
Memorandum 
    

Date: June 29, 2017  

                                           
To: HRPDC Full Committee 

From: Bob Sciacchitano 

Subject: Full Committee June 29, 2017 Meeting Minutes 
 

 

A meeting of the HRPDC Regional Construction Standards (RCS) Full Committee was held on 

June 29, 2017 at the HRPDC Board Room in Chesapeake.  The meeting attendance list is 

included at the end of this document.  

 

A PowerPoint presentation was made, which is attached to this electronic transmittal.  

 

1. Welcome  

Rich Nettleton, Full Committee Chair, welcomed the attendees, reviewed the agenda and asked 

all to introduce themselves. He reminded everyone that if a vote were to be taken later in the 

meeting, only designated Primary voters or their Alternates could vote. 

 

2. Historical Usage/Locality Feedback 

Bob Sciacchitano reported on the historical usage of the Standards based on feedback received 

from regional municipalities through calendar year 2016. The PowerPoint presentation provides 

a summary of the type of construction and the construction values. The results indicate that a 

cumulative construction value of $1.268 Billion has been reported since June 2002 encompassing 

1,157 projects, financed primarily by municipal funds with 868 projects being completed. 

Construction values have ranged to approximately $21 million with the majority of projects 

being less than $2 million. In subsequent discussions it was reported that two localities only use 

the Technical Specifications and Standard Details, but do not use the front end documents. No 

problems with the document have been reported. 

 

3. Training Program Update 

Todd Smith stated that on-site training is conducted 3 times per year at HRPDC. He reported 817 

training certificates have been issued since 2007 with 495 being earned at HRPDC and 322 off-

site. A full, 3 hour training is available to any jurisdiction that would like this training (or a one-

hour training session for inspectors, as well). Interested localities should contact Bob 

Sciacchitano at sciacchitanor@cdmsmith.com or Todd Smith at smithtr@cdmsmith.com  There 

is no charge for this service when the jurisdictions print the training manual. A courtesy copy of 

the training manual will also be provided. 

  

4. New RCS Website 

Bob Sciacchitano introduced the new RCS website and showed a few screen captures of the site. 

The 5th and 6th Editions are on the site now and, in the future, the latest 2 editions will be posted. 

Please visit the website at http://hrregconstds.org/ to review the new search engine and all the 

information that is readily available. A question was asked if the 5th Edition Project Updates 

were included (rolled into) in the 6th Edition and the answer is “yes”. The website is accessible 

from smartphones and tablets, as well, which may be more conducive for field use. 

 

mailto:sciacchitanor@cdmsmith.com
mailto:smithtr@cdmsmith.com
http://hrregconstds.org/
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5. Request for Locality Special Provisions 

The new website has a location on the Home page for localities to “house” their Special 

Provisions to the RCS. A comparison of the changes made from the 5th to the 6th Edition is 

available to facilitate the locality’s review when preparing their Special Provisions for the 6th 

Edition.  When the localities develop their Special Provisions to the 6th Edition, they should 

contact Whitney Katchmark at HRPDC (757-420-8300), Bob Sciacchitano (757-613-7318) or 

Todd Smith (757-597-2640) for assistance.  

 

6. HRUHCA Survey Results 

Earlier this year, the HRUHCA membership and the Full Committee were surveyed to determine 

the extent that the original goals of the RCS have been met. Only 3 responses were received from 

HRUHCA members and 7 responses were received from the Full Committee. Summaries of each 

of the survey results are provided in the attached PowerPoint Presentation of the Full Committee 

meeting.  

 

The respondents were asked to rate how effective the Standards are in accomplishing these 

original goals on a scale of “1 to 5”, with “1” being “Not Effective” to “5” being “Very 

Effective." The weighted, combined, results for the 10 responses are summarized as: 

 

Original Goals        Weighted Average 

           

a. Addressing “typical” projects that Localities perform on a daily basis  4.6 

b. Promoting quality construction      4.3  

c. Simplifying the bidding and construction administration process   4.1        

d. Providing a means to implement new technologies     3.2       

e. Reducing construction costs        4.1  

 
The following additional questions were included in the survey and the responses were: 

 

                      Yes No 

f. Would you like to see improvements in the area of measurement   8   2 

 and payment?       

g. Do you feel that the utility owner is better served when using the    9    --- 

Standards compared to Section 520 of the VDOT  

Road and Bridge Specifications?          

h. Would you be willing to participate in promoting the Standards’     7  2 

utilities sections to VDOT for possible replacement of Road and Bridge 

Specifications Section 520 on applicable projects? 

 
Further, the survey asked if there were any suggestions that would improve the document or if 

they would like to expand on any of their ratings provided above? The following insights were 

provided. 

 

c.- I don’t see where the document makes any significant difference in the bidding process; d.- 

The document does not encourage or help implement new technologies any easier; h. They are 

better servced (sic) because the standards are more specific than the VDOT standards which 

are used statewide.  That said, there are some benefits of the VDOT standards particularly 

where VDOT is heavily invoolved (sic) with localities, paticularly smaller counties. 
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I think the Regional Standards are excellent. They allow us to focus more on actual design 

issues since most of the technical specifications, bid process, construction administration and 

related issues are already established. I also think the updating process has provided a 

document that is continually improved based on expereince – I think that is a hugh plus! 

 

Allow for editing of Divisions 2 to 8 and Standard Details (strikethrough & bold) by the 

municipalities. 

 

Gary Hart asked the group if anyone in attendance that gave a low score in the survey would 

like to elaborate. Discussions ensued regarding the lowest score, “Providing a means to 

implement new technologies”. It was agreed that the localities must continue to be responsible 

for the selection of their individual products and the TRC/Full Committee should not have this 

responsibility. The TRC may continue to host presentations from vendors who wish their 

products to be approved for use in the region as a vehicle to determine if individual localities 

may be interested. If enough individual localities then approve/use the product, consideration 

may be made for inclusion in the RCS, per the current practice. 

 

A discussion of the last comment regarding allowing localities to edit Divisions 2 to 8 and 

Standard Details followed. Selo Qejvani, Norfolk Utilities, explained that the document would 

be much easier to review if the Special Provisions were incorporated directly into the document 

as is done in the Front Ends. Others felt that it is easier to see what changes are made in the 

document by keeping them in the current Special Provisions Section (110) rather than searching 

the document. There is also some concern that if localities are permitted to make changes to the 

document, the integrity of the document could be compromised over time if people do not 

follow the requirements for strike-through deletions and bold additions, which has been 

observed in the front end documents on past RCS projects. Dan Horne added that from a 

regulatory standpoint, VDH would rather review the RCS only once, while continuing to review 

the Special Provisions of each locality. Danny Poe, JCSA, suggested that the current procedure 

remain unchanged, but the locality can develop “Construction Ready” documents for inspectors 

using the suggested method (strike-through deletions and bold additions) in the survey. 

 

Rich Nettleton summarized the survey results by saying the document appears to be well 

received by the localities, however, the TRC should further investigate the viability of changes 

in Measurement and Payment.  

 
7. VDOT Initiative 

Based on the results of the survey question, “Do you feel that the utility owner is better served 

when using the Standards compared to Section 520 of the VDOT Road and Bridge 

Specifications?”, Rich Nettleton suggested that the Leadership Committee revisit VDOT’s 

potential acceptance of the utility sections of the RCS in VDOT’s Suffolk District. Bill Witt, 

HRUHCA, mentioned that in a recent meeting with VDOT’s Matt Reynolds, he was encouraged 

to reapply to VDOT for acceptance of the utility sections. 

 

It was questioned if the RCS would replace VDOT’s Section 520? Norbert Kuhn suggested that 

the Utility Spec sections be presented as a Hampton Roads Special Provision to VDOT’s Road 

and Bridge Specifications. Gary Hart pointed out that many VDOT projects that receive Federal 

dollars may  require use of VDOT standards in their entirety.  
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8. Video Conferencing 

Gary Hart led a discussion regarding the possibility of allowing videoconferencing to boost 

attendance at the Full Committee Meetings. He explained how this may be a more convenient 

and time savings measure that has worked well for HRSD between their Virginia Beach and 

Newport News offices. Gary offered the HRSD facilities for future Full Committee meetings if 

approved by the committee. Dan Horne acknowledged the convenience and time savings through 

his experiences with video conferencing at the VDH, although he acknowledged loss of personal 

connection with this venue. Tiffany also indicated that HRPDC is currently looking into video 

conferencing at their Chesapeake facility, although the details are not yet known. Others felt that 

it should not be too much of an inconvenience and is more desirable to meet face-to-face once or 

twice a year as the committee does now.  It was also opined that the Committee needs to go back 

to meetings in the Spring (April/May) and the Fall (October/November) time frame to lessen 

potential conflicts with summer vacations.  

 

Our “Organization and Procedures” Manual currently prohibits videoconferencing and mandates 

attendance at the HRPDC Regional Building in Chesapeake. A pilot video conference was 

suggested and Rich Nettleton made a motion to change the Organization and Procedures Manual 

on page 7, as follows: 

 

5. Committee Meetings 
 

Full Committee 

The Full Committee shall meet at least one time per calendar year. Meeting 

dates shall be determined by the Committee Chair and meetings shall may be 

held at HRPDC’s Regional Building in Chesapeake, VA., in coordination with 

other HRPDC activities. The meeting agenda shall be disseminated at least 

four weeks prior to the meeting date. Teleconference Tele- and video -
conference meetings are not may be permitted. 

 

The motion was seconded by Jamie Clark and approved unanimously by the Full Committee. 

  
9.        New Business  

Mark Swilley has served as TRC chair since the inception of the RCS in 1998. He has done a 

great job in this capacity; however, he is no longer employed by the City of Newport News and 

is currently not a municipal employee, which is a requirement for that position in the 

Organization and Procedures Manual. Rich nominated Danny Poe to replace Mark Swilley as 

TRC Chair, which was seconded by Mike Vergakis. The Full Committee then voted 

unanimously to confirm Danny Poe as TRC Chair, 

 

10. Adjournment  

Rich Nettleton, thanked the attendees for participating. The meeting was adjourned at 11:55 AM. 

 

 

 

 

END OF MEETING 
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Meeting Attendees 
Name Organization  Name  Organization 

Rich Nettleton 

Full Committee Chair 

Virginia Beach DPU Gary Hart  

Full Committee Vice 

Chair 

HRSD 

Tiffany Smith HRPDC Selo Qesvani City of Norfolk 

Bill Witt HRUHCA Larry Andrews City of Suffolk DPU 

Arnie Cuevas City of Chesapeake DPU Don Jennings Isle of Wight 

Wayne Griffin Smithfield Sam Sawan Chesapeake DPW 

Dan Horne VDH Office of Drinking 

Water  

Jamie Clark City of Williamsburg 

Danny Poe JCSA Mike Youshock JCSA 

Mohammed Shar Newport News Engineering Mike Vergakis JCSA 

Norbert Kuhn Virginia Beach DPW Michael Elam York County 

Anupam Tetu Virginia Beach DPW Wayne Griffin Town of Smithfield 

Vince Urbanno Newport News Engineering Bob Sciacchitano CDM Smith 

Todd Smith CDM Smith   

 


