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KENT COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY 
 

SPECIAL BOARD MEETING 
 

April 29, 2005 
 
 

The Board of Directors of the Kent County Water Authority held a Special 
Meeting in the Joseph D. Richard Board Room at the office of the Authority on April 29, 
2005.  
 

Chairman Perry opened the meeting at 10:00 A.M. Chairman Perry, Board 
Members, Mrs. Graham, Mr. Masterson, Mr. Boyer and Mr. Gallucci, were present 
together with the General Manager Timothy J. Brown, Director of Administration & 
Finance Arthur Williams, Technical Service Director John Duchesneau, Systems 
Engineer Kevin J. Fitta, Legal Counsel, Maryanne Pezzullo, and other interested 
parties, including  West Greenwich Councilman Richard Huntsman,  Public Relations 
Consultant for Kent County Water Authority, Frank Prosnitz, Al Mancini of the Public 
Utilities Commission, Chief Frank Brown and Fire Marshal Mark P. Vincent of Hopkins 
Hill Fire Department, East Greenwich Town Manager, William Saquino, John Caito and 
Jeff Hanson of Caito Corporation. 

  
High Service Reviews 
 
Wal-Mart Center of New England 
 
 The remaining issue was whether fire flow needed and provided was satisfactory.  
Chief Frank Brown deferred to Fire Marshal Mark P. Vincent as to this issue and 
referred to the Hopkins Hill Fire Department correspondence of April 22, 2005 to Haley 
& Ward, Inc. which is attached as “A”.  Fire Marshall Vincent stated that it is based on 
sprinkler requirements and he then deferred to Kent County Water Authority as to 
whether or not Kent County Water Authority can provide water.  The General Manager 
stated that the modeling was sufficient.  The Chairman then stated that if the fire flow is 
adequate, there would be no other issues pending with respect to the application of 
Wal-Mart.  
 
 Based on the fact that the fire flow was adequate and that the modeling was 
sufficient, it was moved by Board Member Boyer and seconded by Board Member 
Graham to approve the application of Wal-Mart in the Center of New England. 
 
And it was unanimously,  
 

VOTED:  To approve the application for Wal-Mart in the Center of New 
England. 
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Wingate Hotel Center of New England 
 
 An Office Memo from the General Manager dated April 28, 2005 is attached as 
“B”.   The Chairman stated that it was uncertain with respect to occupancy, however, 
the demands do not fluctuate significantly.  Board Member Boyer stated that the top 
floor is serviced with fire flow and that it is a three story structure.  The Chairman stated 
that the amount of water requested is a small amount and with respect to the General 
Manager’s report, the water would be available under the reserve that Kent County 
Water Authority has.  Board Member Masterson inquired of the General Manager what 
the reserve is and what would be the surplus.  The General Manager stated that if both 
are approved there would be no surplus.   Board Member Masterson then suggested 
that they would need help with conservation.  The Chairman stated that they would 
need the cooperation of all of Kent County Water Authority customers in restricting 
maximum usage – not using water in outside modes during hot days.   
 
 It was moved by Board Member Gallucci and seconded by Board Member Boyer 
to approve the application of Wingate Hotel, Center of New England. 
 
And it was unanimously,  
 

VOTED:   To approve the application of Wingate Hotel, Center of New 
England. 
 

 Council President Hyde and Vice President Sanetti for the Town of Coventry 
Town Council thanked the Board and stated that the approval of this application helps 
with the economic development of the community of the Town of Coventry. 
 
Reconsideration of Out Door Water Use 1 day/week 
 
 Board Member Masterson stated that the one day per week outdoor watering 
restriction got the public’s attention.  Board Member Masterson stated that in East 
Greenwich he did not receive a lot of feedback from the customers and the customers 
that he did speak with were very willing to abide by the one day outside watering rule.  
He further stated that some customers are under the impression that if they can only 
water one day per week then they will turn the water on for 24 hours.  Board Member 
Masterson further proffered if properly done and by raising the customers attention, 
Kent County Water Authority could revert to an odd/even basis, and with public 
education, Kent County Water Authority could go to an odd/even measure.  Board 
Member Masterson also stated that if the customers will not work with the Authority then 
Kent County Water Authority could impose a moratorium.  Board Member Masterson 
suggested an odd/even watering rule coupled with education of the public, perhaps 
even in the form of a mailing. 
 
 Board Member Graham stated that she received a lot of telephone calls and 
reflected on the seriousness of the situation.  Board Member Graham stated that Kent 
County Water Authority is working on getting wellfields online and the Authority has 
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been negotiating this. She did state that the one day a week did get the customers 
attention, but it was imposed out of necessity.  Board Member Graham stated that Kent 
County Water Authority needs to go to the safe ground, it is a necessity and it definitely 
does point out the seriousness of the fact that Kent County Water Authority has not 
solved this problem with respect to more water sources.  She further stated that the 
public now knows of the seriousness of the situation, however, she suggested that Kent 
County Water Authority stick to the one day rule until the Authority has a solution. 
 
 Board Member Gallucci stated his opposition to the strict water use of one day 
per week.  He acknowledged that conservation is important but with no one else in 
Warwick conserving it is not fair to those customers of the Kent County Water Authority 
system in Warwick that have to conserve.   Board Member Gallucci stated that  an 
odd/even system was previously instituted and now with one day per week, he received 
several telephone calls including calls from councilmen stating that they would introduce 
legislation with respect to the one day per week restriction.  Board Member Gallucci 
suggested as a compromise that the Kent County Water Authority stick with an 
odd/even system but the Authority should expect legislation to be put through with 
respect to the water bans.   
 
 Board Member Boyer stated that the Kent County Water Authority has a dilemma 
based on different opinions and that he agrees with Board Member Graham that the 
Authority has a serious concern with water sources.  Board Member Boyer suggested 
that the Kent County Water Authority should take one to two weeks to go over safety 
factors used in the predictions and the usage of the water.  Board Member Boyer stated 
that he could not get the figures to substantiate with respect to the one day per week 
necessity, however, he is not stating that it is, or is not, a necessity at this point.  Board 
Member Graham stated that Kent County Water Authority does have a problem, but the 
Board is comprised of concerned people.  Board Member Graham stated that the 
Authority needs time to substantiate with respect to safety factors in the system and that 
she is not opposed to any solution that will fit the system.    
 
 Board Member Graham stated that Board Member Gallucci has a unique 
situation, whereas, there are only 4,100 customers in Warwick on the Kent County 
Water Authority system.  She stated that the Kent County Water Authority are 
trailblazers and that the Authority needs to stop and do something for conservation.  
Board Member Graham stated that sprinklers go on at night and during rain storms and 
that water is not an unending commodity - it will eventually run out.  Board Member 
Graham stated that taking a step with respect to the one day per week was not frivolous 
and it was unfortunate that Warwick was on the type of system with respect to only 
some of its residents being on the System.  Board Member Graham further stated that it 
is not discriminatory by having a one day per week water rule and that the Kent County 
Water Authority has talked to State leaders with respect to conservation and hopefully 
these leaders will listen.   
 
 Board Member Gallucci stated to Board Member Graham that there currently is 
no legislation and again reiterated his suggestion that the residents remain on an 
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odd/even system.  Chairman Perry stated that the Kent County Water Authority has to 
treat customers on an equal basis and that the Authority has to be fair.  He stated that 
all Board members have valid points and that the Kent County Water Authority did make 
a major step with a one day per week watering rule. The Chairman stated that the goal 
of getting people’s attention has been achieved in that the customers had previously not 
been paying much attention.  The Chairman stated that the first problem that the Kent 
County Water Authority has is significant in that there is an issue with respect to supply 
in the southern part of the system.  The Chairman further stated that the second 
problem is distributing supply to high service areas which are also located in the 
southern part of the system.  He further stated that there are regulatory problems in 
developing water in the southern part of the system.  The Chairman stated that in rolling 
back what the Authority did (meaning one day per week) he suggests a program, for 
example, based on weather like we are currently having and the Kent County Water 
Authority would not require a watering ban, however, the big problem arises in 
communicating to our customers when the Authority does have a serious need and 
getting the customers to stop with respect to using outdoor water and that the 
customers should use it effectively and efficiently.  The Chairman stated that the 
customers will have to minimize water use when it is necessary.  The Chairman then 
inquired of Frank Prosnitz that now that the Kent County Water Authority has the 
customers’ attention, can the Authority roll this back and keep good communication 
programs going.  The Chairman further inquired as to whether the Authority can do this 
effectively and is this the right time.  Mr. Prosnitz proffered that the Authority has lots of 
vehicles to get to the customers in the system.  Mr. Prosnitz referred to a National 
Geographic article with respect to the worldwide water crisis.    He suggested promotion 
of conservation needs and that the customers need to be a part of the solution.  The 
Chairman then stated that he supports rolling back.  The Chairman further stated that 
the Kent County Water Authority needs the ability to supply the people standing in line 
for water, people who want to build homes and businesses who want to supply services 
to the people in the community.  The Chairman stated that the issue lies with peak 
demands and this needs to be reduced and outdoor water use creates the peak 
demand. 
 
 The Chairman then stated with respect to the comments of Board Member 
Graham that until regulations and controls via State agency become more reasonable, 
Kent County Water Authority can not develop wellfields and can not get permitting.  He 
further stated that Kent County Water Authority invested a lot of money with respect to 
the development of the wellfields and hopes that Kent County Water Authority gets the 
ears of the necessary people on the State level. 
 
 Board Member Masterson stated that if Kent County Water Authority goes to one 
day per week there will be extreme animosity.  Board Member Masterson stated that if 
Kent County Water Authority adopts an odd/even program coupled with educating the 
customers via the website, for example,  the customers would have to comply with Kent 
County Water Authority (watering) requirements.  Board Member Masterson also stated 
that if customers do not comply then their water would be shut off.  Board Member 
Masterson stated  that Kent County Water Authority needs to get out there and get 
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more water and referred to Board Member Boyer’s comments in that you have to open 
the eyes of some customers.  
 
 It was moved by Board Member Masterson to adopt an odd/even program and 
do so immediately and look to educating customers (with the help of Frank Prosnitz) 
and it was seconded by Board Member Gallucci and prior to the vote on this motion, 
Board Member Graham interjected that the one day per week was not instituted and not 
done with malice.  She stated that this is a very serious problem and this is why Kent 
County Water Authority made this move.  Board Member Graham further stated that 
turning it around (meaning the one day per week) that the customers need to know the 
seriousness of the situation.  She stated that by Kent County Water Authority not having 
sources that we need, that Kent County Water Authority has the public good in mind. 
The Chairman then suggested that the motion be amended to state that if the odd/even 
does not work, then Kent County Water Authority has the ability to go back to more 
stringent regulations.  In other words, if the odd/even program does not work, the Board 
can reconsider more stringent regulations.  Board Member Boyer then amended the 
vote to ensure that the Kent County Water Authority ensure that safety factors are in 
order. 
 
 It was moved by Board Member Masterson and all Board members seconded  
that the Board adopt an odd/even watering program with enhanced education of the 
public, however, Kent County Water Authority reserves the right to revisit the program if 
it is found not to be working and institute more rigid restrictions with respect to outdoor 
water use and it was unanimously,  
 

VOTED: That the Board adopt an odd/even watering program with 
enhanced education of the public, however, Kent County Water Authority 
reserves the right to revisit the program if it is found not to be working and 
institute more rigid restrictions with respect to outdoor water use.  

 
 A  member of the public requested a comment with respect to the motion 
approved by Kent County Water Authority.  Mr. Gerard Rattigan of East Greenwich 
requested that the Board consider recreational exclusion for little league and soccer 
fields.  He stated that there has been a big change in the type of turf that is used at 
these fields and that if water is shut off, it could damage the turf as well as cause injury 
to the children playing on the turf.  He stated that if the need for a greater restriction 
arises in the summer and the Board has to adopt a one day per week watering program, 
he requested that the Board make an exception for all Little League fields in all of the 
municipalities.  However, Mr. Rattigan did not expect the Board to consider this request 
at this special Board meeting and it was not considered.  
 
Blue Cross Delta Dental Renewal 
 
 Mr. Arthur Williams stated that the renewal was coming up as of May 1, 2005.  
He further stated that the proposal was better than in previous years.  Mr. Williams 
further stated that with respect to the medical coverage, there is no increase in plan 65 
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and that it stays the same for retirees.  With respect to Delta Dental, Mr. Williams 
advised the Board that it would be increased by 5%.  He further advised that the Board 
that it can elect a 7/8 with a 7% lock on the increase (rates attached as "C").  Mr. 
Williams advised the Board that they would have to approve an extended period of time 
and he anticipated an increase of 15% for next year.  The General Manager advised the 
Board that Kent County Water Authority has locked in, in the past.  The Chairman 
stated that it would be sensible to get locked in at a specific rate.  Mr. Williams stated 
that the Authority has the ability to lock in at 7% for three years.  The General Manager 
advised the Board that Blue Cross does not provide for a lock-in rate.  The Chairman 
suggested to the Board that the Authority lock in as long as it can.  For the first year 
they would lock in at 5%, for the second year they would be locked in at 7% and for the 
third year they would be locked in at 7%.   
 

Board Member Graham made a motion that Kent County Water Authority renew 
with Delta Dental  for three years with a 7% increase and Board Member Masterson 
seconded the motion and it was unanimously 

 
VOTED:  To approve that Kent County Water Authority renew with Delta 
Dental for three years with a 7% increase. 
 

 A motion was raised by Board Member Graham that Kent County Water 
Authority continue the Blue Cross program and it was seconded by Board Member 
Gallucci and it was also unanimously,  
 
  VOTED:  To continue the Blue Cross program. 
 
Spring Lake well Refurbishment 
  
 The General Manager referred the Board Members to the letter from R.E. 
Chapman Company dated March 31, 2005 which is attached as “D”.  The General 
Manager advised the Board that this concerns redevelopment of the well, cleaning of 
the screen and gravel pack.  The General Manager advised the Board that if the pump 
has a problem, that this cost would be extra.  He advised the Board that the well was 
recently re-screened four to five years ago, however, Kent County Water Authority 
needs to get the well up and running.  The General Manager stated that he will issue an 
RFP.  The Chairman concurred with the General Manager and stated that Kent County 
Water Authority needs to get this well going.  The General Manager then stated that the 
Authority may re-drill the well, but that issue would need to be studied.  Therefore, in the 
interim, the General Manager advised the Board that the well does need to be 
refurbished.   
 
 The General Manager stated that there were  manganese problems, but they 
were not as severe as Mishnock.  He further stated that the Kent County Water 
Authority does not have a well supply in Coventry.  Board Member Graham then 
commented on the old Mishnock wellfield and inquired as to why Kent County Water 
Authority was not working on it now.  The General Manager advised Board Member 
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Graham that because the manganese is well over one part at this time, that the 
manganese would destroy the system.  Therefore, it will require treatment and removal 
of this mineral.  Board Member Graham inquired as to whether or not there is a 
treatment plant that could take care of that.  The General Manager advised Board 
Member Graham that Kent County Water Authority will be piloting treatment and by the 
middle of May the Authority will be filing a study before the Department of Health.  The 
General Manager further stated that June Swallow (of the Department of the Health) 
advised the General Manager that it will not be held up.  The General Manager advised 
that the piloting is a proven technology and referred to a two season piloting.  He 
advised that the initial cost for piloting is comprised of equipment and an engineer.  The 
General Manager further advised that the Authority will remove iron as well, therefore, 
the goal is to remove iron and manganese.  The General Manger further  stated that 
manganese and iron are common elements in the rock formations in this area.  He 
further stated that because of dry weather in 2001 and 2002 and then very wet 
conditions, most likely caused a high concentration of manganese and  there is a large 
deposit of this mineral.   
 
Outdoor Watering 
 
 The Chairman advised that the Authority reconsidered the one day per week 
outdoor water use.  The Chairman advised that this one day per week program may be 
too onerous on the customers and if there is a wet summer, it may not be a necessity.  
The Chairman further stated that Kent County Water Authority is combining drawing 
back odd/even with enhanced education of the customers and that the Authority has 
achieved its goal in getting the customers’ attention.  However, the Chairman advised 
that Kent County Water Authority did reserve the right to visit more rigid restrictions if 
the Authority does achieve its goal.  The Chairman also stated that the problem is a lack 
of supply and this is curtailing economic development in the communities that the 
Authority serves.  The Chairman then explained the odd/even system to the reporter.  
The Chairman stated that if you live in a house with an odd street number, then you 
would water on an odd numbered day.  
 
Motion Big River Reservoir 
 
 The General Manager read the resolution to the Board which is attached as “E”.  
The General Manager advised the Board that if it passes something of this nature, then 
he would request that Kent County Water Authority ask community councils to pass this 
as well.   
 
 Board Member Boyer made a motion and it was seconded by Board Member 
Graham to adopt the Big Reservoir Resolution and it was unanimously,  
 
  VOTED:  To adopt the Big Reservoir Resolution. 
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Randolph Bank Landscaping/Irrigation 
 

The April 26, 2005 letter of Randolph Savings Bank to the Chairman was referred 
to by the General Manager and is attached as “F”.  The General Manager stated that 
the letter was deceiving against Kent County Water Authority in that the Authority 
provided the engineering firm for the project with a creative approach to address 
irrigation issues.  The General Manager further advised the Board that as of July 1, 
2004, Kent County Water Authority had sent a response letter and at that time, there 
was no indication of an irrigation requirement.  The General Manager said that the 
design engineer had taken until November, 2004 for Kent County Water Authority to 
finally get a response and then all of sudden, added irrigation requirements.  The 
General Manager advised the Board that they had approved the application with no 
irrigation.  He further advised the Board that no irrigation plan was submitted.  The 
Chairman stated that he believes that the shrubbery does not get irrigated and that only 
the grass areas are irrigated.  Board Member Masterson stated that the sprinklers would 
also cover the shrubs too.  The Chairman stated that if Center of New England does 
irrigate, that he would utilize the wells.  Board Member Boyer proffered that he does not 
believe that Randolph was informed of all communications between Kent County Water 
Authority and the Engineer and if Randolph Bank saw the General Manager’s file, he 
does not believe that a responsible banker would have written such a response. Board 
Member Boyer stated that if the system is on a well then they should put it on a well.  
Board Member Boyer suggested that the Authority respond to the letter of Randolph.   

 
It was moved by Board Member Boyer and seconded by Board Member 

Masterson to send a response letter to Randolph Bank explaining the history of 
communications between the engineer for the project and Kent County Water Authority 
and should install a well for irrigation and it was unanimously,  

 
VOTED:  To send a response letter to Randolph Bank explaining the 
history of communications between the engineer for the project and Kent 
County Water Authority and should install a well for irrigation. 

 
Read School House Tank Pare Invoices 

 
The General Manager brought to the attention of the Board Members  the April 

25, 2005 correspondence from Pare Engineering which is attached as “G”.  The 
General Manager advised the Board that he and Legal Counsel will be meeting with the 
Town of Coventry, Acting Town Manager and its Solicitor with respect to relocation of 
the Read School House Road tank site. 

 
It was moved by Board Member Boyer and seconded by Board Member Graham 

to approve the Pare Engineering invoices in the amount of $8,132.50  as attached as 
"G" and it was unanimously,  

 
VOTED:  To approve the Pare Engineering invoices in the amount of 
$8,132.50 as attached as “G”. 
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Interviews Cleaning and Lining 
 
11:00 Pare Engineering Corporation 
 
 George Parmisano and Robert Anderson of Pare Engineering Corporation were 
present for the interview.  Mr. Parmisano stated that he manages the environmental 
group.  He said that with respect to water supply, this type of work is their niche and 
Pare Engineering Corporation has performed a half-dozen sizeable projects.  Mr. 
Parmisano used the example of the Clinton Avenue pumping station wherein Pare 
Engineering Corporation did the preliminary design.  He further stated that his firm did 
work within the West Warwick Industrial Park and was also involved in the Mishnock 
well treatment.  Pare Engineering Corporation also performed work on Read School 
House Road.  Mr. Parmisano advised the Board that Pare Engineering Corporation 
completed two projects in Putnam, Connecticut and New London, Connecticut and 
cleaned 12,000 feet of line.  He stated his firm has 30 plus years of experience with 
respect to water work.  Mr. Parmisano said that Pare Engineering Corporation 
performed work for the Pawtucket Water Supply Board and Mr. Anderson has 
performed work on 36, 000 linear feet and 30, 000 feet of cleaning and lining.  Further,   
Mr. Anderson has been involved in these types of projects for several years. 
 
 Mr. Anderson stated that he worked on Phase I and Phase II of the Pawtucket 
Water Supply Board Project and that from 1991 to 1993, he performed work in 
congested urban areas and stated that such areas presented many challenges and he 
has interfaced with many contractors.  Mr. Anderson acknowledged that this type of 
work is different from a water main job. 
  
 Mr. Anderson stated that they are preparing suitable documentation for the 
performance of the work.  He stated that there is approximately 5200 feet and that this 
involves a 12 inch water main.  Mr. Anderson stated that the bids are different from the 
water main project because of piping and valves and temporary hydrants that are 
involved.  He also stated that there may be incidental work with respect to engineering 
and there may be temporary trenches.  Mr. Anderson advised the Board that he adds 
these little details to the plan to show the contractor and make the contractor aware of 
what  Pare Engineering expects from the job.  He stated that they would utilize 
television inspection as the main method of taking a look at the line.   
 
 The Chairman inquired as to whether or not Pare Engineering Corporation 
televises the lines prior to the cleaning.  Mr. Anderson answered in the negative 
because it is assumed that the cleaning is needed.  Mr. Anderson stated that one 
element that is different is the meter pit conversion and until Pare Engineering 
Corporation looks at the meter pit conversion issue, he does not know what Pare 
Engineering Corporation will proceed until Pare Engineering Corporation reviews it with 
the General Manager and the staff.  Mr. Anderson further stated that a physical 
alteration permit will be required because water will be discharged within a right of way.  
Mr. Anderson anticipated that there will be a separate design effort.   
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 Mr. Anderson also stated that whenever you have an in-line valve or lateral 
valve, excavation has to be performed on the main line valve.  Board Member Gallucci 
then inquired of Mr. Parmisano as to whether or not they have looked at other 
proposals,  Mr. Parmisano stated that Pare Engineering Corporation is the highest and 
that Pare Engineering Corporation follows the RFP closely.  Mr. Parmisano stated that 
cleaning a lining is not rocket science, but this RFP was pretty specific.  With respect to 
evaluation of cleaning and lining method; Pare Engineering Corporation estimates 
twelve (12) hours.  With respect to conventional cleaning, approximately $1,000.00 
worth of work.  He said it would cost approximately $1,300.00 or 16 hours for traffic 
control plan.  He advised the Board that temporary by-pass plans are not typically done 
but Pare Engineering Corporation would do that. He stated that it would take 
approximately thirty (30) hours but that Pare Engineering Corporation could get away 
without doing that.  With respect to the design submittals, Pare Engineering Corporation 
could cut down to a couple of submittals.  Mr. Parmisano stated that surveys are not 
needed to do the work and that Pare Engineering Corporation works with two surveyors, 
one locally in Rhode Island and one out of state.  He stated the surveying fees are 
$10,750.00 and that is the lowest fee that Pare Engineering Corporation could obtain. 
 
 Board Member Gallucci then inquired as to how long it would take to complete 
the construction.  Mr. Anderson stated that with respect to the work itself, it will take 
approximately  one and one-half (1 ½) to two (2) months and then restoration would be 
required.  The General Manager stated to Board Member Gallucci that the shut off to 
the homes would be during the day for a few hours during construction.  The General 
Manager stated that the goal is to get the project done this year.  He further stated that 
no electrical is required.  The General Manager then inquired of Mr. Parmisano if a 
manual blow off is utilized,  can this be completed in two to three hours.  Mr. Parmisano 
stated that this would save approximately sixty hours or $4,500 if the blow off manual is 
instituted. 
 
11:20 Comprehensive Environmental, Inc. 
 
 Mr. Kevin Reed, a professional engineer, is the Project Manager and Matthew 
Lundstead is also a professional engineer who would also be the Project Manager.   Mr. 
Reed stated that Mr. Reed and Mr. Lundstead are the key personnel and main project 
and client contact.  Mr. Reed stated that they have been in business for eighteen years 
with offices located in Rhode Island, Massachusetts and New Hampshire and that their 
office has in-house GIS and GPS available.  He further stated that they are WBDB 
certified in Rhode Island.  Mr. Reed stated that he has twenty years experience in water 
operations and engineering and that he is very comfortable with this project.  Mr. 
Lundstead is a main and civil, including water and construction.  They stated that they 
have the best experience for this type of project and they utilize Jack Troitell as their 
expert for autocad and GIS and that Mr. Troitell has experience in water design.  They 
also utilize the services of Katie O’Connor who is also an expert in autocad and GIS 
operation and she also has water designing experience.   Mr. Reed works primarily in 
Rhode Island and he draws on resources with respect to services from Milford, 
Massachusetts.   
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Mr. Lundstead then advised the Board that he would review and highlight some 

of their projects.  The first project  he referred to was located in Sciuate, Massachusetts.  
He stated they performed several cleaning and lining projects, approximately 6, 000 and 
5,200 feet of cleaning and lining through mixed residential and commercial 
neighborhoods, including replacement of valves.  Mr. Reed then referred to a project in 
Braintree, Massachusetts.  The Town had bid the project last fall.  After design services, 
the Town did not have sufficient money to complete the project therefore, the Town 
divided up the job into pieces.  Their firm was involved in the service line replacement.  
Their firm was able on short notice to service the line replacement over the winter for 
the Town therefore, the project was able to go forward in the beginning of July.  Board 
Member Boyer then inquired of Mr. Reed as to the contractor they utilized for the 
Scituate project.  Mr. Reed stated that the contractor was Creamor and Creamor (out of 
New Jersey). 

 
 Mr. Lundstead then highlighted the firm’s water experience.  He referred to a 
project in Wilton, New Hampshire.  He advised the Board that the project involved  
parallel dead end lines on a river and connecting the two and then having to cross a 
highway, a river, a main street and a railroad.  He said that the firm nailed down a cost 
effective solution and this project will go to construction this summer.  With respect to 
water allocation, he stated that they were hired by Rhode Island Waterworks 
Association and did a review of aquatic base flow (withdrawal process) for all water 
purveyors in Rhode Island. 
 
 The Chairman then inquired how  the firm will handle this project.  Mr. Reed 
stated that they would use Northeast Engineer and Consultants for surveying and use 
Kent County Water Authority GIS mapping.  He stated that the firm will identify new and 
replacement valves and look for the need as to whether or not additional hydrants will 
be required.  He stated that they put together a temporary water by pass and temporary 
hydrants if required by the Warwick Fire Department. 
 
 Mr. Reed stated that they would utilize an automatic blow off station.  They would  
institute  a manhole with a vault with a two inch service connection on an automatic 
valve with a timer.  He said that there is no electricity involved in this method and that it 
stands alone.  He further stated that they will need to meet all Department of Health and 
Department of Transportation requirements.   
 
 The General Manager then inquired of Mr. Reed as to the need for de-
chlorination of potable water.  Mr. Reed stated that if the issue arose, it could be 
addressed through de-chlorination. 
 
 The General Manager then inquired of Mr. Reed as to whether or not they looked 
into a manual blow off.  Mr. Reed stated that they could design it as manual but they 
would want to keep it out of a vault.   
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 Board Member Graham then inquired of Mr. Reed as to whether or not there 
would be any cost adjustment.  The General Manager inquired what would be the 
difference in the costs with respect to engineering.  Mr. Lundstead stated that there 
could be some credit, manhours-wise, and that would equate to eight hours on staff and 
two hours on the Project Manager.  The Chairman then advised the applicants that the 
Department of Transportation would be performing reconstruction in that area and that 
they will be performing repairing or lane work.  Mr. Reed stated that they also provide 
bid services and advertising and that they attend the pre-bid conferences and answer 
questions of any prospective bidders.  They also check references and make 
recommendation on the bid awards.  He further stated that they would be interested in 
providing construction services as well.  Mr. Lundstead stated that they provide full 
construction services.    
 
11:40 C & E Engineering 
 
 Tom Nicholson, Russell Houde and John Gerhard of C & E Engineering were 
present pursuant to the proposal which is attached "H".  Mr. Nicholson stated that the 
cleaning and lining is the method to rehabilitate existing water mains.  Mr. Nicholson 
explained the process of cleaning.  He stated that they have to remove all valves and 
services and that the service connections need to be rehabilitated.  He stated that 
normally they pipe gutter and then burm and then hoses into residents homes and they 
perform this intersection to intersection.  He stated that the critical aspect of the project 
is the isolation of the pipeline and used Pawtucket as an example.  He stated that his 
firm was involved in a contamination situation in North Kingstown. He stated that a Mr. 
W. Walsh out of Attleboro specializes in cleaning and lining and does all of the work in 
Pawtucket, Rhode Island.  He stated that cleaning and lining is complicated.  Therefore, 
you want to utilize a contractor who is experienced in this type of work.   
 
 Mr. Nicholson further stated that they have to provide by-pass service to the 
homes and it takes approximately one week to rehabilitate a line.  He then used New 
London, Connecticut as an example.  He stated that the project in New London was 
intrusive to homeowners.  There were hoses going into homes and the construction was 
shut down because they were awaiting bacterial tests.  The firm had previously 
recommended two by passes to prevent such a situation verses one by-pass.  He said 
that they make sure that the contractor uses the proper procedures with respect to by-
pass and disinfecting.  He said the proper way to perform this is to replace services. 
 
 Board Member Gallucci then inquired of the applicant as to whether or not they 
will drill down to service pipes.  The Chairman then interjected that there will be a small 
excavation at each house, approximately a 4 x 8 or 4 x 6 patch.  Board Member 
Gallucci stated that patching is a problem.  The General Manager then interjected that 
they will find out if patching is a problem when Kent County Water Authority goes to 
design.  Mr. Houde then stated that a surveyor is required by the RFP and that they will 
have all coordinates and mapping in every component to be picked up.  He stated that 
the curb stop at the property line is the critical issue.  
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 Another issue concerns replacing with automatic blow off. He suggested a 
manual system blow off to keep the pipe physically clean and then you only have to go 
out once or twice a year to clean it.  He then referred to the automatic flushing device as 
referenced in “H” attached hereto.  He stated that this device is time tested and proven.  
He further advised the Board that de-chlorination and a physical alteration permit are 
required if there is discharging within an easement area.  He stated that discharge is 
permitted to a state drainage system.  Therefore, an underground injection control 
system (or drywell) will require a physical alteration permit.  He further stated that a big 
concern of the Department of Transportation is the de-chlorination. 
 
 The General Manager then inquired as to the difference in the costs of the 
project if the manual blow off is used.  Mr. Nicholson said that it will decrease fees by 
approximately $2,000.  Russell Houde anticipated that there would be no Department of 
Transportation costs.  He also stated that it would decrease the hours by thirty-two (32) 
hours.  The General Manager then inquired of the survey costs.  He stated that they 
were high ($14,750.00).  Mr. Nicholson stated that all of the work is performed under the 
supervision of the land surveyor.    
 
12:00 James J. Geremia & Associates, Inc. 
 
 Mr. James J. Geremia and Richard Henchler were present and presented the 
Board with a handout which was a diagram of the proposal for the water system 
cleaning and lining (attached as “I”).  Mr. Geremia stated that they have performed line 
work for Kent County Water Authority on Route 4 as well as cast metal pipe line for Kent 
County Water Authority (approximately 350 feet).  He stated that “cleaning” is a 
specified item.  
  

Mr. Geremia advised the Board that they have performed mechanical cleaning 
and hydraulic cleaning for much larger lines.  With respect to this line, they would utilize 
the drag cleaning method and that his firm spent a lot of time in the proposal phase.  He 
stated that the line is cast iron therefore, there is no need for clip or sampling.  He 
stated that the vintage of the line is 1930’s therefore, chances are good that this is the 
case.  Board Member Gallucci inquired of the General Manager as to whether or not the 
line is cement or cast iron.  The General Manager stated that the pipe is cast iron. 
 
 Mr. Geremia stated that the survey was from Kent County Water Authority  
mapping.  He stated that the maximum cleaning is 500 feet.  Mr. Geremia then advised 
the Board of the process. First, there would be a temporary water supply.  Second, 
there would be access to the waterline.  Third, there would be the cleaning of the line by 
the drag method.  Fourth,  there would be a cement mortar lining and lastly, they would 
test and disinfect the line.  
 
 The General Manager commented to the Board that Mr. Geremia’s fee was the 
lowest of all the bids.  He then inquired to Mr. Geremia why it was less than the other 
bids.  The General Manager further inquired of Mr. Geremia as to whether or not they 
omitted something.  Mr.  Geremia stated that they reviewed all of the bids before and 
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after and Mr. Geremia, in his opinion, does not think that this is a complex project.  He 
further stated that his survey costs are substantially less because their surveyor uses 
GPS.   
 
 With respect to design and automatic blow off, the applicant suggested a manual 
blow off for this project because the automatic blow off pops up out of the ground and 
this could pose a hazard. 
 
 The General Manager then provided the Board with a photograph of a manual 
blow off that sits on a hydrant.  Mr. Geremia stated that there is no difference in the fee 
if automatic or manual blow off is utilized.  Mr. Geremia stated that whatever method is 
used there will be drilling or blow through, everything has to be correct.  He further 
stated that at every service, you have to dig a pit and pull the line across.  Mr. Geremia 
is looking at the cost of replacing lead line.  The General Manager stated that he thinks 
it may be lead, some copper or galvanized, but he does not believe that the lines have 
to be replaced because they are at safe lead levels. 
 
 The General Manager stated that there were less complaints when pits are dug 
as opposed to digging up the whole road and that the pits are at the services and at the 
curbs.  He further stated that there are approximately 70 services.   
 
 Board Member Masterson then inquired as to the construction time for 500 feet 
and Mr. Geremia stated three (3) months.  Mr. Geremia advised the Board that they can 
perform the technical work while the surveyor is at the site.  Mr. Geremia also stated 
that design would be approximately twelve (12) weeks and would be done by the fall.   
 
 Board Member Gallucci then stated that there may be a sewer line installed 
within the next five years and was concerned about digging up the road twice.   
 
 James J. Geremia & Associates, Inc., the last applicant, then left the Board room 
and after discussion participated in all with respect to the award of the bid, it was 
motioned by Board Member Gallucci and seconded by Board Member Boyer to award 
the bid for cleaning and lining to James J. Geremia & Associates, Inc. in the amount of 
$14,198.00  as attached as "J" and it was unanimously, 
 

VOTED: To award the bid for cleaning and lining to James J. Geremia & 
Associates, Inc. in the amount of $14,198.00 as attached as "J". 

 
Board Member Graham made a Motion to adjourn, seconded by Board 

Member Boyer and it was unanimously, 
 
  VOTED: To adjourn the meeting at 1:00 P.M. 
 

 
___________________  

       Secretary Pro Tempore  


















































































































