
 

 

BARRINGTON MIDDLE SCHOOL BUILDING COMMITTEE 

BARRINGTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

BARRINGTON, RI 02806 

 
Minutes of the Building Committee meeting – 06/11/2018 

 

Present were Mr. Guida, Mr. Zawatsky, Dr. Anderson (8:04),  Mr. Brenner, Mr. Fahey, Mr. 

Feeney, Mr. Fiore, Mr. Hervey, Ms. Jacob, Mr. Learned, Mr. Messore, Mr. Terrell, and  Mr. 

Primiano, Town Council Liaison.  Absent were Building Committee members Ms. Clancy and 

Mr. Finn. 

 

Also present were the Owner’s Project Managers: Sam Bradner, Dan Tavares, and Christian 

Rubeck and Larry Trim, and Sean Schmigle of Kaestle Boos Architects. 

 

 Mr. Guida called the meeting to order at 7:04 p.m. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky made a motion to approve the minutes of May 14, 2018. Mr. Terrell 

seconded the motion. Motion passed 10 – 0 – 2. Ms. Jacob and Mr. Brenner abstained.  

 

OPM Report 

 

 Mr. Rubeck gave an update on the project. We are about 15% complete through May. 

The 28,000 sq. ft concrete wall was installed. Steel is being installed.  The grade work 

near Building A is starting and during the next three weeks Brait will be installing radon 

piping, prep for slabbing during building the perimeter auditorium walls, excavation of 

the footings and then put the form in place for the auditorium walls. 

 

 Building B - stair one will be put up for the elevator shaft. Contractor will be erecting 

structural steel. Contractor will also be installing second and third floor decking, as well 

as putting the mesh and placing the slab on the second floor. 

 

 Building C - the underground piping will be installed and backfilling that into the locker 

room area. Also, Contractor will be prepping and place the slab in the gym and the locker 

room. 

 

 Building D - Contractor will continue to build the exterior barrier walls and will be 

excavating the forms to replace the interior footings. Contractor will also install backfill 

for underground plumbing. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky questioned the sanitary sewer line to Lincoln Avenue. Last meeting it was 

reported that there was an issue as to the location of the connection point? 

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated it wasn’t an issue. It was an alternate location that was proposed by 

the Contractor. 



 

 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked if the alternate location will have additional cost associated with it. 

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that currently it does not. They are currently in review of any price 

alterations. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked that prior to the contractor doing the work that the committee be 

notified of any cost implication to the alternate location. Mr. Zawatsky commented that 

the schedule shows that they will be starting the work in two days. Does the contractor 

know if there will be any additional cost? 

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that the work has not been approved and he is unaware of what type 

of work that is scheduled to begin in two days, whether it is at the building side or the 

street side.  

 

 Mr. Trim stated that the contractor proposed something so that they could connect outside 

the street because connecting into the street is a little more difficult. Mr. Trim stated that 

if it comes back that it is more money or that there are some other negative reason why 

we should do that then KBA will make the contractor proceed as it is shown on the 

contract. This might be something that could save time and money, however, if it doesn’t 

then KBA will not move forward with it. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked how the RFI that the contractor submit for this change responded to. 

 

 Mr. Trim stated that VHB responded back that if there wasn’t an increase then it should 

be consider. However, they did ask Catalano to confirm the inverts. They got the inverts 

this morning. VHB will provide a sketch that shows how it should be done and then they 

will price the sketch.  

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked if KBA will be providing a PR (proposal request) for this. 

 

 Mr. Trim confirmed that KBA will be providing a PR when they get the pricing of the 

sketch. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked if KBA anticipates that this modification will result in a price 

increase, will have no change in price or be a credit to the owner. 

 

 Mr. Trim stated that he feels it should be no increase in cost, but it will remain to be seen 

if it will be a credit. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky also commented that in the contract documents there was also included 

police detail for road closures etc. 

 

 Mr. Trim confirmed that if they do not go into the street, all that would have been 

included in the original price would need to be credited. 

 



 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky also asked in regards to the three week look ahead. Mr. Zawatsky asked for 

a status report on all the onsite coordination meetings. In looking at the schedule, Mr. 

Zawatsky wanted to know what work has had coordination meetings and what work 

hasn’t had any meetings. 

 

 Mr. Rubeck stated that they have had coordination meetings with everyone involved and 

that they have documentation regarding the meetings. 

 

 Mr. Tavares provided a summary of the budget to date. He reviewed what has been paid 

out to date. 

 

 Mr. Tavares reviewed the process that has been underway to reconcile the KBA contract 

and some of the amendments. The amendments were reviewed with Mr. Fiore and Ms. 

Clancy and although some of the amendments were identified as already having been 

approved at the committee level, they were never formalized into a contract amendment. 

Mr. Tavares feels that they need a little more time to meet with the ownership and review 

everything before they present it for approval. Mr. Tavares stated that there are some 

amendments that have been viewed and approved but never signed off and then there are 

others that were part of how they prepared their actual contract, for example for food 

service. This fell outside of their basic service. The contract was written to pay for the 

services all the way through to design but they never proposed an amendment to state that 

“this is now above and beyond our basic services”. These are the things that the OPM are 

reconciling. Mr. Tavares also stated that KBA have a few things that they need to clarify 

and before the committee can take any action there needs to be legal representation to 

verify that this is above and beyond the contract. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky stated that he had asked that this item be table for tonight’s meeting after 

continuing to disagree on what is above and beyond and has asked for a written legal 

interpretation on what the word allowance means. In the contract, exhibit E indicated 

about $345,000 of individual line item of allowances. Mr. Zawatsky stated that he had sat 

in meetings within the attorney’s offices a few years ago and in his notes it indicated that 

the allowance were part of the basic fee. This is not how KBA is interpreting what an 

allowance means. 

 

 Mr. Feeney feels that after 90 days into the project there should be a cost summary 

presented to the committee.  This is a big concern. He does not want to go another 90 

days before seeing one. When you have potential change orders on the construction side 

you could also have them with KBA’s contract. It is important to understand in view of a 

certain dollar amount risk to the Town. 

 

 Mr. Feeney has requested that with the look ahead schedule that he would like to see the 

number of days that we have been engaged in the project and what the estimated 

countdown would be toward the end of the project. Also adding to the schedule to see if 

things are tracking on schedule. 

 



 

 

 

 

Change Order Log 

 

 Mr. Schmigle broke down what change order #1 is outlined as. CCD1 is Building B & C 

which was the first 8,000 cubic yards for replacement of structural fill. They went 

through three rounds of change order #1 from the contract which was a total amount of 

$422,556.00. As they proceed they understood that there was going to be an addition to 

8,000 cubic yards. CCD2 was the negotiated price for ¾ inch crushed stone. This was 

negotiated at a reduced cost. Change order CCD3 was a result of CCD2, which was 

remainder of all the removal of unsuitable soils, an addition of the backfill of crush stone 

and structural fill. The total is $461,755.84 which is the total of removal and in fill of 

6751 cubic yards. The entire job they removed 14,751 cubic yards. The total amount of 

change order 1 for the building footprint is $884,312.32. A draft was presented to the 

chairs on Friday, June 8th that had the back-up information. This outline how they 

arrived to these amounts. Throughout the entire process, the site contractor presented 

breakdowns were all the removal occurred, what depths, and what type of product. The 

special inspection site contractor verify all these quantities.  

 

 Ms. Jacob asked why this was not captured initially in the contract. 

 

 Mr. Trim stated that in response to one of the RFIs they gave instruction that gave the 

contractors the understanding that they were going to not put in the money required for 

the removal and the fill of the unsuitable. With this number out of their price, KBA 

received a high unit cost to pay it. It was basically because of how they answered an RFI. 

Instead of answering they were to include all the material back under the footprint of the 

building, they answered to use the unit cost. 

 

 Ms. Jacob stated that back in earlier meetings it was brought up that there needed to be 

more borings done to get a good idea of what we will need for the removal and fill. 

 

 Mr. Trim stated that he is not sure if the number of borings that they did on this project 

was insufficient, however, more borings would have helped. 

 

 Mr. Brenner stated that more borings would have rendered better information and 

perhaps there would not have been such a big differential. A few meetings ago, he 

mentioned the doctrine of betterment. This is what comes into play. We simply can’t say 

we have an $800,000 mistake and not know who is going to pay for it. It is not reasonable 

for the owner to take the position that the taxpayers need to pay for this miss. What he 

feels should be done is that everyone puts their heads together and figure out that if the 

extra work was done (which would have cost more money) what would they have found 

out and because of the way it was done we were going to end up paying a premium. 

There is going to be a delta and he feels that the architect and their team owns that delta. 

However, this is a big picture and we should not be jumping on the architect for this one 



 

 

thing. There are going to be other issues. We need to start quantifying what it is. The 

taxpayer are the ones that are funding this and they have the right to know how 

everything is going. 

 

 Mr. Bradner commented that there are two issues that need to be kept separate. There is 

the change order which has been discussed at two other committee meetings, as well as, 

the reconciliation of responsibility of issues that still need to be discussed on whether 

there was a miss on the AE and is there a benefit back to the owner because of that.  

 

 Mr. Feeney asked if the change order log were made a little clearer to understand and 

also had potential change orders on the log. This would allow the committee to know 

what could be coming up so when the committee gets together each month they have 

already been given the information so that they can make a more informative vote on any 

change orders. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky in reviewing the change order that was presented questioned line item 2R2 

3906. While it is a component of 1R-3 and a component of 003, it is not a stand-alone 

line item. This line should be stricken. In addition, there may need to be another sentence 

that synopsizes the entire issue from the alpha to omega.  

 

 Mr. Feeney questioned if the committee is being asked to make a recommendation to 

approve the change order, however, no one on the committee other than the leadership 

has actually see the document.  

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked what the process is to distribute information to the committee that is 

received from the OPM or the architect. 

 

 Mr. Guida stated that there is no confidentiality involved and the documents can be 

forwarded to committee members. 

 

 Mr. Brenner stated that the committee can’t comment in emails to one another because 

that becomes a rolling meeting. As long as the committee just takes the information that 

is forwarded over to them and no one discusses it then it is fine. There will be no open 

meeting violation. 

 

 Mr. Schmigle updated the committee on the FF & E subcommittee. They have had two 

meetings and another scheduled for Friday. The meetings have been very productive. 

 

 Mr. Trim updated the committee on the shovel ready project. RIDOT received the packet 

from VHB. VHB said the next step is leveling relationships with our Representatives to 

advocate on behalf of the project.  

 

 Mr. Schmigle gave an updated on Security Review. This could be potential for a change 

order. There is an ongoing security review with third party consultants. There are a lot of 

items still under review but the current direction is to upgrade all the interior vestibule 



 

 

doorways with school guard glazing. Also, the functioning of the classroom hardware 

was to be addressed.  

 

 Mr. Zawatsky stated that one of the reasons he asked for a third party (Secure Our City) 

to get involved in this project was because he feels that the design that GGD presented 

was not the most robust building security.  

 

 Mr. Trim feels that the security design that was presented by GGD was a good one, 

however, it is up to the school district if they would like to switch some of the items that 

were in the design. 

 

 Mr. Schmigle updated the committee on the technology procurement. A proposal was 

issued to the district. There are some items that the district will be taking under their wing 

and then KBA consultants will be taking the remainder.  

 

 Mr. Zawatsky questioned Mr. Rubeck regarding the loom on whether we have enough for 

the project. 

 

 Mr. Rubeck stated that according to their calculations it looks like we will have more 

than enough for the project. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky also asked regarding the sewer tie. As stated earlier it will either be no 

change in price or a credit. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky then asked for clarification of discussion from the last meeting with regard 

to fire protection for the third floor of the classroom wing. When the engineers designed 

it and did all their flow test there was plenty of flow and pressure and now there isn’t. 

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that the sub-contractor was utilizing an incorrect factor in their 

calculation. The design is accurate. The design was to utilize a 5 psi and the sub-

contractor was using 10 psi. So the design was correct and there isn’t a need for a fire 

pump.  

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that all the new calculations were done using the 8” pipe and not the 

12” pipe.  

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked if there was a change in Superintendent on the project. 

 

 KBA confirmed that they did have a change and that Contractor had asked the site 

superintendent to leave. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky mentioned that under the contract the owner has rights. He asked if anyone 

let the Owner know that this gentleman was being asked to leave the project and who his 

replacement was going to be. This is a violation of the contract documents. 

 



 

 

 Mr. Tavares stated that they heard about a potential change and that they were going to 

terminate the superintendent’s position. They had asked for the new gentleman’s resume. 

Brait made a business decision. They felt that they needed someone who was more 

familiar with this type of project. The person who was the replacement had been on 

another project which was being finalized and so he was brought onto this project. They 

felt that this was going to be a benefit to the project. 

 

 Mr. Guida asked when the OPM was made aware of the change in personnel. 

 

 Mr. Tavares stated that they were given the resume on Friday, however, they knew about 

a week earlier that something was going to happen. He stated that Brait was trying to 

keep everything quiet while they made the decision to fire the individual. 

 

 Mr. Brenner commented that the answer that they gave was a good point, however, to 

Mr. Zawatsky’s point, the chairs are the eyes and ears of the committee so why weren’t 

they informed of this change. Brait has this in their contract as a responsibility and it 

would be good to remind them that while we understand why they made the decision to 

fire this individual they need to come to the chairs right away.  

 

 Mr. Tavares feels that they as the OPM should take the hit on this situation. They knew 

about it and they talked about getting the information out to the chairs, unfortunately, it 

didn’t happen. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked about RFI 225. It asked for forgiveness as to a 12” thick wall that is 

supposed to be 18” thick. Mr. Odeh said no to this change, so what is the status of the 

restoration work? 

 

 Mr. Trim and Mr. Schmigle stated that this RFI still needs to be responded to. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky reiterated that at the last meeting that work not in accordance of the 

contract document should be replaced at no cost to the owner. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked about the work that is being performed on Saturday. This is 

considered a reimbursable expense, however, the work that is being done on Saturday is 

due to Brait wanting to add Saturday as a work day. This is beyond the 40 hours a week 

and the owner has not directed Brait to work on Saturday. Do they intend to invoice us 

for these extra hours? 

 

 Mr. Bradner stated that at the Friday morning meeting they presented a draft approach 

based on the time that has been accrued. Since April about 43 additional hours have been 

accrued. This represents about $5,000 in cost. There has been some discussion with Brait, 

however, responsibility hasn’t yet been determined. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky stated that if we are being charged for these hours then we need to be 

reimbursed for it. The owner did not cause the extra work. It is not a result of a delay. 

This is not an owner issue. Mr. Zawatsky feels that Brait should be reimbursing us this 



 

 

expense. Mr. Zawatsky has asked if the OPM will be submitting a bill for the clerk of the 

works for the Saturday hours then he would also like a credit change order made for Brait 

to reimburse us for that expense. 

 

 Mr. Fiore asked for clarification on the existing rebar problem. 

 

 Mr. Trim stated that it turned out that a couple of them were not the problem as was 

originally thought. One of the items required some investigation. KBA asked that they 

check and make sure the area that they were exposing to do the test would be on the 

cavity side of the wall.  

 

 Mr. Fiore asked about the issue that the rebar were not installed to the proper depth. 

 

 Mr. Trim stated that claim the contractor made was that two or three of the rods were 

longer so it looked like that they were down enough. This still needs to be confirmed. The 

issue with the gauge of the rebar turned out to be conforming to the contract documents 

but not the approved shop drawings. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky and Mr. Feeney asked about the concern that the abutter had regarding the 

pile of dirt near their property. The contractors are stabilizing the pile. A mix is being put 

on the pile so it doesn’t become a dust pile. The committee will be looking into what the 

cost will be to move some of the dirt from the pile. Also, Mr. Messore and the OPM will 

be meeting with the abutter to talk about the concerns. 

 

 The next meeting is scheduled for Monday, July 9, 2018 at 7:00 p.m. 

 

 Mr. Brenner made a motion to adjourn. Mr. Terrell seconded. Meeting adjourned at 9:07 

p.m. 


