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Washington Center for 
Economic 
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inspires and enables 
entrepreneurs and 
their organizations to 
pursue economic 
growth through 
education, consulting, 
connecting, and 
supportive research. 
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 Entrepreneurial 
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and College Student and 
Secondary School 
Programs 
 

 WEAKNESSES 
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involved in Micro Loan 
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things to advance 
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innovation. (ICAP, 
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472 Business Clients 

58 New Venture StartUps 

277 New Jobs Created 

432 Jobs Retained 

$5,889,112 New Capital Investment 

$7,430,300 Sales Improvement 

94 Management Courses 

935 Total Attendees 

96% Satisfaction Rating 
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 22 Federal Contracting Engagements 

 19 New System Award Mgmt Registrations 
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 3 New HUBZone Certifications*** 
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6 New Startup Companies 

24 FTE and 1 PTE jobs created 

$353,750 New Capital Investment 

$50,000 in CRCF First Round Funds 

$27,884,604m in client sales and 

contracts 

8 ICAP Companies 

6 Peer2Peer Companies 

 





23 Graduates 

12 New Startup Companies 

$3000 in New Capital Investment 

11 New FTE Jobs Created 

$150,000 in Sales Improvement 

8/24 Experiential Learning Intern Credits 

22 Eagle Innovation Companies 

3 First Round Companies Funded 

$5750 Total Capital Raise 











UMW Faculty can build a “Commodity 
Deliverable”  These projects provide 
business and community value at little to 
no cost to the recipient. 
 
1. Create a deliverable that provides value for the 

client and achieves desired learning outcomes. 
2. The CED will market the opportunity. 
3. The Professor is the Point of Contact. 
4. Reports, Final Product, and Quality Assurance are 

collected and maintained by the CED for 
confidential and perpetual archival. 











DELIVERABLES 

• Discovery 

• Mission 
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METHODOLOGY 
 

• SMART 
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• GIS Source Data 
• Environmental Scan 
• Virginia Airport 

Impact Study 
• Delta Airlines 

Consultant-Courtney 
Beamon 
 
 
 



• Project Scope 

• Charter 

• Schedule 
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• Budget 
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• Risk 
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Programs 

 

“Every day we are 

saying, 'How can we 

keep this customer 

happy?' How can we 

get ahead in 

innovation by doing 

this, because if we 

don't, somebody else 

will.” - Bill Gates 
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Westmoreland Flex Space Project

1. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment
2. Threatened and Endangered Species Review
3. Archeological and Architectural Review
4. Waters of the U.S. Delineation and Preliminary
5. Jurisdictional Determination
6. Geotechnical Borings and Report
7. Topographic Survey
8. Boundary Survey
9. Schematic Site Design
10. Schematic Building Design

















Recommended Layout



County’s Reduced Footprint



Next Steps

1. Purchase the property
2. Remediate the site (demo current building, 

environmental, etc.)
3. Decide whether to market it as a finished site or 

build a spec building on it



Direct Dial, (804) 550-9206
criedlinger@resourceintl.com

I’ eS J Jr’e
INTERNATIONAL

May 9, 2019

RN. 9402493

Mr. Norm Risavi
County Administrator
Westmoreland County
111 Polk Street
Montross, VA 22520

RE: Westmoreland Flex Space

Dear Mr. Risavi:

Resource International, Ltd. entered a contract with Westmoreland County, who
received a GO VIRGINIA Grant from the Virginia Department of Housing and
Community Development, to perform the due diligence activities for a flexible office
space project. The scope of the services included; 1) Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment 2) Threatened and Endangered Species Review 3) Archeological and
Architectural Review 4) Waters of the U.S. Delineation and Preliminary Jurisdictional
Determination 5) Geotechnical Borings and Report 6) Topographic Survey 7) Boundary
Survey 8) Schematic Site Design and 9) Schematic Building Design.

Description of Property

The property is 9.696 acres located adjacent to Route 3 (15268 Kings Highway) in
Westrnoreland County. It is bound by a mixture of several single-family residential lots
and commercial/industrial lots to the south, west, and north of the property. The
property is bound to the east by Route 3. There is an existing one-story building located
in the front of the property with a gravel/pavement area that was used for parking. The
site generally slopes from east to west with the front of the property being mostly flat.

Property Constraints

There were several constraints that dictated where the proposed building would be
located. The back of the property has extreme slopes which was not feasible for a
building pad nor a parking lot without bringing in a tremendous amount of fill dirt. The
front of the property is particularly flat which means that there will need to be a piped
stormwater conveyance system. There are setbacks of 25 feet from the front, rear, and
both sides of the property where no building nor parking area can be placed. As a result
of the building setbacks, the front of the property is approximately 155 feet in width. The
site current has a one-story building in the front of the property that is to be demolished.

9560 Kings Charter Drive’ P.O. Box 6(60 Ashlanä, VA 23005
(804) 550-9200 Fox (804) 550-9259

www.resourceintl.com
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There is an existing gravel/pavement area that is adjacent to the one-story building.
This material is to be demolished as well.

Environmental Considerations

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was performed on the property by Resource
International, Ltd. and provided to Westmoretand County. This assessment revealed no
evidence of recognized environmental conditions in connection with the property. A
Waters of the U.S. Delineation was performed on the property. It was determined that
there was an intermittent stream that is approximately 3 feet wide that goes through the
property. No perennial streams were observed on the property. A preliminary
jurisdictional wetland determination was performed on the property. Forested weflands
were found near the back of the property, outside of the proposed building area.
Attachment I shows the wetland determination and the location of the intermittent
stream, A search of the data supplied by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, the
Department of Conservation and Recreation, and the Virginia Department of Game and
lnland Fisheries revealed that the Northern long-eared bat may occur within the vicinity
of the property. No other species were found in the area.

Geotechnical Report

Soil tests were conducted on the property to determine ii the soil was suitable for
development. Borings were drilled at 5 different locations. It was found that the site can
be developed for the proposed structure, utilizing conventional spread footings on firm,
natural soils, new structural fill, or a combination thereof. See Attachment 2 for the
geotechnical report.

Layouts Considered

Four potential layouts were presented to Westmoreland County (See Attachments 3, 4,
5 & 6). Each layout varied with respect to building size, composition, orientation, and
parking. Of the four layouts, layout option I was the most feasible. It consisted of a
14,400 square foot building footprint with 59 proposed parking spaces and 4 ADA
spaces. A stormwater management facility is located towards the back of the property,
which will collect stormwater runoff from the site. A 5-foot sidewalk stretched around the
building. After consideration, the County requested that a smaller building footprint he
considered and another layout was provided for a 9000 square foot building as shown
on Attachment 7.

Opinion of Cost to Construct

In order to construct the proposed layout as shown on Attachment 8, the opinion of
costs is $1,814,004. This cost estimate takes into account the demolition of the existing
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I story building and associated pavement/gravel, civil site work, and cost to construct
the proposed building. Fees/permits are not taken into account in this estimation.

If you have any questions, feel free to contact me at the above referenced number.

R%Ih.E.
Senior Vice President

/km p

Attachments

cc: Town of Montross
Jerry Davis, Northern Neck PDC



ATTACHMENT I
Wetland Delineation Map
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ATTACHMENT 2
Geotechnical Report
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April 22 2019

Phone (804) 550-2203

Fax (804) 550-2204

Resource International, LTD www.hcea.com

9560 Kings Charter Drive Z
Ashland, Virginia 23005 0
Attention: Mr. Jason Gentry

Re: Geotechnical Engineering Study 0
Flexible Office Space C)
Westmoreland County, Virginia
HCEA Project No. M19069 —l

m
td)

Mr. Gentry:

Hillis-Carnes Engineering Associates, Inc. (HCEA) is pleased to submit this report
conveying results of the subsurface exploration and subsequent geotechnical evaluation for
the proposed project referenced above.

The material samples collected during the site exploration will be stored at our office for a
period of 30 days from the date of this letter. If you require the samples to be stored for a
longer period of time or to be delivered to you or another party, please make a request in
writing prior to the end of the 30-day period. Otherwise, the samples will be discarded at the
end of the 30-day storage period.

HCEA appreciates having had the opportunity to provide the geotechnical consultation for
this project, and we will remain available for further consultation during the various design
stages. Please contact our office if questions arise concerning the contents of this report, or
additional consultatiQl4 inspection, or testing services are required.

Sincerely, .

HlLLIS-CA1 ENGINEERIN SOCIATES, INC.

f 0 ROBERT K. YONKERS
Q

Lic. No. 05247

Sr. Project Englnee’fr k4 Branc Manager

Corporate Headquarters - Annapolis Junction, MD

Maryland • Washington, DC • Delaware • Pennsylvania • Virginia • Caribbean
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FIex[ble Office Space
Geotechnical Engineering Study

Project No. M19069

1.0 PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The purpose of this study was to characterize the general subsurface conditions
at the boring locations and to evaluate those conditions with respect to concept
and design of a foundation system, floor slabs, and related geotechnical aspects
for the proposed construction.

The evaluations and recommendations presented in this report were developed
from a review of project characteristics and an interpretation of the general
subsurface conditions at the site based on the results of the site exploration. The
stratification lines indicated on the Records of Soil Exploration (boring logs)
represent the approximate boundaries between soil types. However, the in-situ
transitions may actually be gradual. Such variations can best be evaluated during
construction and any minor design changes can be made at that time, if necessary.

An evaluation of the site with respect to potential construction problems and
recommendations dealing with the earthwork and inspection during construction
are also included. The inspection is considered necessary to verify the subsurface
conditions and to verify that the soils-related construction phases are performed
properly. The Appendix of this report contains a summary of the field and
laboratory work performed for this study.

2.0 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

The project site is located at 15268 Kings Highway in the Montross area of
Westmoreland County, Virginia as shown on the Project Location Map (Figure 1)
in the Appendix. Plans provided by the Client indicate that the proposed
construction on the site is to include a new 14400 sq ft commercial/business
complex structure with associated pavement areas.

At present the site is occupied by an existing building structure with asphalt
pavements in front and a grassy area to the north. It is our understanding that the
existing building structure will be razed prior to the start of new construction. The
site is relatively flat with existing site grades on the order of El 140±. The finished
floor elevation for the proposed structure was not known at the time this report was
prepared; however, it is anticipated that minimal site grading will be required in
order to establish the necessary subgrade elevations.

Structural loading information was not available at the time this report was being
prepared. Based on the limited available information, the following maximum
structure toads have been assumed:

1. Maximum wall loads are assumed to be 5 kips per linear foot
2. Maximum column loads are assumed to be 100 kips
3. Maximum interior floor slab loads are assumed to be 200 psf

HILUS-CARNES ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES Page 2



Flexible Office Space
Geotechnical Engineedng Study

Project No. M19069

Settlements of about 1-inch total and 1/2-inch differential have been assumed to
be tolerable by the structure. Additional details concerning the proposed
construction were not available at the time that this report was being prepared.
Should any of the project characteristics, structural loading conditions or required
settlement criteria differ from those outlined above, then this office should be
contacted for a re-evaluation of the site.

3.0 FIELD EXPLORATION AND LABORATORY TESTING

In order to accomplish these objectives, a subsurface exploration program was
performed consisting of four (4) Standard Penetration Test (SPT) soil borings.
Borings B-i and B-2 were performed in the footprint of the building structure and
extended to depths of 20 ft below the existing site grades. Borings CBR-1 and
CBR-2 were performed in pavement areas and extended to depths of 10 ft below
the existing site grade. Boring locations were selected by the Client and marked in
the field by HCEA. The approximate boring locations are shown on the Soil Boring
Location Plan, Figure 2 in the Appendix.

Drilling and sampling activities were performed Houff Drilling of Mechanicsville,
Virginia under the coordination of HCEA personnel. The borings were advanced
with hollow-stem augers and the subsurface soils were generally sampled at 2 ft.
to 5 ft. intervals. Samples were taken by driving a 1-3/8-inch ID. (2-inch O.D.) split-
spoon sampler in general accordance with ASTM D-1586 specifications. The
sampler was first seated 6 inches to penetrate any loose cuttings and then was
driven an additional one foot with blows of a 140-pound hammer, falling 30 inches.
The number of hammer blows required to drive the sampler one foot following the
initial 6-inch seating is designated as the “Penetration Resistance” or “N” value.
The penetration resistance (N-value) can be used as an indication of the soil
strength and compression characteristics.

Portions of each SPT soil sample were placed in glass jars and transported to
HCEA’s laboratory. All of the jarred samples were visually classified in the
laboratory by the Geotechnical Engineer in general accordance with the Unified
Soil Classification System (USCS) and ASTM D-2488. The Unified Soil
Classification Symbols appear on the boring logs and the system nomenclature is
generally described in the Appendix.

Laboratory testing was performed on representative samples, which consisted of
Atterberg limits, sieve analysis, moisture content tests, moisture-density
relationship (Proctor) testing and California Bearing Ratio (CBR) testing and used
in general accordance with ASTM D-2487 to obtain the USCS classification of the
soils tested. The results of the laboratory testing are presented in the Appendix
and the USCS classifications presented on the boring logs were reviewed based
on the laboratory testing results.

HILLIS-CARNES ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES Page 3



Flexible Office Space
Geotechnical Engineering Study

Project No. M19069

4.0 SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS

Details of the subsurface conditions encountered at the site are shown on the
boring logs. Strata divisions shown on the boring logs have been estimated based
on visual examinations of the recovered boring samples and the collection
intervals. In the field, strata changes could occur gradually and/or at different levels
than indicated on the boring logs.

Groundwater conditions indicated on the boring logs are those observed during
the subsurface exploration. Fluctuations in groundwater levels should be expected
and are typically influenced by changes in seasons, grading, runoff, infiltration
rates, and may be influenced by other factors.

Generalized subsurface conditions and pertinent engineering characteristics of the
soils based on the results of the current exploration are discussed below:

4.1 Site Geology

Available geologic maps indicate that the project site is located in the Coastal
Plain. Soils in the Coastal Plain are sedimentary materials usually consisting of
interbedded layers of granular and semi-cohesive to cohesive soils.

4.2 Surficial Cover

Borings B-I and B-2 were performed through the existing pavement and
showed the presence of 3± to 4± inches of asphalt. Boring CBR-1 showed the
presence of a surficial gravel and topsoil layer measuring 3± inches thick. Boring
CBR-2 showed the presence of a 3± inch thick surficial topsoil layer.

4.3 Existing Fill Materials

Materials specifically identified as man-placed fill materials were not
encountered within the tested locations. Due to the previous construction that
has taken place at the site, it should be anticipated that existing fill materials
could be encountered in other areas of the site, particularly near the existing
building structure.

4.4 Natural Materials

The natural soils encountered in the borings generally consisted of clayey Sand
(SC), silty Sand (SM) and combinations thereof. The natural soils had SPT “N”
values, or blows per foot (bpf), ranging from 6 bpf to 31 bpf indicating loose to
dense relative densities for the predominantly granular soils.

The soils in the upper 6± ft of the boreholes had natural moisture contents
ranging from 9% to 17%.

HICLIS-CARNES ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES Poge 4
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4.5 Groundwater

Groundwater levels were monitored in the open boreholes while drilling and at
completion. The borings were backfilled at completion for safety purposes.
Groundwater as encountered in borings B-I and B-2 at a depth of 16± ft below
the existing site grade during drilling operations. Upon completion. groundwater
was noted in B-i and B-2 at a depth of 12.5± ft below the existing site grades in
the caved boreholes. Groundwater was not encountered in borings CBR-1 and
CBR-2 and these borings remained dry at completion.

A more accurate determination of the hydrostatic water table would require the
installation of perforated pipes or piezometers which could be monitored over
an extended period of time. The actual level of the hydrostatic water table and
the amount and level of perched water should be anticipated to fluctuate
throughout the year, depending on variations in precipitation, surface run-off,
infiltration, site topography, and drainage.

5.0 EVALUATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Our findings suggest that the site can be developed for the proposed new
structure, utilizing conventional spread footings on firm, natural soils, new
structural fill, or a combination thereof. Footings or floor slabs should not be
constructed on or over any existing fill materials should they be encountered at the
site. Special consideration should be given to the proper monitoring of fill
operations, footing excavations, and concrete placement in all structural areas.

The following recommendations have been developed on the basis of the
previously described project characteristics and subsurface conditions. If there are
any changes to the project characteristics or if different subsurface conditions are
encountered during construction, HCEA should be consulted so that the
recommendations of this report can be reviewed and revised accordingly.

5.1 General Site Preparation

The initial step in the development of this site should be a review of any existing
utilities at the site that may need to be abandoned or relocated as necessary to
facilitate the new construction. A controlled stripping or removal of any
pavements, topsoil/organic laden soils; man-made materials; frozen, wet, soft or
loose soils; and any other deleterious materials should be performed.

After the initial stripping process is completed, areas of the site to receive fill, or
areas of the site at-grade where structures will be located, should be proofrolled.
The proofrolling operations should be performed using a 20-ton, fully-loaded dump
truck or another pneumatic-tire vehicle of similar size and weight. The purpose of
the proofrolling will be to locate near-surface pockets of soft or loose soils requiring
undercutting. A Geotechnical Engineer or experienced Soils Inspector should
witness the proofrolling operations and should delineate which areas need further
undercutting and/or stabilization.

HILLIS-CARNES ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES Fage 5
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52 Fill Selection, Placement and Compaction

All material to be used as fill or backfill should be tested and approved by the
Geotechnical Engineer or his authorized representative. In general, the on-site
soils which are free from organic and other deleterious components can be re
used in controlled structural fills.

Moisture conditioning (that is, wetting or drying) of the soils should be
anticipated to achieve proper compaction. The moisture contents of the soils
should be controlled properly to avoid extensive construction delays. If imported
fill material is required, those materials should have Unified Soil Classifications
of SC or more granular.

The fine-grained nature of some of the soils encountered on-site may make
them sensitive to heavy dynamic loads and to increases in moisture content
beyond their ‘optimum” value. The traffic of heavy equipment, including heavy
construction equipment, could create pumping and a general deterioration of the
on-site soils, especially it conducted in the presence of water. II exposed to
water, these soils can deteriorate and become difficult to work or compact
properly. The grading should therefore, if at all possible, be carried out during a
dry season. This would help to reduce these potential problems. Additionally, the
contractor should not permit water to pond on the site. Exposed subgrades should
be sloped and sealed at all times to facilitate rainfall runoff. If such problems arise,
the Geotechnical Engineer should be consulted for an evaluation of the
conditions.

All fill should be placed in relatively horizontal 8-inch (maximum) loose lifts and
should be compacted to a minimum of 95 percent of the Standard Proctor
(ASTM D-698) maximum dry density below the top 1 ft of building and/or
pavement subgrades. Fills in the top 1 ft of building and/or pavement subgrades
should be compacted to 100 percent of the Standard Proctor maximum dry
density. Fill materials in landscape and other non-structural areas should be
compacted to at least 90 percent of the Standard Proctor maximum dry density,
if significant subsidence of the fill under its own weight is to be avoided. Field
moisture contents should be maintained within 2 percentage points of the
optimum moisture content in order to provide adequate compaction. A sufficient
number of in-place density tests should be performed by an experienced
Engineering Technician on a full-time basis to verify that the proper degree of
compaction is being obtained

Structural fill should extend a minimum of 5 feet beyond building lines where
floor slabs are to be constructed on the fill. Fill slopes no steeper than 2(H):1(V),
or flatter, should be used. New fills should be properly benched into existing
slopes as necessary.

HILLIS-CARNES ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES Page 6
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5.3 Foundations

Our findings indicate that the proposed new structure can be supported on
spread footings bearing on firm, natural soils, new engineered fill placed over
firm, approved soils or a combination thereof. Based on the assumed structural
loads, the tolerable settlement and the encountered subsurface conditions, a
net allowable bearing pressure of 2,000 psf is recommended for proportioning
footings on firm, stable ground. Foundations should not be supported on or over
any existing fill materials, should such materials be encountered, unless
specifically approved by the geotechnical engineer in the field.

To preclude punching shear failures, wall footings should be at least 18 inches
wide and column footings should be at least 24 inches wide. It is recommended
that wall footings be provided with longitudinal reinforcement. Proper
longitudinal reinforcement is designed to provide the footings with greater
bending capacity that should allow them to span across localized weak bearing
zones that may go undetected during construction. Since a net soil pressure is
specified, the weights of the footing concrete and backfill need not be added to
the structural loads when proportioning the footings.

In all areas where foundations will be supported on strUctural fill, the structural
fill should extend a sufficient distance laterally beyond the perimeters of footings.
For design purposes, plans should reflect structural fill extending a minimum
distance of 9 inches laterally beyond a footing perimeter for each linear ft of
structural fill below the bearing level.

All footing excavations should be tested by a Geotechnical Engineer or
experienced Soils Inspector prior to the placement of concrete, The purpose of
the test would be to verify that the exposed materials will be capable of
supporting the design bearing pressure. If soft or loose pockets are encountered
in the footing excavations, the unsuitable materials should be removed, and the
footings should be located at a lower elevation. Alternatively, the unsuitable
materials could be undercut and replaced with lean (2000 psi) concrete or
structural fill.

Footings should be located at depths of at least 2 ft below final exterior grades
so as to provide adequate protection from frost conditions. If the structure is to
be constructed during the winter months or if the building interiors wilt likely be
subjected to freezing temperatures after footing construction, then all footings
should be provided with adequate frost cover protection. Otherwise, interior
footings can be located on suitable materials at nominal depths below finished
floor grade.

5.4 Seismic Site Class

The Seismic Site Classification based on the recommendations found in the
2012 International Building Code standard is D.

HILLIS-CARNES ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES Page 7
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5.5 Ground-Supported Slabs

Floor slabs should be supported on approved, firm natural soils or on new
compacted structural fill. The slab subgrade should be prepared in accordance
with the procedures outlined in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 of this report. In particular,
the slab subgrade should be proofrolled to delineate any soft or loose areas
requiring undercutting and/or stabilization.

It is recommended that the slab be directly supported on a minimum 4-inch layer
of clean granular materials such as washed sand, clean sand and gravel, or
screened, crushed stone. A suitable moisture/vapor barrier (that is, polyethylene
sheeting) should also be provided. These procedures will provide a moisture
break that will help to prevent capillary rise, dampness of the floor slabs and
also help to cure the slab concrete. It is also recommended that construction
joints on the slab surface and isolation joints between the slab and structural
walls be provided (such that the slab would be ground-supported).

On most projects, there is a significant time lag between initial grading and a
point when the contractor is ready to pour the slabs-on-grade. Environmental
conditions and construction traffic often disturb the subgrade soils. Provisions
should be made in the construction specifications for the restoration of the
subgrade soils to a stable condition prior to the placement of the concrete for
the floor slabs.

5.6 Groundwater and Drainage

When encountered, the shallowest groundwater was noted at depths on the
order of 12.5± ft below the existing site grades. Based on these groundwater
depths, major groundwater related construction problems are not anticipated at
the site.

Any water infiltration resulting from precipitation, surface run-oft, or perched
water should be able to be controlled by means of sump pits and pumps, or by
gravity ditching procedures. If any conditions are encountered which cannot be
handled in such a manner, the Geotechnical Engineer should be consulted.

Adequate drainage should be provided at the site to minimize any increases in
the moisture contents of the foundation soils. All pavement or parking areas
should be sloped away from the structure to prevent ponding of water around
the building.

5.7 Preliminary Pavement Recommendations

As requested, a pavement evaluation was performed for this site. We obtained
a soaked CBR value on the order of $ percent from a representative bulk sample
obtained from the pavement borings.
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A design CBR value of 5 percent was utilized in our design analyses to allow for
variations in the pavement subgrade conditions. Based on out analyses, we
recommend the following minimum pavement sections:

Based on our analyses, we preliminarily recommend the following minimum
pavement sections:

Automobile Areas: The following section can be utilized in areas where the only
traffic will be automobile traffic. Estimated traffic volume (ESAL) of 1 xl 0’.

Thickness (inches)
Bituminous Concrete Surface Course (SM-9.5) 1.5
Bituminous Concrete Base Course (BM-25.0) 2.0
Graded Aggregate Base Course (21A or2lB Stone) 6
Approved Subgrade (Minimum CBR = 5%)

Heavy Duty (Truck) Areas: This section can be utilized in drive lane areas that
are to be utilized by light trucks. This section has been designed utilizing an
estimated design traffic volume (EAL) of 1 .5 X 1 0 If a different traffic volume is
developed during fcirther project design, this office should be notified for a re
evaluation of the pavement section.

Thickness (inches)
Bituminous Concrete Surface (SM-9.5) 2
Bituminous Concrete Binder (BM-25.0) 3 - 4
Graded Aggregate Base Course (21A or 21 B) 6 - $
Approved Subgrade (Minimum CBR = 5%)

Rigid Pavements

Air Entrained Portland Cement Concrete 6
Graded Aggregate Base Course f21A or 21 B) 6

The above-noted pavement sections are applicable provided that the existing
subgrade soils for all proposed paved areas are similar materials considered in
our analysis. Should different materials be encountered during stripping and
excavation operations, or should the pavement subgrade consist of imported fill
materials different from those tested, then this Office should be contacted for a re
evaluation of the proposed pavement sections based on the different materials.

Also, the recommended pavement sections are not intended to accommodate
heavy construction traffic. II the asphalt base course is placed prior to the
substantial completion of the project, portions of the asphalt should be expected
to be damaged and require replacement prior to the placement of the surface
course.

HLLlS-CARNES ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES Page 9



Flexible Office Space
Geotechnical Engineering Study

Project No. M19069

6.0 RECOMMENDED ADDITIONAL SERVICES

Additional soil and foundation engineering, testing, and consulting services
recommended for this project are summarized below:

Site Preparation and Proofrolling: A Geotechnical Engineer or experienced Soils
Inspector should observe the proofrolling of the site after it has been stripped and
excavated. The inspector should recommend if any undercutting or in-place
densification is necessary to prepare a subgrade for fill placement or for slab
support.

Fill Placement and Compaction: A Geotechnical Engineer or experienced Soils
Inspector should witness any required filling operations and should take sufficient
in-place density tests to verify that the specified degree of fill compaction is
achieved. They should observe and approve borrow materials used and should
determine if their existing moisture contents are suitable.

Footing Excavation Inspections: A Geotechnical Engineer or experienced Soils
Inspector should test the footing excavations for the building foundations. The
inspector should verify that the design bearing pressure is available and that no
loose pockets exist beneath the bearing surfaces of the footing excavations. Based
on the inspection, the Inspector would either approve the bearing surfaces or
recommend that loose or soft soils be undercut to expose satisfactory bearing
materials.

7.0 REMARKS

This report has been prepared to aid in the evaluation of the site for the proposed
construction. It is considered that adequate recommendations have been provided
to serve as a basis for design of plans and specifications. Additional
recommendations can be provided as needed.

These analyses and recommendations are, of necessity, based on the information
made available to us at the time of the actual writing of the report and the on-site
conditions, surface and subsurface, that existed at the time the exploratory borings
were drilled. Further assumption has been made that the limited exploratory
borings, in relation both to the areal extent of the site and to depth, are
representative of conditions across the site. The recommendations contained
herein have been based on relatively widely spaced soil borings. Actual subsurface
conditions encountered could vary from those outlined in this report.

If subsurface conditions are encountered which differ from those reported herein,
this Office should be notified immediately so that the analyses and
recommendations can be reviewed and/or revised as necessary. It is also
recommended that:

HILLIS-CARNES ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES Page 10



Flexible Office Space
Geotechnical Engineering Study

Project No. Ml 9069

1. We are given the opportunity to review any plans and specifications
prepared subsequent to the final geotechnical study in order to comment on
the interaction of the soil conditions as described herein and the design
requirements.

2. A Geotechnical Engineer or experienced Soils Inspector is present at the
site during the construction phase to verify installation according to the
approved plans and specifications. This is particularly important during
excavation, placement, and compaction of fill materials.

Our professional services have been performed, our findings obtained, and our
recommendations prepared in accordance with generally accepted engineering
principles and practices. This warranty is in lieu of all other warranties either
implied or expressed. Hillis-Carnes Engineering Associates, Inc. assumes no
responsibility for interpretations made by others based on work or
recommendations made by HCEA.

HILLIS-CARNES ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES Page 11
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APPENDIX

Figure 1. Project Location Map
Figure 2. Boring Location Plan
Laboratory lest Results
Records of Soil Exploration
Soil Description Sheet
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Particle Size Distribution Report
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10 1 0.1 0.01 0.001

GRAIN SIZE - mm.
% Gravel ¾ Sand ¾ FInes

%+3 h— . -._________________

-

Coarse Fine Coarsej Medium L Ffne SlIt I Clay

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 22,2 32.5 45.0

SIEVE PERCENT SPEC. PASS? Material Description
SIZE FINER PERCENT (XNO) Grayish-Brown Silty Clayey SAND
3.0 100.0
2.0 100.0
1.5 100.0 . -

1 0 100 0 Afterber Limits
PL= 19 LL= 23 P1= 4

0.5 100.0 ClassIfication
0.375 100,0 USCS= SC-SM MSHTO= A-4(0)
4 100.0
#10 99.7 Brn1thS

#20 944
#40 77.5
#60 58.6

#100 48.5
#140 46.0
#200 45.0

(no rpecfficatiou provided)

Source of Sample: CBR-2 Depth: 0.5-2.0
Sample Number: Bulk Date: 4/22/20 19

HI LLI S-CARN ES fünt: Resource International, LID

ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES Project: Flexible Office Space - 15268 Kings Hwy. Montross, VA

ASHLAND, VIRGINIA Lpjgco:.. M19069 Figure.

100

Tested By: FRB .

______________

Checked By: RKY

________



LIQUID AND PLASTIC LIMITS TEST REPORT

60

Dashed line indicates the approximate /
upper limit boundary for natural soils

50

/

//
/

-

____

40 —

/

3O— —.- -____

_____

- -—

20
— /

,/‘

10
— / — —

___________

MLorOL MHorOH

n
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110

LIQUID LIMIT

SOIL DATA
NATURAL

SAMPLE DEPTH WATER PLASTIC LIQUID PLASTICITY
SYMBOL SOURCE USCS

NO. CONTENT LIMIT LIMIT INDEX
(%) (¾) t%I (¾)

• B-I 2 2.0-3.5’ 9.6 20 35 15 SC

• CBR-2 Bulk 0.5-2,0’ 10.3 19 23 4 SC-SM

HI LLI S—CA RN ES Client: Resource International, LTD

ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES
Project: Flexible Office Space - 15268 Kings Hwy. Moutross, VA

ASHLAND, VIRGINIA
- Project No.: Ml902_....... -

- Figure

Tested By: FRB -- -

_______

Checked By: RKY —



COMPACTION TEST REPORT

Project No.: M19069

Project: Flexible Office Space - 15268 Kings Hwy. Montross, VA
Client: Resource International, LTD
Source of Sample: CBR-2 Depth: 0.5-2.0

Sample Number: Bulk

Remarks:

Description: Grayish-Brown Silty Clayey SAND

Classifications -

Nat. Moist. 10.3%

Liquid Limit = 23

USCS: SC-SM AASHTO: A-4(0)

Sp.G. =

Plasticity Index 4

¾ < No.200 = 45.0%

0
0

(a

-o

a

TEST RESULTS

Maximum diy density 121.8 pcf

Optimum moisture = 10.8 ¾

Date: 4/17/2019

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION

Test specification:
ASTMD 698-12 Method A Standard

100% SATURATION CURVES
FOR SPEC. GRAy. EQUAL TO:

2.8
2.7
2.6

Water content, ¾
Figure

-Hillis-Carnes Engineering Associates

Tested By: FRB

_____________

Checked By: RKY



BEARING RATIO TEST REPORT

ASTM Dl 883-16

0

0
0

0

0
0

C
0

Molded
Density Percent of Moisture

(pcf) Max. Dens. (%)

10 122,6 100.7

Soaked

2i1

3L

10.9

Density
(pcf)

122.6

Percent of
Max. Dens.

Penetration Depth (in.)

______

CBR(%)
MoIsture 0.10 in. 0.20 in.

100.7 11.2

Max,Linearity Surcharge SwellCorrection fibs.) (%)(in.)

8.2 10.4 0.073 10 0

Material Description Max. Optimum
..

-- USCS Dens. Moisture LL Fl

Grayish-Brown Silty Clayey SAND
SC-SM 121.8 10.8 23 4

Project No: M19069 Test DescriptionlRemarks:

Project: Flexible Office Space - 15268 Kings ITwy, Montross, VA

Source of Sample: CBR-2 Depth: 0.5-2.0’

Sample Number: Bulk

Date: 4/22/2019

BEARING RATIO TEST REPORT

HILLISCARNES ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES Figure
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HILLIS - CARNES
ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES, INC.

RECORD OF SOIL EXPLORATION

SAMPLER

Project Name Flexible Office Space Boring No. B-I

Location Westmoreland County, Virginia Job# M19069

Datum

Surf. EIev.

________________

ft

Date Started 4-I 2-19

HammerWt, 140 lbs.

Hammer Drop 30 in.

Pipe Size 2.0 in.

Hole Diameter 6

Rock Core Diameter

______________

Boring Method HSA

Foreman Houff Drilling

Inspector R. Yonkers

Date Completed 4-12-19

SAMPLER TYPE

DRIVEN SPLIT SPOON UNLESS OTHEP.WSE

PT- PRESSED SHELBY TUBE

CA - CONTINUOUS FLIGHT AUGER

RC - ROCK CORE

GROUND
WATER

12.5 ft.

ft.

ft

CAVE IN
SAMPLE CONDITIONS DEPTH BORING METHOD
D - DISINTEGRATED AT COMPLETION

________

13 fL HSA - HOLLOW STEM AUGERS

I - INTACT AFTER 24 HRS.

________ ________

ft CFA - CONTINUOUS FLIGHT AUGERS

U-UNDISTURBED AFTER HRS.

_______ _______

ft. DC-DRIVING CASING

C-LOST MD - MUD DRILLING

STANDARD PENETRATION TESt-DRIVING 2 CD. SAMPLER 1 WITH 14O HAMMER FALLING 3O COUNT MADE AT 6 INTERVALS.



Project Name

Location

‘As.Rh.aJt
Orange/Brown, moist, loose to
medium dense clayey SAND,
trace gravel (SC)

Orange/Brown, moist, desne,
fine to coarse clayey GRAVEL

Orange/Brown to Tan, moist to
wet, medium dense to loose
silty SAND, trace to little clay
(SM)

Boring and Sampling
Notes

HILLIS - CARNES
ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES, INC.

RECORD OF SOIL EXPLORATION

Flexible Office Space

-___________

Westmoreland County. Viroinia

SAMPLER

Boring No. B-2

Elevation/

Depth

Job# M19069

Datum HammerWt. 140 lbs. Hole Diameter 6” Foreman Houff Drilling

Surf. Elev. ft Hammer Drop 30 in. Rock Core Diameter Inspector R. Yonkers

Date Started 4-12-19 Pipe Size 2.0 in. Boring Method HSA Date Completed 4-12-19

SOIL
SYMBOLS/
SAMPLE

CONDITIONS

Description Rec. NM% SPT Blows
SPT Blows/Foot

N

17
10

17

D

D

0

D

4” Asphalt

Groundwater
encountered at 16

while drilling

Backlilled at completion

4-3-4

3-4-3

3-6-6

7-13-18

7-8-9

7-6-5

2-4-3

-o

-5

- 10

— 15

- 20

- 25

- 30

7

7

12

31

17

11

7

Bottom of Hole at 20’

Curve

°E EE EE

-----

GROUND CAVE IN
SAMPLER TYPE SAMPLE CONDITIONS WATER DEPTH BORING METhOD

DRIVEN SPLIT SPOON uNLESs o1HERVsE D-DISINTEGRATED AT COMPLETION 12.5 ft. 13 ft. HSA-HOLLCWSTEM AUGERS

PT - PRESSED SHELBY TUBE I - INTACT AFTER 24 HRS.

________

ft.

________

ft. CFA- CONTINUOUS FLIGHT AUGERS

CA-CONTINUOUS FLIGHT AUGER U-UNDISTURBED AFTER — HRS.

_______

ft.

_______

ft. DC-DRIVING CASING

RC-ROCK CORE L-LOST MD-MUD DRILLING

STANDARD PENS I RAtION TEST-DRIVING 2 O.D. SAMPLER 1 \MTH 140# HAMMER FALLING 30; COUNT MADE AT 6 INTERVALS.



Project Name

Location

Datum

Surf. Elev.

_______________

ft

Date Started 4-12-19

HammerWt. 140 lbs.

Hammer Drop 30 in.

Pipe Size 2.0 in.

__________________

Foreman Houff Drilling

_______________

Inspector

__________________

I-ISA Date Completed

SPT Blows/Foot

HILLIS - CARNES

ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES, INC.

RECORD OF SOIL EXPLORATION

Flexible Office Snace

Westmoreland County, Viminia

Boring No.

Job #

CBR-1

Elevation/

Depth

M19069

SAMPLER
Hole Diameter 6

Rock Core Diameter

______________

Boring Method

____________________

Description
Boring and Sampling

Notes

R. Yonkers

Gray/Brown to Orange/Brown,
moist, loose clayey SAND (SC)

Rec. NM%

4-12-19

SPT Blows

3’ Topsoil & Gravel

N

12 7-4-3

Orange/Brown, moist, loose to
medium dense silty SAND,
trace clay (SM)

7

12 3-4-4

No groundwater
encountered while

drilling

8

3-2-4 6

Bottom of Hole at 10

3acktilled at completion

3-5-7 12

5-3-6 9

SOIL
SYMBOLS/
SAMPLE

urve

CONDITION S

____________________________ ___________________ _______________

10 30 50
-o

........D

___I

-15

-20

-25

-Jo —— —— — —

GROUND CAVE IN
SAMPLER TYPE SAMPLE CONDITIONS WATER DEPTH BORING METHOD

DRIVEN SPLITSPOON UNLESS OTHERWSE 0-DISINTEGRATED ATCOMPLETION Dry tt. 6 ft. HSA-HOLLOWSTEM AUGERS

PT - PRESSED SHELBY TUBE I - INTACT AFTER 24 HRS.

________

ft.

________

ft. CFA - CONTINUOUS FLIGHT AUGERS

CA-CONTINUOUS FLIGHTAUGER U-UNDISTURBED AFTER HRS.

_______

ft.

_______

ft. DC-DRIVING CASING

PC - ROCK CORE L - LOST MD - MUD DRILLING

STANDARD PENETRATION TEST-DRIVING 2’ 0.0. SAMPLER 1’ WITH 140# HAMMER FALLING 30’ COUNT MADE AT 6 INTERVALS.



Project Name

Location

GROUND CAVE IN
SAMPLE CONDITIONS WATER DEPTH BORING METHOD
D - DISINTEGRATED AT COMPLETION Dry ft. 5 ft. NSA - HOLLOWSTEM AUGERS

I-INTACT AFTER24HRS.

_______

ft.

_______

ft. CFA-CONTINUOUSFLIGHIAUGERS

U - UNDISTURBED AFTER I-IRS.

________

ft.

________

ft. DC - DRIVING CASING

L- LOST MD - MUD DRILLING

STANDARD PENETRATION TEST-DRIVING 2’ 0.0. SAMPLER I’ WITH 140# HAMMER FALLING 30’: COUNT MADE AT 6” INTERVALS.

HILLIS - CARNES
ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES, INC.

RECORD OF SOIL EXPLORATION

Flexible Office Soace

Westmoreland County. Viroinia

Boring No.

_______

CBR-2

Elevation!

Depth

Job# M19069

SAMPLER
Datum HammorWt. 140 lbs. Hole Diameter 6” Foreman Houff Drilling

Surf. EIev. ft Hammer Drop 30 in. Rock Core Diameter Inspector R. Yonkers

Date Started 4-12-19 Pipe Size 2.0 in. Boring Method HSA Date Completed 4-12-19

SOIL
SYMBOLS!

SAMPLE
CONDITIONS

Description
Boring and Sampling

Notes
Rec. NM% SPT Blows

SPT Blows/Foot

Gray/Brown to Orange/Brown,
moist, loose clayey SAND (SC)

Orange/Brown, moist, loose to
medium dense silty clayey
SAND (SC-SM)

N
Curve

9

13

3” Topsoil

No groundwater
encountered while

drilling

Backfilled at completion

5-4-4

2-3-6

3-24

4-5-5

5-4-Il

8

9

6

10

15

Bottom o Hole at 10’

-o

—5

- 10

- 15

- 20

-- 25

— 30

30 50

SAMPLER TYPE
DRIVEN SPLIT SPOON UNLESS OTHERWfSE

PT- PRESSED SHELBY TUBE

CA- CONTINUOUS FLIGHT AUGER

RC - ROCK CORE



Fine Grained Soils,
More than 50% passes
the No. 200 sieve

j,qly Organic Soils

—

Sands — More than 50% of the coarse
fraction passes the No. 4 sieve.
Coarse = No.10 to No.4
Medium = No. 10 to No.40
Fine= No.40 to No. 200
Silts and Clays
Liquid Limit is less than 50
Low to medium plasticity

Silts and Clays
Liquid Limit of 50 or greater
Medium to high plasticity

Primarily Oroanic matter, dark color, orGanic odor

Gravels with fines, >12%
Passing the No. 200 sieve

Clean Sands <5% Passing
No. 200 sieve
Sands with fines, >12%
Passing the No. 200 sieve

In organic

Organic

Inorganic

Organic

,,y Gravel
Clayey Gravel

Well Graded Sand
Poorly Graded Sand
Silty Sand
Clayey Sand

Silt
Lean Clay
Organic silt
Org anic Clay

_______________

Elastic Silt
Fat Clay
Oi’nic Sill
Organic Clay —

________

Peal

_________

SilUClav (fined Cannot see nartiole

Loose
Medium Dense

_______

Other Definitions:

• Fill: Encountered soils that were placed by man. Fill soils may be controlled (engineered structural till)
or uncontrolled fills that may contain rubble and/or debris.

• Saprolite: Soil material derived from the in-place chemical and physical weathering of the parent rock
material. May contain relic structure. Also called residual soils. Occurs in Piedmont soils, found west of
the fall line.

• Disintegrated Rock: Residual soil material with rock-like properties, very dense, N = 60 to 51/0’.
• Karst: Descriptive term which denotes the potential for solutioning of the limestone rock and the

development of sinkholes.
• Alluvium: Recently deposited soils placed by water action, typically stream or river floodplain soils.
• Groundwater Level: Depth within borehole where water is encountered either during drilling, or after a

set period of time to allow groundwater conditions to reach equilibrium.
• Caved Depth: Depth at which borehole collapsed after removal of augers/casing. Indicative of loose

soils and/or groundwater conditions.

Description of Soils — per ASTM D2487

Coarse-Grained Soils,
More than 50% is
retained on the No. 200
sieve

Major Component Component Type Component Description Symbol Group Name
Gravels — More than 50% of the coarse
fraction is retained on the No. 4 sieve.
Coarse = 1” to 3”
Medium = W to 1”
Flne=%”toW

Clean Gravels <5%
Passing No. 200 sieve GP

GW Well Graded Gravel

GM
Poorly Graded Gravel

GO

SW
sP
SM
Sc

ML
CL
OL

MH
CH
OH

PT

Proportions of Soil Components

ir’ •Tl’Ilr.ii

Noun Sand, Gravel, Silt, Clay. etc. 50% or more
Adjective Sandy, silty, clayey, etc. 35% to 49c/

Some Some sand, sume silt, etc. 12% to 34%
Trace Trace sand, trace mica, etc. 1% to 11%
‘tIrth With sand, with mica, etc. Presence only

Particle Size Identification

Cohesive Soils

Partide Size Particle dimension

IOUIder

_________

12’ dramete’ or more
Cobble —

_______

3to 12” diameter
Gravel ‘/“ to 3” diameter
Sand 0.005” to ‘h’ diameter

Easily Molded in Hands —2

Granular Soils

Very Soft
Easily penetrated several inches by thumb 3 —5 Soft
Penetrated by thumb with moderate effort 6 — 10 Medium Stiff
Penetrated By thumb with effort 1 1-16 Stiff
Penetrated by thumb with great effort 17—30 Very Stiff
Indented by thumb only with great effort Greater than 30 Hard

0—5
6—10
11 —30

Very Loose

31—50 Dense
Greater than 50 Very Dense



ATTACHMENTS 3, 4, 5 & 6
Four Potential Layouts
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ATTACHMENT 8
Opinion of Probably Cost



WESIMORELAND COUNTY FLEX SPACE
OPINION OF PROBABLE COST - PRELIMINARY CML DESIGN

Cover Sheet
4125/2019

Pavilion and Parking Lot Total Cost

1. Sub-Totals: A Clearing and Grading $60,500
B Erosion Sediment Control $25,902
C Paving $133,973
D Storm Sewer $73,200
E Sanitary Sewer $69,750
F Water $10,500
G Landscape & Lighting $53,600
H Miscellany $8,500

I Building Cost $960,000
GRAND SUB-TOTAL $1,395,925

2. Contingencies ( @15%) $209,390
3. Total Construction Amount $1,605,315
4, Bonds, Insurance (@7%) $112,370
5. Mobilization (@6%) $96,319
6. Fees/Permits

_______________

TOTAL PROJECT ESTIMATE $1,814,004

Note: Cost Data Taken from available records
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MEMBERS PRESENT AND VOTING:  Chair– William Beale, Vice Chair– Carlton Revere, 

Wally Beauchamp, Bruce Davis, Jackie Davis, Val Foulds, Stephanie Heinatz, Lisa Hull, 

Ann Lewis, Kim McClellan, Morgan Quicke, Bryan Taliaferro, John Wells, Kimberly Young 

 

MEMBERS ABSENT:  Lou Belcher, Steve Goodall, Jason Perry, Anne Richardson 

 

OTHERS IN ATTENDANCE:  Jerry Davis, Northern Neck Planning District Commission 

 

STAFF/CONSULTANTS:  GWRC – Kate Gibson, Jennifer Morgan, Community Futures – 

Neal Barber 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

Mr. Beale called the meeting to order at 11:03 am with a quorum present. 

 

INTRODUCTIONS 

Ms. Gibson introduced Jennifer Morgan to the Council as the new GO Virginia Program 

Coordinator for Region 6. 

 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

No members of the public wished to speak. 

 

June 10, 2019 MEETING MINUTES APPROVAL 

Mr. Quicke moved to approve the June 10, 2019 Meeting Minutes, and Ms. McClellan 

seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

 

FINANCIAL REPORT AND PROJECT FUNDING PLACEHOLDERS 

Ms. Gibson presented the financial report for April 2017-May 2019. Furthermore, the 

Council directed staff to draft a policy regarding placeholder funds within the budget. 

Council asked the funds be held no more than six months after the Council has 

approved a project, but the project was not approved at the State level, unless the 

Council is made aware of active work to resubmit the project to the Council for 

reapproval. Ms. Foulds moved to approve the financial report, and Mr. Taliaferro 

seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

 

 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE REPORT & ACTIONS TAKEN 
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Mr. Beale reported on business discussed and actions taken at the Executive Committee 

Meeting on July 23, 2019. The Executive Committee approved the Region 6 Growth and 

Diversification Plan that was submitted to DHCD for review and comments, discussed 

current projects status, approved changes to the GO Virginia Region 6 website, and 

discussed creating affirmative statements on types of projects the Council would like to 

see be presented for approval in the region.  

 

FY20 CAPACITY BUILDING CONTRACT APPROVAL 

Mr. Beale presented to the Council the FY20 Capacity Building Contract to continue to 

allow the George Washington Regional Commission to serve as the staffing agency for 

Region 6. Ms. Hull moved to approve the contract for signature, and Mr. Beauchamp 

seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

  

PROJECT PIPELINE DEVELOPMENT UPDATE 

Ms. Morgan informed Council that the three project pipeline development contracts 

were underway as of July 1, 2019. Ms. Morgan stated that she held a meeting with the 

subcontractors to discuss their efforts thus far, and that monthly individual check-in calls 

will be held with each subcontractor as well as a monthly group call, to ensure project 

pipeline development efforts are on track. 

 

CURRENT PROJECT REPORTS 

Ms. Morgan introduced to Council a new method for showing progress of current 

projects. Ms. Morgan reported that all projects are currently on track with a few projects 

needing additional staff oversight and assistance to ensure all deliverables are met 

within the current grant guidelines. 

 

GROWTH & DIVERSIFICATION PLAN UPDATE FINAL APPROVAL 

Neal Barber, Community Futures informed the Council on changes DHCD has requested 

be made to the updated Growth and Diversification Plan. Ms. Young suggested edits to 

the section on the University of Mary Washington. Mr. Taliaferro requested staff focus 

on creating a regional entrepreneurial coordinating function. The Council directed staff 

to include a 25th investment strategy and recommendation on developing a multi-

regional plan on coastal resiliency to commercialize resiliency products and services 

across coastal Virginia. Mr. Beauchamp moved to approve the Growth and 

Diversification Plan Update with the addition of the 25th investment strategy and 

recommendation, an updated section on the University of Mary Washington, additional 

edits by Fletcher Magnum, Magnum Economics relating to the empirical assessment, 

and direction of the Council to leverage the financial resources of the Community 



MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE 

MARY BALL WASHINGTON REGIONAL COUNCIL 

August 12, 2019 

Rappahannock Community College 

Glenns, Virginia 

 

3   

Foundations within the region. Ms. Heinatz seconded the motion and the motion 

passed unanimously.  

 

MEETING SCHEDULE  

The next meeting of the Regional Council will take place on October 7, 2019. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

Being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 1:00 pm. 

 

 

 

Respectfully submitted,  

Jennifer Morgan, Economic Development Coordinator 

George Washington Regional Commission 



 

Mary Ball Washington Regional Council 
New Member Application 

 
Name: ____Shannon Kennedy__________________________________________________ 
 
Company/Agency: ___Rappahannock Community College_____________________________ 
 
Position: __President__________________________________________________________ 
 
Company/Agency Address: __12745 College Drive, Glenns, VA_23149____________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Preferred Telephone: (804) _758-6701______      Work  Home  Cell  
 
Preferred E-mail Address: ___skennedy@rappahannock.edu___________________________ 
 
Description of Qualifications/Skills  
(Please provide a brief description of why you are interested in serving on the Regional Council; 
you may include a statement as to what skills, education, knowledge, etc. you feel may 
contribute to the Council’s work.) 
 

As president of Rappahannock Community College, I plan to be significantly involved in the 

economic development activities of the region. In my previous position, I had extensive 

experience working with the local Workforce Development Board and the Economic 

Development Partnership in recruiting prospective industry and creating partnerships and 

programs to expand existing industry. I also served as the chair of the Cleveland County 

Chamber of Commerce in 2010, working with small and large business development. Being on 

this council would ensure that our community colleges are involved and engaged in 

collaborative efforts designed to increase high-paying jobs in our region and the 

Commonwealth. 



Name Company/Agency Sector PDC Private Sector Minority Member Female
William Beale, Chair Retired - Union Bankshares Corporation Civic or Community Leader GW X

Carlton Revere, Vice Chair Revere Gas Large Business MP X

Wally Beauchamp Middle Bay Realty Small Business NN X

Lou Belcher Five Star Marketing Small Business MP X X

Jason Perry Rappahannock Community College Education NN X

Bruce Davis Retired - Beltone Hearing Centers; Germanna Community College Civic or Community Leader GW X

Jackie Davis Bay Consortium Workforce Development Board Workforce Development Professional NN X

Val Foulds Retired - Bank of America; Retired - Town of Colonial Beach Civic or Community Leader NN X X X

Steve Goodall WestRock Large Business MP X

Stephanie Heinatz Consociate Media Small Business MP X X

Lisa Hull Northern Neck Tourism Commission Regional Planning Entity NN X

Ann Lewis Rappahannock Electric Cooperative Non-Profit/Other GW X X

Kim McClellan Fredericksburg Area Association of REALTORS Non-Profit/Other GW X

Morgan Quicke Richmond County Local Government NN

Anne Richardson Rappahannock Tribe Civic or Community Leader MP X X

Bryan Taliaferro Montague Farms Large Business MP X

John Wells Virginia Institute of Marine Science Education MP

Kimberly Young University of Mary Washington Education GW X X

GW: 5 10 of 18 4 of 18 9 of 18

NN: 6

MP: 7

Mary Ball Washington Regional Council (GO Virginia Region 6) Members

Updated 7/15/2019



FY17
Capacity Building

(No Match)

FY18
Capacity Building 

(100% Match) 
MOVED TO PROJECT 

FUNDING

FY19
Capacity Building

(No Match)

FY19
Capacity Building

(50% Match)

FY20
Capacity Building

(No Match) Total
Region 6 Allocation

Total $400,000.00 $0.00 $250,000.00 $111,111.00 $250,000.00 $1,011,111.00
Budget

GWRC Staffing (Salary, Fringe, and Indirect) $95,988.00 $0.00 $49,873.00 $0.00 $140,000.00 $285,861.00 $146,576.02 $139,284.98
Community Futures Staffing $4,000.00 $0.00 $12,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $16,000.00 $9,100.00 $6,900.00
Meetings $3,374.00 $0.00 $1,073.00 $0.00 $2,000.00 $6,447.00 $3,987.23 $2,459.77
Travel $2,217.00 $0.00 $536.00 $0.00 $3,000.00 $5,753.00 $4,241.09 $1,511.91
Marketing/Outreach $521.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,000.00 $2,521.00 $1,105.14 $1,415.86
Legal Expenses $0.00 $0.00 $4,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $4,000.00 $0.00 $4,000.00
Equipment $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,000.00 $1,000.00 $1,722.84 -$722.84
G&D Plan Development $93,900.00 $0.00 $32,518.00 $0.00 $4,482.00 $130,900.00 $115,900.00 $15,000.00
Capacity Building Efforts (no match) $200,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $23,000.00 $223,000.00 $25,668.20 $197,331.80
Project Pipeline Development $0.00 $0.00 $150,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $150,000.00 $0.00 $150,000.00
Future Consulting Needs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $4,518.00 $4,518.00 $0.00 $4,518.00
Contingency $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $70,000.00 $70,000.00 $0.00 $70,000.00
Project Reserves $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $111,111.00 $0.00 $111,111.00 $0.00 $111,111.00
Total $400,000.00 $0.00 $250,000.00 $111,111.00 $250,000.00 $1,011,111.00 $308,300.52 $702,810.48

Expenditures (since April 2017)
Total $308,300.52 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $308,300.52

Under/Over
Total $91,699.48 $0.00 $250,000.00 $111,111.00 $250,000.00 $702,810.48

Expenditures
(since April 2017)

by Line Item

Under/Over
by Line Item

Financial Report - Capacity Building Funding

Mary Ball Washington Regional Council (GO Virginia Region 6)

Report Period: April 2017 - July 2019

Report Date: 10/07/2019



FY18
Per Capita

(100% Match)

FY18
Capacity Building

(100% Match)

FY19
Per Capita

(100% Match)

FY20
Per Capita

(100% Match) Total
Region 6 Allocation

Total $640,182.00 $250,000.00 $1,000,000.00 $1,008,621.00 $2,898,803.00
Projects Funded

Flexible Office Space Due Diligence $50,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $50,000.00
PamunkeyNet Business Plan $50,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $50,000.00
VASG Planning Grant $49,996.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $49,996.00
Welding Training Program $130,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $130,000.00
Cybersecurity Certification Program $110,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $110,000.00
Total $389,996.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $389,996.00

Projects in Pipeline
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Under/Over
Total $250,186.00 $250,000.00 $1,000,000.00 $1,008,621.00 $2,508,807.00

Financial Report - Project Funding

Mary Ball Washington Regional Council (GO Virginia Region 6)

Report Period: April 2017 - Present

Report Date: 10/07/2019
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MEMBERS PRESENT AND VOTING:  Chair - William Beale, Vice-Chair - Carlton Revere, Kim 

McClellan 

MEMBERS ABSENT:  Wally Beauchamp, Lisa Hull 

OTHERS IN ATTENDANCE:  Lucy Allen, Gloucester County Economic Development Coordinator  

STAFF:  GWRC – Kate Gibson and Jennifer Morgan, Community Futures – Neal Barber 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 

Mr. Beale called the meeting to order at 10:03 am with a quorum present. 

 

JULY 23, 2019 MEETING MINUTES APPROVAL 

 

Mrs. McClellan moved to approve the July 23, 2019 Meeting Minutes and Mr. Beale seconded 

the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

 

CAO PRESENTATION REPORTS 

Mr. Revere attended the Middle Peninsula County Administrators meeting to present on what 

GO Virginia is and how counties can become involved in project pipeline development. Mr. 

Revere heard from county officials the need for regional dredging and creating public/private 

partnerships, possible projects around soil engineering and water management, broadband 

infrastructure, and workforce development. 

 

Ms. McClellan attended the George Washington Regional Commission County Administrators 

meeting to present on what GO Virginia is and how counties can become involved in project 

pipeline development. County officials stated the need for continued regional collaboration, a 

better understanding of what types of projects GO Virginia would fund, and assistance in private 

infrastructure development. 

 

FINANCIAL REPORT 

 

Ms. Gibson presented the financial report for April 2017-June 2019. Mr. Revere moved to 

approve the financial report and Mrs. McClellan seconded the motion. The motion passed 

unanimously. 

 

APPROVAL OF REALLOCATION OF PROJECT FUNDS POLICY 

 

Staff presented the draft policy to the Executive Committee. Mr. Beale restated for the Executive 

Committee the purview of the Council to retract allocated funds from a project approved at the 

regional level but denied at the state level if the project applicant is not making significant 
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strides to resubmit the project to the Regional Council. Mr. Revere moved to approve the policy 

and Mrs. McClellan seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

 

APPROVAL OF THE NORTHERN NECK PROJECT PIPELINE SCOPE OF WORK AND 

COMMUNICATIONS PLAN 

 

Ms. Morgan presented to the Executive Committee an updated Project Pipeline Scope of Work 

and Communications Plan submitted by the Northern Neck Planning District Commission as 

part of their contractual agreement with the Region 6 Council. Mrs. McClellan motioned to 

approve the scope of work and communications plan and Mr. Revere seconded the motion. The 

motion passed unanimously. 

 

DISCUSSION OF LETTER TO GO VIRGINIA BOARD CHAIRMAN 

 

The Executive Committee discussed items they would like to see be presented to the new GO 

Virginia State Board Chairman as possible ways to improve GO Virginia in Region 6 and across 

the Commonwealth. The Executive Committee highlighted the importance of continued support 

in creating higher paying jobs but emphasized that some of the guidance set forth by GO 

Virginia hinders many potential projects throughout the region. 

 

DISCUSSION OF AREAS OF OPPORTUNITY FOR FUTURE GO VIRGINIA FUNDING 

 

The Executive Committee decided not to move forward with this policy but instead use the 

guidance set forth in the Growth and Diversification plan to promote future project pipeline 

development. 

 

DISCUSSION OF REGIONAL ENTREPRENEURIAL INITIATIVE APPLICATION PROCESS 

Ms. Morgan presented to the Executive Committee guidance set forth by the state on 

qualifications surrounding a regional entrepreneurial initiative. Ms. Morgan presented to the 

Executive Committee a draft Letter of Interest to solicit initial proposals from potential grantees 

to submit to become the region’s “quarterback” for this project. The Executive Committee would 

like to do more information gathering before putting out the Letter of Interest. 

DISCUSSION OF RIFAS AND GO VIRGINIA’S ROLE 

Mrs. McClellan presented to the Executive Committee how GO Virginia can assist in funding the 

formation of a regional industrial facility (RIFA) and how Region 6 should promote this 

throughout the region. The Executive Committee would like to organize a webinar to provide 

more information on RIFAs to the region. 
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DISCUSSION OF LETTER TO REGION 5 REGARDING COLLABORATION 

Mr. Beale stated this should be postponed until after Virginia Sea Grant submits their interim 

report. 

DISCUSSION OF MARKETING AND COMMUNICATIONS 

Ms. Morgan reported that the GO Virginia Foundation’s has increased their social media and 

marketing around GO Virginia to continue to promote the program. She also discussed the 

content for the September Region 6 newsletter and how she will implement press releases for 

the region. 

PROJECT UPDATES 

Ms. Morgan reported that the project pipeline development contracts and all project grantees 

are on track to meet their deadlines and milestones. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

Mr. Beale invited Ms. Allen to speak to the Executive Committee as the member of the public in 

attendance. No comment was received. 

FUTURE MEETINGS 

The Executive Committee will meet the 3rd Friday of the month the full Council does not meet. 

The next meeting will be November 15th at 11 am at the Rappahannock Community College, in 

Warsaw, VA. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Being no further business, Mr. Beale moved to adjourn the meeting at 11:52 am. Mrs. McClellan 

seconded the motion, and the motion passed unanimously. 
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Approved 9/20/2019 
 

BOARD POLICY 

TITLE: Re-Allocation of Project Funds 

EFFECTIVE DATE: 9/20/2019 

AUTHORITY:  

POLICY STATEMENT: It is the policy of the Mary Ball Washington Regional Council that if a 

project is approved by the Mary Ball Washington Regional Council but subsequently denied by 

the Virginia Growth and Opportunity Board that the project come back before the Mary Ball 

Washington Regional Council for reapproval within six months of the date of denial by the Virginia 

Growth and Opportunity Board, or the funds allocated to the project will revert back into the per 

capita allocation fund. It is the purview of this Council that if a project applicant is working towards 

resubmission of an application the six months deadline can be extended. 

It is the purview of this Council that any project, whether previously approved or not, return before 

this Council for approval before being presented to the Virginia Growth and Opportunity Board. 

APPROVAL AND REVIEW: This Council policy was reviewed and approved on 9/20/2019.  

SUPERSESSION: This Council policy is new.  

 

http://www.govirginia6.org/


 

 

 
Project Pipeline Development 

Northern Neck Planning District Commission 
 
 
Scope of Work 
 
1. Develop and implement a communication strategy (via news articles, civic 
presentations, web-based marketing, and other means) that elevates the message of GO 
Virginia and the project application process for Region 
 
NNPDC/NNCBRP will develop a contact list for partners, potential projects and applications. 
Outreach will include website, email, and in-person meetings, workshops and tours. Project 
success will be noted in press releases to local media. 
 
 
2. Develop a contact list of potential project partner/applicants. 
 
NNPDC/NNCBRP will expand existing list of projects and organizations expressing interest in 
funding activities through GO Virginia. 
 
NNPDC/NNCBRP will follow up with interested partners and/or applicants. 
 
 
3. Develop and convene an advisory group to oversee the project pipeline development 
strategy. 
 
NNPDC/NNCBRP will identify and convene an advisory group specific to the needs of GO 
Virginia project-pipeline development. This group will participate in FAM tours and be well-
acquainted with the GO Virginia Growth & Diversification Plan for Region 6.  
 
 
4. Facilitate the development of four letters of intent, submitted to the Mary Ball 
Washington Regional Council by March 1, 2020 
 
NNPDC/NNCBRP will suggest partnerships; convene stakeholders; and provide guidance, 
technical assistance, and any necessary support for project development at all stages—from 
development of ideas, to drafting of letters of intent, to submitted application. NNPDC/NNCBRP 
will submit four letters of intent by 12/6/2019. 



 

 
 
 
5. Convene and facilitate discussion around the Region 6 project-application process 
among potential applicant/partners from the Northern Neck Region; Work with 
partners who have indicated interest to further develop project ideas; Provide support 
and motivation for project development. 
 
NNPDC/NNCBRP will support project applicants on an individual basis and follow up with 
conferences. NNPDC/NNCBRP will participate in at least one workshop in collaboration with 
the Middle Peninsula Alliance and Fredericksburg Regional Alliance conducted by Strategic 
Doing™ Institute.  
 
 
6. Facilitate the development of two project applications, submitted to the Mary Ball 
Washington Regional Council by March 1, 2020. 
 
 
7. Provide updates on the status of the project pipeline to the Mary Ball Washington 
Regional Council at each of their meetings. 
 
 
Proposed Budget 
 
Category  GO Virginia 
Communication Strategy and Implementation $5,000 
Development of Potential Project Partners/Applicants $5,000 
Strategic Doing™ Institute Partnership Workshop $5,000 
Staff Support for Active Project Management, Communication and 
Facilitation 

$25,000 

Travel and logistics  $5,000 
Administrative support for grant management $5,000 
Total Project Cost:  $50,000 
 



Northern Neck Planning District Commission   Project Pipeline Development 

Communications & Public Relations Strategy 

 

 

AUDIENCE OBJECTIVE CHANNEL FREQUENCY OUTCOMES 

Local Elected Officials 

 
 Ensure councils and 

boards are informed 

of current status of 

GO Virginia strategy, 

activity and outcomes 

1. Presentations to 

governing bodies 

2. Updates at 

quarterly 

meetings of the 

PDC 

1. Monthly 

2. Quarterly 
 Advocacy for GO Virginia as 

an economic development tool 

 Identification of potential 

partners and projects 

 Invest matching funds 

Local Economic 

Developers  
 Local ED partners 

influence, are 

informed and are 

engaged in GO 

Virginia projects 

1. Monthly CAO 

meetings 

2. NNPDC website 

1. Monthly 

 

2. Daily 

 Increased knowledge of GO 

Virginia project outcomes 

 Advocacy for GO Virginia in 

their communities 

 Ambassadors for GO Virginia 

Civic Groups & 

Cultural Organizations 
 Civic groups are 

informed about GO 

Virginia 

1. Presentations 

2. News media 

3. Social media 

4. Focus groups 

1. Monthly 

2. 1/month 

3. Monthly 

4. 2 

 Advocacy for GO Virginia 

 Ambassadors for project ideas 

 Resource identification 

 Participation as partners in 

applications 

Businesses  Primary business 

leaders understand 

GO Virginia 

 Businesses are 

engaged partners 

1. One-on-one 

meetings 

2. Focus groups 

3. Social media 

1. Monthly/rotating 

 

2. 2 

3. Monthly 

 Businesses see value in being 

engaged 

 Ambassadors for project ideas 

 Invest matching funds 

Education and 

Workforce Partners 
 Partners are informed 

about the goals of GO 

Virginia 

 Become partners in 

project applications 

1. Focus groups 

2. One-on-one 

meetings 

1. 2 

2. Monthly/rotating 
 Adapt training and education to 

needs of businesses  

 Ambassadors for GO Virginia 

 Participate in project 

applications 
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October 7, 2019 

 

Mr. Thomas F. Farrell, II, Chair 

Virginia Growth and Opportunity Board 

c/o Virginia Department of Housing & Community Development 

600 East Main Street, Suite 300 

Richmond, Virginia 23219 

 

Dear Chairman Farrell: 

 

Since adopting our original Growth and Diversification Plan in September 2017, Region 6 has 

seen early successes from the eight projects that have been funded to date. Most are capacity 

building projects that are laying the foundation for larger implementation projects in the near 

future. These projects are focused on site development, broadband planning, water resiliency, 

and regional economic development planning, and all hold great promise to further the goals of 

the Growth and Diversification Plan. On the implementation project side, the Welding Training 

Program has garnered much attention; in its first year the project has successfully established a 

training center in Montross, trained 14 welders, and encouraged plant expansion and wage 

increases by the project’s industry partner, Carry-On Trailer. The Cybersecurity Certification 

Program is in its initial phases, but is on track to meet a growing need in our region. We are 

proud that these projects have successfully encouraged regional collaboration to further the 

goals of GO Virginia, including the creation of higher paying jobs. 

 

These early projects, however, exhausted the project pipeline in Region 6. Through the 

stakeholder engagement component of the Growth and Diversification Plan update, Region 6 

received feedback that the process and requirements for applying for GO Virginia funding are 

onerous and have in cases discouraged partners from pursuing funding. We would like to 

highlight four program requirements that we believe have hindered project development and 

should be reconsidered: 

• At least a $1 for $1 match of non-state resources, 

• At least 20 percent or $50,000 of the match, whichever is greater, must come from local 

governmental sources, 

• A positive impact on “traded” sector businesses, which notably excludes healthcare, a 

sector identified as an economic development priority in several regions, including 

Region 6, that has the potential to create higher paying jobs, and 

• A positive Return on Investment (ROI) within three years of project completion. 

 

http://www.govirginia6.org/


We recognize and commend the State Board for policy changes that have addressed some of 

these concerns and encouraged project applications, including allowing a portion of per capita 

funding to be used for enhanced capacity building projects, with relaxed match requirements, 

that can be administratively approved and relaxing the match requirements for the Regional 

Entrepreneurship Initiative. 

 

On our end, Region 6 has partnered with the three Regional Economic Development 

Organizations (REDOs) within our region to promote GO Virginia and provide technical 

assistance to interested applicants. We have contracted with the REDOs for these services 

through June 30, 2020, and hope to see at least twelve letters of intent and six project 

applications submitted by June 30 as a result of these efforts. However, we still feel the concerns 

listed above will hinder the success of these applications. 

 

Our Council would like to recommend that the State Board consider the following as possible 

actions to address our concerns. We understand that some of these suggestions could be 

addressed through State Board policy changes, while others would require legislative 

amendments: 

• Reduce the $1 for $1 match to $.50 for $1, 

• Allow State discretionary resources as a match, 

• Approve projects contingent upon receiving matching funds instead of requiring match 

to be committed upon submitting an application, 

• Reduce or eliminate the required match on capacity building grants, 

• Reduce or eliminate the local match requirement, 

• Eliminate the $50,000 minimum for the local match requirement, 

• Define traded sector businesses as those that receive more than 50% of revenue from 

outside of the region rather than the state, and 

• Expand the ROI timeframe from three years to five years, and recognize that early 

pipeline projects may not be able to demonstrate a near-term ROI. 

 

Region 6 remains committed to the goals of GO Virginia to create more higher paying jobs 

through incentivized collaboration, and requests that the State Board consider the above 

suggestions to ensure the program continues to encourage quality projects that align with these 

overarching goals. We look forward to working with you, and to continuing to promote 

innovative and collaborate economic development efforts within our region. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

G. William Beale, Chair 

Mary Ball Washington Regional Council 



 Project Pipeline Development 

Monthly Progress Report 

 

 
Reporting Period: ☒ July 2019 ☒ August 2019 ☐ September 2019 ☐ October 2019 ☐ November 2019 ☐ December 2019  

 

Timeline Deliverables Progress 

July 1, 2019 

– June 30, 

2020 with 

monthly 

progress 

reported 

Develop a Communications 

Strategy with other two 

subregions and support org 

staff 

FRA: Ongoing; reviewing draft comm strategy concept from GWRC 

 

NN: Submitted to Council for approval 

 

MPA: Signed contract with Consociate Media to serve as MPA Communications partner to 

implement communications plan 

Develop a contact list of 

potential project 

partners/applicants 

FRA: Early stages; list will grow as partners emerge with project concepts 

 

NN: In progress. Working on a list to present as many LOIs are in early stages 

 

MPA: In progress. 

Develop and convene an 

advisory group to oversee the 

project pipeline development 

FRA: FRA Board of Directors; GOVA update during each quarterly meeting 

 

NN: Presented advisory group to Council for approval 

 

MPA: Convened LEDOs Committee as advisory group. Meets monthly with GOVA updates as an 

agenda item. 

Convene and facilitate 

discussion around the Region 

6 project application process 

FRA: Ongoing; workshop led by MPA; FRA assisting 

 

NN: Working with MPA on Strategic Doing workshop 

 

MPA: Convening Strategic Doing workshop. Initial call at end of Sept 

Work with partners who have 

indicated interest in moving 

forward to further develop 

project ideas 

FRA: Early stages; FRA’s role in GOVA pipeline to be addressed in October newsletter 

 

NN: In progress 

 

MPA: Outreach to previously identified project partners will begin in September. 

4 LOIs by January 1, 2020 FRA: Ongoing and on track. All four have been identified and working towards submitting LOIs 



 Project Pipeline Development 

Monthly Progress Report 

 

 

Timeline Deliverables Progress 

 

NN: 6 have been pre-identified as possible projects and on track to submitting LOIs 

 

MPA: In progress. 

2 project applications by June 

30, 2020 

Ongoing 

 



 Project Pipeline Development 
Monthly Progress Report 

 
 

Reporting Period: ☐ July 2019 ☐ August 2019 ☒ September 2019 ☐ October 2019 ☐ November 2019 ☐ December 2019  
 

Timeline Deliverables Progress 

July 1, 2019 
– June 30, 
2020 with 
monthly 
progress 
reported 

Develop a Communications 
Strategy with other two 
subregions and support org staff 

FRA: Ongoing; Strategy will be developed through strategy workshop and takeaways  
 
NN: Completed 
 
MPA: Participate in monthly conference calls with NNCBP, FRA and GV R6 staff to ensure 
alignment of implementation and desired outcomes.  Signed MOU with Consociate Media 
to serve as MPA Communications partner to implement strategy.  Sharing GV information 
with a group of MPA bankers on 10/4/19 to encourage them to think through project 
possibilities.  Date for Strategic Doing first workshop set for November 6, 2019. 

Develop a contact list of potential 
project partners/applicants 

FRA: Early stages; list will grow as partners emerge with project concepts. Current 
challenge is the regulations GO Virginia has on types of projects that can be funded 
 
NN: In progress. 
 
MPA: In progress. 

Develop and convene an advisory 
group to oversee the project 
pipeline development 
 

FRA: FRA Board of Directors; GOVA update during each quarterly meeting; Meeting will 
be in November 
 
NN: In progress. 
 
MPA: The MPA utilizes is Local Economic Development Officers Committee (LEDO) as the 
advisory group. Last call held 9-26-19; Jennifer Morgan R6 participated; discussions 
included concept for additional project concepts. 

Convene and facilitate discussion 
around the Region 6 project 
application process 

FRA: Strategic doings workshop call 9/27; next call scheduled for October 21 at 1pm; 
Event projected November 6 
 
NN: In progress. 
 



 Project Pipeline Development 
Monthly Progress Report 

Timeline Deliverables Progress 

MPA: First Strategic Doing workshop scheduled for November 6, 2019.  Design call to plan 
the outcomes and logistic for that workshop will be held October 21 (Liz Povar, Lisa Hull, 
Todd Gillingham, Jennifer Morgan, Liz Nilson to participate). 

Work with partners who have 
indicated interest in moving 
forward to further develop project 
ideas 

FRA: Early stages; FRA’s role in GOVA pipeline to be addressed in October newsletter; 
Outcomes from workshop will help clarify partners. 
 
NN: In progress. 
 
MPA: Outreach to previously identified project partners underway.  

• Cross-region project eliminated due to evolving changes with business client. 

• LOI with biogenic reef project in development 

• LOI for rural tech hub programming in discussion 

• LOI for building resilient solutions in development; meeting with project leader 
scheduled for October 17, 2019. 

4 LOIs by January 1, 2020 FRA: Ongoing and on track. All four have been identified and working towards submitting 
LOIs. Moving forward with potential Tech Talent project, similar to NVCC Region 7 
project. Possibility of not submitting all by end of December due to Strategic Doing 
workshop being in November and hammering out final details on projects. 
 
NN: In progress. 
 
MPA: 3 LOIs drafts in development 

2 project applications by June 30, 
2020 

Ongoing 

  



Updated 9/30/19 

Mary Ball Washington Regional Council  
GO Virginia Region 6 
Upcoming Meetings 

 
2019 
 
December 9, 2019: 11 AM-1 PM 
Rappahannock Electric Cooperative, Bowling Green Office 
14380 Fredericksburg Turnpike, Woodford, VA 22580 
 
2020 
 
February 10, 2020: 11 AM-1 PM 
Rappahannock Community College, Glenns Campus 
12745 College Drive, Glenns, VA 23149 
 
April 13, 2020: 11 AM-1 PM 
Rappahannock Community College, Warsaw Campus 
52 Campus Drive, Warsaw, VA 22572 
 
June 8, 2020: 11 AM-1 PM 
Rappahannock Electric Cooperative, Bowling Green Office 
14380 Fredericksburg Turnpike, Woodford, VA 22580 
 
August 10, 2020: 11 AM-1 PM 
Rappahannock Community College, Glenns Campus 
12745 College Drive, Glenns, VA 23149 
 
October 5, 2020: 11 AM-1 PM 
Rappahannock Community College, Warsaw Campus 
52 Campus Drive, Warsaw, VA 22572 
 
December 14, 2020: 11 AM-1 PM 
Rappahannock Electric Cooperative, Bowling Green Office 
14380 Fredericksburg Turnpike, Woodford, VA 22580 


