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August 5,2021, Zoom Event

Call to Order - Committee Chairperson Stephen Woods catled the meeting to order at 5:15
PM.
Roll Call - Members present: Stephen Woods, Chairperson; Michael Camillo, Chris Miner,
Steven Silvia, Cindy Stamm, Carol Duggan, and Jeremy Whetzel. Others present: Paul
Dominov, Kaestle Boos Associates; Jim Giuliano and Marnie Liska, Construction Solutions
Group; Tom DiMauro, Newfield Construction; Paul Vessetla, Board of Education; Maureen
Brummett, Ph.D., Superintendent of Schools; Lou Jachimowicz, Chief Finance and Operating
Officer; Jason Smith, Principat; James Krupienski, Town Clerk; and Jeff Baron, Director of
Administrative Services,
III.

Public Participation-None.

IV.

Take Action on Prior Meeting Minutes - Ms. Stamm made a motion the minutes of the July
15, 2021 meeting be approved as presented. A second to the motion was made by Mr.
Camillo. The motion passed unanimously, 7 YES to O N0.

V.

Architect's Update - presented by Mr. Dominov. He has design items and a proposed
schedule change for Building Committee consideration. They are in the Design Development
phase and have been exploring the envelope and the buitding exterior. He showed a portion
of the site plan. There is a small canopy proposed over the front entrance and it would
extend the proposed paving pattern out to the front, It is something at the front entry. He
presented a sketch ofwhat it might look like. He also showed the materials proposed on the
exterior of the school. There will be a simple column with branches, to resemble a tree. He
discussed the texture, with metal panels, and using pre-cast concrete panels. He presented a
snapshot of the palette. He also presented the Exterior Elevation slide that was presented at
"before" and "after" images ofthe school exterior. The metal
an earlier meeting, It had
panel system comes in different colors. There was a graphic ofthe textural changes. It
breaks up the long, low academic wings. It will be on all four sides of the building and in the
courtyard. Reynolds School has low ceilings. They are calling for a vertical cabinet for the
HVAC (heating, ventilating, and air conditioning) that avoids ductwork on the roof and also
helps with phasing. It requires a louver on the outside wall, He is looking for the Buiiding
Committee's input.
Mr. Silvia asked ifthis particular unit would address viral ultraviolet light situations? Mr.
Dominov said he would check. Mr. Silvia stated that the Building Committee will need to
address viral issues. He likes the canopy. There is a gap between the canopy and the door
from the cafetorium. Should the canopy be extended to coverthe door and the people

coming in and out ofthe door? Mr. Dominov responded that there was a separate piece for
the canopy, Mr, Sitvia reiterated that you need to cover the doorway from the cafetorium.
Mr, Minerasked abouttheaudible noiseforthe HVACunits. Mr. Dominov responded that
their mechanical engineer was typically very conservative regarding noise, and the
mechanical engineer was satisfied. Ms. Duggan also stated that she was concerned about
the noise from the HVAC units. She asked if each classroom could regulate their own heat
and air conditioning? Mr. Dominov stated that every room can control their own
atmosphere. He also stated that Kaestle Boos Associates has never used this system before.
The Board of Education staff is looking for correspondence from occupants ofthe location
(Greenwich) who have used it. Ms. Liska then sent the brochure on the HVAC system to Mr.
Baron and asked him to distribute it. Mr. Woods stated that he was also concerned with the
noise from the HVAC units. The units that were installed at Martin Kellogg Middle School
have been problematic. These do have independent controls in the classroom within a
limited swing of temperatures. It would be beneficial if the noise level was low,
Mr, Dominov stated that Kaestle Boos Associates woutd tike to advance the schedule by
getting the 90% construction documents to Newfield Construction before the holidays. They
would like to at least have that as the goal. Mr. Woods stated that he liked them going to
Newfield Construction earlier. It was a smart move. There were benefits from doing this.
Newfield Construction will have the documents, even ifthey don't do anything with them,
ratherthanwaitingforthem. Going backtothe units inthe rooms, how much will it break
up the panel size? Mr. Dominov stated that they are 3' by 3' panets. They can adjust the
pattern. tt is a work in progress. Mr. Woods asked about the number of louvers per panel.
Mr. Dominov responded that it was one (1), but they can't be next to one another because
they can't share the same fresh air. Mr, Woods stated that he likes the look of the seat wells,
the earth tones, and the cotors. Councilor Miner asked about shared condensers. Mr.
Dominov responded that there were remote condensers on the roof. Mr, Woods added that
there were two condensers on the roof for each wing, Councilor Miner said that he also likes
the panets, the textures and the colors. Ms. Stamm stated that she likes the colors, tones,
textures and a canopy over the cafetorium door. She asked about the canopy covering the
signageforthe buitding. She stated that she also likesthe heating units. Mr. Dominovstated
that they may have to move the signage a little bit. Mr. Whetzel suggested lights for the
pathway and to make the front entrance look more like the northeast, and less like Arizona.
He would like more parking pillars so cars can't get in. Ms. Duggan said that she likes the
exterior design, the metal panels, but questioned how well they would hold up or fail, given
kids with rocks, students with balls at recess, etc. The playgrounds are close by. Mr.
Dominov stated that almost any material can be damaged. Mr. Woods noted that this has
been used in a lot ofschools, and askedthe architect iftheywould checkto see howthe
metal panets are holdingup, Mr, Minerasked iftherewas somethingto prevent kidsfrom
going on the roof? Mr. Dominov stated that he was unsure how to prevent this. Mr. Smith
shared that lately chitdren have been climbing on the air conditioning units to get up on the
roof. Mr. Woods observed that, while those units go away, children can be very determined.
Mr. Dominov stated that he can look at the slopes by the windows. Mr. Woods encouraged
Kaestle Boos Associates to keep moving forward. Mr. Dominov stated that the HVAC units
were pressingto him. Mr. Woods stated that ifthe district is happywiththedecibet level of
those units, it is a good use.
VI,

Owner's Project Manager Update -Mr. Woods noted that Ms. Liska had received a quote for
pull tests on the roof. Ms. Liska confirmed that there was a proposal received from Eagle

Rivet Roof Services. It was a quote to take 32 test cuts in different areas of the roof. She
noted that Kaestte Boos Associates would look at different sections ofthe roof. Eagle Rivet
subcontractor OMG would do the pull tests on the roof to determine if replacement of the
roof deck is required. Eagle Rivet will be on site and EnviroMed also. EnviroMed will be
testing for asbestos and PCBs to firm up the estimate ofthe cost of roof replacement. The
Eagle Rivet proposat is for $3,020. Mr. Baron stated that action by the Committee was
needed. Mr, Miner asked about EnviroMed's costs, Ms. Liska reminded the Committee that
they were under contract with the district. An invoice for their Scope of Work will go to Ms.
Liska and it will be forwarded to the State. There was no advance testing for pull tests. Ms.
Liska stated that she and Jennifer Mangiagli of Kaestle Boos Associates met with John Luby of
EnviroScience on testing for the school. They needed comprehensive information on what
materials are left. EnviroMed witl be on siteforanotherproject atthe time ofthe rooftests.
The scope ofthe PCB testing has a different implication. She wilt ask Mr, Luby to attend a
future Building Committee meeting to speak about this, If it is more limited, you can
demolish and treat construction debris as PCB waste. Mr, Jachimowicz stated that Ms. Liska
was correct. When you engage in extra testing, if it comes back as "hot", you have to remove
it and test everything of a similar nature. The school district uses a more cost-effective
approach. There can be selective work without triggering removal. Mr. Miner stated that
windows were installed in the 80's and 90's. Ms. Liska stated that Kaestle Boos Associates
had been the architect. There could have been some caulk around the windows, which could
even have been placedthere afterwards. Mr. Minerasked ifthis wastypicalfora buildingof
this period? Mr. Woods noted that much ofthis brickgoes away anyway. Mr. Minerthen
made a motion to approve the proposal received from Eagle Rivet Roofing Services for
$3,020. A second to the motion was provided by Mr. Camillo. Discussion: Mr. Woods stated
that he felt that this was a good price. The motion passed by a vote of 7 YES to O N0. Ms.
Liska stated that Mr. Baron had been working on the contract for the Construction Manager,
completing the contract and the exhibits. She also expected to be dropping off the
Construction Solutions Group contract in the nearfuture.
VII,

Construction Manager's Update - provided by Mr. DiMauro. There is the possibility of
reptacing the building to save money. His estimate was around $4 million savings, based on a
new building if it could fit on the lowersite ofthe school property, 55,000 square feet is the
State allotment. Thatwould notfit. Hethinks it may be over 60,000 squarefeet. He spoke
about scheduling and presented a comparison of projects that have been completed.
Newfietd Construction took an average. Two are similar in size and scope (Mansfietd and
Rocky Hill). Some numbers were adjusted for size and site conditions. A Budget Comparison
was presented, showing the costs summarized based on the size of the building. This is really
a 69,000 square foot building. The cost for that would be $18.2 million without a space
waiver. With a space waiverthe cost was estimated at $14.6 million. The State gives 10%
less for new construction. The Total Project Cost would be $31,996,722. The potential cost
would be the same, The State's standards for square footage are very old. Mr. DiMauro ran
the numbers on a number of square footages, They came to $17 million or $16.5 million with
or without a space waiver. The space needed to fit the building would determine the cost.
Newfield Construction didn't agree with either the square footage or the cost per square

foot, They think it should be 56,377 square feet at between $437 and $431 per square foot.
Mr. DiMauro has presented a schedute comparison. It is a 27 month schedule to Renovateas-New, Ifthere is new construction with no referendum or new construction with a new
referendum, construction could finish by July of 2024.
Mr. Woods stated that the Kaestle Boos study may be needed to better inform Newfield
what the program is, and it would need to determine if a new building would fit in the space.
A meeting with the State is scheduled on August 10th. The Town coutd go back to square one
and lose the grant commitment if it told the State it was constructing a new buitding. We may
have to add another 12-15 months for a new grant commitment. Mr. Whetzel stated that he
liked the idea of a new building. The otd one has asbestos, PCBs, etc. He had a question on
the cost per square foot - was COVID inflation taken into account? Ms. Liska stated that the
Colliers estimate was based on a $27,000,000 cost. It escalated by 3-1/2% peryearforthree
years. At the time of this estimate, no architect had been hired. That is where the figure
came from. It is a different scenario. Mr. DiMauro stated that escalation was in his estimate,
although he doesn't know ifthe COVID impact is included. Mr. Whetzel said that he was
concerned about the referendum piece. Mr. Woods stated that the State has indicated,
although not outright stated (as of yet), that the Town would need a new referendum.
Mr. Miner felt that Colliers made it clear how they estimated this project, including
escalation. Newfield Construction carried escalation to the midpoint of construction. He
noted that the Building Committee went through this exercise at the beginning and made a
decision to Renovate-as-New. 4,000 square feet should not throw the cost out of whack. He
asked ifwe know how the 4,000 square foot difference occurred? Mr. Woodssaid that
Colliers left off some storage space intentionalty because they didn't think it belonged there.
Mr, Miner stated that it is his understanding that a new referendum would be required, with
a new grant application in the spring of '22, with construction not to begin until at least the
summer of '23, He would hate to jeopardize the entire timeline. Dr. Brummett felt that a
new referendum would be inevitable (with a decision to build a new school) and a new grant
application woutd be required. If rocky ledge was determined to be on the new building site,
how would site work comeinto play? She was confident that we would have a strategy to
get a space waiver. Mr. DiMauro stated that $400,000 is what rock would cost, as
determined by the estimator. The Kaestle Boos Associates' conceptual estimate will give
Newfield a better feel for what the work is.
Ms. Duggan felt that the Building Committee had made progress, If it built a new
building it will take two to three more years. The project will cost more. It is not OK to try to
wait to have the project started. The Buitding Committee said it doesn't know a number of
things. It said we will start with Renovate-as-New, The Building Committee should have
heard about this before tonight's meeting. Mr. DiMauro responded that they were trying to
present numbers so the Town can make an informed decision. It is up to the Town to decide.
Newfield Construction is giving the Town options. Mr, Woods stated that the Town wilt say
that noneorall ofthe options exceed Renovate-as-New. In his opinionthesavings areforthe
State, they are not at the municipal level. Mr. Camillo felt that a 58,000 square foot building
would be more efficient, with smaller hallways. This is a 70-year old buitding. A new building
would be a state-of-the-art school. He asked what the Board of Education will do differently
in terms of maintenance ifthe buitding is new? Mr. DiMauro presented a list of pros and cons

Newfietd Construction had developed for both new construction and Renovate-Like-New.
There are a lot of unforeseen and potential change orders in renovation projects. Mr.
Camillo observed that this would also extend the project. Mr. DiMauro responded that a
renovation project is scheduled to finish in September of '24 and a new construction project
could finish in the summer of '24 with a new referendum.
Mr. Giuliano pointed out to the Building Committee that, using the Kaestle Boos
Associates' square foot analysis, the current calculations are 69,208 square feet. The grant
application was for 61, 819 square feet. The State will look at the highest usage, There is
about an 8,100 square foot difference between what was submitted and what is allowed. He
wantsthe Building Committeeto be aware ofthat. Mr. Minerfeltthattherewere a lot of
unknowns. He advocated for allowing the pull test to occur, then the PCB first blush look.
Find out from the State the timeline and if they will grant a space waiver. Determine the
square footage numbers. Decisions are premature before the square footage is determined.
The Building Committee had these conversations over a year ago. There is a different
Owner's Project Manager now. Not maintaining buildings is an historic problem on both
sides, with the general government as well as the Board of Education. Ms. Stamm noted
that there would not be a decision made today. She has concerns about the playgrounds.
There is information out there. Renovation could be pushed back, The Building Committee
can't make a decision tonight based on the information presented today. Mr. Silvia thanked
the Owner's Project Manager the Building Committee has for bring this to the Building
Committee for a decision. He doesn't want to go backwards. He does not want to go back to
the Town's voters for a referendum. He would decide to stay the course if voting tonight.
His take is to stay the course and Renovate-as-New. This information does gives us pause to
think ifthe Committee made the right choice. He feels that the Committee has and is witling
to listen to this. Mr. Woods added that there was not a vote this evening. We would meet
with the State and then make an informed decision. Mr. Whetzel felt that politics had crept
into this process, as he feared it would. He doesn't want to kick the can down the road. He
doesn't like what is going on, He felt it would be great to have a new building, but notif
nothing gets done. He supports staying the course. Mr. Miner stated that he agreed with Mr.
Whetzel. He felt the Committee shoutd stay the course and move forward,
Mr. DiMauro concluded his presentation by stating that Newfield Construction was
working on the schematic design estimates. Mr. Woods felt that this may change the
estimates from tonight. There is a meeting with the State on Tuesday. Only four people from
the Town can go. Someone from the Board of Education staff gave up their attendance so he
could attend. He will send out an e-mail after the meeting is over. The Building Committee
did look at this option and decided to Renovate-as-New. We would consider $4-$5 million in
savings, but in his opinionthere isn'tthatsavings. Mr, Minerasked ifthedesire isfora new
building with new construction, and a new referendum was required, and it failed, could the
underlying project proceed? Mr. Woods responded that the grant commitment is good for
two years. It would be pulled if the Town told the State that we want a new building, The
Town would need another referendum if it were to fail, Mr. Sitvia then made a motion for the
Building Committee to continue on the cost path that it is on for Renovate-as-New. A second
to the motion was made by Mr. Miner. Discussion: Mr. Camillo noted that more things are
fluid. Ms. Liska added that much is undetermined at this time. The Renovate-as-New

estimate from Newfield Construction is based on a lot of assumptions. A design package was
only recently detivered from Kaestle Boos Associates to Newfield Construction. That wilt
refine a number of assumptions portraying what the Renovate-as-New costs will be. Better
data is coming on the Renovate-as-New. Mr. Camillo felt that the Building Committee didn't
have all the information and requested that the motion be withdrawn. Mr. Silvia agreed to
withdraw his motion until such time as the Building Committee has additional data available.
Mr. Miner also agreed to withdraw his second to the motion. Mr. Woods also stated that
nothing would be decided in the meeting with the State. The Building Committee will make a
determination.

VIII.

Any Other Business Pertinent to the Committee - None.

IX.

Public Participation -Jim Garutti, 175 Hillcrest Avenue, on the cost estimates presented
earlier in the meeting. He asked if the new construction costs inctuded the cost for
destruction oftheold building?

X.

Comments by Members - Mr. Woods said that demolition is covered in the cost for a new
building.

XI.

Adjournment-the meeting adjourned at 7:02 PM.

KACSTLC BOOS

associates,

8/5/2021 Building Committee Meeting

inc

KA€STL€BOOS
1 n c

r^ ^/^^^/"^^
:'Sfe
|Fj6t®rON6'^ / t''^.',:/

a s socla t e s,

:..y'\

^^•»fc?t€"'

^af<^..

pfleoAsrMORUtAn
»itA»'^iE61,
WClKB'r'CiUAtrtlFSKS^

t.iaMt80UARD|

^lffiKi ^'i
^asas^asSJasSeSlvs^Si^SSi^SS.

eMoorHafiANiTS
BOUABD

SITB PLANl IENTRY PLAZA OPTION A

ANNA REYNOLDS ELEMENTARY

/^
s~,.

//^'

M^

IKA£STI£
BOOS
8soc1a e s, I n c
a

t

^t
ANNA REYNOLDS ELEMENTARY

EXTERIORELEWTIONSTUDY
REFERENCE
PROJEOT
IMAOE8

ANNA REYNOLDS ELEMENTARY

KA€STL€BOQS

Bssoclates, Inc

®

'KA£STL€
BOOS
Inc
assoclates,

W>!';fr.ci ftw<tVi:r><
M ^<>,*ifc46P.Mi*t
>f](MW<tn<';wfi

• iji^»".
S^i&
^piiw-tfln'

ANNA REYNOLDS ELEMENTARY

'KACSTLC

BOOS
l n

a ss oc 1 a t e s ,

ANNA RI;YN(i)K)t> tl t'MENTAnY SCIIUUI RI-NOVAdONS
PIUCOMSTKUC I ION St'iif DIJI.f

ABBtnu»tlualB flhil Bailth Otttuniant iubtnlllloii (Bld)

AEel»''»!*<'?tef(rt»>!)«!llt"Batu'"o!*l,!l"b!''l?»l<'".ll»M!
•nnal licsUn Uocunimt Submlssibn (Dti) (iBCuiyimH) •li))0sl»dto rcliito lo Conitrudton ManaBor l>?r and to .ichlcve fnabtlnB phaia )n wmmsf MU, Flnal d.llc T8D.

ANNA REYNOLDS ELEMENTARY

c

Newfield Constructlon
Anna Reynolds Elementary School
Budget Comparison
July26,2021
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NEWFIELD CONSTRUCTION
Anna Reynolds Elementary School Schedule Comparison
July26,2021
Activity

Current Schedule (Reno)
Start

Finish

New (No Referendum)

New (Referendum)

Start

Finish

Start

Finish

1 <BA New Study

N/A

08/05/21

08/24/21

08/05/21

08/24/21

2 3SCGApprovat

N/A

08/25/21

08/27/21

08/25/21

08/27/21

3 Referendum

N/A

08/30/21

11/02/21

4 Fown Release

N/A

5 Programming

Complete

N/A

11/03/21

08/25/21
08/26/21

09/10/21

11/04/21

11/19/21

6 Design/Approvals

04/06/21

03/31/22

09/13/21

07/15/22

11/22/21

09/23/22

7 Bidding/Award

04/01/22

06/01/22

07/18/22

09/19/22

09/26/22

11/28/22

8 Construction

06/20/22

09/20/24

10/03/22

05/03/24

12/12/22

07/12/24

Newfield Construction
Anna Reynolds Elementary School
July 19, 2021
New Constructlon
Pros

Cons
Cost to the Town is $1.5MM more assuming space waiver is
granted. (Cost is $3.3MM less if space waiver Is not grantsd)
Locatlon of the building/size of available areas,
Potentlal for rock excavation, (costs are included in esiimate)
Sesk OSCG/Town approval for change to new construction.
Possible new referendum.

8

rptal Project costs are $4MM less.
iflinlmlze dlsruptipn to the school/sits.
:nsures no hazardous materials/mold remains.
Sreatly reduces unforeseen conditions/change orders.
•lew, smaller, mpre efficlent bullding/site.
i/lore efficient layout-less wasted space,
i/lore energy efficient building,
ncreases choices for mechanical systems,

9

Shorter construction schedule= contractor cost savings.

1C

mproved life cycle of building- starts in 2023.
mproved parent and bus drop-off configuration.
.arger gym.
i/laximizing project funds on bricks and mortar not on phasing.
temporary requirements)
Renovate Like New

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

1<
12

1S
1<

Pros

1;

1i

-ess cost to the Town provlded space walver Is granted.
ilte remalns intactwith limited additional paving.
<Jo new referendum requlred.

I!

Mo or limlted rock excavation.

16
1;

2(
2'
2;
2;
22!
2!
2;

21

Cons
Dlsruptlon to the school/slte. (nolse, smells, etc.)
htazardous materlals/mold could remain.
Increased unforeseen condltions/change orders.
Unknown condition of roof deck/structure. Potential major struclural
ISSUBS with exlsting buildlng.
Inefflcient layout- structural design limits flexibility.
Low structure height- limits mechanical system choices.
Longer construction schedule.
Life cycte ofstructure starts in 1954- 67 years^td,
Site utilities to remain.
Phasing/temporary measures increases cost.
Inefficlent and hard to maintain courtyard remains in place,
Explanatlon toOSCG regarding increased GSF,
No ceilings orfinish floors in classrooms due to Summer abatement
In advance of renovations.
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I.School construction grants utilize net squars footage (NSF) lodelermlne (elmbiirsement, Conslruclion sstimates lypically uliliza grosssquare loolage (GSF),
Z.OvBfhangs and canoples wore nol Included In values above.
a, Normal overhahgs (2'-8* ovefhangs on classroom wlng$) ara not nornully included.
b. larger overliangs and canpples are to be revlewod by Ihe Olfic? o( Schgol eonslrucllonGranl$ & Raviaw,
3,Pipe tunnels and crawl spaceswere not Included,
4.Current CBlcutations were conlirmad wilh recenl exterior survey (lace of exposed foundolion walls).
S.euirenl cateulations were obtained through using imre preclSB informalion siich as Ihe 3-dimenslonal bullding infomiation inodel.
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