
Minutes from the 

Regular Meeting of the 

Central School Building Committee 

on June 24, 2025 

 

A meeting of the East Bridgewater Central School Building Committee was held on Tuesday, June 24, 

2025, at 5:00 PM via zoom. 

 

In attendance were:  Brian Kiely, Kate Byrne, Joe Rodricks, Dagny Flemming, Gina Williams, John 

Shea, Gordon McKinnon, Charlie Seelig, John Haines, David Walsh, Don McDougall, David Horton 

 

Not in attendance:, Dan Picha, Carole Julius, Melanie Dean, Megan McLaughlin 

 

Meeting opened at 5:04 pm by Chair, Gina Williams – McKinnon/Byrne- Approved unanimously 

Also in attendance: Leftfield employees: Kevin Sullivan, Alyssa Chatani, and Matt Galeno; RDA 

employees: Gene Raymond,  John Bartecchi 

Reports & Discussion:  

● Discussion of project delivery method – Design-Bid-Build vs Construction Management at Risk 

o DBB you are purchasing a building in accordance with a set of plans and specs, suited 

for less complicated budget sensitive projects but not schedule sensitive 

o CMR is hiring a professional firm to manage the construction of the building, suited for 

time sensitive, complicated projects subject to changes 

o Motion to vote the project delivery method of Construction manager at risk – 

Byrne/Rodricks – Approved 10-2 

o No votes did not think the project was complicated enough to use construction 

manager at risk for a 3-5% price increase, a lot of the benefits could be hard to quantify 

though 

o Noted that CMR was not an option for the high school because it was a model school, 

there is also no longer an incentive with MSBA to use CMR 

 

Designer Update 

● Life Cycle Cost Analysis  

o 89 page report, 15 pages of information with additional pages of back up 

o Need to make a decision of the 5 systems for July 3 to give to cost estimators 

o Energy models are run for each option, then installation, incentives, maintenance, 

replacement, all over a 50 year study period 

o 5 options –  

▪ Baseline – VAV with air cooled chiller and gas fired boiler 

▪ Option A – VAV with air source hydronic heat pump and back up electric boiler 

▪ Option B – Option A but with gas boiler instead of electric 

▪ Option C – VAV with geothermal heat pump and back up electric boiler 

▪ Option D – Option C but with gas boiler instead of electric 

o No longer looking at VRF options due to concerns over availability of refrigerants 

o Benefits of options A-D 

▪ High energy efficiency 

▪ Excellent pollution removal 

matth
Highlight
o Motion to vote the project delivery method of Construction manager at risk – 
Byrne/Rodricks – Approved 10-2



▪ Low air velocity and noise levels 

▪ Reduced cooling loads 

▪ Zone reheat not required 

▪ Reduced maintenance 

▪ Each occupied zone has temp control 

▪ All densely occupied areas have C02 censors 

▪ Additional heating/cooling provided by passive radiant heating/cooling panels 

o Air Source Heat Pump (A&B) 

▪ Compatible with displacement ventilation  

▪ High efficiency 

▪ Small mechanical room 

▪ No condensation pumps 

▪ Refrigerant only on outdoor equipment 

▪ Service friendly 

▪ Con - requires large roof area for equipment 

▪ Con – backup boiler required 

▪ Con – needs noise screening 

o Geothermal (C&D) 

▪ Compatible with displacement ventilation 

▪ High energy efficiency 

▪ Lower operating costs 

▪ Eliminates noise from condensing equipment 

▪ Eligible for tax credits currently 

▪ Lower future replacement costs 

▪ Lower maintenance costs 

▪ Con – larger initial cost (approx. $3m more) 

▪ Con – larger mechanical room 

▪ Con – large site area required 

▪ Con – potential construction phasing  

▪ We are comfortable with the area being conducive to the wells 

o Payback summaries compare baseline system to option A-D for costs, repairs, payback, 

tax incentives, MSBA incentives, etc 

o Scenarios are run on current utilities rates and escalated as recommended by the 

department of energy 

o Life cycle costs for A-D never save over baseline and don’t meet payback unless we 

get a federal tax credit (currently law), then options C&D payback over time (a year of 

design, and two years of construction before the building is occupied and you could 

apply for the tax credit) 

o Why is baseline considered more expensive? Due to MSBA reimbursement – mixed fuel 

needs to be designed for future electrification to get additional 3% reimbursement, 

code driven, could the piping be done in the future? – not sure if that would qualify and 

it would be a lot of effort in the future 

o Have we discussed the load requirements with National Grid? How large are the 

additional requirements? Don’t think baseline is less than all electric in terms of demand 

o What is the penalty for not being fossil fuel free? No MA SAVE incentives, and need to 

do mixed fuel approach for future electrification if you want to get MSBA 3% 



o Motion to table vote on HVAC system to July 1, 2025 – Kiely/McDougall – Unanimous 

o Discussion of how systems heat, cool, ventilate and how they relate to efficiencies 

o How were utility costs determined in the projection – National Grid G2 rate and 

Eversource rates – how does this compare to what we are paying currently – was not 

compared but would like to see it done in the future 

o What systems are 4 pipe – all of them 

o How conducive is this site to the 90 wells we need, 600 ft deep, we don’t think so, 

viewed images of where the wells would likely be placed and where air units would be 

in the classrooms, as well as map of utility placement, including sewerage 

● Designer update 

o Responding to PSR comments from MSBA 

o July 1 we will have a quick zoom for HVAC selection 

o Cost estimate sets will then be sent, will take about 3 weeks and then we will get 2 sets 

of estimates back 

o Storm water tests have been ongoing, heavy with silt, so need to pay attention to 

where waste water will go 

o Observation well is going in next to the sewer plant, along with borings to see the 

density of the soil to hold the building and soil testing being done 

o Furniture consultant has laid out furniture and put together a prelim budget for furniture 

and kitchen, as well as the technology consultant doing the same 

o Discussion of placement of loading dock, boiler room (Brian Kiely does not agree with 

placement of the boiler room and would like to see it on the first floor), PE storage (loft 

storage is not safe or practical), and kitchen set up, as well as storage space and roof 

alternatives 

● PSR comments received 

o Full documentation of alternatives 

o Logistics and traffic with construction impacts 

o Does the district have any sustainability goals 

o Pointed out some small square footage discrepancies 

o Explain per square footage costs and how we will keep cost down 

o Negotiate OPM and design costs  

o MSBA may seek partial repayment of previous repairs 

o OPM will meet with MSBA regarding any ineligible costs (before and after care, STEM 

room) but this won’t be agreed on until the next submission 

● New business 

o Gordon needs to be changed from a community member to school committee 

member and assistant superintendent needs to be added to  committee 

o Have we received any MSBA money yet? We should have 

● Public comment 

o None 

● Motion to adjourn at 6:56 – Kiely/Rodricks - unanimous 

 

 

Respectfully Submitted by, 



 

Melanie Dean, Clerk 

Approved 7/15/25 

 


