Minutes from the
Regular Meeting of the
Central School Building Committee
on April 29, 2025

A meeting of the East Bridgewater Central School Building Committee was held on
Tuesday, April 29, 2025, at 5:00 PM via zoom.

In attendance were: Brian Kiely, Kate Byrne, Joe Rodricks, Melanie Dean, David Walsh,
Dagny Flemming, Gina Williams, John Shea, John Haines, Carole Julius, David Horfon,
Meghan McLaughlin, Charlie Seelig, Don McDougall, Gordon McKinnon

Not in agtiendance: Melanie Dean, Dan Picha

Meeting opened at 5:06 pm by Chair, Gina Williams — Rodricks/Kiely- Approved
unanimously

Also in aftendance: Leftfield employees: Kevin Sullivan, Adele Sands, and Matt Galeno,
RDA employees: Gene Raymond and Molly Parrish

Reports & Discussion:

e Comments on the April 22, 2025 meeting minutes
o Motion - Waish/Kiely - Approved unanimously
¢ OPM Update - Prior Meeting
o Recap of prior meeting comments, numbers will be evolving throughout
the process, last week showed some skepticism about the add/reno
numbers, would like to clarify more on how the numbers changed
» Recap on how numbers have changed between 4/16/25, 4/22/25,
and 4/29/25, add/reno went from $77,202,480 to $82,650,365 from
4/16 to 4/22, mainly due to a change of the comlngency from 5%
to 10%
= The change of the contingency was due o the age to the
building, but went further to review prior MSBA projects
= Discussion of the contingency and how and why it is calculated -
should it be revisited — consensus seems to be yes for fransparency
to committee and community even if it won't change the vote of
site
» Discussion of the educational space for the add/reno vs new build,
the neighborhood approach of the building design was most
appedaling to the education team, the add/reno does not
accommodate that in the renovated piece of the building so that
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wouldn't be as conducive as the new build but we would still have
everything we need for the educational plan

= We are noft sure what the community's thoughts on the add/renc
vs new build is because we haven't had much attendance at the
forums, etc.

»  What would MSBA opinion be? They would lock at what would be
supported locally but we would need to show why we are
supporting the add/reno vs the new build

»  Contingency that changed is construction contingency, not
owner's contingency for things like soft costs

» Contingency that is carried to the CM is 2.5-3% plus the
construction and soft cost contingency, this money may not be
spent and anything not spent does not get bonded

s Motion — do we want to continue the conversation of the 2 opftions for further
consideration
o Motion to continue conversation between the 2 sites— Moftion for Option
McKinnon/McDougall
o Vote 5 Yes (Seelig, Williams, Sheq, Rodericks, McDougall}/? No Motion
defeated
e RDA Update
o Review of PSR process and selection of a preferred schematic report, vote
will be today and submitted for May 1 which keeps us on track to bring
this project to the Town in the fall
o PSR is still in process, this will identify a single option that we will submit to
the MSBA and be discussed with the facilities committee of why did we
land where we land with the PSR, this will then be recommended to the
full MSBA board of whether the project is recommended to move to the
schematic design phase
o PSR refines the education plan from the PDP submission , as well as the
space summary and justifications
o PSR will run through the 3 options of add/reno, new school at sofiball field,
and new school at Leland Farms, as well as the impact of construction on
students and what measures can be taken to mitigate the impact
o Cost estimates are also presented in the PSR {updated numbers are
presented after the mechanical systems and gable vote in the 4/22
meeting)
Community use of the bleachers will be discussed since that is not a
reimbursable feature
Sustainability score card is presented for MSBA in the PSR
Layout of the building and positioning on site is also presented in the PSR
Project schedule is presented in the PSR
Are safety concerns discussed in the PSRe
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This is accounted for in the budget and then would be addressed

with a security consultant during schematic design, as well as
public safety officials

o Operational budget of the school is also presented in the PSR
o What figure did we present for cost recovery on prior roof and boiler
project?

Approximately $800,000-200,000 in fotal for both projects,
conservatively

o Class size at top projected enroliment would have us at 24 students per
class, vs current 18-22 students, Central Schocl will only have 6 classes per
grade level next year, so proposing 7 per grade level for growth seems
more reasonable than 8 classes per grade, it is also noted that the special
ed classrooms could be reconfigured as appropriate if needed for
flexibility

¢ Discussion on vote to submit PSR Thursday May 1 to MSBA

o Concern that we are supposed to be voting on the PSR today that is not
vet completed and that we haven't seen in detail to be submitted in 2
days, what would be the impact of delaying May 15 submission

We believe the impact would be at least a few months delay
Would the committee like to review the document in pieces prior
to submission or wait until it completed? - split thoughts
Frustration at reoccurring issue of being presented information last
minute or not getting full details
MSBA board meeting is 6/18/25, and if we don't make this meeting
we are delayed 2 months for the MSBA meeting then further for the
town vote and school opening
Discussion of o potential Thursday emergency meeting to vote
once a draft of PSR has been sent out
Discussion that vote could still happen tonight since the PSR report
is a culmination of all of the documents that we have worked onin
the last few months if the committee was comfortable with this,
stated that there is nothing in this report besides the selected site
that can not be changed later
Discussion of setting timelines in the future for document review, will
start off with a work plan for schematic design phase
Motion on whether we should take a vote on PSR submission

e Motion Kiely/McKinnon - Unanimously approved
RDA will provide us the document on May 1 but we will take voie
now
Motion to approve PSR submission for May 1

e Motion Byrne/Kiely - 10 yes and 2 abstain, motion passes




o OPM Update
o Upcoming meetings

May 13
«  May 14 (Facilities Assessment Subcomittee)
= May 21 {Facilities Assessment Subcomittee)
» June 10 {meeting & community forumj
= June 18 (MSBA Board of Directors)
= June 24
= July 15 {virtual)
»  July 29 {meeting & community forum)
«  August 12
» August 26 ([meeting & community forumy}

o Noted that the facilities assessment subcommitiee meetings are MSBA
and give feedback on their thoughts of the project and all are invited to
attend

o Mentioned that we can try to get out in the community for baseball
games, efc

e Public comment

o None

¢ New Business

o Noted that there are no frust concerns whatsoever with the commitiee

and Leftfield and RDA

s Motion to adjourn McKinnon/Kiely at 6:43pm — approved unanimously

Respectifully Submitted by,
Melanie Dean, Clerk

Approved 5/13/25
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