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Overview: The guidance below is to be utilized if Preliminary Stormwater Engineering Analysis (PSW Analysis) is 
submitted in conjunction with a discretionary land use application to be heard before Planning Commission and City 
Council.  The receipt of the PSW Analysis by city engineering staff is necessary so staff can review and understand the 
potential impacts of the project on the stormwater system and neighboring properties and include those findings in 
the staff reports to Planning Commission and City Council.  
When the PSW Analysis submittal is made, the review is completed by the DSC Civil/Stormwater Engineering team, 
with an expected review time of three (3) weeks.  Any unresolved issues are communicated to the applicant and the 
design engineer. When the project moves forward to Planning Commission, the staff report will include a narrative 
regarding the viability of the project from a stormwater design perspective. 
 
 
 
 

Submittal Requirements:  
 

• Stormwater Management Narrative to include a description of the existing drainage patterns and the proposed 
stormwater design. 

 

• Proposed Preliminary Site Plan including: 
1. Layout depicting all proposed improvements (buildings, parking, retaining walls, etc.) 
2. Stormwater management facilities (SWMF), outfall (or connection to existing public drainage system), 

proposed public storm sewer system (when applicable) 
3. Average existing elevations and proposed elevations of the lots, dwellings, and streets 
4. Proposed estimated height and volume of fill needed for the project (if applicable) 

 

• Supporting Information including: 
1. Soil analysis – Soil borings to determine potential groundwater impacts are recommended, but not required.  

At a minimum, provide NRCS soil classification information. 
2. Existing and proposed drainage area maps 
3. Time of concentration and land cover calculations 
4. Water quality calculations (if needed); VRRM spreadsheet  

 

• Water Quantity Analysis using one of the following two options for design: 
Option 1 allows for a less detailed preliminary design and may be utilized if a proffer or condition is volunteered by 
the applicant that states the site plan will conform to all applicable state and local stormwater management 
regulation at the time of plan submittal and will not create and impact on upstream or downstream properties or 
stormwater systems. 

1. Demonstrate a reduction in the peak flow rate at the point of analysis from the pre-development to post-
development condition based on the following: 

a. Designer may use any design that utilizes the 24-hour design storm. 
b. Staff will provide a variable tailwater from the City’s master drainage study to be used as the starting 

point for each analysis. 
c. Include analysis of 2-year, 10-year, and 100-year storm events. 
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Option 2 requires a more detailed analysis so staff can verify no impact to upstream and downstream properties and 
to the public stormwater system if a proffer or condition is not volunteered by applicant or if reduction in peak flow 
rate can not be achieved.  

2. Demonstrate requirements for channel protection, flood protection, design storm, and check storm are met 
a. Calculations only need to account for BMP routing and outfall to point of analysis   
b.  If using a City Master Drainage Study submodel as basis of design, the following is also required: 

i. Copy of the original provided model files 
ii. Copy of the modified existing condition model files 

iii. Copy of the proposed condition model files 
iv. List of all changes made to the model files, with explanation for each 
v. Drainage area maps to include 3 flow paths for each subcatchment to determine flow width 
vi. Table to summarize peak HGL comparison at each node impacted by the project 
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CITY OF VIRGINIA BEACH
AGENDA ITEM

ITEM:   A Resolution Making Certain Commitments Regarding the Comprehensive
Flood Mitigation Bond Referendum

MEETING DATE:  September 7, 2021

Background:    In July,  the City Council requested the placement of a bond
referendum question on the November ballot.   This question includes a listing of 21
projects to be financed with the $ 576. 5 million.  The resolution requesting the placement
of the referendum question included direction to the City Manager to create a dedicated
webpage on the City's website that includes each of the Phase 1 projects and the
progress — by dollar amount spent and by milestone achieved — toward completion of

such projects and to provide quarterly reports to the City Council providing updates
regarding the execution of the projects if the referendum question is answered in the
affirmative.    In the weeks after the July resolution,  the City Council has received
briefings regarding the informational campaign undertaken by the City staff and entitled,
The Ripple Effect."   Notwithstanding the staff outreach,  there is a desire to further
inform the residents by making affirmative commitments regarding the upcoming
referendum.

Considerations:   The attached resolution urges residents to carefully consider
the issue of flood mitigation and plan to vote in November.  To assist residents in this

deliberation, the resolution provides certain commitments by the City Council depending
on the outcome of the election.

If the residents approve the referendum question, the City Council commits to do the
following within three weeks of the election:

1.  Adopt a comprehensive financial plan to pay for the referendum debt.  This plan
includes a 4.3 cent increase in the real estate rate, the establishment of a single

appropriation unit for revenue and expenditures regarding the referendum debt
with sufficient granularity to allow oversight by the City Council and the Citizen
Oversight Board.    The financial plan further reserves any general obligation
bonding capacity created by the retirement of the referendum debt for future
flood mitigation requirements and subsequent sea level rise projects.

2.  Establish a Citizen Oversight Board to receive monthly briefings and provide the
City Council with public briefings every two months.  These public briefings are to
address the twenty- one projects and the elimination of the backlog in the
maintenance of the City' s legacy ditches, canals, and ponds.

3.  Amend the City's Comprehensive Land Use Plan to recommend denial for any
project or development that generates a net increase in water discharge demand,
and to further require the Planning Department to recommend denial of the
same.

4.  Prepare an ordinance to freeze the Stormwater management fee through 2028.
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In addition to the above but not within the three weeks of the referendum, the City
Manager is to develop an acquisition strategy that seeks to streamline and expedite
design and construction of the 21 projects, including using a single prime contractor,
watershed bundling, and project bundling.

If the residents do not approve the referendum, the resolution describes a course of
action that includes: ( i) prioritization of eliminating the backlog in the maintenance of
ponds, ditches, and canals, and sustaining required maintenance cycles; ( ii) continued

increases to the Stormwater management fee;  ( iii) pursuit of the 21 projects over a
longer timeline that may stretch forty years; ( iv) increases in the cost of construction

reflected by longer delivery time; and ( v) continued rainfall events that will have the

probable outcome of flooded homes and businesses.

Public Information:    Public information will be provided through the normal
Council agenda process.

Attachments:  Resolution

REQUESTED BY: COUNCILMEMBER MOSS AND TOWER



REQUESTED BY COUNCILMEMBERS MOSS AND TOWER

1 A RESOLUTION MAKING CERTAIN COMMITMENTS
2 REGARDING THE COMPREHENSIVE FLOOD MITIGATION
3 BOND REFERENDUM

4

5 WHEREAS, changing weather patterns and sea level rise as validated by National
6 Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration ( NOAA 2020), the Massachusetts Institute of
7 Technology and the Sea Level Wise Adaptation Study have demonstrated that the in-
8 place drainage capacity, even in like new condition is: ( i) severely inadequate to protect
9 the city from structures being flooded on a city- wide basis; ( ii) insufficient to preclude the

10 future downgrade of the City' s bond rating based on economic loss of even single one-
11 hundred- year flooding event and recovery time; and ( iii) the path to stagnant economic
12 growth as investors pass us by;
13

14 WHEREAS, the Sea Level Wise Adaptation Study and the City' s modeling of four
15 watersheds and 15 drainage basins have validated the drainage capacity required to
16 discharge the water of a one- hundred year storm event ( a storm event with a 1% annual
17 exceedance probability) to prevent flooding of homes and businesses accounting for 1. 5
18 feet of sea level rise and a high tide of 2. 3 feet over mean average high tide of 1. 8;
19

20 WHEREAS, the City staff has sufficiently scoped out the engineering material
21 solution for a referendum quality cost estimate for eliminating the backlog in maintenance
22 of legacy ponds, ditches, and canals and the installation of 21 named projects on the
23 bond referendum question;
24

25 WHEREAS, at the end of the ten- year period in 2032, eight percent of the City will
26 qualify for preferred FEMA flood insurance risk due to completion of the twenty-one
27 named projects in the bond referendum question and elimination of the backlog in the
28 maintenance of the City' s legacy ditches, canals, and ponds;
29

30 WHEREAS,  at the ten- year build out,  Phase Two will commence to achieve
31 Virginia Beach high and dry in 2045;
32

33 WHEREAS, meeting the existential threat of flooding will improve the quality of life
34 for residents, and a competitive advantage for a growing economy will be sustained; and
35

36 WHEREAS, the City Council previously directed the City Manager to create a
37 dedicated webpage on the City' s website that includes each of the Phase 1 projects and
38 the progress — by dollar amount spent and by milestone achieved — toward completion of
39 such projects and to provide quarterly reports to the City Council providing updates
40 regarding the execution of the projects if the referendum question is answered in the
41 affirmative;

42

43 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
44 OF VIRGINIA BEACH, VIRGINIA, THAT:



45

46 The City Council urges the residents to carefully consider the issue of flood
47 mitigation and plan to vote in November. To assist in the residents' deliberations, the City
48 Council makes the following commitments,  which with the exception of # 4,  will be

49 delivered within three weeks if the residents approve the referendum question in
50 November:

51

52 1.  The City Council will adopt a comprehensive financial plan to pay for the
53 authorized  $ 567,500, 000 of general obligation debt,  which will include the
54 following:
55 a.  The authorized debt to be repaid by a real estate tax increase of 4. 3
56 cents for twenty- year debt based on an average annual increase of three
57 percent in the City' s taxable real estate based on the 1 July 2021 land
58 book.

59 b.  The financial plan shall create a single appropriation unit into which all
60 bond proceeds are deposited and a single appropriation unit into which
61 all revenue derived from the increase in real estate taxes are deposited.
62 Such fund shall provide all deposit and withdrawal information with
63 sufficient granularity for oversight by the City Council and the Citizen
64 Oversight Board.
65 c.   In furtherance of the long- term flood mitigation needs of the City, the
66 general obligation bonding capacity created by the retirement of the debt
67 authorized by the November 2021 referendum shall be reserved
68 exclusively for the issuance of bonds to finance Phase 2 of the City' s
69 flood mitigation program and subsequent sea level rise projects.
70

71 2.  The establishment of a Citizen Oversight Board composed of seven members
72 that shall have access to all financial, contract documents, acceptance and
73 deliverable testing and certifications documentation,  and shall receive a
74 monthly briefing from the City Manager, Quality Assurance Officer, and the
75 Contractor' s program manager and quality assurance officer and shall give a
76 public brief to the City Council every two months on the twenty- one named
77 projects in the bond referendum question and the elimination of the backlog in
78 the maintenance of the City' s legacy ditches, canals, and ponds.
79

80 3.  An amendment to the City' s Comprehensive Land Use Plan that will
81 recommend denial for any project or development that generates a net increase
82 in water discharge demand in any watershed or in any drainage system in
83 watershed over the capacity of net of margin to meet the modeled discharge
84 baseline of the drainage system at build- out, and further requiring the Planning
85 Department to recommend denial of any submission that does not conform to
86 the former.

87

88 4.  The City Manager is to develop and present to the City Council an acquisition
89 strategy that seeks to streamline and expedite design and construction of the
90 twenty- one flood mitigation projects, including using a single prime contractor,



91 watershed bundling, and project bundling.  The City Manager is to also acquire
92 a separate contractor bonded to conduct quality assurance and recommend
93 deliverable acceptance.

94

95 5.  The City Attorney shall prepare an ordinance that freezes the Stormwater
96 management fee through 2028.

97

98 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, THAT:

99

100 The City Council is in agreement that the following reflects the course of action to
101 be pursued if the November referendum is answered in the negative:
102

103 1.  The City will prioritize funding to eliminate the backlog in the maintenance of
104 ponds, ditches, and canals and sustaining the required maintenance cycles;
105 2.  The City will continue the planned increases in the Stormwater management fee
106 and issuance of revenue bonds for stormwater projects, such fees to be increased
107 as necessary to support the authorized projects and additional bond costs
108 associating with revenue bonds;
109 3.  While flood risk remains, the Phase 1 projects will be pursued over the following
110 forty years, and the perils and risks associated with this timeline include severe
111 weather events,  increased flood insurance premiums,  companies locating and
112 relocating elsewhere,  potential reduction in the City' s bond rating,  and home

113 values adjusted to reflect the cost of flood insurance;

114 4.  The work associated with the Phase 1 projects will increase over time as cost of
115 construction increases, and the borrowing costs may not be as favorable as today;
116 and

117 5.  Rainfall events will continue to happen during the longer forty-year delivery
118 schedule for the Phase 1 projects with the probable outcome of flooding to homes
119 and businesses.

Adopted by the Council of the City of Virginia Beach, Virginia, on the day
of 2021.

APPROVED AS TO LEGAL SUFFICIENCY:

ey's Office

CA15526
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September 1, 2021
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A Resolution to amend the Environmental Stewardship Framework of the City of Virginia Beach Comprehensive Plan, 
2016, to address stormwater impacts for discretionary applications. This amendment is to be in compliance with the 
Resolution passed by City Council on September 7, 2021. 
 

 
The purpose of this amendment is to fulfill the components of the stormwater bond referendum approved by the 
citizens of Virginia Beach on November 2, 2021.   The amendment will require rezoning and conditional rezoning 
applications to demonstrate  no stormwater impact upstream or downstream of the proposed project or to  current or 
planned  stormwater and sea level rise resillency flood control projects included in the referendum. To show compliance 
with this policy, all rezoning and conditional rezoning applications will be required to provide a preliminary stormwater 
analysis similar to what is currently recommended for discretionary applications in the Southern Watershed. Staff 
envisions that the preliminary stormwater engineering analysis should include plans and calculations that demonstrate 
stormwater facilities have been adequately designed and sized to ensure no off-site impacts. This simplified analysis 
should be combined with a  potential volunteered proffer stating the site plan will conform to all applicable state and 
local stormwater management regulation at the time of plan submittal and will not create and impact on upstream or 
downstream properties or stormwater systems.  Alternatively, if a proffer is not volunteered, a more comprehensive 
stormwater analysis to include stormwater modeling will need to be completed prior to receiving favorable 
recommendation from staff.   By having no impact on the stormwater infrastructure, the City can continue to be resilient 
to future storms and still allow for new development where appropriate.  
 
The amendment also removes references in the Comprehensive Plan to the “Integrated Site Design” document which 
was a proposal to address resiliency through required site design elements. This document was never adopted by City 
Council and is not a policy that can be implemented at this time.  
 

 
Staff recommends approval of this Resolution to amend the Comprehensive Plan as it will protect the City’s investment 
in stormwater infrastructure and will meet the requirements of the Resolution to support the Bond Referendum 
adopted by City Council on September 7, 2021.  
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Virginia Beach Planning Commission 
November 10, 2021 Public Meeting 
Agenda Item # 1 
 
City of Virginia Beach, a Resolution to amend the City of Virginia Beach Comprehensive 
Plan 2016 to address the citywide stormwater impacts for discretionary land use 
applications. 
 
RECOMMENDED FOR DENIAL – HEARD 
 

Madam Clerk: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Our first agenda item is agenda item number one, City of 

Virginia Beach, a resolution to amend the City of Virginia Beach Comprehensive Plan 2016 to 

address city-wide stormwater impacts for discretionary land use applications. 

David Weiner: Welcome. 

Ms. Bookholt: Thank you. Good afternoon, Commissioners. I'm Carrie Bookholt. I'm the 

Development Services Center Administrator, and I'm here to bring forward a proposed 

amendment to the Comprehensive Plan, which is necessary to fulfil the components of the 

recently passed City Council Resolution and Bond Referendum. On September 7th, City 

Council passed a Resolution that stated should the Bond Referendum pass, the Comprehensive 

Plan would be revised or amended within three weeks to include language that would 

essentially require projects that come before you for a discretionary request, not create an 

impact or increase demand in the stormwater system. Our staff report proposes the language 

that we would like to amend the Comprehensive Plan, and it states that based on the Resolution 

by City Council, all rezonings and conditional rezonings should demonstrate no impact on 

current or future in stormwater infrastructure, and must provide a stormwater analysis, 

demonstrating this has no impact as part of their Planning Commission application process. The 

amendment also removes any reference to the Integrated Site Design Guide which is a policy 

document that was not adopted by City Council and is not in place at this time. The Planning 

Department and Public Works Department have been hosting a series of storm water 

workshops with a focus group to include CVBIA, which was the former TBA group, consulting 

engineers, developers, and two City Council liaisons. And this amendment was discussed at 

length in those meetings, it was decided that the amendment would only apply to rezonings or 

conditional rezonings. The City Council staff liaisons were comfortable and staff was 

comfortable that should a proffer be volunteered for a conditional rezoning project, that a less 

intense storm water design, preliminary design, could be submitted through our office before 

receiving a positive recommendation. So with that, we had to act quite quickly.  The resolution 

that was passed in September, only gave us three weeks to get this before you and to City 

Council, should the bond referendum pass and it did. So even with us being on the agenda for 

December 7th for City Council, we're a week behind, but we had to act quickly. We did propose, 

I do want to reiterate, we sent our proposed language to our stakeholder group, including 

CVBIA. We received one minor comment back. We amended the proposed language to include 

their comment. And then we received reassurance that they were on board with the proposed 

language that we presented in our staff report today. Any questions? 
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David Weiner: Mr. Redmond? 

Dave Redmond: Who gave you that reassurance? I have to tell you I've heard quite otherwise. 

Ms. Bookholt: So, Claudia Cotton is the representative that we've been communicating with, as 

the representative for CVBIA. 

Dave Redmond: Okay, well, just so you know, I got a telephone call right after our informal 

meeting saying, meant to call you earlier about this, but we were very uncomfortable with the 

speed at which this is moving and feel like this process has been somewhat disingenuous. 

There are folks who are part of that stakeholder group, that you describe, that don't feel that this 

has been entirely proper and that it is moving too fast and that they were surprised by the 

language that I think we were surprised by.  So I don't mean to criticize you, but I think the 

suggestion that everything is copacetic with regard to, that the stakeholder group, which I don't 

know, other than the person who called me, I don't know anybody who was on it. Nobody from 

the Planning Commission, I understand, was on it. I think, I have been told something quite 

different than that and this very morning. So, that gives me great pause and I'm sure that City 

Council will be hearing comments to that effect. So, certainly is going to, well, we're going to get 

into this discussion here shortly, but I just wanted to put that on the record. It's not comfortable 

for me to do it, but that's what I'm hearing and people reaching out to me saying just that. 

Ms. Bookholt: Understood. 

Dave Redmond: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

David Weiner: Yes, ma'am? 

Madam Clerk: We have one speaker... 

David Weiner: Yes, ma'am. Okay. Anybody with the comments? 

Dee Oliver: No, I mean, other than, and I guess I can wait for close, but just to reiterate what I 

had stated earlier this morning, just so that we do have it on the record, so to speak. And again, 

appreciate all your time and effort presenting all of this and your work on it. But the stakeholder 

meetings that I think and correct me if I'm mistaken, that you'd said that were weekly for about a 

month, it's unfortunate that the Planning Commission had not been included in those for 

something that's getting ready to be put into the Comprehensive Plan, which is something that 

we haven't seen in three years. Not to mention that along with that, there's a Resolution that 

was put forth and I'm not quite sure, I haven't been briefed, or I don't know who on the 

Commission has in more, in-depth of where that resolution that came from one of our council 

members, I believe it was Mr. Moss.  How that speaks to this. And are they still two separate or 

have they been in integrated because the wording in that was completely different than the 

wording in this. So, I stand along with Commissioner Redmond on that, that it gives me great 

pause because I have been in many other board meetings with the same stakeholders and 

those same people have not expressed thumbs up on this, by any stretch of imagination. So I 
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would like more time to be briefed on this, so that we have a better understanding of where we 

are. Because this is extremely important, as we all know going forward. 

Ms. Bookholt: And I should clarify that, when I say that we had consensus, it wasn't, as it relates 

to the Resolution. The Resolution with the language that was included was done at City Council 

level on September 7th. So the consensus that we achieved last week, via email, as we were 

passing the language back and forth was the language that's proposed for the Comprehensive 

Plan. So they're very, well maybe some folks that aren't on board with the Resolution language, 

but that has already been passed. 

Dee Oliver: Right. And so it's just a little not, I'd like to see it a little more straightforward. I'd like 

to see everything, basically, is when it comes down to it. But again, I appreciate all your effort 

and hard work. 

David Weiner: So I have a question. So the language in that we have here compared to the 

language that was in the Resolution, put that together for us? 

Ms. Bookholt: So the language in the Resolution was written a little bit looser. And so we met 

with the Council liaisons. We met with Councilman Moss to talk about what that would look like 

in practice. And in practice, we discussed applying a preliminary storm water analysis 

requirement to conditional rezonings, or rezonings only, instead of all discretionary applications, 

since it's those two types of applications that could change the land cover characteristics the 

most. And it was through those discussions as well, that they agreed that they would be open to 

a less intense preliminary analysis. And essentially just reiterating that we would not be creating 

any impact or any demand, that if the City is going to spend half a billion dollars on flood 

protection projects, that we don't want to rezone out that capacity of the system. 

David Weiner: And I got another question. Why did it have to be... Not putting you on the spot or 

anything, but why did it have to be three weeks? There was a reason why it had to be three 

weeks after the referendum question? 

Ms. Bookholt:  That I do not know. That's how it was written in the City Council's Resolution. I'm 

not sure if the attorney has any other... 

Ms. Wilson:  I have no insight. 

David Weiner:  No. Okay. And I'm just curious... 

Ms. Bookholt: That's how it came down to us. 

David Weiner:  As Mr. Redmond said earlier today, I mean, that's like three seconds or 

whatever, however you put it. It's crazy to me it's quick. Okay. All right. Just that's good. Yeah, 

we have one speaker. 

Michael A. Inman: I got plenty to say. 
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Madam Clerk:  Eddie Bourdon 

David Weiner: Welcome, Mr. Bourdon. 

Eddie Bourdon: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. For the record, Eddie Bourdon, Virginia Beach 

attorney, land attorney, been practicing in Virginia Beach for 37 years. First of all, I was at the 

City Council meeting when this Resolution was adopted, but there was no opportunity for 

anybody to discuss. And frankly, couldn't be more ecstatic and proud of our City for having 

approved the referendum 70% plus. And I frankly don't think anybody at that point who cares 

about the future of the Virginia Beach was going to stand up and start asking questions about 

what they were doing. So, but this is a different circumstance. This is a deliberative body that is 

here for the purpose of the Comprehensive Plan. I didn't know anything about these meetings 

every Friday, either. I obviously know they didn't include anybody on the Planning Commission 

and, some of this, I'm not opposed to it, but I'm definitely concerned about, there hasn't been 

enough deliberation and enough input from people who might have a little bit of, and I'm not 

suggesting that Councilman Moss or Councilman Jones don't, but this has been half baked. The 

northern part of the City, which is what this applies to, is 95% developed. And there's hardly any 

zoning up there that's agriculture. And so the idea that we're going to have, well, and let me 

back up before I get into that, rezonings. Not conditional rezonings, rezonings. No one's done 

an analysis of the rezonings that have come forward in the last five or 10 years, because I can 

assure you that there have been almost none and those that have come, they're typically down 

zonings of already developed properties. So, but I don't understand why we put rezonings in 

there because if you're going to, to create, I think, Carrie used the word drastically, or even 

significantly increase impervious surface with a rezoning, I don't think there's been any of those. 

Now with a conditional rezoning, that's conceivable. Certainly is a case in the southern part of 

the city, middle part of the city. But I don't think there's been a lot of, I mean any analysis of 

what the impact of this, basically a moratorium on rezonings might be. And I certainly, I'm not 

opposed to the idea, although we have to do this anyway. I mean, the site plans got to be done 

anyway. So you're basically telling somebody who might have a very... And let me back up, 

Hackers today. And there's another one that recent, oh, Pembroke Mall. They don't have to 

worry about this because they're reducing their impervious surface by 10%. And that takes it 

out, you don't have to worry about that.  If that came along today, I don't know that that's 

covered in here, maybe it is. I'm not sure that it is, but they don't have to comply because they're 

reducing by 10% their impervious surface. So, and you got all these other people who can add 

on to stuff that's already zoned and they have to do the same thing, go through of the site plan 

and still comply. So it's like, we're adding an extra layer of handcuffing or because you got to 

come in and if you want to rezone your property and you don't want to spend thousands of 

dollars before you can even get here, you have to say, well, we will meet the requirements. Well 

the word no, is important, no impact. Well, these models are not meant for going in the weeds to 

that point. And I went on today's agenda, it's taken us a year and a half.  And I'll explain that 

when we get to Atlantic Development, we don't get any credit for saving 89 acres of tree 

forested land. No, no, at all. And we can't have one 100th of an inch, which isn’t even 

measurable, leave the property. Okay. So no, and if there's not at least the tiniest amount of 

discretion on the part of our professional staff, we are basically saying we're not open for 

business and that's what I'm concerned about. And I think there's some ways that this can be, at 

least, come across as being less prohibitive and more balanced. 
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David Weiner: Does anybody have any questions for Mr. Bourdon? Any questions? 

Eddie Bourdon: Thank you. 

David Weiner: Thank you, sir. Appreciate it. Well, I guess we can just close this and get right 

into it with us. We'll close it and start comments. Who's going first? Mr. Inman. 

Michael Inman:  Well, as I said, in the informal session, we are taking this on, with virtually no 

notice. This is the Comprehensive Plan amendment. This is a big deal, but we all know that. 

The intent of what is going on in this Comprehensive Plan amendment is good. I mean, we all 

are, we're very aware of the storm management issue. We all want City of Virginia Beach to be 

open for business. It's getting a reputation of not being open for business, part because of our 

storm water management implementation. So, it's really important to get this right. And here 

we've had no invitation to, as a body, to participate in all these deliberations that have taken 

place. No idea that they were going on, even through a public, we weren't advised that we could 

even go attend.  A Resolution was passed in September by City Council to move forward with 

this Comprehensive Plan amendment, as I'm understanding it. But not until the referendum 

passed, if it passed, which thankfully it did. Okay. So then we got three weeks. Who thought of 

that? I don't know. I mean, it's in the operation of a municipality, the size of Virginia Beach. 

Making a storm water decision in three weeks seems preposterous to me. I know we're in a 

hurry. I know it's important. So, we didn't know about the Resolution. We got the language late 

last week in our package to study and without any real background and the intent is good, but 

the devil is in the details, we all know that. It's a legal document, it's a Comprehensive Plan. So I 

can't imagine how we could... I would not be able to vote in favor of it today. 

David Weiner: Mr. Redmond? 

Dave Redmond:  Well, a little bit different from what Mike said. The thing that I struggle with 

here is I think you're exactly right. And I hate to have to say it, but this City is getting a 

reputation for not being open for a business, in a lot of different ways. And that I think is 

probably a conversation where you need to have it. I know we are having it at some levels, but 

we need to have a bigger one. And this is part of it. But the notion that there is a process for 

amending the Comprehensive Plan. Now I get that City Council calls the shots around here. No 

disputing that, right? This is their prerogative, I understand that. The City Council can certainly 

amend their three week deadline for figuring this out. As I said this morning in the informal 

session, we're not going to spend 568 million bucks in the next three weeks.  All of these 

projects have an enormous amount of engineering to be done, before they get underway still. 

And so I just don't understand the rush involved in that. And just today, somebody who was 

supposedly involved in these discussions, they feel like it has been all together too rushed. So 

I'm not offended that the Planning Commission isn't involved in a panel or a discussion or 

something like that. I certainly think that probably would've been preferable, but I mean you 

don't want to include us. I'm not going to feel like I didn't get invited to prom or something, but I 

still think like Mike does, that this really could have been done a lot better. And if you've got 

them with a Comprehensive Plan, there's a process to do that, that's much more deliberative 

than this. This is the bums rush, trying to do something much more quickly than it needs to be 

done.  And stuff doesn't get done right that way. And so that's my concern about it as well. So, I 
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think, I would, in Mike's camp as I often am, but I'm in Mike's camp, that I'm not comfortable 

supporting this today. If you only got two choices, yes and no. I'm a no, for those reasons. So it 

doesn't make sense, Ms. Wilson, and I respect her too. Ms. Wilson says it doesn’t make sense 

to defer it, in which case we got one or two choices. And I'm just not able, frankly, with those 

concerns to be able to support it. Thank you. 

David Weiner:  Mr. Graham? 

Whitney Graham:  I agree with my fellow Planning Commissioners. I, too, will not support this. I 

just feel like it was too rushed. I hear all the time that from other developers that feel that City of 

Virginia Beach is difficult to do business in. The storm water models,  it takes forever. You do 

model after model after model, it's very expensive. It's not just submitting a storm water model. 

There's back and forth, back and forth, back and forth. And it's expensive. And I'm concerned 

that it's going to really shut down any redevelopment in the city. I just don't think it was well 

thought out. And I feel like it's too rushed and I will not support this. 

David Weiner:  Ms. Bradley? 

David Bradley:  I got a question for Ms. Bookholt, if it's okay. 

David Weiner:  Sure. She doesn't mind coming back up, do you? 

David Bradley:  So just, obviously, 70 plus percent of the voters approved it. So, this is an 

important issue to our citizens. And I was talking to you a little bit after the informal. So, in the 

southern part of the city, this process already exists. In the northern part of the city, this is where 

this would be implemented. But as the previous speaker said, there's probably not much 

opportunity because it's already fully developed. And I guess, maybe my question is, when you 

get to site development review, is anything changing because of this? Because that's where I 

think the rubber really hits the road on implementation of these things. 

Ms. Bookholt:  Right. The same type of analysis is still required at a site plan level. The type of 

analysis is not going to change. The only thing that would change is that for projects, if you 

came across a property where there was capacity in our existing storm water system, which is 

rare to find, in that case, you would not be able to increase the flooding levels. So, the same 

process is still going to exist. The only thing that would change is that you would have to hold to 

that same exact... 

David Bradley:  Meaning, you have to be able to show that you have no impact on storm water 

for your individual... 

Ms. Bookholt:  From your individual project. You haven't increased the demand leaving into our 

public system from your project. So that'll be required. Yes. 

David Bradley:  Thank you. 
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David Weiner:  Wait here. I don't think personally, we don't really have a... There's a little bit of 

an issue of how the process is, but I think more than anything, we're just trying to rush this 

through and we've never rushed anything through before on a Comprehensive Plan, because 

this is something we take our time and look at and vette and talk to people and things like that. 

But one question I wanted to ask you, last speaker said about the 10% pervious and they didn't 

have to worry... What do they... When it's 10%, they're taking away 10% of pervious parking, 

what does that do? 

Ms. Bookholt: So, that they can satisfy certain storm water requirements by reducing their 

impervious cover. And even if projects moving forward, if this were to, if the Comprehensive 

Plan is to be amended, if you reduce the impervious cover on your site, your analysis is much 

less complicated, and you can satisfy your storm water requirements by providing a reduction in 

impervious cover. 

David Weiner: Okay. So that didn't change at all? 

Ms. Bookholt: No. 

David Weiner: Okay. Just want to make sure. 

Ms. Bookholt: Yes. 

David Weiner: Any other questions for? Okay. Thank you, ma'am. 

Ms. Bookholt: Thank you. 

David Weiner: Any other questions or concerns or talk? So, I'm torn, I'm really upset of the fact 

that we're rushing this through, but the Ordinance already been passed by Council. It's some 

stuff we already do anyway. I don't think that's the issue. I just don't like the part that it's rushing 

through. I don't like that. And I think we need to sit back and look on it. So, I'm not going to 

support it either. So anybody wants to make a motion. Somebody? 

Michael Inman: I'll make a motion. 

David Weiner: Okay. Make a motion. 

Michael Inman: I make a motion that we turn down the Resolution to amend the Comprehensive 

Plan on item number one. 

David Weiner: Right. You have a motion. Have a second? 

Whitney Graham: I'll second. 

David Weiner: Right. We have a motion by Mr. Inman, a second by Mr. Graham. 
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Madam Clerk:  Okay. The motion is to deny. Vote is open. By recorded vote of 11 in favor and 

zero against, agenda item number one has been denied, recommended for denial. 

 

 AYE 11 NAY 0 ABS 0 ABSENT 0 
Alcaraz AYE    
Bradley AYE    
Coston AYE    
Graham AYE    
Horsley AYE    

Inman AYE    
Klein AYE    
Oliver AYE    
Redmond AYE    
Wall AYE    
Weiner AYE    

 





Summary of Proposed Revisions to the  
 Stormwater Management Ordinance (SWMO) 

 
December 2021 

 
The following is a summary of proposed revisions to the SWMO. 
 
Section 1-3 Definitions 
 Revised definition of “Drainage Area” 
 Revised definition of “Stormwater Appeals Board” 

 
Section 1-12 Water Quality Compliance 
 Added the statement  “The City’s Stormwater Drainage Basin boundary shall be used in 

lieu of the HUC boundaries for pollutant load reduction calculations except in the Lower 
Southern Rivers drainage basin where HUC’s have been combined” 

 
Section 1-13 Water Quantity 
 A.  Added “design storm” as a criteria to be addressed 
 B. 4.  Added further definition of “limits of analysis” pertaining to channel protection 

criteria 
 C. 1. & 2., Added requirements for flood control for “non-flooded” and “flooded” 

conditions 
 C. 3., Re-defined “limits of analysis” as pertaining to flood protection 
 D.  Design and Check Storms, Added this new section to provide criteria for projects with 

increased impervious area of 20,000 sf or more 
 G.  Moved this section to Section 1-15 

 
Section 1-14 Offsite Compliance Options 
 C. 3., Added this new section to provide specific requirements for projects within the 

Southern Rivers Watershed 
 
Section 1-15 Design Storms and Hydrologic Methods 
 C.  This section was expanded to provide further clarification on models and 

methodologies acceptable for hydrologic and hydraulic analyses 
 D.  Changed this section to 20,000 sf of increased impervious area 

 
Section 1-21 Variances 
 A.  Changed this section to exclude Section 1-15 from sections Administrator is allowed 

to issue variances 
 
Section 1-28 Long-Term Maintenance of Permanent Stormwater Facilities 
 B.  Changed requirements for SWMF’s to be recorded instruments 
 C.  Changed requirements relative to Administrator’s strategy for addressing maintenance 

of SWMF’s designed to treat stormwater runoff from individual lot 
 



Section 1-30 Hearings 
 A.  Revised requirements for requesting a formal hearing 
 B.  Defined time limit on requesting hearings 
 D.  Changed the language to indicate that the SWAB has the ability to request issuance of 

subpoena vs issuing subpoena 
 E.  New section added to clarify the SWAB’s authority 
 F.  New section added to clarify time limitations and associated fees 

 
 

 
 

 
 



Summary of Proposed Revisions to the  
Public Works Design Standards Manual (PWDSM)  

 Chapter 8 – Stormwater Management 
 

December 2021 
 
The following is a summary of proposed revisions to Chapter 8 – 
Stormwater Management, of the PWDSM. 
 
General  
 Extraneous or duplicative information was deleted throughout the Chapter for clarity 

 
Section 8.1 Introduction 
 Statement was added that analysis of Existing Conditions is required to be at the same 

level of detail and extent as Proposed Design using the same methodologies for each  
 

 Discussion of requirement to use Stormwater Management Models (SWMM) created 
with the City Stormwater Management Master Plan was deleted.  This requirement has 
been revised and is discussed in other sections 

 
Section 8.2 Definitions 
 Depression Storage definition has been removed.  Although accounting for this condition 

is still required, it was determined that specific defining was not necessary.   
 

 Drainage Area definition was simplified 
 

 Point of Adequacy definition was removed.  
 

 Proposed Impervious Area definition added 
 

Section 8.3 Design Requirements Applicable To All Drainage System Components 
 Figure VIII-1, Typical Process for Drainage Design, flowchart removed.  

 
 A.  Design Storms – Minimum Frequency Criteria, 

 added “disturbed area of the project” to be considered when determining design 
storm frequency to be used for project. 

 added “Critical Infrastructure Projects” to table, and refined description. 
 removed Figure VIII-2, Design Storm Frequency Selection chart 

 
 B.  Design Storm Depth-Duration and Rainfall Distribution Criteria, removed the word 

“Design” throughout this section to avoid confusion. 
 
 
 

 C.  Sea Level Rise/Recurrent Flooding Analyses, 
 removed first two paragraphs since information is outdated and extraneous. 



 Added requirement to apply increased tidal elevations due to sea level rise, for 
projects in the following (3) drainage basins: 
 Upper North Landing River 
 Little Creek 
 All Areas south of Beggar’s Bridge Creek 

 
 D.  Hydraulic Grade Line and Tailwater Criteria, 

 changed “point of adequacy” to “limits of analysis” 
 revised Table VIII-3 
 removed 1.c. 
 Revised table VIII-3 to provide one probability pair (tide/rain) for each design 

storm  
 removed Table VIII-2, redundant. 
 3.  Tailwater Criteria for SWMF’s/BMP’s in Series, replaced this section with 

new section providing new Tailwater Criteria for projects with less than 20,000 sf 
new impervious area 

 removed 5. And replaced with “E. Check Storm Requirements for All Projects”, 
which refines the check storm requirements and removes discussion of finished 
floor elevation.  Design requirement for finished floor elevation will be described 
in Floodplain Ordinance. 

 
 F.  Upstream and Downstream Drainage,  

 changed to “E. Upstream and Downstream Analyses” 
 modified “adequacy of downstream system” requirements 
 defined “increase in HGL” as any increase of 0.05’ or more 

 
 G.  Evaluation of Existing (Pre-developed) Drainage Conditions, removed this section, 

redundant 
 

 
Section 8.4 Stormwater Conveyance System Design Requirements 
 Removed Sections A. and B., redundant 
 C.  Methodologies for Stormwater Conveyance System Design 

 changed to A. 
 changed “drainage area” to “increased impervious area” 
 for > 20,000 sf of increased impervious area, EPA SWMM stormwater model 

must be used and include all pipes 15” and larger.  Smaller pipes and open ditches 
can use alternative design methodology.  Conduit lengths in SWMM model must 
be checked to nearest foot for accuracy. 

 for < 20,000 sf of increased impervious area, other design tools that use 24-hour 
design storm, acceptable. 

 
 D.  Additional Requirements for Stormwater Conveyance Systems 

 changed to B. 
 removed 1. And 2. 
 added requirement that public drainage systems shall not be allowed in rear yards 

of residential properties 



 
Section 8.5 SWMF/BMP Design Requirements 
 removed figures VIII-4a, 4b, and 4c 
 A.  Design Storms – Frequency, Duration and Rainfall Distributions for SWMF/BMP 

Design, removed this section in its entirety as it is duplicative information 
 B.  Methodologies for Design of SWMF’s/BMP’s 

 changed to A. 
 revised to >20,000 sf new impervious area required to use SWMM modelling for 

design; <20,000 sf new impervious area: 
 other design methodologies that utilize 24-hr design storm allowed 
 the following minimum storage requirements must be met when using 

alternate design methodology: 
1. provide stormwater storage to account for 100% increase volume 

generated, pre to post 
2. if flooding exists on-site, provide 1:1 stormwater storage 
3. 0.8*D can be used for tailwater 

 variable tailwater must be used 
 model updates can be limited to impervious cover changes without 

changing subcatchment delineations    
 
 C.  Additional Design and Construction Criteria for SWMF’s/BMP’s 

 changed to B. 
 several sections removed and/or revised 
 added requirement for seasonal high groundwater to be determined and certified 

and the certification to be included with drainage calculations 
 added requirement for underdrains for SWMF’s that use percolation 
 added clarification that requirements for extended detention basins include all 

detention facilities greater than 18” in depth 
 added requirement that impermeable liners will not be used for BMP designs 

unless certain soil types are present or being used to prevent groundwater 
contamination 

 added requirement that privately owned SWMF’s/BMP’s shall not be placed 
behind residential structures in rear yards or in public r/w 

 added requirement for City maintained wet ponds to be a minimum of (5) feet 
deep 

 added requirement for City maintained SWMF’s shall not include check valves as 
part of their discharge system design 

 E.  Maintenance Requirements 
 changed to D. 
 distinguished maintenance requirements between private vs public SWMF’s 

 
Section 8.6 Materials 
 B. Pipes 

 revised requirement for slope and minimum velocity 
 added requirement for maximum velocity 

 
 


	BRIEF AGENDA
	ELECTION OF VICE MAYOR AND BRIEFINGS
	INFORMAL SESSION
	FORMAL SESSION
	PUBLIC HEARING
	MAYOR'S PRESENTATION
	ORDINANCES/RESOLUTIONS
	ORDINANCE TO AMEND STORMWATER MGT ORD RE STORMWATER APPEALS BOARD
	ORDINCANCE TO AMEND PUBLIC WORKS DESIGN STANDARDS MANUAL RE VARIANCES
	RESOLUTION MAKING COMMITMENTS REGARDING THE COMPREHENSIVE FLOOD MITIGATION BOND REFERENDUM
	ORDINANCE CREATING THE ATLANTIC PARK COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
	RESOLUTIONS TO SUPPORT REVENUE SHARING PROJECTS & AUTH./EXECUTE PROJECT AGREEMENTS W/VDOT
	RESOLUTION TO SUPPORT CITY'S 2021 APPLICATIONS FOR VA TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES SET ASIDE PROGRAM FOR FY22-23 & FY23-24
	RESOLUTION APPROVING A CONTRACT WITH THE COMMONWEALTH OF VA. FOR MENTAL HEALTH, DEVELOPMENTAL AND SUBSTANCE USE DISORDER SERVICES.
	RESOLUTION AUTH. INCREASED CONTRIBUTION OF FUNDS TO DOA FOR RUDEE INLET MAINTENANCE DREDGING
	ORDINANCES EXTENDING DATE FOR SATISFYING CONDITIONS RE CLOSING IMPROVED PORTION OF R-O-W ADJACENT TO PROPERTIES S. OF 75TH ST./W. OF ATLANTIC AVE
	ORDINANCES EXTENDING DATE FOR SATISFYING CONDITIONS RE CLOSING UNIMPROVED PORTION OF R-O-W ADJACENT TO PROPERTIES ALONG 75TH / 76TH STREETS AND W. OF ATLANTIC AVE.
	ORDINANCE EXTENDING DATE FOR SATISFYING CONDITIONS OF CLOSING 10,645 SQ. FT. PORTION OF R-O-W  AKA LORD DUNMORE DRIVE
	ORDINANCE AUTH. TEMP. ENCROACHMENTS INTO PORTION OF CITY OWNED PROPERTY AKA LAKE WESLEY AT REAR OF 525 VIRGINIA DARE DRIVE
	ORDINANCE TO ACCEPT/APPROP. FUNDS FROM FEMA FOR CONT. OPERATION OF VTF2 URBAN SEARCH AND RESCUE TEAM
	ORDINANCE TO ACCEPT/APPROP. FUNDS FROM FEMA TO SUPPORT COSTS RELATING TO MOBILIZATION OF VTF2 URBAN SEARCH AND RESCUE TEAM MBRS TO CHAMPLAIN TOWER COLLAPSE IN SURFSIDE, FLORIDA
	ORDINANCE TO ACCEPT/APPROP. FUNDS FROM FOUR-FOR-LIFE PROGRAM TO SUPPORT EMS
	ORDINANCE TO ACCEPT/APPROP. FUNDS FROM DOMINION ENERGY SERVICES TO DEPT. OF PARKS AND REC FOR PLANTING TREES
	ORDINANCE TO ACCEPT/APPROP. FUNDS FROM VA. SUPREME COURT & AUTH. AN IN KIND GRANT MATCH 
	ORDINANCE TO APPROP. STATE REVENUE TO CLERK OF CIRCUIT COURT FOR OPERATIONAL NEEDS AND PROVIDE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION SUPPLEMENTS
	ORDINANCE TO ACCEPT/APPROP. $274,825 TO LOCALITIES GRANT FUNDING TO SUPPORT OPERATIONAL NEEDS OF FIRE DEPT.
	ORDINANCE TO ACCEPT/APPROP. GRANT FUNDS FOR ENFORCEMENT OF SEAT BELT LAWS AND AUTH. AN IN KIND GRANT MATCH
	ORDINANCE TO ACCEPT/APPROP. GRANT FUNDS FOR ENFORCEMENT OF DUI LAWS AND AUTH. IN KIND GRANT MATCH
	ORDINANCE TO ACCEPT/APPROP. GRANT FUNDS FOR ENFORCEMENT OF SPEED LAWS AND AUTH. IN KIND GRANT MATCH
	ORDINANCE TO ACCEPT/APPROP. FEDERAL FUNDS TO SUPPORT FIRE DEPT. MARINE TEAM
	ORDINANCE TO ACCEPT/APPROP. GRANT FUNDS AND TRANSFER FUNDS FOR FIRE DEPT. PHYSICAL FITNESS TRAINING PROGRAMS AND TRAINING
	PLANNING ITEMS
	JEFFREY AND PAIGE MADRIGAL FOR STREET CLOSURE ADJACENT TO REAR OF 317 45TH STREET
	ELIAS PROPERTIES VIRGINIA BEACH INDEPENDENCE LLC FOR CONDITIONAL COZ AT 2749 S. INDEPENDENCE BLVD
	VIRGINIA BEACH DEVELOPMENT AUTH. FOR MOD. OF PROFFERS TO A CONDITIONAL REZONING AT CORPORATE LANDING BUSINESS PARK
	SAMET PROPERTIES & TAYLOR FORMS LAND CO. LLC FOR A CONDITIONAL COZ AT 2097 HARPERS ROAD
	VTS LYND MAYFLOWER OWNER, LLC FOR CUP'S RE STR'S AT 205 34TH STREET - UNITS 1601, 1602, 1603, 1605 AND 1606
	JERRETT SIMMONS/MARLENA BEGLEY-SIMMONS FOR A CUP RE ALT. RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AT 2841 W. GIBBS ROAD
	CITY OF VIRGINIA BEACH - STR ORDINANCES TO AMEND SECTION 241.2 OF CZO AND EST. SAFETY REQUIREMENTS
	CITY OF VIRGINIA BEACH - STR ORDINANCES TO AMEND SECTION 102 OF CZO AND EST. OVERLAY DISTRICTS FOR NORTH END AND OCEANFRONT RESORT
	CITY OF VIRGINIA BEACH - STR ORDINANCES TO AMEND OFFICIAL ZONING MAP BY THE DESIGNATION AND INCORPORATION OF PROP. INTO STR OVERLAY DISTRICTS 
	APPOINTMENTS
	SUMMARY 8-17-2021
	Blank Page
	Blank Page



