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HRSD’s Budget and Financial Planning Process

• Annual Budget – annual operating costs, debt service, 
transfers

• Capital Improvement Program (CIP) – 10-year planning 
tool, with annual updates to every capital project

• Financial Forecast forward looking estimate of all costs and 
revenues
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CIP
• Financial planning tool

• Costs and scope of projected are 
updated and/or reviewed annually

• Not an authorization to spend money

• Most frequently initial cost estimates 
(before project has begun) are Class 5  
(-20% to +100%) cost estimates

• As project matures to a fully designed 
project and construction costs are bid, 
costs are updated in the CIP
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• Governed by individual 
commission action for each 
project

• Request is usually at initiation 
of project design efforts when 
CIP costs are at the concept 
(Class 5) stage

• Each year as project design 
matures CIP estimate and 
Financial Forecast are updated 
but appropriation is not

• Agenda Item 4.d.3.

Authorization to Spend (Appropriation)
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Agenda Item 15
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Questions?



 
 

 



Resource: Mary Corby 

CONSENT AGENDA ITEM 4.b.1. – August 26, 2025 
 
Subject:   ArcGIS Enterprise Software Licenses, Maintenance and Support Services 

Contract Award (>$200,000)  
 
Recommended Action:  Award a contract to Environmental Systems Research Institute Inc DBA 
ESRI in the amount of $230,000 with two renewal options and an estimated cumulative value of 
$690,000. 
 
Regulatory Requirement:  None  
 
Type of Procurement:  Sole Source 
 

HRSD Estimate: $690,000/3 yr 
 
Contract Description:  This contract is for ArcGIS enterprise software licenses including annual 
maintenance and support to be used by Information Technology, Engineering, Asset 
Management, and HRSD jurisdictional partners. ArcGIS software provides HRSD with mapping, 
spatial analysis, field operations, data management, and imagery and remote sensing. ESRI has 
exclusive rights to all ArcGIS software products and services with the ability to deploy software 
when and where it is needed. HRSD is switching from basic software licenses to enterprise-based 
licenses to allow for more user flexibility and range within the ArcGIS system. 
 
Analysis of Cost:  The cost is found to be fair and reasonable based on the previous ArcGIS 
software maintenance and support contract held by ESRI. This includes a lower cost per unit and 
a significant reduction of administrative costs for support.  
 
This work is in accordance with the Commission Adopted Procurement Policy. 
 
 
 



Resource: Bruce Husselbee 

CONSENT AGENDA ITEM 4.b.2. – August 26, 2025  
 
Subject:   Closed Circuit Television (CCTV) Gravity Inspection and Cleaning Services 

Contract Award (>$200,000)  
 

Recommended Action:  Award a contract to Vortex Holdco LLC dba Vortex Services LLC in the 
amount of $3,276,825 for one year with four renewal options and an estimated cumulative value 
of $16,384,125. 
 
Regulatory Requirement:  None 
 
Type of Procurement:  Competitive Bid 
 
In accordance with HRSD’s competitive sealed bidding procedures, the Procurement Department 
advertised and solicited bids directly from potential bidders. The project was advertised on June 
3, 2025, and two bids were received on June 18, 2025, as listed below: 
 

Bidder Bid Amount 
Vortex Holdco LLC dba Vortex Services LLC $3,276,825 
Dukes Root Control Inc. $4,028,250 
  
HRSD Estimate: $3,072,080 

 
Contract Description:  This contract is an agreement for performing, coordinating and 
managing all operations required for gravity sewer line inspections. Services include sewer line 
cleaning, internal television inspections, sonar and laser inspections, manhole inspections and 
flow control. These services are operationally necessary and critical for security and 
infrastructure protection, environmental protection, and regulatory compliance. 
 
Analysis of Cost:  Costs are determined to be fair and reasonable based on the competitive 
solicitation results and previous contract pricing with Tri-State Utilities, who are now owned by 
Vortex Holdco LLC dba Vortex Services LLC. This is an estimated use contract. Bid prices are 
based on the entire linear footage of HRSD pipelines, with the inspection work split up over the 
five years. 
 
This work is in accordance with the Commission Adopted Procurement Policy.  
 
 



Resource: Mary Corby 

CONSENT AGENDA ITEM 4.b.3. – August 26, 2025 
 
Subject:   Oracle Annual License and Maintenance Support Services 

Contract Award (>$200,000)  
 
Recommended Action:  Award a contract to Mythics LLC in the amount of $328,577 for one 
year with four renewal options and an estimated cumulative value of $1,642,885. 
 
Regulatory Requirement:  None  
 
Type of Procurement:  Use of Existing Contract Vehicle 
 
Contract Description:  This contract is for annual software and maintenance subscription to 
include the Oracle I-PACS System, WebLogic, and Service-Oriented Architecture (SOA) Suite. The 
Oracle I-PACS System, WebLogic Server, and SOA Suite are critical for HRSD to ensure reliable 
operations, regulatory compliance, and system performance. Support provides access to 
updates, security patches, and expert assistance, enabling seamless integration, process 
automation, and futureproofing through cloud capabilities. 
 
Upon evaluation of the Virginia Information Technology Agency (VITA) contract terms and 
conditions, as a public agency, HRSD is eligible to use the contract awarded to Mythics LLC. 
 
Analysis of Cost:  By utilizing the VITA-VA-230503-MYTH for Oracle Software, HRSD is receiving 
a two percent cost savings. 
 
This work is in accordance with the Commission Adopted Procurement Policy. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Resource: Mary Corby 

CONSENT AGENDA ITEM 4.b.4. – August 26, 2025 
 
Subject:   Primavera Unifier/P6 and AutoVue 2D Professional Cloud Support Services 

Contract Award (>$200,000)  
 
Recommended Action:  Award a contract to Oracle America Inc in the amount of $660,265 for 
one year with four renewal options and an estimated cumulative value of $3,784,251. 
 
Regulatory Requirement:  None  
 
Type of Procurement:  Competitive Bid 
 
In accordance with HRSD’s competitive sealed bidding procedures, the Procurement Department 
advertised and solicited bids directly from potential bidders. The project was advertised on July 
22, 2025, and two bids were received on August 5, 2025, as listed below: 
 

Bidder Bid Amount 
Oracle America Inc $660,265 
Mythics LLC $774,702 
  
HRSD Estimate: $660,265 

 
Contract Description:  This contract is for Oracle Unifier Primavera annual maintenance and 
web hosting, which covers ongoing support, software updates, and cloud hosting services. This 
enables HRSD to maintain a robust, cloud-based platform for managing projects, contracts, and 
assets. By providing software updates, technical support, and secure hosting on Oracle cloud 
infrastructure, this will ensure Unifier remains a reliable tool for capital planning and cost control. 
 
Analysis of Cost:  The cost is found to be fair and reasonable based on the previous Unifier 
Primavera annual maintenance and web hosting agreement held by Oracle. This multi-year 
agreement has a discount of between 20 and 25 percent off list price and firm fixed annual 
renewal increases for the full five-year term of the agreement. 
 
This work is in accordance with the Commission Adopted Procurement Policy. 
 
 
 



Resource: Eddie Abisaab 

CONSENT AGENDA ITEM 4.b.5. – August 26, 2025 
 
Subject:   York River Treatment Plant (YRTP) Primary Digester Cleaning and Residual Hauling 

Contract Award (>$200,000)  
 
Recommended Action:  Award a contract to Denali Water Solutions LLC, Inc in the amount of 
$217,131.  

 
Regulatory Requirement:  None  
 
Type of Procurement:  Competitive Bid 
 
In accordance with HRSD’s competitive sealed bidding procedures, the Procurement Department 
advertised and solicited bids directly from potential bidders. The project was advertised on July 
18, 2025, and four bids were received on August 13, 2025, as listed below: 
 

Bidder Bid Amount 
Denali Water Solutions, LLC $217,131 
Synagro-WWT, Inc. $262,132 
Merrell Bros, LLC $334,495 
Spectraserv, Inc. $367,500 
  
HRSD Estimate: $270,000 

 
Contract Description:  This contract is for the removal of residuals and cleaning of the Primary 
Digester at the YRTP. This work includes mobilization, extraction, tank cleaning, processing, 
dewatering, hauling, disposal and demobilization.  
 
Analysis of Cost:  The cost is found to be fair and reasonable compared to average costs for 
similar jobs completed at HRSD.   
 
This work is in accordance with the Commission Adopted Procurement Policy.  
 
 
 



Resource: Bruce Husselbee 

CONSENT AGENDA ITEM 4.c.1. – August 26, 2025 
 
Subject:   Solids System Improvements for Army Base MHI Offline 
  Contract Change Order (>25% of original contract value) 
 
Recommended Action:  Approve a change order to the contract with MEB General Contractors, 
Inc. in the amount of $951,091. 
 
CIP Project:  GN017900 
 
Regulatory Requirement:  None  
 

Budget $7,149,713 
Previous Expenditures and Encumbrances ($6,120,726) 
Available Balance $1,028,987 

 

Contract Status with Change Orders: Amount 
Cumulative % of 
Contract 

Original Contract with MEB  $4,273,000  
Total Value of Previous Change Orders $188,931 4% 
Requested Change Order  $951,091  
Total Value of All Change Orders $1,140,022 27% 
Revised Contract Value $5,413,022  
   
Time (Additional Calendar Days)  302 

 
Project Description:  This project will install thickened liquid solids load out facilities at the Army 
Base Treatment Plant (ABTP) and thickened liquid solids load in facilities at the Atlantic 
Treatment Plant (ATP) and the Virginia Initiative Plant (VIP). Completed facilities will leverage 
existing solids handling capacity at the receiving plants to remove solids handling facilities at the 
ABTP from operation including dewatering and multiple hearth incinerator (MHI) operations.  
  
Project Justification:  The project is projected to reduce net annual operating expenses for 
ABTP solids management by approximately $100,000 per year. Removing ABTP solids handling 
systems from operation will reduce baseline operational staffing requirements at the ABTP by 
four Plant Operators, one Maintenance Operator, and one Maintenance Operator Assistant; 
reduce electrical energy requirements at the ABTP by 27% and reduce net carbon emissions 
associated with ABTP solids management (inclusive of contract hauling of thickened liquid 
sludge) by 2,880 tons CO2/year (35% of current ABTP net annual emissions). Removing the ABTP 
MHI from operation mitigates regulatory risk of CAA129 MACT standards non-compliance.  
  
Change Order Description and Analysis of Cost:  Hauling from ABTP to ATP and VIP began in 
the Fall of 2024 and has been successful. A few odor complaints were received at ABTP which 
were attributed to odors from the TWAS Storage Tank. On February 25, 2025, additional 
appropriation was approved for the design services to evaluate installing covers on the TWAS 
Storage Tank and the estimated construction cost to complete the work.  
 



This change order includes installation for new aluminum covers for the ABTP TWAS tank, 
handrail around the tank, ductwork and connection to OCS A, epoxy coating, and temporary tank 
for continued operation during construction. The design engineer has reviewed the estimated 
costs and recommends approval.  
 
Schedule:  Construction August 2022 
 Project Completion February 2026 



Resource: Bruce Husselbee 

CONSENT AGENDA ITEM 4.d.1. – August 26, 2025 
 
Subject:   James River Treatment Plant Primary Clarifier Pipes (1 & 2)  

Additional Appropriation - Non-Regulatory Capital Improvement Project 
(<$1,000,000) Task Order (>$200,000) 

 
Recommended Actions: 
 
a. Appropriate additional funding in the amount of $253,000. 
 
b. Approve a task order with Bridgeman Civil Inc. in the amount of $660,922. 
 
CIP Project:  JR014410 
 
Regulatory Requirement:  None 
 

 

Project Cost & 
Appropriation 

Summary 

 
CIP Project 
Summary 

Capital Improvement Program Estimate  
(July 1, 2025)     $1,247,856             
Funds Appropriated to Date  $700,000                       
Expenditures and Encumbrances Already Incurred                           (71,606)  
Available Balance 628,394                                 
   
Proposed Task Order to Engineer 178,453                              
Proposed Task Order to Contractor 660,922                              
Proposed Contingency 42,017                               
Revised Total Remaining Project Costs 881,394                          
Expenditures and Encumbrances Already Incurred                           71,606  
New Project Cost Estimate 953,000                         953,000                 
   
Additional Appropriation Needed  $253,000                         
Favorable (Unfavorable) Variance to CIP   $294,856                 

 
Project Description:  This project will repair or replace the #1 and #2 primary clarifier pipes and 
the one section of drain piping that have been determined to be an imminent risk. The primary 
clarifier influent and effluent pipe sections to be replaced is reinforced concrete and ductile iron 
pipe range from 24 to 48-inch. The drain piping to be replaced in this project is approximately 
100 linear feet of 6-inch, ductile iron drain system piping. 
 
Project Justification:  The primary clarifier influent and effluent pipes were installed in 1967, as 
part of the treatment plant’s original construction and in 1973, when the treatment plant was 
expanded from five to 15 million gallons per day (MGD). In May 2023, a plant operator fell through 
a section of primary clarifier effluent piping while making their rounds. This prompted an 
emergency repair and a condition assessment of all primary clarifier influent and effluent piping 
which discovered severe corrosion in other sections of piping and the likelihood of another failure 
within the next year. 



 
Task Order Description:  This task order will provide for the replacement of the severely 
corroded sections of #1 and #2 primary clarifier pipes. Services include replacement of the 24-
inch influent and effluent piping between the clarifiers and the adjacent influent splitter/effluent 
junction structure utilizing existing wall connections. 
 
Analysis of Cost:  The cost for this task order is based on the pre-negotiated rates under the 
annual Sewer Repair and Condition Assessment Services Agreement. The appropriation also 
includes a task order with Rummel Klepper and Kahl LLC (RK&K) for construction administration 
and inspection services in the amount of $178,453. 
 
This work is in accordance with the Commission Adopted Procurement Policy. 
 
Schedule:  PER    October 2024  
  Design   November 2024  
  Bid    May 2025  
  Construction  August 2025  
  Project Completion  February 2026  
 
 



Resource: Bruce Husselbee 

CONSENT AGENDA ITEM 4.d.2. – August 26, 2025 
 
Subject:   SWIFT Program Management (Nansemond SWIFT Facility and Nansemond Recharge 

Wells (On Site) Design Build) 
Task Order (>$200,000) 

 
Recommended Action:  Approve a task order with AECOM in the amount of $8,118,737. 
 
CIP Project:  GN016320 
 
Regulatory Requirement: Integrated Plan – SWIFT 
 

Budget $80,000,000 
Previous Expenditures and Encumbrances $71,611,990 
Available Balance $8,388,010 

 
 

Contract Status with Task Orders: Amount 
Original Contract with Engineer $5,264,440 
Total Value of Previous Task Orders $65,519,107 
Requested Task Order $8,118,737 
Total Value of All Task Orders $73,637,844 
Revised Contract Value $78,902,284 
Engineering Services as % of Construction 1.2% 

 
Project Description:  The SWIFT Full Scale Implementation Program (FSIP) Management team 
will manage the delivery of advanced water treatment facilities to take HRSD’s already highly 
treated wastewater and produce SWIFT Water. The Program Management team may also deliver 
conveyance, wastewater treatment plant improvements, and other such projects to support full 
scale SWIFT implementation. The Program Management team will implement the processes, 
procedures, and systems needed to design, procure, construct, permit, manage, and integrate 
the new SWIFT related assets. 
 
Project Justification:  The Nansemond SWIFT Facility (GN016380) project will provide the 
advanced water treatment infrastructure capable of converting up to 38 million gallons per day 
of highly treated wastewater into SWIFT Water at the Nansemond Treatment Plant. The 
Nansemond Recharge Wells (On Site) (GN016381) project is will provide the 10 managed aquifer 
recharge wells to deliver SWIFT Water into the Potomac aquifer system. 
 
Task Order Description:  This task order will provide Owner’s Consultant Services During 
Construction (OCSDC) of the Nansemond SWIFT Facility (GN016380) and Nansemond Recharge 
Wells (On Site) (GN016381) design-build projects. Owner’s consultant services are intended to 
provide support to HRSD by engaging a variety of field and office professionals to be a key part 
of the Owner’s team. Due to the size of the project, the OCSDC team will provide on-site 
observation, frequent review of the design-builder’s quality plans, safety plans, schedule updates, 
and progress documentation. The OCSDC team will also provide technical and Subject Matter 
Expert support for review of specific submittals, payment applications, claims, change 



management discussions, and support of start-up, as needed. As the design-builder submits 
Operations & Maintenance Manuals and equipment data, the OCSDC team will support HRSD 
maintenance staff by providing initial completeness reviews. The expected duration of this task 
order is 49 months, which aligns with the project schedule. At the April 2025 Commission 
meeting, a task order for partial OCSDC services related to Nansemond Recharge Wells (On Site) 
(GN016381) was approved to support initial construction activities of that project until this task 
order is approved. Once approved, this task order will provide OCSDC services for both 
Nansemond SWIFT Facility (GN016380) and Nansemond Recharge Wells (On Site) (GN016381), 
and the previously approved task order will be closed. 
 
Analysis of Cost: The cost for this task order is based on a detailed negotiated scope of work 
for OCSDC services and will be billed on a Time & Material basis. The budget estimate for the 
total scope of work was developed on an annual basis with consideration of the expected 
construction activities for each year. The description of tasks and associated effort (staff hours) 
per year is reasonable considering the size and complexity of the projects and the support 
requested by HRSD. This task order will be issued as an amendment to the Professional Services 
Agreement with AECOM for SWIFT Full Scale Implementation Program. The budget rates for 
each category used to develop the estimate align with the rate structure in the Agreement, as 
approved for FY 2026. The ratio of OCSDC fees to the Stipulated Prices of the combined 
Nansemond projects (1.2 percent) is within the range of other Owner Consultant Support fees 
approved for HRSD design build projects at this stage. Previous HRSD design-build projects had 
Owner Consultant Services fees for construction ranging from 0.7 percent to 1.8 percent of the 
total contract value. 
 
Schedule:  Stipulated Price July 2025 
 Substantial Completion March 2029 
 Project Completion September 2029 
 



Resource: Bruce Husselbee 

CONSENT AGENDA ITEM 4.d.3. – August 26, 2025 
 
Subject:   Western Branch Sewer System Gravity Improvements 
 Additional Appropriation - Regulatory Required Capital Improvement Project 

(<$10,000,000), Contract Award (>$200,000), Task Order (>$200,000) 
 
Recommended Actions: 
 
a. Appropriate additional funding in the amount of $4,657,527. 

 
b. Award a contract to Garney Companies, Inc. in the amount of $6,330,964.  
 
c. Approve a task order with Rummel, Klepper & Kahl, LLP (RK&K) in the amount of $866,868. 
 
CIP Project:  NP012400 
 
Regulatory Requirement: Rehab Action Plan Phase 2 (12/31/2025 Completion) 
 

 

Project Cost & 
Appropriation 

Summary 
CIP Project 
Summary 

Capital Improvement Program Estimate  
(July 1, 2025)  

 
 $14,769,388             

Funds Appropriated to Date  $5,100,000                        
Expenditures and Encumbrances Already Incurred  (1,609,695)  
Available Balance 3,490,305                                 
   
Proposed Contract Award to Garney 6,330,964                              
Proposed Task Order to RK&K 866,868                              
Proposed Contingency (15% of construction) 950,000                               
Revised Total Remaining Project Costs 8,147,832                          
Expenditures and Encumbrances Already Incurred 1,609,695  
New Project Cost Estimate 9,757,527                         9,757,527                 
   
Additional Appropriation Needed  $4,657,527                           
Favorable (Unfavorable) Variance to CIP   $5,011,861                 

 
Contract Status with Task Orders: Amount 
Original Contract with RK&K $0 
Total Value of Previous Task Orders $368,116 
Requested Task Order $866,868 
Total Value of All Task Orders $1,234,984 
Revised Contract Value $1,234,984 
Engineering Services as % of Construction 19% 

 
Type of Procurement: Competitive Bid 
 



In accordance with HRSD’s competitive sealed bidding procedures, the Engineering Division 
advertised and solicited bids directly from potential bidders. The project was advertised on June 
9, 2025, and three bids were received on July 15, 2025 as listed below: 
 

Bidder Bid Amount 
Garney Companies, Inc. $6,330,964 
Bridgeman Civil, Inc. $8,960,063 
Tidewater Utility Construction, Inc. $15,427,334 
  
Engineer Estimate: $15,789,240 

 
The design engineer, RK&K, evaluated the bids based upon the requirements in the invitation for 
bids and recommends award to the lowest responsive and responsible bidder, Garney Companies, 
Inc., in the amount of $6,330,964.  
 
Project Description:  This project will rehabilitate and/or replace approximately 5,600 linear feet 
of gravity pipeline with associated manholes. Pipe diameters range from 15 to 30 inches. The 
attached map depicts the project location.  
 
Project Justification:  Condition assessment activities originally indicated that these assets 
present a material risk of failure due to Inflow/Infiltration and the repair was deemed a high 
priority project. A subsequent HART study suggested capacity upgrades were required for 
approximately 1,700 linear feet. Observations from flow monitoring suggested borderline 
capacity sufficiency, and HRSD opted to increase capacity along SG-035 in concert with the HPP. 
On March 6, 2025, Interceptor-Operations found a sinkhole developing over the 30-inch vitrified 
clay influent gravity pipeline at the Cedar Lane Pump Station. Subsequent CCTV revealed crown 
degradation and an emergency declaration for repair was requested and approved. Hazen and 
Sawyer, in conjunction with Bridgeman Civil, Inc., were approved to design and construct the 
emergency repair. The estimated total cost is approximately $1,200,000.    
 
Contract Description and Analysis of Cost:  This contract is for construction phase services 
with Garney Companies, Inc. in the amount of $6,330,964. The low bid was 60% lower than the 
Engineer’s estimate. The most significant price differences were in the bid prices for deep pipe 
installation, bypass operations, and maintenance of traffic. The higher estimate is primarily 
attributed to saturated local and regional market conditions for highly specialized work, 
regulatory deadlines, and previous projects having two local bidders. Prior to bid advertising, the 
Engineer conducted an exhaustive outreach to garner interest from contractors historically not 
in the bid pool for this type of work. Despite the extensive outreach, only three contractors bid 
on the project. During the PER phase, the Engineer estimated the cost at $6,353,200. Applying 
the National Engineering News-Record (ENR) CCI of 5.3%, the July 2025 estimate would escalate 
to approximately $6.7M; commensurate with the low bid. 
 
Task Order Description and Analysis of Cost:  This task order will provide services during 
construction including contract administration and field engineering and inspection services. 
HRSD and the design engineer, RK&K, negotiated a fee in the amount of $866,868 based on 
hourly rates in RK&K’s annual services contract for Linear Infrastructure Projects and an 
estimation of hours required for this effort. The fee proposal is comparable to other projects of 
similar size and complexity. 



Funding Description: The construction bid amount and the fee for construction related 
engineering services exceed the appropriated balance of the project. This request also includes a 
10 percent contingency to accommodate any unforeseen conditions. 
  
Schedule:  Bid July 2025 
 Construction September 2025 
 Project Completion February 2027 





 
 

 







Small Communities Rehabilitation Phase V  
(MP014800)

Public Hearing on the Determination of 
Public Need for Easement Acquisition

August 26, 2025
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Project Overview

This project will raise approximately sixty 
(60) paved over or buried manholes through 
Urbanna, King William County and West 
Point. Installation of three (3) new 
structures and replacement of manhole 
frame and covers will occur with the work.
Uncovering and raising the buried and 
paved over manholes will allow the 
Operations Division to access these 
structures to perform assessment of our 
infrastructure and to ensure the collection 
systems are operating as designed.
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Project Easements

• As part of the project, HRSD anticipates a total of twenty-three 
(23) permanent easements; of which one (1) remains unfinalized.

• No temporary construction easements are required for this 
project.
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Key Project Risk Factors

• Cost and Schedule
• Maintenance of Traffic
• Easement Acquisition
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Status of Easement Acquisition

Parcel No. Address Tax ID Number Name Type Status

007 3820 Camellia Drive

West Point, VA 
23181

63A3-6-D-4 Byrd Permanent 

1,343 SF

Impasse/owners 
would negotiate no 

further
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3820 Camellia Drive
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3820 Camellia Drive



Questions?



 
 

 







Small Communities Rehabilitation Phase VI  
(MP015500)

Public Hearing on the Determination of 
Public Need for Easement Acquisition

August 26, 2025
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Project Overview

This project will renew approximately 
5,600 linear feet (LF) of gravity pipe and 
twelve (12) manholes in the service 
areas of West Point Pump Stations 5, 8 
and 9. These facilities have been 
identified as large contributors to inflow 
and infiltration (I&I). Pipe rehabilitation 
and/or replacement alternatives will be 
considered. Manholes within the 
services areas will also be lined and 
rehabilitated.
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Project Easements

• As part of the project, HRSD anticipates a total of fourteen (14) 
permanent easements; of which one (1) remains unfinalized.

• No temporary construction easements are anticipated for this 
project.
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Key Risk Factors

• Cost and Schedule
• Maintenance of Traffic

• Easement acquisition
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Status of Easement Acquisition

Parcel No. Address Tax ID Number Name Type Status

012 No address

West Point, VA 
23181

63A3-5-246-254 Modr Family 
Trust

Permanent 9,113SF Numerous 
unresolved title 

issues
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Easement Locations
Owner: Modr Family Trust

(No Address)
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Easement Locations
Owner: Modr Family Trust

(No Address)



Questions?



 
 

 





































 
 

 



DEQ Nonpoint Pay for Outcomes
Commission Briefing

August 26th, 2025
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DEQ NPS Pilot Program

• As part of the Commonwealth’s enduring commitment to 
restoring the Chesapeake Bay, DEQ has announced the 
innovative $20 million Pay-For-Outcomes Nonpoint Source 
Pollution Reduction grant program. This one-year pilot 
program will provide payments based on the number of 
pounds of pollution actually removed or prevented. 
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HRSD Proposal

• Incentivize Septic Connections to Public Sewer

• Focused on Gloucester County (originally)

• Supported by County and VDH (Three Rivers)
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Customer constructs 
connection

HRSD reimburses 
customer up to 

$5K

HRSD requests 
payment of $5K* 
per connection

Abbreviated Process
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Key Points

• Total disbursements limited to $1,180,000 by June 2030

• DEQ may make available additional amounts for additional 
reductions if funds are available. 

• HRSD must meet a Key Milestone of 24 connections by May 
30, 2027 or DEQ may divert funding to other recipients which 
are overperforming.

• HRSD must submit copies of specific documentation for 
disbursement. 
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• As of July 30, 2025 the Sewage Collection and Treatment 
Regulations, 9VAC25-790-985 is in effect. This amendment 
includes a requirement for permitted sewage treatment 
works within the Chesapeake Bay Watershed to report to 
DEQ, to their best of their knowledge, the number of on-site 
sewage systems taken off-line and connected to the 
sewerage systems that convey sewage to their facility 
during the previous calendar year.

DEQ SCAT Update
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Currently…

• Developed FAQs and webpage

• Finalizing agreement with DEQ

• Positive Media Coverage

• Fielding inquiries!!!
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• Customers WIN – Program is voluntary and financially attractive

• State/Bay WIN – Program reduces NPS Pollution cost effectively

• HRSD/Localities WIN – Customer Capture in served areas

• Everybody WINS – Improved Public Health and Environment

WIN-WIN-WIN-WIN
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18. VIP SWIFT Tertiary Facility 
Alternative Project Delivery 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Virginia Initiative Plant (VIP)
SWIFT Tertiary Projects

GN016390, GN016391, GN016392
August 26, 2025
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Today’s Presentation

 Background 
 SWIFT FSIP Program - Phase 1
 Regulatory

 Multi Capital Project Structure (3 CIPs)
 Project Descriptions

 Design Build Delivery

 Staff Recommendation
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2040s

1992

1977

1940s

Opened facility and 
began treatment
20 MGD capacity

1960s 1980s 2000s 2020s

1948

1950s 1970s 1990s 2010s 2030s

Virginia Initiative Plant began providing service 
in 1948 as the Lamberts Point WPCP
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Virginia Initiative Plant footprint

4

1975 footprint
2023 footprint
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2040s

1992

1977

1940s

Opened facility and 
began treatment
20 MGD capacity

1960s 1980s 2000s 2020s

1948

1950s 1970s 1990s 2010s 2030s

Virginia Initiative Plant began providing service 
in 1948 as the Lamberts Point WPCP
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2017

1940s

Opened facility and 
began treatment
20 MGD capacity

1960s 1980s 2000s 2020s

1948

1950s 1970s 1990s 2010s 2030s 2040s

1992
Completed improvements to 

expand treatment & added 
patented VIP treatment process

40 MGD capacity

Completed 
improvements to 
expand treatment
30 MGD capacity

1977

Upgrades have increased capacity and maintained 
ability to met regulatory requirements
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2032

1940s

Opened facility and 
began treatment
20 MGD capacity

1960s 1980s 2000s 2020s

1948

1950s 1970s 1990s 2010s 2030s 2040s

1992
Completed improvements to 

expand treatment & added 
patented VIP treatment process

40 MGD capacity

Completed 
improvements to 
expand treatment
30 MGD capacity

1977

Completed improvements that 
enhanced treatment and 

increased wet weather capacity

2017

Recent upgrades enhanced dry weather treatment & 
enabled up to 100 MGD of wet weather treatment
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Enhanced Nutrient Removal Certainty Program 
(ENRCP) requires additional investment at VIP

1940s

Opened facility and 
began treatment
20 MGD capacity

1960s 1980s 2000s 2020s

1948

Completed improvements that 
enhanced treatment and 

increased wet weather capacity

2017

1950s 1970s 1990s 2010s 2030s 2040s

Completed 
improvements to 
expand treatment
30 MGD capacity

1977

2032

Planned construction of 
improvements to meet regulatory 
requirements for nutrient removal

1992
Completed improvements to 

expand treatment & added 
patented VIP treatment process

40 MGD capacity
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James River SWIFT + ANRI

2026

Boat Harbor PS + FM Nansemond ANRI + SWIFT

2026 2029

2032

VIP SWIFT Tertiary

Initial phase of SWIFT implementation will meet 
HRSD’s regulatory requirements
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Enhanced Nutrient 
Removal Certainty 

Program
Total Nitrogen

Total Phosphorus

 

Integrated Plan 
1.0



Aquifer 
Recharge

Initial phase of SWIFT implementation will meet 
HRSD’s regulatory requirements
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VIP SWIFT Tertiary projects are required to meet 

ENRCP requirements for TP limits in 2032

Enhanced Nutrient Removal 
Certainty Program (ENRCP) - 

HB 2129 

Chesapeake Bay Phase III – 
Watershed Implementation 

Program (WIP)

HRSD Annual Discharge Limits 
Lower James River Basin

Total Phosphorus
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VIP SWIFT Tertiary will be implemented through 
the execution of 3 CIP projects

GN016391 

VIP SWIFT Tertiary 
Site Work

GN016392 
VIP SWIFT Tertiary 

Facility

GN016390
 VIP SWIFT Tertiary Preliminary Engineering
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Preliminary Engineering project is active and provides 
structure for scope development and project planning

GN016391 

VIP SWIFT Tertiary 
Site Work

GN016392 
VIP SWIFT Tertiary 

Facility

GN016390
 VIP SWIFT Tertiary Preliminary Engineering



14

C
C

T

Tertiary

Tertiary treatment will be implemented prior to 
chlorine disinfection

generalized process flow diagram for VIP
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Tertiary

AWT

generalized process flow diagram for VIP

C
C

T

Project development has considered impacts to 
future phases of SWIFT implementation
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Potential Treatment 
Technologies

Cloth 
Media 
Filtration 
(CMF)

Ballasted Sedimentation (BS)

Granular Media Filtration (GMF)
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Two pilot systems were operated in 2024 to evaluate 
technologies and gain experience
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Request For Information (RFI) advertised to gain industry 
feedback on proposed project delivery approach
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Preliminary Engineering project is active and provides 
structure for scope development and project planning

GN016391 

VIP SWIFT Tertiary 
Site Work

GN016392 
VIP SWIFT Tertiary 

Facility

GN016390
 VIP SWIFT Tertiary Preliminary Engineering
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Site Work project to proceed as design-bid-build and 
focus on removal of material to prepare site

GN016391 

VIP SWIFT Tertiary 
Site Work

GN016392 
VIP SWIFT Tertiary 

Facility

GN016390
 VIP SWIFT Tertiary Preliminary Engineering

DBB
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SWIFT Tertiary Facility project is complex, regulatorily 
driven, and necessary to reduce total phosphorus

GN016391 

VIP SWIFT Tertiary 
Site Work

GN016392 
VIP SWIFT Tertiary 

Facility

GN016390
 VIP SWIFT Tertiary Preliminary Engineering

DB
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Typical project delivery methods used by HRSD

Traditional method to deliver projectsDesign-Bid-Build

Hire a contractor during the design stage
Construction 

Management at 
Risk (CMAR)

Hire a single design/builder in one step to 
deliver the projectDesign-Build
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Use of Design Build delivery is recommended due to 
this project’s characteristics and requirements

Time sensitive constraints
(e.g., regulatory deadlines)

Early price understanding
(increased cost certainty)

High qualified designer/builder teams 
due to project complexity

Collaborative approach to incorporate 
research and address challenges
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VIP SWIFT Tertiary will be implemented through 
the execution of 3 CIP projects

GN016391 

VIP SWIFT Tertiary 
Site Work

GN016392 
VIP SWIFT Tertiary 

Facility

GN016390
 VIP SWIFT Tertiary Preliminary Engineering

DBB DB
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VIP SWIFT Tertiary will be implemented through 
the execution of 3 CIP projects

GN016391 

VIP SWIFT Tertiary 
Site Work

GN016392 
VIP SWIFT Tertiary 

Facility

GN016390
 VIP SWIFT Tertiary Preliminary Engineering

DBB DB
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Staff Recommendation

Approve use of 
Alternative Delivery 
(Design Build) for 
GN016392 VIP
SWIFT Tertiary Facility
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COMMISSION ADOPTED POLICY 
Procurement Policy 
  
 
Adopted: December 16, 2014 

 
Revised: 

 
July 22, 2025 Page 1 of 8 

1.0 Purpose and Need 

All procurement shall be in accordance with the Code of Virginia § 2.2-4300, the 
Virginia Public Procurement Act (VPPA), as supplemented herein. 

2.0 Guiding Principles 

1. HRSD is committed to competitive procurement practices that are 
accountable to our ratepayers and the public, ethical, impartial, 
professional, transparent and fully in accordance with applicable law. 

2. The Director of Procurement is responsible for the purchase, rent, lease, 
or  acquisition of goods, professional and non-professional services, and 
certain construction services. In addition, the Director of Procurement is 
responsible for control and disposal of surplus, excess, obsolete, and 
salvageable materials and equipment. 

The Director of Procurement shall establish procedures consistent with 
this policy and may designate other HRSD staff to act on his/her behalf. 

3. The Chief Engineer is responsible for procurement of professional and 
non-professional services related to the study, design, construction, real 
estate and property acquisition associated with capital improvement 
projects or facility projects. 

The Chief Engineer shall establish procedures consistent with this policy 
and may designate other HRSD staff to act on his/her behalf. 

4. Except for small purchases (less than $10,000) and certain easement 
acquisitions, no employee is authorized to enter into any purchase 
agreement or contract except the Director of Procurement or the Chief 
Engineer or such other employee as may be designated by the General 
Manager/Chief Executive Officer. 

5. Fair market value shall be the basis of all real estate acquisitions with 
appropriate compensation for related restoration and/or inconvenience. 
Additional costs, in accordance with applicable state law, shall be included 
as required in procurement through eminent domain procedures. 

3.0 Definitions 

Agreement/Contract. A written understanding between two or more competent 
parties, under which one party agrees to certain performance as defined in the 
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agreement and the second party agrees to compensate the first party for the 
performance rendered in accordance with the conditions of the agreement. 

Fair Market Value. The price for a good or service upon which purchaser and 
supplier agree in an open market when both are fully acquainted with market 
conditions. 

Total Value. Cost of all related procurement actions, even across fiscal years, 
that are known at the time of the procurement action including delivery, 
assembly, start-up, warranty, etc. Each procurement action must be able to meet 
the business objective individually, without the need for additional procurement 
actions. 

4.0 Procedures 

1. Generally, competition shall be sought for all procurement with the 
following exceptions: 

a. Purchase of goods or services other than professional services 
where the Total Value will not exceed $10,000. Related purchases 
shall not be divided into separate actions to meet this threshold. 

b. Sole Source – Purchase of goods or services where there is only 
one source practicably available. The requesting division shall 
provide a written determination supporting the use of sole source 
purchasing to the Director of Procurement for approval. The 
request for approval shall include the identity of the specific vendor, 
the description of the intended application of the product, and the 
location of the facility or building where it is intended to be used.  

Where the cost of the resulting contract will be above $200,000, the 
requesting division shall provide a written determination supporting 
the use of sole source purchasing to the Director of Procurement 
for approval. approval following the procedures above must first be 
given by the Director of Procurement, then the General 
Manager/Chief Executive Officer and finally the HRSD Commission 
must approve the use of sole source purchasing   

c. Emergency – Where emergency actions are required to protect 
public safety, public health, HRSD employees or property or the 
environment, a contract can be awarded without competition upon 
a written emergency declaration, approved by the General 
Manager/Chief Executive Officer. Such competition as is 
practicable under the circumstances should be sought even if 
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typical procurement procedures cannot be fully followed. HRSD 
shall issue a written notice stating that the contract is being 
awarded on an emergency basis, and identifying that which is being 
procured, the contractor selected, and the date on which the 
contract was or will be awarded. 

d. Real Property – Where purchase, lease or other form of acquisition 
is required in support of HRSD facilities. 

2. In accordance with § 2.2-4303G., competitive sealed bids or competitive 
negotiation is not required for purchase of goods and services other than 
professional services where the total value of the procurement will not 
exceed $10,000. The following procedure shall be followed: 

a. A minimum of one quote is required, though multiple quotes are 
preferred. Use of Small businesses and businesses owned by 
Women, Minorities, Military families, Service-Disabled Veterans, 
and Employment Services Organizations is encouraged for all 
procurement actions whenever possible. 

b. Purchase is normally made using an HRSD ProCard.   

c. Purchase may be made by any HRSD employee granted 
purchasing authority by their division chief. 

d. Basis of award shall be a determination that the stated need will be 
met, and the price is fair and reasonable. 

3. In accordance with § 2.2-4303G., competitive sealed bids or competitive 
negotiation is not required for purchase of goods and services other than 
professional services where the total value of the procurement will be 
greater than $10,000 and does not exceed $200,000. The following 
procedure shall be followed: 

a. Purchases shall be initiated by the submission of a requisition to 
the Procurement Department or the Engineering Division. 

b. An unsealed (informal) quote shall be solicited by the Procurement 
Department or the Engineering Division from three sources in 
response to an Invitation for Bid (IFB) or Request for Proposal 
(RFP). 
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c. Basis of award shall be lowest responsive and responsible bidder, 
offeror or best value as determined by criteria included in the IFB or 
RFP. 

4. In accordance with § 2.2-4303G., competitive negotiation is not required 
for purchase of professional services where the total value of the 
procurement will not exceed $80,000. The following procedure shall be 
followed: 

a. Purchases shall be initiated by the submission of a requisition to 
the Procurement Department or the Engineering Division. 

b. An unsealed (informal) quote shall be solicited by the Procurement 
Department or the Engineering Division from three sources in 
response to an IFB or RFP. 

c. Basis of award shall be lowest responsive and responsible offeror 
or best value as determined by criteria included in the IFB or RFP. 

5. In accordance with § 2.2-4310, HRSD promotes the use of Small 
businesses and businesses owned by Women, Minorities, Military 
families, Service-Disabled Veterans, and Employment Services 
Organizations, as such terms are defined in §2.2-4310(F), in procurement 
transactions in accordance with Appendix A of this policy. 

6. In accordance with §§ 2.2-4311, -4311.1, -4311.2, and -4311.4, HRSD 
includes in every contract over $10,000, provisions prohibiting the 
contractor from discrimination in employment, prohibiting the contractor 
from knowingly employing unauthorized aliens, requiring that the 
contractor be authorized to conduct business in Virginia, and prohibiting 
the contractor from using forced or indentured child labor in the 
performance of the contract. Further, HRSD requires the contractor to 
include the same provisions in any subcontracts that exceed $10,000. 

7. In accordance with § 2.2-4311.3, HRSD shall state in every contract that 
any term or provision that (i) makes the contract subject to, governed by, 
or interpreted under the laws of another state or country or (ii) requires or 
permits any litigation or other dispute resolution proceeding arising from 
the contract to be conducted in another state or country shall be void. 
Instead, the contract shall be deemed to provide for the application of the 
law of the Commonwealth of Virginia, without regard to the contract’s 
choice of law provisions, and to provide for jurisdiction in the courts of the 
Commonwealth. 
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8. In accordance with § 2.2-4316, comments concerning specifications or 
other provisions in IFB or RFP must be submitted and received in 
accordance with the procedures specified in the IFB or RFP for comment 
submittal. 

9. In accordance with § 2.2-4318, if the bid from the lowest responsive, 
responsible bidder exceeds available funds, HRSD may enter into 
negotiations with the apparent low bidder to obtain a contract price within 
available funds in accordance with Appendix B of this policy.  

10. In accordance with § 2.2-4321, contractors may be debarred from 
contracting for particular types of supplies, services, insurance or 
construction, for specified periods of time in accordance with Appendix C 
of this policy. 

11. In accordance with § 2.2-4330C, bids may be withdrawn due to error for 
other than construction contracts in accordance with Appendix D of this 
policy. 

12. In accordance with § 2.2-4343.1, HRSD does not discriminate against 
faith-based organizations and may enter into contracts with such 
organizations in accordance with Appendix E of this policy.  

13. In accordance with § 2.2-4378, et seq., design-build contracts shall be 
procured in accordance with Appendix F-1 of this policy and construction 
management contracts shall be procured in accordance with Appendix F-
2 of this policy. 

14. In accordance with § 56-575.3:1, a project under the Public-Private 
Education Facilities and Infrastructure Act shall be procured in accordance 
with Appendix G of this policy. 

15. The Chief Engineer or his/her designee has authority to expend funds up 
to $50,000 to acquire easements (temporary or permanent). 

5.0 Approvals 

The following actions specifically require the approval of the HRSD Commission 
before executing unless executed under an approved emergency declaration: 

1. Agreements. To enter into contracts or purchase orders where the total 
value is projected to exceed $200,000. 



 

 
COMMISSION ADOPTED POLICY 
Procurement Policy 
  
 
Adopted: December 16, 2014 

 
Revised: 

 
July 22, 2025 Page 6 of 8 

2. Sole Source Procurement. To proceed with a sole source procurement 
where the total value of the contract is expected to exceed $200,000. The 
HRSD Commission approval must include the vendor’s name, the item(s) 
to be procured, and the physical location of the HRSD facility or building (§ 
2.2-4303 E). 

3. Modifications to Agreements (Task Orders). To modify or amend an 
agreement where the total value of the contract following the modification 
or amendment is projected to exceed $200,000. 

4. Cooperative Procurement. To participate in a cooperative procurement 
where the total value of HRSD’s participation is projected to exceed 
$200,000 (§ 2.2-4304). 

5. Change Orders. (§ 2.2-4309). To execute a change order that amends 
the original contract award so that the total value exceeds 25 percent of 
the original contract award or increases the original contract award by 
$50,000, whichever is greater. 

6. Rejection of all Bids. To reject all bids in response to a solicitation where 
the total value of the resulting contract is projected to have been in excess 
of $200,000 (§ 2.2-4319). 

7. Design-Build or Construction Management Agreements. To issue a 
procurement for construction using a design-build or construction 
management method of contracting (§ 2.2-4378, et. seq. and as required 
by the procedures at Appendix F-1 or Appendix F-2  of this policy, 
respectively). 

8. Design-Build Proposal Compensation. Where the value of the 
compensation is projected to exceed $200,000. 

9. PPEA Proposals. To either (i) accept an unsolicited PPEA proposal and 
invite competing proposals where the total value of the resulting 
agreement(s) is projected to exceed $200,000, or (ii) solicit PPEA 
proposals for a qualifying project, in accordance with the procedures at 
Appendix G of this policy. 

10. PPEA Interim Agreements and Comprehensive Agreements. To enter 
into an Interim Agreement or Comprehensive Agreement negotiated in 
accordance with the procedures at Appendix G of this policy. 

11. Debarment. (§ 2.2-4321). 
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12. Determination of Non-responsibility. (§ 2.2-4359). To issue a written 
determination of non-responsibility to the apparent low bidder to an ITB 
where the total value of the resulting contract is projected to have been in 
excess of $200,000 (§ 2.2-4319). 

13. Real Property.  

a. Acquisition by condemnation, following a public hearing. 

b. Acquisitions by purchase, lease, grant or conveyance  

c. Sale, lease or permanent encumbrance of HRSD property  

d. Easements or Right of Entry Agreements (temporary or permanent) 
with value in excess of $50,000  

e. Vacation of existing easement(s) 

12. Intellectual Property. To execute any Intellectual Property Rights 
Agreement and Royalty Distribution Agreement. 

13. Agreements with other Entities. To execute an Agreement which 
includes any of the following criteria: 

a. Design or construction of infrastructure with a constructed value in 
excess of $50,000 

b. Provides use of real property for temporary (greater than one year) 
or permanent use 

c. Provides use of assets valued at more than $200,000  

d. Provides a service or other benefit that spans multiple years and its 
value is greater than $200,000 

e. Obligates significant financial or personnel resources ($200,000 or 
more) 

6.0 Ethics 

HRSD employees involved in the procurement process are expected to maintain 
high ethical standards. In addition to HRSD’s Standards of Conduct and HRSD’s 
Ethics Policy, the following State laws apply:  

1. Virginia Public Procurement Act (VPPA) (§ 2.2-4300). 
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1.0 Purpose and Need 
 
This policy is intended to comply with §2.2-4310 of the Virginia Code to facilitate 
the participation of Small businesses and businesses owned by Women, 
Minorities, Military families, Service-Disabled Veterans, and Employment 
Services Organizations, as such terms are defined in §2.2-4310(F), in HRSD 
procurement transactions. 
 
HRSD is committed to ensuring fair consideration of all contractors and suppliers 
in its day-to-day purchase or lease of goods and services. HRSD recognizes that 
working with a wide range of contractors and suppliers provides an open, 
competitive and diverse business environment. 
 
HRSD recognizes its responsibilities to the communities that it serves and the 
society in which it conducts business. The inclusion of Small, Women-owned, 
Minority-owned, Military Family-owned, Service-Disabled Veteran-owned, and 
Employment Services Organizations (hereinafter collectively referred to as 
“SWaM”) businesses must be a function of our normal, day-to-day purchasing 
activities. No potential contractor or supplier will be precluded from consideration 
on the basis of race, religion, color, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, 
national origin, age, disability, status as a service-disabled veteran, status as a 
military family, or any other basis prohibited by state law relating to discrimination 
in employment. (Code of Virginia, § 2.2-4310(A)).  
 
Therefore, HRSD’s policy is to actively solicit and encourage SWaM businesses 
to participate in procurement opportunities through equally fair and open 
competition for all contracts. Every employee who is involved in procurement 
decisions for the purchase of goods or services is charged with giving every 
consideration to using qualified SWaM businesses in a manner that is consistent 
with state and federal laws and regulations. Further, each of HRSD’s contractors 
and suppliers are encouraged to provide for the participation of SWaM 
businesses through partnerships, joint ventures, subcontracts and other 
contractual opportunities. 
 
In striving to achieve greater participation of qualified SWaM businesses to do 
business with HRSD, HRSD is not required to and shall not compromise its 
demands for quality with respect to contractors, suppliers, products, or services 
or the economic reasonableness of any business transaction.   
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As an integral part of the company-wide culture, HRSD does not discriminate 
because of race, religion, color, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, national 
origin, age, disability, status as a service-disabled veteran, status as a military 
family, or any other basis prohibited by law.  
 

2.0   Procedures 
 
The Procurement Department shall: 
 
1. Ensure SWaM businesses have the maximum practicable opportunity in 

procurement and contractual activities 
 
2. Apprise potential SWaM businesses of HRSD's procurement activities 
 
3. Identify SWaM businesses for HRSD solicitations 
 
4. Promote the use of SWaM contractors through formal and informal 

training classes 
 
5. Maintain diversity procurement data of contracts and subcontracts 

awarded to SWaM businesses 
 
6. Monitor, evaluate, and report on the utilization of SWaM contractors at 

least annually to the HRSD Commission 
 
7. Include qualified businesses selected from the HRSD centralized 

contractor/supplier database, the Virginia Department of Small Business 
and Supplier Diversity (Code of Virginia, § 2.2-4310), consistent with this 
policy whenever soliciting quotes or qualifications 

 
All employees with purchasing responsibility or who are involved in procurement 
decisions for goods and services shall give every consideration to using qualified 
SWaM contractors/suppliers and consult with the Procurement Department as 
required to identify SWaM contractors/suppliers.  
 
Certified Minority Business Enterprise (MBE).  No contractor/supplier shall be 
considered a Small Business Enterprise, a Minority-Owned Business Enterprise, 
a Women-Owned Business Enterprise, Military Family –Owned Business 
Enterprise or a Service-Disabled Veteran-Owned Business Enterprise unless 
certified as such by the Virginia Department of Small Business and Supplier 
Diversity.  
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3.0  Responsibility and Authority 
 

Under the direction of the Chief Financial Officer, the Director of Procurement, as 
well as the Chief Engineer, shall be responsible for overall development, 
management and implementation of this policy. 
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1.0 Purpose and Need 
 
If the bid from the lowest responsive, responsible bidder exceeds available funds, 
HRSD may negotiate with the apparent low bidder to obtain a contract price 
within available funds in accordance with this policy. 
 

2.0 Procedures 
 
Unless all bids are cancelled or rejected, HRSD reserves the right to negotiate 
with the lowest responsive, responsible bidder to obtain a contract price within 
the funds available. The term “available funds” shall mean those funds which 
were budgeted by the requested HRSD division for the contract prior to the 
issuance of the written Invitation for Bids. The procurement record in the 
Procurement Department shall include documentation of the “available funds” 
prior to the issuance of the IFB. 
 
Negotiations with the lowest responsive, responsible bidder may include both 
modifications of the bid price and the Scope of Work/Specifications to be 
performed.   
 
HRSD shall initiate such negotiations by written notice to the lowest responsive, 
responsible bidder that its bid exceeds the available funds and that HRSD wishes 
to negotiate a lower contract price. The times, places, and manner of negotiating 
shall be agreed to by HRSD and the lowest responsive, responsible bidder. 
 
If a mutually acceptable price cannot be negotiated, all bids shall be rejected. A 
new IFB cannot be issued without HRSD modifying the scope or specification to 
match the available funds. Shopping for bids shall not be permitted. 

 
3.0 Responsibility and Authority 
 

Under the direction of the Chief Financial Officer, the Director of Procurement, as 
well as the Chief Engineer, shall be responsible for overall development, 
management and implementation of this policy. 
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1.0 Purpose and Need 
 
To ensure HRSD receives the best value with all procurement actions, 
contractors that fail to meet HRSD standards may be debarred and prevented 
from being awarded work from HRSD for a specified period of time. Debarment is 
a serious action and shall only be pursued when continued use of a particular 
contractor threatens HRSD’s ability to meet regulatory requirements, requires 
inordinate levels of inspection, administration or supervision, poses a legal, 
financial or reputational risk to HRSD or a locality partner or the contractor has 
previously demonstrated the inability to meet HRSD schedules or quality 
requirements, provides poor references or is in active litigation related to HRSD 
work or similar projects.   
 

2.0 Procedures 
 
The Director of Procurement or Chief Engineer shall regularly evaluate 
prospective contractors to determine eligibility for contracting for particular types 
of supplies, services, insurance or construction.   
 

2.1 Debarment for Unsatisfactory Performance 
 
If a determination is made that a prospective contractor should not be eligible, 
the Director of Procurement or Chief Engineer shall submit a written report 
notifying the contractor of the proposed debarment and specified period of time. 
The report shall recite the factual support for the determination that the contractor 
performed unsatisfactorily and/or other reasons for the proposed debarment. The 
report shall also present the recommended action to be taken with respect to the 
contractor. HRSD shall allow the contractor to inspect any documents relating to 
the proposed debarment within five (5) business days after receipt of notification. 
Additionally, the contractor may submit rebuttal information within ten (10) 
business days after receipt of notification.  
 
The Director of Procurement or Chief Engineer shall revise the report if and as 
appropriate within five (5) business days after receipt of rebuttal information. The 
revised report shall be submitted to the contractor and the General 
Manager/Chief Executive Officer.  
 
The General Manager/Chief Executive Officer shall submit the revised report and 
recommended action to the HRSD attorney for review and to the Commission for 
action. The Director of Procurement or Chief Engineer shall notify the contractor 
of the Commission’s final determination including, if debarred, the basis of the 
debarment and the term of the debarment. 
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2.2 Debarment for failure to use E-Verify. 
 

"E-Verify program" means the electronic verification of work authorization 
program of the Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act 
of 1996 (P.L. 104-208), Division C, Title IV, § 403(a), as amended, operated 
by the U.S. Department of Homeland Security, or a successor work 
authorization program designated by the U.S. Department of Homeland 
Security or other federal agency authorized to verify the work authorization 
status of newly hired employees under the Immigration Reform and Control 
Act of 1986 (P.L. 99-603). 
 
Any contractor with more than an average of 50 employees for the previous 
12 months entering into a contract in excess of $50,000 with HRSD to 
perform work or provide services pursuant to such contract shall register and 
participate in the E-Verify program to verify information and work 
authorization of its newly hired employees performing work pursuant to such 
public contract. 

 
Any such contractor who fails to comply with the requirements to participate 
in E-Verify shall be debarred from contracting with HRSD for a period of up to 
one year, or until the contractor registers and participates in the E-Verify 
program whichever occurs first. 
 
After ascertaining that a contractor has not registered for nor is participating 
in the E-Verify program, the Director of Procurement or Chief Engineer shall 
notify the contractor that it is debarred and the reasons for its debarment. 
HRSD shall allow the contractor to submit rebuttal information within ten (10) 
business days after receipt of notification. Upon HRSD’s receipt from 
contractor of reliable evidence to substantiate its registration and participation 
in E-Verify, the contractor shall no longer be disbarred. 

 
3.0 Responsibility and Authority 
 

Under the direction of the Chief Financial Officer, the Director of Procurement, as 
well as the Chief Engineer, shall be responsible for overall development, 
management and implementation of this policy. 
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1.0 Purpose and Need 
 
Occasionally a bidder requests to withdraw a bid due to a mistake. It is not in 
HRSD’s best interest to force a bidder to perform if the bidder made a clerical 
mistake as opposed to a judgment mistake, and the clerical mistake was actually 
due to an unintentional arithmetic error or an unintentional omission of a quantity 
of work, labor or material made directly in the compilation of a bid, which 
unintentional arithmetic error or unintentional omission can be clearly shown by 
objective evidence drawn from inspection of original work papers, documents 
and materials used in the preparation of the bid sought to be withdraw. However, 
in a competitive bid environment, bidders cannot be allowed to withdraw bids 
without just cause as this practice can undermine the integrity of the bidding 
process. HRSD shall follow these procedures to protect the integrity of the 
bidding process when considering a request to withdraw a bid. 

 
2.0 Procedures 

 
For bids on construction projects, withdrawal procedures shall be in accordance 
with §2.2-4330 where the bidder shall give notice in writing of his claim of right to 
withdraw his bid within two business days after the conclusion of the bid opening 
procedure and shall submit original work papers with such notice. 
 
For bids other than construction bids, the same withdrawal procedures shall be 
followed. 
 
The Director of Procurement or the Chief Engineer will review the request to 
withdraw and make a determination based on the evidence provided in 
accordance with §2.2-4330. 

 
3.0 Responsibility and Authority 
 

Under the direction of the Chief Financial Officer, the Director of Procurement, as 
well as the Chief Engineer, shall be responsible for overall development, 
management and implementation of this policy. 
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1.0 Purpose and Need 

A design-bid-build project delivery method utilizing competitive sealed bidding is 
the preferred and the default method of procurement for HRSD construction 
contracts. However, competitive sealed bidding is not always practicable nor 
fiscally advantageous for complex construction projects. Design-Build contracts, 
formed with a firm that provides both professional design and construction 
services, are intended to minimize the project risk and to reduce the delivery 
schedule by overlapping the design phase and construction phase of a project.  

Pursuant to the Virginia Public Procurement Act, Virginia Code §§ 2.2–4300, et 
seq. (VPPA) and Virginia Code Title 2.2 Chapter 43.1 (§§ 2.2-4378, et seq.) 
(Chapter 43.1) and consistent with the guidance adopted by the Virginia Secretary 
of Administration, the Commission, an authorized public body as defined by 
Virginia Code § 2.2-4301, has, by resolution, adopted the following procedures 
(Procedures) for utilizing, when appropriate, design-build contracts for projects. 
The provisions of the VPPA shall remain applicable. In the event of any conflict 
between Chapter 43.1 and the VPPA, Chapter 43.1 shall control. 

2.0 Definitions 

2.1. “Complex project” means a construction project that includes one or more of 
the following significant components: difficult site location, unique equipment, 
specialized building systems, multifaceted program, accelerated schedule, 
historic designation, or intricate phasing or some other aspect that makes the 
design-bid-build project delivery method not practical.  

2.2. "Design-bid-build" means a project delivery method in which a public body 
sequentially awards two separate contracts, the first for professional services 
to design the project and the second utilizing competitive sealed bidding for 
construction of the project according to the design.  

2.3. "Design-build contract" means a contract between a public body and another 
party in which the party contracting with the public body agrees to both design 
and build the structure, or other item specified in the contract. 

3.0 Procedure for Design-Build Contracts 

3.1. Criteria for Use of Design-Build as a Construction Delivery Method.  

3.1.1. General. Design-build procurement shall include a two-step competitive 
negotiation process consistent with Chapter 43.1 and the Design-Build 
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Construction Procedures As Adopted by the Secretary of Administration 
(effective December 17, 2024) for state public bodies. Design-build contracts 
may be utilized on projects where the project (i) is a complex project; and (ii) 
the project procurement method is approved by the Commission. Contracts 
shall be awarded on a fixed price or not-to-exceed price basis.  

3.1.2. Virginia Licensed Engineer. Public bodies using design-build procurement 
must have Virginia-licensed engineers or architects in their employ or under 
their control. HRSD has in its employ, has under its control or will retain as 
necessary such Virginia-licensed engineers with the necessary professional 
competence to advise HRSD regarding use of design-build for a specified 
construction project. These Virginia-licensed engineers will assist HRSD with 
preparation of the Request for Qualifications (RFQ), Request for Proposal 
(RFP), and evaluation of proposals received in response to the RFQ and RFP. 

3.1.3. Written Recommendation to Use Design-Build. In advance of initiating a 
design-build procurement, the Chief Engineer, or his or her designee, shall 
prepare a written report explaining the basis for the Chief Engineer’s 
recommendation to utilize design-build for the specific project. The report shall 
include a determination of the project's complexity, and explain why, for the 
specific project, (i) a design-build contract is more advantageous than a 
competitive sealed bid construction contract; (ii) there is a benefit to HRSD by 
using a design-build contract; and (iii) competitive sealed bidding is not 
practical or fiscally advantageous. This report shall be submitted to the General 
Manager/Chief Executive Officer for approval. If the General Manager/Chief 
Executive Officer approves the recommendation, it shall be submitted to the 
Commission for determination. 

3.1.4. Commission Determination. If the Commission accepts the recommendation 
to pursue a design-build procurement model, it shall adopt the Chief Engineer’s 
report or draft its own written determination stating that the design-bid-build 
project delivery method is not practicable or fiscally advantageous and 
documenting the basis for the determination to utilize design-build, including 
the determination of the project's complexity. The determination shall be 
included in the RFQ and be maintained in the procurement file.  

3.1.5. Proprietary Information. Proposers shall be allowed to clearly designate 
portions of their submissions as trade secrets or proprietary information 
pursuant to Virginia Code § 2.2-4342. HRSD will take reasonable measures to 
safeguard from unauthorized disclosure such information properly designated 
as such, to the extent permitted by law. 
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3.2. Selection of Qualified Proposers (Step 1).  

3.2.1. Pre-qualification. HRSD shall conduct a prequalification process to determine 
which design-build firms are qualified to receive the Request for Proposals. The 
list of firms shall include Small businesses and businesses owned by Women, 
Minorities, Military families, Service-Disabled Veterans, and Employment 
Services Organizations, as such terms are defined in § 2.2-4310(F). All 
proposers shall have a licensed Class “A” contractor registered in Virginia and 
an Architect or Engineer registered in Virginia as part of the project team 

3.2.2. Content of RFQ. HRSD shall prepare an RFQ that states the time and place 
for receipt of qualifications, the contractual terms and conditions, the 
Commission’s facility requirements, the criteria and goals of the project, the 
building and site criteria, the site and survey data (if applicable), any unique 
capabilities or qualifications required of the design-builder, any project specific 
requirements for the particular project, the criteria to be used to evaluate RFQ 
responses, and other relevant information. 

3.2.3 The RFQ must be approved by the Chief Engineer and shall normally consist 
of the following sections, unless modified by the Chief Engineer: 
Cover Sheet  
I. Introduction and/or Background  
II. Instructions to Proposers  
III. Scope of Work  
IV. Tentative Procurement Schedule  
V. Attachments 

3.2.3. Form of Responses. HRSD will include in the RFQ if responses may be 
submitted electronically and/or via paper response.  

3.2.4. Evaluation Committee. The Chief Engineer shall appoint an Evaluation 
Committee (“Committee”) which shall consist of at least three staff members of 
the HRSD, including a licensed professional engineer or architect. If possible, 
the Committee shall include a licensed design professional. The members of 
the Committee shall have experience relevant to the project, with background 
in such areas as design, construction, contracts, project management 
operations, and maintenance. HRSD shall consult with its attorney to determine 
whether legal counsel should be involved. 

3.2.5. Public Notice. At least 30 days prior to the date set for receipt of qualification 
proposals, public notice of the RFQ (“Public Notice”) will be posted on the 
HRSD website and/or the Virginia Department of General Services central 
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electronic procurement website, known as eVA (“eVA”). HRSD shall send the 
Public Notice directly to firms that have requested to be notified of work and to 
organizations promoting Small businesses and businesses owned by Women, 
Minorities, Military families, Service-Disabled Veterans, and Employment 
Services Organizations, as such terms are defined in § 2.2-4310(F) and to 
similar businesses that have requested to be notified and/or are believed to be 
qualified to perform the work. HRSD may send Public Notice to those firms 
believed to be qualified to perform the work. An affidavit shall be placed in the 
project file certifying the advertising date and method. 

3.2.6. Contacts by Proposers. The RFQ shall provide notice to prospective 
proposers that they may submit comments and questions regarding the RFQ, 
in writing, to the contact person identified in the RFQ. Responses to the 
comments and questions which are relevant to the work will be documented 
and addenda will be posted in the same place and manner as the Public Notice. 
Comments and questions submitted to any individual at HRSD that is not the 
identified contact person shall not receive a response. 

3.2.7. Pre-Proposal Conference.  A pre-proposal conference may be held to ensure 
clarity, review potential problems with the Scope of Work, and answer 
questions related to the project. Attendance at the pre-proposal conference 
may be optional or mandatory as specified in the RFQ. If attendance is 
mandatory, HRSD will not consider Statements of Qualification (SOQ) from 
firms that did not attend the pre-proposal conference and/or did not met the 
RFQ requirements related to the pre-proposal conference. 

3.2.8. Opening of Statement of Qualifications. The Chief Engineer or his/her 
designee shall document receipt of the SOQs at the specified time and place. 
Any firm desiring consideration must submit an SOQ no later than the time and 
date the RFQ states is the deadline for submittal. SOQs not received at the 
specified time will not be considered.  

3.2.9. Changes to the RFQ. The Committee shall determine whether any changes 
to the RFQ should be made to clarify errors, omissions or ambiguities or to 
incorporate project improvements or additional details. If such changes are 
required, an addendum shall be issued. 

3.2.10. Evaluation of Statement of Qualifications. The Committee shall evaluate the 
SOQs. The Committee may waive minor informalities in a SOQ but shall 
eliminate from further consideration any proposer determined to be non-
responsive or deemed not fully qualified, responsible or suitable. Prior design-
build experience or previous experience with HRSD shall not be considered as 
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a prerequisite or factor for prequalification of a contract. However, the 
Committee shall evaluate a proposer’s experience for a period of ten prior years 
to determine whether the offeror has constructed, by any method of project 
delivery, at least three projects similar in program and size.  

3.2.11. Reference Check and Other Information. The Committee either individually 
or as a group at any point in the evaluation may contact some or all references 
recommended by the proposer. The Committee may use the information 
gained during the reference checks in the evaluation. The Committee may ask 
questions or request additional information from any proposer.  

3.2.12. Short-List. The Committee shall determine those deemed fully qualified and 
suitable with respect to the criteria established for the project. The Committee 
shall then select (short list) three to five proposers to receive the RFP. The 
short list may have less than three proposers to receive the RFP if there are 
less than three responses to the RFQ. 

3.2.13. Basis for Denial of Prequalification. A proposer may be denied 
prequalification only as specified under Virginia Code § 2.2-4317, but the short 
list shall also be based upon the RFQ criteria. 

3.2.14. Notice of Prequalification Status. At least 30 days prior to the date 
established for the submission of proposals, HRSD shall advise in writing each 
proposer which sought prequalification whether that proposer has been 
prequalified. Prequalified proposers that are not selected for the short list shall 
likewise be provided the reasons for such decision. In the event that a proposer 
is denied prequalification, the written notification to such proposer shall state 
the reasons for such denial of prequalification and the factual basis of such 
reasons.  

3.3. Selection of a Design-Builder (Step 2). 

3.3.1. Request for Proposals. HRSD shall prepare an RFP and send to the firms on 
the short list and request submission of formal proposals. The RFP must be 
approved by the Chief Engineer. In selecting the design builder, HRSD may 
consider the experience of each design-builder on comparable design-build 
projects. The criteria for award shall be included in the RFP. The RFP shall 
provide further details not described in the RFQ and shall include the factors to 
be used in evaluating each proposal. The RFP shall also include details 
regarding the project quality and performance requirements, conceptual design 
documents and information regarding the proposer’s Contract Cost Limit (CCL) 
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to determine the best value in response to the RFP. The RFP shall also advise 
whether responses may be submitted electronically and/or via paper response. 

3.3.2. Contacts from Proposers. The RFP shall provide notice to prospective 
proposers that they may submit comments and questions regarding the RFP, 
including specifications, in writing, to the contact person identified in the RFP. 
Responses to the comments and questions which are relevant to the work will 
be documented and addenda will be issued to all proposers who have received 
the RFP. Comments and questions submitted to any individual at HRSD that is 
not the identified contact person shall not receive a response. 

3.3.3. Bifurcated Proposal Evaluation. The RFP process shall include a separate 
technical proposal evaluation stage and a cost proposal evaluation stage 
requiring that the proposals consist of two parts - a Technical Proposal and a 
Cost Proposal. Both the Technical and Cost Proposals shall be concurrently 
submitted but separately sealed. The Cost Proposal will include a (CCL) based 
on the project scope of work and other information provided in the RFP and 
any subsequent changes to the RFP. The Committee may waive minor 
informalities in a both the Technical Proposal and the Cost Proposal but shall 
eliminate from further consideration any Proposer determined to be non-
responsive or deemed not fully qualified, responsible, or suitable. Proposer 
shall submit its Proposal no later than the time and date the RFP states is the 
deadline for submittal. Failure to submit a Proposal prior to the due date and 
time will be cause for rejection by HRSD. 

3.3.1. Receipt of Technical Proposals. Sealed Technical Proposals shall be 
submitted to the Committee. The Chief Engineer or his/her designee shall 
receive and document the receipt of the technical proposals at the specified 
time and place.  

3.3.2. Receipt of Cost Proposals. Sealed Cost Proposals shall be submitted to the 
HRSD Contract Specialist who shall document the receipt of the Cost Proposal 
at the specified time and place and who shall secure and keep the Cost 
Proposal sealed until evaluation of the Technical Proposals and the design 
adjustments are completed. 

3.3.3. Preliminary Evaluation of Technical Proposals. The Committee shall review 
each Technical Proposal to first determine whether the proposals are 
responsive to the requirements of the RFP. The Committee shall then evaluate 
and document (score) the Technical Proposal from the short-listed proposers 
based on an evaluation plan specified in the RFP. The Committee shall keep 
confidential a preliminary ranking of the Technical Proposals. The Committee 
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may cancel or reject any and all Technical Proposals. The Chief Engineer shall 
prepare a report documenting the reasons for the cancellation or rejection. The 
Committee may waive informalities in the technical proposal. 

3.3.4. Conferences During Preliminary Evaluation. The Committee may hold a 
question-and-answer conference with any or all proposers to clarify or verify 
the contents of a Technical Proposal. The conference may be in person or by 
telephone. Each proposer shall be allotted the same fixed amount of time for 
any conference held as part of the selection. Proposers shall be encouraged to 
elaborate on their qualifications, proposed services, relevant experience and 
details of the Technical Proposal for the project. Proprietary information from 
competing proposers shall not be disclosed to the public or to competitors. 

3.3.5. Changes to RFP. Based upon a review of the Technical Proposal and 
discussions with each short-listed proposer, the Committee shall determine 
whether any changes to the RFP should be made to clarify errors, omissions 
or ambiguities or to incorporate project improvements or additional details. If 
such changes are required, an addendum shall be provided to each proposer. 
If addenda are issued by the Committee, proposers will be given an opportunity 
to revise their Technical Proposals.  

3.3.6. Final Evaluation of Technical Proposals. At the conclusion of the Technical 
Proposal evaluation stage, the Committee shall evaluate (and rank if technical 
rankings are to be considered as a criterion for award) the technical proposals. 
The Committee will meet to discuss each Technical Proposal based upon the 
criteria contained in the RFP. After the discussion, each team member will be 
given an opportunity to adjust their score. The Committee shall document and 
keep confidential a final ranking of the Technical Proposals. Should the 
Committee determine, in writing and at its sole discretion, that only one 
proposer is fully qualified or that one proposer is clearly more highly qualified 
than the others under consideration, a contract may be negotiated and awarded 
to that proposer after approval by the Commission. This documentation shall 
occur before any Cost Proposals are reviewed by HRSD. Otherwise, the 
Committee shall evaluate the Cost Proposals.  

3.3.7. Evaluation of Cost Proposals. The HRSD Contract Specialist shall provide 
the Cost Proposals to the Chief Engineer. The Committee shall open the Cost 
Proposals, review the Cost Proposals, and apply the criteria for award as 
specified in the RFP and any addenda. Price shall be a critical basis for award 
of the contract. Unless approved by the Commission in advance of issuance of 
the Public Notice, the price component for selection of a design-builder shall 
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be a significant portion of the weighted score. The Committee shall document 
and keep confidential the results of each Cost Proposal.  

3.3.8. Final Evaluation and Recommendation to Award a Contract. The contract 
shall be awarded to the proposer who is fully qualified and has been determined 
to have provided the best value in response to the RFP. The Committee Chair 
shall tabulate the Technical and Cost proposal scores as listed in the RFP to 
determine the recommended firm. The Committee shall prepare a report 
documenting the process, summarizing the results and making its 
recommendation on the selection of a design-builder to the Chief Engineer 
based on its evaluations of the Technical and Cost Proposals and all 
amendments thereto.  

3.3.9. Contract Negotiation. Upon concurrence with the recommendation of the 
Committee, the Chief Engineer or his/her designee shall negotiate a contract 
with the recommended firm. Otherwise, the Chief Engineer or his/her designee 
shall formally terminate negotiations with the proposer ranked first and shall 
negotiate with the proposer ranked second, and so on, until a satisfactory 
agreement can be negotiated. The Chief Engineer shall inform the General 
Manager/Chief Executive Officer of the results of the negotiation. The General 
Manager/Chief Executive Officer shall receive Commission approval of award 
to the recommended firm. The Commission may cancel or reject any and all 
proposals. 

3.3.10. Award of Design-Build Contract. Upon approval by the Commission, the 
Chief Engineer shall forward all contract, bond and insurance forms to the 
selected firm for signature. The contract shall be prepared using the standard 
HRSD format approved by the Chief Engineer and reviewed by the HRSD 
attorney.  

3.3.11. Notification of Award. HRSD will notify all proposers who submitted proposals 
which proposer was selected for the project. In the alternative, HRSD may 
notify all proposers who submitted proposals of HRSD’s intent to award the 
contract to a particular proposer at any time after the Commission has 
approved the award to the design-builder. When the terms and conditions of 
multiple awards are so provided in the RFP, awards may be made to more than 
one proposer. 

3.3.12. Inspection of Proposals. Any proposer may inspect the proposal documents 
after opening of the price proposals but prior to award of the contract. All 
records, subject to public disclosure under the Virginia Freedom of Information 
Act, shall be open to public inspection only after award of the contract. Upon 
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request, documentation of the process used for the final selection shall be 
made available to the unsuccessful proposers. 

3.4. Procedures After the Award. 

3.4.1. Notification of Subcontractor Bid Package Advertisement. HRSD may post 
on eVA or HRSD’s website when and where the design-builder plans to 
advertise bid packages for subcontracting opportunities when appropriate. 

3.4.2. Freedom of Information Act and Access to Documents. As required by 
Chapter 43.1, HRSD shall post all documents open to public inspection 
pursuant to Virginia Code § 2.2-4342 that are issued or received by the HRSD 
on HRSD’s website or eVA.  

3.4.3. Proposal Compensation. Proposal Compensation on designated design-
build procurement efforts will be provided to short-listed firms that are not 
selected but have fully complied with all aspects of the RFQ and RFP may be 
provided proposal compensation (stipend) under certain conditions. The value 
of the proposal compensation will be determined on a case-by-case basis. 
Commission approval shall be required when the recommended amount 
exceeds $200,000 for any single payment. 

3.4.4. Procedure for Changes to Design-Build Contracts  

All changes to the Contract shall be by a formal Change Order as mutually 
agreed to by the firm and HRSD. The method of making such changes and any 
limits shall be in accordance with the Contract Documents. Change Orders 
shall be negotiated by HRSD staff and such actions reported to the Chief 
Engineer with recommendations for approval. Change Orders exceeding 
$50,000 or 25% of the original contract amount, whichever is greater, shall be 
submitted to the Commission for approval prior to authorization. All Change 
Orders shall be executed by the firm and the Chief Engineer or his/her 
designee.  

Extra work by the firm may be authorized by a written Work Change Directive 
within limits of authorization provided above with later inclusion in the Contract 
by formal Change Order.  

In case of disputes as to the value of extra work, HRSD, within the limits of 
authorization provided above, may issue a directive in accordance with the 
Contract Documents to proceed with the work so as to not impede the progress 
and cause unnecessary delay and expense to the parties involved. The 
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directive shall acknowledge the dispute by the firm, and the dispute shall be 
resolved at a later date. 

3.4.5. Procedure for Progress Payments 

Progress payments shall be paid in accordance with the Contract Documents. 
Requests for progress payments shall be prepared by the firm and approved 
by HRSD staff and the Chief Engineer. Requests for progress payments shall 
generally be submitted to HRSD on a monthly basis with payments by HRSD 
to the firm within the period of time specified in the Contract Documents.  

Progress payments shall be based on unit prices, schedules of values, and 
other agreed-upon specified basis. Each progress payment shall represent the 
amount of completed work and materials on site to be incorporated into the 
work as accepted and approved, less the specified retainage and less previous 
payments. Payment for materials on site shall be in accordance with the 
Contract Documents.  

Progress payments may be reduced or withheld in accordance with the 
Contract Documents. Retainage may be reduced or increased in accordance 
with the Contract Documents. 

3.4.6. Procedure for Final Payments 

Final acceptance, payment, and release of claims shall be in accordance with 
the Contract Documents. Requests for final payments shall be prepared by 
the firm, certified and approved by HRSD staff and approved by the Chief 
Engineer. 

4.0  Emergency Procurement.  

A contract for design-build services may be negotiated and awarded without 
competitive negotiation if the General Manager/Chief Executive Officer determines 
there is an emergency. The procurement of these services will be made using as 
much competition as practical under the circumstances. The Chief Engineer shall 
submit a report documenting the basis of the emergency and the selection of the 
particular firm. The Chief Engineer shall prepare a notice stating the contract is 
being awarded on an emergency basis and identifying what is being procured, the 
firm selected and the date the contract was or will be awarded. The notice shall be 
placed on the HRSD Internet website on the day HRSD awards or announces its 
decision to award, whichever comes first or as soon thereafter as practical. 
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5.0 Reporting requirements. 

5.1. HRSD shall report no later than November 1 of each year to the Director of the 
Commonwealth’s Department of General Services on all completed capital 
projects in excess of $2 million.  

5.2. The report shall include at a minimum (i) the procurement method utilized, (ii) the 
project budget, (iii) the actual project cost, (iv) the expected timeline, (v) the actual 
completion time, (vi) if such project was a construction management or design-
build project, the qualifications that made the project complex, and (vii) any post-
project issues.  

6.0 Exceptions to this Policy. 

The request for any exception to the procedures outlined in this Policy shall be 
reviewed by HRSD’s attorney prior to submission to the Commission. 

7.0 Responsibility and Authority. 

The Chief Engineer shall be responsible for overall development, management 
and implementation of this policy. 

 
Legislative References: Code of Virginia §§ 2.2-4300-2.2-4383; Design-Build Procedures 
Adopted by the Secretary of Administration (effective December 17, 2024), attached as 
Exhibit to A-1. 
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1.0 Purpose and Need. 

A design-bid-build project delivery method utilizing competitive sealed bidding is 
the preferred and the default method of procurement for HRSD construction 
contracts. However, competitive sealed bidding is not always practicable nor 
fiscally advantageous for complex construction projects. In these cases, the 
construction management contracting method may better meet the needs of HRSD 
because it permits the early selection of a construction manager or because value 
engineering and/or constructability analysis is desired. 

Pursuant to the Virginia Public Procurement Act, Virginia Code §§ 2.2–4300, et 
seq. (VPPA) and Virginia Code Title 2.2 Chapter 43.1 (§§ 2.2-4378, et seq.) 
(Chapter 43.1) and consistent with the guidance adopted by the Virginia Secretary 
of Administration, the Commission, an authorized public body as defined by 
Virginia Code § 2.2-4301, has, by resolution, adopted the following procedures 
(Procedures) for utilizing, when appropriate, construction management contracts 
for projects. The provisions of the VPPA shall remain applicable. In the event of 
any conflict between Chapter 43.1 and the VPPA, Chapter 43.1 shall control.  

2.0 Definitions. 

2.1. “Complex project” means a construction project that includes one or more of the 
following significant components: difficult site location, unique equipment, 
specialized building systems, multifaceted program, accelerated schedule, historic 
designation, or intricate phasing or some other aspect that makes the design-bid-
build project delivery method not practical.  

2.2. “Construction management contract” means a contract in which a firm is retained 
by the owner to coordinate and administer contracts for construction services for 
the benefit of the owner and may also include, if provided in the contract, the 
furnishing of construction services to the owner.  

2.3. "Design-bid-build" means a project delivery method in which a public body 
sequentially awards two separate contracts, the first for professional services to 
design the project and the second utilizing competitive sealed bidding for 
construction of the project according to the design.  
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3.0  Procedure for Construction Management Contracts. 

3.1 Criteria for Use of Construction Management as a Construction Delivery 
Method.  

3.1.1. General. Construction management procurement shall include a two-step 
competitive negotiation process consistent with Chapter 43.1 and the 
Construction Management Procedures As Adopted by the Secretary of 
Administration (effective December 17, 2024) for state public bodies. 
Construction management contracts may be utilized on projects where the 
project (i) is a complex project; and (ii) the project procurement method is 
approved by the Commission. Construction management contracts shall be 
awarded on a fixed price or not-to-exceed price basis. 

3.1.2. Virginia Licensed Engineer. Public bodies using construction management 
procurement must have Virginia-licensed engineers or architects in their 
employ or under their control. HRSD has in its employ or under its control or 
will retain as necessary such Virginia-licensed engineers with the professional 
competence to advise HRSD regarding use of construction management for a 
specified construction project. These Virginia-licensed engineers will assist 
HRSD with preparation of the Request for Qualifications (RFQ), Request for 
Proposal (RFP), and evaluation of proposals received in response to the RFQ 
and RFP. 

3.1.3. Written Recommendation to Use Construction Management. In advance of 
initiating a construction management procurement, the Chief Engineer, or his 
or her designee, shall prepare a written report explaining the basis for the Chief 
Engineer’s recommendation to utilize construction management for a specific 
project. The report shall include a determination of the project’s complexity, and 
explain why, for the specific project, (i) a construction management contract is 
more advantageous than a design-bid-build construction contract; (ii) there is a 
benefit to HRSD by using a construction management contract; and (iii) 
competitive sealed bidding is not practical or fiscally advantageous. This report 
shall be submitted to the General Manager/Chief Executive Officer for approval. 
If the General Manager/Chief Executive Officer approves the recommendation, 
it shall be submitted to the Commission. 

3.1.4. Commission Determination. If the Commission accepts the recommendation 
to pursue a construction management procurement model, it shall adopt the 
Chief Engineer’s report or draft its own written determination stating that the 
design-bid-build project delivery method is not practicable or fiscally 
advantageous and documenting the basis for the determination to utilize 
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construction management, including the determination of the project's 
complexity. The determination shall be included in the RFQ and be maintained 
in the procurement file. 

3.1.5. Proprietary Information. Proposers shall be allowed to clearly designate 
portions of their submissions as trade secrets or proprietary information 
pursuant to Virginia Code § 2.2-4342. HRSD will take reasonable measures to 
safeguard from unauthorized disclosure such information properly designated 
as such, to the extent permitted by law. 

3.2. Selection of Qualified Proposers. (Step 1)  

3.2.1. Pre-qualification. HRSD shall conduct a prequalification process to determine 
which construction management firms are qualified to receive the Request for 
Proposals. The list of firms shall include Small businesses and businesses 
owned by Women, Minorities, Military families, Service-Disabled Veterans, and 
Employment Services Organizations, as such terms are defined in § 2.2-
4310(F). All proposers shall have a licensed Class “A” contractor registered in 
Virginia as part of the project team. 

3.2.2. Content of RFQ. HRSD shall prepare an RFQ that states the time and place 
for receipt of qualifications, the contractual terms and conditions, the criteria 
and goals of the project, the Commission’s facility requirements, the building 
and site criteria, site and survey data (if applicable), any unique capabilities or 
qualifications required of the contractor, any project specific requirements for 
the particular project, the criteria to be used to evaluate RFQ responses, and 
other relevant information.  

3.2.3. The RFQ must be approved by the Chief Engineer and shall normally consist 
of the following sections unless modified by the Chief Engineer: 

Cover Sheet  
I. Introduction and/or Background  
II. Instructions to Proposers  
III. Scope of Work  
IV. Tentative Procurement Schedule  
V. Attachments 

3.2.4. Method of Submission of Responses. HRSD will include in the RFQ if 
responses may be submitted electronically and/or via paper response.  

3.2.5. Evaluation Committee. The Chief Engineer shall appoint an Evaluation 
Committee (“Committee”) which shall consist of at least three staff members of 
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the HRSD, including a licensed professional engineer or architect. If possible, 
the Committee shall include a licensed design professional. The members of 
the Committee shall have experience relevant to the project, with backgrounds 
in such areas as design, construction, contracts, project management 
operations, and maintenance. HRSD shall consult with its attorney to determine 
whether legal counsel should be involved. 

3.2.6. Public Notice. At least 30 days prior to the date set for receipt of qualification 
proposals, public notice of the RFQ (“Public Notice”) shall be posted on the 
HRSD website and/or the Virginia Department of General Services central 
electronic procurement website (“eVA”). HRSD shall send the Public Notice 
directly to firms that have requested to be notified of work and to organizations 
promoting Small businesses and businesses owned by Women, Minorities, 
Military families, Service-Disabled Veterans, and Employment Services 
Organizations, as such terms are defined in § 2.2-4310(F) and to similar 
businesses that have requested to be notified and/or are believed to be 
qualified to perform the work. HRSD may send Public Notice to those firms 
believed to be qualified to perform the work. An affidavit shall be placed in the 
project file certifying the advertising date and method. 

3.2.7. Contacts by Proposers. The RFQ shall provide notice to prospective 
proposers that they may submit comments and questions regarding the RFQ, 
in writing, to the contact person identified in the RFQ. Responses to the 
comments and questions which are relevant to the work will be documented 
and addenda will be posted in the same place and manner as the Public Notice. 
Comments and questions submitted to any individual at HRSD that is not the 
identified contact person shall not receive a response. 

3.2.8. Pre-Proposal Conference. A pre-proposal conference may be held to ensure 
clarity, review potential problems with the Scope of Work, and answer 
questions related to the project. Attendance at the pre-proposal conference 
may be optional or mandatory as specified in the RFQ. If attendance is 
mandatory, HRSD will not consider Statements of Qualification (SOQ) from 
firms that did not attend the pre-proposal conference and/or did not meet the 
RFQ requirements related to the pre-proposal conference. 

3.2.9. Opening of Statement of Qualifications. The Chief Engineer or his/her 
designee shall document receipt of the SOQs at the specified time and place. 
Any firm desiring consideration must submit an SOQ no later than the time and 
date the RFQ states is the deadline for submittal. SOQs not received at the 
specified time will not be considered.  



 

 
COMMISSION ADOPTED POLICY 
Procurement Policy – Appendix F-2 
Construction Management Contracting 
 

 

 
Adopted: December 16, 2014 

 
Revised: July 22, 2025 Page 5 of 11 

3.2.10. Changes to the RFQ. The Committee shall determine whether any changes 
to the RFQ should be made to clarify errors, omissions or ambiguities or to 
incorporate project improvements or additional details. If such changes are 
required, an addendum shall be issued. 

3.2.11. Evaluation of Statement of Qualifications. The Committee shall evaluate the 
SOQs. The Committee may waive minor informalities in a SOQ but shall 
eliminate from further consideration any proposer determined to be non-
responsive or deemed not fully qualified, responsible or suitable. Prior 
construction-management experience or previous experience with HRSD shall 
not be considered as a prerequisite or factor for prequalification of a contract. 
However, the Committee shall evaluate a proposer’s experience for a period of 
ten prior years to determine whether the offeror has constructed, by any 
method of project delivery, at least three projects similar in program and size.  

3.2.12. Reference Check and Other Information. The Committee either individually 
or as a group at any point in the evaluation may contact some or all references 
recommended by the proposer. The Committee may use the information 
gained during the reference checks in the evaluation. The Committee may ask 
questions or request additional information from any proposer.  

3.2.13. Short List. The Committee shall determine those deemed fully qualified and 
suitable with respect to the criteria established for the project. The Committee 
shall then select (short list) three to five proposers to receive the RFP. The 
short list may have less than three proposers if there are less than three 
responses to the RFQ. 

3.2.14. Basis for Denial of Prequalification. A proposer may be denied 
prequalification only as specified under Virginia Code § 2.2-4317, but the short 
list shall also be based upon the RFQ criteria. 

3.2.15. Reference Check and Other Information. The Committee either individually 
or as a group at any point in the evaluation may contact some or all references 
recommended by the proposer. The Committee may use the information 
gained during the reference checks in the evaluation. The Committee may ask 
questions or request additional information from any proposer.  

3.2.16. Notice of Prequalification Status. At least 30 days prior to the date 
established for the submission of proposals, HRSD shall advise in writing each 
proposer which sought prequalification whether that proposer has been 
prequalified. Prequalified proposers that are not selected for the short list shall 
likewise be provided the reasons for such decision. In the event that a proposer 
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is denied prequalification, the written notification to such proposer shall state 
the reasons for such denial of prequalification and the factual basis of such 
reasons.  

3.3. Selection of a Construction Manager. (Step 2) 

3.3.1. Request for Proposals. HRSD shall prepare an RFP and approved by the 
Chief Engineer. The RFP shall be sent the RFP to the firms on the short list. 
The RFP shall provide further details not described in the RFQ and shall include 
the factors to be used in evaluating each proposal. The RFP shall describe 
details regarding the proposer’s CCL and define the pre-design, design, bid 
and construction phase services required. The RFP shall define the allowable 
level of direct construction involvement by the proposer. In the case of a non-
infrastructure project, the allowable level of direct construction involvement by 
the proposer shall be defined as no more than 10% of the construction work as 
measured by the cost of work with the remaining 90% to be performed by the 
construction manager’s subcontractors. In all construction management 
contracts, the construction manager will procure the subcontractors’ services 
by publicly advertised competitive sealed bidding to the maximum extent 
practicable. Documentation shall be placed in the file detailing the reasons any 
work is not procured by publicly advertised competitive sealed bidding.  

3.3.2. Method of Submission of Proposals. The RFP shall also advise whether 
responses may be submitted electronically and/or via paper response. 

3.3.3. Contacts from Proposers. The RFP shall provide notice to prospective 
proposers that they may submit comments and questions regarding the RFP, 
including specifications, in writing, to the contact person identified in the RFP. 
Responses to the comments and questions which are relevant to the work will 
be documented and addenda will be issued to all proposers who have received 
the RFP. Comments and questions submitted to any individual at HRSD that is 
not the identified contact person shall not receive a response. 

3.3.4. Bifurcated Proposal Evaluation. The RFP process shall include a separate 
Technical Proposal evaluation stage and a Cost Proposal evaluation stage 
requiring that the proposals consist of two parts - a Technical Proposal and a 
Cost Proposal. Both the Technical and Cost Proposals shall be concurrently 
submitted but separately sealed. The Cost Proposal will include a (CCL) based 
on the project scope of work and other information provided in the RFP and 
any subsequent changes to the RFP. The Committee may waive minor 
informalities in both the Technical Proposal and the Cost Proposal but shall 
eliminate from further consideration any proposer determined to be non-



 

 
COMMISSION ADOPTED POLICY 
Procurement Policy – Appendix F-2 
Construction Management Contracting 
 

 

 
Adopted: December 16, 2014 

 
Revised: July 22, 2025 Page 7 of 11 

responsive or deemed not fully qualified, responsible, or suitable. Proposer 
shall submit its proposals no later than the time and date the RFP states is the 
deadline for submittal. Failure to submit proposals prior to the due date and 
time will be cause for rejection by HRSD. 

3.3.5. Receipt of Technical Proposals. Sealed Technical Proposals shall be 
submitted to the Committee. The Chief Engineer or his or her designee shall 
receive and document the receipt of the Technical Proposals at the specified 
time and place.  

3.3.6. Receipt of Cost Proposals. Sealed Cost Proposals shall be submitted to the 
HRSD Contract Specialist who shall document the receipt of the Cost Proposal 
at the specified time and place and who shall secure and keep the Cost 
Proposal sealed until evaluation of the Technical Proposals and the design 
adjustments are completed. 

3.3.7. Preliminary Evaluation of Technical Proposals. The Committee shall review 
each Technical Proposal to first determine whether the proposals are 
responsive to the requirements of the RFP. The Committee shall then evaluate 
and document (score) the Technical Proposal from the short-listed proposers 
based on an evaluation plan specified in the RFP. The Committee shall keep 
confidential a preliminary ranking of the Technical Proposals. The Committee 
may cancel or reject any and all Technical Proposals. The Chief Engineer shall 
prepare a report documenting the reasons for the cancellation or rejection. The 
Committee may waive informalities in the Technical Proposal. 

3.3.8. Conferences During Preliminary Evaluation. The Committee may hold a 
question-and-answer conference with any or all proposers to clarify or verify 
the contents of a Technical Proposal. The conference may be in person or by 
telephone. Each proposer shall be allotted the same fixed amount of time for 
any conference held as part of the selection. Proposers shall be encouraged to 
elaborate on their qualifications, proposed services, relevant experience and 
details of the Technical Proposal for the project. Proprietary information from 
competing proposers shall not be disclosed to the public or to competitors. 

3.3.9. Changes to RFP. Based upon a review of the Technical Proposal and 
discussions with each short-listed proposer, the Committee shall determine 
whether any changes to the RFP should be made to clarify errors, omissions 
or ambiguities or to incorporate project improvements or additional details. If 
such changes are required, an addendum shall be provided to each proposer. 
If addenda are issued by the Committee, proposers will be given an opportunity 
to revise their Technical Proposals.  
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3.3.10. Final Evaluation of Technical Proposals. At the conclusion of the Technical 
Proposal evaluation stage, the Committee shall evaluate (and rank if technical 
rankings are to be considered as a criterion for award) the Technical Proposals. 
The Committee will meet to discuss each Technical Proposal based upon the 
criteria contained in the RFP. After the discussion, each team member will be 
given an opportunity to adjust their score. The Committee shall document and 
keep confidential a final ranking of the Technical Proposals. Should the 
Committee determine, in writing and at its sole discretion, that only one 
proposer is fully qualified or that one proposer is clearly more highly qualified 
than the others under consideration, a contract may be negotiated and awarded 
to that proposer after approval by the Commission. This documentation shall 
occur before any Cost Proposals are reviewed by HRSD. Otherwise, the 
Committee shall evaluate the Cost Proposals.  

3.3.11. Evaluation of Cost Proposals. The HRSD Contract Specialist shall provide 
the Cost Proposals to the Chief Engineer. The Committee shall open the Cost 
Proposals, review the Cost Proposals, and apply the criteria for award as 
specified in the RFP and any addenda. Price shall be a critical basis for award 
of the contract. Unless approved by the Commission in advance of issuance of 
the Public Notice, the price component for selection of a contractor shall be a 
significant portion of the weighted score. The Committee shall document and 
keep confidential the results of each Cost Proposal.  

3.3.12. Final Evaluation and Recommendation to Award a Contract. The contract 
shall be awarded to the proposer who is fully qualified and has been determined 
to have provided the best value in response to the RFP. In selecting the 
contractor, HRSD may consider the experience of each contractor on 
comparable construction management projects. The Committee Chair shall 
tabulate the Technical and Cost Proposal scores as listed in the RFP to 
determine the recommended firm. The Committee shall prepare a report 
documenting the process, summarizing the results and making its 
recommendation on the selection of a contractor to the Chief Engineer based 
on its evaluations of the Technical and Cost Proposals and all amendments 
thereto.  

3.3.13. Contract Negotiation. Upon concurrence with the recommendation of the 
Committee, the Chief Engineer or his/her designee shall negotiate a contract 
with the recommended firm. Otherwise, the Chief Engineer or his/her designee 
shall formally terminate negotiations with the proposer ranked first and shall 
negotiate with the proposer ranked second, and so on, until a satisfactory 
agreement can be negotiated. The Chief Engineer shall inform the General 
Manager/Chief Executive Officer of the results of the negotiation. The General 
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Manager/Chief Executive Officer shall receive Commission approval of award 
to the recommended firm. The Commission may cancel or reject any and all 
proposals. 

3.3.14. Award of Construction Management Contract. Upon approval by the 
Commission, the Chief Engineer shall forward all contract, bond and insurance 
forms to the selected firm for signature. The contract shall be prepared using 
the standard HRSD format approved by the Chief Engineer and reviewed by 
the HRSD attorney. The contract shall be entered into no later than the 
completion of the schematic phase of design, unless prohibited by authorization 
of funding restrictions. 

3.3.15. Notification of Award. HRSD will notify all proposers who submitted proposals 
which proposer was selected for the project. In the alternative, HRSD may 
notify all proposers who submitted proposals of HRSD’s intent to award the 
contract to a particular proposer at any time after the Commission has 
approved the award to the contractor. When the terms and conditions of 
multiple awards are so provided in the RFP, awards may be made to more than 
one proposer. 

3.3.16. Inspection of Proposals. Any proposer may inspect the proposal documents 
after opening of the price proposals but prior to award of the contract. All 
records, subject to public disclosure under the Virginia Freedom of Information 
Act, shall be open to public inspection only after award of the contract. Upon 
request, documentation of the process used for the final selection shall be 
made available to the unsuccessful proposers. 

3.4. Procedures After the Award. 

3.4.1. Notification of Subcontractor Bid Package Advertisement. HRSD may post 
on eVA or HRSD’s website when and where the construction manager plans 
to advertise bid packages for subcontracting opportunities when appropriate. 

3.4.2. Freedom of Information Act and Access to Documents. As required by 
Chapter 43.1, HRSD shall post all documents open to public inspection 
pursuant to Virginia Code § 2.2-4342 that are issued or received by the HRSD 
on HRSD’s website or eVA.  

3.4.4. Procedure for Changes to Construction Management Contracts. All 
changes to the Contract shall be by a formal Change Order as mutually agreed 
to by the firm and HRSD. The method of making such changes and any limits 
shall be in accordance with the contract documents. Change Orders shall be 
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negotiated by HRSD staff and such actions reported to the Chief Engineer with 
recommendations for approval. Change Orders exceeding $50,000 or 25% of 
the original contract amount, whichever is greater, shall be submitted to the 
Commission for approval prior to authorization. All Change Orders shall be 
executed by the firm and the Chief Engineer or his/her designee.  

Extra work by the firm may be authorized by a written Work Change Directive 
within limits of authorization provided above with later inclusion in the Contract 
by formal Change Order.  

In case of disputes as to the value of extra work, HRSD, within the limits of 
authorization provided above, may issue a directive in accordance with the 
contract documents to proceed with the work so as to not impede the progress 
and cause unnecessary delay and expense to the parties involved. The 
directive shall acknowledge the dispute by the firm, and the dispute shall be 
resolved at a later date. 

3.4.5. Procedure for Progress Payments. Progress payments shall be paid in 
accordance with the contract documents. Requests for progress payments 
shall be prepared by the firm and approved by HRSD staff and the Chief 
Engineer. Requests for progress payments shall generally be submitted to 
HRSD on a monthly basis with payments by HRSD to the firm within the period 
of time specified in the contract documents.  

Progress payments shall be based on unit prices, schedules of values, and 
other agreed-upon specified basis. Each progress payment shall represent the 
amount of completed work and materials on site to be incorporated into the 
work as accepted and approved, less the specified retainage and less previous 
payments. Payment for materials on site shall be in accordance with the 
contract documents.  

Progress payments may be reduced or withheld in accordance with the contract 
documents. Retainage may be reduced or increased in accordance with the 
contract documents. 

3.4.6. Procedure for Final Payments. Final acceptance, payment, and release of 
claims shall be in accordance with the contract documents. Requests for final 
payments shall be prepared by the firm, certified and approved by HRSD staff 
and approved by the Chief Engineer. 
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4.0  Emergency Procurement.  

A contract for construction management services may be negotiated and awarded 
without competitive negotiation if the General Manager/Chief Executive Officer 
determines there is an emergency. The procurement of these services will be 
made using as much competition as practical under the circumstances. The Chief 
Engineer shall submit a report documenting the basis of the emergency and the 
selection of the particular firm. The Chief Engineer shall prepare a notice stating 
the contract is being awarded on an emergency basis and identifying what is being 
procured, the firm selected and the date the contract was or will be awarded. The 
notice shall be placed on the HRSD Internet website on the day HRSD awards or 
announces its decision to award, whichever comes first or as soon thereafter as 
practical. 

5.0 Reporting requirements. 

5.1. HRSD shall report no later than November 1 of each year to the Director of the 
Commonwealth’s Department of General Services on all completed capital 
projects in excess of $2 million.  

5.2. The report shall include at a minimum (i) the procurement method utilized, (ii) the 
project budget, (iii) the actual project cost, (iv) the expected timeline, (v) the actual 
completion time, (vi) if such project was a construction management or design-
build project, the qualifications that made the project complex, and (vii) any post-
project issues.  

6.0 Exceptions to this Policy. 

The request for any exception to the procedures outlined in this Policy shall be 
reviewed by HRSD’s attorney prior to submission to the Commission. 

7.0 Responsibility and Authority. 

The Chief Engineer shall be responsible for overall development, management 
and implementation of this policy. 

Leg Refs: Code of Virginia §§ 2.2-4300-2.2-4383; Construction Management Procedures 
Adopted by the Secretary of Administration (effective December 17, 2024), attached as 
Exhibit to F-2. 
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1.0 Purpose and Need 

This policy is adopted to encourage competition and guide HRSD’s procurement 
and selection of projects under Public-Private Education Facilities and 
Infrastructure Act of 2002, Virginia Code § 56-575.1 et seq., as amended (the 
“PPEA”). The provisions of the PPEA, as amended, are incorporated into this 
policy by reference, as if set forth herein verbatim. A copy of the current PPEA 
enacted by the Virginia General Assembly can be accessed at: 

https://law.lis.virginia.gov/vacodefull/title56/chapter22.1/. 

The Commission adopts this policy, and the procedures and guidelines contained 
herein, to comply with the requirements of the PPEA. In the event of a conflict 
between this policy and any provision of PPEA, the PPEA provision shall govern, 
and the policy shall be interpreted and applied in a manner that will conform to the 
requirements of the PPEA.  

The Virginia Public Procurement Act, Va. Code § 2.2-4300 et seq. (“VPPA”) does 
not apply to proposals and agreements under the PPEA. However, the PPEA 
requires that Proposals be evaluated in a manner consistent with certain 
competitive selection procedures referenced within VPPA. See Virginia Code § 56-
575.16. This policy has incorporated the PPEA’s requirements for implementation 
of competitive selection procedures. 

2.0 Definitions 

As used in this policy, unless otherwise defined herein, all terms shall have the 
meanings as defined in the PPEA.  

2.1 “Enabling Act” means 1960 Acts of Assembly, c. 66, as amended 

2.2 “HRSD Commission” means the Hampton Roads Sanitation District Commission 
as established by the Enabling Act, being the appropriating body for HRSD. 

2.3 “Proposal” means either an unsolicited proposal, a competing proposal, or a 
solicited proposal submitted to HRSD under the PPEA and this policy, as the 
context requires. 

2.4 “VFOIA” means the Virginia Freedom of Information Act, Virginia Code § 2.2-3700 
et seq.  

 

https://law.lis.virginia.gov/vacodefull/title56/chapter22.1/
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3.0 Procedures 

3.1. Unsolicited proposals. 

A private entity may initiate a PPEA process by submitting an unsolicited proposal 
for a qualifying project to HRSD for consideration. 

The General Manager/CEO is hereby designated as the HRSD official to whom 
PPEA inquiries and unsolicited proposals must be directed. 

3.1.1. Application, Review, and Evaluation Fees. 

Every unsolicited proposal shall be accompanied by an application fee in the 
amount of One Thousand Dollars ($1,000.00).  

If an unsolicited proposal is not rejected at the application stage and will be 
reviewed for possible acceptance, the proposer shall remit a review fee in an 
amount determined to be reasonable by HRSD to cover the costs associated 
with review by staff, attorneys, and other qualified professionals to (i) determine 
whether the proposal is a qualifying project under the PPEA, (ii) determine 
whether the proposal meets all other requirements for further consideration 
under the PPEA and this policy, and (iii) assess the merits of the proposal as 
being in the best interest of HRSD and its ratepayers. During the initial review, 
HRSD may require additional fees to adequately review the proposal based on 
the scope and complexity of the proposal and its related qualifying project(s), 
as well as the need for Commission approval in accordance with the 
Procurement Policy.  

Upon HRSD’s decision to accept an unsolicited proposal for competition, the 
proposer and any competing proposer selected for further evaluation shall be 
required to pay an evaluation fee calculated at the rate of one percent (1.0%) 
of the reasonably anticipated total cost of the proposed project, or other amount 
stipulated by HRSD, but not more than $50,000. The evaluation fee shall be 
paid by the proposer at the time of the submittal of the subsequent phase of 
the proposal detail consistent with the protocols established for the 
procurement under Sec. 3.1.5 of this policy.  

Additional fees may be imposed on and paid by the proposers throughout the 
processing, review, and evaluation of the unsolicited and competing proposals 
if and as HRSD reasonably anticipates incurring costs in excess of the collected 
fees. 
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In the event the total fees paid by a proposer exceed the HRSD’s total costs 
incurred in processing, reviewing, and evaluating the proposal, HRSD will 
reimburse the difference. 

3.1.2. Contents; format. 

Every unsolicited proposal shall be accompanied by the materials and 
information required by PPEA § 56-575.4(A)(1) through (9), unless specifically 
waived by HRSD as unnecessary for consideration of whether to accept the 
unsolicited proposal for initial evaluation or additional consideration. The 
private entity shall also provide such additional material and information as 
HRSD may reasonably request related to the qualifying project.  

3.1.3. Acceptance or Rejection. 

Upon receipt by HRSD of an unsolicited proposal, HRSD will determine 
whether or not to accept the proposal for further consideration. HRSD will 
consider only those unsolicited proposals which: (i) comply with requirements 
of the PPEA and this policy, (ii) contain sufficient information for a meaningful 
evaluation of the public need for the qualifying project and public benefits, 
financial and non-financial, and (iii) are provided in an appropriate format. 

HRSD may reject any unsolicited proposal at any time. If HRSD rejects an 
unsolicited proposal that purports to develop specific cost savings, it will specify 
the basis for the rejection. An unsolicited proposal rejected by HRSD prior to 
posting of public notice shall be returned to the private entity together with all 
fees and accompanying documentation. 

Following the initial review stage, if an unsolicited proposal is accepted by 
HRSD for additional evaluation and competition, public notice of the proposal 
and a request for competing proposals shall be given as provided below. 
Approval of the Commission is required prior to accepting an unsolicited 
proposal and inviting competing proposals where the total value of the resulting 
agreement(s) is projected to exceed $200,000. 

3.1.4. Public Notice of an Unsolicited Proposal. 

3.1.4.1. Notice of Receipt 

Within ten (10) working days after acceptance of an unsolicited proposal for 
additional evaluation and competition, HRSD will post a copy of the 
unsolicited proposal so that it is available for public inspection in accordance 
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with the posting requirements of PPEA § 56-575.17(A), which shall include, 
without limitation, posting on the Commonwealth of Virginia’s electronic 
procurement website. Records and information exempt from VFOIA 
requirements shall not be required to be posted or otherwise made available 
for public inspection. 

3.1.4.2. Solicitation of Competing Proposals 

Contemporaneous with an accepted unsolicited proposal being posted for 
public inspection, HRSD will also post notice, in a manner consistent with 
PPEA § 56-575.17(A), that HRSD will receive competing proposals. The 
period of time during which competing proposals may be submitted will be 
specified in the notice and established, in HRSD’s sole discretion, to 
encourage competition and public-private partnerships in accordance with 
the goals of the PPEA. The period of time for submission of competing 
proposals will be no fewer than 45 days from the date of posting the 
solicitation.   

The solicitation notice shall set forth a description of the unsolicited proposal 
in sufficient detail to encourage the submission of competitive proposals 
and identify how interested proposers may view or obtain a copy of the 
unsolicited proposal and other information relevant to the submission of 
competing proposals and the evaluation protocols established under 
Section 3.1.5 of this policy. 

3.1.5. Evaluation Process: Unsolicited and Competing Proposals. 

HRSD will evaluate an accepted unsolicited proposal, and any competing 
proposals, for approval using one of the following evaluation procedures:  

3.1.5.1. Competitive negotiation process 

HRSD may utilize the competitive negotiation process described in this 
policy to evaluate the proposals upon a written determination that such 
process would be advantageous to HRSD and the public based on (i) the 
probable scope, complexity, or priority of the project; (ii) risk sharing 
including guaranteed cost or completion guarantees, added value or debt 
or equity investments proposed by the private entity; or (iii) an increase in 
funding, dedicated revenue source or other economic benefit that would not 
otherwise be available. 
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If HRSD proceeds with competitive negotiations, the process shall be 
consistent with the procurement of “nonprofessional services” by 
competitive negotiation as set forth in VPPA § 2.2-4302.2 and § 2.2-
4310(B). The written protocol shall include elements and evaluation factors 
best suited to the type of project that is the subject of the accepted 
unsolicited proposal.  

When using the process described in this subsection, HRSD shall not be 
required to select the proposal with the lowest price offer but may consider 
price as one factor in evaluating the proposals received. Other factors that 
may be considered include (i) the proposed cost of the qualifying facility; (ii) 
the general reputation, industry experience, and financial capacity of the 
private entity; (iii) the proposed design of the qualifying project; (iv) the 
eligibility of the facility for accelerated selection, review, and documentation 
timelines under the HRSD’s guidelines; (v) local citizen, ratepayer, and 
government comments; (vi) benefits to the public, localities, and ratepayers; 
(vii) the private entity’s compliance with a minority business enterprise 
participation plan or good faith effort to comply with the goals of such plan; 
(viii) the private entity's plans to employ local contractors and residents; and 
(ix) other criteria that HRSD deems appropriate. 

Prior to the posting of public notices as referenced above, above, a written 
protocol for evaluating proposals received must be approved by the Director 
of Procurement, Chief Engineer, and Legal Counsel as being consistent 
with the statutory provisions referenced in this subsection. 

3.1.5.2. Competitive sealed bidding 

Unless proceeding pursuant to a competitive negotiation process, HRSD 
will utilize a competitive bidding process, consistent with the procedures for 
competitive sealed bidding, as set forth in Virginia Code § 2.2-4302.1 and 
§ 2.2-4310(B). Prior to the posting of public notices as referenced above, a 
written protocol for the competitive bid process shall be established, 
including such elements and evaluation factors as may be best suited for 
the type of project that is the subject of the unsolicited proposal and must 
be approved by the Director of Procurement, Chief Engineer, and Legal 
Counsel as being consistent with the statutory provisions referenced in this 
subsection.  
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3.2. Solicited Proposals 

Following approval by the Commission in accordance with the Procurement Policy, 
HRSD may initiate a PPEA process by requesting proposals or inviting bids from 
private entities for the development or operation of qualifying projects. Within its 
solicitation, HRSD shall specify reasonable selection criteria established 
consistent with Section 3.3 and the evaluation and selection protocol established 
under Section 3.2.1. 

3.2.1. Evaluation Process: Solicited Proposals. 

When soliciting and evaluating proposals, HRSD may utilize procurement 
protocols that are consistent with the procedures in Section 3.1.5 of this policy 
and informed by the procedures implemented in Procurement Policy 
Appendices F-1 and F-2. Unless proceeding under a protocol as described in 
Section 3.1.5(b), HRSD shall make a written determination that such other 
process would be advantageous to HRSD and the public based on (i) the 
probable scope, complexity, or priority of the project; (ii) risk sharing including 
guaranteed cost or completion guarantees, added value or debt or equity 
investments proposed by the private entity; or (iii) an increase in funding, 
dedicated revenue source or other economic benefit that would not otherwise 
be available. Prior to the posting of public notice of the solicitation as referenced 
below, a written protocol for evaluating proposals received must be approved 
by the Director of Procurement, Chief Engineer, and Legal Counsel as being 
consistent with this policy and the PPEA.  

3.2.2. Notice of Solicitation. 

HRSD will post notice of its PPEA solicitation in a manner consistent with PPEA 
§ 56-575.17(A). HRSD may provide any additional notice that it deems 
appropriate to encourage competition and the purposes of the PPEA.  

3.3. Evaluation and Approval of Proposals. 

3.3.1. Evaluation. 

The HRSD Commission finds that analysis of proposals, including the specifics, 
advantages, disadvantages, and the long- and short-term costs of such 
proposals shall be performed by employees of HRSD. To the extent deemed 
necessary or beneficial by the General Manger, or designee, HRSD is 
authorized to engage the services of qualified professionals, which may include 
an architect, professional engineer, or certified public accountant, not otherwise 
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employed by HRSD, to provide independent analysis regarding the specifics, 
advantages, disadvantages, and the long- and short-term costs of proposals. 

Any protocol established in accordance with Section 3.1.5 or 3.2.1 of this policy 
shall include reasonable project-specific criteria for choosing among competing 
proposals. Project-specific criteria shall be appropriate to the framework 
selected by HRSD for evaluation of proposals (competitive negotiation or 
competitive bidding). 

HRSD may reject any proposal or cancel a PPEA solicitation at any time. 

Timelines for evaluation, selection, and approval of proposals will depend on 
many factors, including complexity of the qualifying project, the number of 
proposals received, staff workload, and HRSD Commission meeting 
schedules. 

Following the required public hearing, and upon completion of the Committee’s 
review and evaluation of the proposals consistent with the protocol established 
under this policy, the Director of Procurement or Chief Engineer shall prepare 
final recommendations on selection and approval for the General Manager’s 
consideration. 

3.3.2. Approval. 

HRSD will approve one or more proposals if it determines that: 

a. There is a public need for, and benefit derived from, the qualifying project. 

b. The estimated cost of the qualifying project is reasonable in relation to 
similar facilities; and 

c. The private entity’s plans will result in the timely development or operation 
of the qualifying project 

3.3.3. Selection. 

HRSD shall select the private entity which, in its opinion, has made the best 
proposal and provides the best value, and shall begin negotiation of an interim 
or comprehensive agreement with that private entity. Upon approval of a 
proposal, HRSD shall establish a date for the commencement of activities 
related to the qualifying project which may be extended from time to time. 
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Approval of any proposal shall be subject to the private entity entering into an 
interim agreement (if appropriate) and a comprehensive agreement with HRSD 
pursuant to the PPEA and this policy. 

3.4. Interim and Comprehensive Agreements.  

3.4.1 General. Prior to developing or operating the qualifying project, the selected 
private entity shall enter into a comprehensive agreement with HRSD. Prior to 
entering a comprehensive agreement, an interim agreement may be entered 
into that permits a private entity to perform compensable activities related to 
the project. Any interim or comprehensive agreement shall define the rights and 
obligations of HRSD and the private entity with regard to the project. The 
interim and comprehensive agreements and any amendments thereto must be 
approved by the HRSD Commission. 

3.4.2. Interim Agreement Terms. Prior to or in connection with the negotiation of the 
comprehensive agreement, HRSD may enter into an interim agreement with 
the private entity proposing the development or operation of the qualifying 
project. The scope of an interim agreement may include, but is not limited to: 

1. Project planning and development; 

2. Design and engineering; 

3. Environmental analysis and mitigation; 

4. Survey; 

5. Ascertaining the availability of financing for the proposed facility through 
financial and revenue analysis; 

6. Establishing a process and timing of the negotiation of the comprehensive 
agreement; and 

7. Any other provisions related to any aspect of the development or operation 
of a qualifying project that the parties may deem appropriate prior to the 
execution of a comprehensive agreement. 

3.4.3. Comprehensive Agreement Terms. Prior to developing or operating the 
qualifying project, the selected private entity shall enter into a comprehensive 
agreement with HRSD. The comprehensive agreement shall define the rights 
and obligations of HRSD and the private entity with regard to the project. 
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As provided by the PPEA, the terms of the comprehensive agreement shall 
include, but not be limited to: 

1. The delivery of maintenance, performance, and payment bonds or letters of 
credit in connection with any acquisition, design, construction, 
improvement, renovation, expansion, equipping, maintenance, or operation 
of the qualifying project, in the forms and amounts satisfactory to HRSD and 
in compliance with § 2.2-4337 for those components of the qualifying project 
that involve construction; 

2. The review and approval of plans and specifications for the qualifying 
project by HRSD; 

3. The rights of HRSD to inspect the qualifying project to ensure compliance 
with the comprehensive agreement; 

4. The maintenance of a policy or policies of liability insurance or self-
insurance reasonably sufficient to insure coverage of the project and the 
tort liability to the public and employees and to enable the continued 
operation of the qualifying project; 

5. The monitoring of the practices of the private entity by HRSD to ensure 
proper maintenance, safety, use, and management of the qualifying project; 

6. The terms under which the private entity will reimburse HRSD for services 
provided; 

7. The policy and procedures that will govern the rights and responsibilities of 
HRSD and the private entity in the event that the comprehensive agreement 
is terminated or there is a material default by the private entity including the 
conditions governing assumption of the duties and responsibilities of the 
private entity by HRSD and the transfer or purchase of property or other 
interests of the private entity by HRSD; 

8. The terms under which the private entity will file appropriate financial 
statements on a periodic basis; 

9. The mechanism by which user fees, lease payments, or service payments, 
if any, may be established from time to time upon agreement of the parties. 
Any payments or fees shall be the same for persons using the facility under 
like conditions and that will not materially discourage use of the qualifying 
project; 
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a. A copy of any service contract shall be filed with HRSD; 

b. A schedule of the current user fees or lease payments shall be made 
available by the private entity to any member of the public upon request; 

c. Classifications according to reasonable categories for assessment of 
user fees may be made. 

10. The terms and conditions under which HRSD will contribute financial 
resources, if any, for the qualifying project; 

11. The terms and conditions under which existing site conditions will be 
assessed and addressed, including identification of the responsible party 
for conducting the assessment and taking necessary remedial action; 

12. The terms and conditions under which HRSD will be required to pay money 
to the private entity and the amount of any such payments for the project; 

13. The terms and conditions under which the qualifying project may be 
developed or operated in phases or segments; 

14. Other requirements of the PPEA or other applicable law; and 

15. Such other terms and conditions as HRSD determines serve the public 
purpose of the PPEA. 

3.5. Notice and Posting Requirements.  

3.5.1. Notice to Affected Jurisdictions.  

If a private entity requests approval from, or submits a proposal to, HRSD under 
the authority in PPEA § 56-575.4 and this policy, then the private entity must 
provide each affected jurisdiction with a copy of its request or proposal. If HRSD 
has requested proposals or invited bids for qualifying projects pursuant to 
PPEA § 56-575.4(B) and policy Section 3.2, then HRSD may elect to provide 
each affected jurisdiction with copies of the submitted proposals on behalf of 
private entities, which election shall be identified in the solicitation. Each 
affected jurisdiction will have 60 days from the receipt of the proposal to submit 
written comments to HRSD and to indicate whether the proposed qualifying 
project is compatible with (i) its Comprehensive Plan, (ii) its infrastructure 
development plans, or (iii) its capital improvements budget or other government 
spending plan. Comments received within the 60-day period shall be given 
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consideration by HRSD; however, no negative inference shall be drawn from 
the absence of comment by an affected jurisdiction.  

3.5.2. Notice to Stakeholders. 

In its sole discretion, HRSD may require proposers to provide notice, or a copy, 
of its request or proposal to stakeholders that HRSD believes may have an 
interest in or be affected by the proposed qualifying project. Such requirement, 
and the relevant stakeholders, will be identified by HRSD in the solicitation for 
proposals or competing proposals.  

3.5.3. Posting of Conceptual Proposals. 

If accepted by HRSD, conceptual proposals submitted in accordance with this 
policy and subsection A or B of PPEA § 56-575.4 shall be posted on HRSD’s 
website or on the Virginia Department of General Services’ central electronic 
procurement website within 10 working days after acceptance. At least one 
copy of accepted proposals shall be made available for public inspection by 
HRSD. Nothing in this policy shall be construed to prohibit the posting of the 
conceptual proposals by additional means deemed appropriate by HRSD so as 
to provide maximum notice to the public of the opportunity to inspect the 
proposals. 

3.5.4. Notice of Public Hearing on Proposals. 

In addition to the posting requirements of PPEA § 56-575.17(A)(2), if HRSD 
determines that any proposals received warrant further consideration, HRSD 
shall advertise for a public hearing to discuss proposals it has received during 
the proposal review process. Such hearing shall be held at least 30 days prior 
to entering into an interim or comprehensive agreement and may occur at a 
regularly scheduled meeting of the HRSD Commission. Such notice shall be 
advertised at least 7 calendar days prior to the public hearing. Public comments 
may be submitted to HRSD at any time during the notice period and prior to the 
public hearing. After the public hearing and the end of the public comment 
period, no additional posting shall be required based on any public comment 
received.  

3.5.5. Notice of Proposed Agreement. 

Once the negotiation phase for the development of an interim or a 
comprehensive agreement is complete and a decision to award has been 
made, the proposed agreement shall be posted in the following manner: 
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1. On the HRSD website prior to the execution of the agreement. 

2. In addition to the posting requirements, a copy of the proposals shall be 
made available for public inspection. Trade secrets, financial records, or 
other records of the private entity excluded from disclosure under the 
provisions of subdivision 11 of Virginia Code § 2.2-3705.6 shall not be 
required to be posted, except as otherwise agreed to by the HRSD and the 
private entity. 

3. Any studies and analyses considered by HRSD in its review of a proposal 
shall be disclosed prior to the execution of an interim or comprehensive 
agreement. 

3.5.6. Availability of Procurement Records. 

Once an interim agreement or a comprehensive agreement has been entered 
into, HRSD shall make procurement records available for public inspection, 
upon request. 

1. Such procurement records shall include documents protected from 
disclosure during the negotiation phase on the basis that the release of such 
documents would have an adverse effect on the financial interest or 
bargaining position of HRSD or the private entity in accordance. 

2. Such procurement records shall not include: 

a. trade secrets of the private entity as defined in the Uniform Trade 
Secrets Act (Virginia Code § 59.1-336 et seq.) or 

b. financial records, including balance sheets or financial statements of the 
private entity that are not generally available to the public through 
regulatory disclosure or otherwise. 

4.0 Responsibility and Authority. 

The General Manager/CEO is authorized to act as the HRSD Commission’s agent 
for administration and interpretation of this policy. If the policy does not expressly 
require an action to be taken by the HRSD Commission, then any action specified 
to be taken by HRSD may be taken by the General Manager or any person(s) to 
whom that officer delegates responsibility for such action in writing. 
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Under the direction of the Chief Financial Officer, the Director of Procurement, and 
the Chief Engineer, shall be responsible for overall development, management, 
and implementation of this policy on behalf of the HRSD Commission and HRSD. 

The General Manager/CEO is authorized to establish a standing working group of 
HRSD employees, to be responsible for evaluating proposals, negotiating terms 
and conditions for any interim or comprehensive agreement, and for making 
recommendations to the General Manager/CEO on those matters. 

The HRSD Commission retains the sole authority to (i) accept unsolicited PPEA 
proposal and invite competing proposals where the total value of the resulting 
agreement(s) is projected to exceed $200,000, (ii) approve the solicitation of PPEA 
proposals for a qualifying project, and (iii) review and approve any proposed 
interim agreement or comprehensive agreement, and amendments thereto, prior 
to execution. 
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23. Informational Items 
  
 a. Management Reports 

 (1) General Manager 

 (2) Communications 

 (3) Engineering 

 (4) Finance 

 (5) Information Technology 

 (6) Operations 

 (7) Talent Management 

 (8) Water Quality 

 (9) Report of Internal Audit Activities 

b. Strategic Measures Summary 

c. Emergency Declarations 

 (1) Nansemond Plant Replacement Gearbox for Emergency Bypass 
Pond Valve at NTP Emergency Declaration 
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TO:  General Manager 
 
FROM: Chief Communications Officer 
 
SUBJECT: Monthly Report for July 2025 

 
DATE: July 12, 2025 
 
 
A. Publicity and Promotion  
 

1. HRSD and the Sustainable Water Initiative For Tomorrow (SWIFT) were mentioned or 
featured in 14 stories this month. Topics included: 

 
a. HRSD partners with VNG for renewable natural gas facility at Atlantic 

Treatment Plant. 
 

b. Dr. Charles Bott appointed to Virginia Board of Health 
 

c. Governor Youngkin announces Administration and Board Appointments 
 

d. Smoke testing underway in Portsmouth to detect aging sewer line leaks 
 
 
2. Analysis of Media Coverage  

 
a. Key results for July 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
b. Top performing news content 

 

 
 
 
 

c. Top entities and keywords 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
d. How favorable is the content? 

 

 
               (Negative sentiment associated with retweet about new customer payment portal) 

 
 

e. What is the potential reach? 
 

 
 
 
 
 



 
 

f. Top publishers 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 
B. Social Media and Online Engagement 
 

1. Metrics – Facebook, X and LinkedIn 
 

 
 
 
 

 
2. YouTube 

 

 



 
 

3. Top posts on Facebook, Twitter, and YouTube 
 
a. Top Facebook post 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

b. Top LinkedIn Post  
 

 
 
 
 

c.   Top X Post 
 

                            
   

 
 
 



 
 

d. Top YouTube Videos (based on views in the month) 
 
(1) Atlantic Treatment Plant Cambi Tour 

(2) The Wastewater Treatment Process 

(3) My Account Portal Introduction 

(4) SWIFT Research Center: What is the Potomac Aquifer 

(5) Why SWIFT Matters 

 

4. Website and Social Media Impressions and Visits  
 
a. Facebook: 

 
(1) 18,139 page impressions 

(2) 18,138 post impressions reaching 16,970 users. 

(3) Facebook Engagement of 647 (371 reactions, 75 shares, and 18 
comments) 

 
b. X:  2% engagement rate 

 
c. HRSD.com/SWIFTVA.com: 764 page visits  

 
d.      LinkedIn Impressions: 

 
(1) 55,524 page impressions 

(2) 51,690 post impressions 

e. YouTube: 499 views 
 

f. NextDoor unique impressions: 12,053 post impressions from 16 targeted 
neighborhood postings and one regionwide postings.  

 
g. Blog Posts (0):  
 
h. Construction Project Page Visits – 1,525 total  

 
 
 
 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=t9zi6ipwjIE
https://youtu.be/i9L45sC20qk
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zrgXYGVomTw
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=e4DSvkV-Mm8
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-DSoY2APMYQ


 
 

 
C. Education and Outreach Activity Highlights   

 
Community Outreach and Education Specialists and HRSD Ambassadors participated in 17 
outreach events reaching more than 575 people across the service region and reaching 14 
different community partners including Portsmouth Public Schools, Newport News Public 
Schools, Old Dominion University, Virginia Living Museum, Virginia Department of 
Environmental Quality, Nansemond River Preservation Alliance, and Southern 
Environmental Law Center. Public Information Specialists participated in one project-
related event on the Fourth of July in the South Norfolk community and have additional 
outreach planned for the coming months to keep communities updated as projects 
achieve critical milestones.  
 
Community Outreach and Education Specialists attended the Virginia Association of 
Environmental Education Board meeting, the askHRgreen All Hands meeting and  
Project notices were distributed to 4,629 customers for 16 different projects across the 
service area this month. The department distributed and posted 12 construction 
notices/notices to neighbors, one news release and two traffic advisories HRSD.com 
Newsroom.  
 

D. Internal Communications  
 

CCO participated in the following internal meetings and events: 
 
1. SWIFT Community Commitment Plan steering committee meeting 

2. North Shore event for Wastewater Professionals Appreciation 

3. InformaCast Training 

4. Museum exhibit update meeting  
 

5. 2027 Budget development team meeting 
 
6. Security Team meeting 
 
7. WEFTEC booth planning meeting  

 
8. Bi-weekly General Manager (GM) briefings 

9. Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR), SWIFT Quality Steering Team (QST), and HRSD 
QST meetings 

 
10. Check-in meetings with Deputy General Manager (DGM) 
 
11. CCO conducted biweekly Communications department status meetings and weekly 

one-on-one check-in meetings. 
 



 
 

12. Staff participated in 31 project progress and/or construction meetings along with 
additional communication planning meetings with various project managers, plant 
staff, internal and external stakeholders.   

 
 
 

 
  

   Professional development activities and pursuits for July included the following:  
 

• CCO is participating in a multi-part certificate course titled, “Professional 
Development: Ai Tools for the Modern Communicator” 

• Public Information Specialist participated in LinkedIn Learning courses related to 
graphic design and web accessibility 
 

 
Respectfully, 
 
Leila Rice, APR 
 
Chief Communications Officer 



TO: General Manager 
 
FROM: Chief Engineer 
 
SUBJECT: Monthly Engineering Report for July 2025 
 
DATE: August 13, 2025 
 

 
 
Environmental Stewardship is one of the pillars of HRSD’s Community Commitment Program. 
HRSD staff and several of our project teams are challenged to give back to the community 
through this program. Environmental Stewardship has been accomplished through numerous 
efforts including stream/neighborhood cleanups, working with students on environmental issues 
and oyster reef restoration. These initiatives help to reinforce HRSD’s goal to protect the natural 
environment and are helpful as Team Building opportunities for staff and the firms that are 
delivering HRSD’s many CIP projects.    
        
HRSD’s Providence Road Interceptor Force Main Replacement project includes the replacement 
of pipe across Morgan Trail Creek. This small tributary to the Elizabeth River has some erosion 
stream bank issues that the City of Virginia Beach would like to address. We will be considering 
options to combine this sewer replacement project and the City’s desire to make improvements 
to this creek. Combining these efforts could result in a win-win for both the City and HRSD.             
       

 
 
Capital Improvement Program (CIP) spending for the final month of FY2025 was below the 
planned spending target.   
 
         CIP Spending ($M): 

 Current Period 
 

FYTD 

Actual  70.20 685.84 

Plan 101.50 820.00 

  
 
The final plan-to-actual-spend ratio is 84% which is slightly below the average ratio of recent 
years, but the planned spending target in FY2025 was very ambitious. HRSD has a significant CIP 
target of $709M in FY2026. The FY2025 actual spending was by far HRSD’s largest CIP spend in 
one fiscal year. This high level of spending will continue for the next few years as the Sustainable 
Water Initiative for Tomorrow (SWIFT) Program continues to be delivered. Operating costs for 
the Engineering Division were slightly below planned levels in FY2025. We ended the FY at 97% of 
the planned Operating Budget spending. The Engineering Division is fully staffed, which is the 
largest single driver of costs in the Engineering Division Operating Budget. 



HRSD staff have been working closely with the VDEQ to finalize the numerous Water Quality 
improvement Fund grant applications. Grant applications are under review by VDEQ for work at 
James River, Boat Harbor and Nansemond. The grant agreement for work at the Boat Habor 
Treatment Plant will likely be the next agreement to be finalized.  
 

 

The Engineering Division uses external consultants and contractors to assist with large workload 
challenges or when a specialty skill or service is needed. We have recently selected the firm of 
L.S. Caldwell to assist HRSD with project compliance issues. They will assist HRSD with the review 
of all Davis-Bacon Wage determination issues on construction contracts. This requirement is a 
federal mandate that is included in each State Revolving Loan Fund contract. L.S. Caldwell will 
assist with issues such as:    

• Attend pre-bid and preconstruction meetings to explain labor standards requirements to 
contractors and provide information as requested by contractors. 

• Address labor compliance inquiries from contractors. 

• Review and monitor weekly Certified Payroll Reports submitted by the contractors and 
subcontractors as well as supplemental labor compliance documentation, such as fringe 
benefit calculations and wage rate verification, the consultant will need to ensure all 
workers are paid the required prevailing wage rate and regulations are being followed. 

• Interview contractor employees and verify interview results against submitted payrolls for 
projects requiring Davis-Bacon federal prevailing wage requirements. 

• Respond to audit requests for information received from the Commonwealth of Virginia, 
the Federal Department of Labor (DOL), and other regulatory authorities. Attend and 
coordinate with federal agencies during project audit. 

The Engineering Division has also begun a procurement effort to select a firm to assist with 
Claims related issues associated with construction projects. We occasionally have concerns 
raised by the public related to impacts on their property or businesses related to construction 
activities. It is often unclear how and when certain damages have occurred and whether the 
damage is caused by the contraction activities. The firm will assist HRSD to understand these 
claims and fairly resolve the issues. We expect to have this firm selected in the next few months.  

 
 
Old Dominion University (ODU) has a grant through the National Science Foundation to provide 
research experiences for teachers in Engineering and Computer Science. The faculty members 
supporting this year’s class of local STEM teachers spent the afternoon at the SWIFT Research 
Center on July 31st.  HRSD provided a presentation to the group of faculty, STEM teachers and 
ODU graduate students that covered multiple aspects of the SWIFT initiative and facilitated a 
good discussion. Communication Division staff shared ideas and educational resources for the 



STEM teachers to use with their students. A tour of the SWIFT Research Center was also 
provided to all those in attendance. This event was an excellent opportunity to interact with ODU 
and some of the local high school teachers in the region.   
 
The Engineering Division working with the City of Chesapeake Public Schools sponsored a high 
school student this Summer as part of their Mentorship and Job Shadowing Program. The 
student was exposed to many facets of the Engineering profession and was able to visit many of 
the ongoing project sites and meet with a diverse group of staff on a variety of technical topics. 
This program was created so that students could begin to understand the various career 
opportunities and options prior to considering a college major. We hope to continue the 
relationship with the City of Chesapeake Public Schools in the future.     
 

 
 
Remote vibration monitoring continues to be a growing and valuable tool to prevent premature 
failure of various critical equipment. Each treatment plant has remote sensing of vibration on 
critical assets (typically rotating assemblies on large pumps or centrifuges). With the initial 
success of this program, we have extended the remote coverage to the sewer interceptor 
system. The first test will be to install a remote sensor at the HRSD VA Route 337 Pressure 
Reducing Station. This station has had ongoing issues with the existing pumps and the ability to 
better understand any vibration issues should help to improve operations and planned 
maintenance.  
 
The Special Projects Department is assisting with a new initiative through the RISE Resilience 
Innovation Program. RISE is an external team of professionals committed to helping innovators, 
entrepreneurs and coastal communities respond to the growing challenges of climate change 
and sea level rise. Staff is working on a series of challenges (i.e. problem statements that could be 
solved with innovative, non-traditional approaches) related to such HRSD focused topics 
including groundwater credits, land subsidence and recharge well clogging. Once finalized, the 
various challenges can be released by RISE as a request for proposals. Proposals can be 
evaluated and potentially funded through various federal, state and/or local sources. This 
program is a great opportunity to find innovative solutions to some of HRSD’s most challenging 
problems.    
 

 Bruce W. Husselbee  
Bruce W. Husselbee, PhD, P.E., BCEE, DBIA 



TO: General Manager/CEO 
 
FROM: Deputy General Manager and Chief Financial Officer 
 
SUBJECT: Monthly Report for July 2025 
 
DATE: August 13, 2025 
 

 
 
Debt Management 
 
On July 8, 2025, staff successfully sold $224 million Subordinate Wastewater Revenue 
Bonds, Series 2025A (the Bonds).  The Bonds acts as a “bridge loan” resulting in a net present 
value savings estimated at $10.71 million relative to HRSD’s existing federally subsidized loan 
program that staff previously closed on in 2024.  HRSD plans on paying off the Bonds with 
this loan program approximately one year from now when the Bonds mature. 

There was strong demand for the Bonds, with orders from over 20 separate investor 
accounts totaling an amount six times greater than the Bonds offered. The strong demand 
allowed staff to improve (lower) the interest rate on the Bonds following the initial order 
period.  

Prior to the bond sale, Moody’s Investors’ Service assigned the Bonds a short-term rating of 
MIG 1 (best quality) and affirmed an Aa1 long-term rating on all outstanding revenue 
bonds.  S&P Global Ratings assigned HRSD a short-term rating of SP-1+ (very strong capacity to 
pay debt service) and affirmed a long-term rating of  “AA+”. Both ratings agencies indicated the 
outlook for these ratings as stable.  
 
Grants Management 
 
Three Water Quality Improvement Fund agreements were received and are under negotiation 
with the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
Accounting & Interim Financial Reports 
 
For fiscal year 2025, HRSD’s 
financial records remain open 
through mid-August.  Audit work 
with Cherry Bekaert LLC has 
begun. 
 
The fiscal year 2026 Operating 
Fund Interim Financial Report 
shows that revenues and expenses 
generally align with the adopted 
budget, for the first month of the 
fiscal year.   
 
Billed consumption, the source of 
HRSD largest source of revenues, 
is lagging slightly behind 
budgetary projections and consumption in the prior fiscal year. 
 
Customer Care: 
 
Overall past due account balances remained steady during the month of July 2025, with a 
slight decrease in accounts with balances past due greater than 90 days, and slight 
increases to the 31-90 days delinquent accounts.   
 
Field staff delivered 3,916 warning door tags and disconnected water service to 778 accounts 
during July 2025. Reduced disconnection activity is due to the legislative moratorium 
prohibiting disconnection of water service when temperatures are forecasted at 92 degrees 
or higher in the next 24-hours.   
 
Staff dedicated significant effort to making outbound collections calls, arranging pay plans, 
leaving additional financial assistance information in addition to pre-emptive warning tags, 
and third-party collections for closed accounts.   
 
Customer call, email, and chat volumes increased in July averaging over 4,300 transactions 
per week.  The expansion of Chat availability has proved successful for customers seeking a 
quick answer rather than contact HRSD via phone.  Customers appreciate being able to avoid 
long call queues and engage staff through the chat function.    
 
The Call Center team emailed 2,611 after call surveys, receiving 203 responses with an overall 
90 percent favorable score.  3,734 outbound text reminders of past due balances were sent, 
resulting in 1,940 (52 percent) payments made.  
  



A. Entity Wide Interim Financial Report & Summary of Reserves 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Operating Fund  Capital Fund Total
Inflows

Wastewater Treatment Charges 44,711,164$            -$                      44,711,164$          
Interest Income 1,427,983                389,674                1,817,657              

   Debt Issuances -                               54,035,087           54,035,087            
   Transfers-In -                               14,425,112           14,425,112            
Total Inflows 46,139,147              68,849,873           114,989,020          

Outflows
Operational 27,022,637              -                            27,022,637            
Debt Service 6,416,280                -                            6,416,280              
Capital -                               78,233,091           78,233,091            

  Transfers-Out 14,425,112              -                            14,425,112            
Total Outflows 47,864,029              78,233,091           126,097,120          

Net Increase (Decrease) in Reserves (1,724,882)               (9,383,218)            (11,108,100)           
Beginning Reserves 287,822,081            315,786,765         603,608,846          
Ending Reserves 286,097,199$          306,403,547$       592,500,746$        

Ending Reserves Summary
Unrestricted 
  General 243,588,644$          -$                      243,588,644$        
  Risk 4,799,555                -                            4,799,555              
  PayGo -                               227,419,577         227,419,577          
Total Unrestricted Reserves 248,388,199            227,419,577         475,807,776          

Restricted
  Debt Service 37,709,000              -                            37,709,000            
  Bond Proceeds -                               78,983,970           78,983,970            
Total Ending Reserves 286,097,199$          306,403,547$       592,500,746$        

Hampton Roads Sanitation District
Entity Wide Interim Financial Report 

& Summary of Reserves
For the Period Ending July 31, 2025



Notes to Entity Wide Interim Financial Report and Summary of Reserves 
 
The Entity Wide Interim Financial Report and Summary of Reserves summarizes the results 
of HRSD’s operations and capital improvements on a basis of accounting that differ from 
generally accepted accounting principles. Revenues are recorded when received and 
expenses are generally recorded when paid. No provision is made for non-cash items such as 
depreciation and bad debt expense.  
 
Reserves represent the balance of HRSD’s cash and investments classified into functional 
purposes. 
  



B. Operating Fund Interim Financial Report - Budget to Actual 
 

 
 
 

 

Adopted Budget Current  YTD

Current YTD 
as % of 

Budget (8% 
Budget to 

Date)

Prior YTD 
as % of 

Prior Year 
Budget

Operating Revenues 
Wastewater 486,718,000$         39,017,902$     8% 8%
Surcharge 1,568,000               105,925            7% 10%
Indirect Discharge 3,526,000               426,546            12% 9%
Fees 4,560,000               413,393            9% 8%
Municipal Assistance 734,000                  124,747            17% 8%
Miscellaneous 808,000                  20,811              3% 2%

Total Operating Revenue 497,914,000           40,109,324       8% 8%
Non Operating Revenues

Facility Charge 6,620,000               732,105            11% 12%
Interest Income 11,500,000             1,817,657         16% 22%
Other 1,545,000               16,095              1% 4%

Total Non Operating Revenue 19,665,000             2,565,857         13% 17%

Total Revenues 517,579,000$         42,675,181$     8% 9%

Operating Expenses
Personal Services 86,931,718$           6,398,712$       7% 7%
Fringe Benefits 31,343,890             2,329,093         7% 7%
Materials & Supplies 15,133,792             356,429            2% 2%
Transportation 2,669,455               95,762              4% 2%
Utilities 17,875,955             805,457            5% 5%
Chemical Purchases 18,487,242             729,514            4% 5%
Contractual Services 47,039,656             3,746,159         8% 7%
Major Repairs 11,732,392             247,903            2% 1%
Capital Assets 856,900                  208,724            24% 0%
Miscellaneous Expense 4,406,656               553,359            13% 6%

Total Operating Expenses 236,477,656           15,471,112       7% 6%

Debt Service and Transfers
  Debt Service 108,000,000           6,416,280         6% 1%
  Transfer to CIP 173,101,344           14,425,112       8% 8%
Total Debt Service and Transfers 281,101,344           20,841,392       7% 6%

Total Expenses and Transfers 517,579,000$         36,312,504$     7% 6%

Hampton Roads Sanitation District
Operating Fund Interim Financial Report

Budget to Actual
For the Period Ending July 31, 2025



Notes to Operating Fund Interim Financial Report – Budget to Actual 
 
The Operating Interim Financial Report – Budget to Actual is intended to summarize financial 
results on an accounting basis similar to the Annual Operating Budget. The basis of 
accounting differs from generally accepted accounting principles and from the Entity Wide 
Interim Financial Report. Revenues are recorded on an accrual basis, whereby they are 
recognized when billed, and expenses are generally recorded on a cash basis. No provision is 
made for non-cash items such as depreciation and bad debt expense.  
 
C. Capital Fund – Project Length Summary of Activity  

 

 
 
D. Summary of Debt Activity  
 

 
 

HRSD - PROJECT ANALYSIS July 31, 2025

Classification/ Project to
Treatment Appropriated Date 

Service Area Funds Expenditures Encumbrances Available Funds
Administration 130,531,101$      47,432,884$        69,077,203$        14,021,014$         
Army Base 170,442,597        129,027,432        9,754,142            31,661,023           
Atlantic 222,419,068        43,677,533          57,583,959          121,157,576         
Boat Harbor 506,389,299        323,843,957        128,240,516        54,304,826           
Ches-Eliz 29,279,118          12,518,342          3,068,533            13,692,243           
Eastern Shore 63,870,076          46,000,178          2,098,571            15,771,327           
James River 365,161,716        279,392,251        51,847,438          33,922,027           
Middle Peninsula 86,712,227          22,557,916          6,044,815            58,109,496           
Nansemond 520,661,748        334,443,030        136,529,527        49,689,191           
Surry 57,978,543          49,678,818          3,101,521            5,198,204             
VIP 320,049,192        118,894,436        97,489,098          103,665,658         
Williamsburg 100,353,575        8,090,268            6,368,903            85,894,404           
York River 115,439,557        67,037,479          15,856,427          32,545,651           
General 1,515,771,808     528,745,977        710,220,795        276,805,036         

  Total 4,205,059,625$   2,011,340,501$   1,297,281,448$   896,437,676$       

Fixed Rate
Variable 

Rate
Line of 
Credit Total

Beginning Balance - June 30, 2025 1,757,251$       50,000$       92,462$        1,899,713$            
Add:
  Principal Draws/Bond Proceeds 272,062            -              -                272,062                 
  Capitalized Interest 759                   -              -                759                        

Less:
  Principal Payments (48)                    -              -                (48)                         
Ending Balance - July 31, 2025 2,030,024$       50,000$       92,462$        2,172,486$            
July 2025 Interest Payments (6,021)$             (92)$            (255)$            (6,368)$                  



 
 
 

 
 
E. Cash and Investment Summary 

 

 
 
F. Financial Performance Metrics Adjusted Days Cash on Hand 
 

 
 
  

HRSD- Series 2016 Variable Rate Bond Analysis August 01, 2025

SIFMA Index
HRSD Series 

2016VR
Deviation to 

SIFMA
  Maximum 4.71% 4.95% 0.24%
  Average 1.52% 1.03% -0.49%
  Minimum 0.01% 0.01% 0.00%
  As of 08/01/25 2.29% 2.25% -0.04%

Since October 20, 2011, HRSD has averaged 103 basis points on Variable Rate Debt.

Operating Liquidity Accounts
 Beginning

 Market Value 
July 1, 2025 

 YTD 
Contributions 

 YTD 
Withdrawals 

 YTD Income 
Earned 

 Ending
 Market Value
July 31, 2025 

 Allocation of 
funds 

 Current 
Mo Avg 

Yield 
BOA Corp Disbursement Account 43,574,043$         172,983,778$    173,096,565$    49,929$          43,511,185$                8.3% 0.11%
BOA Operating Accounts 14,339,684           9,090,241          1,416,468          15,943            22,029,401                  4.2% 0.07%
BNY Mellon Account 7,892,401             7,759,191          6,111,635          6,455              9,546,411                    1.8% 0.07%
SNAP Accounts 143,929,872         5,832,673          71,168,249        389,674          78,983,970                  15.1% 0.49%
VIP Stable NAV Liquidity Pool 324,275,659         98,202,414        55,000,000        1,394,205       368,872,278                70.5% 4.42%

Operating Liquidity Accounts 534,011,659$       293,868,297$    306,792,917$    1,856,206$     522,943,245$              100.0%

VIP Stable NAV Liquidity Pool performed 0.01% above to the Va Local Government Investment Pool's (the market benchmark) in the month of July 2025.  

Total Return Account  Beginning Market 
Value July 1, 2025 

 YTD 
Contributions 

 YTD 
Withdrawals 

 YTD Income 
Earned & 

Realized G/L 

 Ending
Market Value
July 31, 2025 

 Allocation of 
funds 

 Yield to 
Maturity 

at Market 
VIP 1-3 Year High Quality Bond Fund 69,597,188           -                     1,138                 236,625          69,557,501                  100.0% 4.00%

Total Return Account 69,597,188$         -$                   1,138$               236,625$        69,557,501$                100.0%

VIP 1-3 Year High Quality Bond Fund performed equal to the ICE BofA ML 1-3 yr AAA-AA Corp/Gov Index (the market benchmark) in July 2025.

Total Fund Alloc
Operating Liquidity Accounts 522,943,245$              88.3%

Total Return Account 69,557,501$                11.7%
TOTAL 592,500,746$              100.0%

HRSD - UNRESTRICTED CASH July 31, 2025
Can be used for any purpose since it is not earmarked for a specific use.

Days Cash on Hand
Adjusted Days 
Cash on Hand

Total Unrestricted Cash 434,670,204$       671                          
Risk Management Reserve (4,799,555)            (8)                              663                          
Capital (PAYGO only) (186,282,005)        (287)                          376                          

Adjusted Days Cash on Hand 243,588,644$       376                          

Risk Management Reserve as a % of Projected Claims Cost is 25% YTD compared to 25% Policy Minimum 
Adjusted Days Cash on Hand Policy Minimum is 270-365 days.



G. Summary of Grant Applications, Awards and Activity  
 

 

 
 
 

  

Active Non-Capital Grants

Grant Name Funder Project CIP#
Application 
Submitted

Amount 
Requested

HRSD Award 
Amount

Reimbursement 
Rcvd as of 

7/31/25

Decarbonization of Water 
Resource Recovery Facilities

DOE-
AECOM

Technological Upscaling of the 
PdNA Process for Decarbonization 
with Mainstream 
Deammonfiication (42275)

n/a 3/23/2023 240,000$             240,000$                -$                    

Water Research Foundation, 
Automated Controls 
Research 

DOE-WRF

Crossing the Finish Line: 
Integration of Data-Driven Process 
Controls for Maximization of 
Energy and Resource Efficiency in 
Advanced WRRF (42205)

n/a 7/1/2021 120,000$              120,000$                 120,000$            

National Water Research 
Institute (Honorarium)

NWRI
Independent Advisory Panel for 
Colorado Nutrient Limits (42270)

n/a 4/8/2025 5,000$                  5,000$                     1,000$                 

Wildlife & Sport Fish 
Restoration, Boating 
Infrastructure Grant Program

VDH-DOI
FY25 Boater Education and Pump-
Out Program

n/a 7/1/2024 70,000$               57,700$                   25,032$              

Wildlife & Sport Fish 
Restoration, Boating 
Infrastructure Grant Program

VDH-DOI
FY26 Boater Education and Pump-
Out Program

n/a 3/24/2025 69,900$                60,000$                  -$                    

Water Research Foundation / 
Oceankind Project 5278

WRF
Nitrogen Reduction Solutions for 
Ocean Discharges (42260)

n/a 9/12/2024 45,000$               45,000$                   -$                    

549,900$           527,700$               146,032$           



H. Customer Care Center – Key Statistics 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 



 
 
      
 

 
 



 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
  

 

 
 

Item # 
Strategic Planning Measure Unit July 2025 

 Accounts Receivable (HRSD) Dollars $55,501,098 
 

 Aging Accounts Receivable Percentage of 
receivables greater 
than 90 days 

34.2% 



I. Procurement Statistics 
 
  
 

 
 
Respectfully, 
 

Steven G. de Mik 
 
Steven G. de Mik 
Deputy General Manager/Chief Financial Officer 
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TO: FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

General Manager 

Chief Information Officer 

Information Technology Division (ITD) Report for July 2025                      July 11, 

2025

 

 
 

The IT Help Desk processed 4,447 work orders and requests for assistance in July. 

 

Senior Systems Engineers have been working on data storage system replacements, Cisco equipment 

refreshes, Firewall replacements and retiring of old network hardware infrastructure. 

 

Senior Systems Engineers have been working with the Safety department on final preparations for the 

Emergency Management Notification System (EMNS) scheduled to go-live in mid-August. 

 

Senior Systems Engineers have been working with Verizon on various projects to replace old Verizon 

Network Circuits with newer technology at several treatment plants. They’ve also been working with 

Verizon to replace, move and install new circuits at multiple treatment plants due to ongoing construction 

projects. 

 

Senior Systems Engineers have been working on network connectivity upgrades with several jurisdictions. 

James City Service Authority (JCSA) and City of Williamsburg cutovers are planned for completion in 

August.  

 

Senior Systems Engineers continued work on network switch replacements at HRSD pump stations. They 

continued to participate in planning meetings related to various construction projects at HRSD treatment 

plants to provide input on technology items. 

 

Staff continued the work on shutting down old EDS servers and prepping the equipment for salvage. 

 
Cybersecurity continues to work with Digital Water on their large language model (LLM) with TeamSolve. 
 
The results of the CrowdStrike network penetration test were completed. Cybersecurity staff and Senior 
System Engineers continue with remediation efforts to address the identified vulnerabilities from the 
CrowdStrike penetration testing. 
 
Cybersecurity continued implementation work on the solution to improve network segmentation.  
 
Programming staff continue working with Customer Care Management and the City of Portsmouth staff in 
post-go-live stabilization of data being received from the City of Portsmouth’s new billing system.  
 
Programming staff successfully completed the migrations efforts of the City of Williamsburg customer 
accounts in the Customer Care & Billing (CC&B) system from a model 4 to a model 1 billing partner on July 1, 



2025.  
 
Staff worked with Engineering’s Asset Management team to complete an upgrade of the Hexagon Enterprise 
Asset Management (EAM) system. 

 
 

 
 

Mr. Uday Revankar, the new Oracle Developer - ERP, began his new role. Recruiting efforts are continuing 

for the second vacant Oracle Developer - ERP position. 

 

Interviews were conducted for the vacant IT Project Manager position. Internal candidate Melissa Niles was 

selected for the position and began her new role in mid-July.  

 
Coleen Moody, Director of Enterprise Application Services and Ashley McCormick. IT Senior Project Manager 
attended the 2025 Agile Conference. This conference brings together information Technology project 
managers from around the world and provides deep dives into areas of agile Project Management for 
technical innovation and Artificial Intelligence. 
 
Respectfully, 

 
Mary Corby 
Chief Information Officer 



TO:            General Manager/Chief Executive Officer 
  
FROM:            Chief Operating Officer 
  
SUBJECT:      Operations Monthly Report for July 2025 
  
DATE:            August 13, 2025 
 
 

 
 

Staff participated in several community events as follows: 
 
1. On July 12, staff from the Electrical and Instrumentation (E&I) Department volunteered to support HRSD 

Community Education and Outreach initiatives during a Science, Technology, Engineering, Art, and Mathematics 
Camp with the Youth Football Camp at Norfolk State University. 
 

2. On July 23, staff at the Atlantic Treatment Plant (ATP) gave a plant tour for the 437th Civil Affairs Battalion of the 
United States Army Reserve. The tour, attended by 16 participants, provided an in-depth overview of wastewater 
treatment processes. 
 

3. On July 29-30, staff hosted the annual Sustainable Water Initiative for Tomorrow (SWIFT) Research Center 
Meeting in collaboration with Virginia Tech and Old Dominion University. The event brought together faculty, 
researchers, and graduate students engaged in SWIFT-related research. All participating students provided 
detailed updates on their ongoing projects. The meeting fostered valuable discussions, highlighted progress 
across multiple research areas, and reinforced the strong partnership between SWIFT and its academic 
collaborators. Insights from these updates will help guide future research priorities and operational improvements. 
 

4. On July 30, staff at ATP provided a plant tour for participants from Virginia Beach Summer Camp. 
 

 
 
Treatment and Interceptor System Reportable Items: 
 
There were multiple events reported this month. Additional details are available in the Air and Effluent Summary in the 
Water Quality monthly report. 
 
Internal Air and Odor Compliance: 
 
There were multiple events reported this month. Additional details are available in the Air and Effluent Summary in the 
Water Quality monthly report. 
 
1. The York River Treatment Plant (YRTP) experienced two odor scrubber exhaust exceptions for scrubber effluent 

hydrogen sulfide (H2S) levels above five parts per million (ppm), both caused by power outages.  The odor control 
scrubbers were also out of service for more than one hour on two occasions: the first for a contractor to perform 
maintenance on a breaker and the second was due to a power outage. 

 
2. The Williamsburg Treatment Plant (WBTP) experienced four odor scrubber exhaust exceptions for scrubber H2S 

levels above 5 ppm. Three were caused by an increase in the odor scrubber influent H2S level, which required 
adjustment and increased chemical feed.  One was caused by a recirculation pump that was unable to pull a 
suction. 

 
Additional Topics of Interest: 
 
1. The ATP had a Department of Environmental Quality  inspection for Hazardous Waste on July 3. The inspection 

went well, and staff expect to receive the final inspection report by early August. 
 



   

2. Since installation, the ATP has had numerous issues with their backup boiler for the Cambi process. Working with 
Procurement, a new company took over the rental boiler contract. The former supplier removed the old rental 
boiler, and the new contractor is installing a new, appropriately sized boiler unit which will be operational by 
August 4. This new boiler was specified to be quieter than the previous unit, which should reduce noise 
complaints when in use. 

 
3. On the Advanced Nutrient Removal Improvements (ANRI) and SWIFT Project at the James River Treatment 

Plant (JRTP), both the new secondary clarifier and the secondary effluent junction/splitter box passed leak 
testing. Installation of the rake mechanism for the  secondary clarifier has begun. Pipe was laid to connect the 
junction/splitter box to the contact tanks, the moving bed biofilm reactor, and SWIFT. Grading was also performed 
around both structures. For the new administration building, the contractor continued addressing punch list items, 
as well as grading and placing stone for construction of parking areas. In SWIFT buildings #1 and #2 work 
continued installing equipment, piping, conduit, wire and floor coatings. In SWIFT building #2 the underdrain 
system for the Biologically Active Filters was erected, and gates were set on the backwash equalization tank. At 
the methanol facility, equipment and piping installation progressed. Work also continued on all ten well buildings, 
ranging from foundation construction to interior finishing. 

 
4. Equipment, conduit, piping, and the storage tank for the supplemental carbon feed system arrived at WBTP, 

allowing HRSD’s Construction Support Team (CST) to resume construction. Underground utilities were identified, 
and  pavement cutting was completed so that carbon feed piping can be laid to the aeration tanks. This project is 
required to meet stricter nutrient removal requirements going into effect in 2026. 

 
5. The total volume of SWIFT recharge into the Potomac aquifer for the month of July was 15.66 million gallons 

(MG), 54.4 % recharge time based on 650 gallons per minute. 
 
6. On four consecutive occasions, SWIFT water with elevated Total Nitrogen (TN) levels was introduced into the 

aquifer. While the July monthly average remained below 5 mg/L—and all daily values stayed within the allowable 
maximum of 8 mg/L—SWIFT staff are actively collaborating with the Water Quality Assurance team to identify the 
root cause. Corrective actions will be implemented as needed to prevent recurrence, including operational 
adjustments during full-scale operations. 

 
7. Nansemond Treatment Plant (NTP) staff drained and cleaned Digester #2 as part of the WASSTRIP and Solids 

Handling upgrade. When the contractor began inspection and preparatory work, sludge was discovered in the 
attic space of the digester lid, which is unusual, and indicates a possible issue. This finding caused a delay until 
the attic could be pumped out and inspected, which is scheduled for August 4. 

 
8. On multiple occasions throughout the past few months, NTP administration building drain line has caused a 

sanitary back up within the building. So far, two locations have been found where the terra cotta pipe had 
completely collapsed. Repairs have been made, but this may be a recurring issue with the old pipe as 
construction continues for ANRI. 

 
9. On July 30, North Shore (NS) Interceptor Operations partnered with the Small Communities Department (SCD) to 

repair force main EF-005 in Accomack on the Eastern Shore after it was struck by a contractor. The joint effort 
included traffic control and flagging operations, Vaccon support, and mini excavator work to replace 
approximately 6 feet of damaged pipe. This collaboration leveraged in-house expertise without the need for 
outside contractors. 

  
10. On July 23, South Shore (SS) Interceptor Operations supported the City of Chesapeake with a force main failure 

at the intersection of Cedar Road and Country Club Boulevard. Staff operated a system branch valve allowing the 
city to complete their work. 
 

11. On July 30 and July 31, SS Interceptor Operations staff assisted WBTP by hydro excavating a trench to avoid 
damage to undocumented underground utilities for a plant project. 

12. SS E&I staff worked with plant maintenance staff to replace the #1 generator radiator fan motor at BHTP. The 
issue was identified during a recent thermographic survey, which revealed a severe hot spot in the motor 
windings. 

13. SS E&I staff performed multiple sludge judging operations on the Fats, Oils and Greases (FOG) decant tanks to 
confirm the separation between the two layers of grease viscosity at NTP. HRSD is evaluating the installation of a 
new level transmitter capable of detecting both layers, which will help optimize the  production of the final brown 
grease product. 



   

14. SS E&I staff responded to a power outage on June 23 and again on June 24, ATP. The plant generators started 
and successfully supplied power to the plant, however, when utility power was restored, E&I staff were unable to  
synchronize the generators to the utility as utility voltage exceeded generator voltage by more  than 5%. Higher 
utility voltages are a known effect of high demand during extreme heat. Once the utility voltage fell back within the 
acceptable range, synchronization to the utility was completed. On June 25, Cummins technicians adjusted the 
generator control settings to allow synchronization with up to a 10% voltage differential. Since that change, the 
plant has transferred reliably between generators and utility without further issue. 

 

 
 
1. Mr. Eric Shelton, JRTP Lead Operator, recommended that our SWIFT contractor install a sodium hydroxide feed 

line upstream of the SWIFT process biologically active filters to allow for pH adjustment. This installation will 
provide flexibility to use alum, which may require a pH adjustment for discharge to the final effluent location, 
instead of aluminum chloralhydrate (ACH) when the cost difference between ACH and alum is significant. The 
ability to switch between the two chemicals has the potential to generate substantial annual savings on chemical 
costs  without jeopardizing permit compliance. 
 

2. SCD staff utilized the dewatering trailer to empty both digesters at the West Point Treatment Plant (WPTP). They 
are currently performing preventative maintenance on the trailer and will be arranging transportation for it to be 
moved to Onancock in August for dewatering efforts there. Moving the dewatering trailer between plants saves 
over $100,000/year compared to contracted mobile centrifuge dewatering used in prior years. 
 

3. On July 8, SS Interceptor Operations partnered with NTP staff to clean the Regional Residuals  
Facility (RRF) removing approximately 5 cubic yards of material from the grit traps, well, and  
manhole to maintain peak operating efficiency. By working together and utilizing internal resources, this effort 
resulted in cost savings of approximately $5,000. 
 

4. The Machine Shop completed 12 work orders during the month of July. This included  5 pump rebuilds from both 
NS and SS Operation Centers. Staff also conducted site visit to Boat Harbor Treatment Plant (BHTP) to 
reproduce a check valve arm, that allowed the system to stay in service. Additionally, staff produced three flow 
plates for a West Point plant process. This team not only generated cost savings for HRSD but also increased 
efficiency by reducing lead times for repairs and replacements for critical equipment.  
 

5. Material Transportation & Logistics staff hauled 40 loads of Ash for a total of 313.99 dry tons. They also hauled 
172 loads of primary clarifier solids and 76 loads of thickened waste activated biosolids for a total of 5810.10 wet 
tons. In addition, 91 loads were hauled from ATP to McGill Composting Facility during the month of July, totaling 
1,166.01 wet tons. 

 

 
 

A provisional patent application was filed entitled “Surface Modification of Exhausted Activated Carbon for the 
Enhanced Removal of Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS)”. This patent includes methods and systems 
for the surface modification of activated carbon to enhance PFAS removal for a granular activated carbon (GAC) 
contactor as well as the modification of virgin and recycled powdered activated carbon (PAC). A cationic 
surfactant is applied to the GAC, PAC, or to the incoming water stream to decrease the repulsive forces between 
the carbon and negatively charged PFAS. 

 

 
 
1. At the WBTP Operations Lead Operator, Mr. Cole Tomlinson, was promoted to Operations Plant Superintendent 

at the Virginia Initiative Plant. 
 

2. SS Interceptor Operations welcomed Mr. Jaylen Willoughby and Mr. Nick Johnson, interns with the Hampton 
Roads Public Works Academy (HRPWA). 
 

3. SS Interceptor Operations has promoted Mr. Cory Mangus from Utility Locator to Interceptor Technician. 



   

 
4. Mr. Gene Rutledge, SS Interceptor Operations Manager presented at the Water Environment Federation (WEF) 

Collection Systems and Stormwater Conference in Houston, Texas on HRSD’s progression towards a smart 
sewer system during a round table event. 

 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Eddie M. Abisaab, PE, PMP, ENV SP 
Chief Operating Officer 
 
Attachment: MOM Reporting 



MOM Reporting Numbers 
 

MOM # Measure Name Measure 
Target 

July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May June 

2.7 # of PS Annual PMs 
Performed (NS) 

37 3            

2.7 # of PS Annual PMs 
Performed (SS) 

53 3            

2.7 # of Backup Generator 
PMs Performed 

4.6 11            

2.8 # of FM Air Release 
Valve PMs Performed 
(NS) 

234 307            

2.8 # of FM Air Release 
Valve PMs Performed 
(SS) 

1,550 232            

2.9 # of Linear Feet of 
Gravity Clean (NS)  

2,417 0            

2.9 # of Linear Feet of 
Gravity Clean (SS) 

2,417 1,070            

 



TO: General Manager 
 
FROM: Chief People Officer 
 
SUBJECT: Talent Management Monthly Report for July 2025 
 
DATE: August 12, 2025 
 

 
 

The Talent Management (TM) Division advanced initiatives to strengthen workforce capacity, 
employee engagement, and organizational safety. HR filled a critical vacancy with the hiring of 
an HR Business Partner and progressed the 457 plan transition to Nationwide. Learning and 
Development completed Emotional Intelligence training for the LAMA cohort and certified 
facilitators in Crucial Conversations to support the new training framework. Safety and Security 
launched safety committees, moved forward with the Emergency Mass Notification System, 
and strengthened hurricane readiness. 

Human Resources (HR): The HR team continued its efforts to fill key vacancies, extending and 
receiving acceptance for the HR Business Partner position. The team looks forward to 
welcoming additional new staff members next month. 

Progress also continues on the transition of HRSD’s 457 plans to our new recordkeeper, 
Nationwide. Twelve employee meetings were completed, with 379 employees in attendance. 
These sessions provided a high-level overview of the reasons behind the transition and the 
benefits offered by Nationwide. Once the transition is complete, on-site meetings will be 
scheduled at each work center, giving employees the opportunity to discuss their specific 
accounts with our Nationwide representative. 

Participation in HRSD’s Wellness Program continues to grow. The Program continues to provide 
plan education, wellness presentations, individual and group coaching, and virtual guided 
meditation sessions—remain active and well-received. 

Learning and Development (L&D): In June, the L&D team made meaningful progress in 
leadership development, staff engagement, and training redevelopment to support the 
organization’s evolving workforce needs. 

The LAMA leadership cohort completed their course in Emotional Intelligence, enhancing their 
capacity for self-awareness, empathy, and team dynamics. The group also participated in a 
team-building event designed to strengthen peer relationships. 



As part of the rollout of the redesigned training framework, facilitators completed certification 
in the Crucial Conversations training model. This certification will directly support delivery of 
the new framework by equipping facilitators with the tools to foster development of critical 
communication and dialogue skills. 

The Succession Planning Taskforce made notable strides this month, outlining a structure and 
format for identifying succession critical roles. This emerging framework will be essential in 
ensuring leadership bench strength and operational continuity. 

To kickoff the new fiscal year, the L&D team conducted its first work center visit, reintroducing 
staff to the L&D Department’s offerings. The visit focused on connecting employees with 
available resources and reinforcing our commitment to career growth and skills development 
across all departments. L&D plans to visit each work center by the end of the calendar year.  

Safety and Security: During July, the Safety and Security Department completed 20 safety 
inspections across HRSD work centers. Weekly construction safety walks were carried out as 
scheduled to help maintain a safe working environment for all employees. Additionally, the 
department conducted 20 safety training sessions tailored to the needs of various work 
centers.  

The Safety and Security Department issued the Summer Newsletter to all employees, 
reinforcing key seasonal safety messages. Progress continued on the development of online 
safety training modules within the Cornerstone platform, aimed at enhancing organization-
wide accessibility and compliance. The team also engaged directly with two newly established 
work center safety committees, supporting the launch of local safety initiatives. Additionally, 
Safety participated in James River’s VOSH voluntary compliance inspection alongside 
contractors, demonstrating proactive engagement with regulatory standards and a strong 
commitment to workplace safety. 

In July 2025, HRSD advanced key initiatives in physical security and emergency management. 
Law enforcement support was coordinated during a land seizure dispute, with HRSD serving as 
liaison.  Procurement preparations began for new physical security and fencing contracts, 
alongside meetings to assess future infrastructure and system needs.  
 
Planning progressed on a pilot lock program and installation of software for the Emergency 
Mass Notification System (EMNS). The monthly Security Team meeting finalized EMNS 
messaging and ensured deployment across the Crisis Management Team.  
 
The 2025 Hurricane Readiness and Recovery Plan was published to SharePoint, and work 
continued on the Active Shooter Policy. Emergency Management meetings were scheduled to 
evaluate software updates, and collaboration extended through participation in cross-project 
coordination efforts, a sector threat briefing, and federal agency discussions to strengthen 
HRSD’s security posture. 



Four auto accidents/property damage incidents and one work-related injuries requiring medical 
attention were reported.  

 
Respectfully submitted, 

 

Christina Gibson 

Chief People Officer 
 



TO: General Manager/ Chief Executive Officer 

FROM: Chief of Water Quality (CWQ) 

SUBJECT: Monthly Report for July 2025 

DATE: August 11, 2025 

1. HRSD’s Regulatory Activities:

a. Monthly Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) Summary and Items of Interest:
Effluent and Air Emissions Summary.

b. From Fiscal Year (FY) 2026 to date, there have been five Permit Exceedances
out of 4,655 Total Possible Exceedances.

c. Pounds of Pollutants Removed in FY 2026 to date: 16.9 million pounds.

d. HRSD responded to the draft James River VPDES permit which included
language for SWIFT.

2. Pretreatment and Pollution Prevention (P3) Program Highlights:

No civil penalties were issued in July.

3. Environmental and Regulatory Advocacy

Chief participated in the following advocacy and external activities:

a. Attended the US Water Alliance’s One Water Summit and participated in a
panel discussion on “The Power of Partnerships: An Exploration of
Regionalization, Consolidation, and Other Innovative Water Collaborations”.
Also participated in the Utility Leadership Roundtable on “Resilience Districts”
to gage interest in creating voluntary resilience districts within communities
as a mechanism for funding water resiliency projects.

b. Attended the National Association of Clean Water Agencies (NACWA) Utility
Leadership Conference and co-chaired the Water Quality Committee
meeting.

c. Co-chaired a committee meeting for the Chesapeake Bay Program’s (CBP)
Wastewater Treatment Workgroup (WWTWG) as part of an on-going effort to
update wastewater-related loadings in the Phase 7 Watershed Model.

d. Participated in the CBP Water Quality Goal Implementation Team (WQGIT)
meeting.



e. Participated in the Virginia-Maryland Chesapeake Bay Total Maximum Daily
Load (TMDL) Tracking Team to discuss updates affecting wastewater and
stormwater management program in both states.

1. Staff supported the generation of high-quality data for use in permitting and
environmental management decisions through our Municipal Assistance Program
(MAP), which offers services to other municipal and regional authorities throughout
the state. HRSD costs for this program are reimbursed by the customer. Below are
program highlights for the month.

a. HRSD provided sampling and analytical services to the following to support
monitoring required for their respective Virginia Permit Discharge Elimination
System (VPDES) permits:

City of Chesapeake

City of Franklin

Northumberland County

Westmoreland County

b. HRSD provided regulatory and process analytical services for 3 weeks for
Rivanna Water and Sewer Authority (RWSA) during RWSA laboratory
relocation.

1. The quarterly Water Quality Uncovered included a presentation from Ian Geeson
and Michael Echevarria on the history and operation of the Chlorophyll Monitoring
and Assessment Program (CMAP).

2. The quarterly Water Quality Lunch and Learn featured a presentation from Megan
Pennington-Boggio on “A Simple, Rapid Method for the Analysis of
Perfluorocarboxylic Acids in Drinking, Ground and Waste Waters Using GC/MS/MS”.

3. P3 welcomed Shardae Davis in the role of P3 Admin Technician. Shardae comes to
us from Accounts Receiving.

4. P3 welcomed Matt Hubbard in the role of P3 Technician. Matthew joins us from the
Boater Education Internship Program.

5. The CEL welcomed Paige Murin in the role of Lab Technician.



1. P3 staff hosted the Tidewater Environmental Crimes Task Force Meeting for US
EPA. This meeting was comprised of various local, state and Federal agencies all
looking at environmental crimes/violations.

2. Provided tours of the SWIFT Research Center to representatives from the Southern
Environmental Law Center and the Department of Environmental Quality’s (DEQ)
Tidewater Regional Office.

3. Staff supported Microbial Source Tracking (MST) investigations in partnership with
Hampton Roads localities. This work is required as part of HRSD’s Integrated Plan.
Sampling and analytical services were provided for the localities and projects
identified below:

a. City of Chesapeake (Southern Branch)

b. City of Newport News (Hilton Beach)

c. City of Hampton (southeast)

d. City of Suffolk (downtown)

e. City of Virginia Beach (Thalia Creek)

f. James City County

1. Representatives from Water Quality travelled with other HRSD representatives to
Virginia Tech to brainstorm opportunities for research partnerships.

2. Toured Jefferson Lab to discuss opportunities for a research partnership related to
PFAS destruction technologies.

3. Attended the annual SWIFT Research workshop to discuss the status of multiple
research projects and identify additional research interests.

Respectfully submitted, 

Jamie Heisig-Mitchell 
Chief of Water Quality 



AIR EMISSIONS SUMMARY FOR JULY 2025

            No. of Permit Deviations below 129 SSI Rule Minimum Operating Parameters        Part 503e Limits
Temp Venturi(s) PD Precooler Flow Venturi Flow Tray/PBs Flow Scrubber Any THC THC BZ Temp

12 hr ave 12 hr ave 12 hr ave 12 hr ave 12 hr ave pH Bypass Mo. Ave DC Daily Ave
MHI PLANT (F) (in. WC) (GPM) (GPM) (GPM) 3 hr ave Stack Use (PPM) (%) Days >Max

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 43 46 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 99 0

BOAT HARBOR

 VIP 

WILLIAMSBURG 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 19 79 0

ODOR COMPLAINTS

ARMY BASE 0
ATLANTIC 1
BOAT HARBOR 0
JAMES RIVER 0
NANSEMOND 0
VIP 0
WILLIAMIBURG 0
YORK RIVER 0
NS OPS 1
SS OPS 0
SCD 0
NON-HRSD 0



FLOW % of BOD TSS FC ENTERO TP TP TN TN CONTACT
PLANT mgd Design mg/l mg/l #/UBl #/UBl mg/l CY Avg mg/l CY Avg TANK EX

ARMY BASE 8.45 47% 1 1.4 1 1 0.21 0.27 5.3 4.9 28

ATLANTIC 45.68 85% 16 11 5 1 NA NA NA NA 11

BOAT HARBOR 9.40 38% 7 5.4 5 2 0.68 0.78 20 24 9

CENT. MIDDLESEX 0.016 63% <2 <1.0 <1 <1 NA NA NA NA NA

JAMES RIVER 10.98 55% 5 3.8 1 1 0.43 0.71 5.8 7.9 16

KING WILLIAM 0.098 98% <2 0.94 NA 1 0.22 0.15 2.4 3.6 NA

NANSEMOND 15.81 53% 4 4.2 4 1 2.3 1.7 4.7 5.3 14

ONANCOCK 0.253 34% <2 0.11 1 1 0.32 0.18 2.0 2.6 NA

CHINCOTEAGUE (SB) 0.0233 59% 11 2.7 1 >4 NA NA NA NA 0

URBANNA 0.086 86% 3 11 2 5 6.3 4.3 19 17 NA

VIP 25.04 63% 3 4.1 2 1 1.4 0.40 4.8 5.1 11

WEST POINT 0.491 82% 16 5.6 1 1 2.6 2.5 13 15 0

WILLIAMSBURG 8.75 39% 6 2.6 3 2 0.56 0.59 2.9 2.9 11

YORK RIVER 10.64 71% 4 2.2 <1 3 1.4 0.57 4.1 4.6 21
135.72

48%
67%
55%

North Shore 
South Shore 
Small Communities

EFFLUENT SUMMARY FOR JULY 2025

% of 
Capacity



Items of Interest – July 2025 

MULTIPLE HEARTH INCINERATION (MHI) 
Total Hydrocarbon (THC) monthly averages (not to exceed 100 ppm) were met by all 
three MHI plants (Boat Harbor, Virginia Initiative, and Williamsburg). The THC 
continuous emissions monitoring (CEM) valid data capture was 46% or more.  

On the week of June 22, operators at the Boat Harbor Treatment Plant and our STI 
CEMS service technician noted that the cabinet air conditioner was not keeping a 
stable temperature (highs for the week were in the upper 90s to 100s). The THC 
analyzer was taken back to the NS E&I shop for repairs, and the other electronics 
were shut down for protection. Warwick plumbing was called out to inspect and 
repair the cabinet air conditioner. Operations staff made improvements to the 
cabinet’s sealed surfaces and wiring harnesses. The THC analyzer from Army Base 
was installed and the system was fully operational on July 22. 

The three operating MHI plants had no (0) 129 operating parameter deviations and 
one (1) minor use of the emergency bypass stack (<60 minutes), and no (0) 
reportable uses of the MHI bypass (>60 minutes). 

HRSD submitted the semiannual 129 MHI deviation reports to DEQ. 

AIR PERMITS and ODOR CONTROL  

There was a total of two (2) odor complaints this month. 

Atlantic plant received one (1) complaint from our Ocean Lakes neighbors. Plant 
staff respond to these complaints and take corrective action as needed. 
Communications personnel provides responses to our neighbors as appropriate. 
TSD records the complaints in the air permit required odor complaint log. 

North Shore Operations received one (1) complaint from a neighbor of the HRSD 
Rolling Hills Pump Station in York County. NS Ops personnel responded and found 
no detectable hydrogen sulfide (H2S) or other odors at the time of investigation. The 
neighbor indicated the odors are typically observable in the evenings. In response, 
TSD established H2S monitoring at the Pump Station to aid in decisions regarding 
potential future odor mitigation efforts.  

CENTRAL ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY 
During the week of July 13-19, quality control failures for BOD analysis resulted in 
missed sample frequency for Atlantic, York River and West Point. Only two valid BOD 
results were reported for these facilities during this week, falling short of the three 
samples required for the week.  



TREATMENT 
DEQ was notified of the following reportable events: 

James River 
On July 5, a non-potable water (NPW) line feeding the scrubbers and primary spray 
water, burst between the grit tanks. The burst NPW line was identified and secured.  
Approximately 2,090 gallons of NPW were released to the ground/storm drain. 

On July 27, both in-service bar screens tripped after a power blip during a 
thunderstorm. Raw wastewater left the headworks building and approximately 
157,000 gallons were released onto the ground. The plant headworks bypass gate 
was opened, the bar screens were reset, and the area was cleaned.  

Virginia Initiative 
On July 16 at 10:00, a chlorine residual of 0.06 mg/L was recorded when chlorine 
demand outpaced what was dosed. Staff increased the hypochlorite dosage and 
adjustments were made to the plant process to resolve the issue. All residuals after 
the 10:00 check were within normal limits. 

A similar event occurred during a period of high flows following a thunderstorm on 
July 27 at 10:23 pm with a chlorine residual of 0.05 mg/L recorded. 

York River 
On July 30, a line break occurred on a 4-inch process force main while under 
pressure releasing NPW. Pumps were secured, however, a small amount of NPW 
continued to flow until the break could be completely isolated. Approximately 31,645 
gallons of NPW were released to the ground and Back Creek. 

SYSTEM 
On July 31, pump failures along with a heavy rain event resulted in an overflow of the 
siphon chamber in the middle of Shingle Creek. The permanent pumps at Saunders 
Drive PS in Suffolk failed to start as the well level rose leading to the emergency 
pumps also failing. Staff were able to get the interim pump back in working order to 
stop the spill. Approximately 32,000 gallons of raw wastewater were released to 
Shingle Creek. 

SYSTEM/TREATMENT, SMALL COMMUNITIES, AND EASTERN SHORE 
Chincoteague (Sunset Bay)  
On July 16, the effluent sample collected for TKN returned an elevated result of 24.6 
mg/L, above the weekly limit of 4.5 mg/L. This was caused by electrical issues 
affecting the aeration blowers, compromising nitrification performance. Several 
corrective actions were implemented to address the issue and subsequent effluent 
TKN concentrations were below the weekly limit. One weekly TKN concentration and 
one weekly TKN loading exceedance was reported. 



Pending ESS confirmation: On July 16, the cBOD sample returned a result of 11 mg/L, 
with a monthly limit of 10 mg/L. A resample was collected on 7/29 that was 
inadvertently handwritten on the chain of custody as BOD and could not be used for 
reporting.  

Dendron 
On July 15, flash flooding inundated the Dendron PS service area releasing 2.6” of 
rainfall. SSA responded and confirmed the station pumps were running properly. 
Solid debris was removed and lime spread to affected areas. Approximately 4,500 
gallons of raw wastewater were released to the ground. 

On July 31, severe thunderstorms inundated the Dendron PS service area releasing 
2.5” of rainfall. SSA responded and confirmed the station pumps were running 
properly. Solid debris was removed and lime spread to affected areas. 
Approximately 2,160 gallons of raw wastewater were released to the ground. 

HRSD received a warning letter dated July 9 for an overflow at Dendron PS 1 on May 
14. 

King William Collection System 
On July 9, staff responded to an overflow alarm at Acquinton Church PS and 
observed an overflow at low rim manhole KW-MH-C20. A flash flood warning was in 
effect due to intense rainfall from a localized storm system inundating the 
collection system area. Staff confirmed the station pumps were operating as 
intended. Solid debris was removed, and lime applied to the affected area. 
Approximately 36,000 gallons of raw wastewater were released to the ground and 
Moncuin Creek. 

On July 15, a wet weather event inundated the collection system area resulting in 
an overflow of low rim manhole KW-MH-C20. Staff confirmed the station pumps 
were operating as intended. Solid debris was removed and lime spread to affected 
areas. Further investigation found recently constructed manholes that were 
damaged and improper grading that was corrected. Approximately 500 gallons of 
raw wastewater were released to the ground and Moncuin Creek.  

Town of Accomac 
On July 29, a force main break occurred on FM-EF-005 near 22479 Front Street 
when contractors using a directional drilling method inadvertently struck the 
underground utility. HRSD staff immediately responded, shutting down flow to the 
upstream PS and began pump-and-haul operations while repairs to the force main 
were completed. Staff recovered 1,500 gallons of raw wastewater and applied lime 
to affected areas. 2,500 gallons of raw wastewater were unrecoverable from the 
ground. 



Town of Onancock 
On July 12, a leak was discovered from an underground NPW line. The NPW system 
was shut down and repaired. Approximately 200 gallons of NPW were released to 
the ground. 

West Point Collection System 
On July 17, raw wastewater was released from a bypass pump at Thompson Avenue 
PS when a contractor failed to close a valve before removing the bolts from the 
hose connecting flange on the pump. HRSD staff quickly responded, closing the 
discharge valve to stop the spill.  Approximately 750 gallons of raw wastewater were 
released to the ground and ditch to West Point Creek. 

https://app.powerbigov.us/groups/me/apps/5ed0c035-d3b8-4ade-a26f-62a63fd710ac/reports/2770a897-d9ad-46ec-8294-3a614f5f2cbd/ReportSectiond56748d4761cf526deb2?ctid=19f0aec0-495a-43f6-b733-94471f277511


CM ON UB
Jul 24 0.03 0.11 0.09
Aug 24 0.07 0.08
Sep 24 0.07 0.07
Oct 24 0.03 0.11 0.04
Nov 24 0.10 0.06
Dec 24 0.56 1.5
Jan 25 0.02 1.3 4.7
Feb 25 0.53 0.01
Mar 25 1.4 0.02
Apr 25 0.06 0.10 0.02
May 25 0.08 0.02
Jun 25 0.05 0.05
Jul 25 0.07 0.07 0.05

CM KW SB
Jul 24 0.88 0.94 2.2
Aug 24 0.94 1.0
Sep 24 0.91 1.3
Oct 24 0.75 0.95 0.70
Nov 24 1.1 1.2
Dec 24 1.1 2.7
Jan 25 <0.50 1.1 0.80
Feb 25 0.99 0.60
Mar 25 2.1 0.80
Apr 25 0.75 1.3 1.0
May 25 1.2 0.60
Jun 25 1.0 0.80
Jul 25 0.92 0.97 3.0

Zinc Copper
KW ON
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SC&H prepared the following Internal Audit Status document for the HRSD Commission. The status 
includes a summary of projects in process, upcoming projects, and management action plan updates. 
 
I. Projects in Process 
 
Bid Assessment 

 Completed Tasks (July 2025) 
o Conducted on site workshop with HRSD POC and third-party stakeholders (7/21). 
o Requested additional project documentation to finalize deliverables. 
o Continued developing timeline visualization document and draft deliverables. 

 Upcoming Tasks (August 2025) 
o Provide HRSD with draft deliverables for review. 
o Conduct exit meeting with HRSD POC and third-party stakeholders. 
o Finalize assessment and presentation timing. 

 
Aging and Arrears Assessment (planning only) 

 Completed Tasks (July 2025) 
o Reviewed documentation provided and conducted initial data analytics. 
o Met with HRSD POC to address questions and open requests. 
o Drafted process visualization documents. 

 Upcoming Tasks (August 2025) 
o Continue data analytics and meet with HRSD POC for input.   
o Draft opportunities to mitigate losses and enhance the process. 

 
IT Governance 

 Completed Tasks (July 2025) 
o Issued draft report (7/16).  
o Requested feedback/comments on the draft report (7/16). 

 Upcoming Tasks (August 2025) 
o Request management responses and due dates for each finding (8/8). 
o Finalize and issue the final audit report with management response (8/22). 

 
Operational Technology Security and Resilience 

 Completed Tasks (July 2025) 
o Drafted management responses/action plan to address audit findings (7/18).  

 Upcoming Tasks (August 2025) 
o Obtain management’s approval on drafted action plans (8/15). 
o Issue audit report (8/22). 

 
Report issuance is pending agreement on drafted management responses and due dates. SC&H 
drafted management action plan and awaiting approval or agreement on the action plan and dates. 
Once these are approved by the relevant contacts, the final report will be issued. The timing of the 
report depends on the time it takes to get approval.  
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Model 3 
 Completed Project (July 2025) 

 
Risk Assessment Refresh 

 Completed Tasks (July 2025) 
o Planned for leadership discussions about audit topics. 

 Upcoming Tasks (August 2025) 
o Provide audit plan to HRSD (complete, 8/5). 
o Finalize audit plan and presentation logistics (8/13). 

 
II. Upcoming Audits 

 To be determined upon FY26 audit plan completion. 
 
III. Management Action Plan Status  
SC&H performs on-going management action plan (MAP) monitoring for completed internal 
audits/projects. SC&H begins MAP follow-up approximately one year following the completion of each 
audit and periodically follows up until conclusion. 
 
For each recommendation noted in an audit report, SC&H gains an understanding of the steps performed 
to address the action plan and obtains evidence to confirm implementation, when available. 
 
The following describes the current project monitoring status. This listing does not include audits which 
were determined by HRSD Management and the Commission to include confidential or sensitive 
information. 
 

  Recommendations 
Audit / Project Next Follow-up Closed Open Total 
Safety Division August 2025 2 1 3 
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) August 2025 0 1 1 
Personally Identifiable Information (PII) August 2025 0 3 3 
AP, ProCard August 2025 1 2 3 
Closed Audit/Projects (x21) Closed 135 0 135 
 Totals 138 7 145 

 



Strategic Measures 
July 2025 

 
 

Strategic Planning Measure Department Jul-25 FY-26 
Educational and Outreach Events Communications 24 24 
Number of Community Partners Communications 21 21 
Number of Technical Presentations All 1 1 
Number of Technical Publications All 0 0 
Revenue vs. Budget Finance 8% 8% 
Wastewater Expenses vs. Budget Finance 7% 7% 
Accounts Receivable (HRSD) Finance $55,501,098 $55,501,098 
Aging Accounts Receivable Finance 34.20% 34.20% 
Turnover Rate wo Retirements Talent Management 0.22% 0.22% 
Turnover Rate w Retirements Talent Management 0.55% 0.55% 

Avg Time to Hire (Posting to Acceptance) Talent Management 
3 months   

2 days 
3 months  

2 days 
Number of Vacancies Talent Management 77 523 
Average number of applicants per position Talent Management 6.7 6.7 

Percentage of positions filled with internal 
applicants Talent Management 38.7% 38.7% 
Recruitment source Return on Investment Talent Management * * 
Avg Time to Hire (Acceptance to NEO) Talent Management 47.50 * 
Customer Call Wait Time (mins) Finance 4.22 4.22 

Capacity Related Overflows with Stipulated 
Penalties (Reported Quarterly) Water Quality / ENG 0 * 

Non-Capacity Related Overflows with Stipulated 
Penalties (Reported Quarterly) Water Quality / ENG 0 * 

TONS OF CARBON: Tons of carbon produced per 
million gallons of wastewater treated 
Energy consumed (gas (scfm) and electricity 
(kWh)) per million gallons of wastewater treated. Operations N/A 0 

GAS CONSUMPTION: Tons of carbon produced 
per million gallons of wastewater treated 
Energy consumed (gas (scfm) and electricity 
(kWh)) per million gallons of wastewater treated. Operations N/A * 

ELECTRICITY CONSUMPTION: Tons of carbon 
produced per million gallons of wastewater 
treated 
Energy consumed (gas (scfm) and electricity 
(kWh)) per million gallons of wastewater treated. Operations N/A 0 

Cumulative CIP Spend Engineering $0 $0 
 
*Not currently tracking due to constraints collecting the data. 
** Updated after EPA Quarterly Report submittal. 
***Billing is one month behind 



Strategic Measures
July 2025

Educational Outreach
Date Division Event Community Partner

7/1/2025 Communications   SWIFT tour and activity -Horizons Hampton 
Roads   Horizons Hampton Roads

7/2/2025 Finance   SWIFT tour -ODU Economic Impact Study 
Group   Old Dominion University

7/2/2025 Communications   SWIFT tour -ODU Economic Impact Study 
Group   Old Dominion University

Community Partners
Date Division Event

07/01/2025 Communications   Horizons Hampton Roads

07/02/2025 Communications   Old Dominion University

07/07/2025 Communications   Horizons Hampton Roads

07/08/2025 Communications   Horizons Hampton Roads

07/08/2025 Communications   Portsmouth Public Schools

07/10/2025 Communications   Old Dominion University

07/11/2025 Communications   Elizabeth River Project and HRSD

07/12/2025 Operations   Norfolk State University

07/14/2025 Communications   Horizons Hampton Roads

07/15/2025 Communications   Portsmouth Public Schools

07/15/2025 Communications   VA DEQ and HRSD Boater Pump Out interns

07/15/2025 Communications   Nansemond River Preservation Alliance

07/21/2025 Communications   Portsmouth Public Schools

07/22/2025 Communications   Portsmouth Public Schools

07/22/2025 Communications   American Planning Association - VA Chapter

07/23/2025 Communications   Newport News Public Schools

07/25/2025 Communications   HRPDC

07/29/2025 Operations   Virginia Tech

07/29/2025 Operations   Old Dominion University

07/30/2025 Communications   Youth Volunteer Corps of Hampton Roads

07/31/2025 Communications   Old Dominion University



Strategic Measures
July 2025

Educational Outreach
Date Division Event Community Partner

7/7/2025 Communications   SWIFT tour and activity -Horizons Hampton 
Roads   Horizons Hampton Roads

7/8/2025 Communications   SWIFT tour - Camp Answer   Portsmouth Public Schools

7/8/2025 Communications   SWIFT tour and activity -Horizons Hampton 
Roads   Horizons Hampton Roads

7/8/2025 Water Quality
  Water Quality Services Building Tour provided 
by Mike Martin and Kevin Parker for the EPA 
Tidewater Environmental Crimes Task Force

  EPA Tidewater Environmental Crimes 
Task Force

7/9/2025 Water Quality
  Water Quality Services Building Tour provided 
by Kevin Parker for Virginia Tech Coastal 
Research

  Virginia Tech Coastal Research

7/10/2025 Communications   SWIFT Tour - ODU Women in Engineering   Old Dominion University

7/11/2025 Communications   SWIFT Tour and activity - HRSD Boater Pump 
Out interns and ERP Interns   Elizabeth River Project and HRSD

7/14/2025 Communications   SWIFT tour and activity - Horizons Hampton 
Roads   Horizons Hampton Roads

7/15/2025 Water Quality
  Hosted Tours for Virginia DEQ Interns of the 
VIP Treatment Plant and SWIFT Reasearch 
Center

  Virginia DEQ

7/15/2025 Communications   SWIFT tour - Nansemond River Preservation 
Alliance interns   Nansemond River Preservation Alliance

7/15/2025 Communications   SWIFT tour - Camp Answer   Portsmouth Public Schools

7/15/2025 Communications   SWIFT tour - VA DEQ interns and Nansemond 
River Preservation Alliance Interns   VA DEQ

7/21/2025 Communications   SWIFT tour and activity - Horizons Hampton 
Roads   Portsmouth Public Schools

7/22/2025 Engineering   SWIFT tour - Virginia Chapter of American 
Planning Association

  American Planning Association - VA 
Chapter

7/22/2025 Communications   SWIFT tour - Virginia Chapter of American 
Planning Association

  American Planning Association - VA 
Chapter

7/22/2025 Communications   SWIFT tour - Camp Answer   Portsmouth Public Schools

7/23/2025 Operations   ATP Tour - 437th Civil Affairs Battalion   Army Reserve

7/23/2025 Communications   Camp Elevate Family STEM Day at Sedgefield 
Elementary School   Newport News Public Schools

7/25/2025 Communications   My Future 757 Event - HRPDC   HRPDC

7/30/2025 Operations   Atlantic Treatment Plant tour and activity   Youth Volunteer Corps of Hampton 
Roads

7/30/2025 Operations   ATP Tour - Virginia Beach Summer Camp   Virginia Beach Summer Camp

7/30/2025 Communications   Atlantic Treatment Plant tour and activity   Youth Volunteer Corps of Hampton 
Roads



Strategic Measures
July 2025

Technical Presentations
Date Division Presentation Presenter

7/30/2025 Water Quality "Wastewater and the Helath of The 
Chesapeake Bay" Michael Echevarria

Educational Outreach
Date Division Event Community Partner

7/31/2025 Engineering
  Education and Outreach presentation - NSF 
REsearch Experiences for Teachers in 
Engineering & Computer Science

  Old Dominion University

7/31/2025 Communications
  Education and Outreach presentation - NSF 
REsearch Experiences for Teachers in 
Engineering & Computer Science

  Old Dominion University



Resource: Eddie Abisaab 

AGENDA ITEM 23.c.1 – August 26, 2025 
 
Subject:   Emergency Replacement Gearbox for Emergency Bypass Pond Valve at NTP 

Emergency Declaration 
 
Recommended Action:  No action is required.  
 
CIP:  None 
 
Regulatory Requirement:  None  
 
Brief:  Early on July 24, plant staff found that the emergency bypass pond, which is used to 
divert flow that may either negatively impact process or final effluent that would result in a 
potential permit violation, was full, when it should have been empty. Upon further investigation, 
staff found that the valve from the Parshall flume/ contact tank to the emergency bypass pond 
was stuck half open, resulting in a full pond, and elevation equalization with the effluent pipe to 
the plant outfall. The gearbox for the valve had failed, resulting in the plant staff being unable to 
close the valve.  
 
Plant leadership contacted the known supplier for this part and found that the supplier had the 
part and could ship it overnight, to then be immediately installed on July 25. The cost for the part 
and for shipping was over the $10,000 limit, which would require an Emergency Declaration to 
move forward with the overnight shipping. Not replacing this part immediately would run the risk 
of permit violation. With the emergency pond being completely full and equalized with the 
effluent pipe, whatever gets diverted to the pond would then go out through the partially opened 
valve, back into the effluent channel, and out to the river via the plant outfall.  
 
The plant could cover this cost in the Major Repairs and Replacements (MR&R) budget, and it was 
deemed necessary to make repairs immediately, vs. going through the conventional procurement 
process. The gearbox was received and installed by 11:00 am on July 25. 
 
Analysis of Cost:  The total cost for this repair was $19,800.  
 
This work is in accordance with the Commission Adopted Procurement Policy.  
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