
District-wide Facilities Committee Meeting Thursday, October 5, 2017 
 
Summary 
 
The third meeting of the District-wide Facilities Committee meeting was held on Thursday, 
October 5, 2017, convening at 3:20 p.m. in Room 170 in the Central Office, and was attended by 
24 committee members, comprised of parents, community members, staff, Board members, and 
administrators from each building in the District.   
 
Stuart Mattey, Assistant Superintendent for Business and Facilities, welcomed Committee 
members (including one accessing the meeting via speakerphone) and reviewed the documents 
recently posted on the shared Google team folder. In particular, he noted the material pertaining 
to air conditioning, including air conditioning installation cost estimates compiled by BBS, and 
reports from the building level committees convened two years ago that nearly all identified 
security vestibules and air conditioning as their top requests. 
 
 Mr. Mattey introduced Fred Seeba of BBS Architects & Engineers, who provided a detailed 
explanation of the various air conditioning systems available, comparing benefits and limitations. 
Some highlights: 

● Window units are seemingly the least expensive option but do not bring sufficient fresh 
air into the classroom, and therefore do not meet state requirements; ventilator units 
would have to run at the same time, which is highly inefficient, and adds expense. BBS is 
not recommending them as they are not compliant. It was also noted that window units 
are noisy and have a short lifespan (4-6 years). 

● BBS recommends split systems, which work more efficiently in terms of fresh air 
requirements, and have a lifespan of 15-20 years. 

● Central AC is the most efficient and quietest option but is also the costliest by far, 
roughly double what split systems would cost. 

● Ceiling fans, per state regulation, may only be installed in ceilings that are at least 10 
feet, and circulate air but do not cool it. 

 
The committee then discussed various aspects of the issue, including parity among the schools; 
consideration of air conditioning in previous bonds; the feasibility of phasing in air conditioning 
over time; the challenges of retrofitting central air systems in old buildings; the possibility of 
using central air for some large spaces and split systems for smaller spaces; the energy cost 
impact (somewhat offset by the removal of  inefficient window units); auto shutoffs and night 
setbacks as a way to control energy costs; the impact on maintenance costs; and ceiling fans as 
an ancillary. John Trenholm, Director of Facilities,  reported that about 50% of the High School 
and Middle School currently uses  those inefficient window units for various reasons, including 
health needs for individual students. 
 
The committee also heard reports from administrators and faculty about air conditioning 
priorities in their buildings, and the impact of heat on school life, such as how it interferes with 
staff functioning (teachers must sometimes modify their lesson plans because of the impact of 
the heat on students), and with students’ ability to focus, in particular during exams in May and 



June. It was noted that in contrast with previous eras, the general population in the United States 
is now less acclimated to non-air conditioned spaces. 
 
In preparation for arriving at a consensus at the next meeting for a recommendation concerning 
air conditioning, the committee asked for more information on how the addition of air 
conditioning costs would impact taxes, the approximate number of days in the school year in 
which it may be anticipated that air conditioning would be needed, and more detailed 
information on installation costs. Concerning the possibility of phase-in, Mr. Mattey noted that a 
current board of education cannot commit future boards of education to future expenditures, 
capital or otherwise, outside of labor contracts. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 4:40 pm. 
 
Respectfully submitted. 
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