
 

 

BARRINGTON MIDDLE SCHOOL BUILDING COMMITTEE 

BARRINGTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

BARRINGTON, RI 02806 

 
Minutes of the Building Committee meeting – 04/09/2018 

 

Present were Mr. Guida (6:06), Mr. Zawatsky, Ms. Clancy, Dr. Anderson, Mr. Brenner (6:39), 

Mr. Fiore, Mr. Hervey, Mr. Learned, Mr. Messore, and Mr. Primiano, Town Council Liaison.. 

Absent were Building Committee members Mr. Fahey, Mr. Feeney, Mr. Finn, Ms. Jacob and Mr. 

Terrell.  

 

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

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

 

 The meeting was called to order by Mr. Zawatsky at 5:36 p.m. 

 

OPM Report 

 

 Mr. Tavares had Christian give an overview of the progress with the project. All 

foundation wall work for building B are complete. The layout of the buildings are as 

follows: 

 

o Building A – Administration Offices 

o Building B – Classrooms 

o Building C – Auditorium and Gymnasium 

o Building D – Kitchen and Cafeteria  

 

 All gymnasium spread footings are nearly complete and they will transition to the 

auditorium spread footings next within a day or two. 

 

 The masonry block was delivered today and will continue. The masonry equipment will 

be delivered on Tuesday or Wednesday and the layout will start by Wednesday or 

Thursday. 

 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked for confirmation that the masonry contractor has changed. Mr. 

Rubeck confirmed that it did. 

 

 Tree cutting and pruning will begin Wednesday, April 11th along the West property fence 

line. 

 

 



 

 

 Also, the West foundation wall of building D will start towards the end of next week. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked that the three week look ahead and overall project schedule be 

provide at the next Building Committee meeting. 

 

 Mr. Tavares stated that a meeting was held with Mr. Finn and the School Administration 

to review the indoor/outdoor athletic equipment. There will be a follow up meeting 

scheduled along with a meeting to review the specification of the A/V system. 

 

 Mr. Tavares stated that at the request of the co-chairs for the Building Committee they 

have contacted an independent security consultant to begin the process of conducting a 

peer review of the security design. 

 

Change Order Status 

 

 Mr. Tavares informed the committee that there is a change order that will need to be 

reviewed. The amount of this change order will require approval of both the Building 

Committee and the School Committee. KBA will talk more about the requested 

change order. 

 

 Mr. Tavares presented the Budget and Invoice Report which matches with what the 

District has been tracking. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky stated that at the March 12th meeting he had asked specifically about a 

tracking budget, however, there is not one for tonight’s meeting.  

 

 Mr. Tavares informed Mr. Zawatsky that they are working on establishing one. Mr. 

Zawatsky stated he is very anxious to get one in place and feels that it is very 

important that we have one in place as soon as possible. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky also asked if a monthly report has been generated. Mr. Bradner stated 

that the OPM report they have been giving the committee is what they felt was the 

monthly report. They would be happy to include any other information that Mr. 

Zawatsky requests. Mr. Zawatsky requested monthly reports consistent with MSBA 

documentation and the Contract be provided monthly.  

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked Mr. Tavares what he would normally be reporting out at each 

meeting. Mr. Tavares stated that he typically reports on the progress of the project, 

the invoices, tracking of any change orders, and the scheduling. Mr. Tavares stated 

that they will definitely have more in the report for next month. 

 



 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked if the time lapse camera was up and functioning. Mr. Tavares 

stated that it was up and running. 

 

KBA Report 

 

Mr. Trim informed the committee that they are bringing a change order or CCD to the 

Committee. The intent of the original contract documents was to include the removal of  

8,000 cubic yards of unsuitable materials from the site. However, the replacement of this 

material was not specified as clearly as it should have been. KBA was not sure exactly 

how much material was going toned to be removed from the site to accommodate the 

footprint of the building, and how much or exactly what type of fill would need to be 

brought in. For this reason, the cost of the fill was left as a per-unit cost. Some of this fill 

consists of ¾” stone, and some is structural fill. The ¾” stone is necessary below the 

water line for drainage purposes, and carries a lower per-unit cost than the structural fill. 

 

 KBA would like to establish a scheduled value on the pay requisition that the contractor 

bought. They are using 8,000 cubic yards as a number for the requisition. They have 

taken the existing fill percentages and some suggestions from the construction team to 

put together a split of proposed quantity from gradual fill and structural fill. If the 

committee approves the scheduled values on the pay requisition then on a monthly basis 

the contractor would provide an approval on the pay requisition based on actual 

quantities installed on site and the actual split. They would take that and turn it into a 

value and they would draw from that value. 

 

 Mr. Primiano wanted some clarification. The report states that the estimated 8,000 cy of 

unsuitable materials were included in the base bid, however, the quantity of replacement 

materials was not included in the base bid. Mr. Primiano asked why this was. 

 

 Mr. Trim stated that he feels it was how they answered the question that the contractors 

had in the pre-bid conference. At that time, the ratio of the two different materials needed 

for fill was unknown. Mr. Trim stated that, if they had responded by saying 100% 

structural fill, the cost would have been higher than necessary. Instead, they responded in 

a convoluted way assuming that if 8,000 cubic yards were being removed, 8,000 cubic 

yards of fill would have to be brought and referencing the unit cost. The contractors 

interpreted that to mean that amounts of fill, as determined as it was being installed, 

would be billed at the per-unit cost on a change order. The quantity was correct, but it 

was to be bought at a later date so it was never included in the base bid. 

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that the unit price for structural fill in Brait’s bid is $65/cy. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky clarified for Mr. Primiano and the committee that this whole situation was 

a mistake. There was a lengthy meeting of the Project Team and the co-chairs and 

Administration at which time Administration received an acknowledgement that this was 



 

 

an oversight. Mr. Zawatsky stated that at several past meetings of the Building 

Committee he had asked KBA whether hogging out and removing all the unsuitable 

material from the site was included in the project documents. He asked for clarification 

that the site would be brought down to the lowest grade and refilled. KBA confirmed that 

is what was included in the documentation. Despite receiving confirmation several times 

that this would be addressed in the contract documents, it was not done to the extent 

necessary. Instead what was included was the 8,000 cy volume identified by the geo-tech 

engineer. Mr. Zawatsky confirmed that this is not an inappropriate way to address this, 

however, the fill was not included. Had the fill been included in the documents and, 

therefore, in the bids we might have received bids that were $2M under our expected 

budget rather than $2.5M. Instead we are faced with the “embarrassment” of having to 

process a change order for half a   million dollars for dirt that should have been included 

in the base contract. 

 

Mr. Schmigle stated that to date the builders have billed through the 23rd of March. At 

this time, the contractor had a known quantity of excavated materials, which was 

approximately 3,700 cy. Half of the 8,000 cy that will be excavated will be replaced with 

¾” crushed stone. The per-unit cost for this material was not established in the base bid. 

KBA has been able to negotiate the cost of this material from the original amount 

requested of $52 to $53 per cy to $43.60 per. The proposal is to create an allowance for 

this material which the contractor can draw from. The quantity of structural fill that will 

be required on top of the crushed stone has yet to be determined, but the excavated areas 

have already been brought up to the water level with the crushed stone. Any remaining 

fill required to bring the site up to grade will be structural fill at the cost of $65 per cubic 

yard. The remainder of the 8,000 cy (4321.84 cy) with a little overhead profit brings the 

total to $441,250.59 for change order #1. This would increase the total contract amount 

and, over the course of the next two to three months the contractor would draw down 

from this amount. They would utilize their site inspection agency to verify the quantities 

of unsuitable material being excavated, and the amount of various fill being brought in. 

The contractor will use a GPS system to document these amounts as we proceed.  

 

 Mr. Schmigle reported that Buildings B and C have been excavated. To date, they have 

started on the west elevation of Building D and are working their way to the corner of 

Middle Highway and Lincoln, and towards Building A. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky stated that at the Project Team meeting it was discussed that KBA would 

issue a Construction Change Directive (CCD). This is a modification to the contract 

documents in accordance with the AIA contract documents that we have entered into 

with the contractor. This is a standard industry methodology for modifying the contract 

when the associated cost or time not yet known. It directs the contractor to do something 

with the assurance that payment will be made once the work has been quantified.  

 



 

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that, thus far, Brait Builders has only billed for excavation that was 

originally included in the contract, 4700 cy.  

 

 Mr. Tavares requested clarification as to when Brait would be able to bill on the 

additional cost of the fill. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky stated that he would have to see what the terms of the contract are, and 

asked that Mr. Tavares investigate whether or not it is possible to bill against the CCD or 

whether they can only bill against a change order. 

 

 Mr. Fiore asked for clarification on the proposed change order. His understanding is that 

this change order is for $440,000, and that it covers 8,000 cubic yards of mixed fill (3/4” 

crushed stone and structural fill) but that we still have exposure on anything above and 

beyond 8,000 cy. Any additional amounts will require another change order? 

 

 Mr. Tavares confirmed that this would mean another change order. 

 

 Mr. Fiore asked if they have an estimate on what the amount of this additional change 

order would be. 

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that they do not know at this time. He feels that by the next Building 

Committee meeting they should have a clearer understanding of what this amount may 

be. 

 

 Mr. Fiore asked if it is reasonable to assume that the next change order will be equivalent 

to this first change order. 

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that it is hard to anticipate, as the unsuitable materials are 

underground and it is hard to know exactly how much will be found.  

 

 Ms. Kate Brody, Chair of the School Committee, asked what impact this has on the 

integrity of the project with regards to fill.  

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that no compromises have been made with regard to the extent of the 

excavation or the fill.  

 

 Mr. Bradner stated that there are onsite inspections by qualified professionals for every 

excavations and fill.  

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked if KBA had an actual CCD or a change order request with them at 

this time. 

 



 

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that they do not. The contractor had just supplied them with the 

quantities that will be included and they had not had time to prepare a CCD or change 

order, 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked what it is that KBA would like the Building Committee to act on 

during this meeting. What is the language specifically that they would like the Committee 

to use in making a recommendation to the School Committee. 

 

  Mr. Trim stated that he would ask the Committee to recommend a change order in the 

amount of $441,250.59 to be include in the contract as a scheduled value. 

 

 Mr. Guida stated that the Building Committee would need to approve the change order 

and then recommend to the School Committee that they approve it. 

 

 Mr. Zawtasky questioned the unit price that is contained within the contract documents, 

and whether it included removal of the existing materials, disposal of these materials, and 

replacement with appropriate fill. If removal of these materials is already “owned” in the 

contract documents, why would we pay the full unit price for just the placement and 

compaction thereof? He stated that the rate being negotiated for this change order should 

be only to bring in and compact the required fill. The next change order request, covering 

amounts above and beyond the 8,000 cy originally identified, would covert excavation, 

removal, prep and replacement of materials, so would be at a different unit price.  

 

 Mr. Tavares stated that this is still being negotiated.  

 

 Mr. Zawtaksy asked again exactly what the Committee is being asked to vote on because 

the Committee has not been presented with an actual change order request. 

 

 Mr. Tavares stated that CO#1 will be in the amount of $441,250.59 representing 8,000 

cubic yards of fill, made up of a combination of structural fill and ¾” crushed stone. 

 

 Ms. Clancy asked whether the contractor has determined that the $441,250.59 represents 

the appropriate mix of structural fill and crushed stone that they expect to install. She 

would like to confirm that this has already been determined, to avoid an additional 

change order reflecting a change in the mix.  

 

 Mr. Schmigle said confirmed that these amounts are correct. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked how KBA knows that there will not be another change order. 

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that, because the majority of this excavation and ill work has been 

done, it is possible to know these amounts with certainty. All the crushed stone has been 



 

 

installed to bring the excavated area up to 6” above the water table, which is what was 

called for in the contract documents.  

 

 Mr. Zawtasky expressed his concern that KBA has presented a request to the Committee 

to approve a change order without a formal request without having full and complete 

documentation, and without a negotiated settlement regarding amounts and cost. He 

shared that he believed, the whole conversation, other than for informational purposes, to 

be premature. The Committee is being asked to make a recommendation without 

complete information.  

 

 Mr. Bradner asked if the CCD would allow the work to continue, giving KBA time to 

finalize negotiations and paperwork. Mr. Schmigle answered that this is possible only if 

the contractor is able to bill against the CCD. Mr. Bradner stated that if the CCD does not 

allow the contractor to bill against it, approval of an actual change order would need to be 

on the agenda for the May meeting.  

 

 Mr. Zawatsky stated that he would support the issuance of a CCD in an amount to be 

determined, based on actual completion of the work. A change order could then be 

submitted with actual unit prices. However, he doesn’t feel that we should pay $65.00 a 

cubic yard for structural fill because he feels that the price included removal and 

replacement, and removal of the firs 8,000 cubic yards which is already included in the 

contract. The unit price should be lower.  

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that it was his recollection that the proposed unit price does not 

include excavation, but he would have to review the base bid and confirm this.  

 

 Mr. Zawatsky stated that, as of right now, there isn’t a clear understanding by all parties 

of what the contract says in terms of what the unit price includes. 

 

 Mr. Schmigle stated that it was their understanding that the unit price included furnishing 

and installing the materials.  

 

 Ms. Clancy agrees with Mr. Zawatsky and feels that if there is a mechanism by which we 

can keep the project moving forward without committing to an exact dollar amount, we 

should do so. It is her belief that this situation because of some uncertainty with wording, 

and she doesn’t want to get into another position where we have not fully understood 

everything.  

 

 Mr. Primano asked for more of an explanation of what a CCD is. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky clarified that a CCD is used when the quantities, cost and time associated 

with a particular scope of work are unknown. It tells the contractor “Do this work and do 

it this way and then we will figure out what the costs are”. A CCD does not represent a 



 

 

blank check.  In this case, the unit price is still being negotiated and must be agreed upon 

by both parties.  

 

 Ms. Clancy stated that there is risk borne by both sides when work continues under a 

CCD. It is not totally on the Committee. The contractor is undertaking the work without a 

quantifiable commitment from the Committee. 

 

 Mr. Tavares stated that the work has been done. The CCD would be more of a formality. 

In fairness to the contractor, he feels that there needs to be a mechanism in place to allow 

the contractor to be compensated for the work that they have already performed. The 

amount that was estimated was an amount that was submitted by the contractor as a 

change order request, representing an amount of unsuitable materials that has been taken 

out and s what is estimated to be needed for replacement (structural fill vs. crushed 

stone). These amounts have been verified by Briggs (the onsite field engineer). The final 

documents detailing amounts and types of fill were not received by the project team until 

about 1 hour before tonight’s meeting so there was not time to prepare better 

documentation. Mr. Tavares feels there needs to be some mechanism that will allow the 

contractor to be compensate for work performed during the month of April. Mr. Tavares 

anticipates that within two months the entire excavation portion of the work will be 

complete and we will start to see walls being build and steal flying. Within two months, 

all the “unknowns” that we have been dealing with will be known.  

 

 Mr. Guida stated that we don’t want to short-change the contractor, but asked what would 

be needed to keep the project moving forward. Could we have a consensual arrangement 

so there is no delay? He feels we need to determine what documentation is needed in 

order to be able to compensate the contractor, and schedule whatever meetings are 

necessary to allow this to happen He is also in agreement with Mr. Zawatsky that we do 

not want to execute a change order yet, as we don’t know what the actual cost is going to 

be.  News of this change/oversight will resonate throughout the community and he does 

not want to have to change the numbers after the fact.  

Mr. Schmigle stated that they do have a verified number of 4700 cy which is what 

included in the first March requisition for excavation work. He hopes to determine what 

the total amount of the change order request will be so it can be included in one 

document.  

 

 Mr. Zawtasky stated that we do not want to do this in a piece meal fashion, nor will we 

approve a change order based on a forecast. If the issuance of a CCD will allow the 

general contractor to bill against it in the month of April for completed work, this would 

be a suitable arrangement. We will pay for work and materials that are actually 

completed and in place. Also, the unit prices must be resolved. The Committee needs to 

have documentation of the complete travel of this case, as this will form the historical 

record of this project. We would like to be as transparent as possible. 

 



 

 

 Mr. Tavares stated that they will recommend issuance of a CCD to be submitted to Brait. 

This will require the signatures of the contractor, the architect, as well as, the owner. Mr. 

Tavares understands that Brait is allowed to requisition for payment based on the CCD. 

However, this requisitioning would be done in May, by which time all work should be 

completed and we should have definitive numbers. If necessary, we will convene an 

additional Building Committee meeting before the next scheduled one on May 14th.  

 

 Mr. Zawatsky suggested that the Committee could vote on a CCD approving the 

installation of ¾” crushed stone and structural fill in quantities to be determined, up to 

8,000 cubic yards, as stated within the contract documents. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky also asked that, when the CCD is finalized in a change order, the issue of 

time be addressed. The change order should reflect the additional cost, and should say 

that no additional time will be required. Mr. Zawatsky expects this change order should 

not include a request for additional time. 

 

 A motion was made by Mr. Zawatsky to recommend approval by the Building 

Committee, and a recommendation to the School Committee, to enable the architect to 

generate Construction Change Directive #1 directing the contractor to supply and place 

8,000 cubic yards of crushed stone and structural fill. Mr. Guida seconded the motion. 

Motion passed unanimously. 

 

 Mr. Primano asked for some clarification regarding the 8,000 cubic yards. This number 

represents what was originally believed to be the quantity of excavated materials for the 

whole site. The contract documents included an allowance to remove 8,000 cubic yards 

of unsuitable materials. It is now clear that this will only be about half of what is required 

for the total project. Not only were replacement materials not included in the contract 

documents, but the amount required to be excavated was also wrong.  The second change 

order might be for a greater amount than the first because it will include removal of 

additional materials, as well as, replacement fill.  

 

  Mr. Tavares confirmed that this is correct, but did state that the subsequent change order 

could also be for a lesser amount than the first. He stated that remaining excavation work 

covers a smaller area. Also, our geo-tech report indicates that the existing materials in 

this area may be better.  

 

 Mr. Zawatsky made a motion to approve the minutes from the March 12, 2018 meeting 

as presented. Mr. Fiore seconded the motion. Motion passed with Mr. Hervey and Ms. 

Clancy abstaining. 

 

 Monday, May 7th at 9:00 a.m. has been scheduled for the groundbreaking ceremony. 

Details to follow. 

 



 

 

 Mr. Schmigle presented the new site sign for the project. Ms. Clancy asked to remove the 

comma that appears after the word fall. 

 

 A motion was made by Ms. Clancy to approve the site sign as presented. Mr. Guida 

seconded. Motion passed 8-1. 

 

 The sign will be put up temporarily at the site of the groundbreaking ceremony and then 

it will be moved to its permanent site at the corner. 

 

 Mr. Trim had some follow up on questions brought up at the March 12th meeting. There 

had been a question about equipment in the woodshop at the existing Middle School. And 

what would be transferred to the new woodshop. It was also asked what was included in 

the contract documents for shop equipment. KBA presented a schedule of equipment. 

This schedule identifies existing equipment to be installed in both the technology shop, as 

well as, the woodshop Approximately 5 items are called for that will be new, and which 

will be brought for the technology department. Those items will be purchased through the 

FF&E budget. 

 

 Ms. Clancy asked if the survey of what we currently own, what we want, and what we 

need is complete, and if this report reflects all the shop equipment.  

 

 Mr. Trim confirmed that the survey was completed.  Work has been done with the 

District’s preferred vendor to specify the exact kind of equipment that will be purchased. 

 

 Another question was asked about the removal of existing equipment and furniture that 

will not be moved to the new. Mr. Trim indicated that this is referenced in the manual. 

 

 KBA was asked whether the State has approved the RIDOT work at the intersection of 

Lincoln Avenue and Middle Highway. A letter was shared with the Committee that states 

approval by the State Traffic Commission to take over the project, and defined their 

commitment. 

 

 KBA was asked to provide an overview of the security that will be provided at the new 

Middle School. They provided the Committee with two attachments narrating the security 

and electrical system. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky stated that this memo is dated March 19, 2018. The Committee has asked 

for the narratives and other historical documentation from GGD regarding their basis of 

design. Mr. Zawatsky asked whether this is what Mr. Trim is now providing us with.  

 

 Mr. Trim stated that Attachment E is a subjective narrative but that it does list how we 

got to where we are. 



 

 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky stated that the Attachment E document was dated May 17, 2017 and 

revised April 4, 2018. Where is the historical documentation? There aren’t any notations 

on what was revised from the original. 

 

 Mr. Trim stated he didn’t think there was anything that was really revised other than 

some typos. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky said that the whole purpose of asking for the peer review of security 

elements in the building design was to make sure lockdown procedures were considered, 

and he doesn’t see lockdown procedures in the narrative. This is why he feels this 

Committee was interested in a peer review.  

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked what constitutes a lockdown. Within the industry, there is a unique 

definition of what constitutes a lockdown, what the procedure is and what happens in 

each and every classroom. This is the level of detail we were looking for in the plans. 

 

 Mr. Trim stated lockdown procedures are District policy. The building is designed to 

accommodate this policy, as defined by the District.    

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked if Mr. Trim understands what the District policy is with regards to 

securing the building. 

 

 Their CPT process that they went through with the public safety personnel and the NE-

CHPS concentrated more on features and how that would fit into the current system. The 

machinery and mechanics are very flexible.  

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked if he wanted to push one button in the main office and lock all the 

classroom doors could he. Mr. Trim stated that you couldn’t do that. Mr. Bradner stated 

that we do not currently own that capability. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky understands this, however, the reason that the committee asked for a peer 

review to be done is that the committee wanted to understand what we own and what the 

state of the art recommendations are for this building. 

 

 Mr. Bradner stated that they initiated this with KBA as a result of what happened in 

Florida. They understood that the committee members would receive questions about 

what the new building would be able to do. They wanted to first establish a memo that 

said here is what the District owns and here is the process that was used to get to that 

point so that it would allow the committee to reevaluate and possible make changes if 

they thought it was a good idea. 

 



 

 

 Ms. Clancy stated that she doesn’t feel that this committee is qualified to make those 

decisions. There are people that are better qualified. It might be worth it to have them 

take the narrative, the plans, the District policy and a conversation with the District and 

make sure that in fact that we have captured every possible concern. 

 

 Mr. Bradner agrees and he also feels that there are multiple layers. There is the physical 

realization of the mechanics that will allow the plan to happen and then there is the 

execution of the plan that will happen the building is occupied either going through a drill 

or a real life situation. They want to make sure that you understand the limitation of the 

building. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky stated that we don’t know what we don’t know, however, we wanted a 

peer review so that we understood the pathway forward. 

 

 Mr. Trim stated that the documentation that he provided was just a simplification of what 

is going in the contract documents. It simply tells the committee of what the building can 

do. 

 

 Mr. Guida asked if the classroom door will be able to be locked remotely and wireless.  

 

 Mr. Bradner said it will depend on the system that we buy. 

 

 Mr. Trim stated that right now we have manual locks on the classroom doors. It will have 

a key that the door can be locked without opening the door and it will allow someone to 

leave the room with unlocking the door. 

 

 The fitness room and the gymnasium these rooms have electric locks. You will not be 

able to go upstairs or downstairs into another floor without the proper credentials.  

 

 Mr. Guida understands that there is a revolving science and recommended protocol for 

these things and that it is developing. However, he feels that we need to take advantage of 

the best information that is available up to the point where it is not going to delay the 

completion of the project. 

 

 Mr. Tavares agrees that sooner we get to this the better. 

 

 KBA would like to set up a group to work with KBA for the selection of furniture. They 

would like to begin by the middle of this month. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky asked Dr. Anderson to create a memo with the names for an FF&E 

subcommittee for the next Building Committee meeting. 

 



 

 

General Public Discussion 

 

 Jean Thurston, 13 Seven Oaks Drive wanted to know what the work hours are and the 

curfew hours are. Also if they could work on weekends and holidays. 

 

 Mr. Tavares stated that there were restrictions in the contract documents on when they 

could begin and when they needed to end work. Mr. Tavares believes the start of day is 

7:00 a.m. but will get back to her after he confirms this. However, the type of 

construction activity will determine how long in the day that they will be working. 

Example – pouring slabs - this takes a long time so they might be going late into the day 

and early evening but what they will like to do is to alter the neighbors when this will 

happen. 

 

 Mr. Tavares stated that it is a very aggressive schedule so that the contractor will try and 

take advantage of the longer days. 

 

 Ms. Thurston wanted to know that with this aggressive schedule will she and her 

neighbors suffer with work on the weekends and into the night. 

 

 Mr. Tavares stated that they will beginning work on Saturdays. 

 

 Ms. Thurston asked if there were laws in place that would limit working on Saturdays 

and Sundays. 

 

 Mr. Zawatsky stated that they can work on Saturdays. The schedule is that the men begin 

work at 7:00 a.m. and end the day at 3:30 p.m. The men need to stop during drop off time 

at the Middle School and then again at pick up time. 

 

 Ms. Clancy stated that there are Town ordinance in place that need to be kept in 

compliance. 

 

 Ms. Thurston asked Mr. Tavares if he is aware of what the Town ordinances are. 

 

 Mr. Tavares stated that he did check on all the ordinances and knows that they are well 

within the ordinances. 

 

 Ms. Thurston is aware that the men stop at drop off and pick up, however, the trucks line 

up on Seven Oaks Drive waiting during this time. She wanted to know if this is going to 

be an on-going practice. Another issue is that the condition of Middle Highway is quickly 

deteriorating and she had asked several months ago if Middle Highway will be repaved 



 

 

after the project and she was told no, so now she is concerned what the damage will be to 

Seven Oaks Drive. 

 

 The next meeting is tentatively scheduled for Monday, May 14, 2018 at 7:00 p.m. 

 

 Mr. Learned made a motion to adjourn. Mr. Zawatsky seconded. Meeting adjourned at 

7:06 p.m. 


