record insist that they 

put it in. As a member of the Building Committee, Mr. Zawatsky is upset with the 

contractor’s repeated efforts to violate the integrity of the contract document. Brait is 

trying to cheapen our building and it is enough. Moving forward he feels that the 

contractor needs to be made accountable. 

 

 Mr. Fahey questioned if Brait is liable for any cost that will incur by not conforming to 

the contract documents and stated that, if the mistake delays the project, then Brait will 

need to absorb the cost. 

 

 Mr. Trim confirmed that yes, Brait is responsible and will be need to absorb any costs 

that incurs regarding their mistakes. 



 

 

 

 Mr. Guida stated to Mr. Trim that if he is assuring the Committee that this mistake with 

the bond beam has zero adverse or negative consequences then he is prepared to say that 

we are going to overlook it this time but please advise the contractor that the Building 

Committee has instructed KBA that if they do it again they will need to redo it at their 

time and cost. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky also wanted to comment that the Town is paying Brait $2,500 a day to 

bring this project in early, however, he also stated that we are not paying this so that we 

get a cheapened project. They need to follow the contract documents. 

 

 Mr. Hervey asked what the process is to make sure the foundations are in the correct spot. 

 

 Mr. Rubeck stated that there are inspectors on site everyday inspecting all the work. Also, 

Eric Andrutis is there as the Clerk of the Works to catch things the inspectors do not. 

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that there will be a masonry inspector there for the next six – seven 

months reviewing how to install and what they are supposed to install. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky questioned the scheduling of the pre-construction meetings as separate 

meeting for each of the sub-groups coming up. Mr. Zawatsky asked if there will be a pre-

construction meeting where all the groups will come together so they can coordinate to 

work together.  

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked if there is an on-site mock-up that is not part of the building. What 

do we own by contract document? 

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that there are mock-ups per trade as the building is being 

constructed. There will not be a specific “not-in-place” mock-up. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked if the pad is placed for that. Are the walls for the mock-up built or 

are we not doing that. 

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that they were not doing that. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked why we are not following the contract documents. If there is a 

mock-up in contract document. 

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that there is not an off-site type mock-up to be placed. It is all in 

place. They are currently constructing the foundation walls, putting up the CMU as the 

trades are starting to come through there is the building envelope mock-up. 

 



 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked if we will be making any selections from samples, for mortar color 

or grout. Have all colors already been selected, so the Committee has no more choices to 

make? Also, the Committee doesn’t get to see the quality of workmanship that is 

expected until it is in place in the building. 

 

 Mr. Schmigle confirmed that we do not own an offsite or non-part-of-the-building mock-

up. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked that KBA go back and review the pre-construction meetings that we 

have had. Mr. Zawatsky stated that he has asked several times that we have an off-site 

mock-up that is not part of the contract documents. He is very concerned that the 

Committee will not have the ability to review items in this way. 

 

 

 Mr. Tavares stated that they have had several meetings with Brait and team to determine 

what the best approach for installation of the mock-ups. The purpose of the mock-ups is 

to make sure that everything is being installed correctly. It is a quality-control process. 

Brait agreed to prepare these mock-ups in steps in the order that we need them inspected. 

The other item is the aesthetics of it and this conversation has not been done. Mr. Tavares 

stated that he felt that he was told that if we needed a separate stand-alone mock-up that it 

can be done. 

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that it was more in the line of a visual mock-up. You would not be 

looking at colors. The mock-up would be more about constructability.  

 

 Mr. Trim stated that the mock-up wall is for constructability and for flashing. They use 

real samples out in the field for the actual materials so it is not that they will wait for the 

right color window to flash into the brick. It is specifically about the mortar. In the mock-

up wall they will use whatever they have on hand to represent the details. 

 

 Ms. Clancy asked if the colors for the exterior brick and panels have been chosen. 

 

 Mr. Trim stated that they have been chosen in the documents and there is a process to go 

through with samples to get the right color and get agreement from everyone. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked if this will then be going into a visual mock-up that will not be part 

of the building. 

 Mr. Trim stated that it will probably not be, usually what they do is that they get samples 

and lean them up next to the mock-up wall and make the decision that way. The grout for 

the exterior veneers then will get those installed in a mark-up wall. 

 



 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky stated that if Brait has said that they will put up a mock-up, then he would 

like them to do that so that we do this process properly. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky feels that the Committee is entitled to a visual mock-up that they can look 

at and agree that what is on the mock-up is what was selected. 

 

 Mr. Tavares reviewed the overall budget of the project.  

 

 Mr. Tavares reviewed the change order status. The OPM presented the issues at the site 

regarding the unsuitable materials and materials that were removed and those that had to 

be replaced. This became the Construction Change Directive-001 which allowed the 

contractor to proceed with the work. It was requested from Catalano and Brait a summary 

of where they are to date. They are about $811,000 to date. There is about 1,000 yards of 

material that they have not gotten to within the footprint of area A. The change order that 

will be requested is looking to be about $870,000.  

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that Briggs’ special inspections agent is currently reviewing that to 

date calculated 5511 cubic yards for buildings A & D. They anticipate this for the next 

few days at which point they can begin the next Construction Change Directive process. 

By the next Building Committee meeting in a month this should all be wrapped up and 

they will be able to request an official change order for the total amount. 

 

 Mr. Feeney asked what Briggs’ role was in the project. Mr. Schmigle stated that Briggs is 

the special inspection agent and they are responsible for telling the site contractor to stop 

digging or telling them that the action is accurate and correct for the start of infill. They 

are also responsible for tracking quantities. They are the last step in the process. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky stated that VHB is the civil engineer of record. He also asked what VHB’s 

role is in this soil issue. 

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that their role within the building footprint is limited. They have 

been placed on notice from KBA. 

 

 Mr. Feeney and Mr. Zawatsky commented that Geisser was the geo-technical engineer. 

However, VHB put together the contract documents based on the Geisser report. At the 

time, Mr. Feeney had asked KBA to create a risk register just for geo-tech because he 

wasn’t comfortable how it was being addressed. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked KBA and the OPM what motion is needed from the Building 

Committee at this meeting to move forward.  

 



 

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that they were just giving an update and are not ready to ask for 

another Construction Change Directive. 

 

 Mr. Tavares stated that he feels that upon the verification of the remaining areas of A & 

D they would like to request that they be allowed to prepare a Construction Change 

Directive for execution in order to submit to the contractor so that they can continue to 

move forward with the paperwork and the requisition. 

 

 Motion was made by Mr. Zawatsky to recommend approval by the Building Committee, 

and a recommendation to the School Committee to generate a Construction Change 

Directive-002 for the additional material for building A & D not to exceed what is 

outlined on the Peregrine Group unsuitable soil removal summary to date. (See Attached 

Report). Mr. Learned seconded. Motion passed unanimously. 

 

 Mr. Tavares reviewed the Risk Register and what they are monitoring. There are two 

items that they are tracking as high risk. The sprinkler sub-contractor did their own 

calculations which they are required to do. Their initial calculations indicated something 

a little different than the original reports from our engineer on record. It is still under 

review but they are showing that they might need a booster pump. This is being tracked 

as a potential cost. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked where the Fire Protection contractor got his water pressure from to 

come up with his calculations. 

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that this is the same question that the engineer of record is asking. 

Mr. Schmigle stated that there is an additional flow test which was happening the next 

day. This additional test was directed from Bristol County Water Authority. The initial 

tie-in is to a 12” main in the street and there is asbestos contained material in that line and 

so they are directing KBA to use the 8” main. All the flow test from the original 

calculations were done from the 12” main so the additional flow tests will have the 

engineers, fire protection, sub-consultants, and sub-contractors at the testing tomorrow.  

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked that the water system that we are tapping of, are we bring one line 

into the building and then branching off? One for domestic and then one for fire. 

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that there are two separate lines. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked if Bristol County Water Authority is directing us not to tap into the 

12” line but rather the 8” line. 

 

 Mr. Schmigle confirmed that is what the water authority is asking us to do. 

 



 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky stated that there is currently one water line out in the street so within the 

dimension of the roadway in front of the building it reduces from 12” to 8”? 

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that there are two lines. There is a 12” main and an 8” main and that 

we are being directed to tap into only the 8” line. The proximity of the two taps would be 

too close on the 12” line. The water authority want to tap both lines to the 8” main. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked if they are going to be in a joint trench or are they two separate 

water lines. Also, the contract documents show a joint trench so there is a potential 

impact from the street all the way up the building for two water lines and two 

excavations.  

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that the two lines were in contract documents. The issue was that 

Bristol County Water Authority would not allow two taps so close together. The design 

had the lines in close proximity (within 5 or 6 feet apart) and Bristol County is not 

allowing this. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked if this was also in VHB report. 

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that yes and KBA has asked VHB how the main lines are outlined in 

their specifications and to date they have not heard back. 

 

 Mr. Feeney asked if the designer engaged the Bristol County Water Authority during 

design and if the Water Authority generally approved their design documents. 

 

 Mr. Schmigle confirmed that the plans were reviewed by Bristol County and no issues 

were brought up at that time. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked what the contract documents state about reimbursement the cost of 

the Clerk of the Works for Saturday work that is at the discretion of the general 

contractor, not due to a delay. 

 

 Mr. Tavares stated that they are tracking it and will issue a bill to the owner and then the 

owner would bill the contractor and the contractor would credit the project. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked what KBA needs to include in a change order for a credit to reflect 

those dollar for dollar expenditures? 

 

 Mr. Tavares stated that to date they are only tracking the hours that are spent on 

Saturdays. They have not issued anything yet. 

 



 

 

 Mr. Zawtasky made the suggestion that when Peregrine is ready to issue the invoice to 

the owner that they also send a copy to KBA so that it can be included as a credit change 

order. Also, they might want to submit a notice that they intend to submit an invoice for 

the clerk of the work’s Saturday hours for time that Brait has worked that was not due to 

a delay. 

 

 The OPM has obtained Secure Our Cities to conduct a peer review of the security 

package. 

 

 On May 7th, there was a meeting to discuss School Guard Glass in lieu of the current 

design using high impact glazing. KBA is reviewing this material to see what the 

potential cost would be. 

 

  Mr. Zawatsky asked if there could be a mock-up done regarding the change in the glass. 

The original concept was to use high impact glazing. Changing to School Guard glass 

will cause a change in appearance. He would like the Committee to be able to see what 

the difference would be, as well as, what the cost associated to the change will be. 

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that he will review that with the consultant. 

 

 A meeting with the FF & E sub-committee will be scheduled for next week to discuss the 

options for furniture, fixtures and equipment. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky would like a booklet with the options put together so that the committee 

can see what it will look like. 

 

 On Friday, May18th, there will be a meeting with the AV sub-committee to discuss the 

equipment for the auditorium. 

 

KBA Report 

 

 The shovel-ready plans for the planned work at the Lincoln Avenue/Middle Highway 

intersection were submitted to RIDOT on Friday, May 11th. 

 

 The current RFIs that could impact the cost and aesthetics are the sewer lines, the 

sprinklers and plans for oversized glass panels in some of the doors as originally 

designed. They are in the process of reviewing what this change may be. There are some 

ceiling changes regarding dock lay-outs and the heights of docks. Also, the sills in some 

of the windows. The mason asked if some of these sills could be changed from Ariskraft 

to pre-cast. The team is reviewing this.  

 



 

 

 Ms. Clancy asked if there is a difference with the integrity of the material for the sills. 

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that the biggest concern is adding another element of color. 

However, he does feel that if they do investigate the pre-cast sill and head then they 

would also go back and utilize pre-cast band on the third story as well.  

 

 Mr. Guida feels that the Committee should see an illustration regarding the sills. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky feels that the Committee should just say “no”, and the Committee agreed 

that the vendor should supply as specified so that there will not be any change in the 

aesthetics. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked when the walls start to go up and the building starts to get weather 

proofed will there be specified air and water tests. Who is responsible to do the quality 

assurance for the air and water tests? 

 

 Mr. Schmigle will need to review with Horizon to see if they are doing the testing. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky would like KBA to look closer and report back to the Committee on what 

that will look like. What are the specified requirements? 

 

 The next meeting is tentatively scheduled for Monday, June 11, 2018 at 7:00 p.m. 

 

 Mr. Fiore made a motion to adjourn. Mr. Fahey seconded. Meeting adjourned at 9:00 

p.m. 




