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3. King and Queen County,  

4. King William County,  

5. Mathews County,  

6. Middlesex County,  

7. Town of Tappahannock, and 

8. Town of West Point. 

 

With these little-notice storm events, time is of the essence with the ability to provide life-saving aid to 

as many residents as possible quickly after the severe storms strike. Currently there is a mutual aid 

agreement amongst participants of the Rappahannock Volunteer Fire Association, which includes the 

following Middle Peninsula volunteer fire and rescue departments: Gloucester Volunteer Fire and 

Rescue, King William Volunteer Fire Department, Lower Middlesex Volunteer Fire, Mathews Volunteer 

Fire Department, Tappahannock Volunteer Fire Department, Upper Middlesex Volunteer Fire 

Department, West Point Volunteer Fire and Rescue, Middlesex Volunteer Fire Department, Lower King 

and Queen Volunteer Fire Department, and Central King and Queen Volunteer Fire Department. While 

this in inclusive of some fire and rescue department within Middle Peninsula localities, this is not 

inclusive of all and therefore cannot be labeled as complete. Please note that this strategy focuses on 

creating mutual aid agreements at the County level. 

 

Cost/Benefit Implications of Implementing Strategy 2.2.1 

This strategy will have direct: 

1. Benefits for local fire and rescue units since having formalized agreements in place will help to 

coordinate the dispatching of first response units as needed when there may be limited supply 

and high demand for assistance. 

2. Benefits for local residents with coordinated emergency response services during these 

damaging and potentially life threatening natural hazards. 

3. Costs to implement the mutual aid agreements should be minimal for the jurisdiction with the 

dedication of a small amount of emergency management and legal staff time. 

 

Mitigation Strategy addresses the following hazards: hurricanes, ice storms, tornadoes, coastal 

flooding/nor’easters, coastal/shoreline erosion, sea level rise, snow storms, riverine flooding, 

wildfires, high winds/windstorms, dam failure, droughts, lightning, earthquakes, shrink/swell soils, 

extreme cold, extreme heat, land subsidence/karsts, landslides, tsunamis, volcanoes, air quality, 

HAZMAT, ditching flooding, and summer storms. 

 

 

Strategy 2.2.2: Formalize mutual aid agreements to coordinate the region’s fire units to 

ensure a quick and efficient response to wildfires.    

 

Strategy 2.2.2 will be undertaken in the following Middle Peninsula localities: 

 

1. Essex County,  

2. Gloucester County, 

3. King and Queen County,  

4. King William County,   

5. Mathews County,  

6. Middlesex County, 

7. Town of Tappahannock, and 

8. Town of West Point. 
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Since numerous wildfire sites can erupt in multiple locations when dry and windy conditions are present 

throughout the Middle Peninsula, a coordinated regional response by all of the fire departments serving 

the area is required to combat this natural hazard. Clearly written and uniform mutual aid agreements 

can insure a greater degree of a well coordinated regional response to this natural hazard.    

 

Currently there is a mutual aid agreement amongst participants of the Rappahannock Volunteer Fire 

Association, which includes the following Middle Peninsula volunteer fire and rescue departments: 

Gloucester Volunteer Fire and Rescue, King William Volunteer Fire Department, Lower Middlesex 

Volunteer Fire, Mathews Volunteer Fire Department, Tappahannock Volunteer Fire Department, Upper 

Middlesex Volunteer Fire Department, West Point Volunteer Fire and Rescue, Middlesex Volunteer Fire 

Department, Lower King and Queen Volunteer Fire Department, and Central King and Queen 

Volunteer Fire Department. While this in inclusive of some fire and rescue department within Middle 

Peninsula localities, this is not inclusive of all and therefore cannot be labeled as complete. Please note 

that this strategy focuses on creating mutual aid agreements at the County level. 

 

Cost/Benefit Implications of Implementing Strategy 2.2.2 

This strategy will have direct: 

1. Benefits for local and nearby fire units since having formalized agreements in place will help to 

coordinate the dispatching of first response units as needed when there may be a limited supply 

and a high demand for assistance during times of multiple wildfires. 

2. Benefits the local residents with coordinated emergency response services during this damaging 

and potentially life threatening natural hazard.  

3. Costs to implement the mutual aid agreements should be minimal for the jurisdiction’s 

emergency management and legal staff. 

 

Mitigation Strategy addresses the following hazards: wildfires.  

 

 

Objective 2.3: Improve the ability of localities to communicate with the Virginia 

Emergency Operations Center during state and federally declared disasters. 

 
 
Goal 3: Increase the public’s awareness and educational level of their 

vulnerabilities to natural hazards. 

 
Objective 3.1: Provide information to residents and businesses about the types of natural 

hazards that they may be exposed to, where they are likely to occur and what they can do 

to better prepare for them to avoid their adverse affects. 

 

Strategy 3.1.2: Encourage private property owners to perform regular and routine 

maintenance of ditches and culverts in order to keep them free of debris, with a special 

emphasis on road sections where there are chronic flooding problems, including those 

listed earlier in the plan. 

 

Strategy 3.1.2 will be undertaken in the following Middle Peninsula localities: 

 

1. Essex County, 

2. Gloucester County,   

3. King and Queen County,  
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4. King William County,  

5. Mathews County,  

6. Middlesex County, 

7. Town of Tappahannock, 

8. Town of Urbanna, and 

9. Town of West Point. 

 

As previous noted, there are many VDOT Secondary Roads that are inundated by flood waters during 

significant storm events. Oftentimes, the flooding occurs at low-lying section of these roads where the 

drainage pipes and ditches have been partially or completely blocked by vegetative debris.  

 

Property owners with road frontage should be actively encouraged by local Emergency Management 

staff, by developing a proactive public information program, to keep ditch lines free of vegetative debris 

which would lessen the flooding at these stressed road crossings and better allow for vehicles to 

evacuate during severe storm events.  

 

Cost/Benefit Implications of Implementing Strategy 3.1.2 

This strategy will have direct: 

1. Benefits for residents living in flood prone areas that will allow them safer evacuation and return 

routes during severe flooding events.  

2. Costs for public information notifications via printed media, reverse 911 systems, County 

websites or e-mail messages.  

 

Mitigation Strategy addresses the following hazards: ditching flooding, summer storms, coastal 

flooding/nor’easters, hurricanes, and sea level rise.  

 

 

Strategy 3.1.3: Encourage the two power companies operating in the Middle Peninsula 

Region to maintain system components, including power line rights-of–way, to minimize 

interruptions of the electrical power grid for severe weather.   

 

Strategy 3.1.3 will be undertaken in the following Middle Peninsula localities: 

 

1. Essex County 

2. Gloucester County   

3. King and Queen County, 

4. King William County,  

5. Mathews County, 

6. Middlesex County, 

7. Town of Tappahannock, 

8. Town of Urbanna, and 

9. Town of West Point. 

 

Local Emergency Service Coordinators will work closely with Community Relations/Education 

employees at Dominion/Virginia Power and Rappahannock Electric Cooperative to information and 

guidance to their customers about the importance of keeping trees and brush away from electric power 

lines on their property in order to decrease the possibility of storm damage to the power grid during 

severe rain/wind storm events.   
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Educational mailings, such as landscape design techniques as well as a list of plants to grow under power 

lines to promote attractive landscaping while protecting the power lines from damaging vegetative 

growth, could be developed by Dominion/Virginia Power and Rappahannock Electric Cooperative staff 

and mailed as insert with property owners’ monthly electric bills.     

 

Cost/Benefit Implications of Implementing Strategy 3.1.3 

This strategy will have direct: 

1. Benefits local residents with more reliable electric services during severe weather events. 

2. Benefits power companies with lower maintenance and repair costs for their rights-of-way and 

power system equipment. 

3. Costs to the 2 power companies to produce and disseminate educational materials to their 

customers. 

 

Mitigation Strategy addresses the following hazards: hurricanes, ice storms, tornadoes, coastal 

flooding/nor’easters, coastal/shoreline erosion, snow storms, high winds/windstorms, earthquakes,  

and summer storms. 

 

 

Strategy 3.1.4: Promote public education programs to ensure that property owners are 

fully informed about the flood hazards on the property that they own. 

 

Strategy 3.1.4 will be undertaken in the following Middle Peninsula localities: 

 

1. Essex County,  

2. Gloucester County,   

3. King and Queen County, 

4. King William County,  

5. Mathews County,  

6. Middlesex County, 

7. Town of Tappahannock, 

8. Town of Urbanna, and 

9. Town of West Point. 

 

Each local government will develop and post flood mitigation materials on the Emergency Services 

Section of their web-site. Posted information will include a list of the locality’s mitigation strategies as 

well as technical information that the local property owners can use to help alleviate flood damage to 

their properties. 

 

Cost/Benefit Implications of Implementing Strategy 3.1.4 

This strategy will have direct: 

1. Benefits local residents with property in the flood plain about measures they can take to lessen 

flood damages to their property.  

2. Costs of dedicating emergency management and public information officer’s staff time to 

developing and distributing mitigation information.  

 

Mitigation Strategy addresses the following hazards: hurricanes, ice storms, coastal 

flooding/nor’easters, snow storms, sea level rise, riverine flooding, dam failure, ditch flooding,  

and summer storms. 
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Strategy 3.1.5: Develop a public education campaign for residents living in the 100-year 

floodplain, especially those living on FEMA’s list of SRL and RL properties, listing methods 

for them to decrease flood damage including the availability of any FEMA grant funds for 

elevation or relocation projects.    

 

Strategy 3.1.5 will be undertaken in the following Middle Peninsula localities: 

 

1. Essex County,  

2. Gloucester County, 

3. King William County, 

4. Mathews County,  

5. Middlesex County, 

6. Town of Tappahannock, 

7. Town of Urbanna, and 

8. Town of West Point. 

 

Technical information should specify design considerations for how to handle all household utility 

components in flood prone areas as well as breakaway walls and venting options that allow automatic 

entry and exit of flood waters.    

 

Cost/Benefit Implications of Implementing Strategy 3.1.5 

This strategy will have direct: 

1. Benefits local residents with property in the flood plain about measures they can take to lessen 

flood damages to their property. 

2. Costs of dedicating emergency management and public information officer’s staff time to 

developing and distributing mitigation information. 

 

Mitigation Strategy addresses the following hazards: hurricanes, ice storms, coastal 

flooding/nor’easters, sea level rise, riverine flooding, ditch flooding, and summer storms. 

 

 

Strategy 3.1.6: Increase resident and emergency responder safety during severe winter ice 

storm events by developing a public education campaign to inform residents about the 

importance of keeping tree limbs away from their homes and electric lines.    

 

Strategy 3.1.6 will be undertaken in the following Middle Peninsula localities: 

 

1. Essex County,  

2. Gloucester County,   

3. King and Queen County,  

4. King William County, 

5. Mathews County, 

6. Middlesex County,  

7. Town of Tappahannock, 

8. Town of Urbanna, and 

9. Town of West Point. 

 

By decreasing the potential for structures to incur damage during ice storms, this will allow the 

structures to remain occupied thereby lessening the number of emergency responder calls to remove 
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occupants from damaged homes during times when roads are dangerous and/or impassable.  Localities 

will work with utility companies within the region to educate the public.   

 

Cost/Benefit Implications of Implementing Strategy 3.1.6 

This strategy will have direct: 

1. Benefits for local residents since they will be able to stay in their undamaged homes with electric 

lines in tact which will allow for quicker restoration of electric service after severe winter 

storms. 

2. Benefits for first responders with fewer risky fire and rescue calls on ice covered roads during 

and after severe weather events.  

3. Costs of dedicating emergency management and public information officer staff time to develop 

and distribute ice storm related mitigation information on the locality’s website and other social 

media sites.  

 

Mitigation Strategy addresses the following hazards: extreme cold, ice storms, and snow storms.  

 

 

Strategy 3.1.7:  Develop public information and inform property owners about the long 

range affects that sea level rise will have on low-lying property that they own. 

 

Strategy 3.1.7 will be undertaken in the following Middle Peninsula localities: 

 

1. Essex County, 

2. Gloucester County, 

3. King William County,   

4. Mathews County, 

5. Middlesex County, 

6. Town of Urbanna, and 

7. Town of West Point. 

 

The local governments noted above will provide information about the potential physical impacts of sea 

level rise on the Emergency Management Homepage of their jurisdictional web-site. Posted information 

will include areas in the locality that are expected to be affected, the time frame within which the 

impacts will be anticipated, the public infrastructure that may be impacted and what measures can be 

taken to mitigate future adverse impacts.  

 

Cost/Benefit Implications of Implementing Strategy 3.1.7 

This strategy will have direct: 

1. Benefits for local residents with property located in low lying areas about measures they can 

take to lessen future damages from this natural hazard. 

2. Benefits to local governments with reduced damages to both public infrastructure and private 

property. 

3. Cost in staff time to assemble, post and update website information on the locality’s Emergency 

Management Homepage about sea level rise. 

 

Mitigation Strategy addresses the following hazards: sea level rise. 
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Strategy 3.1.8 Promote a public education program to ensure that property owners 

protect their property by decreasing flammable forest fuels surrounding homes located in 

wooded settings.   

 

Strategy 3.1.8 will be undertaken in the following Middle Peninsula localities: 

 

1. Essex County,  

2. Gloucester County,   

3. King and Queen County,  

4. King William County, 

5. Mathews County, and 

6. Middlesex County. 

 

Each of these local governments will develop and post information about wildfire risks on the 

Emergency Management Homepage of their website. Posted information will include safety tips to 

minimize threats to homes/property that the Virginia Department of Forestry has developed as well as 

other existing wildfire reduction strategies that are available on related websites.  

 

Mitigation Strategy addresses the following hazards: wildfires and drought. 

 

 

Cost/Benefit Implications of Implementing Strategy 3.1.8 

This strategy will have direct: 

1. Benefits for local residents with property located in wooded areas to lessen the potential for 

fire damage to their homes and property. 

2. Benefits to local and state fire responders with fewer calls to save structures and rescue 

residents in perilous situations.   

Cost in staff time to assemble, post and update website information on the locality’s Emergency 

Management Homepage. 

 

 

Objective 3.2: Improve jurisdictional mapping capabilities to show the physical areas in 

their locality that may be affected by natural hazard events including storm surge areas 

from coastal storms. 

 

Strategy 3.2.1: Incorporate the newly digitized local floodplain maps into each County’s 

GIS database after adoption by the local governing body, to the extent possible. 

 

Strategy 3.2.1 will be undertaken in the following Middle Peninsula localities: 

 

1. Essex County,  

2. King and Queen County,   

3. Mathews County,  

4. Town of Tappahannock, 

5. Town of Urbanna, and 

6. Town of West Point. 

 

Each county’s GIS technician/consultant will incorporate the digitized floodplain map data into their 

system when a GIS system becomes available to the locality.     
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County planning/zoning officials will ensure that this floodplain data is readily available to property 

owners so that they are aware of the 100-year flood boundaries on their land.   

 

Cost/Benefit Implications of Implementing Strategy 3.2.1 

This strategy will have direct: 

1. Benefits of more accurate flood plain data that will enable local officials to better guide 

development in flood prone areas.  

2. Benefits for better data to incorporate into locality Comprehensive Plan Updates.   

Costs of dedicating locality staff time in the GIS Department to incorporate the mapping 

products into the locality’s IT system. 

 

 

Strategy 3.2.2: When the Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan is updated in the future, 

complete: 

1. Refine and update data sets for GBS and essential facilities.  

 

Strategy 3.2.2 will be undertaken in the following Middle Peninsula localities: 

1. Essex County,  

2. Gloucester County,   

3. King and Queen County, 

4. King William County,  

5. Mathews County,  

6. Middlesex County, 

7. Town of Tappahannock, 

8. Town of Urbanna, and 

9. Town of West Point. 

 

Cost/Benefit Implications of Implementing Strategy 3.2.2 

This strategy will have direct: 

1. Benefits to locality Zoning Administrators/Floodplain Managers/Building Officials with more 

precise costs when reviewing locality-wide mitigation projects and policies.  

2. Costs to local government officials to contract with engineering firms to run HAZUS models 

since it is a more technically specific application than more localities in the Middle Peninsula can 

perform with their own staff capabilities.  

 

Mitigation Strategy addresses the following hazards: hurricanes, ice storms, tornadoes, coastal 

flooding/nor’easters, coastal/shoreline erosion, sea level rise, snow storms, riverine flooding, 

wildfires, high winds/windstorms, dam failure, droughts, lightning, earthquakes, shrink/swell soils, 

extreme cold, extreme heat, land subsidence/karsts, landslides, tsunamis, volcanoes, air quality, 

HAZMAT, ditching flooding, and summer storms. 

 
 

Goal 4: Ensure that the strategies developed in this plan are 

incorporated into other local planning documents, ordinances, policies 

and procedures.  

 
Objective 4.1: Develop an Implementation Plan within the MPNHMP Update that 

identifies the locality employees/officials who will be responsible for implementing each 

strategy that they will undertake, the local regulatory tools that the jurisdiction will use to 
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implement the strategies, the resources that will be needed and the time frame within 

which the strategy will be completed. 

 

Strategy 4.1.1: All Natural Hazards: Adopt an Implementation Plan that includes one or 

more of the following:  

1. Assigns locality officials/employees with the ability and authority to implement or 

cause to be implemented the mitigation strategies that they have agreed to in the 

update,  

2. Determines a low, moderate and high priority for each strategy in the locality, 

3. Establishes realistic timeframes for completing each strategy. 

4. Appoints a natural hazard mitigation advisory committee to work with the Board of 

Supervisors, Planning Commission and Planning Staff to monitor progress on 

adopted strategies and to suggest additional mitigation strategies within the five 

year review period of the MPNHMP Update by 2016 and the update of the 

jurisdiction’s next Comprehensive Plan.  

5. Consider including the mitigation strategies in an Implementation Matrix as part of 

the jurisdiction’s next Comprehensive Plan update. 

6. Amend the locality’s Zoning Ordinance and Subdivision Ordinance to include 

natural hazard mitigation strategies as they relate to land development 

requirements, policies and procedures.   

7. Submit capital projects to the Planning Commission/Board of Supervisors for their 

consideration when they review the locality’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP).  

8. Seeks funding from various state and federal agencies for mitigation strategies that 

require an infusion of funds beyond what the jurisdiction can provide.  

 

Strategy 4.1.1 will be undertaken in the following Middle Peninsula localities: 

 

1. Essex County,  

2. Gloucester County,   

3. King William County,  

4. Mathews County,  

5. Middlesex County, 

6. Town of Tappahannock,  

7. Town of Urbanna, and 

8. Town of West Point. 

 

Cost/Benefit Implications of Implementing Strategy 4.1.1 

This strategy will have direct: 

1. Benefits for the elected officials and locality staff since it gives them specific expectations with 

implementing the numerous strategies in the plan.  

2. Costs to local governments have been kept within reason considering the limited financial 

resources and the many funding responsibilities that the rural Middle Peninsula jurisdictions face.  

 

Mitigation Strategy addresses the following hazards: hurricanes, ice storms, tornadoes, coastal 

flooding/nor’easters, coastal/shoreline erosion, sea level rise, snow storms, riverine flooding, 

wildfires, high winds/windstorms, dam failure, droughts, lightning, earthquakes, shrink/swell soils, 

extreme cold, extreme heat, land subsidence/karsts, landslides, tsunamis, volcanoes, air quality, 

HAZMAT, ditching flooding, and summer storms. 
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Section 9 – Implementation Plan 

Overview   

The Steering Committee members assigned a low, moderate or high priority to each of the 

strategies that have been proposed to lessen the adverse impacts from natural hazards in their 

respective communities. These priority ratings were assigned after reviewing the evaluation criteria 

listed at the beginning of Section 8 as well as their historical insight and knowledge of how their 

jurisdiction operates.   

 

Strategies that were assigned a higher priority are ones that the Steering Committee members 

determined that their localities could implement: 

1. in a timely manner, 

2. with limited financial and staff resources, and 

3. would reduce or eliminate losses to public infrastructure or  private structures that have a 

history of damage from natural causes. 

 

Strategies that were assigned a moderate priority are ones that the Steering Committee members 

determined that their localities could implement: 

1. with a greater commitment of staff time, 

2. a higher level of financial support from the locality, and 

3. would increase public safety for a significant number of residents. 

 

Strategies that were assigned a low priority are ones that Steering Committee members determined 

would: 

1. require assistance from agencies/organizations outside of the direct control of the local 

government, and 

2. have a lower potential to reduce or eliminate direct losses from natural hazards. 

 

Responsible Party 

The local Emergency Services Coordinator/Emergency Manager (ESC/EM) will be the primary person 

responsible for implementing the strategies in this plan as adopted by their jurisdiction. The ESC/EM will 

need to work closely with the locality’s Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) since many of the strategies 

will require Board of Supervisor or Town Council action.  

 

Local governing body action will include implementation of new policies or ordinances as well as the 

possibility of amending some existing ones. In addition, the governing body will need to approve grant 

applications for FEMA Hazard Mitigation Funds and/or other funding sources.  

 

The ESC/EM and CAO will need to work closely with the locality’s Building, Planning and Zoning 

Department staff members as well as with FEMA and VDEM Disaster Mitigation staff in order to 

implement a successful and comprehensive natural hazards mitigation program.  

 

Changes to the locality’s zoning ordinance, comprehensive plan, building regulations and/or capital 

improvements programs can be anticipated. The CAO and ESC/EM in each locality will spearhead the 

effort to amend existing ordinances/polices or develop new ones to help implement mitigation strategies 

adopted for their locality in the MPAHMP update.     
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Communications  

The ESC/EM will develop and implement their county-wide natural hazards mitigation outreach and 

public awareness campaigns using local media and other proven informational outlets in their locality – 

including their county websites that includes additional information about their Emergency Services 

Department.  

 

Each locality’s website will list and briefly describe all of the mitigation strategies that they have adopted 

in this plan and the timeframes by which they plan to implement them. Additionally, the website will 

include technical information and diagrams that residents can use to implement low-cost/low-tech 

construction measures to lessen potential future losses from natural hazards.  

      

 
Table 110: Essex County - Locality Specific Plan of Action  
Strategy Priority Responsible Party Funding Source Status Comment 

1.1.1 Moderate Zoning FEMA/land owners By request  

1.1.2 Low Building Local Yearly  

1.1.4      

1.1.5 High BOS/VDOT VDOT In-progress Should be completed in 2017 

1.1.6 High BOS/VDOT VDOT In-progress  Should be completed in 2017 

1.1.9 High Building/Zoning Local In-progress  

1.1.10 Low Building Local Did not adopt  

1.1.11 High Zoning Local On-going  

1.1.13 High ESC/Planning Local In-progress  

1.1.15 High Building/Wetlands Local In-progress  

1.1.19      

3.1.2 Moderate ESC n/a On-going  

2.2.1 High ESC Local In-progress 
Currently participate in mutual 

aid, no formal MOU's 

2.2.2 High ESC Local In-progress 
Currently participate in mutual 

aid, no formal MOU's 

3.1.3 High ESC/power co n/a In-progress  

3.1.5 Moderate ESC n/a   

3.1.6 High ESC n/a 
Ongoing & In-

progress 
 

3.1.7      

3.1.8 Low ESC n/a Ongoing  

3.2.1 High Planning n/a In-progress  

3.2.2 Low ESC n/a In-progress 

1.HAZUS flood runs for the 1 

square mile  threshold was 

completed in the 2015 HAZUS 

completed by Dewberry 

2. During the 2015 HAZUS 

completed by Dewberry the 

newest version of HAZUS 

software (version 2.2) which 

consisted of new dasymetric 

Census data (ie. general building 

stock). 

3. 2010 Census was not 

included in HAZUS. 

4.1.1 High ESC Local In-progress 

Adopted a floodplain overlay 

district as a component of the 

County’s zoning ordinance. 
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Table 111: Town of Tappahannock Locality Specific Plan of Action  
Strategy Priority Responsible Party Funding Source Status Comments 

1.1.5 High Town/County VDOT ASAP Delayed because of VDOT 

1.1.7 High Town VDOT ASAP Delayed because of VDOT 

1.1.9 Low Building/Zoning Local W/in 2 years 
Delayed because of Essex 

County 

1.1.10 Low Building Essex County w/in 2 years  

1.1.11 Low Zoning Local Not started  

1.1.15 Low Building/Wetlands Local w/in 2 years  

1.1.19      

2.2.1 High ESC Local In-progress 
Currently participate in mutual 

aid, no formal MOU's 

2.2.2 High ESC Local In-progress 
Currently participate in mutual 

aid, no formal MOU's 

3.1.2 Moderate ESC n/a On-going  

3.1.3 Moderate ESC/power co n/a w/in 1 years  

3.1.5 Low ESC n/a Not started  

3.1.6 Low ESC n/a Not started  

3.2.1 High Planning n/a w/in 2 years  

3.2.2 Low ESC n/a In-progress 

1.HAZUS flood runs for the 1 

square mile  threshold was 

completed in the 2015 HAZUS 

completed by Dewberry 

2. During the 2015 HAZUS 

completed by Dewberry the 

newest version of HAZUS 

software (version 2.2) which 

consisted of new dasymetric 

Census data (ie. general building 

stock). 

3.2010 Census was not included 

in HAZUS. 

4.1.1 High ESC Local On-going 

Adopted a Floodplain overlay 

district as a component of the 

County’s zoning ordinance 
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Table 112: Gloucester County Locality Specific Plan of Action. 

Strategy Priority Status 

Plan to 

complete this 

strategy 

Responsible Party 
Funding 

Source 
Schedule 

1.1.1 Moderate On-going 

Continued 

progress on the 

strategy as part of 

the Hazard 

Mitigation 

Management Team 

combined with our 

Floodplain 

Management 

Committee and 

Program Public 

Information. 

Hazard Mitigation Management 

Team and Floodplain Management  

Committee and Program Public 

Information 

FEMA 

/landowners 

Strategy will be continual on 

an annual scheduled basis 

1.1.2 Moderate On-going Same as above Same as above FEMA 
Strategy will be continual on 

an annual scheduled basis 

1.1.3 M On-going Same as above 
Engineering and Building & Grounds 

Departments 

Federal 

grant 

Strategy will be continual on 

an annual scheduled basis 

1.1.4 H On-going Same as above 
Engineering and Building & Grounds 

Departments 
FEMA 

Strategy will be continual on 

an annual scheduled basis as 

grants are available. 

1.1.5 

(newly 

added 

strategy) 

H In-progress Same as above BOS/VDOT VDOT 
Strategy will be continual on 

an annual scheduled basis 

1.1.6 H On-going Same as above BOS/VDOT VDOT 
Strategy will be continual on 

an annual scheduled basis 

1.1.7 

(newly 

added 

strategy) 

M In-progress Same as above BOS/VDOT VDOT 
Strategy will be continual on 

an annual scheduled basis 

1.1.8 M On-going Same as above 
Building Inspections and Planning & 

Zoning Departments 
Local 

Strategy will be continual on a 

bi-annual scheduled basis 

1.1.11 H On-going Same as above 
Building Inspections and Planning & 

Zoning Departments 
Local 

Strategy will be continual on 

an annual scheduled basis 

1.1.13 M On-going Same as above 
BOS/ Environmental Programs 

/Extension Service 
Local 

Strategy will be continual on 

an annual scheduled basis and 

updated on a regular basis. 

1.1.15 M On-going 

Continued 

progress on the 

strategy as part of 

the Hazard 

Mitigation 

Management Team 

combined with our 

Floodplain 

Management 

Committee and 

Program Public 

Information. 

Wetlands Board Environmental 

Programs 
Local 

Strategy will be continual on 

an annual scheduled basis 

1.1.18 

(newly 

added 

strategy) 

M In-progress Same as above DIT / GIS Local 
Strategy will be continual on 

an annual scheduled basis 

1.1.19 

(newly 

added 

strategy) 

M In-progress Same as above 
BOS, Building Inspections, Planning 

& Zoning Departments, VDOT 
Local 

Strategy will be continual on 

an annual scheduled basis and 

revised when plans are 

reviewed 
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1.3.1 High In-progress Same as above 

Emergency Management, Hazard 

Mitigation Management Team and 

Floodplain Management  

Committee, Building Inspections 

and Planning & Zoning Departments 

Local  

2.2.1 High In-progress Same as above Emergency Management Local 
Strategy will be continual on 

an annual scheduled basis 

2.2.2 High In-progress Same as above Emergency Management Local 
Strategy will be continual on 

an annual scheduled basis 

3.1.2 M On-going Same as above 

VDOT, Floodplain Management  

Committee and Program Public 

Information 

VDOT & 

Local grants 

Strategy will be continual on 

an annual scheduled basis and 

upgraded when VDOT make 

road improvements as 

approved by BOS. 

3.1.3 Low On-going Same as above 

Emergency Management, Hazard 

Mitigation Management Team and 

Floodplain Management  Committee 

and Program Public Information 

Dominion 

Power 

Strategy will be continual on 

an annual scheduled basis as 

contract requires by 

Dominion Power. 

3.1.4 Moderate On-going Same as above Same as above 

Program 

Public 

Information 

Strategy will be continual on 

an annual scheduled basis 

3.1.5 High On-going Same as above 

Emergency Management, Hazard 

Mitigation Management Team and 

Floodplain Management  Committee 

and Program Public Information 

Program 

Public 

Information 

Strategy will be continual on 

an annual scheduled basis and 

will apply for grants to fund 

PPI. 

3.1.6 Moderate On-going Same as above 
Emergency Management, Dominion 

Power 

Dominion 

Power 

Strategy will be continual on 

an annual scheduled basis 

3.1.7 Low On-going Same as above 
Middle Peninsula Planning District 

Commission 
MP PDC 

Strategy will be continual on 

an annual scheduled basis as 

part of PDC funding 

3.1.8 Moderate On-going Same as above 

Emergency Management, 

US Forestry Service, and Volunteer 

Fire Departments 

USFS 

Strategy will be continual on 

an annual scheduled basis and 

will seek grant opportunities. 

3.2.2 Low In-progress Same as above 
Middle Peninsula Planning District 

Commission 
MP PDC 

Strategy will be continual as 

the MPRHMP is scheduled for 

review 2016 

4.1.1 High In-progress Same as above Emergency Management and BOS local 

Strategy will be continual as 

the MPRHMP is scheduled for 

review 2016 
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Table 113: King and Queen County - Locality Specific Plan of Action  
Strategy Priority Responsible Party Funding Source Status Comments 

1.1.6 Moderate BOS/VDOT VDOT On-going 

Route 17 at Parkers Marina 

completed and now open. 

Road was raised. 

1.1.8 Moderate Zoning Local Every 2-years  

1.1.9 Low Building/Zoning Local Not Started  

1.1.10 Low Building VDOT In-progress 

Currently requires flood 

elevation certificates and 

looking to propose freeboard 

with the new maps in May of 

2016 

1.1.13 Moderate ESC/Planning VDOT w/in 2-years  

1.1.15 Low Building/Wetlands Local In-progress 

VE zone properties will have 

high construction requirements 

once new maps are adopted 

and effective May of 2016 

1.1.19      

1.2.1 Low ESC/CAO Local On-going  

2.2.1 High ESC Local On-going 
Currently participate in mutual 
aid, no formal MOU's 

2.2.2 High ESC Local On-going 
Currently participate in mutual 

aid, no formal MOU's 

3.1.2 Moderate ESC n/a Not Started 

Roadways in VDOT system 

needs ditch cleanouts to 

prevent roadway flooding 

3.1.3 Moderate ESC/power co n/a In-Progress REC does a great job of this 

3.1.4 High ESC n/a w/in 1 year  

3.1.6 Moderate ESC n/a Not started  

3.1.8 Moderate ESC n/a On-going  

3.2.1 Moderate Planning/GIS n/a In-Progress 

New maps to be adopted and 

effective may of 2016.  GIS 

online to become available to 

the public Fall of 2015 

3.2.2 Low ESC n/a In-progress 

1.HAZUS flood runs for the 1 

square mile  threshold was 

completed in the 2015 HAZUS 

completed by Dewberry 

2. During the 2015 HAZUS 

completed by Dewberry the 

newest version of HAZUS 

software (version 2.2) which 

consisted of new dasymetric 

Census data (ie. general 

building stock). 

3.2010 Census was not 

included in HAZUS. 

4.1.1 High ESC Local In-Progress 

Adopted a floodplain overlay 

district as a component of the 

County’s zoning ordinance. 
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Table 114: King William County - Locality Specific Plan of Action 
Strategy Priority Responsible Party Funding Source Status Comments 

1.1.5 High BOS/VDOT VDOT   

1.1.6 Moderate BOS/VDOT VDOT On-going   

1.1.12 Low Zoning Local   

1.1.13        Moderate ESC/Planning  Local   

1.1.15 Low Building/Wetlands Local On-going  

1.1.16 Moderate Community Development Local Not Started Delayed due to lack of funding 

1.1.18 Low 
GIS/Community 

Development 
Local  On-going 

GIS layer developed; Added 

stormwater BMP layer 

1.1.19      

2.2.1 High ESC Local On-going 
Currently participate in mutual 

aid, no formal MOU's 

2.2.2 High ESC Local On-going 
Currently participate in mutual 

aid, no formal MOU's 

3.1.2 Moderate ESC n/a Not started  

3.1.3 Moderate ESC/power co n/a w/in 1 years  

3.1.4 Moderate ESC n/a Not started 
Very little development around 

flood plains 

3.1.5    Not started 
Very little development around 

flood plains 

3.1.6 Low ESC n/a w/in 2 years  

3.1.7     
Threat level of sea rise limited 

in this community. 

3.1.8 Moderate ESC n/a Not started  

3.2.2 Low ESC n/a In-progress 

1.HAZUS flood runs for the 1 

square mile  threshold was 

completed in the 2015 HAZUS 

completed by Dewberry 

2. During the 2015 HAZUS 

completed by Dewberry the 

newest version of HAZUS 

software (version 2.2) which 

consisted of new dasymetric 

Census data (ie. general 

building stock). 

3. 2010 Census was not 

included in HAZUS. 

4.1.1 High ESC Local In-progress 

Adopted a floodplain overlay 

district as a component of the 

County’s zoning ordinance. 
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Table 115: Town of West Point - Locality Specific Plan of Action  
Strategy Priority Responsible Party Funding Source Status Comments 

1.1.1 Moderate Planning FEMA/land owners On-going 
Waiting to hear from FEMA 

on application 

1.1.2 High Building Local Annually  

1.1.3 Moderate HRSD HRSD/Local On-going 
Relocated public works 

building to higher ground 

1.1.9 Moderate Building/Zoning Local Not started  

1.1.11        Moderate Zoning Local Ongoing 
Review of zone and building 

applications 

1.1.15 Low Building/Wetlands Local Not Started  

2.2.1 High ESC Local On-going 
Currently participate in 

mutual aid, no formal MOU's 

2.2.2 High ESC Local On-going 
Currently participate in 

mutual aid, no formal MOU's 

3.1.1 Moderate ESC King William On-going 

King William Dispatch has the 

capability of doing this for the 

Town if needed 

3.1.3 Low ESC/power co n/a Not started  

3.1.6 Moderate ESC Local Not started  

3.1.7 Low ESC n/a Not started  

3.2.1 High Planning n/a On-going 

Received new GIS 

information from FEMA, 

updated as received from 

FEMA 

3.2.2 Low ESC Local In-progress 

1.HAZUS flood runs for the 1 

square mile  threshold was 
completed in the 2015 

HAZUS completed by 

Dewberry 

2. During the 2015 HAZUS 

completed by Dewberry the 

newest version of HAZUS 

software (version 2.2) which 

consisted of new dasymetric 

Census data (ie. general 

building stock). 

3.2010 Census was not 

included in HAZUS. 

4.1.1 High ESC Local In-progress 

Adopted a Floodplain overlay 

district as a component of the 

County’s zoning ordinance 
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Table 116. Mathews County - Locality Specific Plan of Action  
Strategy Priority Responsible Party Funding Source Status Comments 

1.1.1 High Zoning FEMA/land owners 
In-progress/ 

ongoing 

Four FEMA HMGP grants were 

awarded to the County for the 

elevation of houses for thirty-

four repetitive loss properties 

and acquisition of three 

properties.  The elevations and 

acquisitions in these four 

grants are in progress and are 

expected to be completed in 

2017.  Another FEMA HMGP 

grant for one severe repetitive 

loss property was used to 

elevate the house in 2014. 

1.1.2 Low Public Works Local Not started 
Delayed because of lack of 

funding 

1.1.3 Moderate Public Works Local Not started 
Delayed because of lack of 

funding 

1.1.4 High Town/County VDOT 
In-progress/ 

ongoing 

FEMA HMGP funds have been 

used to acquire one repetitive 

loss property.  Two others are 

in the process of being 

acquired 

1.1.6 Low Town VDOT Not started 
Delayed because of lack of 

VDOT funding 

1.1.9 Low Building/Zoning Local Not started 

Delayed because of lack of staff 

to apply for inclusion and 

ongoing participation in the 

CRS Program.   

1.1.10 High Building Essex County Delayed 

Increased elevation 

requirements proposed for 

updated floodplain 

management ordinance, but 

not adopted.  Potential to be 

addressed in the future. 

1.1.11 High Zoning Local 
In-progress/ 

ongoing 

County’s Building Official is 

enforcing adopted Floodplain 

Management Ordinance.  

Zoning amendments will be 

considered by the Planning 

Commission to address 

recurrent flooding after the 

five-year review of the 

Comprehensive Plan. 

1.1.13 Low Building/Wetlands Local Not started 

No request has been made to 

the NRCS or Tidewater Soil 

and Water Conservation 

District for an inventory of 

farm pond dams.    

1.1.15 Moderate Building/Wetlands Local 
In-progress/ 

ongoing 

The County’s Wetlands 

Projects Coordinator and the 

Wetlands Board are promoting 

“Living Shorelines” as a 

shoreline erosion control 

method to property owners by 

utilizing information provided 

by VIMS and VMRC.  
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2.2.1 High ESC Local On-going 
Currently participate in mutual 

aid, no formal MOU's 

2.2.2 High ESC Local On-going 
Currently participate in mutual 

aid, no formal MOU's 

3.1.2 Moderate ESC n/a 
In-progress/ 

ongoing 

The County encourages 

property owners to participate 

in its Outfall Ditch 

Maintenance Program.  Local 

VDOT maintenance crews 

periodically clean ditches in 

their right-of-way. A Ditching 

Committee comprised of 

County residents was also 

formed to address this 

problem. 

3.1.3 Low ESC/power co n/a Not started 

No request has been made to 

Dominion Power for 

information and guidance 

about the importance of 

keeping trees and brush away 

from power lines. 

3.1.4 High ESC n/a 
In-progress/ 

ongoing 

The County’s Building Official 

regularly posts information on 

the County’s website regarding 

flood hazards.   

3.1.5 High ESC n/a 
In-progress/ 

ongoing 

The County’s Building Official 

and the Department of 

Planning & Zoning inform 

residents about FEMA HMGP 

grants to elevate their houses 

or acquire properties. Also, 

the Building Official, along with 

a local contractor, has 

conducted a meeting for 

residents regarding the steps 

involved in elevating a house. 

3.1.6 Low ESC n/a Not started Delayed because of lack of staff 

3.1.7 High ESC local 
In-progress/ 

ongoing 

Department of Planning & 

Zoning staff provided this 

information to residents when 

the Comprehensive Plan was 

updated in 2010.  On-going 

information has been provided 

to the Planning Commission 

regarding this topic in advance 

of the five-year review of the 

Comprehensive Plan. 

3.1.8 Low Public Works Local Not started Delayed because of lack of staff 

3.2.2 Low ESC n/a In-progress 

1.HAZUS flood runs for the 1 

square mile  threshold was 

completed in the 2015 HAZUS 

completed by Dewberry 

2. During the 2015 HAZUS 

completed by Dewberry the 

newest version of HAZUS 

software (version 2.2) which 

consisted of new asymetric 

Census data (ie. general 

building stock). 

3.2010 Census was not 

included in HAZUS. 
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Table 117: Middlesex County  - Locality Specific Plan of Action  
Strategy Priority Responsible Party Funding Source Status Comments 

1.1.1 High Zoning FEMA/land owners On-going 
Managed by Staff on an on-going 

basis 

1.1.2 Low Building Local Not Started 

Delayed because lack of staff; 

any concerns are forwarded to 

VDOT 

1.1.6 Low BOS/VDOT VDOT On-going Managed by VDOT 

1.1.8 High Zoning VDOT On-going 
Active program; Ordinance 

recently readopted 

1.1.9 Low Building/Zoning Local Not Started Delayed because lack of staff 

1.1.11 High Zoning Local On-going 
Managed by staff on an on-going 

basis 

1.1.13 Moderate ESC/Planning  On-going 
Coordinate with USDA Staff 

when required 

1.1.15 High Building/Wetlands Local On-going 
Managed by Staff on an on-going 

basis 

1.2.1 Low ESC/CAO Local Not Started  

2.2.1 High ESC Local On-going 
Currently participate in mutual 

aid, no formal MOU's 

2.2.2 High ESC Local On-going 
Currently participate in mutual 

aid, no formal MOU's 

3.1.2 Low ESC n/a On-going This occurs as needed 

3.1.3 Moderate ESC/power co n/a On-going 
Managed by Staff on an as 

needed basis 

3.1.4 High ESC n/a On-going 
Managed by staff during public 

education deliveries 

3.1.5 Low ESC n/a On-going This occurs as requested 

3.1.6 High ESC n/a On-going 
Managed by staff during public 

education deliveries 

3.1.7 Low ESC Local Not Started Reactionary only 

3.1.8 High ESC n/a On-going 
Managed by Staff during public 

education deliveries 

3.2.2 Low ESC n/a In-progress 

1.HAZUS flood runs for the 1 

square mile  threshold was 

completed in the 2015 HAZUS 

completed by Dewberry 

2. During the 2015 HAZUS 

completed by Dewberry the 

newest version of HAZUS 

software (version 2.2) which 

consisted of new dasymetric 

Census data (ie. general building 

stock). 

3.2010 Census was not included 

in HAZUS. 

4.1.1 High ESC Local In-progress 

Adopted a floodplain overlay 

district as a component of the 

County’s zoning ordinance. 
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Table 118: Town of Urbanna - Locality Specific Plan of Action 
Strategy Priority Responsible Party Funding Source Status Comments 

1.1.1 High Zoning FEMA/land owners On-going 

Greatly increased freeboard 

requirements in new 

floodplain ordinance beyond 

minimum requirement. 

1.1.2 High Building Local On-going  

1.1.9 Moderate Building/Zoning VDOT Not Started  

1.1.11        High Zoning Local On-going 

Enforcement of all 

floodplain/zoning/building 

regulations in flood zones is 

actively pursued on an on-

going basis. 

1.1.14 Moderate   Delayed  

1.1.15 High Building/Wetlands Local On-going 
Conducted jointly with 

Middlesex County 

2.2.1 High ESC Local On-going 
Currently participate in 

mutual aid, no formal MOU's 

2.2.2 High ESC Local On-going 
Currently participate in 

mutual aid, no formal MOU's 

3.1.2 Low ESC n/a On-going 

Educational materials 

periodically placed on web 

site to encourage 

maintenance. 

3.1.3 Low ESC/power co n/a On-going 

Town encourages Dominion 

line maintenance at every 

opportunity. 

3.1.6 Low ESC n/a Delayed Manpower constraints 

3.1.7 Moderate ESC Local In-progress 
Materials are being developed 

for distribution 

3.2.1 Moderate Zoning/GIS n/a n/a See Middlesex County 

3.2.2 Low ESC n/a In-progress 

1.HAZUS flood runs for the 1 

square mile  threshold was 

completed in the 2015 

HAZUS completed by 

Dewberry 

2. During the 2015 HAZUS 

completed by Dewberry the 

newest version of HAZUS 

software (version 2.2) which 

consisted of new dasymetric 

Census data (ie. general 

building stock). 

3.2010 Census was not 

included in HAZUS. 

4.1.1 High ESC Local In-progress 

Adopted a Floodplain overlay 

district as a component of the 

County’s zoning ordinance 

 

 

Local Plan Coordination and Integration 

During this update the AHMP Steering added strategy 1.1.19 that focuses on integrating mitigation 

strategies into locality plans, policies, codes and programs across disciplines and departments. While this 

is a new strategy, Middle Peninsula localities have already been working toward this goal: 
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Essex County has developed zoning, subdivision, and floodplain ordinances that effectively 

reduce hazard impacts. Additionally they have adopted flood insurance rate maps and they have 

acquired land for open space and public recreation uses that assist in reducing hazard impacts. 

 

Gloucester County is currently developing a Continuity of Operations Plan and has developed 

zoning, subdivision, floodplain, and natural hazard specific ordinances that effectively reduce 

hazard impacts. Additionally they have adopted flood insurance rate maps and they have 

acquired land for open space and public recreation. The County has referenced the AHMP in 

the Comprehensive Plan, Floodplain Management Plan as well as the Open Space Management 

Plan. In conjunction with County plans, they have also adopted ordinances (zoning, subdivision, 

floodplain, and natural hazard) as well as flood insurance rate maps and have acquired land for 

open space and public recreates uses that assist in reducing hazard impacts.  

 

King and Queen County has developed zoning, subdivision, floodplain, and natural hazard 

specific (ie. stormwater) ordinances that effectively reduce hazard impacts. Additionally they 

have adopted flood insurance rate maps and they have acquired land for open space and public 

recreation (ie. conservation easements and Department of Forestry public forests) uses that 

assist in reducing hazard impacts.  

 

King William County has included references to hazard mitigation in a variety of plans including 

the County Comprehensive Plan and the Local emergency Operations Plan. Additionally King 

William County adopted ordinances (zoning, subdivision, floodplain, and natural hazard) as well 

as flood insurance rate maps that assist in reducing hazard impacts. For more information visit  

 

Mathews County adopted their Comprehensive Plan 2030 in January 2011 that includes a 

chapter on hazard mitigation. Other plans that address hazards include the Capital 

Improvements Plan (Adopted in 2014), Local Emergency Operations Plan (Adopted December 

20, 2011), and the Transportation Plan. Additionally Mathews County adopted ordinances 

(zoning, subdivision, floodplain, and natural hazard) as well as flood insurance rate maps and 

acquired land for open space through FEMA HMGP grant funding that assist in reducing hazard 

impacts.  

 

Middlesex County has developed zoning, subdivision, and floodplain ordinances that effectively 

reduce hazard impacts. Additionally they have adopted flood insurance rate maps to assist in 

reducing hazard impacts.  

 

 

In conjunction with integrating hazards and mitigation into local policies and plans, Middle Peninsula 

localities are interested in public involvement and several localities have specifically identified additional 

public participation steps above the required steps to explore over the next five years:   

 

 King William County- The County has established an All-Hazards Emergency Planning 

Committee to insure that the public is involved. 

 

 Gloucester County- The public will be involved with natural hazard planning through the Local 

Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC) and the Floodplain Management Committee (FMC).  

Both of these groups are open to the public and speak to hazard identification and mitigation 

strategies. Copies of The Plan will be made available at both County Public Libraries.   

 

 Tappahannock County- Monthly Town Council meetings 
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 Mathews County- County will, from time to time, include pertinent information and 

opportunities for input on our website www.mathewscountyva.gov. 

 

 King and Queen County- Copies of The Plan will be made available at the Public Library. 

Comments from the public will be encouraged with a submission procedure outlined. The plan 

will be discussed at open public Board of Supervisors meetings when up for review. References 

to the Plan will be on the County’s future Emergency Services Web Page 

 

While the localities make an effort to engage and educate the public on hazards and mitigation, 

Gloucester and Mathews County school districts have participated in the Climate Education for a 

Changing Bay (CECB) program hosted by the Chesapeake Bay National Estuarine Research Reserve in 

Virginia (CBNERR).  This is an effort to strengthen the public’s and K-12 students’ environmental 

literacy to enable informed decision-making necessary for community resilience to extreme weather 

events and other environmental hazard. Participating students and teachers are equipped with the 

knowledge and materials needed to increase their climate literacy.  Climate literate people understand 

the essential principles of Earth’s climate system, including sea level rise, know how to assess 

scientifically credible information, communicate about climate, and make informed and responsible 

decisions to actions that may affect climate.  Community members need to understand the climate 

system in order to apply that knowledge in their careers and in their engagement as active members of 

society, creating a resilient community. In the future, CBNERR will introduce this curriculum to King 

and Queen County, Middlesex County, and West Point as well as have students collect locally relevant 

data that will be shared with community members through the next Middle Peninsula All Hazards 

Mitigation Plan. 
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Section 10 - Plan Adoption 
Each of the 9 localities participating in the MPAHMP update held a public informational session during 

one of their regularly scheduled local governing board/council meetings.  

 

Subsequent to these informational sessions, the 9 governing bodies adopted the MPNHMP update by 

resolution on the dates noted below:  

 

Locality Date of Adoption 

Essex County 
Once FEMA approves the plan, the County will bring the plan to 

the BOS for adoption. Date will be updated. 

Town of Tappahannock 
Once FEMA approves the plan, the County will bring the plan to 

the Town Council for adoption. Date will be updated. 

Gloucester County 
Once FEMA approves the plan, the County will bring the plan to 

the BOS for adoption. Date will be updated. 

King and Queen County 
Once FEMA approves the plan, the County will bring the plan to 

the BOS for adoption. 

King William County 
Once FEMA approves the plan, the County will bring the plan to 

the BOS for adoption. Date will be updated. 

Town  of West Point 
Once FEMA approves the plan, the County will bring the plan to 

the Town Council for adoption. Date will be updated. 

Mathews 
Once FEMA approves the plan, the County will bring the plan to 

the BOS for adoption. Date will be updated. 

Middlesex County 
Once FEMA approves the plan, the County will bring the plan to 

the BOS for adoption. Date will be updated. 

Town of Urbanna 
Once FEMA approves the plan, the County will bring the plan to 

the Town Council for adoption. Date will be updated. 

 

Copies of meeting minutes from Board of Supervisors/ Town Council meetings relevant to the All 

Hazards Mitigation Plan will be included in Appendix O. Copies of resolutions adopting the MPAHMP 

Update from each of the localities will also be included in Appendix O.  
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Section 11 - Plan Maintenance  
The monitoring, evaluating, and updating of this plan shall be done on an annual basis and shall be the 

responsibility of the locality’s Emergency Services Coordinator/Emergency Manager (ESC/EM), with the 

assistance of the Chief Executive Officer - the County Administrator or Town Manager. In some of the 

Middle Peninsula localities, these two positions are held by the Chief Executive Officer.  

 

The first annual evaluation of the MPAHMP update by localities will be completed on the 1-year 

anniversary date after FEMA’s approval of the plan. For consistency purposes, the same evaluation 

spreadsheet tool will be used by all of the Middle Peninsula localities and the focus of the evaluation will 

be on what strategies/projects have been completed, obstacles that have been encountered and new-

mini-strategies that are being proposed to overcome the identified obstacles.  See Appendix P for a 

sample of the spreadsheet.  

 

A Regional Planner at the MPPDC will be available to coordinate the annual evaluation process of the 

updated MPAHMP at the request of the 9 member jurisdictions. The Planner will work with Steering 

Committee Members, who actively participated in the development of the AHMP. As these committee 

members are the most knowledgeable from their locality regarding mitigation projects, they will be able 

to provide the most up-to-date information from their jurisdiction.  

 

The Regional Planner will assist Middle Peninsula localities with the annual evaluation process in the 

following ways: 

1. Distribute an evaluation spreadsheet tool to each ESC/EM approximately one month before the 

annual anniversary date of the plan. Each ESC/EM will receive the spreadsheet that lists their 

locality-specific mitigation strategies. 

2. Collate and edit the completed evaluation spreadsheets returned to MPPDC after the Steering 

Committee Members have solicited input from residents in their community who have 

benefitted from flood mitigation projects as well as co-workers and outside agencies that have 

undertaken mitigation projects.  More specifically, over the next 5-year cycle the MPAHMP will 

remain posted on the MPPDC website (www.mppdc.com) and will be available at the MPPDC 

office in Saluda to provide an opportunity for the public to continually review and provide 

feedback on the Plan. 

3. Convene a meeting of the Steering Committee Members to go over their evaluations before 

submittal to FEMA/VDEM. 

4. Develop goals and mini-strategies to be accomplished in the next year for their mitigation 

programs.   

5. Provide FEMA/VDEM with a written evaluation report of progress/obstacles/opportunities in 

implementing the mitigation strategies in the plan. 

6. Identify possible future revisions to the plan and notify FEMA/VDEM in writing of any proposed 

revisions.    

7. Provide follow-up assistance as requested by Steering Committee Members with strategy 

implementation.  

 

 

The 2021 MPAHMP Update 

Due to the limited jurisdictional staff and funds it can be anticipated that the 9 Middle Peninsula localities 

will once again undertake the 2021 update as a regional planning project. It can also be anticipated that 

MPPDC participating localities will ask MPPDC staff to seek funding from FEMA for this joint project. 

With or without partial FEMA grant funding, the update will be undertaken and completed within the 5-

year mandated federal requirement.   
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Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between 
The Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission (MPPDC) and  

 Essex County for the 
Virginia Department of Emergency Management (VDEM)  

“Middle Peninsula PDC All Hazards Mitigation Plan Update” 
 Grant Number HMGP-4042-006 

 
This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) outlines the terms of agreement between the 
Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission and Essex County concerning financial 
obligations of the local adoption of the 2016 Middle Peninsula PDC All Hazards Mitigation Plan 
Update, Grant Number HMGP-4042-006. 
 
Background 

 
Introduction 
The Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (DMA 2K) is a key component of the Federal government’s 
commitment to reduce damages to private and public property through mitigation activities.  This 
legislation established the Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) Program and created requirements for 
the Post-Disaster Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP).  This key piece of federal 
legislation is known as Public Law 106-390. 
 
DMA 2K requires local governments to develop and submit mitigation plans to qualify for PDM 
and HMGP funds.  The Act requires that the plan demonstrate “a jurisdiction’s commitment to 
reduce risk from natural hazards, serving as a guide for decision makers as they commit resources 
to reducing the effects of natural hazards.” 
 
As stated in 44 CFR Ch. 1 Section 201.6, Part a,  a local government MUST have a mitigation 
plan approved in order to receive HMGP project grants and in order to apply for and receive 
mitigation project grants under all other mitigation grant programs.  
  
The MPPDC is coordinating the effort to update the 2011 Middle Peninsula All Hazards 
Mitigation Plan.   

 
 
Scope of Work 
The Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission (MPPDC) will update the 2011 Middle 
Peninsula All-Hazards Mitigation Plan (AHMP) with the help of a Local Planning Team 
nominated by counties and towns in the Middle Peninsula. The plan will address several natural 
hazards, including hurricanes, winter storms, tornadoes, coastal flooding, coastal/shoreline 
erosion, sea level rise, winter storms, wildfire, riverine flooding, wind, dam failures, drought, 
lightning, earthquakes, shrink-swell soils, extreme cold, extreme heat, landslides, land 
subsidence/karst, tsunami, and volcanoes.  

 
The project includes the following components: 
1. Planning Process 
2. Risk Assessment 
3. Hazard Mitigation Strategy 
4. Hazard Mitigation Plan Maintenance Process 
5. Hazard Mitigation Plan Adoption and Approval  
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Local Adoption 
To be eligible for HMGP project grants (grants for a locality after a disaster), a local 
government must have a mitigation plan approved. Approval includes adoption by the 
participating jurisdiction.  Please see note below. 

 
Timeframe of Grant 

September 30, 2013 to September 30, 2016, unless otherwise altered through provisions 
of the Grant Agreement or extended by written authorization of VDEM. 
 

Budget Detail 
Resources 
The MPPDC is managing the planning process on a reimbursable basis from VDEM. 
The FEMA grant award is $93,750.00 and the total regional local share is $31,250.00. 
Currently the LOCAL share is $4,464.29 per county and $1,488.10 per town.  
There may be future state funds available to offset some of the local share required.  If so, 
MPPDC will adjust billing or reimburse the locality to reflect local share requirements. 
 

3 Year 
Federal 
Grant 
Award 

Total Grant 
Share/Match 

Required 

 County Match/Share 
over life of grant 
 
($4,464.29 x 6 counties 
= $26,785.74) 

Town 
Match/Share over 
life of grant 
 
($1,488.10 x 3 
towns = 
$4,464.30) 

Total County and 
Town 
Match/Share 
 
$26,785.29 + 
$4,464.30 = 
$31,250.04 

$93,750.00 $31,250.00  $4,464.29 per county $1,488.10 per 
town 

 

      
   3 Year Grant: 

Billed to each county 
annually 

3 Year Grant: 
Billed to each 
town annually 

 

   Estimated billing at 
$1,488.10 per county 
annually 

Estimated billing 
at $496.03 per 
town annually 

 

 
 
Note 
VDEM states: “if the communities do not adopt (the 2016 AHMP) it could affect parts of 
their Public Assistance and Hazard Mitigation funds.”  Further, if a locality does not 
adopt the plan, there is the potential for VDEM and/or FEMA to deny reimbursement to 
the MPPDC for a portion of the cost of performing this planning process.  If this occurs, 
the participating locality may be responsible for its share of the unreimbursed costs 
incurred by the MPPDC up to $13,400.00 per county or $4,450.00 per town as 
determined by VDEM. 

 
Agreement 
Upon completion of the planning process and approval of the 2016 All Hazards Mitigation Plan (AHMP) 
by VDEM, Essex County should make every attempt to adopt the 2016 AHMP.  Since the MPPDC will 
manage the project in good faith and is required bear the costs of the planning process on a reimbursable 
basis, if Essex County fails to adopt the plan, any resulting loss of reimbursement to the MPPDC shall be 
borne by Essex County, not to exceed the Essex County’s portion of federal/state/local funding.   
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Upon execution of this MOU by Essex County, a signed copy shall be returned to the MPPDC. 
 
Accepted by: 
 
Essex County  
 

By:   ____12/5/2013______ 
    Date 

Print Name/Title A. Reese Peck, County Administrator 
 
Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission 
 
By: __________________________________  ___10/24/2013_______ 
 Lewis Lawrence, Acting Executive Director   Date 
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Mindy Moran, County Administrator   

Mathews County  

P. O. Box 839 

Mathews, VA  23109 

804-725-7172 

mmoran@co.mathews.va.us 

 

Ms. Edwina Casey, Board of Supervisor 

Mathews County 

P O Box 472 

North, VA 23128 

ecasey@co.mathews.va.us 

 

Matt Walker, County Administrator 

Middlesex County 

P. O. Box 428 

Saluda, VA  23149 

804-758-4330 

m.walker@co.middlesex.va.us 

 

Brenda Garton, County Administrator 

Gloucester County 

P. O. Box 329 

Gloucester, VA  23061 

804-693-4042 

bgarton@gloucesterva.info 

 

Mr. Garrey Curry, Jr., Assistant County 

Administrator for Community Development 

Gloucester County 

P O Box 329 

Gloucester, VA 23061 

804-693-4042 

GCurry@gloucesterva.info 

 

Mr. Tom Swartzwelder, County Administrator 

King and Queen County 

P. O. Box 177 

King and Queen C.H., VA 23085 

804-785-5975 

tswartzwelder@kingandqueenco.net 

 

Mr. Reece Peck, County Administrator 

Essex County 

P. O. Box 1079 

Tappahannock, VA  22560 

804-443-4331 

rpeck@essex-virginia.org 

 

 

Mr. Jimmy Sydnor, Assistant Town Manager 

Town of Tappahannock 

P O Box 266 

Tappahannock, VA 22560 

804-443-3336 

jsydnor@essex-virginia.org 

 

Mr. K. Charles Griffin, County Administrator 

King William County 

P. O. Box 215 

King William, VA  23086 

804-769-4927 

 

Mr. Jimmy Sydnor, Assistant Town Manager 

Town of Tappahannock 

P. O. Box 266  

Tappahannock, VA  22560 

804-443-3336 

tappzone@tappahannock-va.gov 

 

Ms. Holly Gailey, Town Administrator 

Town of Urbanna 

45 Cross Street 

Urbanna, VA 23175 

804-758-2613 

h.gailey@urbannava.gov 

 

Mr. John Edwards, Town Manager 

Town of West Point 

P. O. Box 152  

West Point, VA  23181 

804-843-3330 

jedwards@west-point.va.us 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mr. Larry Smith, Chief of Emergency Services 

(Retired)  

Essex County 

P.O. Box 1079 

Tappahannock, VA 22569 

lsmith@essex-virginia.org 

 

 

 

 

County Administrators/Town Managers 

 

Emergency Services Coordinators  
(if different than County Administrator/Town Manager) 
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Mr. Jimmy Brann, Emergency Medical Services Chief 

Town of Tappahannock 

P O Box 1079 

Tappahannock, VA 22560 

804-443-3336 

jbrann@essex-virginia.org 

 

Mr. Creig Moore, Emergency Management 

Coordinator 

Gloucester County 

6504 Main Street 

Gloucester, VA 23061 

804-693-1390 

cmoore@gloucesterva.info 

 

Mr. Greg Hunter, Emergency Services 

Coordinator 

King & Queen County 

P O Box 177 

King and Queen, VA 23085 

ghunter@kingandqueenco.net 

 

Mr. Chris Bruce, Emergency Management 

Coordinator 

King William County 

P O Box 215 

King William, VA 23086 

emc@kingwilliamcounty.us 

 

Mr. Dave Burns, Emergency Services Coordinator 

Mathews County 

P O Box 839 

Mathews, VA 23109 

bouttime.dave@gmail.com 

 

Mr. Mark Nugent, Emergency Services 

Coordinator 

Middlesex County 

P O Box 428 

Saluda, VA 23149 

m.nugent@co.middlesex.va.us 

 

Mr. Robert Mawyer, Chief of Police 

Town of West Point 

P O Box 152 

West Point, VA 23181 

wppd-chief@west-point.va.us 

 

 

 

 

Mr. Wally Horton, Director of Planning and 

Community Development 

Middlesex County 

P O Box 428 

Saluda, VA 23149 

w.horton@co.middlesex.va.us 

 

Ms. Holly McGowan, Director of Community 

Development 

Town of West Point 

P O Box 152 

West Point, VA 23181 

hmcgowan@west-point.va.us 

 

Mr. John Gill, Zoning Administrator 

Town of Urbanna 

45 Cross Street 

Urbanna, VA 23175 

804-758-2613 

j.gill@urbannava.gov 

 

Mr. John Shaw, Planning Director 

Mathews County  

P.O. Box 839 

Mathews, VA  23109 

804-725-4034 

jshaw@co.mathews.va.us 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ms. Debbie Messmer, Mitigation Project 

Coordinator 

Virginia Department of Emergency Management 

10501 Trade Court 

Richmond, VA  23236 

(804) 897-9975 (o) 

(804) 516-5773 (c) 

Debbie.Messmer@vdem.virginia.gov 

 

 

 

 

 

County Planning/Zoning Staff 

 

 

 

State Agency Participants 
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Mr. Charles Kline, Floodplain Program Planner 

Dame Safety & Floodplain Management 

Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation  

200 East Main Street, 4th Floor 

Richmond, VA  23219 

804-625-3978 

 

Ms. Marcie Parker, Residency Administrator 

Virginia Department of Transportation 

P. O. Box 184 

Saluda, VA  23149 

804-758-2321 

 

Mr. Steve Rykal, Emergency Planner  

Virginia Department of Health, Three Rivers Health District 

P. O. Box 415 

Saluda, VA  23149 

804-758-2381 x 28 

 

Mr. Doug Martin, Manager  

U.S. Corp of Engineers 

803 Front Street 

Norfolk, VA 23510-1096  

757-441-3538 

 

U.S. Coast Guard 

U. S. Coast Guard - Milford Station 

Mathews, VA  23109 

804-725-2125 

 

Mr. Bill Sammler, Warning Coordination Meteorologist 

NOAA’s National Weather Service 

10009 General Mahone Hwy. 

Wakefield, VA 23888-2742 

(757) 899-5732
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AGENDA 

2011 All Hazards Mitigation Plan UPDATE 

MPPDC Boardroom 

Saluda, Va 

March 13, 2014 

9:00 A.M. 

 

1. Welcome and Introductions 

 

2. Overview of Project 

 

3. Work Timeline and Meeting Schedule 

 

4. Suggestions for Additional Local Planning Team Members 

 

5. Review of Hazards Rankings from 2010 Plan 

 

6. HAZUS Discussion – contract award process/(Dewberry Consultants 2010) 

 

7. Inventory of Available Resources/Collect Data (worksheets) 

 

8. Discussion of Public Process 

 

9. Next Meeting 
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2011 Middle Peninsula 

All Hazards Mitigation Plan (MPAHMP) Update 

 

Meeting 1 – MINUTES 

 

MPPDC Boardroom 

Saluda, Va. 

March 13, 2014 

 

 

This was the first meeting of the All Hazards Mitigation Plan Local Planning Team (LPT) to focus on the 

update of the 2010 Middle Peninsula All Hazards Mitigation Plan (MPAHMP) that was previously adopted 

by all nine Middle Peninsula localities. The Committee members consist of officials from the nine Middle 

Peninsula localities as well as state and Federal officials who have a stake and/or interest in natural 

hazards mitigation planning matters. 

Welcome 

Mr. Harrison Bresee, project manager, welcomed everyone to the meeting and then asked everyone to 

introduce themselves to the group. Meeting participates included: 

 C. Creig Moore, Gloucester County  

 Mark Nugent, Middlesex County 

 Larry E. Smith, Essex County 

 Holly McGowan, Town of West Point 

 Travis Lindsey, King William County  

 Bret Schardein, King William County 

 Dave Burns, Mathews County 

 Holly Gailey, Town of Urbanna 

 John Gill, Town of Urbanna 

 Harrison P. Bresee III, Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission (MPPDC) 

 

Overview of Project 

Mr. Bresee gave the group a brief overview of the project. He stated that Middle Peninsula localities 

adopted the MPAHMP in 2010 and that the plan 

(http://www.mppdc.com/articles/service_centers/mandates/Final_11_24with%20Appenx1-10.pdf) needs 

to be updated every 5 years in order to be compliant with FEMA regulations. 

Since its adoption in 2010, there have been no major revisions to it. This update of the MPAHMP will 

include reviewing and updating mitigation strategies for those natural hazards that were identified in the 

2010 plan and include new hazards such as “ditch flooding” and any others identified by the LPT.  

 

Review of Project Timeline 

Mr. Bresee referred the LPT to the Timeline that was included in the meeting packet mailed to them 

prior to the meeting. He noted that the contract between the Federal Emergency Management Agency 

(FEMA) and Virginia Department of Emergency Management (VDEM) with the MPPDC runs for 3 years, 

ending on September 30, 2016.  
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Mr. Bresee asked the LPT when they would like to meet.  The team agreed that they should meet the 

second Thursday of each month at 9:00 a.m. in the MPPDC Boardroom in Saluda, VA. 

 

Suggestions for Additional Local Planning Team Members 

Mr. Bresee asked the LPT who else should be invited to participate in the MPAHMP.  Suggestions from 

the LPT included: Todd Canon, VDEM (to cover Hazardous Materials); the National Weather Service; 

Steve Bucket, Virginia Department of Health; the Red Cross; the U.S. Forest Service; the National 

Guard; and a representative/geologist from the National Geological Survey.  The team decided that 

these members should not be asked to come to every meeting, but to those meetings that focus on 

their area(s) of expertise.  

 

Review of Hazards Rankings from the 2010 plan 

Mr. Bresee referred the LPT to the Prioritization Worksheet for Hazards from the 2010 MPAHMP that 

was included in meeting handouts. It was noted that this summary of hazards and their risk ratings was 

completed using a Kaiser Permanente hazard vulnerability tool. Mr. Bresee asked the group if they still 

agreed with the rankings and ratings of the impacts of these natural hazards.   Mr. Lindsey suggested that 

we consider adding Hazardous Materials as a threat as there is a push from the state to develop a plan.  

Mr. Lindsey offered to explore this in more detail and provide any guidance he could find from the 

Commonwealth.  The LPT agreed that this hazard should be explored.  Mr. Bresee mentioned the 

hazard of “ditch flooding”.  The LPT discussed this and agreed that it was different from coastal and 

riverine flooding and posed a hazard in the form of unpredictable road closings during heavy rain events.  

The hazard should be added to the list.  Finally, the issue of whether “Air Quality” should be included as 

a hazard was discussed.   The context was related to the hazard planning which results in other localities 

issuing “asthmatic alerts” to the public.  Mr. Bresee will explore this to see it relates to our localities. 

 

HAZUS Discussion 

Mr. Bresee told the LPT that the HAZUS Level 1 Analysis for the update to the 2006 AHMP was 

prepared by Dewberry & Davis, LLC and asked if they would like to use the same firm for the update to 

the 2010 AHMP.  The LPT agreed that the same firm was a good choice assuming they were still legally 

able to provide this service.  Mr. Bresee said he would look into any procurement issues, but that a 

conversation with VDEM had indicated that it was up to the MPPDC and the LPT to pick the firm.  Mr. 

Bresee will proceed with contacting Dewberry & Davis LLC to get a proposal. 

 

Inventory of Available Resources 

Mr. Bresee directed the LPT’s attention to the worksheet handouts designed to allow the localities the 

ability to inventory their available resources, historic hazard events, hazard risks, capability, and 

vulnerability.  The LPT discussed the worksheets and asked if there was a timeline.  Mr. Bresee indicated 

that the worksheets should be complete by the June 12, 2014 meeting.   

 

Discussion of Public Process 

Mr. Bresee asked the LPT how they would like to approach the public outreach process.  He stated that 

the plan was designed to include public input at all levels.  The LPT was interested in holding meetings in 
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their localities to include as many of the area’s constituencies as possible.  The Public Process plan, 

including content and timing, will be put on the next agenda as an agenda item. 

 

Next Meeting 

The next meeting will be the 2nd Thursday of the month, April 10, 2014, in the MPPDC Boardroom at 

9:00 a.m. 
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AGENDA 

2011 All Hazards Mitigation Plan UPDATE 

MPPDC Boardroom 

Saluda, Va 

April 10, 2014 

9:00 A.M. 

 

1. Welcome and Introductions 

 

2. Discussion of Including HAZMAT threats in the 2016 Plan  

 

3. Discussion of Hazard Rankings from 2011 Plan 

a. Do we divide Hurricanes into categories 

b. Add Ditch Flooding, Air Quality, HAZMAT 

 

4. Discussion of HAZUS proposal from Dewberry  

 

5. Worksheet update  

a. Progress to date 

b. Date for completion is June 12, 2014 

 

6. Discussion of Public Process – begin to set timeline, locations, and agenda 

 

7. Other Business 

 

8. Next Meeting – May 8, 2014 
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2011 Middle Peninsula 

All Hazards Mitigation Plan (MPAHMP) Update 

 

Meeting 2 – MINUTES 

 

MPPDC Boardroom 

Saluda, Va. 

April 10, 2014 

 

 

This was the second meeting of the All Hazards Mitigation Plan Local Planning Team (LPT) to focus on 

the update of the 2010 Middle Peninsula All Hazards Mitigation Plan (MPAHMP) that was previously 

adopted by all nine Middle Peninsula localities. The Committee members consist of officials from the 

nine Middle Peninsula localities as well as state and Federal officials who have a stake and/or interest in 

natural hazards mitigation planning matters. 

 

Welcome 

Mr. Harrison Bresee, project manager, welcomed everyone to the meeting and then asked everyone to 

introduce themselves to the group. Meeting participants included: 

 C. Creig Moore, Gloucester County  

 Mark Nugent, Middlesex County 

 Larry E. Smith, Essex County 

 Holly McGowan, Town of West Point 

 John Gill, Town of Urbanna 

 Bobby Mawyer, Town of West Point Police Department 

 Debbie Messmer, Virginia Department of Emergency Management (VDEM) 

 Harrison P. Bresee III, Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission (MPPDC) 

 

 

Overview of Project 

Mr. Bresee gave the group a brief overview of the project. He stated that Middle Peninsula localities 

adopted the MPAHMP in 2010 and that the plan 

(http://www.mppdc.com/articles/service_centers/mandates/Final_11_24with%20Appenx1-10.pdf) needs 

to be updated every 5 years in order to be compliant with FEMA regulations. 

Since its adoption in 2010, there have been no major revisions to it. This update of the MPAHMP will 

include reviewing and updating mitigation strategies for those natural hazards that were identified in the 

2010 plan and include new hazards such as “ditch flooding” and any others identified by the LPT.  

 

Discussion of Including HAZMAT threats in the 2016 Plan 

The LPT discussed the dangers of HAZMAT related incidents in the region.  HAZMAT threats are real 

and have the potential to cause serious disruption to the safety and welfare of the citizens of the region.  
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The LPT would like to see HAZMAT included on the Hazard Ranking worksheet so the region can 

assess the threat level.   

 

Discussion of Hazard Ranking from the 2010 Plan 

The LPT discussed dividing Hurricanes into two separate items on the Hazard Worksheet based on the 

National Weather Service (NWS) rating of Hurricanes from Category 1 – 5 (Category 5 being the 

hurricane with the highest winds).  The rational is that the Middle Peninsula region has a much higher 

likelihood of seeing a tropical storm or hurricane rated less than a Category 2 than a Category 3 to 5 

Hurricane. Through discussion the LPT ultimately decided that separating hurricane categories could 

cause confusion and agreed to leave the Hurricane category as one item. 

The LPT discussed adding Ditch Flooding, Air Quality, HAZMAT, and Summer Storms as new threats to 

the region.  After much discussion, it was agreed that these items were specific and different enough to 

merit a separate listing on the Hazard Worksheet. 

The LPT agreed not to remove any Hazard items from the list created for the 2010 AHMP. 

 

Discussion of HAZUS proposal from Dewberry 

Mr. Bresee spoke with Ms. Jane Frantz at Dewberry about performing a HAZUS.  Ms. Frantz stated that 

the FEMA had not updated their Census data since the 2010 AHMP was done for the Middle Peninsula.  

If she were to run a HAZUS now, she would have to manually input the data which would be more 

expensive than is budgeted.  Mr. Bresee gave the LPT two options: 1) Wait for the Census update to 

run the data or 2) Run the HAZUS at a higher cost.  The LPT decided on option 1 as the AHMP update 

is not due to be complete until 2016.  However, they asked to be updated at each meeting to make sure 

the window to complete a HAZUS is not missed. 

 

Worksheet update 

Mr. Bresee asked if there were any questions on the Worksheets.  Everyone agreed that they were 

clear and would be completed by the June 12, 2014 deadline. 

 

Discussion of Public Process 

The LPT discussed how they would like to involve the public in commenting on the AHMP process.  It 

was decided that a mix of public meetings, and displaying the plan (and any drafts) on the MPPDC 

website with links to the locality websites, putting the plan at libraries in each locality would be ideal.  

Mr. Bresee stated that he would develop a plan for this process. 

 

Other Business 

It was noted that Mr. Lindsey of West Point had taken a position in New Kent County.  Mr. Bresee will 

contact West Point to discuss their participation on the LPT and their timeframe for completing the 

Worksheets and Hazard Rankings. 

Next Meeting 

May 8, 2014 at the MPPDC Boardroom at 9am.  
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AGENDA 

2011 All Hazards Mitigation Plan UPDATE 

MPPDC Boardroom 

Saluda, Va 

May 8, 2014 

9:00 A.M. 

 

1. Welcome and Introductions 

 

2. Discussion of THIRA process (for appendix in AHMP) 

 

3. Discussion of Hazard Rankings from 2011 Plan 

a. Final Prioritization Worksheet 

b. Add Ditch Flooding, Air Quality, HAZMAT, Summer Storms 

 

4.   Worksheet update  

a. Progress to date 

b. Date for completion is June 12, 2014 

 

5.   Discussion of Public Process 

a. Public Meetings 

b. Plan on MPPPDC Website for Comments 

c. Plan at Libraries for Comments 

6.   Other Business 

 

7.   Next Meeting – Jun 12, 2014 
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2011 Middle Peninsula  

All Hazards Mitigation Plan (MPAHMP) Update 

 

Meeting 3 - MINUTES 

 

MPPDC Boardroom 

Saluda, Va. 

May 8, 2014 

 

 

This was the third meeting of the All Hazards Mitigation Plan Local Planning Team (LPT) to focus on the 

update of the 2010 Middle Peninsula All Hazards Mitigation Plan (MPAHMP) that was previously adopted 

by all nine Middle Peninsula localities. The Committee members consist of officials from the nine Middle 

Peninsula localities as well as state and Federal officials who have a stake and/or interest in natural 

hazards mitigation planning matters. 

 

Welcome 

Mr. Harrison Bresee, project manager, welcomed everyone to the meeting and then asked everyone to 

introduce themselves to the group. Meeting participants included: 

 C. Creig Moore, Gloucester County  

 Larry E. Smith, Essex County 

 Holly McGowan, Town of West Point 

 John Gill, Town of Urbanna 

 Bobby Mawyer, Town of West Point Police Department 

 Trent Funkhouser, King William County 

 Wally Horton, Middlesex County 

 Dave Burns, Mathews County 

 Harrison P. Bresee III, Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission (MPPDC) 

 

Discussion of Threat and Hazards Identification and Risk Assessment (THRIA) process (as 

an appendix in the AHMP) 

The LPT discussed the inclusion of the THIRA as an appendix in the AHMP.  Most thought it was a good 

idea, but, since it was not a requirement, it was not necessary. 

 

Discussion of Hazard Ranking from the 2010 plan 

The final prioritization worksheet was presented to the LPT.  The worksheet includes all the Hazards 

from the 2010 AHMP plus Summer Storms, Ditch Flooding, Air Quality, and HAZMAT.  The LPT all 

agreed that the worksheet was correct.  The worksheet was handed out to each county (and would be 

emailed after the meeting).  The worksheet is due by the June 2014 meeting. 
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Worksheet update 

Mr. Bresee asked if there were any questions on the Worksheets.  Everyone agreed that they were 

clear and would be completed by the June 12, 2014 deadline. 

 

Discussion of Public Process 

Mr. Bresee presented the Public Process discussed at the last meeting.  The process is a mix of obtaining 

comments at public meetings, displaying the plan (and any drafts) on the MPPDC website with links to 

the locality websites, putting the plan at libraries in each locality would be ideal.  All agreed that the 

process was solid and should be implemented according the schedule as defined in the Grant Contract 

with Virginia Department of Emergency Management (VDEM). 

 

Other Business 

None. 

 

 

Next Meeting 

June 12, 2014 at the MPPDC Boardroom at 9am.  
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AGENDA 

2011 All Hazards Mitigation Plan UPDATE 

MPPDC Boardroom 

Saluda, Va 

August 14, 2014 

9:00 A.M. 

 

1. Welcome and Introductions 

 

2. Complete Hazard Rankings from 2011 Plan 

c. Prioritization Worksheet (Natural Hazards Summary Tool) 

d. New to Rank - Ditch Flooding, Air Quality, HAZMAT, Summer Storms 

 

3. Worksheet update  

a. Progress to date 

 

4. HAZUS Update 

a.   2010 Census Data HAZUS update from FEMA - pending 

 

5. Discussion of Public Process 

a.   Public Meetings 

b.   Plan on MPPPDC Website for Comments 

c.   Plan at Libraries for Comments 

 

6. Other Business 

a.   Discussion of the extended timeline for the 2014 HMGP 

 

7. Next Meeting: September 11, 2014 
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2011 Middle Peninsula  

All Hazards Mitigation Plan (MPAHMP) Update 

 

Meeting 4 - MINUTES 

 

MPPDC Boardroom 

Saluda, Va. 

August 14, 2014 

 

 

This was the fourth meeting of the All Hazards Mitigation Plan Local Planning Team (LPT) to focus on 

the update of the 2010 Middle Peninsula All Hazards Mitigation Plan (MPAHMP) that was previously 

adopted by all nine Middle Peninsula localities. The Committee members consist of officials from the 

nine Middle Peninsula localities as well as state and Federal officials who have a stake and/or interest in 

natural hazards mitigation planning matters. 

 

Welcome 

Mr. Harrison Bresee, project manager, welcomed everyone to the meeting and then asked everyone to 

introduce themselves to the group. Meeting participants included: 

 C. Creig Moore, Gloucester County  

 Larry E. Smith, Essex County 

 Holly McGowan, Town of West Point 

 John Gill, Town of Urbanna 

 Bobby Mawyer, Town of West Point Police Department 

 Trent Funkhouser, King William County 

 Debbie Messmer, Virginia Department of Emergency Management (VDEM) 

 Harrison P. Bresee III, Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission (MPPDC) 

 

Complete Hazard Ranking from the 2010 AHMP 

Mr. Bresee asked for an update on the Prioritization Worksheet (Hazard Ranking spreadsheet or 

Natural Hazards summary tool).  All present agreed to have the tool completed by the September 2014 

meeting. 

 

Worksheet update 

Mr. Bresee asked if there were any questions on the Worksheets.  To date the Town of West Point, 

the Town of Urbanna, and Gloucester County have completed the worksheets.  All other members of 

the LPT agreed to complete the worksheets ASAP. 

 

Discussion of Public Process 

Mr. Bresee presented the Public Process discussed at the last meeting.  The process is a mix of obtaining 

comments at public meetings, displaying the plan (and any drafts) on the MPPDC website with links to 
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the locality websites, putting the plan at libraries in each locality would be ideal.  There were no changes 

made to the process. 

 

Other Business 

None.  

 

 

Next Meeting 

September 11, 2014 at the MPPDC Boardroom at 9am.  
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AGENDA 

2011 All Hazards Mitigation Plan UPDATE 

MPPDC Boardroom 

Saluda, Va 

September 18, 2014 

9:00 A.M. 

1. Welcome and Introductions 

 

2. Complete Hazard Rankings from 2011 Plan 

 

3. Worksheet update  

a. Progress to date 

b. Data for new hazards (need time to compile when sheets are complete) 

 

4. HAZMAT events 

a. Natural Hazard Driven - define 

b. Strategies to Mitigate - define 

 

5. Timeline 

a. Begin updating goals, strategies, and actions - 2015 

b. Solicit public comments on plan - 2015 

 

6. HAZUS Update 

a. 2010 Census Data HAZUS update from FEMA - pending 

 

7. Discussion of Public Process 

a. Public Meetings 

b. Plan on MPPPDC Website for Comments 

c. Plan at Libraries for Comments 

 

8. Other Business 

a. 2014 HMGP 

 

9. Next Meeting: October 9, 2014 
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2011 Middle Peninsula  

All Hazards Mitigation Plan (MPAHMP) Update 

 

Meeting 5 - MINUTES 

 

MPPDC Boardroom 

Saluda, Va. 

September 11, 2014 

 

This was the fifth meeting of the All Hazards Mitigation Plan Local Planning Team (LPT) to focus on the 

update of the 2010 Middle Peninsula All Hazards Mitigation Plan (MPAHMP) that was previously adopted 

by all nine Middle Peninsula localities. The Committee members consist of officials from the nine Middle 

Peninsula localities as well as state and Federal officials who have a stake and/or interest in natural 

hazards mitigation planning matters. 

Welcome 

Mr. Harrison Bresee, project manager, welcomed everyone to the meeting and then asked everyone to 

introduce themselves to the group. Meeting participants included:  

 C. Creig Moore, Gloucester County  

 Bryan Wade, Gloucester County  

 Larry E. Smith, Essex County 

 Mark Nugent, Middlesex County 

 Dave Burns, Mathews County 

 Bobby Mawyer, Town of West Point Police Department 

 Harrison P. Bresee III, Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission (MPPDC) 

 

Complete Hazard Ranking from the 2010 AHMP 

Mr. Bresee asked for an update on the Prioritization Worksheet (Hazard Ranking spreadsheet or 

Natural Hazards summary tool).  Localities that completed their worksheets include Gloucester County, 

Essex County, Town of West Point, and Town of Urbanna.  Mr. Bresee advised the LPT that he could 

not begin drafting the Hazard Identification chapter until all worksheets were submitted.  All present 

agreed to have the tool completed ASAP. 

 

Worksheet update 

Mr. Bresee asked if there were any questions on the Worksheets.  To date the Town of West Point, 

the Town of Urbanna, Essex County (including the Town of Tappahannock), Gloucester County, King 

and Queen County, and Middlesex County have completed their worksheets.  Mathews County agreed 

to complete the worksheets ASAP.  King William County was not present (see other business).  Mr. 

Bresee thanked those who had submitted their worksheets and advised the LPT that the worksheets 

were necessary for drafting several chapters of the 2016 AHMP update. 
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HAZMAT Events 

Mr. Bresee advised the LPT that he had discussed HAZMAT events with Ms. Messmer of Virginia 

Department of Emergency Management (VDEM) as they related to the AHMP update.  Ms. Messmer 

advised Mr. Bresee that the HAZMAT events pertinent to this plan should be in two categories: Natural 

Hazard Driven and Strategies to Mitigate.  Examples of Natural Hazard driven would be propane tanks 

destroyed in a flood or wind damaging hazardous materials storage areas.  Examples of Strategies to 

Mitigate would be weather related such as flood mitigation and drinking water warnings after a 

contamination event.  The LPT agreed that this logic made sense.   

 

Timeline 

Mr. Bresee updated the LPT on the Grant Timeline.  Goals, strategies, and actions would be updated in 

2015 and a draft AHMP would be written.  In 2015 public comment on the draft AHMP would be 

solicited.  The LPT agreed that the timeline was in keeping with the update requirements and agreed to 

continue supporting the process. 

 

HAZUS Update 

Mr. Bresee advised the LPT that FEMA had not yet updated the Census data and a contract with 

Dewberry was still pending this action.  Further, the timeline to complete the HAZUS was still intact.  A 

HAZUS would need to be completed by the Summer of 2015 and Dewberry would need approximately 

2 months to complete the project.   

 

Discussion of Public Process 

Mr. Bresee presented the Public Process discussed at the last meeting.  No changes were made to the 

structure. 

 

Other Business 

It was noted that Mr. Funkhouser had resigned as County Administrator for King William County, 

leaving the county with no Emergency Coordinator or County Administrator.  Mr. Bresee continues to 

encourage King William to complete their worksheets. 

Mr. Nugent advised the LPT that his department at Middlesex County had purchased WebEx and would 

be willing to host meetings with this software. 

 

Next Meeting 

November 13, 2014 at the MPPDC Boardroom at 9am.  
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AGENDA 

2011 All Hazards Mitigation Plan UPDATE 

MPPDC Boardroom 

Saluda, Va 

November 13, 2014 

9:00 A.M. 

 

 

1. Welcome and Introductions 

 

2. HAZMAT events 

 

3. Timeline 

a. Begin updating goals, strategies, and actions - 2015 

b. Solicit public comments on plan - 2015 

 

4. HAZUS Update 

a. 2010 Census Data HAZUS update from FEMA - pending 

 

5. Discussion of Public Process 

a. Public Meetings 

b. Plan on MPPPDC Website for Comments 

c. Plan at Libraries for Comments 

 

6. Other Business 

a. 2014 HMGP – awarded  

 

7. Next Meeting? 
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2011 Middle Peninsula  

All Hazards Mitigation Plan (MPAHMP) Update 

 

Meeting 6 - MINUTES 

 

MPPDC Boardroom 

Saluda, Va. 

November 13, 2014 

 

 

This was the sixth meeting of the All Hazards Mitigation Plan Local Planning Team (LPT) to focus on the 

update of the 2010 Middle Peninsula All Hazards Mitigation Plan (MPAHMP) that was previously adopted 

by all nine Middle Peninsula localities. The Committee members consist of officials from the nine Middle 

Peninsula localities as well as state and Federal officials who have a stake and/or interest in natural 

hazards mitigation planning matters. 

 

Welcome 

Mr. Harrison Bresee, project manager, welcomed everyone to the meeting and then asked everyone to 

introduce themselves to the group. Meeting participants included: 

 Chris Bruce, King William County 

 Bryan Wade, Gloucester County  

 John Gill, Town of Urbanna 

 Holly Gailey, Town of West Point 

 Greg  Hunter, King and Queen County 

 Mark Nugent, Middlesex County 

 Dave Burns, Mathews County 

 Bret Schardein, King William County 

 Harrison P. Bresee III, Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission (MPPDC) 

 

Complete Hazard Ranking from the 2010 AHMP 

Mr. Bresee asked for an update on the Prioritization Worksheet (Hazard Ranking spreadsheet or 

Natural Hazards summary tool).  Localities that have completed the worksheets include Gloucester 

County, Essex County (including the Town of Tappahannock), Middlesex County, King and Queen 

County, Mathews County, and the Town of West Point, and Town of Urbanna.  The Worksheet from 

King William County is still needed.  Mr. Bresee advised the LPT that he could not begin drafting the 

Hazard Identification chapter until all worksheets were submitted.  Mr. Bruce, the new Emergency 

Coordinator for King William County, agreed to provide the worksheet ASAP. 

 

Worksheet update 

Mr. Bresee asked if there were any questions on the Worksheets.  To date the Town of West Point, 

the Town of Urbanna, Essex County (including the Town of Tappahannock), Gloucester County, King 

and Queen County, Mathews County, and Middlesex County have completed their worksheets.  Mr. 

Bruce, the new Emergency Coordinator for King William County, agreed to work on the worksheets as 
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soon as he could.  Mr. Bresee thanked those who had submitted their worksheets and advised the LPT 

that the worksheets were necessary for drafting several chapters of the 2016 AHMP update. 

 

HAZMAT Events 

Mr. Bresee advised the LPT that HAZMAT will be included in the chapters as discussed at the previous 

meetings. 

 

Timeline 

Mr. Bresee again updated the LPT on the Grant Timeline.  Goals, strategies, and actions would be 

updated in 2015 and a draft AHMP would be written.  In 2015, public comment on the draft AHMP 

would be solicited.  The LPT agreed that the timeline was in keeping with the update requirements and 

agreed to continue supporting the process. 

 

HAZUS Update 

Mr. Bresee again advised the LPT that FEMA had not yet updated the Census data and a contract with 

Dewberry was still pending this action.  Further, the timeline to complete the HAZUS was still intact.  A 

HAZUS would need to be completed by the Summer of 2015 and Dewberry would need approximately 

2 months to complete the project.   

 

Discussion of Public Process 

Mr. Bresee advised the LPT that the public process would begin once the worksheets were submitted 

and used to update chapters in the AHMP.  No changes were made to the structure of the public 

meetings. 

 

Other Business 

Mr. Chris Bruce has been hired by King William County as their new Emergency Coordinator.  He will 

need to come up to speed on his new position, but stated that he will be involved in and support the 

2016 AHMP update process.  He was welcomed by the LPT. 

This meeting will be the last meeting until 2015.  The project manager will reach out to the LPT in the 

new year. 

 

Next Meeting 

To be determined. 
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AGENDA 

2011 All Hazards Mitigation Plan UPDATE 

MPPDC Boardroom 

Saluda, Va 

April 16, 2015 

10:00 A.M. 

 
1. Welcome and Introductions 

 

2. Review completed Hazards Rankings (2010 and 2016) 

 

3. HAZUS update 

 

4. Timeline 

a. Begin updating goals, strategies, and actions - Summer 2015 

b. Solicit public comments on plan - Fall 2015 

 

5. Discussion of Public Process 

a. Public Meetings – Start in June 2015 with HAZUS? 

b. Plan on MPPDC Website for Comments 

c. Plan at Libraries for Comments 

 

6. Other  

 

7. Next Meeting: May 2015 – Webex?  

   June 2015 
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2011 Middle Peninsula  

All Hazards Mitigation Plan (MPAHMP) Update 
 

Meeting 7 - MINUTES 

 

MPPDC Boardroom 

Saluda, Va. 

April 16, 2015 

 

 

This was the seventh meeting of the All Hazards Mitigation Plan Local Planning Team (LPT) to focus on 

the update of the 2011 Middle Peninsula All Hazards Mitigation Plan (MPAHMP) that was previously 

adopted by all nine Middle Peninsula localities. The Committee members consist of officials from the 

nine Middle Peninsula localities as well as state and Federal officials who have a stake and/or interest in 

natural hazards mitigation planning matters. 

 

 

Welcome 

Ms. Jackie Rickards, project manager, welcomed everyone to the meeting and then asked everyone to 

introduce themselves to the group. Meeting participants included: 

 

 Chris Bruce, King William County 

 Dave Burns, Mathews County 

 Craig Moore, Gloucester County 

 Jackie Rickards, Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission (MPPDC) 

 Harrison P. Bresee III, MPPDC 

 

Complete Hazard Ranking from the 2011 AHMP 

Ms. Rickards informed the group that there are multiple chapters of the plan are being updated. 

Therefore as the Section 4 (Hazard Identification) is currently being updated, Ms. Rickards asked the 

group to review the Kaiser Permanente results in comparison to the 2011 results. The objective of this 

review was to confirm with the group that these are the results that they want me to write about. Mr. 

Dave Burns questioned the ranking of Coastal Flooding at #1 since this is a common occurrence in the 

region and that many of the localities have adapted to this hazard. Ms. Rickards explained that this was a 

regional ranking, so it’s dependant on all nine of the localities, however to verify the regional input there 

will be a review of the individual Kaiser Permanente worksheets from localities. (Please see appendix A 

for the 2011 and 2016 Ranking comparison). 

 

 

HAZUS Update 

Ms. Rickards explained that there has been progress regarding HAZUS. In February MPPDC staff signed 

a contract with Dewberry to update the HAZUS-MH Flood and Hurricane Module Risk Assessment 

analyses and subsequent HIRA element updates for the six counties of the Middle Peninsula. Additionally 

based on conversations with FEMA Region III there is an expectation to include a sea level in the 

assessment. Therefore MPPDC staff also contracted with Dewberry to add Sea Level Rise to the 

HAZUS assessment. The sea level rise scenarios will includes a baseline of Mean Highest High Water 

scenarios as well as a 6ft sea level rise scenario. According to Dewberry there have been multiple 

updates to the HAZUS assessment, including:  
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1. Use of new coastal elevations from FEMA 

2. Use of coastal studies from the US Army Corps of Engineers 

3. Use of new day symmetric data (ie general building stock) 

4. New HAZUS version 2.2 software 

5. Use of 1 square mile drainage run instead of a 10 square mile drainage run used in the 2010 

plan.  

 To-date Dewberry has completed a HAZUS Modeling Report that reviews the various modeling efforts 

performed and where appropriate, denotes modeling efforts that transcend previous efforts given 

available scope, schedule and budget of the project. Ms. Rickards explained that Dewberry will have a 

draft of the final project completed by April 24, 2015.  

 

 

Timeline 

a. Begin Updating Goals, Strategies and Actions (Summer 2015): Ms. Rickards explained 

that the next section of the plan to update included the goals, strategies and actions. To begin to 

address this, Ms. Rickards presented a handout of mitigation strategies from the 2010 plan and 

asked “if funding or technical expertise were to become available what mitigation strategies 

would your locality identify and work towards.” Committee members looked at their individual 

mitigation strategies and will consider updating the strategies as goals are updated.  

 

b. Solicit Public Comment on Plan (Winter/Spring 2015): According to the public process 

laid out early on n this project MPPDC staff is to solicit public comments on the plan update. 

Therefore as the HAZUS is to be completed on April 24, 2015 the first public meeting will be 

able to include the HAZUS as well as the HIRA for the region.  

 

 

Discussion of Public Process 

a. Public Meetings – start June 2015 with HAZUS? 

b. Plan on MPPC website for Comments 

c. Plan at Libraries for Comments 

Ms. Rickards shared with the group that as the HAZUS will be completed April 24, 2015 that 

public meetings can begin in late June. The committee agreed. Also Ms. Rickards asked if any 

locality wanted an individual public meeting. The committee agreed that having two public 

meeting within the region will suffice. Based on this response Ms. Rickards will begin looking for 

public meeting venues and begin planning the announcement for the public meetings.  

 

 

Other Business 

Mr. Craig Moore explained that a better way to more people around that table could be to attend the 

quarterly regional meetings of the Middle Peninsula and Northern Neck. He also reminded to the group 

to sign up for a Public Safety Response to Terrorism Awareness training in Gloucester on May 2, 2015 

from 8am-5pm.  

 

 

Next Meeting 

To be determined. 
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AGENDA 

2011 All Hazards Mitigation Plan UPDATE 

MPPDC Boardroom 

Saluda, Va 

June 25, 2015 

10:00 A.M. 

1. Welcome and Introductions 

 

2. Hazards Identification Section Review 

 

3. HAZUS Review 

 

4. Mitigation Strategy Review 

 

5. Timeline 

a. Begin updating goals, strategies, and actions - Summer 2015 

b. Solicit public comments on plan – Summer & Fall 2015 

c. Capacity Assessment & Local Strategy Accomplishments – July 2015 

 

6. Discussion of Public Process 

a. Public Meetings – July 29th & 30th, 2015 

b. Plan on MPPDC Website for Comments 

c. Plan at Libraries for Comments 

 

7. Other Discussion 

 

8. Next Meeting: July 2015 
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2011 Middle Peninsula  

All Hazards Mitigation Plan (MPAHMP) Update 
 

Meeting 8 - MINUTES 

 

MPPDC Boardroom 

Saluda, Va. 

June 25, 2015 

 

 

This was the seventh meeting of the All Hazards Mitigation Plan Local Planning Team (LPT) to focus on 

the update of the 2011 Middle Peninsula All Hazards Mitigation Plan (MPAHMP) that was previously 

adopted by all nine Middle Peninsula localities. The Committee members consist of officials from the 

nine Middle Peninsula localities as well as state and Federal officials who have a stake and/or interest in 

natural hazards mitigation planning matters. 

 

 

Welcome and Introductions 

Ms. Jackie Rickards, project manager, welcomed everyone to the meeting and then asked everyone to 

introduce themselves to the group. Meeting participants included: 

 

 Chris Bruce, King William County 

 Dave Burns, Mathews County 

 Craig Moore, Gloucester County 

 Mark Nugent, Middlesex County 

 Holly McGowan, Town of West Point 

 Bobby Mawyer, Town of West Point 

 Charles Kline, Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation 

 Debbie Messmer, Virginia Department of Emergency Management 

 Jackie Rickards, Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission (MPPDC) 

 Harrison P. Bresee III, MPPDC 

 

Hazards Identification Section Review 

Ms. Rickards explained to the Local Planning Team that the draft of the Hazards identification Section of 

the Mitigation Plan was complete and ready for review by the public. The Section starts with the Kaiser 

Permanente Tool that assesses and prioritizing hazard vulnerability threats to the Middle Peninsula 

region. Upon prioritization, the hazards were put into one of three hazard categories: Critical, 

Moderately Critical or Non-Critical. Also in this section data and maps were updated with the most 

recent information.  

 

Ms. Rickards then asked the LPT to explain why the new hazards, including HAZMAT, ditch flooding, 

summer storms, and air quality, were added to the list of potential threats. Mr. Moore mentioned that in 

an effort to improve the plan and be more comprehensive these hazards were important to add to the 

list.   
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HAZUS Review 

Ms. Rickards explained that there has been progress regarding HAZUS. In February MPPDC staff signed 

a contract with Dewberry to update the HAZUS-MH Flood and Hurricane Module Risk Assessment 

analyses and subsequent HIRA element updates for the six counties of the Middle Peninsula. Additionally 

based on conversations with FEMA Region III there is an expectation to include a sea level in the 

assessment. Therefore MPPDC staff also contracted with Dewberry to add Sea Level Rise to the 

HAZUS assessment. The sea level rise scenarios will includes a baseline of Mean Highest High Water 

scenarios as well as a 6ft sea level rise scenario. According to Dewberry there have been multiple 

updates to the HAZUS assessment, including:  

6. Use of new coastal elevations from FEMA 

7. Use of coastal studies from the US Army Corps of Engineers 

8. Use of new day symmetric data (ie general building stock) 

9. New HAZUS version 2.2 software 

10. Use of 1 square mile drainage run instead of a 10 square mile drainage run used in the 2010 

plan.  

 To-date Dewberry has completed a HAZUS Modeling Report that reviews the various modeling efforts 

performed and where appropriate, denotes modeling efforts that transcend previous efforts given 

available scope, schedule and budget of the project. Ms. Rickards explained that Dewberry will have a 

draft of the final project completed by April 24, 2015.  

 

 

Mitigation Strategy Review 

Ms. Rickards read through each of the 2010 mitigation strategies and asked the group if there are any 

updates to make. In some cases there were mitigation strategies that were complete by localities 

includes:  

 

Strategy 1.1.14 - Develop Storm Water Management Plans and Policies for urban Development areas in 

both King William and Gloucester Counties. 

 

Strategy 1.2.1 – Decrease the adverse affects of drought conditions for residents – many of whom rely 

on individual wells as their only water source in many parts of the rural Middle Peninsula region by 

adopting the ordinance to implement the Drought Response and Contingency Plan contained in Section 

10 of the recently completed Middle Peninsula Drought Response and Contingency Plan as well as its 

corresponding section in the recently completed Hampton Roads Drought Response and Contingency 

Plan.  

 

Strategy 2.2.1 – Formalize mutual aid agreements to coordinate the region’s fire and emergency medical 

units to ensure a quick and efficient response to these severe weather events. (Completed by all 

MPPDC localities) 

 

Strategy 2.2.2 – Formalize mutual aid agreements to coordinate the region’s fire units to ensure a quick 

and efficient response to wildfires. (Completed by all MPPDC localities) 

 

Strategy 3.1.1 – Enhance/implement the use of rapid notification systems to warn residents of 

approaching flood waters and mandatory evacuation notices. (Completed by all MPPDC localities) 

 

Strategy 3.2.1- Incorporate the newly digitized local floodplain maps into each County’s GIS database 

after adoption y the local governing body. (Completed by Middlesex and Gloucester Counties and Town 

of Urbanna). 
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With input from the Local Planning Team (LPT), these mitigation strategies will be updated and then will 

be emailed to the LPT for final review.  

 

 

Timeline 

c. Begin Updating Goals, Strategies and Actions (Summer 2015): Ms. Rickards explained 

that the next section of the plan to update included the goals, strategies and actions. To begin to 

address this, Ms. Rickards presented a handout of mitigation strategies from the 2010 plan and 

asked “if funding or technical expertise were to become available what mitigation strategies 

would your locality identify and work towards.” Committee members looked at their individual 

mitigation strategies and will consider updating the strategies as goals are updated.  

 

d. Solicit Public Comment on Plan (Summer/ Fall 2015): According to the public process 

laid out early on n this project MPPDC staff is to solicit public comments on the plan update. 

Therefore as the HAZUS is to be completed on April 24, 2015 the first public meeting will be 

able to include the HAZUS as well as the HIRA for the region.  

 

e. Capacity Assessment & Local Strategy Accomplishments (July 2015) 

 

 

Discussion of Public Process 

d. Public Meetings – July 29th and 30th 2015 

Ms. Rickards explained that news articles have been written about AHMP and announced that 

there would be two public meetings on July 29th and 30th. One of the meetings would take place 

at the King & Queen Public Library and the other would be at the MPPDC Boadroom in Saluda. 

e. Plan on MPPC website for Comments 

MPPDC staff posted information regarding a 30 day comment period for the AHMP as well as 

public meetings on the MPPDC website. 

f. Plan at Libraries for Comments 

Ms. Rickards explained that the draft of the AHMP would be available at libraries throughout the 

Middle Peninsula region.  

 

 

Other Business 

None 

 

 

Next Meeting 

The next meeting will take place after the public’s review of sections 1, 3, 4, and 5 in early August.  
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AGENDA 

2011 All Hazards Mitigation Plan UPDATE 

MPPDC Boardroom 

Saluda, Va 
August 13, 2015 

10:00 A.M. 

 

1. Welcome and Introductions 

 

2. Review Public Comments – things to consider. 

 

3. Reviewing 2010 Mitigation Strategies 

 

4. FEMA meeting 

a. National Flood Insurance Program Survey 

b. Plan Integration  

 

5. Capability Assessment Worksheet 

 

6. Timeline 

a. Begin updating goals, strategies, and actions - Completed 

b. Solicit public comments on plan – Fall 2015 

c. Capacity Assessment & Local Strategy Accomplishments – August 2015 

 

7. Other Discussion 

 

8. Next Meeting: ? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

398



 

SECTION 12: APPENDICES 

2011 Middle Peninsula  

All Hazards Mitigation Plan (MPAHMP) Update 
 

Meeting 9 - MINUTES 

 

MPPDC Boardroom 

Saluda, Va. 

August 13, 2015 

 

 

This was the tenth meeting of the All Hazards Mitigation Plan Local Planning Team (LPT) to focus on the 

update of the 2011 Middle Peninsula All Hazards Mitigation Plan (MPAHMP) that was previously adopted 

by all nine Middle Peninsula localities. The Committee members consist of officials from the nine Middle 

Peninsula localities as well as state and Federal officials who have a stake and/or interest in natural 

hazards mitigation planning matters. 

 

 

Welcome and Introductions 

Ms. Jackie Rickards, project manager, welcomed everyone to the meeting and then asked everyone to 

introduce themselves to the group. Meeting participants included: 

 

 Chris Bruce, King William County 

 Craig Moore, Gloucester County 

 John Gill, Town of Urbanna 

 Jimmy Brann, Essex County 

 Jackie Rickards, Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission (MPPDC) 

 

Review Public Comments –things to consider 

Ms. Rickards explained that there were a total of 5 comments made on the plan and that zero people 

attended the public meeting on July 29th and 30th. All comments were similar in nature and expressed 

concern about the inclusion of sea level rise and land subsidence within the Plan. The Local Planning 

Team (LPT) discussed this and concluded that it would be remiss if these topics were not included 

within the plan, particular since the Federal government recognizes these topics as hazards. Also it was 

thought that if we remove these topics from the plan Middle Peninsula localities could be excluding 

themselves from potential funding.   

 

 

Reviewing 2010 Mitigation Strategies 

As part of the AHMP update, Ms. Rickards explained that FEMA as well as VDEM is interested in seeing 

a better record of mitigation strategy statuses. Therefore in an effort to capture the locality’s progress 

with mitigation strategies, Ms. Rickards created and presented  a table with mitigation strategies and 

questions to address the progress of mitigation strategies. This will help gather information from all 

localities, but also helps localities gain an idea of the progress made and progress needed on mitigation 

strategies. While most strategies are on-going, this table provides a chance to share the 

accomplishments since the last plan. 
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FEMA Meeting 

a. National Flood Insurance Program Survey  

FEMA is looking for clarity regarding how are localities are managing the National Flood 

Insurance Program. Therefore they provided me with a worksheet to hand out to you and have 

completed. FEMA noted that there will be no punitive consequences if you write down that 

your locality has not completed a requirement. However this is more of an exercise that will 

help your locality get an idea what you have accomplished as well as what your locality still need 

to accomplish in relation to the NFIP.  

 

b. Plan Integration 

At the FEMA meeting, they expressed their interest in having localities integrate mitigation 

strategies into existing planning mechanisms (ie. Comprehensive plans, stormwater management 

plans, etc.). Therefore Ms. Rickards presented another handout that provides a list of local plans 

in hopes that localities will provide information about whether or not they have included the 

mitigation strategies in other planning documents.  

 

 

Capability Assessment Worksheet 

To gain an understanding of a localities ability to accomplish the mitigation strategies, Ms. Rickards 

presented a handout that focused on the planning and regulatory, administrative and technical, financial, 

and education and outreach as it relates to local mitigation capabilities.  

 

 

Timeline 

f. Begin Updating Goals, Strategies and Actions: Completed 

g. Solicit Public Comment on Plan (Fall 2015): Ms. Rickards explained that the 2nd Round of 

the public comment will take place in late Fall on the entire plan.  

h. Capability Assessment & Local Strategy Accomplishments (August 2015): MPPDC 

staff will work on completing the Capability Assessment by the end of August.  

 

 

Other Business 

None 

 

 

Next Meeting 

TBD 
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AGENDA 

2011 All Hazards Mitigation Plan UPDATE 

Webex Conference Call 

January 26, 2016 

10:00 A.M. 

 

1. Welcome and Introductions 

 

2. VDEM feedback 

 

3. Review Public Comments  

 

4. Timeline – Next Steps 

 

5. Other Topics 

a. Gather dates for BOS and Town Council Presentations and/or public outreach 

 

6. Next Meeting 
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2011 Middle Peninsula  

All Hazards Mitigation Plan (MPAHMP) Update 
 

Meeting 11 - MINUTES 

 

Webex Conference Call 

January 26, 2016 
 

This was the eleventh meeting of the All Hazards Mitigation Plan Local Planning Team (LPT) to focus on 

the update of the 2011 Middle Peninsula All Hazards Mitigation Plan (MPAHMP) that was previously 

adopted by all nine Middle Peninsula localities. The Committee members consist of officials from the 

nine Middle Peninsula localities as well as state and Federal officials who have a stake and/or interest in 

natural hazards mitigation planning matters. 

 

 

Welcome and Introductions 

Ms. Jackie Rickards, project manager, welcomed everyone to the meeting and then asked everyone to 

introduce themselves to the group. Meeting participants included: 

 

 Chris Bruce, King William County 

 Craig Moore, Gloucester County 

 John Gill, Town of Urbanna 

 Jimmy Brann, Essex County 

 Mark Nugent, Middlesex County 

 Holly McGowan, Town of West Point 

 Robert Mawyer, Town of West Point 

 Jackie Rickards, Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission (MPPDC) 

 

Virginia Department of Emergency Management (VDEM) feedback 

Upon review of the final plan by the Local Planning Team, Ms. Rickards explained that the plan was sent 

to VDEM for a 30 day review. VDEM provided the following feedback on the Plan: 

 When we submit this to FEMA there should be no blank spaces or yellow highlighted areas.  If the 

adoption has not occurred then I would state something along the lines of when the adoption 

occurs.  Also, remove the word Draft in Red and Draft across most pages 

 Page 7 – you stated people received comments for their jurisdictions, FEMA would like to have 

those comments included in the plan. 

 Page 23 – at the top you list Ditch flooding as #6, but you call it ditching, I would remove the “ing” 

 Around page 40 you mention each localities Comprehensive Plan, all of the dates are form the 90s 

and early 2000’s is that the latest version? 

 Page 46 – You do not mention the huge tornado that damaged Gloucester County, I think that 

should be mentioned here as impact. 

 Page 50 – It seems you have stopped including impact, extent, and vulnerability under each section. 

 Page 52 – Figure 17 I cannot read the caption 

 Page 72 – Storm Surge Map, you could not get anything a little newer than 2008? 

 Page 81 – Why is 2015 not included  

 Page 87 – I am not sure what this table is referring to?  I think this should be where the severe 

repetitive loss properties are documented.  If this is something else, then we need to add a table 

with the SRL properties included 
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 Page 220 – the first paragraph is incorrect.  Mathews is using the same group Gloucester is using 

and they have a total of 47 properties either they have mitigated using HMA funds or are in the 

process of mitigating 

 Page 220 – the Town of West Point has elevated one property and acquired a public building and 

relocated their Public Works using HMA funding 

 Section B.4 of the Planning Checklist – I do not think you have accurately addressed this 

requirement.  I think you should detail the projects that have been completed in MPPDC (elevation 

and acquisition) and also find out from the communities how many were on the RL and SRL lists. 

 Section D.1 of the Planning Checklist – This requirement can be met in 2 different ways and we 

touched on it at the meeting with Matt from FEMA.  They want to see what was done for each 

section as an update…a short paragraph synopsis of what you guys looked at reviewing and 

changing.  You can also put this in Section 1 or 2 of the plan.  They want you to touch on each 

chapter, and I would just add something significant. 

 

Ms. Rickards reviewed this feedback with the Local Planning Team. Ms. Rickards explained that changes 

to the plan have been made to address VDEM’s feedback. 

 

 

Review Public Comments  

Ms. Rickards shared that during the public comment period which opened December 16, 2015 and 

closed January 14, 2016 that there were a total of 10 public. In addition two public meetings were 

hosted on January 5, 2016 in Saluda and on January 6, 2016 at the King & Queen Regional Library 

Branch. A total of one person attended the meetings.  

 

Ms. Rickards shared all the public comments with the local planning team and asked if and how they 

would like to address the comments. The Committee agreed that they would be remiss if they did not 

include sea level rise and climate change in the plan as there is local data that supports their 

occurrences.  

 

 

Timeline – Next Steps 

Ms. Rickards reviewed the tasks that have been recently been completed to finalize the plan and the 

actions that need to occur in order to have this plan adopted by each locality.  

 12/4/2015 – Finish Draft of Report 

 

 12/15/2015 – Committee finishes plan review; MPPDC makes changes 

 

 12/16/2015 - Send final draft to VDEM for a 30 day review 

 

 12/16/2015 – 1/14/2016 – Public Comment Period; MPPDC staff posts draft on MPPDC website 

and sends copies of draft to local libraries 

 

 1/5/2016 – Public Meeting in MPPDC Boardroom, Saluda, VA 

 

 1/6/2016 – Public Meeting in King & Queen Library Branch, St. Stephen’s Church, VA 

 

 1/15/2016 - MPPDC staff will collect public comments and send to Steering Committee.  

 

 1/26/2016 - MPPDC staff will also host a phone conference to review:  

 Public comments and gather feedback.  
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 Gather dates from localities regarding when presentations to BOS and/or public 

outreach will be given. 

 

 1/19/2016-1/27/2016 - MPPDC staff will make recommended changes 

 

 1/28/2016 – 3/29/2016 - MPPDC staff will send final plan to FEMA for a 60 day review. During 

this time localities should consider hosting public outreach meetings and/or presenting the plan 

to the BOS. VDEM recommends that each locality adopt the plan after FEMA reviews and 

approves the plan. Therefore adoption of this plan will most likely take place in April or May 

2016. Please note that the 2010 Middle Peninsula Natural Hazards Plan expires May 2016 

therefore the 2016 plan should be adopted no later than May 2016 in order to stay compliant 

with the National Flood Insurance Program.  

 

 

Other Topics 

Ms. Rickards asked the group if they had plans to date to present the plan to their Board of Supervisors 

and Town Councils. Below are the responses:  

1. Town of West Point: This plan will need to go through the Public Safety Committee and then 

the Town Council. Currently the plan is to present the plan to the Public Safety Committee in 

March and then present the plan to the Council on April 26, 2016. Holly McGowan requested 

that Ms. Rickards be present at that meeting.  

2. Middlesex County: The plan was presented at the January 5, 2016 Board of Supervisors 

meeting and Mr. Nugent plans to recommendation plan adoption at the April 5th or May 3rd 

meeting of the BOS.  

3. Town of Urbanna: John Gill said that he will double check with the Town Manager, but he’s 

assumes that the plan will be presented at the April 18, 2016 meeting at 7pm. 

4. Essex County: Jimmy Brann said that the plan will be presented at the April 12, 2016. He also 

requested that Ms. Rickards attend the meeting. 

5. King William County: Chris Bruce will need to discuss this with the County Administration, 

however the meeting in April is scheduled on the 4th.  

6. Gloucester County: Creig Moore will double check with the County Administration on how 

they want to present the plan to Board of Supervisors.   

Please note that these dates may change. It will depend on how quick FEMA responds.  

 

 

Next Meeting 

Feedback provided by FEMA will determine whether or not another meeting will be scheduled.  
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Appendix D –  

Public Meeting Sign-in Sheet (January 6, 2016) 
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Appendix E - 

Public Comment Announcement on the MPPDC website 
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Appendix F –  

Gazette Journal Press Releases 
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Appendix G –  

Public Comments Received During the Comment Periods 
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PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 1(JUNE 29, 2015 – JULY 28, 2015) 

 

July, 30, 2015 

 

To Whom It May Concern: 

 

Ref: Public Comments on the 2016 Middle Peninsula All-hazards Mitigation Draft Plan 

 

I find it very disturbing to see a continuing trend/push by the federal/state/local governments to write 

climate change/sea level rise language into our local emergency planning documents, as is in the case 

of the 2016 Middle Peninsula All-hazards Mitigation Draft Plan. 

http://www.mppdc.com/articles/service_centers/mandates/Draft_AHMP_Public_Comment_1507.pdf    

For several examples see: Chart Pg. 14; Air Quality Pg. 26-31; Sea Level Rise pg. 46; Hurricanes 

Pgs. 60-61. 

 

The 2016 Middle Peninsula All-hazards Mitigation Draft Plan is blatantly setting the stage to move 

forward with the crushing economic and political agendas of the Obama administration [in concert with 

the United Nations], with policies which will adversely affect the 5th Amendment guaranteed use of 

our private property rights by way of locally adopted ordinances! 

 

I have seen firsthand at Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission meetings [which mimic other 

Planning District Commissions] that local planning is driven by federal GRANTS [and flow-through 

state GRANTS], resulting in the adoption of all manner of unacceptable policies, which are forced on 

citizens in our communities. I have also seen when the GRANT money runs out, we taxpayers, end up 

with the tab for the duration!! 

 

People are always astounded to hear that the MPPDC staffs actually get paid based on the number of 

GRANTS they secure for the Middle Peninsula local governments!  Quantity not quality for the local 

citizens... 

 

The issue of climate change/sea level rise is NOT settled science, quite the opposite. As the rest of the 

world has stopped the scam in its tracks, the administration continues on this destructive path. These 

issues have NO place in local emergency planning documents! 

 

Attached, as inclusions to my comments, are a number of documents which disclosing current thinking 

about the issue. 

 

Mr. Lawrence has emphatically stated in MPPDC meetings on several occasions that the Middle 

Peninsula is sinking due to land subsidence. This draft plan contradicts his claim. It appears that has 

become more politically correct to claim the sea is rising than the land is sinking!  

See: 

Pg. 34   4.2.5. Land Subsidence/Karst  

“Land subsidence is the lowering of surface elevations due to changes made underground. The USGS 

notes that land subsidence is usually caused by human activity such as pumping of water, oil, or gas from 

underground reservoirs. Land subsidence often occurs in regions with mildly acidic groundwater and the 

geology is dominated by limestone, dolostone, marble or gypsum. Karst is the term used to refer to 

geology dominated by limestone and similar soluble rocks. The acidic groundwater dissolves the 

surrounding geology creating sinkholes. Sinkholes are classified as natural depressions of the land 

surface. Areas with large amounts of karst are characterized by the presence of sinkholes, sinking 
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streams, springs, caves and solution valleys. These conditions do not occur in the Middle Peninsula 

(Figure 12).” 

 

In addition to my comments on the 2016 Middle Peninsula All-hazards Mitigation Draft Plan, I am 

including my formal complaint regarding the MPPDC citizen participation plan, in which the MPPDC 

scheduled its public comment period to end before the public meetings. Chairman Smith 

assured me he would seek the other MPPDC Commissioners input on extending the comment period 

at the last MPPDC meeting, but he failed to do so.  

 

I request this reversed-sequenced citizen participation plan schedule not be repeated in the future, as a 

simple curtesy to Middle Peninsula constituents. 

 

B.L. 

Dunnsville, VA 

 

 

July 31, 2015 

 

MPPDC, 

 

I believe a mitigation plan is a tool which should be used to “react” to a hazardous event.  Any inclusion 

of a mandate or requirement placed upon property owners due to climate change, sea level rise or land 

subsidence, must be done so “only” with demonstrated, proven scientific results.  This cannot be done 

with “modeling and assumptions” and that is all that you have at the moment.  Please do not mandate to 

citizens what they are limited to do because you “assume” there is a need.  It must be demonstrated 

with real proof, not theory. 

 

I am strongly against any inclusion otherwise. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

B.B. 

Dunnsville, VA 22454 

Essex County 

 

 

August 3, 2015 

 

 

I have read the 2016 Middle Peninsula All-hazards Mitigation Plan with alarm.   Not that the stats disturb 

me.  I have lived long enough to know that hurricanes, tornadoes, snow, rain and sunshine happens.   

What concerns me is the extent to which government is getting involved.   As if we humans have had a 

part in the cause and that government is the solution.  

 

More and more there is solid evidence that climate change is in no way caused by human activities. 

For example: 

The World Health Organization has been exposed by a leading U.S./UN climate scientist for using 

fraudulent statistics and methodologies to push for more UN control over energy and human activity. 

http://www.thenewamerican.com/tech/environment/item/19635-un-ipcc-scientist-scorches-who-for-

exaggerating-deaths-caused-by-global-warming?utm_source=Newsletter&utm_campaign=6bc703daea-
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The_Editors_Top_Picks_3_12_143_12_2014&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_8ca494f2d2-

6bc703daea-289802065 

 

and 

 

The Obama Defense Department is at it again, ratcheting up the global warming fear index 

http://www.thenewamerican.com/tech/environment/item/21348-obama-pentagon-flogs-discredited-

climate-fears-again 

 

How much of our money was wasted in producing this plan?   Was it so that government could dictate 

how and where we live in order to meet the designs of government?   I can’t think of any other plausible 

reason.  

 

Thank you for your consideration. 

 

S.L. 

Mathews County 

 

 

August 3, 2015 

 

 

Ms Richards, 

 

It concerns me that the Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission continues to support the idea of 

climate change with it's bogus effects on the environment. The climate has not warmed in almost two 

decades but the assertion that it has continues. Please consider the following. 

 

Here is the smoking gun. Speaking at a news conference in Brussels earlier this year was Christiana 

Figueres, executive secretary of the U.N.'s Framework Convention on Climate Change who admitted 

that the goal of environmental activists is not to save the world from ecological calamity but to destroy 

capitalism. She said "This is the first time in history that we are setting ourselves the task of 

intentionally, within a defined period of time, to change the economic development model that has been 

reigning for at least 150 years, since the industrial Revolution." Referring to a new international treaty, 

environmentalist hope will be adopted at the Paris climate change conference later this 

year she added "This is probably the most difficult task we have ever given ourselves, which is to 

intentionally transform the economic model for the first time in history". 

  

D.E. 

 

 

August 4, 2015 

 

 

J Rickards,  MPPDC, 
 

I believe a mitigation plan is a tool which should be used to “react” to a hazardous event.  Any inclusion 

of a mandate or requirement placed upon property owners due to climate change, sea level rise or land 

subsidence, must be done so “only” with demonstrated, proven scientific results.  This cannot be done 

with “modeling and assumptions” and that is all that you have at the moment. Do not mandate to 
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citizens what they are limited to do because you “assume” there is a need.  It must be demonstrated 

with real proof, not some assumed theory. 

I am strongly against any inclusion otherwise. 

 

Respectfully, 
 

S.R. B. 

Laneview, Va. 

Essex County 

 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 2 (DECEMBER 16, 2015 – JANUARY 14, 2016) 

January 13, 2016 

 

Please do not include any reference to Climate change or sea level rise into the all hazard mitigation plan 

as These issues are not yet PROVEN science as relates to the plan  Thank you D. D. -- Hartfield, Va. 

 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

January 14, 2016 

 

Ms. Rickards; 

 

As a citizen in King William County, I am concerned about the far reaching effects of government and 

overstepping its bounds.  The issue of climate change and sea level is not a proven science any more 

then evolution.....That is only one theory..... 

 

Thus I ask that this document strip reference to climate change and sea level rise and focus tangible and 

measurable items, such as natural disasters and hazards associated with transportation.  

B.E.  

King William 

 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

January 14, 2016 

 

A mitigation plan is a tool which should be used to “react” to naturally occurring hazardous events.  Any 

inclusion of climate change, sea level rise or land subsidence, has nothing to do with natural causes and 

is solely done with political intent.  Climate change terminology must be excluded since it is deemed 

a so called, human caused event on "modeling only' and not scientific fact.   The purpose of the 

mitigation plan is to protect the citizens of this region with inclusions of all the naturally occurring 

hazardous events so as to be able to be assisted by FEMA.  Let's remove the politics from the plan and 

do what is intended by the document.  Lightning, earthquakes, droughts, and "floods," etc. occur 

naturally and nothing more needs to be said.  Once terminology is documented and included as 

something that is not.... it can become that thing.  Otherwise, the continued inclusion of that 

terminology sets the precedent to include, arson, terrorism, home invasions and who knows what else.  

I would suggest that termites destroying an individuals home would need to be listed as a naturally 

caused event and therefore could also be included if you continue down this road.  I hope you capture 
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what is indeed needed, and nothing more.  Only the terminologies to best protect the citizens and 

nothing more.  That is what this mandate is all about.... stop the political inclusions. 

  

I believe the public comment period expires tomorrow, Thursday the 14th, and most folks, including 

myself, were never provided ample notification for response.  I hope that others are able to provide 

their comments in time. 

  

Respectfully, 

  

B.B. 

Dunnsville, VA  

Essex County 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

January 14, 2016 

 

Members of the MPPDC, 

 

A mitigation plan is a tool which should be used to “react” to naturally occurring hazardous events.  Any 

inclusion of climate change, sea level rise or land subsidence, has nothing to do with natural causes and 

is solely done with political intent.  Climate change terminology must be excluded since it is deemed 

a so called, human caused event on "modeling only' and  not scientific fact.   The purpose of the 

mitigation plan is to protect the citizens of this region with inclusions of all the naturally occurring 

hazardous events so as to be able to be assisted by FEMA.   

 

Let's remove the politics from the plan and do what is intended by the document.  Lightning, 

earthquakes, droughts, and "floods," etc. occur naturally and nothing more needs to be said.  Once 

terminology is documented and included as something that is not.... it can become that thing.  

Otherwise, the continued inclusion of that terminology sets the precedent to include, arson, terrorism, 

home invasions and who knows what else.  I would suggest that termites destroying an individuals home 

would need to be listed as a naturally caused event and therefore could also be included if you continue 

down this road.   

 

I hope you capture what is indeed needed, and nothing more.  Only the terminologies to best protect 

the citizens and nothing more.  That is what this mandate is all about.... stop the political inclusions. 

  

I believe the public comment period expires tomorrow, Thursday the 14th, and most folks, including 

myself, were never provided ample notification for response.  I hope that others are able to provide 

their comments in time. 

  

Respectfully, 

  

S. B. 

Laneview, Va.  

Essex County 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

January 14, 2016 
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Dear Louis, 

 

I hope that you will take in account the following as my attempt to insert my feelings as a "Public 

Comment". 

 

A mitigation plan is a tool which should be used to “react” to naturally occurring hazardous events.  Any 

inclusion of climate change, sea level rise or land subsidence, has nothing to do with natural causes and 

is solely done with political intent.  Climate change terminology must be removed since it is 

deemed a so called, human caused event on "modeling only' and backed by scientific 

studies calling climate change an effect of human behavior.   .   The purpose of the mitigation 

plan is to protect the citizens of this region with inclusions of all the naturally occurring hazardous 

events so as to be able to be assisted by FEMA.  Let's just do what is intended by the document.  

Lightning, earthquakes, droughts,  floods, tornadoes, hurricanes, sink holes and insect infestation,etc. 

occur naturally and nothing more needs to be said.  Once terminology is documented and included as 

something that it is not.... it is opened up to all kinds of other disasters that are human caused and not 

natural events.  Otherwise, the continued inclusion of  terminology that is not natural caused sets the 

precedent to include, arson, terrorism, home invasions and who knows what else.   I hope you capture 

what is indeed needed, and nothing more.  Only the terminologies to best protect the citizens and 

nothing more.  That is what this mandate is all about. 

 

B. C. 

Dunnsville, VA 

Essex County 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

January 14, 2016 

 

 

Members of the MPPDC, 

 

A mitigation plan is a tool which should be used to “react” to naturally occurring hazardous events.  Any 

inclusion of climate change, sea level rise or land subsidence, has nothing to do with natural causes and 

is solely done with political intent.  Climate change terminology must be excluded since it is deemed 

a so called, human caused event on "modeling only' and  not scientific fact. This terminology is the basis 

for the biggest hoaks ever perpetrate on the citizens of America and does not exist.  The purpose of the 

mitigation plan is to protect the citizens of this region with inclusions of all the naturally occurring 

hazardous events so as to be able to be assisted by FEMA.   

 

Let's remove the politics from the plan and do what is intended by the document.  Lightning, 

earthquakes, droughts, and "floods," etc. occur naturally and nothing more needs to be said.  Once 

terminology is documented and included as something that is not.... it can become that thing.  

Otherwise, the continued inclusion of that terminology sets the precedent to include, arson, terrorism, 

home invasions and who knows what else.  I would suggest that termites destroying an individuals home 

would need to be listed as a naturally caused event and therefore could also be included if you continue 

down this road.   

 

I hope you capture what is indeed needed, and nothing more.  Only the terminologies to best protect 

the citizens and nothing more.  That is what this mandate is all about.... stop the political inclusions. 

  

I believe the public comment period expires tomorrow, Thursday the 14th, and most folks, including 

myself, were never provided ample notification for response.  I hope that others are able to provide 
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their comments in time. 

  

Respectfully 

 

D.R. 

 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

January 19, 2016 

 

 

To whom it may concern: 

 

Local emergency plans are very important documents. 

 

I request the plan that will be submitted to the various counties and towns needs to be simplified to a 

minimum document. 

 

Climate change and sea level rise is still debatable. 

 

Is the issue sea level rise or land subsidence? It could be one, both or neither. 

 

In the 2016 All-Hazards Mitigation Plan Update neither sea level rise or land subsidence occur in the 

Middle Peninsula. (page 34, 4.2.5. Land Subsidence/KARSD) 

 

The reference to sea level rise or land subsidence should be removed from the update. 

 

As Global Warming is unfinished science, that entire section should be removed from the document. 

 

If necessary, when the science is settled, can be added or not in subsequent updates. 

 

Thank you, 

W. L. 

Dunnsville, VA  

Essex County 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

January 14, 2016 

 

 

*Return Receipt Requested* 

 

To Whom It May Concern: 

 

Ref: Public Comments on the 2016 Middle Peninsula All-Hazards Mitigation Plan Update 

 

It is crystal clear that the MPPDC, as part of the VAPDC system, is pushing a federal/state political 

agenda onto cities/counties/towns’ local emergency planning documents by way of the unsettled 

“science” of manmade global warming and sea level rise!  
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As the current Federal Administration has been unable to pressure the U.S. Congress to adopt this 

political agenda into federal law, the Executive Branch is now in its “recurring mode” of going around 

Congress. The “go around” includes withdrawing emergency funding for FEMA insurance claims, if the 

locales resist the adoption of the 2016 All-Hazards Mitigation Plan Update with its unacceptable 

language [manmade global warming and sea level rise]! Climate change and sea level rise are world 

policies enacted through the United Nations. Of note: the U.S. Constitution disallows the 

implementation of foreign policy, without the approval of the United States Senate! 

 

The MPPDC, in concert with the American Planning Association’s master planning book and with 

facilitators, uses the Hegelian dialectic tools, to steer/control groups to get a “consensus” in order to 

achieve the desired “predetermined conclusion”. Using Regionalism, local elected officials are pressured 

into “compliance” on plans [with threats of penalties] in order to qualify for government grants, thereby 

illegally depriving and adversely affecting their constituents U.S. Constitution 5th Amendment guaranteed 

use of their private property rights, by way of locally adopted ordinances!  

The following statements best explain the value of consensus in creating sound conclusions to deal with 

an unknown series of events [with unprovable unscientific theories] predicted 30-50 years or more into 

the future: 

 

“Appealing to a (false) consensus is a political argument and a propaganda technique to deflect 

from your lack of facts or empirical evidence. Consensus has no legitimacy in science.”  

[odin2 Biologyteacher100  http://www.thenewamerican.com/tech/environment/item/22294-disarming-

the-alarmists-climate-change-myth-takes-three-more-hits ] 

You don’t have to be Einstein to understand the following, but it helps: 

 

Albert Einstein said: "The important thing is not to stop questioning." So why do so many people 

insist the science is beyond dispute and that there's nothing further to discuss?” 

Concerning the Hegelian dialectic and its sister, the Delphi method: 

 

“Overall the track record of the Delphi method is mixed...It must also be realized that in areas such as 

science and technology forecasting, the degree of uncertainty is so great that exact and always 

correct predictions are impossible, so a high degree of error is to be expected.” 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Delphi_method 

 

On an examination of why the MPPDC dedicates so much time “designing plans”, the bones of which 

were already provided by the American Planning Association [with their funding coming from the federal 

government], see the explanation below: 

Global Warming /Climate Change is based on solid facts. Paul Watson, the co-founder of 

Greenpeace has said, ”The data does not matter, it does not matter what is true, it only matters 

what people believe is true.” 

 

The truth of the matter is best stated by Donna Holt, Executive Director, Campaign for Liberty: 

“In the absence of any clear scientific evidence, central planning is an inappropriate extreme 

that should be avoided. It suggests that it's more about greater government control over the 

population than protecting the environment.” 

www.campaignforliberty.com/VA 12/25/2011 

 

A Visual: 
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------------------------------------- 

RE: Link:  draft plan  2016 Middle Peninsula All-Hazards Mitigation Plan Update Section: 4.3.6. Sea Level 

Rise   Pages 56-59 

 

RE: http://www.mppdc.org/index.php/service-centers/mandates/hazards : 

“The plan will address several natural hazards, including hurricanes, winter storms, tornadoes, coastal flooding, 

coastal/shoreline erosion, sea level rise, winter storms, wildfire, riverine flooding, wind, dam failures, drought, 

lightning, earthquakes, shrink-swell soils, extreme cold, extreme heat, landslides, land subsidence/karst, tsunami, 

and volcanoes.” 

----------------------------------------------- 

***8/4/15 Statement from Lewie Lawrence, Director of MPPDC: 

 

“The 2016 Middle Peninsula All-Hazard Mitigation Plan is driven by Federal requirements 

established under the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000[**].  The Findings and Purpose of this Act 

is clear and enumerated below.  If you disagree with the purpose of the Act, please contact 

Congressman Rob Wittman (VA-1) office as only Congress can change the requirements cited 

under the Act.   

 

MPPDC is under contract acting on behalf of and for Middle Peninsula local governments. If you 

have concerns about your local government remaining consistent with the Disaster Mitigation 

Act of 2000, this is a local issue and I direct your inquiry to the Essex County Board of 

Supervisors as the adoption of the Middle Peninsula All Hazard Mitigation Plan can only be 

done by action of the local Board of Supervisor once approved by FEMA. 

 

As with the two previous Middle Peninsula mitigation plans, FEMA will make the final 

determination of plan elements and appropriateness of plan contents.  If you have suggestions 

concerning methodology and a litmus test for deciding what data is appropriate for inclusion, 

please contact FEMA directly to discuss your concerns. Our liaison at the Virginia Department of 

Emergency Management is CC’d above and can provide FEMA contact information if 

requested.“ 

--------------------------------------------------- 
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***I ask, where is climate change/sea level rise identified in the Disaster Act of 2000 [See below**]?  

Is the federal government using bogus “science” to explain normal planet earth events, so as to regulate 

all aspects of our lives? I think yes… 

 

The Supreme Court has ruled that the cost of regulations enacted must be justified by results 

obtained. The need/costs to regulate the planet cannot be justified with climate change/sea level rise 

claims of ultimate remediation obtained. Verifiable data is unattainable through unreliable 

“modeling”. 

 

***Below is the Act referred to by Mr. Lawrence: 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

DISASTER MITIGATION ACT OF 2000** 

SEC. 101. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

42 USC 5133 

note. 

42 USC 5121 

note. 

Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000. 

Oct. 30, 2000 

[H.R. 707]81 E:\PUBLAW\PUBL390.106 APPS27 Ps 

PUBLIC LAW 106–390—OCT. 30, 2000 114 STAT. 1553 

(1) natural disasters, including earthquakes, tsunamis, tornadoes, hurricanes, flooding, and wildfires, pose 

great danger to human life and to property throughout the United States; 

(2) greater emphasis needs to be placed on— 

(A) identifying and assessing the risks to States and local governments (including Indian tribes) from 

natural disasters; 

(B) implementing adequate measures to reduce losses from natural disasters; and 

(C) ensuring that the critical services and facilities of communities will continue to function after a 

natural disaster; 

(3) expenditures for postdisaster assistance are increasing without commensurate reductions in the 

likelihood of future losses from natural disasters; 

(4) in the expenditure of Federal funds under the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency 

Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.), high priority should be given to mitigation of hazards at the local 

level; and 

(5) with a unified effort of economic incentives, awareness and education, technical assistance, and 

demonstrated Federal support, States and local governments (including Indian tribes) 

will be able to— 

(A) form effective community-based partnerships for hazard mitigation purposes; 

(B) implement effective hazard mitigation measures that reduce the potential damage from natural 

disasters; 

(C) ensure continued functionality of critical services; 

(D) leverage additional non-Federal resources in meeting natural disaster resistance goals; and 

(E) make commitments to long-term hazard mitigation efforts to be applied to new and existing 

structures. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this title is to establish a national disaster hazard mitigation program— 

(1) to reduce the loss of life and property, human suffering, economic disruption, and disaster assistance 

costs resulting from natural disasters; and 
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(2) to provide a source of predisaster hazard mitigation funding that will assist States and local 

governments (including Indian tribes) in implementing effective hazard mitigation measures that are 

designed to ensure the continued functionality of critical services and facilities after a natural 

disaster. 

-------------------------------------- 

***Statement of MPPDC Planner J. Rickards [8/4/15] in answer to questions about WHY counties/towns 

need to adopt the 2016 Middle Peninsula All-Hazards Mitigation Plan Update: 

 

“The development of an All-Hazards Mitigation Plan is a federal requirement in order to receive 

disaster mitigation funding. If a locality does not participate in the development of an All 

Hazards Mitigation Plan then private property owners, public entities, and businesses cannot 

receive disaster mitigation funding. For instance, let’s say a hurricane comes through the Middle 

Peninsula and several properties are flooded. Most property owners recover just fine from the 

incident but there is one private property owner that is tired of cleaning up after floods and 

he/she wants to elevate his/her home. If his locality worked on and adopted an All Hazards 

Mitigation Plan then this private property owner could work with his locality to receive the 

necessary disaster mitigation funding. However if his locality did not work on or adopt an All 

Hazards Mitigation Plan then the private property owner is not eligible to apply.” 

-------------------------------------------- 

***My emailed public comments to MPPDC Planner J. Rickards [7/30/15] were as follows: 

”I find it very disturbing to see a continuing trend/push by the federal/state/local governments to write 

climate change/sea level rise language into our local emergency planning documents, as is in the case 

of the 2016 Middle Peninsula All-hazards Mitigation Draft Plan.  

 

http://www.mppdc.com/articles/service_centers/mandates/Draft_AHMP_Public_Comment_1507.pdf   

For several examples see: Chart Pg. 14; Air Quality Pg. 26-31; Sea Level Rise pg. 46; Hurricanes 

Pgs. 60-61. 

 

The 2016 Middle Peninsula All-hazards Mitigation Draft Plan is blatantly setting the stage to move 

forward with the crushing economic and political agendas of the Obama administration [in concert with 

the United Nations], with policies which will adversely affect the 5th Amendment guaranteed use of 

our private property rights by way of locally adopted ordinances! 

 

I have seen firsthand at Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission meetings [which mimic other 

Planning District Commissions] that local planning is driven by federal GRANTS [and flow-through 

state GRANTS], resulting in the adoption of all manner of unacceptable policies, which are forced on 

citizens in our communities. I have also seen when the GRANT money runs out, we taxpayers, end up 

with the tab for the duration!! 

 

People are always astounded to hear that the MPPDC staffs actually get paid based on the number of 

GRANTS they secure for the Middle Peninsula local governments!  Quantity not quality for the local 

citizens... 

 

The issue of climate change/sea level rise is NOT settled science, quite the opposite. As the rest of the 

world has stopped the scam in its tracks, the administration continues on this destructive path. These 

issues have NO place in local emergency planning documents! 

 

Attached, as inclusions to my comments, are a number of documents which disclosing current thinking 

about the issue. 
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Mr. Lawrence has emphatically stated in MPPDC meetings on several occasions that the Middle 

Peninsula is sinking due to land subsidence. This draft plan contradicts his claim. It appears that it has 

become more politically correct to claim the sea is rising than the land is sinking!  

 

See:  Pg. 34   4.2.5. Land Subsidence/Karst  

“Land subsidence is the lowering of surface elevations due to changes made underground. The USGS notes that 

land subsidence is usually caused by human activity such as pumping of water, oil, or gas from underground 

reservoirs. Land subsidence often occurs in regions with mildly acidic groundwater and the geology is dominated 

by limestone, dolostone, marble or gypsum. Karst is the term used to refer to geology dominated by limestone 

and similar soluble rocks. The acidic groundwater dissolves the surrounding geology creating sinkholes. Sinkholes 

are classified as natural depressions of the land surface. Areas with large amounts of karst are characterized by 

the presence of sinkholes, sinking streams, springs, caves and solution valleys. These conditions do not occur 

in the Middle Peninsula (Figure 12).” 

------------------------------ 

*** Public comments [July/August 2015] made to MPPDC Planner Ms. J. Rickards, with which I concur: 

“I believe a mitigation plan is a tool which should be used to “react” to a hazardous event.  Any 

inclusion of a mandate or requirement placed upon property owners due to climate change, sea 

level rise or land subsidence, must be done so “only” with demonstrated, proven scientific 

results.  This cannot be done with “modeling and assumptions” and that is all that you have at 

the moment.  Please do not mandate to citizens what they are limited to do because you 

“assume” there is a need.  It must be demonstrated with real proof, not theory 

I am strongly against any inclusion otherwise.” 

--------- 

I have read the 2016 Middle Peninsula All-hazards Mitigation Plan with alarm.   Not that the 

stats disturb me.  I have lived long enough to know that hurricanes, tornadoes, snow, rain and 

sunshine happens.   What concerns me is the extent to which government is getting involved.   As 

if we humans have had a part in the cause, and that government is the solution.  

 

More and more there is solid evidence that climate change is in no way caused by human 

activities. 

 

For example: 

The World Health Organization has been exposed by a leading U.S./UN climate scientist for 

using fraudulent statistics and methodologies to push for more UN control over energy and 

human activity. 

http://www.thenewamerican.com/tech/environment/item/19635-un-ipcc-scientist-scorches-who-

for-exaggerating-deaths-caused-by-global-

warming?utm_source=Newsletter&utm_campaign=6bc703daea-

The_Editors_Top_Picks_3_12_143_12_2014&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_8ca494f2d2-

6bc703daea-289802065 

 

and 

 

The Obama Defense Department is at it again, ratcheting up the global warming fear index 

http://www.thenewamerican.com/tech/environment/item/21348-obama-pentagon-flogs-

discredited-climate-fears-again 

 

How much of our money was wasted in producing this plan?   Was it so that government could 

dictate how and where we live in order to meet the designs of government?   I can’t think of any 

other plausible reason.  
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Thank you for your consideration.” 

------------------------------------------ 

***Post note from a Matthews County Citizen who has been sounding a warning about these over-

reaching federal/state/local plans: 

 

“I have been warning you for a long time about federal control of localities through grant 

monies. The Middle Planning District Commission is a major conduit for that. I can only hope 

that people will come to understand that central planning is destroying their property rights. If 

you don't believe that, try doing something on your land without planning approval. It has little 

to do with good stewardship environmentalism, and everything to do with total control.  

When you hear or see anything related to climate change, sea level rise, and sustainable 

development remember this: 

 

This is the smoking gun. Speaking at a news conference in Brussels this year was Christiana 

Figueres, Executive Secretary of the U.N.'s Framework Convention on Climate Change, who 

admitted that the goal of environmental activists is not to save the world from ecological 

calamity, but to destroy capitalism.  She said "This is the first time in history that we are setting 

ourselves the task of intentionally, within a defined period of time, to change the economic 

development model that has been reigning for at least 150 years, since the industrial revolution." 

Referring to a new international treaty, environmentalist hope will be adopted at the Paris 

climate Change Conference later this 

year she added "This is probably the most difficult task we have ever given ourselves, which is to 

intentionally transform the economic model for the first time in history" 

 

B. L. 

Dunnsville, VA  

Essex County 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

January 14, 2016 

 

 

Jackie, 

 Just like all comments they are blown off by the members of the MPPDC. This commission has lost its 

way and has been become the extension of the UN agenda 21. I am an American first and I hope that 

the decision are based on what makes America great not some socialistic agenda that I have seen from 

the past from this commission. I have been to several meetings and you guys treat the public like second 

class citizens and the arrogance and some of the non scientific or any basis of truth is astounding. I 

consider this organization a detriment to our country and mostly the citizens of Essex County. You guys 

can not even police you members as to there qualifications. I look back no further than David Whitlow 

from Essex. When will Essex get a TRUE citizen representative? Not a hack who used to be on the 

BOS. Shame on this organization! 

 

D.R.  

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

January 20, 2016 

 

 

Ms. Rickards: 
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Thank you for your response.  See attached article about the beneficial effects of CO2 on plants [falsely 

referred to as “carbon”]. We learned in elementary school that CO2 is “plant food”! 

As you know, every year NOAA predicts how many and how intense hurricanes will be in the United 

States. They can’t get it right nor do reasonable people expect them to… 

 

Climate change predictions have been consistently wrong [i.e. Al Gore]. Why do you think the term 

“global warming” had to be changed to “climate change”?  Proponents have had to repeatedly explain 

why predicted events did not occur! They constantly try to convince us that “modeling errors” have been 

fixed to produce the now corrected “settled science”. 

 

The “science” of global warning/sea level rise has been tainted by political hacks who wish to 

economically control our ability to use our private property. Thinking people know that science is never 

“settled” when it comes to natural events like the weather! 

 

This plan’s political injection of climate change/sea level rise language must be removed.  Like most plans 

that come out of the White House and the United Nations, this plan is an unconstitutional assault on 

the private property protections we are afforded by the 5th Amendment. 

 

B.L. 

Dunnsville, VA 

Essex County 
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Appendix H –  

Tornado History in the Middle Peninsula Region (1950-2014) 
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Tornado History in the Middle Peninsula Region (1950-2014) 

Date Time Affected Counties Fujita  Fatalities Injuries 
Width 
(yards) 

Length 
(miles) 

Damage 
Touch 

Latitude 
Touch 

Longitude 
Lift 

Latitude 
Lift 

Longitude 

5/11/1951 3:00 PM King and Queen 1 0 0 10 0.1 $5K-$50K 37.55 -76.73 - - 

6/26/1954 7:00 PM Essex ? 0 0 10 0.1 $500-$5000 37.93 -76.87 - - 

4/25/1975 4:00 PM 
Gloucester, 
Mathews 

1 0 4 10 4 $50K-$500K 37.47 -76.48 37.5 -76.42 

7/13/1975 7:20 PM King William 0 0 0 10 0.1 $50-$500 37.77 -77.17 - - 

8/14/1975 7:10 PM Gloucester 0 0 0 27 0.2 $500-$5000 37.42 -76.53 - - 

8/24/1975 10:30 PM Gloucester 1 0 0 27 0.1 $500-$5000 37.3 -76.53 - - 

7/15/1976 5:00 PM Middlesex 1 0 0 10 0.1 - 37.67 -76.58 - - 

9/5/1979 3:30 PM Gloucester 1 0 0 20 0.5 $5K-$50K 37.23 -76.48 - - 

5/24/1980 4:50 PM Gloucester 1 0 0 27 0.6 $500-$5000 37.55 -76.53 - - 

5/11/1981 5:30 PM Middlesex 2 0 0 20 0.2 $5K-$50K 37.68 -76.68 - - 

3/30/1989 3:15 PM Mathews 1 0 0 150 3 $50K-$500K 37.33 -76.32 37.35 -76.27 

10/18/1990 3:00 PM King William 3 1 0 430 5 $500K-$5M 37.62 -77.1 37.67 -77.05 

8/6/1993 12:00 PM Middlesex 3 0 0 100 2.9 $5K-$50K 37.58 -76.58 - - 

10/5/1995 11:20 AM King and Queen 1 0 0 150 3 $50K-$500K 37.52 -76.77 37.55 -76.75 

7/12/1996 9:05 PM Gloucester 0 0 0 50 0.5 $10,000  37.28 -76.4 37.28 -76.4 

7/12/1996 9:15 PM Gloucester 0 0 0 50 0.5 $10,000  37.48 -76.62 37.48 -76.62 

7/15/1996 5:30 PM Gloucester 1 0 0 100 7 $100,000  37.27 -76.48 37.28 -76.37 

3/9/1998 4:30 AM Gloucester 0 0 0 50 1.5 $20,000  37.77 -76.42 37.28 -76.4 

7/14/2000 6:09 PM Mathews 0 0 0 20 0.5 $2,000  37.5 -76.3 37.5 -76.3 

7/14/2000 5:08 PM Middlesex 0 0 0 20 0.5 - 37.55 -76.33 37.55 -76.33 

5/8/2003 1:15 PM Essex 0 0 0 50 0.2 - 37.93 -76.85 37.93 -76.85 

5/2/2004 8:30 PM King and Queen 1 0 0 100 1 $30,000  37.67 -76.85 37.67 -76.85 

9/8/2004 12:05 PM King William 0 0 0 100 1 $10,000  37.78 -77.1 37.78 -77.1 

7/8/2005 1:15 AM Middlesex 1 0 0 50 3 $10,000  37.6 -76.6 37.6 -76.6 

1/14/2006 1:15 AM King and Queen 0 0 0 50 0.3 $10,000  37.77 -76.88 37.77 -76.88 

9/28/2006 6:35 PM King and Queen 1 0 0 100 2 $30,000  37.67 -76.8 37.67 -76.8 

4/27/2007 10:30 AM Gloucester 0 0 0 100 5.13 $50,000  37.44 -76.67 37.46 -76.58 

4/20/2008 1:58 PM King William 0 0 0 40 0.3 $10,000  37.72 -77.22 - - 

4/20/2008 4:25 PM King William 0 0 0 40 0.3 $10,000  37.71 -77.12 - - 

4/20/2008 4:28 PM King William 0 0 0 25 0.2 $2,000  37.74 -77.15 - - 

4/28/2008 2:55 PM 
Gloucester, 
Mathews 

0 0 0 50 11 $20,000  37.39 -76.59 37.47 -76.41 

4/28/2008 2:45 PM Mathews 1 0 0 50 0.3 $50,000  37.39 -76.37 37.39 -76.36 

5/31/2008 2:52 PM King William 0 0 0 50 1 $50,000  37.77 -77.27 37.78 -77.25 

4/16/2011 4:45 PM 
Gloucester, 
Mathews 

3 2 24 800 46.89 $8,020,000  37.1532 -76.704 37.4636 -76.4241 

4/16/2011 4:30 PM Middlesex 1 0 0 400 1.06 $100,000  37.6743 -76.6037 37.681 -76.5862 

4/16/2011 5:25 PM Middlesex 2 0 0 400 2.8 $6,000,000  37.5331 -76.3528 37.5693 -76.3299 

2/24/2012 5:25 PM Mathews 0 0 0 50 0.75 $20,000  37.3337 -76.3012 37.3356 -76.2878 

5/22/2014 4:05 PM King and Queen 0 0 0 50 0.85 $0.01  37.78 -76.94 37.7709 -76.9297 
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Appendix I –  

 Wildfires within the Middle Peninsula 2010 – June 2015 (VDOF, 2015)  
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Wildfires within the Middle Peninsula 2010 – June 2015 (VDOF, 2015) 

Fire 

Number 
County Name Fire Origin Type 

General 

Cause 
Specific Cause Fire Start 

Total 

Acres 

ESS10001 Essex Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Other Debris Burn 3/10/2010 0.2 

ESS10002 Essex Virginia - Non Federal Smoking Smoking 3/18/2010 0.3 

ESS10003 Essex Virginia - Non Federal Equipment Use Exhaust 5/6/2010 0.2 

ESS10004 Essex Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Prescribed Burn 5/4/2010 32 

ESS10005 Essex Virginia - Non Federal Equipment Use Exhaust 6/12/2010 3 

ESS10006 Essex Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Powerlines 6/28/2010 48 

ESS10007 Essex Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Other Miscellaneous 6/21/2010 5 

ESS11001 Essex Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Powerlines 2/19/2011 21 

ESS11002 Essex Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Other Miscellaneous 2/20/2011 0.1 

ESS11003 Essex Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Other Miscellaneous 2/20/2011 0.1 

ESS11004 Essex Virginia - Non Federal Equipment Use Exhaust 3/5/2011 0.5 

ESS11005 Essex Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Trash Burn 4/6/2011 5 

ESS11006 Essex Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Powerlines 4/20/2011 2 

ESS11007 Essex Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Other Debris Burn 6/3/2011 0.2 

ESS12001 Essex Virginia - Non Federal Incendiary Incendiary 3/30/2012 0.1 

ESS12002 Essex Virginia - Non Federal Lightning Lightning 6/22/2012 1 

ESS12003 Essex Virginia - Non Federal Lightning Lightning 6/29/2012 0.1 

ESS12004 Essex Virginia - Non Federal Equipment Use Friction/Dragging 7/7/2012 3 

ESS12005 Essex Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Powerlines 7/9/2012 0.5 

ESS13001 Essex Virginia - Non Federal Children Under Age 12 4/3/2013 0.1 

ESS13002 Essex Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Prescribed Burn 9/27/2013 0.8 

ESS14001 Essex Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Trash Burn 3/21/2014 0.4 

ESS14002 Essex Virginia - Non Federal Equipment Use Equipment Malfunction 4/24/2014 0.1 

ESS14004 Essex Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Other Miscellaneous 7/19/2014 7 

ESS15001 Essex Virginia - Non Federal Smoking Smoking 3/16/2015 0.1 

ESS15002 Essex Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Powerlines 4/22/2015 3 

GLO10001 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Other Debris Burn 3/20/2010 1 

GLO10002 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Lightning Lightning 7/18/2010 2 

GLO10003 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Other Debris Burn 8/27/2010 2 

GLO10004 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Other Debris Burn 8/28/2010 0.3 

GLO10005 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Incendiary Incendiary 9/23/2010 0.3 

GLO10006 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Children Under Age 12 9/25/2010 0.2 

GLO11001 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Other Debris Burn 12/24/2010 1.5 

GLO11002 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Equipment Use Friction/Dragging 2/13/2011 3 

GLO11003 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Powerlines 2/14/2011 4 

GLO11004 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Incendiary Incendiary 2/13/2011 9 

GLO11005 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Incendiary Incendiary 2/17/2011 40 

GLO11006 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Incendiary Incendiary 2/20/2011 83 

GLO11007 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Incendiary Incendiary 2/19/2011 140 

GLO11008 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Powerlines 2/19/2011 372 

GLO11009 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Incendiary Incendiary 8/22/2011 5 

GLO11010 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Incendiary Incendiary 11/14/2011 8 

GLO12001 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Incendiary Incendiary 4/7/2012 83 

GLO12002 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Incendiary Incendiary 4/8/2012 40 

GLO12003 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Trash Burn 4/15/2012 0.5 
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GLO12004 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Equipment Use Friction/Dragging 4/17/2012 1 

GLO12005 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Incendiary Incendiary 7/7/2012 7.1 

GLO12006 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Other Debris Burn 8/4/2012 0.3 

GLO12007 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Woodstove Ashes 11/25/2012 0.5 

GLO13001 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Trash Burn 3/28/2013 0.4 

GLO13002 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Incendiary Incendiary 5/30/2013 3.4 

GLO13004 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Powerlines 11/24/2013 0.5 

GLO14001 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Firearms/Ammunition 2/27/2014 0.3 

GLO14002 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Other Debris Burn 3/2/2014 11 

GLO14003 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Structure Fires 4/24/2014 2.5 

GLO14004 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Powerlines 7/7/2014 0.8 

GLO15001 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Children Ages 12 - 17 3/12/2015 0.8 

GLO15002 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Other Debris Burn 3/24/2015 0.7 

GLO15003 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Incendiary Incendiary 4/2/2015 127 

GLO15004 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Equipment Use Exhaust 4/2/2015 5 

GLO15005 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Other Debris Burn 4/6/2015 0.5 

GLO15006 Gloucester Virginia - Non Federal Incendiary Incendiary 5/27/2015 11 

KAQ10001 King and Queen Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Other Miscellaneous 4/3/2010 0.1 

KAQ10002 King and Queen Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Other Miscellaneous 7/24/2010 3 

KAQ11001 King and Queen Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Other Debris Burn 2/19/2011 5 

KAQ12001 King and Queen Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Other Debris Burn 2/27/2012 0.1 

KAQ12002 King and Queen Virginia - Non Federal Lightning Lightning 6/30/2012 17 

KAQ12003 King and Queen Virginia - Non Federal Lightning Lightning 6/29/2012 3 

KAQ13001 King and Queen Virginia - Non Federal Lightning Lightning 6/28/2013 2 

KAQ13002 King and Queen Virginia - Non Federal Equipment Use Other Equipment Use 6/24/2013 5 

KAQ14001 King and Queen Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Other Debris Burn 3/15/2014 50 

KAQ14002 King and Queen Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Prescribed Burn 4/12/2014 0.5 

KAQ15001 King and Queen Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Other Debris Burn 2/8/2015 16 

KWM10001 King William Virginia - Non Federal Smoking Smoking 4/5/2010 2 

KWM10002 King William Virginia - Non Federal Children Under Age 12 4/6/2010 0.1 

KWM10003 King William Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Trash Burn 7/6/2010 2 

KWM10005 King William Virginia - Non Federal Lightning Lightning 7/22/2010 2 

KWM10006 King William Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Prescribed Burn 9/4/2010 1 

KWM10007 King William Virginia - Non Federal Equipment Use Friction/Dragging 9/4/2010 6 

KWM10008 King William Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Prescribed Burn 9/10/2010 1 

KWM11001 King William Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Trash Burn 2/13/2011 5 

KWM11002 King William Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Powerlines 2/14/2011 1 

KWM11003 King William Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Other Miscellaneous 2/19/2011 46 

KWM12001 King William Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Vehicle Fires 1/16/2012 9.9 

KWM12002 King William Virginia - Non Federal Smoking Smoking 4/16/2012 0.1 

KWM12003 King William Virginia - Non Federal Lightning Lightning 6/22/2012 12 

KWM14001 King William Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Trash Burn 2/28/2014 0.5 

KWM14002 King William Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Other Debris Burn 3/20/2014 0.1 

KWM14003 King William Virginia - Non Federal Children Under Age 12 5/2/2014 0.8 

KWM14004 King William Virginia - Non Federal Children Under Age 12 5/4/2014 0.2 

KWM15001 King William Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Woodstove Ashes 2/6/2015 1 

KWM15002 King William Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Other Debris Burn 4/5/2015 0.3 
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KWM15003 King William Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Powerlines 4/19/2015 0.1 

MAT10001 Mathews Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Other Debris Burn 5/8/2010 0.5 

MAT10002 Mathews Virginia - Non Federal Equipment Use Other Equipment Use 9/18/2010 15 

MAT10003 Mathews Virginia - Non Federal Smoking Smoking 11/23/2010 15 

MAT11001 Mathews Virginia - Non Federal Children Under Age 12 8/5/2011 0.2 

MAT12001 Mathews Virginia - Non Federal Lightning Lightning 6/22/2012 1 

MAT12002 Mathews Virginia - Non Federal Lightning Lightning 6/25/2012 0.2 

MAT12003 Mathews Virginia - Non Federal Lightning Lightning 6/29/2012 2.3 

MAT13001 Mathews Virginia - Non Federal Equipment Use Friction/Dragging 6/1/2013 0.5 

MAT14001 Mathews Virginia - Non Federal Incendiary Incendiary 3/11/2014 4.1 

MID10001 Middlesex Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Trash Burn 4/16/2010 6 

MID10002 Middlesex Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Trash Burn 4/23/2010 0.1 

MID10003 Middlesex Virginia - Non Federal Smoking Smoking 5/1/2010 0.5 

MID10004 Middlesex Virginia - Non Federal Smoking Smoking 7/18/2010 0.5 

MID10005 Middlesex Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Powerlines 7/28/2010 0.4 

MID11001 Middlesex Virginia - Non Federal Equipment Use Exhaust 2/14/2011 0.1 

MID11002 Middlesex Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Trash Burn 2/15/2011 0.3 

MID11003 Middlesex Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Other Debris Burn 2/19/2011 478 

MID11004 Middlesex Virginia - Non Federal Smoking Smoking 2/19/2011 0.1 

MID11005 Middlesex Virginia - Non Federal Smoking Smoking 2/19/2011 0.3 

MID11006 Middlesex Virginia - Non Federal Lightning Lightning 6/10/2011 0.1 

MID11007 Middlesex Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Structure Fires 11/14/2011 1 

MID12001 Middlesex Virginia - Non Federal Equipment Use Exhaust 4/9/2012 0.5 

MID12002 Middlesex Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Trash Burn 4/14/2012 0.1 

MID12003 Middlesex Virginia - Non Federal Campfires Campfires 8/4/2012 0.5 

MID12004 Middlesex Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Trash Burn 12/4/2012 0.3 

MID14001 Mathews Virginia - Non Federal Debris Burning Trash Burn 3/2/2014 0.3 

MID14002 Middlesex Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Powerlines 8/26/2014 0.1 

MID14003 Middlesex Virginia - Non Federal Children Ages 12 - 17 11/4/2014 0.3 

MID14004 Middlesex Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Other Miscellaneous 11/4/2014 0.3 

MID15001 Middlesex Virginia - Non Federal Miscellaneous Firearms/Ammunition 4/5/2015 1 
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INTRODUCTION 

As part of the Middle Peninsula Planning District Project, Dewberry was asked to perform HAZUS flood 

and hurricane wind modeling for the next Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP) revision.  The goal and intent of 

the effort is that Dewberry would provide the MPPDC updated Hazard Identification and Risk 

Assessment (HIRA) elements that can be incorporated into the final MPPDC HMP.  The effort is also a 

repeat effort in that Dewberry had provided the same services for the currently approved HMP.  

Therefore, the work performed seeks to update the previous HIRA section maps, text and tables.  Given 

the nature of hazard mitigation planning and the goals that the Federal Emergency Management Agency 

(FEMA) has set for jurisdictions to continually improve HMP’s from one revision to the next, Dewberry 

has significantly improved the nature of the Hazus Flood modeling on behalf of the MPPDC.  This report 

documents the various modeling efforts performed and, where appropriate, denotes modeling efforts 

that transcend previous efforts given available scope, schedule and budget of the project.  

This report documents the methodology used to construct the HAZUS modeling efforts and also 

discusses core model results where applicable.  Users of this document are directed to the final HMP 

that will be completed in the future (2015/2016) by the MPPDC but will include this work effort by 

Dewberry in the HIRA sections for Hurricane Wind and Flooding to include certain Sea Level Rise 

scenarios. 

Flood Modeling – Riverine Streams 

The previous Plan flood modeling utilized Hazus Version 1 – Maintenance Release 4; a.k.a. MR4.  

Significant changes have occurred with the Hazus software and models over the past five (5) years and 

the software has moved through the following versions: 

• Version 1 – Maintenance Release 4 (MR4) 

• Version 1 – Maintenance Release 5 (MR5) 

• Version 2.0 

• Version 2.1 

• Version 2.2 (current) 

In addition to the version releases noted above there have also been various patches deployed in-

between the version releases.  One notable improvement to the Flood - Riverine Module is the 

automated methodology of cross section placement which, along with typical advancements in 

computing hardware and software, helps in the ability to process smaller drainage thresholds.  

Dewberry in-fact processed the project area at the one-square mile (1 mi2) as had been suggested in the 

previous Plan as a mitigation action that could improve the Hazus Flood modeling efforts.  This new 

Riverine analysis included use of the most recent National Elevation Dataset (NED) digital elevation 
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model (DEM) at the one-arc second resolution (i.e., ~ 30 meter resolution).  The previous Plan Riverine 

modeling effort only included one-square mile (1 mi2) delineation for Mathews County and the 

remainder of the Planning District utilized ten-square mile (10 mi2).  The beneficial effect of using the 

smaller drainage area threshold means that the analysis of flooded streams will extend further upstream 

- offering a more complete representation of potential flooding as is shown in Figure 1 below.  It can be 

seen that the blue-scale depth grid delineations of the 0.2% Annual Chance or 500-year event at one-

square mile (1 mi2) extends much further upstream as compared to the red-yellow scale grid of the 

same event delineated at ten-square miles (10 mi2).  The point-marker has been added to show the 

relative most upstream extent of the ten-square mile (10 mi2) delineation.   

Figure 1: Riverine 0.2% Annual Chance (500 Year) Depth Grids Comparison 

 

 

Furthermore, the (1 mi2) delineations, for most riverine streams are consistent with the current effective 

or new revised preliminary FEMA floodplain mapping.  Figure 2 shows the same example area with the 

FEMA digital Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) data overlaid with the blue-scale depth grid delineations 

of the 1% Annual Chance (i.e., 100-Year Event) of the one-square mile (1 mi2) depth grid.  The example 

area shown includes primarily 1% Annual Chance Approximate Zone (i.e., Zone A) delineations and are 

shown as red outlined areas.  The marker symbols have been left for reference. 
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Figure 2: Riverine 1% Annual Chance Depth Grid vs. FEMA Digital FIRM Comparison 

 

It is also important to note that most FEMA-initiated flood insurance studies use a one-square mile (1 

mi2) drainage threshold for delineation of floodplains.  However, users should be warned and realize 

that FEMA flood studies also require the use of ground data that is much more precise than one-arc 

second resolution (i.e., ~ 30 meter resolution); i.e., typical FEMA studies require DEM resolution of two-

meter (2 m. or ~6.6 ft.) resolution or better.   

 

Issues & Challenges Encountered: 

As noted earlier, the previous Plan riverine modeling only utilized one-square mile (1 mi2) drainage 

threshold for Mathews.  While the most recent effort now has accomplished one-square mile (1 mi2) 

drainage threshold for the remainder of the MPPDC planning area, there were still a few issues and 

challenges that existed; some were overcome and others may warrant additional consideration in the 

future. 

• Issue 1: 

o Issue: Hydrology or Hydraulics would not complete for a given County. 
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o Solution: Divide the County into smaller sub-geographies to reduce the number of 

stream segments that Hazus must process.  There were three (3) counties that had to be 

divided into two (2) portions each - Essex, King and Queen and lastly, King William each 

had to be divided into portions.  Dividing these counties into smaller portions enabled 

Hazus to process a smaller quantity of streams and produce usable results. 

• Issue 2: 

o Issue: Hazus produced “Failed Reaches” or “Problem Reaches”. 

o Solution: Utilize successful reaches (i.e., non-failed) from adjacent geography where it 

exists.  For example, Dragon Swamp which borders both Essex and King and Queen 

Counties failed in the riverine model portion of Essex County yet, the same reach did not 

fail in the companion model of King and Queen.  In order to overcome such issues all 

grids were merged across the MPPDC area to compensate for the deficiency of failed 

reaches.  Inevitably, the Hazus software will utilize the damages estimated from the 

flooding source that generates the greatest amount of estimated damage.  Therefore, 

another consideration regarding failed reaches is the interaction within Hazus between 

riverine and coastal hazards as defined by the depth grids from each flooding source.  

There are failed reaches for which the riverine module did not create a depth grid, 

however in-reality the same reach may actually be influenced by coastal forces and 

therefore the coastal methodology is able to supplement or compensate for the lack of 

a riverine depth grid.  An example (see Figure 3 – next page) where the coastal module 

generated depth for a riverine failed reach includes Hoskins Creek which runs through 

the Town of Tappahannock or nearby Piscataway Creek and its tributaries - Mussel 

Creek or Mill Creek.  Also, Cohoke Mill Pond in King William County presents another 

example of same. 

Intentionally Blank 
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Figure 3: Riverine Failed/Problem Reaches and Riverine Depth Grid vs. Coastal Depth Grid 

 

 

o Other Discussion: Regarding failed reaches, the Hazus documentation has little 

information that explains the reasons why reaches fail.  However, Dewberry experience 

has shown that reaches fail for a few common reasons that are not always in the user’s 

control; for example given a particular geography a reach may fail due to lack of 

hydrologic stream gauges within the vicinity.  Another possibility is that the hydrologic 

methodology employed by Hazus does not produce any flow (i.e., discharge or “Q” 

modeling parameter); this is most common where rural regression equations are 

employed.  Notably, it is also possible that Hazus has not been updated with the most 

recent regression equation parameters available from the United States Geologic Survey 

(USGS).  While Dewberry did not verify the equation parameters in Hazus Version 2.2, 

based on other work that Dewberry has performed in Virginia, it was known that Hazus 

Version 2.1 did not include the most recent rural regression equations available from 

the USGS. 
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• Issue 3: 

o Issue: FEMA Region III concern over the use of Hazus Level 1 functionality. 

o Solution: The solution employed included the suggestion that the MPPDC and Dewberry 

discuss with FEMA Region III expectations of the Hazus modeling.  The call that was held 

on March 13, 2015 included such discussions.  Ultimately, the MPPDC and the Virginia 

Department of Emergency Management (VADEM) agreed that the Dewberry plan of 

action was reasonable and appropriate.  However, for reference, Dewberry has 

compiled an explanation of the specific concerns expressed by the Region during the 

March 13, 2015 call.  Dewberry agrees with the Region in that the best data is in-fact the 

best, however needs to be tempered with the realities of effort, time and cost.  The 

Region expressed concern over the use of the Level 1 methodology which means the 

Region would prefer the use of the following: 

� Hydrology & Hydraulics (H&H) – preference would be to use data typical of 

FEMA Risk MAP Flood Insurance Studies (FIS) and Non-Regulatory Depth Grid 

creation versus the Hazus methodology.  Typical H&H is accessed via models 

such as US Army Corps of Engineers HEC-RAS models.  Where such models are 

not available or inaccessible, digital FIRM data may be used but legacy riverine 

data typically only includes water surface elevations for the 1% annual chance 

event which is not conducive to generating annualized loss values expected of 

hazard mitigation planning.  Last, where models and digital FIRM data are not 

complete or not available, the remaining H&H data would typically be gleaned 

from Flood Insurance Study (FIS) reports; more specifically, users wishing to 

develop the flood hazard into depth grids for direct-use in Hazus, would have to 

convert water surface profiles within the FIS-text into digital data.  Lastly, 

regardless of which H&H inputs mentioned are available, the user would be 

required to process all data to digital water surfaces for further processing into 

depth grids. 

� Topographic Data – preference is to use LiDAR-based topography at a resolution 

consistent with FEMA Risk MAP Flood Insurance Studies (FIS) and Non-

Regulatory Depth Grid creation versus the one-arc second or ~ 30-meter DEM 

employed. 

� Depth Grid Creation – preference is again suggested to develop depth grids 

consistent with FEMA Risk MAP Non-Regulatory Depth Grid creation which 

means the use of hydraulic stream models (if they exist and are accessible),  

and/or the use of digital FIRM data, and/or the use of flood profiles published in 

FIS reports.  Notably, while there is definitely benefits associated with the most 

accurate inputs, Dewberry noted on the call that the level of effort to produce 

such depth grids is quite extensive and typically is not feasible under budgets 

available for HMP’s. 
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Flood Modeling – Coastal 

As with the Flood Riverine, the previous Plan flood modeling utilized Hazus Version 1 – Maintenance 

Release 4; a.k.a. MR4.  The coastal flood module has also experienced certain changes; the primary 

difference in the coastal model is that users no longer define certain shoreline characteristics such as 

wave exposure (i.e., Open Coast, Moderate/Minimal Exposure or Sheltered) and shoreline type (e.g., 

Rocky bluffs, sandy beaches w/ small dunes, open wetlands, etc.).  Otherwise, much of the coastal 

module is the same in that users are still asked to choose shoreline segments and then users have the 

option of sub-dividing the shorelines and entering water surface and wave characteristics. 

 

Dewberry followed user guidance for the entry of water surfaces by obtaining the most recent versions 

of either effective (or) newly released preliminary FIS-text from the FEMA Map Service Center (MSC).  

Dewberry obtained the following FEMA FIS documents: 

• ESSEX COUNTY,VIRGINIA AND INCORPORATED AREAS – Revised May 4, 2015 

o FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY NUMBER - 51057CV000B 

•  GLOUCESTER COUNTY,VIRGINIA (ALL JURISDICTIONS) – Revised November 19, 2014 

o FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY NUMBER - 51073CV000B 

• KING AND QUEEN COUNTY,VIRGINIA AND INCORPORATED AREAS – Preliminary October 3, 2013 

o FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY NUMBER - 51097CV000B 

• KING WILLIAM COUNTY,VIRGINIA AND INCORPORATED AREAS – Preliminary October 3, 2013 

o FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY NUMBER - 51101CV000B 

• MIDDLESEX COUNTY,VIRGINIA AND INCORPORATED AREAS – Revised May 18, 2015 

o FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY NUMBER - 51119CV000B 

• MATHEWS COUNTY,VIRGINIA (ALL JURISDICTIONS) – Revised December 9, 2014 

o FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY NUMBER - 51115CV000B 

Per Hazus User guidance the shoreline was divided as closely as possible to the Transect Location Map 

found within each respective FIS and the Starting Stillwater Elevations (typ. TABLE 2 – Transect Data) 

were utilized to populate the Hazus menu of Stillwater elevations.  Therefore, the Hazus Level 1 

methodology was utilized to perform hydrology, hydraulics and coastal hazard delineation.  The 

resulting depth grids were created from the same NED one-arc second DEM utilized for the Riverine 

analysis.  

Issues & Challenges Encountered: 

The coastal modeling performed for the previous Plan utilized the Hazus Level 1 methodology.  The 

original intent for the current Plan update was to utilize the same depth grids as the previous Plan, 

however because new FEMA FIS have been released for all of the counties in the MPPDC region, it was 

determined that the previous analysis depth grids would not be valid to re-run through the new version 
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of Hazus (Version 2.2) because of the new FEMA coastal studies.  There were a few issues and 

challenges that existed; some were overcome and others may warrant additional consideration in the 

future. 

• Issue 1: 

o Issue: Hazus stock Shoreline file does not adequately intersect King and Queen nor King 

William Counties. 

o Solution: Dewberry made specific adjustments to the stock Hazus shoreline file in order 

to match, to the greatest extent possible, the most recent Flood Insurance Studies (FIS) 

performed along coastal Virginia and within the MPPDC region.  Most importantly, all six 

(6) of the MPPDC counties now have coastal hazards as of the most recent FEMA Flood 

Studies.  However, this differs from that which is in Hazus; the stock Hazus shoreline 

data does not intersect two (2) of six (6) counties (King William and King and Queen) and 

only covers a portion of Gloucester County.  Inherently, if a user creates a Hazus Flood 

Project for any county that does not intersect with the shoreline, the user cannot define 

the Hazus project as having a coastal hazard.  Figure 4 shows the original stock Hazus 

shoreline and the edited shoreline used to extend the coastal potential up the York 

River along Gloucester, King and Queen, and King William Counties. 

Figure 4: Hazus Shoreline Revisions 
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• Issue 2: 

o Issue: Unable to produce Coastal results for Gloucester County. 

o Solution: Simplifying the coastal shoreline was required to produce results. 

o Other Discussion:  Dewberry made no less than five (5) separate attempts to produce 

coastal analyses for Gloucester County.  In short, the coastal module would fail at the 

process of performing Hydrology.  Based on similar experiences with other counties, it 

was determined that the Hazus shoreline could not be sub-divided to match the same 

transect divisions as documented in the FEMA FIS; the detail is too great for the 

simplified functionality of Hazus.  The solution employed to produce results included 

simplifying the shoreline as also noted in Figure 4.  The simplified shoreline enabled 

Hazus to no longer “stall” or “fail” at the Hydrology process.  Other counties had to be 

re-run by simplifying the shoreline sub-divisions (see Issue 3 below) however, the 

shoreline line work was not revised for other counties (except up the York River). 

• Issue 3: 

o Issue: Unable to produce Coastal results for other counties. 

o Solution: Simplifying the manner in which the coastal shoreline is sub-divided enabled 

Hazus to no longer “stall” or “fail” at the processes for Hydrology. 

o Other Discussion:  Dewberry made multiple attempts (as necessary) to produce coastal 

analyses results for each of the MPPDC counties.  However, the coastal module would 

fail at the process of performing Hydrology if and when the shoreline sub-divisions were 

too detailed for Hazus to process.  As noted earlier, in some cases the Hazus shoreline 

could not be sub-divided to match the same transect divisions as documented in the 

FEMA FIS because the detail is too great for the simplified functionality of Hazus.  Figure 

5 (below) includes King and Queen County and shows an example where the Hazus 

shoreline was able to be sub-divided almost exactly to match the FIS; the colored 

shoreline segments are those defined for the coastal run in Hazus and are overlaid on a 

geo-referenced image of the FIS Transect Map.  Figure 6 is a zoom-in view showing the 

slight differences between the detailed shoreline of King and Queen; the importance is 

to note how the FIS Transect #9 is positioned upstream in the Mattaponi River, however 

the shoreline that Dewberry created to extend Hazus functionality along the York River 

is simplified near the Town of West Point.  However Figure 7 shows that Dewberry still 

utilized the appropriate “Starting Stillwater Elevations” as published in FIS Table 2 – 

Transect Descriptions.  Consequently, the combination of Figures 5 through 7 are shown 

to exemplify how Dewberry performed the Level 1 coastal shoreline work; i.e., matching 

the FIS as closely as possible.  Other counties were not as simple and in some cases 

engineering judgments were applied to 1.) Simplify the shoreline sub-divisions coupled 

with 2.) Applying average water surface elevations and wave heights or in some cases 

applying a weighted average of water surface elevations and wave heights.   
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Figure 5: Hazus Shorelines for King and Queen County vs. FIS Transect Map 

 

Figure 6: Hazus Shorelines for King and Queen County vs. FIS Transect Map (Zoom) 

 

Figure 6 (Zoom) 
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Figure 7: Hazus Shoreline Data for King and Queen County vs. FIS Table 2 

 

• Issue 4: 

o Issue: The 0.2% Annual Chance flood hazard (500 Year) of Gloucester County appears to 

be significantly under-estimated. 

o Solution: Discuss the matter with MPPDC and substitute the 500 Year depth grid from 

the previous Plan effort. 

o Other Discussion:  As discussed earlier, Dewberry made multiple attempts (as necessary) 

to produce coastal analyses results for each of the MPPDC counties.  Gloucester 

presented the greatest challenge and the 500 Year flood hazard of the Level 1 

methodology did not produce a result that – as compared to the new digital FIRM data – 

seemed reasonable to use.  Therefore, Dewberry contacted the MPPDC and offered the 

option of substituting the 500 Year depth grid from the previous Plan effort as an 

alternative solution.  The MPPDC agreed that while the previous Plan 500 Year depth 

grid likely over-estimates the potential hazard, it is better to side with caution and Plan 

around a conservative approach.  It is also important to note that Dewberry compared 

the Level 1 hazard delineations in all counties with the new digital FIRM data.  While the 

digital FIRM data only includes delineations of 1% and 0.2% (100 Year & 500 Year) flood 

hazard, a visual comparison offers a minimal means by which to gauge how well the 

Hazus hazard delineations are being created.   All issues and challenges being equal, 

Dewberry is satisfied that the Level 1 delineations are perfectly acceptable for the 

nature of the work – Hazard Mitigation Planning. 
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• Issue 5: 

o Issue:  Level 2 Coastal Risk MAP 1% Annual Chance (100 Year) losses greater than Level 1 

0.2% Annual Chance (500 Year) losses. 

o Solution:  Do not substitute the Level 2 Coastal Risk MAP 1% Annual Chance (100 Year) 

for the Level 1 Coastal 1% Annual Chance (100 Year) in the calculation of annualized 

results.  Rather, produce a separate result for comparison of the 100 Year coastal only. 

o Discussion:  Original intent was to substitute the new Risk MAP 1% Annual Chance (100 

Year) depth grid and subsequent losses for the Hazus-generated Level 1 Coastal 1% 

Annual Chance (100 Year) depth grid and subsequent losses.  However, noting that the 

new Risk MAP 100 Year depth grid would have been created with much greater detail in 

all aspects as discussed in detail under Issue 6 (below) the most appropriate solution is 

to separate the runs and respective results for comparative purposes.  Furthermore, 

noting the goal and expectation of the Risk MAP Program as well as the nature of 

Hazard Mitigation Planning; as new, updated or more detailed analyses are available, 

professionals would endeavor to integrate and utilize new information in the planning, 

preparation and resilience of communities. 

 

• Issue 6: 

o Issue: FEMA Region III concern over the use of Hazus Level 1 functionality. 

o Solution: The solution employed included the suggestion that the MPPDC and Dewberry 

discuss with FEMA Region III expectations of the Hazus modeling.  The call that was held 

on March 13, 2015 included such discussions.  Ultimately, the MPPDC and the Virginia 

Department of Emergency Management (VADEM) agreed that the Dewberry plan of 

action was reasonable and appropriate.  However, for reference, Dewberry has 

compiled an explanation of the specific concerns expressed by the Region during the 

March 13, 2015 call.  Dewberry agrees with the Region in that the best data is in-fact the 

best, however needs to be tempered with the realities of effort, time and cost.  The 

Region expressed concern over the use of the Level 1 methodology which means the 

Region would prefer the use of the following: 

� Hydrology & Hydraulics (H&H) – preference would be to use data typical of 

FEMA Risk MAP Flood Insurance Studies (FIS) and Non-Regulatory Depth Grid 

creation versus the Hazus methodology.  Typical H&H for coastal studies are 

limited to the development of Stillwater elevations for four (4) frequencies (10, 

50, 100 & 500 Yr.) and Static Base Flood Elevations are only mapped for one (1) 

frequency; namely the 1% annual chance or 100 Year Event.  Consequently, 

even the core H&H of the coastal modeling would require further analyses by 

qualified coastal engineers and mapping specialists to effectively produce the 

data required for coastal depth grid creation. 
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� Topographic Data – preference is to use LiDAR-based topography at a resolution 

consistent with FEMA Risk MAP Flood Insurance Studies (FIS) and Non-

Regulatory Depth Grid creation versus the one-arc second or ~ 30-meter DEM 

employed. 

� Depth Grid Creation – preference is again suggested to develop depth grids 

consistent with FEMA Risk MAP Non-Regulatory Depth Grid creation which 

means the use of hydraulic coastal models that have been fully-developed to 

produce wave-propagated water surface elevations.  Again, FEMA flood studies 

only do this for the 100 Year.  Therefore specialized additional work would be 

required to produce similar data for other frequencies in order to create multi-

frequency hazard data that would support the expected annualized analysis 

typical of Hazard Mitigation Plans.  Dewberry again agrees with the Region that 

there is definitely benefits associated with the most accurate inputs, Dewberry 

noted on the call that the level of effort to produce such depth grids is quite 

extensive and typically is not feasible under budgets available for HMP’s. 

o Other Discussion:  As discussed (above) regarding Issue 5, Dewberry has provided the 

Solution of separating out certain results of the 100 Year Coastal Only Hazus runs so that 

these can be directly compared.  Again, as already noted, over time as more detailed 

hazard analyses is expected, desired or deemed necessary - future modeling efforts can 

be sought to produce Risk MAP-based or otherwise detailed depth grids and associated 

loss analyses. 

 

Hurricane (Wind) Modeling – Probabilistic Scenario 

As with the previous Plan, Dewberry again performed a Probabilistic scenario in the Hazus Level 1 

Hurricane (Wind) module.  Notably, Dewberry ran the scenario in a Region that was created for both 

Flood and Hurricane as this allows results to be accessed at the census block-level.  In contrast, if a 

Hazus project is created for only Hurricane Hazus will default to using only census tract-level geography.  

Ultimately, the level of detail that is able to be accessed, displayed and planned for offers a better 

representation of Hurricane Wind loss when mapped by census block versus census tract.  Figure 8 

shows this very comparison. 
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Figure 8: Hurricane (Wind) Model Results at the Tract versus Block Geography 

 

 

Issues & Challenges Encountered: 

None. 

 

Tract-Level Block-Level 
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Sea Level Rise Modeling – Hazus Flood Model 

As proposed, Dewberry utilized depth grids available from NOAA Coastal Services Center Sea Level Rise 

Data.    Dewberry obtained and utilized the depth grid of the Mean Higher High Water or Base Scenario 

and also the Plus 6 feet Sea Level Rise.  As a benefit to the MPPDC, Dewberry estimated the addition of 

depth values in the upstream areas of both the Pamunkey and Mattoponi Rivers; the NOAA depth grids 

do not extend upstream from these areas as it is the limit of the NOAA data.  The method utilized to 

estimate these small additional areas of depth grid included estimating the water surface elevation 

where the NOAA depth grids terminated.  Next, Spatial Analyst was used to query all elevations in the 

vicinity that were equal to (or) less than the estimated elevation.  The areas were extracted, assigned 

the estimated water elevation and then converted to a water surface grid.  Last the water surface grid 

was subtracted from the NED one-arc second grid to produce depth values.  The additional depth grids 

were mosaicked with the NOAA grids and ultimately run through the Hazus Flood Module. 

Figure 9: Depth Grid Areas Added (Red) where NOAA data terminated 

 

Issues & Challenges Encountered: 

None. 
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Hazus Modeling Results 

Dewberry has exported various Hazus modeling results to ESRI File Geodatabase format as standalone 

GIS layers and tables as necessary.  These various result export files will be used to update the HIRA 

sections to include text, maps and tables.  As a benefit to the MPPDC, Dewberry is providing the various 

result exports to be used as deemed necessary.  As scoped, Dewberry is providing final Hazus Project 

Files – otherwise known as HPR files.  A Hazus HPR file is essentially a zipped version of all files that are 

created by Hazus in the course of a given Hazus project.  The HPR archive can be imported on any 

computer that has an active installation of Hazus Version 2.2.  The delivery of HPR’s includes an Excel 

spreadsheet that has basic information about each Hazus Project and HPR file (see Figure 10).  

Importantly, the spreadsheet includes file size information as users need to know how much drive space 

may be required for a given Hazus Project if they import the HPR file. 

• Results Exports to GIS: 

o About: Result export files will be used to update the HIRA sections to include text, maps 

and tables. 

 

• Hazus Project Files (HPR): 

o About: Zipped version of all files that are created in the course of a given Hazus project. 

Figure 10: HPR File Information 
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Appendix K –  

Nation Flood Insurance Program Survey 
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NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM (NFIP) SURVEY 
 

MUNICIPALITY:  ____ESSEX COUNTY_____________________________ 
 

1. FLOODPLAIN IDENTIFICATION AND MAPPING 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments 

a. Does the municipality maintain accessible copies of 
an effective Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM)/Digital 
Flood Insurance Rate Map (DFIRM)? Does the 
municipality maintain accessible copies of the most 
recent Flood Insurance Study (FIS)? 

Place these documents in 
the local libraries or make 
available publicly. 

Yes 
All information is on file and available in the Essex County 
Building and Zoning Department 

b. Has the municipality adopted the most current 
DFIRM/FIRM and FIS?  

State the date of adoption, 
if approved. 

Yes Adopted April 14, 2015 by the Essex County Board of Supervisors 

c. Does the municipality support request for map 
updates? 

If yes, state how. Yes We assist citizens in all their requests 

d. Does the municipality share with Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) any new technical or 
scientific data that could result in map revisions 
within 6 months of creation or identification of new 
data? 

If yes, specify how. No We reviewed the maps and gave our opinion of history of areas 

e. Does the municipality provide assistance with local 
floodplain determinations? 

If yes, specify how. Yes 
We require property owners to get elevation certifications when 
in question 

f. Does the municipality maintain a record of approved 
Letters of Map Change? 

If yes, specify the 
responsible office. 

Yes 
Essex County Building & Zoning Department (202 South Church 
Lane Tappahannock, VA 22560 
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2. FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments 

a. Has the municipality adopted a compliant floodplain 
management ordinance that, at a minimum, 
regulates the following: 

If yes, answer questions (1) 
through (4) below. 

No ? 

(1) Does the municipality issue permits for all 
proposed development in the Special Flood 
Hazard Areas (SFHAs)? 

If yes, specify the office 
responsible.  

Yes Building and Zoning Dept. 

(2) Does the municipality obtain, review, and utilize 
any Base Flood Elevation (BFE) and floodway data, 
and/or require BFE data for subdivision proposals 
and other development proposals larger than 50 
lots or 5 acres? 

If yes, specify the office 
responsible. 

Yes  

(3) Does the municipality identify measures to keep 
all new and substantially improved construction 
reasonably safe from flooding to or above the BFE, 
including anchoring, using flood-resistant 
materials, and designing or locating utilities and 
service facilities to prevent water damage? 

If yes, specify the office 
responsible. 

Yes  

(4) Does the municipality document and maintain 
records of elevation data that document lowest 
floor elevation for new or substantially improved 
structures?  

If yes, specify the office 
responsible. 

Yes  

b. If a compliant floodplain ordinance was adopted, 
does the municipality enforce the ordinance by 
monitoring compliance and taking remedial action to 
correct violations? 

If yes, specify how. Yes  
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2. FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments 

c. Has the municipality considered adopting activities 
that extend beyond the minimum requirements? 
Examples include: 

 Participation in the Community Rating System 

 Prohibition of production or storage of 
chemicals in SFHA 

 Prohibition of certain types of structures, such 
as hospitals, nursing homes, and jails in SFHA 

 Prohibition of certain types of residential 
housing (manufactured homes) in SFHA 

 Floodplain ordinances that prohibit any new 
residential or nonresidential structures in SFHA 

If yes, specify activities. Yes Education certificates 

 

 

3. FLOOD INSURANCE 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments  

a. Does the municipality educate community members 
about the availability and value of flood insurance? 

If yes, specify how. Yes Community meetings/ FEMA 

b. Does the municipality inform community property 
owners about changes to the DFIRM/FIRM that would 
impact their insurance rates? 

If yes, specify how. Yes Public notice, local newspaper 

c. Does the municipality provide general assistance to 
community members regarding insurance issues? 

If yes, specify how. Y 
We review maps, explain scenarios. Refer property owners to 
insurance companies  
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NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM (NFIP) SURVEY 
 

MUNICIPALITY:  __TOWN OF TAPPAHANNOCK______________________________________________ 
 

1. FLOODPLAIN IDENTIFICATION AND MAPPING 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments 

a. Does the municipality maintain accessible copies of 
an effective Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM)/Digital 
Flood Insurance Rate Map (DFIRM)? Does the 
municipality maintain accessible copies of the most 
recent Flood Insurance Study (FIS)? 

Place these documents in 
the local libraries or make 
available publicly. 

yes  

b. Has the municipality adopted the most current 
DFIRM/FIRM and FIS?  

State the date of adoption, 
if approved. 

5-4-2015  

c. Does the municipality support request for map 
updates? 

If yes, state how. no We forward  anyone who has a request to FEMA 

d. Does the municipality share with Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) any new technical or 
scientific data that could result in map revisions 
within 6 months of creation or identification of new 
data? 

If yes, specify how. yes By forwarding information to FEMA 

e. Does the municipality provide assistance with local 
floodplain determinations? 

If yes, specify how. yes With the assistance of Essex County Building Inspector office 

f. Does the municipality maintain a record of approved 
Letters of Map Change? 

If yes, specify the 
responsible office. 

no  
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2. FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments 

a. Has the municipality adopted a compliant floodplain 
management ordinance that, at a minimum, 
regulates the following: 

If yes, answer questions (1) 
through (4) below. 

  

(1) Does the municipality issue permits for all 
proposed development in the Special Flood 
Hazard Areas (SFHAs)? 

If yes, specify the office 
responsible.  

  

(2) Does the municipality obtain, review, and utilize 
any Base Flood Elevation (BFE) and floodway data, 
and/or require BFE data for subdivision proposals 
and other development proposals larger than 50 
lots or 5 acres? 

If yes, specify the office 
responsible. 

  

(3) Does the municipality identify measures to keep 
all new and substantially improved construction 
reasonably safe from flooding to or above the BFE, 
including anchoring, using flood-resistant 
materials, and designing or locating utilities and 
service facilities to prevent water damage? 

If yes, specify the office 
responsible. 

  

(4) Does the municipality document and maintain 
records of elevation data that document lowest 
floor elevation for new or substantially improved 
structures?  

If yes, specify the office 
responsible. 

  

b. If a compliant floodplain ordinance was adopted, 
does the municipality enforce the ordinance by 
monitoring compliance and taking remedial action to 
correct violations? 

If yes, specify how.   
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2. FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments 

c. Has the municipality considered adopting activities 
that extend beyond the minimum requirements? 
Examples include: 

 Participation in the Community Rating System 

 Prohibition of production or storage of 
chemicals in SFHA 

 Prohibition of certain types of structures, such 
as hospitals, nursing homes, and jails in SFHA 

 Prohibition of certain types of residential 
housing (manufactured homes) in SFHA 

 Floodplain ordinances that prohibit any new 
residential or nonresidential structures in SFHA 

If yes, specify activities.   

 

 

3. FLOOD INSURANCE 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments  

a. Does the municipality educate community members 
about the availability and value of flood insurance? 

If yes, specify how.   

b. Does the municipality inform community property 
owners about changes to the DFIRM/FIRM that would 
impact their insurance rates? 

If yes, specify how.   

c. Does the municipality provide general assistance to 
community members regarding insurance issues? 

If yes, specify how.   
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NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM (NFIP) SURVEY 
 

MUNICIPALITY:  ____GLOUCESTER COUNTY_____________________________ 
 

1. FLOODPLAIN IDENTIFICATION AND MAPPING 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments 

a. Does the municipality maintain accessible copies of 
an effective Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM)/Digital 
Flood Insurance Rate Map (DFIRM)? Does the 
municipality maintain accessible copies of the most 
recent Flood Insurance Study (FIS)? 

Place these documents in 
the local libraries or make 
available publicly. 

Y On the emergency management website. 

b. Has the municipality adopted the most current 
DFIRM/FIRM and FIS?  

State the date of adoption, 
if approved. 

Y FIRM adopted by BOS 

c. Does the municipality support request for map 
updates? 

If yes, state how. N  

d. Does the municipality share with Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) any new technical or 
scientific data that could result in map revisions 
within 6 months of creation or identification of new 
data? 

If yes, specify how. ? We provide VDEM with information and not directly to FEMA 

e. Does the municipality provide assistance with local 
floodplain determinations? 

If yes, specify how. Y Planning Development, Building officials and EM assist 

f. Does the municipality maintain a record of approved 
Letters of Map Change? 

If yes, specify the 
responsible office. 

Y County Administration 
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2. FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments 

a. Has the municipality adopted a compliant floodplain 
management ordinance that, at a minimum, 
regulates the following: 

If yes, answer questions (1) 
through (4) below. 

Y  

(1) Does the municipality issue permits for all 
proposed development in the Special Flood 
Hazard Areas (SFHAs)? 

If yes, specify the office 
responsible.  

 Permits Building officials 

(2) Does the municipality obtain, review, and utilize 
any Base Flood Elevation (BFE) and floodway data, 
and/or require BFE data for subdivision proposals 
and other development proposals larger than 50 
lots or 5 acres? 

If yes, specify the office 
responsible. 

Y Planning, Building Officials, Information Technology 

(3) Does the municipality identify measures to keep 
all new and substantially improved construction 
reasonably safe from flooding to or above the BFE, 
including anchoring, using flood-resistant 
materials, and designing or locating utilities and 
service facilities to prevent water damage? 

If yes, specify the office 
responsible. 

Y Building Official, Planning 

(4) Does the municipality document and maintain 
records of elevation data that document lowest 
floor elevation for new or substantially improved 
structures?  

If yes, specify the office 
responsible. 

Y Code Compliance, Building Officials 

b. If a compliant floodplain ordinance was adopted, 
does the municipality enforce the ordinance by 
monitoring compliance and taking remedial action to 
correct violations? 

If yes, specify how. Y BOS, County Adminsitration 
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2. FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments 

c. Has the municipality considered adopting activities 
that extend beyond the minimum requirements? 
Examples include: 

 Participation in the Community Rating System 

 Prohibition of production or storage of 
chemicals in SFHA 

 Prohibition of certain types of structures, such 
as hospitals, nursing homes, and jails in SFHA 

 Prohibition of certain types of residential 
housing (manufactured homes) in SFHA 

 Floodplain ordinances that prohibit any new 
residential or nonresidential structures in SFHA 

If yes, specify activities. Y Established VE construction zone 

 

 

3. FLOOD INSURANCE 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments  

a. Does the municipality educate community members 
about the availability and value of flood insurance? 

If yes, specify how. Y CRS-PPI 

b. Does the municipality inform community property 
owners about changes to the DFIRM/FIRM that would 
impact their insurance rates? 

If yes, specify how. Y CRS-PPI 

c. Does the municipality provide general assistance to 
community members regarding insurance issues? 

If yes, specify how. Y CRS-PPI 
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MUNICIPALITY:  __KING & QUEEN COUNTY______________________________________________ 
 

1. FLOODPLAIN IDENTIFICATION AND MAPPING 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments 

a. Does the municipality maintain accessible copies of 
an effective Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM)/Digital 
Flood Insurance Rate Map (DFIRM)? Does the 
municipality maintain accessible copies of the most 
recent Flood Insurance Study (FIS)? 

Place these documents in 
the local libraries or make 
available publicly. 

Yes 
Located at the Front Counter of Building/Zoning & Planning 
Office 

b. Has the municipality adopted the most current 
DFIRM/FIRM and FIS?  

State the date of adoption, 
if approved. 

Yes 
New maps to be adopted around May of 2016 once letter of 
determination is received from FEMA in November of 2015 

c. Does the municipality support request for map 
updates? 

If yes, state how. ?  

d. Does the municipality share with Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) any new technical or 
scientific data that could result in map revisions 
within 6 months of creation or identification of new 
data? 

If yes, specify how. No N/A 

e. Does the municipality provide assistance with local 
floodplain determinations? 

If yes, specify how. Yes 
Only as found on the adopted FEMA Flood Maps, field 
determination/Flood Elevation Certificate is to be done by 
surveyor (required for all flood zones other than X) 

f. Does the municipality maintain a record of approved 
Letters of Map Change? 

If yes, specify the 
responsible office. 

yes Planning & Zoning Department 
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2. FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments 

a. Has the municipality adopted a compliant floodplain 
management ordinance that, at a minimum, 
regulates the following: 

If yes, answer questions (1) 
through (4) below. 

Yes  

(1) Does the municipality issue permits for all 
proposed development in the Special Flood 
Hazard Areas (SFHAs)? 

If yes, specify the office 
responsible.  

Yes Planning & Zoning Department 

(2) Does the municipality obtain, review, and utilize 
any Base Flood Elevation (BFE) and floodway data, 
and/or require BFE data for subdivision proposals 
and other development proposals larger than 50 
lots or 5 acres? 

If yes, specify the office 
responsible. 

Yes Planning & Zoning Department 

(3) Does the municipality identify measures to keep 
all new and substantially improved construction 
reasonably safe from flooding to or above the BFE, 
including anchoring, using flood-resistant 
materials, and designing or locating utilities and 
service facilities to prevent water damage? 

If yes, specify the office 
responsible. 

Yes Planning & Zoning Department 

(4) Does the municipality document and maintain 
records of elevation data that document lowest 
floor elevation for new or substantially improved 
structures?  

If yes, specify the office 
responsible. 

Yes Planning & Zoning Department 

b. If a compliant floodplain ordinance was adopted, 
does the municipality enforce the ordinance by 
monitoring compliance and taking remedial action to 
correct violations? 

If yes, specify how. Yes 
Require Flood Elevation Certificates for all construction located 
in a floodplain other than Zone X 
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2. FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments 

c. Has the municipality considered adopting activities 
that extend beyond the minimum requirements? 
Examples include: 

 Participation in the Community Rating System 

 Prohibition of production or storage of 
chemicals in SFHA 

 Prohibition of certain types of structures, such 
as hospitals, nursing homes, and jails in SFHA 

 Prohibition of certain types of residential 
housing (manufactured homes) in SFHA 

 Floodplain ordinances that prohibit any new 
residential or nonresidential structures in SFHA 

If yes, specify activities. Yes 
Our new proposed ordinance and map adoption will require free 
board and recognize LimWa 

 

 

3. FLOOD INSURANCE 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments  

a. Does the municipality educate community members 
about the availability and value of flood insurance? 

If yes, specify how. Yes FEMA Handouts 

b. Does the municipality inform community property 
owners about changes to the DFIRM/FIRM that would 
impact their insurance rates? 

If yes, specify how. Yes 
During latest map change, all property owners were notified by 
U.S. mail and news article for an Open House held in November 
of 2014. 

c. Does the municipality provide general assistance to 
community members regarding insurance issues? 

If yes, specify how. No  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

465



NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM SURVEY                                                                

 

NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM (NFIP) SURVEY 
 

MUNICIPALITY:  KING WILLIAM COUNTY 
 

1. FLOODPLAIN IDENTIFICATION AND MAPPING 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments 

a. Does the municipality maintain accessible copies of 
an effective Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM)/Digital 
Flood Insurance Rate Map (DFIRM)? Does the 
municipality maintain accessible copies of the most 
recent Flood Insurance Study (FIS)? 

Place these documents in 
the local libraries or make 
available publicly. 

Yes Available from County Building and Planning Department 

b. Has the municipality adopted the most current 
DFIRM/FIRM and FIS?  

State the date of adoption, 
if approved. 

Yes 9/2/15 

c. Does the municipality support request for map 
updates? 

If yes, state how. Yes  

d. Does the municipality share with Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) any new technical or 
scientific data that could result in map revisions 
within 6 months of creation or identification of new 
data? 

If yes, specify how. No  

e. Does the municipality provide assistance with local 
floodplain determinations? 

If yes, specify how. Yes Provided information to FEMA 

f. Does the municipality maintain a record of approved 
Letters of Map Change? 

If yes, specify the 
responsible office. 

Yes Building and Planning Department 
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2. FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments 

a. Has the municipality adopted a compliant floodplain 
management ordinance that, at a minimum, 
regulates the following: 

If yes, answer questions (1) 
through (4) below. 

Yes  

(1) Does the municipality issue permits for all 
proposed development in the Special Flood 
Hazard Areas (SFHAs)? 

If yes, specify the office 
responsible.  

Yes Building and Planning Department 

(2) Does the municipality obtain, review, and utilize 
any Base Flood Elevation (BFE) and floodway data, 
and/or require BFE data for subdivision proposals 
and other development proposals larger than 50 
lots or 5 acres? 

If yes, specify the office 
responsible. 

Yes Building and Planning Department 

(3) Does the municipality identify measures to keep 
all new and substantially improved construction 
reasonably safe from flooding to or above the BFE, 
including anchoring, using flood-resistant 
materials, and designing or locating utilities and 
service facilities to prevent water damage? 

If yes, specify the office 
responsible. 

Yes Building and Planning Department 

(4) Does the municipality document and maintain 
records of elevation data that document lowest 
floor elevation for new or substantially improved 
structures?  

If yes, specify the office 
responsible. 

No  

b. If a compliant floodplain ordinance was adopted, 
does the municipality enforce the ordinance by 
monitoring compliance and taking remedial action to 
correct violations? 

If yes, specify how. No  
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2. FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments 

c. Has the municipality considered adopting activities 
that extend beyond the minimum requirements? 
Examples include: 

 Participation in the Community Rating System 

 Prohibition of production or storage of 
chemicals in SFHA 

 Prohibition of certain types of structures, such 
as hospitals, nursing homes, and jails in SFHA 

 Prohibition of certain types of residential 
housing (manufactured homes) in SFHA 

 Floodplain ordinances that prohibit any new 
residential or nonresidential structures in SFHA 

If yes, specify activities. Yes 
Considered CRS but decided not to pursue at the time 

Adopted BFE over minimum 

 

 

3. FLOOD INSURANCE 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments  

a. Does the municipality educate community members 
about the availability and value of flood insurance? 

If yes, specify how. No  

b. Does the municipality inform community property 
owners about changes to the DFIRM/FIRM that would 
impact their insurance rates? 

If yes, specify how. Yes Mailings & Community Meeting 

c. Does the municipality provide general assistance to 
community members regarding insurance issues? 

If yes, specify how. Yes Provided FEMA contact and website information 
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NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM (NFIP) SURVEY 
 

MUNICIPALITY:  ________URBANNA________________________________________ 
 

1. FLOODPLAIN IDENTIFICATION AND MAPPING 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments 

a. Does the municipality maintain accessible copies of 
an effective Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM)/Digital 
Flood Insurance Rate Map (DFIRM)? Does the 
municipality maintain accessible copies of the most 
recent Flood Insurance Study (FIS)? 

Place these documents in 
the local libraries or make 
available publicly. 

Yes  

b. Has the municipality adopted the most current 
DFIRM/FIRM and FIS?  

State the date of adoption, 
if approved. 

4-22-15  

c. Does the municipality support request for map 
updates? 

If yes, state how. Yes Town staff will assist update requests 

d. Does the municipality share with Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) any new technical or 
scientific data that could result in map revisions 
within 6 months of creation or identification of new 
data? 

If yes, specify how. Yes 
All data obtained by the town will be forwarded to State 
Floodplain Coordinating Office (DCR) for their assistance in 
forwarding to the appropriate FEMA offices 

e. Does the municipality provide assistance with local 
floodplain determinations? 

If yes, specify how. No  

f. Does the municipality maintain a record of approved 
Letters of Map Change? 

If yes, specify the 
responsible office. 

Yes Town Zoning Office 
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2. FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments 

a. Has the municipality adopted a compliant floodplain 
management ordinance that, at a minimum, 
regulates the following: 

If yes, answer questions (1) 
through (4) below. 

Yes* 

*Middlesex County provides cooperative administration of the 
Floodplain Ordinance. County Building Official is co-
administrator for the Town. See Middlesex Co. for additional 
information 

(1) Does the municipality issue permits for all 
proposed development in the Special Flood 
Hazard Areas (SFHAs)? 

If yes, specify the office 
responsible.  

  

(2) Does the municipality obtain, review, and utilize 
any Base Flood Elevation (BFE) and floodway data, 
and/or require BFE data for subdivision proposals 
and other development proposals larger than 50 
lots or 5 acres? 

If yes, specify the office 
responsible. 

  

(3) Does the municipality identify measures to keep 
all new and substantially improved construction 
reasonably safe from flooding to or above the BFE, 
including anchoring, using flood-resistant 
materials, and designing or locating utilities and 
service facilities to prevent water damage? 

If yes, specify the office 
responsible. 

  

(4) Does the municipality document and maintain 
records of elevation data that document lowest 
floor elevation for new or substantially improved 
structures?  

If yes, specify the office 
responsible. 

  

b. If a compliant floodplain ordinance was adopted, 
does the municipality enforce the ordinance by 
monitoring compliance and taking remedial action to 
correct violations? 

If yes, specify how. Yes 
All construction requiring a building permit and/or land 
disturbance permit receives site visits and stop work orders can 
be issued if violations are found. 
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2. FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments 

c. Has the municipality considered adopting activities 
that extend beyond the minimum requirements? 
Examples include: 

 Participation in the Community Rating System 

 Prohibition of production or storage of 
chemicals in SFHA 

 Prohibition of certain types of structures, such 
as hospitals, nursing homes, and jails in SFHA 

 Prohibition of certain types of residential 
housing (manufactured homes) in SFHA 

 Floodplain ordinances that prohibit any new 
residential or nonresidential structures in SFHA 

If yes, specify activities. Yes Investigating the feasibility of participating in the CRS program 

 

 

3. FLOOD INSURANCE 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments  

a. Does the municipality educate community members 
about the availability and value of flood insurance? 

If yes, specify how. Yes Brochure/periodic web site info 

b. Does the municipality inform community property 
owners about changes to the DFIRM/FIRM that would 
impact their insurance rates? 

If yes, specify how. Yes Direct notification of effected land owners 

c. Does the municipality provide general assistance to 
community members regarding insurance issues? 

If yes, specify how. Yes Information and Referral 
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NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM (NFIP) SURVEY 
 

MUNICIPALITY:  MATHEWS COUNTY________________________________________________ 
 

1. FLOODPLAIN IDENTIFICATION AND MAPPING 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments 

a. Does the municipality maintain accessible copies of 
an effective Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM)/Digital 
Flood Insurance Rate Map (DFIRM)? Does the 
municipality maintain accessible copies of the most 
recent Flood Insurance Study (FIS)? 

Place these documents in 
the local libraries or make 
available publicly. 

Yes 
Available in the Building Department and online VIA FEMA MSC 
link on County website 

b. Has the municipality adopted the most current 
DFIRM/FIRM and FIS?  

State the date of adoption, 
if approved. 

yes Effective date is 12-09-2014 

c. Does the municipality support request for map 
updates? 

If yes, state how. yes Providing assistance and guidance through the process 

d. Does the municipality share with Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) any new technical or 
scientific data that could result in map revisions 
within 6 months of creation or identification of new 
data? 

If yes, specify how. yes 
Enforcing requirements as adopted in floodplain management 
ordinance 

e. Does the municipality provide assistance with local 
floodplain determinations? 

If yes, specify how. yes 
On a daily basis by reviewing FIRM’s and making interpretations 
and determinations 

f. Does the municipality maintain a record of approved 
Letters of Map Change? 

If yes, specify the 
responsible office. 

yes Building Department 
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2. FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments 

a. Has the municipality adopted a compliant floodplain 
management ordinance that, at a minimum, 
regulates the following: 

If yes, answer questions (1) 
through (4) below. 

yes  

(1) Does the municipality issue permits for all 
proposed development in the Special Flood 
Hazard Areas (SFHAs)? 

If yes, specify the office 
responsible.  

yes Flood zone permit, building permits, etc (Building Department) 

(2) Does the municipality obtain, review, and utilize 
any Base Flood Elevation (BFE) and floodway data, 
and/or require BFE data for subdivision proposals 
and other development proposals larger than 50 
lots or 5 acres? 

If yes, specify the office 
responsible. 

yes 
Per our floodplain management ordinance (Building 
Department) 

(3) Does the municipality identify measures to keep 
all new and substantially improved construction 
reasonably safe from flooding to or above the BFE, 
including anchoring, using flood-resistant 
materials, and designing or locating utilities and 
service facilities to prevent water damage? 

If yes, specify the office 
responsible. 

Yes  
USBC and floodplain management ordinance enforcement; plan 
review process (Building Department) 

(4) Does the municipality document and maintain 
records of elevation data that document lowest 
floor elevation for new or substantially improved 
structures?  

If yes, specify the office 
responsible. 

yes 
FEMA elevation certificate required for new construction and 
substantial improvement (Building Department) 

b. If a compliant floodplain ordinance was adopted, 
does the municipality enforce the ordinance by 
monitoring compliance and taking remedial action to 
correct violations? 

If yes, specify how. yes 
Permitting process; inspections; and requiring elevation 
certificates be submitted for verification 

473



NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM SURVEY                                                                

 

2. FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments 

c. Has the municipality considered adopting activities 
that extend beyond the minimum requirements? 
Examples include: 

 Participation in the Community Rating System 

 Prohibition of production or storage of 
chemicals in SFHA 

 Prohibition of certain types of structures, such 
as hospitals, nursing homes, and jails in SFHA 

 Prohibition of certain types of residential 
housing (manufactured homes) in SFHA 

 Floodplain ordinances that prohibit any new 
residential or nonresidential structures in SFHA 

If yes, specify activities. yes 
Higher standards were considered, but were not adopted at this 
time; minimum required standards were adopted. 

 

 

3. FLOOD INSURANCE 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments  

a. Does the municipality educate community members 
about the availability and value of flood insurance? 

If yes, specify how. yes 
Online info; handouts; various presentations and community 
events 

b. Does the municipality inform community property 
owners about changes to the DFIRM/FIRM that would 
impact their insurance rates? 

If yes, specify how. yes 
Every single property owner was notified VIA mail regarding 
map changes and the new ordinance. In addition the public was 
notified VIA newspaper ads, online ads, PSA’s (radio) 

c. Does the municipality provide general assistance to 
community members regarding insurance issues? 

If yes, specify how.  

Not specifically regarding insurance, but assistance is provided 
to ensure both FEMA-NFIP requirements are met and the 
requirements of the floodplain management ordinance are met. 

Assistance is also provided for flood zone determinations and 
providing FIRMettes. ICC letters are also provided if 
documentation is submitted (as required). 

 

 

 

474



NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM SURVEY                                                                

 

NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM (NFIP) SURVEY 
 

MUNICIPALITY:  MIDDLESEX COUNTY, VA 
 

1. FLOODPLAIN IDENTIFICATION AND MAPPING 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments 

a. Does the municipality maintain accessible copies of 
an effective Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM)/Digital 
Flood Insurance Rate Map (DFIRM)? Does the 
municipality maintain accessible copies of the most 
recent Flood Insurance Study (FIS)? 

Place these documents in 
the local libraries or make 
available publicly. 

Yes  

b. Has the municipality adopted the most current 
DFIRM/FIRM and FIS?  

State the date of adoption, 
if approved. 

Yes 3-3-15 

c. Does the municipality support request for map 
updates? 

If yes, state how. N Not Asked 

d. Does the municipality share with Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) any new technical or 
scientific data that could result in map revisions 
within 6 months of creation or identification of new 
data? 

If yes, specify how. N  

e. Does the municipality provide assistance with local 
floodplain determinations? 

If yes, specify how. Yes Review FIRM Map, Required Elevation Certification 

f. Does the municipality maintain a record of approved 
Letters of Map Change? 

If yes, specify the 
responsible office. 

Yes Flood Plain Manager/Planning Department 
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2. FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments 

a. Has the municipality adopted a compliant floodplain 
management ordinance that, at a minimum, 
regulates the following: 

If yes, answer questions (1) 
through (4) below. 

Yes  

(1) Does the municipality issue permits for all 
proposed development in the Special Flood 
Hazard Areas (SFHAs)? 

If yes, specify the office 
responsible.  

Yes Building Department 

(2) Does the municipality obtain, review, and utilize 
any Base Flood Elevation (BFE) and floodway data, 
and/or require BFE data for subdivision proposals 
and other development proposals larger than 50 
lots or 5 acres? 

If yes, specify the office 
responsible. 

Yes Planning Department 

(3) Does the municipality identify measures to keep 
all new and substantially improved construction 
reasonably safe from flooding to or above the BFE, 
including anchoring, using flood-resistant 
materials, and designing or locating utilities and 
service facilities to prevent water damage? 

If yes, specify the office 
responsible. 

Yes Building Department 

(4) Does the municipality document and maintain 
records of elevation data that document lowest 
floor elevation for new or substantially improved 
structures?  

If yes, specify the office 
responsible. 

Yes Building Department 

b. If a compliant floodplain ordinance was adopted, 
does the municipality enforce the ordinance by 
monitoring compliance and taking remedial action to 
correct violations? 

If yes, specify how. Yes Inspections and Notices of Violation 
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2. FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments 

c. Has the municipality considered adopting activities 
that extend beyond the minimum requirements? 
Examples include: 

 Participation in the Community Rating System 

 Prohibition of production or storage of 
chemicals in SFHA 

 Prohibition of certain types of structures, such 
as hospitals, nursing homes, and jails in SFHA 

 Prohibition of certain types of residential 
housing (manufactured homes) in SFHA 

 Floodplain ordinances that prohibit any new 
residential or nonresidential structures in SFHA 

If yes, specify activities. NO  

 

 

3. FLOOD INSURANCE 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments  

a. Does the municipality educate community members 
about the availability and value of flood insurance? 

If yes, specify how. No  

b. Does the municipality inform community property 
owners about changes to the DFIRM/FIRM that would 
impact their insurance rates? 

If yes, specify how. No  

c. Does the municipality provide general assistance to 
community members regarding insurance issues? 

If yes, specify how. No  
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NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM (NFIP) SURVEY 
 

MUNICIPALITY:  ___TOWN OF WEST POINT_______________________________ 
 

1. FLOODPLAIN IDENTIFICATION AND MAPPING 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments 

a. Does the municipality maintain accessible copies of 
an effective Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM)/Digital 
Flood Insurance Rate Map (DFIRM)? Does the 
municipality maintain accessible copies of the most 
recent Flood Insurance Study (FIS)? 

Place these documents in 
the local libraries or make 
available publicly. 

Y  

b. Has the municipality adopted the most current 
DFIRM/FIRM and FIS?  

State the date of adoption, 
if approved. 

Y 
Adopted by Town Council on 8/10/2015. Sent to FEMA, waiting 
for approval 

c. Does the municipality support request for map 
updates? 

If yes, state how. N  

d. Does the municipality share with Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) any new technical or 
scientific data that could result in map revisions 
within 6 months of creation or identification of new 
data? 

If yes, specify how. Y We would if we had data that resulted in map revisions 

e. Does the municipality provide assistance with local 
floodplain determinations? 

If yes, specify how. Y We have new maps that we supply citizens and agents with 

f. Does the municipality maintain a record of approved 
Letters of Map Change? 

If yes, specify the 
responsible office. 

Y Community Development 
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2. FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments 

a. Has the municipality adopted a compliant floodplain 
management ordinance that, at a minimum, 
regulates the following: 

If yes, answer questions (1) 
through (4) below. 

Y  

(1) Does the municipality issue permits for all 
proposed development in the Special Flood 
Hazard Areas (SFHAs)? 

If yes, specify the office 
responsible.  

Y Community development and building official 

(2) Does the municipality obtain, review, and utilize 
any Base Flood Elevation (BFE) and floodway data, 
and/or require BFE data for subdivision proposals 
and other development proposals larger than 50 
lots or 5 acres? 

If yes, specify the office 
responsible. 

Y Community development 

(3) Does the municipality identify measures to keep 
all new and substantially improved construction 
reasonably safe from flooding to or above the BFE, 
including anchoring, using flood-resistant 
materials, and designing or locating utilities and 
service facilities to prevent water damage? 

If yes, specify the office 
responsible. 

Y Community development and building official 

(4) Does the municipality document and maintain 
records of elevation data that document lowest 
floor elevation for new or substantially improved 
structures?  

If yes, specify the office 
responsible. 

Y Community Development and building official 

b. If a compliant floodplain ordinance was adopted, 
does the municipality enforce the ordinance by 
monitoring compliance and taking remedial action to 
correct violations? 

If yes, specify how. Y 
Notice of violations would be mailed. Notification to owner and 
applicant 
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2. FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments 

c. Has the municipality considered adopting activities 
that extend beyond the minimum requirements? 
Examples include: 

 Participation in the Community Rating System 

 Prohibition of production or storage of 
chemicals in SFHA 

 Prohibition of certain types of structures, such 
as hospitals, nursing homes, and jails in SFHA 

 Prohibition of certain types of residential 
housing (manufactured homes) in SFHA 

 Floodplain ordinances that prohibit any new 
residential or nonresidential structures in SFHA 

If yes, specify activities. Y Considered CRS 

 

 

3. FLOOD INSURANCE 

Requirement Recommended Action Yes/No Comments  

a. Does the municipality educate community members 
about the availability and value of flood insurance? 

If yes, specify how. Y When requested and community meetings 

b. Does the municipality inform community property 
owners about changes to the DFIRM/FIRM that would 
impact their insurance rates? 

If yes, specify how. Y When requested and community meetings 

c. Does the municipality provide general assistance to 
community members regarding insurance issues? 

If yes, specify how. Y When requested, suggest they speak to insurance agents 
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SECTION 12: APPENDICES 

Chapter 6 - STORMWATER MANAGEMENT[1]  

Pursuant to Virginia Code § 62.1-44.15:27, this ordinance is adopted as part of an initiative to 

integrate the Gloucester County stormwater management requirements with the Erosion and Sediment 

Control Ordinance of Gloucester County, Virginia (Chapter 7.5) and the Chesapeake Bay Preservation 

Ordinance (Chapter 5.5) requirements into a unified stormwater program. The unified stormwater 

program is intended to facilitate the submission and approval of plans, issuance of permits, payment of 

fees, and coordination of inspection and enforcement activities into a more convenient and efficient 

manner for both Gloucester County and those responsible for compliance with these programs.  

Footnotes:  

--- (1) ---  

Editor's note—An ordinance adopted Aug. 6, 2013, repealed ch. 6, §§ 6-1—6-13, which pertained to 

demonstrations and parades. Subsequently, an ordinance adopted June 3, 2014, §§ 1-1—1-16, enacted 

new provisions to the Code, but did not specify manner of inclusion; hence, codification as ch. 6, §§ 6-

1—6-16 was at the discretion of the editor. 

 

Sec. 6-1. - Purpose and authority.  

(a) The purpose of this chapter is to ensure the general health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of the 

county and protect the quality and quantity of state waters from the potential harm of unmanaged 

stormwater, including protection from a land-disturbing activity causing unreasonable degradation 

of properties, water quality, stream channels, and other natural resources, and to establish 

procedures whereby stormwater requirements related to water quality and quantity shall be 

administered and enforced.  

(b) This chapter is adopted pursuant to Article 2.3 (§ 62.1-44.15:24 et seq.) of Chapter 3.1 of Title 62.1 

of the Code of Virginia.  

(Ord. of 6-3-2014(1), § 1-1) 

Sec. 6-2. - Definitions.  

In addition to the definitions set forth in 9VAC25-870-10 of the Virginia Stormwater Management 

Regulations, as amended, which are expressly adopted and incorporated herein by reference, the 

following words and terms used in this chapter have the following meanings unless otherwise specified 

herein. Where definitions differ, those incorporated herein shall have precedence.  

"Administrator" means the VSMP authority including the County Administrator, or her designee.  

"Agreement in lieu of a stormwater management plan" means a contract between the VSMP 

authority and the owner or permittee that specifies methods that shall be implemented to comply with 

the requirements of a VSMP for the construction of a single family residence; such contract may be 

executed by the VSMP authority in lieu of a stormwater management plan.  

"Administrative Guidance Manual" means the latest version of policies and procedures for 

documentation and calculations verifying compliance with the water quality and quantity requirements, 

review and approval of Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans and Stormwater Management Plans, site 

inspections, obtaining and releasing sureties, reporting and recordkeeping, and compliance strategies for 

reviews, enforcement, and long-term maintenance and inspection programs.  
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"Applicant" means any person submitting an application for a permit or requesting issuance of a 

permit under this chapter.  

"Best management practice" or "BMP" means schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices, 

including both structural and nonstructural practices, maintenance procedures, and other management 

practices to prevent or reduce the pollution of surface waters and groundwater systems from the 

impacts of land-disturbing activities.  

"Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act land-disturbing activity" means a land-disturbing activity including 

clearing, grading, or excavation that results in a land disturbance equal to or greater than 2,500 square 

feet and less than one acre in all areas of jurisdictions designated as subject to the regulations adopted 

pursuant to the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act, Virginia Code § 62.1-44.15:67 et seq.  

"Common plan of development or sale" means a contiguous area where separate and distinct 

construction activities may be taking place at different times on different schedules.  

"Control measure" means any best management practice or stormwater facility, or other method 

used to minimize the discharge of pollutants to state waters.  

"Clean Water Act" or "CWA" means the federal Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C § 1251 et seq.), 

formerly referred to as the Federal Water Pollution Control Act or Federal Water Pollution Control 

Act Amendments of 1972, Public Law 92-500, as amended by Public Law 95-217, Public Law 95-576, 

Public Law 96-483, and Public Law 97-117, or any subsequent revisions thereto.  

"Department" means the Department of Environmental Quality.  

"Development" means land disturbance and the resulting landform associated with the construction 

of residential, commercial, industrial, institutional, recreation, transportation or utility facilities, 

structures, uses or the clearing of land for non-agricultural or non-silvicultural purposes.  

"General permit" means the state permit titled GENERAL PERMIT FOR DISCHARGES OF 

STORMWATER FROM CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES found in Part XIV (9VAC25-880-1 et seq.) of 

the Regulations authorizing a category of discharges under the CWA and the Act within a geographical 

area of the Commonwealth of Virginia.  

"Land disturbance" or "land-disturbing activity" means a man-made change to the land surface that 

potentially changes its runoff characteristics including clearing, grading, or excavation except that the 

term shall not include those exemptions specified in section 6-3(c) of this chapter.  

"Layout" means a conceptual drawing sufficient to provide for the specified stormwater 

management facilities required at the time of approval.  

"Locality" or "County" means Gloucester County, Virginia.  

"Minor modification" means an amendment to an existing general permit before its expiration not 

requiring extensive review and evaluation including, but not limited to, changes in EPA promulgated test 

protocols, increasing monitoring frequency requirements, changes in sampling locations, and changes to 

compliance dates within the overall compliance schedules. A minor general permit modification or 

amendment does not substantially alter general permit conditions, substantially increase or decrease the 

amount of surface water impacts, increase the size of the operation, or reduce the capacity of the facility 

to protect human health or the environment.  

"Municipal separate storm sewer system" or "MS4" means all separate storm sewers that are 

defined as "large", "medium," or "small" municipal separate storm sewer systems or designated under 

9VAC25-870-380(A)(1).  

"Operator" means the owner or operator of any facility or activity subject to regulation under this 

chapter.  
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"Permit" or "VSMP Authority Permit" means an approval to conduct a land-disturbing activity issued 

by the Administrator for the initiation of a land-disturbing activity, in accordance with this chapter, and 

which may only be issued after evidence of general permit coverage has been provided by the 

Department.  

"Permittee" means the person to whom the VSMP Authority Permit is issued.  

"Person" means any individual, corporation, partnership, association, state, municipality, 

commission, or political subdivision of a state, governmental body, including federal, state, or local entity 

as applicable, any interstate body or any other legal entity.  

"Regulations" means the Virginia Stormwater Management Program (VSMP) Permit Regulations, 

9VAC25-870 et seq., as amended.  

"Site" means the land or water area where any facility or land-disturbing activity is physically located 

or conducted, including adjacent land used or preserved in connection with the facility or land-disturbing 

activity. Areas channelward of mean low water in tidal Virginia shall not be considered part of a site.  

"State" means the Commonwealth of Virginia.  

"State Board" means the Virginia Water Control Board.  

"State permit" means an approval to conduct a land-disturbing activity issued by the State Board in 

the form of a state stormwater individual permit or coverage issued under a state general permit or an 

approval issued by the State Board for stormwater discharges from an MS4. Under these state permits, 

the Commonwealth imposes and enforces requirements pursuant to the federal Clean Water Act and 

regulations, the Virginia Stormwater Management Act and the Regulations.  

"State Water Control Law" means Chapter 3.1 (§ 62.1-44.2 et seq.) of Title 62.1 of the Code of 

Virginia.  

"State waters" means all water, on the surface and under the ground, wholly or partially within or 

bordering the Commonwealth or within its jurisdiction, including wetlands.  

"Stormwater" means precipitation that is discharged across the land surface or through 

conveyances to one or more waterways and that may include stormwater runoff, snow melt runoff, and 

surface runoff and drainage.  

"Stormwater Board" means the body of Board of Supervisor-appointed individuals who convene to 

arbitrate written decisions of the Stormwater Authority administration.  

"Stormwater management plan" means a document(s) containing material describing methods for 

complying with the requirements of section 6-6 of this chapter. An agreement in lieu of a stormwater 

management plan as defined in this chapter shall be considered to meet the requirements of a 

stormwater management plan.  

"Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan" or "SWPPP" means a document that is prepared in 

accordance with good engineering practices and that identifies potential sources of pollutants that may 

reasonably be expected to affect the quality of stormwater discharges from a construction site, and 

otherwise meets the requirements of this chapter. In addition, the document shall identify and require 

the implementation of control measures, and shall include, but not be limited to the inclusion of, or the 

incorporation by reference of, an approved erosion and sediment control plan, an approved stormwater 

management plan, and a pollution prevention plan.  

"Subdivision" means the division of any lot, tract, or parcel of land into two (2) or more lots or 

parcels, for the purpose, whether immediate or future, of transfer of ownership, or building 

development.  
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"Total maximum daily load" or "TMDL" means the sum of the individual wasteload allocations for 

point sources, load allocations for nonpoint sources, natural background loading and a margin of safety. 

TMDLs can be expressed in terms of either mass per time, toxicity, or other appropriate measure. The 

TMDL process provides for point versus nonpoint source trade-offs.  

"Virginia Stormwater BMP Clearinghouse website" means a state-designated website that contains 

detailed design standards and specifications for control measures that may be used in Virginia to comply 

with the requirements of the Virginia Stormwater Management Act and associated regulations.  

"Virginia Stormwater Management Act" or "Act" means Article 2.3 (§ 62.1-44.15 et seq.) of Chapter 

3.1 of Title 62.1 of the Code of Virginia.  

"Virginia Stormwater Management Program" or "VSMP" means a program approved by the State 

Board after September 13, 2011, that has been established by a locality to manage the quality and 

quantity of runoff resulting from land-disturbing activities and shall include such items as local 

ordinances, rules, permit requirements, annual standards and specifications, policies and guidelines, 

technical materials, and requirements for plan review, inspection, enforcement, where authorized in this 

article, and evaluation consistent with the requirements of Article 2.3 of Chapter 3.1 of Title 62.1 of the 

Code of Virginia, and associated regulations.  

"Virginia Stormwater Management Program authority" or "VSMP authority" means an authority 

approved by the State Board after September 13, 2011, to operate a Virginia Stormwater Management 

Program.  

(Ord. of 6-3-2014(1), § 1-2) 

Sec. 6-3. - Stormwater permit requirement; exemptions.  

(a) Except as provided herein, no person may engage in any land-disturbing activity until a VSMP 

authority permit has been issued by the Administrator in accordance with the provisions of this 

chapter.  

(b) Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act land-disturbing activities do not require completion of a 

registration statement or require coverage under the general permit but shall be subject to an 

erosion and sediment control plan consistent with the requirements of the Erosion and Sediment 

Control Ordinance, a stormwater management plan as outlined under section 6-6 of this chapter, 

the technical criteria and administrative requirements for land-disturbing activities outlined in 

section 6-9 of this chapter, and the requirements for control measures long-term maintenance 

outlined under section 6-10 of this chapter.  

(c) Notwithstanding any other provisions of this chapter, the following activities are exempt from the 

requirements and regulations contained in this chapter, unless otherwise required by federal law:  

(1) Permitted surface or deep mining operations and projects, or oil and gas operations and 

projects conducted under the provisions of Title 45.1 of the Code of Virginia;  

(2) Clearing of lands specifically for agricultural purposes and the management, tilling, planting, or 

harvesting of agricultural, horticultural, or forest crops, livestock feedlot operations, or as 

additionally set forth by the State Board in regulations, including engineering operations as 

follows: construction of terraces, terrace outlets, check dams, desilting basins, dikes, ponds, 

ditches, strip cropping, lister furrowing, contour cultivating, contour furrowing, land drainage, 

and land irrigation; however, this exception shall not apply to harvesting of forest crops unless 

the area on which harvesting occurs is reforested artificially or naturally in accordance with 

the provisions of Chapter 11 (§ 10.1-1100 et seq.) of Title 10.1 of the Code of Virginia or is 
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converted to bona fide agricultural or improved pasture use as described in Virginia Code § 

10.1-1163(B);  

(3) Single-family residences separately built and disturbing less than one acre and not part of a 

larger common plan of development or sale, including additions or modifications to existing 

single-family detached residential structures;  

(4) Land-disturbing activities that disturb less than one acre of land area, except for land-disturbing 

activity exceeding an area of 2,500 square feet in all areas of the county designated as subject 

to the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area Designation and Management Regulations (9VAC25-

830) adopted pursuant to the provisions of the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act (Virginia 

Code § 62.1-44.15:67 et seq.) or activities that are part of a larger common plan of 

development or sale that is one acre or greater of disturbance;  

(5) Permitted or authorized discharges to a sanitary sewer or a combined sewer system; 

(6) Activities under a State or federal reclamation program to return an abandoned property to 

an agricultural or open land use;  

(7) Routine maintenance that is performed to maintain the original line and grade, hydraulic 

capacity, or original construction of a project. The paving of an existing road with a compacted 

or impervious surface and reestablishment of existing associated ditches and shoulders shall be 

deemed routine maintenance if performed in accordance with this subsection; and  

(8) Conducting land-disturbing activities in response to a public emergency where the related 

work requires immediate authorization to avoid imminent endangerment to human health or 

the environment. In such situations, the Administrator shall be advised of the disturbance 

within seven days of commencing the land-disturbing activity and compliance with the 

administrative requirements of Virginia Code § 62.1-44.15:34(A) is required within 30 days of 

commencing the land-disturbing activity.  

(Ord. of 6-3-2014(1), § 1-3) 

Sec. 6-4. - Stormwater management program established; submission and approval of plans; prohibitions.  

(a) Pursuant to § 62.1-44.15:27 of the Code of Virginia, Gloucester County hereby establishes a 

Virginia stormwater management program for land-disturbing activities and adopts the applicable 

Regulations that specify standards and specifications for VSMPs promulgated by the State Board for 

the purposes set out in section 6-1 of this chapter. The Gloucester County Board of Supervisors 

hereby designates the County Administrator as the Administrator of the Virginia stormwater 

management program.  

(b) No VSMP authority permit shall be issued by the Administrator until the following items have been 

submitted to, and approved by, the Administrator as prescribed herein:  

(1) A permit application that includes a general permit registration statement; 

(2) An erosion and sediment control plan approved in accordance with the Erosion and Sediment 

Control Ordinance of Gloucester County, Virginia (Chapter 7.5); and  

(3) A stormwater management plan that meets the requirements of Section 6-6 of this chapter or 

an agreement in lieu of a stormwater management plan as determined appropriate by the 

Administrator.  

(c) No VSMP authority permit shall be issued until evidence of general permit coverage is obtained by 

the Administrator from the Department.  
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(d) No VSMP authority permit shall be issued until the fees required to be paid pursuant to section 6-

15 of this chapter are received, and a reasonable performance surety required pursuant to section 

6-16 of this chapter has been submitted.  

(e) No VSMP authority permit shall be issued unless and until the permit application and attendant 

materials and supporting documentation demonstrate that all land clearing, construction, 

disturbance, land development and drainage will be done according to the approved permit.  

(f) No grading, building or other local permit shall be issued for a property unless a VSMP authority 

permit has been issued by the Administrator.  

(Ord. of 6-3-2014(1), § 1-4) 

Sec. 6-5. - Stormwater pollution prevention plan; contents of plans.  

(a) The Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) shall include the content specified by Section 

9VAC25-870-54 and must also comply with the requirements and general information set forth in 

Section 9VAC25-880-70, Section II [stormwater pollution prevention plan] of the general permit.  

(b) The SWPPP shall be amended by the operator whenever there is a change in design, construction, 

operation, or maintenance that has a significant effect on the discharge of pollutants to state waters 

which is not addressed by the existing SWPPP.  

(c) The SWPPP must be maintained by the operator at a central location onsite. If an onsite location is 

unavailable, notice of the SWPPP's location must be posted near the main entrance at the 

construction site. Operators shall make the SWPPP available for public review in accordance with 

Section II of the general permit, either electronically or in hard copy.  

(Ord. of 6-3-2014(1), § 1-5) 

Sec. 6-6. - Stormwater management plan; contents of plan.  

(a) The Stormwater Management Plan, required in section 6-4 of this chapter, must apply the 

stormwater management technical criteria set forth in section 6-9 of this chapter to the entire 

land-disturbing activity. Individual lots in new residential, commercial, or industrial developments, 

including those developed under subsequent owners, shall not be considered separate land-

disturbing activities. The Stormwater Management Plan shall consider all known sources of surface 

runoff and all known sources of subsurface and groundwater flows converted to surface runoff, and 

include the following information:  

(1) Information on the type and location of stormwater discharges; information on the features to 

which stormwater is being discharged including surface waters or karst features, if present, and 

the predevelopment and post-development drainage areas;  

(2) Contact information including the name, address, email address, and telephone number of the 

owner and the tax reference number, parcel number, and RPC of the property or properties 

affected;  

(3) A narrative that includes a description of current site conditions and final site conditions;  

(4) A general description of the proposed stormwater management facilities and the mechanism 

through which the facilities will be operated and maintained after construction is complete and 

a note that states the stormwater management meets the requirements set forth in the VSMP 

Permit Regulations (9VAC25-870-55) and the Administrative Guidance Manual;  
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(5) Information on the proposed stormwater management facilities, including: 

(i) The type of facilities; 

(ii) Location, including geographic coordinates; 

(iii) Acres treated; and 

(iv) The surface waters or karst features, if present, into which the facility will discharge. 

(6) Hydrologic and hydraulic computations, including runoff characteristics; 

(7) Documentation and calculations verifying compliance with the water quality and quantity 

requirements of section 6-9 of this chapter and the Administrative Guidance Manual; and  

(8) A map or maps of the site that depicts the topography of the site and includes: 

(i) All contributing drainage areas; 

(ii) Existing streams, ponds, culverts, ditches, wetlands, other water bodies, and floodplains; 

(iii) Soil types, geologic formations if karst features are present in the area, forest cover, and 

other vegetative areas;  

(iv) Current land use including existing structures, roads, and locations of known utilities and 

easements;  

(v) Sufficient information on adjoining parcels to assess the impacts of stormwater from the 

site on these parcels;  

(vi) The limits of clearing and grading, and the proposed drainage patterns on the site; 

(vii) Proposed buildings, roads, parking areas, utilities, and stormwater management facilities; 

and  

(viii) Proposed land use with tabulation of the percentage of surface area to be adapted to 

various uses, including but not limited to planned locations of utilities, roads, and 

easements.  

(b) If an operator intends to meet the water quality and/or quantity requirements set forth in section 

6-9 of this chapter through the use of off-site compliance options, where applicable, then a letter of 

availability from the off-site provider must be included. Approved off-site options must achieve the 

necessary nutrient reductions prior to the commencement of the applicant's land-disturbing activity 

except as otherwise allowed by § 62.1-44.15:35 of the Code of Virginia.  

(c) Elements of the stormwater management plans that include activities regulated under Chapter 4 (§ 

54.1-400 et seq.) of Title 54.1 of the Code of Virginia shall be appropriately sealed and signed by a 

professional registered in the Commonwealth of Virginia pursuant to Article 1 (§ 54.1-400 et seq.) 

of Chapter 4 of Title 54.1 of the Code of Virginia.  

(d) A construction record drawing for permanent stormwater management facilities shall be submitted 

to the Administrator. The construction record drawing shall be appropriately sealed and signed by 

a professional engineer, architect, landscape architect, or land surveyor registered in the 

Commonwealth of Virginia, certifying that the stormwater management facilities have been 

constructed in accordance with the approved plan.  

(Ord. of 6-3-2014(1), § 1-6) 

Sec. 6-7. - Pollution prevention plan; contents of plans.  
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(a) A Pollution Prevention Plan, required by 9VAC25-870-56, shall be developed, implemented, and 

updated as necessary and must detail the design, installation, implementation, and maintenance of 

effective pollution prevention measures to minimize the discharge of pollutants. At a minimum, such 

measures must be designed, installed, implemented, and maintained to:  

(1) Minimize the discharge of pollutants from equipment and vehicle washing, wheel wash water, 

and other wash waters. Wash waters must be treated in a sediment basin or alternative 

control that provides equivalent treatment to a sediment basin or better treatment prior to 

discharge;  

(2) Minimize the exposure of building materials, building products, construction wastes, trash, 

landscape materials, fertilizers, pesticides, herbicides, detergents, sanitary waste, and other 

materials present on the site to precipitation and to stormwater; and  

(3) Minimize the discharge of pollutants from spills and leaks and implement chemical spill and leak 

prevention and response procedures.  

(b) The pollution prevention plan shall include effective best management practices to prohibit the 

following discharges:  

(1) Wastewater from washout of concrete, unless managed by an appropriate control; 

(2) Wastewater from washout and cleanout of stucco, paint, form release oils, curing compounds, 

and other construction materials;  

(3) Fuels, oils, or other pollutants used in vehicle and equipment operation and maintenance; and  

(4) Soaps or solvents used in vehicle and equipment washing. 

(c) Discharges from dewatering activities, including discharges from dewatering of trenches and 

excavations, are prohibited unless managed by appropriate controls.  

(Ord. of 6-3-2014(1), § 1-7) 

Sec. 6-8. - Review of stormwater management plan.  

(a) The Administrator shall review stormwater management plans and shall approve or disapprove a 

stormwater management plan according to the following:  

(1) The Administrator shall determine the completeness of a plan in accordance with section 6-6 

of this chapter, and shall notify the applicant, in writing, of such determination, within 15 

working days of receipt of VSMP permit application notification. If the plan is deemed to be 

incomplete, the above written notification shall contain the reasons the plan is deemed 

incomplete.  

(2) The Administrator shall have an additional 60 calendar days from the date of the 

communication of completeness to review the plan, except that if a determination of 

completeness is not made within the time prescribed in subdivision (1), then the plan shall be 

deemed complete and the Administrator shall have 60 calendar days from the date of 

submission to review the plan.  

(3) For plans not approved by the Administrator, including an incomplete submittal, all comments 

shall be addressed and resubmitted by the applicant within 180 calendar days of the latest plan-

review comment letter addressed to the applicant. Plans that are not resubmitted within this 

time period may be subject to a new application fee, as outlined in the Administrative 

Guidance Manual or referenced as a re-submittal fee in the Fee Schedule.  
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(4) The Administrator shall review any plan that has been previously disapproved, within 45 

calendar days of the date of resubmission.  

(5) During the review period, the plan shall be approved or disapproved and the decision 

communicated in writing to the Applicant. If the plan is not approved, the reasons for not 

approving the plan shall be provided in writing to the Applicant. Approval or denial shall be 

based on the plan's compliance with the requirements of this chapter and the Administrative 

Guidance Manual.  

(6) If a plan meeting all requirements of this chapter is submitted and no action is taken within the 

time provided above in subdivision (2) for review, the plan shall be deemed approved.  

(b) Approved stormwater plans may be modified as follows: 

(1) Modifications to an approved stormwater management plan shall be allowed only after review 

and written approval by the Administrator. The Administrator shall have 60 calendar days to 

respond in writing either approving or disapproving such request.  

(2) The Administrator may require that an approved stormwater management plan be amended, 

within a time prescribed by the Administrator, to address any deficiencies noted during 

stormwater inspection.  

(c) The operator shall submit to the Administrator construction record drawings for permanent 

stormwater management facilities.  

(Ord. of 6-3-2014(1), § 1-8) 

Sec. 6-9. - Technical criteria for regulated land-disturbing activities.  

(a) To protect the quality and quantity of state water from the potential harm of unmanaged 

stormwater runoff resulting from land-disturbing activities, the county hereby adopts the technical 

criteria for regulated land-disturbing activities set forth in 9VAC25-870-62 [Part II B of the 

Regulations], as amended, expressly to include 9VAC25-870-63 [water quality design criteria 

requirements]; 9VAC25-870-65 [water quality compliance]; 9VAC25-870-66 [water quantity]; 

9VAC25-870-69 [offsite compliance options]; 9VAC25-870-72 [design storms and hydrologic 

methods]; 9VAC25-870-74 [stormwater harvesting]; 9VAC25-870-76 [linear development 

projects]; 9VAC25-870-85 [stormwater management impoundment structures or facilities]; and 

9VAC25-870-92 [comprehensive stormwater management plans], which shall apply to all land-

disturbing activities regulated pursuant to this chapter, except as expressly set forth in subsection 

(b) and (c) of this section.  

(b) Any land-disturbing activity shall be considered grandfathered and shall be subject to 9VAC25-870-

93 thru 99 [Part II C Technical Criteria of the Regulations], provided:  

(1) A proffered or conditional zoning plan, zoning with a plan of development, preliminary or final 

subdivision plat, preliminary or final site plan, or any document determined by the locality to 

be equivalent thereto (i) was approved by the locality prior to July 1, 2012, (ii) provided a 

layout as defined in 9VAC25-870-10, (iii) will comply with the Part II C technical criteria of the 

VSMP Regulations, and (iv) has not been subsequently modified or amended in a manner 

resulting in an increase in the amount of phosphorus leaving each point of discharge, and such 

that there is no increase in the volume or rate of runoff;  

(2) A state permit has not been issued prior to July 1, 2014; and 

(3) Land disturbance did not commence prior to July 1, 2014. 
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(c) County, state, and federal projects shall be considered grandfathered by the VSMP authority and 

shall be subject to the Part II C technical criteria of the VSMP Regulations, provided:  

(1) There has been an obligation of county, state, or federal funding, in whole or in part, prior to 

July 1, 2012, or the department has approved a stormwater management plan prior to July 01, 

2012;  

(2) A state permit has not been issued prior to July 1, 2014; and 

(3) Land disturbance did not commence prior to July 1, 2014. 

(d) Land-disturbing activities grandfathered under subsections b and c of this section shall remain 

subject to the Part II C Technical Criteria of the Regulations for one additional state permit cycle. 

After such time, portions of the project not under construction shall become subject to any new 

technical criteria adopted by the State Board.  

(e) In cases where governmental bonding or public debt financing has been issued for a project prior to 

July 01, 2012, such project shall be subject to the technical criteria of Part II C of the VSMP 

Regulations.  

(f) The Administrator may grant exceptions to the technical requirements of Part II B or Part II C of 

the Regulations, provided that (i) the exception is the minimum necessary to afford relief, (ii) 

reasonable and appropriate conditions are imposed so that the intent of the Act, the Regulations, 

and this chapter are preserved, (iii) granting the exception will not confer any special privileges that 

are denied in other similar circumstances, and (iv) exception requests are not based upon 

conditions or circumstances that are self-imposed or self-created. Economic hardship alone is not a 

sufficient reason to grant an exception from the requirements of this chapter. Exceptions granted 

shall be reported to the Department.  

(1) Exceptions to the requirement that the land-disturbing activity obtain required VSMP authority 

permit shall not be given by the Administrator, nor shall the Administrator approve the use of 

a BMP not found on the Virginia Stormwater BMP Clearinghouse Website, or any other 

control measure duly approved by the Department.  

(2) Exceptions to requirements for phosphorus reductions shall not be allowed unless offsite 

options otherwise permitted pursuant to 9VAC25-870-69 have been considered and found 

not available.  

(g) Nothing in this section shall preclude an operator from constructing to a more stringent standard 

at his discretion.  

(Ord. of 6-3-2014(1), § 1-9) 

Sec. 6-10. - Long-term maintenance of permanent stormwater facilities.  

The Administrator shall require the provision of long-term responsibility for and maintenance of 

stormwater management facilities and other techniques specified to manage the quality and quantity of 

runoff. Such requirements shall be set forth in an instrument recorded in the county land records prior 

to general permit termination or earlier as required by the Administrator, and shall at a minimum:  

(a) Be submitted to the Administrator for review and approval prior to the approval of the 

stormwater management plan;  

(b) Be stated to run with the land; 

(c) Provide for all necessary access to the property for purposes of maintenance and regulatory 

inspections;  
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(d) Provide for inspections and maintenance and the submission of inspection and maintenance 

reports to the Administrator; and  

(e) Be enforceable by all appropriate governmental parties. 

(Ord. of 6-3-2014(1), § 1-10) 

Sec. 6-11. - Monitoring and inspections.  

(a) Pursuant to § 62.1-44.15:37 of the Code of Virginia, the Administrator or any duly authorized agent 

of the Administrator shall provide for periodic inspections of a land-disturbing activity during 

construction for:  

(1) Compliance with the approved erosion and sediment control plan; 

(2) Compliance with the approved stormwater management plan; 

(3) Development, updating, and implementation of a pollution prevention plan; and 

(4) Development and implementation of any additional control measures necessary to address a 

TMDL.  

(b) The Administrator or any duly authorized agent of the Administrator may, at reasonable times and 

under reasonable circumstances, enter any establishment or upon any property, public or private, 

for the purpose of obtaining information or conducting surveys or investigations necessary in the 

enforcement of the provisions of this chapter when reasonable notice has been provided to the 

owner/agent.  

(c) In accordance with a performance bond with surety, cash escrow, letter of credit, any combination 

thereof, or such other legal arrangement or instrument, the Administrator may also enter any 

establishment or upon any property, public or private, for the purpose of initiating or maintaining 

appropriate actions which are required by the permit conditions associated with a permitted 

activity when a permittee, after proper notice, has failed to take acceptable action within the time 

specified.  

(d) Pursuant to § 62.1-44.15:40 of the Code of Virginia, the Administrator may require every VSMP 

authority permit applicant or permittee, or any such person subject to VSMP authority 

requirements under this chapter, to furnish when requested such application materials, plans, 

specifications, and other pertinent information as may be necessary to determine the effect of his 

discharge on the quality of state waters, or such other information as may be necessary to 

accomplish the purposes of this chapter.  

(e) Post-construction inspections of stormwater management facilities required by the provisions of 

this chapter and the recorded maintenance agreement shall be conducted by the owner and at the 

owner's cost pursuant to the county's adopted and Board approved inspection program, and shall 

occur within the minimum frequencies shown in BMP Inspection Frequency Table within the 

Administrative Guidance Manual following approval of the final construction record report for each 

stormwater facility.  

(f) The owner shall furnish to the Administrator an inspection report prepared by a qualified inspector 

within the time frames provided in the BMP Inspection Frequency Table within the Administrative 

Guidance Manual. This report shall include, but not be limited to, current photographs of the BMP, 

a summary of the current BMP condition, and any recommendations for improvements, if 

necessary.  
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(g) Qualified inspection personnel include a professional engineer, architect, landscape architect, or 

land surveyor registered in the Commonwealth of Virginia and project inspector or combined 

administrator for stormwater authority who have met the certification requirements of Virginia 

Code § 62.1-44.15:30.  

(h) Post-construction inspections of stormwater management facilities required by the provisions of 

this chapter shall be conducted by the Administrator pursuant to the County's adopted and State 

Board approved inspection program, and shall occur, at a minimum, at least once every five (5) 

years.  

(Ord. of 6-3-2014(1), § 1-11) 

Sec. 6-12. - Hearings.  

(a) Any permit applicant or permittee, or person subject to the requirements of this chapter, aggrieved 

by any action of the county taken without a formal hearing, or by inaction of the county, may 

demand in writing a formal hearing by the Stormwater Board considering such grievance, provided 

a petition requesting such hearing is filed with the Administrator within 30 days after notice of such 

action is given by the Administrator.  

(b) The hearings held under this section shall be conducted by the Stormwater Board at a time and 

place identified by the Stormwater Board.  

(c) A verbatim record of the proceedings of such hearings shall be taken and filed with the Stormwater 

Board.  

(Ord. of 6-3-2014(1), § 1-12) 

Sec. 6-13. - Appeals.  

The final decision of the county under this chapter shall be subject to review by the Circuit Court 

of Gloucester County, provided an appeal is filed within thirty (30) days from the date of any written 

decision adversely affecting the rights, duties, or privileges of the person engaging in or proposing to 

engage in land-disturbing activities. An appeal shall not stay the decision of the County.  

(Ord. of 6-3-2014(1), § 1-13) 

Sec. 6-14. - Enforcement.  

(a) If the Administrator determines that there is a failure to comply with the VSMP authority permit 

conditions or determines there is an unauthorized discharge, notice shall be served upon the 

permittee or person responsible for carrying out the permit conditions by, but shall not be limited 

to, any of the following: verbal warnings and inspection reports, notices of violation, notices of 

corrective action, consent special orders, and notices to comply. Written notices shall be served by 

registered or certified mail to the address specified in the permit application or by delivery at the 

site of the development activities to the agent or employee supervising such activities.  

(1) The notice shall specify the measures needed to comply with the permit conditions and shall 

specify the time within which such measures shall be completed. Upon failure to comply within 

the time specified, a stop work order may be issued in accordance with subsection (2) or the 

permit may be revoked by the Administrator.  
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(2) If a permittee fails to comply with a notice issued in accordance with this section within the 

time specified, the Administrator may issue an order requiring the owner, permittee, person 

responsible for carrying out an approved plan, or the person conducting the land-disturbing 

activities without an approved plan or required permit to cease all land-disturbing activities 

until the violation of the permit has ceased, or an approved plan and required permits are 

obtained, and specified corrective measures have been completed.  

Such orders shall be issued in accordance with the Administrative Guidance Manual. Such 

orders shall become effective upon service on the person by certified mail, return receipt 

requested, sent to his address specified in the land records of the county, or by personal 

delivery by an agent of the Administrator. However, if the Administrator finds that any such 

violation is grossly affecting or presents an imminent and substantial danger of causing harmful 

erosion of lands or sediment deposition in waters within the watersheds of the 

Commonwealth or otherwise substantially impacting water quality, she may issue, without 

advance notice or hearing, an emergency order directing such person to cease immediately all 

land-disturbing activities on the site and shall provide an opportunity for a hearing, after 

reasonable notice as to the time and place thereof, to such person, to affirm, modify, amend, 

or cancel such emergency order. If a person who has been issued an order is not complying 

with the terms thereof, the Administrator may revoke the permit and institute a proceeding 

for an injunction, mandamus, or other appropriate remedy in accordance with subsection 6-

14(c).  

(b) In addition to any other remedy provided by this chapter, if the Administrator determines that 

there is a failure to comply with the provisions of this chapter, she may initiate such informal and/or 

formal administrative enforcement procedures in a manner that is consistent with the 

Administrative Guidance Manual.  

(c) Any person violating or failing, neglecting, or refusing to obey any rule, regulation, ordinance, order, 

approved standard or specification, or any permit condition issued by the Administrator may be 

compelled in a proceeding instituted in Circuit Court of Gloucester County to obey the same and 

to comply therewith by injunction, mandamus or other appropriate remedy.  

(d) Any person who violates any provision of this chapter or who fails, neglects, or refuses to comply 

with any order of the Administrator, shall be subject to a civil penalty not to exceed $32,500 for 

each violation. Each day of violation of each requirement shall constitute a separate offense.  

(1) Violations for which a penalty may be imposed under this subsection shall include but not be 

limited to the following:  

(i) No state permit registration; 

(ii) No SWPPP; 

(iii) Incomplete SWPPP; 

(iv) SWPPP not available for review; 

(v) No approved erosion and sediment control plan; 

(vi) Failure to install stormwater BMPs or erosion and sediment controls; 

(vii) Stormwater BMPs or erosion and sediment controls improperly installed or maintained; 

(viii) Operational deficiencies; 

(ix) Failure to conduct required inspections; 

(x) Incomplete, improper, or missed inspections; and 
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(xi) Discharges not in compliance with the requirements of Section 9VAC25-880-70 of the 

general permit.  

(2) The Administrator may issue a summons for collection of the civil penalty and the action may 

be prosecuted in the appropriate court.  

(3) In imposing a civil penalty pursuant to this subsection, the court may consider the degree of 

harm caused by the violation and also the economic benefit to the violator from 

noncompliance.  

(4) Any civil penalties assessed by a court as a result of a summons issued by the county shall be 

paid into the treasury of the county to be used for the purpose of minimizing, preventing, 

managing, or mitigating pollution of the waters of the county and abating environmental 

pollution therein in such manner as the court may, by order, direct.  

(e) Notwithstanding any other civil or equitable remedy provided by this section or by law, any person 

who willfully or negligently violates any provision of this chapter, any order of the Administrator, 

any condition of a permit, or any order of a court shall be guilty of a Class 1 misdemeanor 

punishable by confinement in jail for not more than 12 months, or a fine of not more than $2,500, 

or both.  

(f) Violation of any provision of this chapter may also result in the following sanctions: 

(1) The VSMP authority, where authorized to enforce Virginia Code § 62.1-44.15:24 et seq., may 

apply to the Circuit Court of Gloucester County to enjoin a violation or a threatened violation 

of the provisions of Virginia Code § 62.1-44.15:24 et seq. or of this chapter without the 

necessity of showing that an adequate remedy at law does not exist.  

(2) With the consent of any person who has violated or failed, neglected, or refused to obey any 

ordinance, any condition of a permit, any order of the VSMP authority, or any provision of 

Virginia Code § 62.1-44.15:24 et seq., the VSMP authority may provide, in an order issued 

against such person, for the payment of civil charges for violations in specific sums, not to 

exceed the limit specified in this section. Such civil charges shall be instead of any appropriate 

civil penalty that could be imposed under this section. Any civil charges collected shall be paid 

to the treasury of the county pursuant to subsection (d)(4). Charges collected shall be applied 

to environmental restoration.  

(Ord. of 6-3-2014(1), § 1-14) 

Sec. 6-15. - Fees.  

(a) Fees to cover costs associated with implementation of a VSMP related to land-disturbing activities 

and issuance of general permit coverage and VSMP authority permits shall be imposed in 

accordance with Table 1.  

(b) The applicable fees designated to the Administrator shall be paid by the Applicant directly to the 

Administrator at the initial plan submittal; fees designated to the Department shall be paid by the 

Applicant directly to the Department through the online reporting system. A minimum 50-percent 

of the fee is required upon submittal; the difference shall be due prior to issuance of permit.  
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Table 1: Stormwater Ordinance Permitting Fees  

Type of Permit 
Fee Amount 

County State 

Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act Land-Disturbing Activity (not subject to General 
Permit coverage; sites within designated areas of Chesapeake Bay Act localities with 
land-disturbance acreage equal to or greater than 2,500 square feet and less than 1 
acre)  

$290 $0 

VSMP General/Stormwater Management - Small Construction Activity/Land Clearing 
(Areas within common plans of development or sale with land-disturbance acreage 
less than one acre, except for single-family detached residential structures)  

$209 $81 

VSMP General/Stormwater Management - Small Construction Activity/Land Clearing 
(single family detached residential structure with a site or area, within or outside a 
common plan of development or sale, that is equal to or greater than one acre but 
less than five acres)  

$209 $0 

VSMP General/Stormwater Management - Small Construction Activity/Land Clearing 
(Sites or areas within common plans of development or sale with land disturbance 
acreage equal to or greater than 1 acre and less than 5 Acres)  

$1,944 $756 

VSMP General/Stormwater Management - Large Construction Activity/Land Clearing 
(Sites or areas within common plans of development or sale with land disturbance 
acreage equal to or greater than 5 acres and less than 10 acres)  

$2,448 $952 

VSMP General/Stormwater Management - Large Construction Activity/Land Clearing 
[Sites or areas within common plans of development or sale with land disturbance 
acreage equal to or greater than 10 acres and less than 50 acres]  

$3,240 $1,260 

VSMP General/Stormwater Management - Large Construction Activity/Land Clearing 
(Sites or areas within common plans of development or sale with land disturbance 
acreage equal to or greater than 50 acres and less than 100 acres)  

$4,392 $1,708 

VSMP General/Stormwater Management - Large Construction Activity/Land Clearing 
(Sites or areas within common plans of development or sale with land disturbance 
acreage equal to or greater than 100 acres)  

$6,912 $2,688 

VSMP Individual Permit for Discharges of Stormwater From Construction Activities $0 $15,000 

 (c) Fees for the modification or transfer of registration statements from the general permit issued 

by the Board shall be imposed in accordance with VSMP Permit Regulations and adopted by this chapter 

in accordance with Table 2 and shall be paid directly to the Administrator.  

Table 2: Fees for the modification or transfer of registration statements for the General Permit for 

Discharges of Stormwater from Construction Activities  
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Type of Permit 

Fee 

 

Amount 

Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act Land-Disturbing Activity (not subject to General Permit 

coverage; sites within designated areas of Chesapeake Bay Act localities with land-disturbance 

acreage equal to or greater than 2,500 square feet and less than 1 acre)  

$20 

General/Stormwater Management - Small Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Areas within 

common plans of development or sale with land-disturbance acreage less than one acre, 

except for single-family detached residential structures)  

$20 

General/Stormwater Management - Small Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Single-family 

detached residential structures within or outside a common plan of development or sale with 

land-disturbance acreage less than 5 acres)  

$20 

General/Stormwater Management - Small Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Sites or areas 

within common plans of development or sale with land-disturbance acreage equal to or greater 

than one and less than five acres)  

$200 

General/Stormwater Management - Large Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Sites or areas 

within common plans of development or sale with land-disturbance acreage equal to or greater 

than five acres and less than 10 acres)  

$250 

General/Stormwater Management - Large Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Sites or areas 

within common plans of development or sale with land-disturbance acreage equal to or greater 

than 10 acres and less than 50 acres)  

$300 

General/Stormwater Management - Large Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Sites or areas 

within common plans of development or sale with land-disturbance acreage equal to or greater 

than 50 acres and less than 100 acres)  

$450 

General/Stormwater Management - Large Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Sites or areas 

within common plans of development or sale with land-disturbance acreage equal to or greater 

than 100 acres)  

$700 

Individual Permit for Discharges of Stormwater from Construction Activities $5,000 
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(d) If the general permit modifications result in changes to stormwater management plans that require 

additional review by the county, such reviews shall be subject to the fees set out in the VSMP 

Permit Regulations and this chapter.  

(e) The fee assessed shall be based on the total disturbed acreage of the site. In addition to the general 

permit modification fee, applicants seeking modifications resulting in an increase in total disturbed 

acreage shall pay the difference in the initial permit fee paid and the permit fee that would have 

applied for the total disturbed acreage in this chapter. These fees shall be paid directly to the 

Administrator.  

(f) Annual permit maintenance shall be imposed in accordance with Table 3 of this chapter, including 

fees imposed on expired permits that have been administratively continued. With respect to the 

general permit, these fees shall apply until the permit coverage is terminated.  

 

Table 3: Permit Maintenance Fees  

Type of Permit 
Fee 

 
Amount 

Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act Land-Disturbing Activity (not subject to General Permit 
coverage; sites within designated areas of Chesapeake Bay Act localities with land-disturbance 
acreage equal to or greater than 2,500 square feet and less than 1 acre)  

$50 

General/Stormwater Management - Small Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Areas within 
common plans of development or sale with land-disturbance acreage less than one acre)  

$50 

General/Stormwater Management - Small Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Sites or areas 
within common plans of development or sale with land-disturbance equal to or greater than 
one acre and less than five acres)  

$400 

General/Stormwater Management - Large Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Sites or areas 
within common plans of development or sale with land-disturbance acreage equal to or 
greater than five acres and less than 10 acres)  

$500 

General/Stormwater Management - Large Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Sites or areas 
within common plans of development or sale with land-disturbance acreage equal to or 
greater than 10 acres and less than 50 acres)  

$650 

General/Stormwater Management - Large Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Sites or areas 
within common plans of development or sale with land-disturbance acreage equal to or 
greater than 50 acres and less than 100 acres)  

$900 

General/Stormwater Management - Large Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Sites or areas 
within common plans of development or sale with land-disturbance acreage equal to or 
greater [than] 100 acres)  

$1,400 

Individual Permit for Discharges from Construction Activities $3,000 

  

(g) General permit coverage maintenance fees shall be paid annually to the county, by the anniversary 

date of general permit coverage. No permit will be reissued or automatically continued without 
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payment of the required fee. General permit coverage maintenance fees shall be applied until a 

Notice of Termination is effective.  

(h) The fees set forth in subsections (a) through (g) above, shall apply to: 

(1) All persons seeking coverage under the general permit. 

(2) All permittees who request modifications to or transfers of their existing registration 

statement for coverage under a general permit.  

(i) No general permit application fees will be assessed to: 

(1) Permittees who request minor modifications to general permits as defined in section 6-2 of 

this chapter. Permit modifications at the request of the permittee resulting in changes to 

stormwater management plans that require additional review by the Administrator shall not be 

exempt pursuant to this section.  

(2) Permittees whose general permits are modified or amended at the initiative of the 

Department, excluding errors in the registration statement identified by the Administrator or 

errors related to the acreage of the site.  

(j) All incomplete payments will be deemed as nonpayment, and the applicant shall be notified of any 

incomplete payments. Interest may be charged for late payments at the underpayment rate set 

forth in § 58.1-15 of the Code of Virginia and is calculated on a monthly basis at the applicable 

periodic rate. A 10% late payment fee shall be charged to any delinquent (over 90 days past due) 

account. The county shall be entitled to all remedies available under the Code of Virginia in 

collecting any past due amount.  

(k) The fee for applications brought for hearing through the Stormwater Board, section 6-12 of this 

chapter, shall be $275.  

(Ord. of 6-3-2014(1), § 1-15) 

Sec. 6-16. - Performance bond.  

Prior to permit issuance, the Applicant shall submit a reasonable performance bond with surety, 

cash escrow, letter of credit, any combination thereof, or such other legal arrangement acceptable to 

the county attorney and Administrator to ensure that measures could be taken by the county at the 

Applicant's expense should he fail, after proper notice, within the time specified to initiate or maintain 

appropriate actions which may be required of him by the permit conditions as a result of his land 

disturbing activity. If the county takes such action upon such failure by the Applicant, the county may 

collect from the Applicant the difference should the amount of the reasonable cost of such action 

exceed the amount of the security held, if any. Within 60 days of the completion of the requirements of 

the permit conditions, such bond, cash escrow, letter of credit or other legal arrangement, or the 

unexpended or unobligated portion thereof, shall be refunded to the Applicant or terminated.  

(Ord. of 6-3-2014(1), § 1-16) 
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Appendix M –  

Drought Response Ordinances from all MPPDC Localities 
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Gloucester County 

DIVISION 2. - EMERGENCY WATER CONSERVATION  

Sec. 19-9.1. - Emergency water conservation procedures.  

(a) For the purposes of this section, unless the context clearly requires a contrary meaning, the term 
"water" shall mean potable water withdrawn from any sanitary district or the county water distribution 
system.  

(b) Drought watch—Water conservation alert: The county administrator shall proclaim a water 
conservation alert when the level of water in the Beaverdam Reservoir decreases to ninety (90) 
percent of its operating volume, which occurs when the reservoir is at an elevation of thirty-nine and 
eight-tenths (39.8) feet. Such an alert shall be rescinded when the level in the Beaverdam Reservoir 
has been raised to ninety-five (95) percent of its operating volume, which occurs when the reservoir 
is at an elevation of forty and two-tenths (40.2) feet. During a drought watch alert, the county 
administrator shall instruct the county staff to issue public announcements detailing the conditions 
and encouraging the public to conserve water. Those announcements shall include, but shall not be 
limited to, announcements over radio and other media.  

(c) Drought warning: The county administrator shall proclaim a drought warning when the level of water 
in the Beaverdam Reservoir decreases to eighty (80) percent of its operating volume, which occurs 
when the reservoir is at an elevation of thirty-eight and nine-tenths (38.9) feet. The drought warning 
shall be rescinded when the level in the reservoir has been raised to ninety (90) percent of its 
operating volume, which occurs when the reservoir is at an elevation of thirty-nine and eight-tenths 
(39.8) feet. During a drought warning, the county administrator and staff shall request that the public, 
including residents and commercial, industrial, and institutional facilities, conserve water. The goal of 
activities conducted during a drought warning shall be the voluntary reduction in community usage of 
five (5) to ten (10) percent.  

(d) Drought emergency: The county administrator shall proclaim a drought emergency when the level of 
water in the Beaverdam Reservoir decreases to seventy (70) percent of its operating volume, which 
occurs when the reservoir has been lowered to an elevation of thirty-eight (38) feet. The drought 
emergency shall be rescinded when the level in the reservoir has been raised to eighty (80) percent 
of its operating volume, which occurs when the reservoir is at an elevation of thirty-eight and nine-
tenths (38.9) feet. During a drought emergency, it shall be unlawful for any person to use water for 
any of the following purposes:  

(1) The washing of automobiles, trucks, trailers, or any other type of mobile equipment except in 
vehicle wash facilities operating with a water recycling system approved by the county with a 
prominently displayed sign in public view so stating.  

(2) The washing of streets, driveways, parking lots, service station aprons, office buildings, 
exteriors of homes or apartments or other outdoor surfaces.  

(3) Watering of outside shrubbery, trees, lawns, grass, plants or any other vegetation, except from 
a watering can or other container not exceeding three (3) gallons' capacity. This limitation shall 
not apply to greenhouse or nursery stocks which may be watered in the minimum amount 
required to preserve plant life between 6:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m.  

(4) The operation of any ornamental fountain or other structure making a similar use of water.  

(5) The filling of swimming or wading pools requiring more than five (5) gallons of water, or the 
filling or refilling of swimming or wading pools requiring more than five (5) gallons of water which 
were drained after commencement of a water conservation alert period, except that pools 
contracted to be filled prior to commencement of a water conservation alert may be filled to a 
level of two (2) feet below normal to protect the structure from hydrostatic damage.  

(6) The service of drinking water in restaurants except upon request. 
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(7) The use of water from fire hydrants for any purpose other than fire suppression unless 
otherwise specifically approved by the county administrator.  

(e) During a drought emergency, it shall be unlawful for any owner of any residential unit or units or any 
owner of any commercial or industrial establishment to fail to take immediate action to repair and 
stop water leakage from waterlines or plumbing fixtures on the premises after being so ordered by 
the county administrator.  

(f) Exemptions.  

(1) Any person subject to this section may apply to the board for an exemption. Such application 
shall be in writing and filed with the county administrator.  

(2) The board may, upon written application, permit an exemption or less than full compliance with 
any terms of this section when, in its judgment, full compliance or compliance to any extent 
would create an unjust hardship.  

(3) The county administrator shall be authorized to issue temporary waivers or exemptions within 
the provisions of this section for such periods of time as may be necessary for the board 
formally to consider such or for the board to take appropriate action.  

(g) Every decision of the board under this section shall be final, subject to such remedy as any 
aggrieved party might have at law or in equity.  

(h) The county sheriff shall issue summonses to effect compliance with this section. 

(Ord. of 6-23-81, § 2-14; Ord. of 8-2-83; Ord. of 6-6-2000; Ord. of 9-1-2009) 
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AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF
MATHEWS COUNTY VIRGINIA HELD IN THE MATHEWS COUNTY MEMORIAL
LIBRARY THEREOF ON TUESDAY NOVEMBER I9 2013 AT100PM

IN RE PUBLIC HEARING ORDER

PROPOSED DROUGHT ORDINANCE AS MANDATED BY THE

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

A hearing vas held to solicit public comment on a proposed Draught Ordinance as mandated by
the Cominomvealth ofVirginia Ms Moran gave abriefovervietiv of the proposed ordinance and

Ms Casey opened the public hearing at 103pm

Therebeing no speakers on the matter ivls Casey closed the public hearing at 105pm

Onmotion ofMs Burns seconded by Mr Cole theAIathews County Board of Supervisors
voted500as follows Ms Casey aye MsPuttayeNIr Ingram aye Mr Cole aye Ms
Burns aye to adopt the proposed Drought Ordinance as presented A copy of which is
attached to these minutes

Ivlelinda Moran Clerk and

County Administrator

cc Lewis L LawrenceEecutive Director Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission
ScottW Kudlas Director Office of tiVater Supply Dept ofEnvironmental Quality
General Code Publishers
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CountyofMathews Virginia Water Conservation Polic

Water emergencies and conservation

a Purpose and utrthority to declare ater emergencies For purposes ofthis section unless
the context clearly requires a contrary meaning the term water shall mean potable water

withdrawn from any water utility system that is owned andor operated by a locality authority
or company distributing water for a fee ar charge

In the event of an actual or anticipated shortage ofpotable water due to climatic hydrological
mechanical andorother extraordinary conditions the County ofMathews may determine that
certain uses ofwater should be reduced restricted or curtailed These reductions restrictions
and curtailments are intended to protect the health safety and welfaxe ofthe residents of
Mathews County Virginia

The County Administrator with the approval ofthe Board ofSupervisors or its subsequent
ratification by the Board within 48 hours is authorized to declare water emergencies in the

County as awhole or portions thereof affecting the use of water

A Drought Emergency declaration will be issued after consideration of the conditions of

individual affected systems

b Drought monitoring to anticipate water emergency conditions Mathews County in

cooperation with other jurisdictions ofthe MiddlePeninsula Water Supply Planning Region will

monitor the US Drought Monitor operated by theUS Geological Service and made available

through DEQs website athttpwwwdeqvirginiagavwaterresourcesdroughtphpWhen the

USGS Drought Monitor registers a conditionDlModerate Drought for Mathews County the

County Administrator shall declare a Drought Watch alert for all water systems addressed by this

ordinance

c Water conservation measarres After the declaration ofa water emergency under the

authority provided by Virginia Code Sections 152923 and 15292d and upon a determination

by the County Administrator of the existence ofthe following one or more conditions the

County Administrator shall take the following actions which shall apply to any person whose

water supply is furnished from an affected water utility system

1 Condition 1 Dro2tghtNarning When moderate but limited supplies of water are available

ar when aD2Severe Drought condition is registered on the USGS Draught Monitor the

County Administrator may through appropriate means to include newspaper radio and postings
at public buildings call upon the affected population and entities to employ prudent restraint in

water usage and to conserve water voluntarily by whatever methods available

2 Condition 2 Drought rraergency The County Administrator is hereby further authorized

during the duration of a water emergency to formally request ofcitizens and businesses the
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restriction or prohibition of any or all ofthe following water uses by users ofan identified
affected water system after consultation with the affected water system owneroperator

a Watering of outside shrubbery trees lawns grass plants home vegetable gardens or any
other vegetation except from awatering can or other container not exceeding five gallons in

capacity This limitation shall not apply to commercial greenhouses nursery stocks and sod

growing which may be watered in the minimum amount required to preserve plant life
between b00prn and 800am
b Washing of automobiles trucks trailers or any other type ofmobile equipment except
in licensed commercial vehicle wash facilities
c Washing ofsidewalks streets driveways parking lots service station aprons exteriors of
homes or apartments commercial or industrial buildings or any other outdoor surface except
where mandated by federal state or local law

d The operation ofany ornamental fountain or other structure making a similar use of

water

e The filling of swimming or wading pools requiring more than five gallons ofwater or the

refilling ofswimming or wading pools that were drained after the effective date ofthe
declaration ofemergency except that pools may be filled to a level of two feet belownormal
or water maybe added to bring the level to two feet below normal or as necessary to protect
the structure from hydrostatic damage
f The use ofwater during outdoor recreational activities This limitation shall not apply to

water utilized for drinking and sanitary purposes during such activities

g The use of water from fire hydrants for any purposes other than fire suppression and
related training exercises unless otherwise approved by the county administrator
h The serving ofdrinking water in restaurants except upon request
i The operation ofany watercoaled comfort air conditioning that does not have water

conservingequipment in operation

3 Condition 3 In addition to the restrictions and prohibitions authorized under subsection 2
above the County Administrator is hereby further authorized during the duration of a water

emergency to implement any or all ofthe following for any ofthe affected water systems
a For any publicly owned and operated public water utility
i Industrial institutional commercial governmental wholesale and all other
nonresidential customers shall be allotted a percentage reduction based on that customers

average monthly water consumption for the same billing period of the previous calendar

years consumption
ii Individual residential customers shall be limited to aspecific volume or percentage
reduction ofwater per month
iii If the allotted monthly waer usage as determined in subsection 3aiand3aii
above is exceeded the customer shall be charged two times the existing service rate for

consumption over the minimum monthly charge for every 1000 gallons ofwater

consumed above the allotted volume Where prior consumption data is not available the

county administrator shall estimate allocations based upon the data available from similar

activities of equal intensity
iv Declaration of amoratorium on new and expanded connections to the public water

utility system unless such connections are primarily intended and designed to provide
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fire protection andor potable drinking water to lawfully permitted residential or

nonresidential buildings that are existing or substantially constcucted at the time that a

water emergency is declared
b For any privately owned and operated public water supply

The system operator shall be required to demonstrate on a monthly schedule compliance
with the capacity requirements set forth by the Virginia Department ofHealth
Waterworks Regulations 12 VACS590520 and 12 VACS590690

4 Condition When crucially limited supplies of water are available the County
Administrator shall restrict the use ofwater from anypubliclyowned or operated affected water

system to purposes which are absolutely essential to life health and safety Such permitted uses

ofwater may include but may not be limited to the provision oflimited quantities ofwater for

drinking and sanitation purposes to residents health care facility patients andor emergency
shelter evacuees who are unable to utilize their potable water supplies due to the loss of
electrical power storm events or other natural or manmade causes

5 ffeclive dale The imposition ofthe restrictions above shall become effective upon their

being printed in any newspaper ofgeneral circulation in Mathews County or broadcasted upon

any radio or television station serving Mathews County

6 Penalty for Violations The County Administrator may suspend publiclyowned water utility
service to anyperson who continues to violate the provisions ofthis section or any of the
conservation regulations promulgated by the County ofMathews

7 Declafation ofendoftiates emergencies The CountyAdministrator shall notify the Board
ofSupervisors when in his opinion the water emergency situation no longer exists Upon
concurrence of the Board ofSupervisors the water emergency shall be declared to have ended
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Appendix N –  

MOU amongst Rappahannock Fire Association Participants 
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Appendix O –  

Adopting the 2016 Plan: Resolutions and Other Information  

 

 

 

 

NOTE: This is a place holder. Resolutions and BOS/Town Council meeting minutes will be included following the 

plan adoption at the local level. This will take place after FEMA approves the 2016 plan.  
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Appendix P –  

Strategy Evaluation Spreadsheet Sample  
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King William County  
2016 Mitigation Strategies Status Updates 

FEMA 
Community 

ID# 

Mitigation 
Strategy # 

Mitigation Strategies 

Strategy 
Mitigation       
(H= High       

M= Medium  
L=Low) 

Strategy 
Status 

(Completed/       
In-progress/ 
On-going/              
Delayed/       
Canceled/     

Not Started) 

If Completed, 
when?                                                                                                                                                  

Add Date 

If delayed or canceled please explain why? (Lack of funding, 
support, manpower, etc)          

                                                                                                                                                    
If in-progress or on-going, please explain the progress since the last 

AHMP Plan? 

Other Comments 

510304 1.1.5 
Improve/maintain main evacuation route used by Middle 
Peninsula residents as well as Tidewater residents 
evacuation severe coastal weather events 

 

  

   

510304 1.1.6 
Improve/maintain/reconstruct public roads that hinder the 
evacuation of the Middle Peninsula & Tidewater residents 
fleeing flood waters from severe hurricanes 

 

  

   

510304 1.1.8 

Review locality's compliance with the National Flood 
Insurance Program with a bi-annual review of their 
Floodplain Ordinance and any newly permitted activity in 
the 100-year floodplain 

L 

Completed 

Spring 2015   

510304 1.1.9 
Investigate the FEMA Community Rating System Program in 
the Middle Peninsula Localities that are not currently 
participating in it 

L 

Completed 

Spring 2015  Not interested in joining. 

510304 1.1.10 
Investigate increasing building elevation requirements for 
structures proposed in flood zones 

L 
Completed 

Spring 2015  Adopted 1.5’ freeboard 

510304 1.1.12 
Limit future development in inundation areas located 
below large water impoundments. 

L 
  

   

510304 1.1.13 

Strongly encourage the USDA-Natural Resources 
Conservation Services staff and the Virginia Soil and Water 
Conservation District Office staff to ensure that farm pond 
dams remain structurally sound. 

 

  

   

510304 1.1.14 
Develop storm water management plans and polices for 
urban development areas  

 
Completed 

   

510304 1.1.15 
Promote coastal construction techniques that will minimize 
soil erosion and shoreline damage caused by coastal storm 
surges 

L 
On-going 

   

510304 1.1.16 
Add evacuation route insignia to public streets that are part 
of the hurricane evacuation route 

 
 Not-Started 

  Lack of Funding 

510304 1.1.17 
Install flood gauges and create erosion monitoring locations 
to inspect at regular intervals 

 
Completed 

   

510304 1.1.18 
Create a GIS layer of data showing pond locations, their 
size, inspection data, and dry hydrant information to 
improve fire response 

L 

On-going 

August 2015  Added stormwater BMP layer 

510304 1.2.1  
Decrease the adverse affects of drought conditions for 
residents - Adopt a Drought Response and Contingency 
Plan and ordinance 

 
Completed 

  Ordinance adopted 1-23-2012 

510304 2.2.1 
Formalize mutual aid agreements to coordinate the region's 
fire and emergency medical units to ensure to quick and 
efficient response to these severe weather events 

 
Completed 

   

510304 2.2.2 
Formalize mutual aid agreements to coordinate the region's 
fire unites to ensure quick and efficient response to 
wildfires 

 
Completed 
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510304 3.1.1 
Enhance/implement the use of rapid notification systems to 
warn residents of approaching flooding waters and 
mandatory evacuation notices. 

 

 Completed 

   

510304 3.1.2 

Encourage private property owners to perform regular and 
routine maintenance of ditches and culverts in order to 
keep them freed of debris, with a special emphasis on road 
sections where there are chronic flooding problems 

 

 Not started 

   

510304 3.1.3 

Encourage the two power companies operating in the 
Middle Peninsula Region to maintain system components, 
including power line rights-of–way, to minimize 
interruptions of the electrical power grid for severe 
weather.   

 

  

   

510304 3.1.4 
Promote public education programs to ensure that 
property owners are fully informed about the flood hazards 
on the property that they own. 

 

 Not started 

  Very little development around flood 
plains 

510304 3.1.5 

Develop a public education campaign for residents living in 
the 100-year floodplain, especially those living on FEMA’s 
list of SRL and RL properties, listing methods for them to 
decrease flood damage including the availability of any 
FEMA grant funds for elevation or relocation projects.    

 

 Not started 

  Very little development around flood 
plains  

510304 3.1.6 

Increase resident and emergency responder safety during 
severe winter ice storm events by developing a public 
education campaign to inform residents about the 
importance of keeping tree limbs away from their homes 
and electric lines.    

 

 

   

510304 3.1.7 

Develop a public education program to ensure that 
property owners are fully informed about the long range 
affects that sea level rise will have on low-lying property 
that they own. 

 

 Not started 

  Threat level of sea rise limited in this 
community. 

510304 3.1.8 

Promote a public education program to ensure that 
property owners protect their property by decreasing 
flammable forest fuels surrounding homes located in 
wooded settings.   

 

Not started 

   

510304 3.2.1 
Incorporate the newly digitized local floodplain maps into 
each County’s GIS database after adoption by the local 
governing body. 

 
Completed 

   

510304 3.2.2 

1. HAZUS flood runs for the 1 sq. mi. threshold. In most 
cases, this will need to be done on priority stream reaches 
as the program does not run efficiently at this level. 
 2. Refine and update data sets for GBS and essential 
facilities, and  
3. Re-run HAZUS for plan update to reflect 2010 census 
data 

 

In-progress 

 1.HAZUS flood runs for the 1 square mile  threshold was completed 
in the 2015 HAZUS completed by Dewberry 
2. During the 2015 HAZUS completed by Dewberry the newest 
version of HAZUS software (version 2.2) which consisted of new 
dasymetric Census data (ie. general building stock). 
3.2010 Census was not included in HAZUS. 

 

510304 4.1.1 All  Natural Hazards: Adopt and Implement Plan  
 

In-progress 
 Adopted a floodplain overlay district as a component of the County’s 

zoning ordinance. 
 

 

552



Section 13: Literature Cited 

 

AirNow (2015). Air Quality Index. Retrieved from https://airnow.gov/index.cfm?action=aqibasics.aqi 

 

Ananthaswamy, A. (2003). Historic storms live again. New Scientist, Magazine 

issue 2414, 27 September 2003, pp 14 

 

Beven, J. and H. Cobb (2004). Tropical Cyclone Report: Hurricane Isabel, 6 - 19 

September 2003 - NOAA/ National Weather Service, National Centers for, 

Environmental Prediction, National Hurricane Center, Tropical Prediction Center. Retrieved from 

http://www.tpc.ncep.noaa.gov/2003isabel.shtml 

 

Boon, J.D., J.M. Brubaker and D.R. Forrest. 2010. Chesapeake Bay land subsidence and sea level change: 

An evaluation of past and present trends and future outlook. Virginia Institute of Marine Science, Special 

Report No. 425 in Applied Marine Science and Ocean Engineering. Gloucester Point, VA. 41 pp. plus 

appendices. 

 

Brantley, S.R. (1997). Volcanoes of the United States. Retrieved from 

http://pubs.usgs.gov/gip/volcus/version.html 

 

Brinkley, M. K. (1999). The Hurricane History of Colonial Virginia to 1775. 

Electronic Journal of Emergency Management, Issue 1. 

 

Bureau of Labor Statistics (2012). Employment in Hurricane Storm Surge Flood Zones. Retrieved from: 

http://www.bls.gov/cew 

 

Coniglo, M.C., D.J. Stensrud, and M.B. Richmond. 2004. An Observation Study of Derecho-Producing 

Convective System. Weather and Forecasting 19: 320-337.  

 

Davis, G.H. 1987. Land subsidence and sea level rise on the Atlantic Coastal Plain of the United States. 

Environmental Geology and Water Science 10(2): 67-80. 

 

Douglas, B.C. 1991. Global sea level rise. Journal of Geophysical Research 96(C4): 6981-6992. 

 

Federal Emergency Management Agency (2002). NFIP Flood Studies and Maps. Retrieved from 

https://www.fema.gov/pdf/floodplain/nfip_sg_unit_3.pdf 

 

Federal Emergency Management Agency (2015). Coastal Flood Risk Study Process. Retrieved from 

https://www.fema.gov/coastal-flood-risk-study-process 

 

Gloucester County (2009). A Coastal Floodplain Management Plan for Gloucester County, Virginia. Retrieved 

from http://www.gloucesterva.info/Portals/0/es/documents/AdoptedFloodplainManagementPlan9-2-

14.pdf 

 

Gloucester – Mathews Gazette Journal (2011). Powerful tornado strikes Gloucester: Three dead; Page Middle 

School devastated. Retrieved from 

http://www.gazettejournal.net/index.php/news/news_article/powerful_tornado_strikes_gloucester_three

_dead_page_middle_school_devastate/ 

 

553

https://airnow.gov/index.cfm?action=aqibasics.aqi
http://www.tpc.ncep.noaa.gov/2003isabel.shtml
http://pubs.usgs.gov/gip/volcus/version.html
http://www.bls.gov/cew
https://www.fema.gov/pdf/floodplain/nfip_sg_unit_3.pdf
https://www.fema.gov/coastal-flood-risk-study-process
http://www.gloucesterva.info/Portals/0/es/documents/AdoptedFloodplainManagementPlan9-2-14.pdf
http://www.gloucesterva.info/Portals/0/es/documents/AdoptedFloodplainManagementPlan9-2-14.pdf
http://www.gazettejournal.net/index.php/news/news_article/powerful_tornado_strikes_gloucester_three_dead_page_middle_school_devastate/
http://www.gazettejournal.net/index.php/news/news_article/powerful_tornado_strikes_gloucester_three_dead_page_middle_school_devastate/


Holdahl, S.R. and N.L. Morrison. 1974. Regional investigations of vertical crustal movements in the U.S., 

using precise relevelings and mareograph data. Technophysics 23: 373-390. 

 

Johnson, G.H., S.E. Kruse, A.W. Vaughn, J.K. Lucey, C.H. Hobbs III and D.S. Powars. 1998. Postimpact 

deformation associated with the late Eocene Chesapeake Bay impact structure in southeastern Virginia. 

Geology 26(6): 507-510. 

 

Kocin, P. J. and L. W. Uccellini, 2004: A Snowfall Impact Scale Derived From Northeast Storm Snowfall 

Distributions. Bull. Amer. Meteor. Soc., 85, 177-194 

 

Ludlum, D. M. (1963) Early American Hurricanes 1492-1870. Boston: American 

Meteorological Society. 

 

Mathews County (2015). Photos from Mathews County Planning Department. Retrieved from John Shaw.  

 

Mickelson, D.M. and P.M. Colgan, P.M. 2003. The southern Laurentide Ice Sheet in the United States. In: 

Gillespie, A.R. and S. Porter (eds.). Quaternary History of the United States. International Quaternary 

Association (INQUA) Special Volume for 2003 International Meeting in Reno, NV., p. 1-16. 

 

Middlesex County (2009). Middlesex County Comprehensive Plan. Retrieved from 

http://www.co.middlesex.va.us/PDF/Middlesex%20Comprehensive%20plan%20adopted%2012-1-09.pdf 

 

Mountford, K. (2003). Past is Prologue: Comparing 1933 to 2003: Which storm dealt the bigger blow? 

Retrieved from http://www.bayjournal.com/article.cfm?article=668 

 

Musick, S. (2005). Tsunamis Data Tip. Retrieved from www.vims.edu/bridge 

 

National Drought Mitigation Center (2004). Predicting Drought. Retrieved from: 

http://drought.unl.edu/whatis/predict.htm 

National Drought Mitigation Center (2004). Predicting Drought. Retrieved from 

http://drought.unl.edu/DroughtBasics/PredictingDrought.aspx 

National Centers for Environmental Information (2015). Storm Events Database. Retrieved from 

https://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/stormevents/choosedates.jsp?statefips=51%2CVIRGINIA 

 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (2015). Shallow Coastal Flooding. Retrieved from 

https://coast.noaa.gov/tidalfloodingvis/ 

 

National Science and Technology Council (2015). Progress Made in Implementing the Ocean and Coastal 

Mapping Integration Act 2011-2014. Retrieved from 

https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/microsites/ostp/NSTC/ocean_mapping_2015_-_final.pdf 

 

National Weather Service (2012). The Ohio Valley/Mid-Atlantic Derecho of June 2012. Retrieved from 

http://www.spc.noaa.gov/misc/AbtDerechos/casepages/jun292012page.htm 

NOAA Laboratory for Satellite Altimetry (2008). CEOS EO Handbook – Case Studies Satellite Observations 

in Support of Climate Challenges. Retrieve from 

http://www.eohandbook.com/eohb2008/casestudy_sea.html. 

554

http://www.co.middlesex.va.us/PDF/Middlesex%20Comprehensive%20plan%20adopted%2012-1-09.pdf
http://www.bayjournal.com/article.cfm?article=668
http://www.vims.edu/bridge
http://drought.unl.edu/whatis/predict.htm
http://drought.unl.edu/DroughtBasics/PredictingDrought.aspx
https://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/stormevents/choosedates.jsp?statefips=51%2CVIRGINIA
https://coast.noaa.gov/tidalfloodingvis/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/microsites/ostp/NSTC/ocean_mapping_2015_-_final.pdf
http://www.spc.noaa.gov/misc/AbtDerechos/casepages/jun292012page.htm
http://www.eohandbook.com/eohb2008/casestudy_sea.html


Petersen, M.D., M.P. Moschetti, P.M. Powers, C.S. Mueller, K.M. Haller, A.D. Frankel, . . . . . . . . . . A.H. 

Olsen (2014). Documentation for the 2014 Update of the United States National Seismic Hazard Maps. 

Retrieved from http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2014/1091/pdf/ofr2014-1091.pdf 

 

Pope, J.P. and T.J. Burbey. 2004. Multiple aquifer characterization from single borehole extensometer 

records. Ground Water 41(1): 45-58. 

 

Powars, D.S. and T.S. Bruce. 1999. The effects of the Chesapeake Bay impact crater on the geological 

framework and correlation of geohydrologic units of the lower York-James Peninsula, Virginia. U.S. 

Geological Survey Professional Paper 1612. 

 

Pyke, C.R., R.G. Najjar, M.B. Adams, D. Breitburg, M. Kemp, C. Hershner, R. Howarth, M. Mulholland, 

M. Paolisso, D. Secor, K. Sellner, D. Wardrop, and R. Wood (2008). Climate change and the 

Chesapeake Bay: State-of-the-science review and recommendations. A Report from the Chesapeake Bay 

Program Science and Technical Advisory Committee (STAC), Annapolis, MD. 59 pp. 

 

Rayburn, E. B. and J. Lozier (2001). Virginia Snow Cover Risk and History. Retrieved from 

http://www.wvu.edu/~agexten/forglvst/VAsnow/index.htm 

 

Roth, D. and H. Cobb (2001). Virginia Hurricane History. 

http://www.hpc.ncep.noaa.gov/research/roth/vahur.htm 

 

Shedlock, K. M. & L. C. Pakiser (1997). Earthquakes. Retrieved from 

http://pubs.usgs.gov/gip/earthq1/index.html 

 

Sperry, Sidney (2009). SPIA Index. Retrieved from:  http://www.spia-index.com/copyright.php 

 

StormCenter Communications (2003). Let It Snow Weather News. Retrieved from 

http://www.stormcenter.com/envirocast/2003-01-01/envirocast-article1.php 

 

Stover, C.W. and J.L. Coffman (1993). Seismicity of The United States, 1568- 

1989 (Revised), USGS Professional Paper 1527, pp 376-378. 

 

Tornado History Project (2015). Tornadoes in Virginia. Retrieved from 

http://www.tornadohistoryproject.com/tornado/Virginia 

 

Town of Tappahannock (2015). Retrieved from http://www.essex-

virginia.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_62876/File/PlanCom/CompPlanFinalVersion07142015.pdf 

  

Town of Urbanna (2012). Comprehensive Plan. Retrieved from 

http://urbannava.gov/PDF%20files/ComprehensivePlan.pdf 

 

Town of West Point (2000). A Comprehensive Plan. Retrieved from http://www.west-

point.va.us/pages/Departments_Services/dept_serv_pdfs/2000compplan.PDF 

 

United States Geological Survey (1997). Retrieved from http://pubs.usgs.gov/gip/volcus/page03.html 

 

United States Geological Survey (1999). Pyroclastic Flows and Their Effects. Retrieved from 

http://volcanoes.usgs.gov/Hazards/What/PF/pcflows.html 

 

555

http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2014/1091/pdf/ofr2014-1091.pdf
http://www.wvu.edu/~agexten/forglvst/VAsnow/index.htm
http://www.spia-index.com/copyright.php
http://www.tornadohistoryproject.com/tornado/Virginia
http://www.essex-virginia.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_62876/File/PlanCom/CompPlanFinalVersion07142015.pdf
http://www.essex-virginia.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_62876/File/PlanCom/CompPlanFinalVersion07142015.pdf
http://urbannava.gov/PDF%20files/ComprehensivePlan.pdf
http://www.west-point.va.us/pages/Departments_Services/dept_serv_pdfs/2000compplan.PDF
http://www.west-point.va.us/pages/Departments_Services/dept_serv_pdfs/2000compplan.PDF
http://pubs.usgs.gov/gip/volcus/page03.html
http://volcanoes.usgs.gov/Hazards/What/PF/pcflows.html


United States Geological Survey (2002). Seasonal Streamflow Conditions and Historic Droughts in Virginia. 

Retrieved from http://va.water.usgs.gov/drought/histcond.htm 

 

United States Geological Survey (2016). Estimated Streamflow Entering Chesapeake Bay. Retrieved from 

http://md.water.usgs.gov/waterdata/chesinflow/ 

University of Virginia Climatology Office (1989). Lightning Strike Density Map for Virginia. Retrieved from 

http://www.climate.virginia.edu/lightning/lightning.density.html 

 

U.S. Water News Online (2002). Virginia dams in distress and need of repair. Retrieved from 

http://www.uswaternews.com/archives/arcpolicy/2virdam1.html 

 

Virginia Employment Commission (2013). Virginia Community Profile: Gloucester County. Retrieved from 

http://virginialmi.com/report_center/community_profiles/5104000073.pdf 

Virginia Department of Emergency Management (2013). Commonwealth of Virginia Hazard Mitigation Plan. 

Retrieved from http://www.vaemergency.gov/em-community/recovery/haz-mit-plans 

Virginia Department of Emergency Management (2014). Know Your Storm Surge Risk. Retrieved from 

http://www.vaemergency.gov/readyvirginia/stay-informed/hurricane/storm-surge 

 

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (2014). Emission Inventory. Retrieved from 

http://www.deq.virginia.gov/Programs/Air/AirQualityPlanningEmissions/EmissionInventory.aspx 

 

Virginia Department of Forestry (2015). Wildfire Data. Retrieved from Frederick Turak at the 

Department of Forestry.  

 

Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (2015). Public Boating Access. Retrieved from 

http://www.dgif.virginia.gov/boating/access/ 

 

Virginia Department of Transportation (2004).  Many Roads Remain Closed in King William County. 

Retrieved from 

http://www.virginiadot.org/newsroom/fredericksburg/roads_remain_closed_due54180.asp 

 

Virginia State Climatology Office (2002). Drought Report From The State Climatology Office, March 12, 

2002. Retrieved from http://climate.virginia.edu/advisory/2002/ad02-02.htm 

 

Ward, S.N. and S. Day (2001). Cumbre Vieja Volcano -- Potential collapse and tsunami at La Palma, 

Canary Islands. Geophysical Research Letters 

 

Watson, B. (2001). Virginia Thunderstorms and Lightning. Retrieved from 

http://www.vdem.state.va.us/library/lightning/va-lightning.htm 

 

Watson, B. (2002). Virginia tornadoes. Retrieved from http://www.vdem.state.va.us/library/vatorn/va-

tors.htm 

 

Watson, B. and B. Sammler (2004). Virginia winters: Snow, wind, ice and cold. Retrieved from 

http://www.vdem.state.va.us/library/vawinter/va-win.htm 

556

http://md.water.usgs.gov/waterdata/chesinflow/
http://www.climate.virginia.edu/lightning/lightning.density.html
http://www.uswaternews.com/archives/arcpolicy/2virdam1.html
http://virginialmi.com/report_center/community_profiles/5104000073.pdf
http://www.vaemergency.gov/em-community/recovery/haz-mit-plans
http://www.vaemergency.gov/readyvirginia/stay-informed/hurricane/storm-surge
http://www.deq.virginia.gov/Programs/Air/AirQualityPlanningEmissions/EmissionInventory.aspx
http://www.dgif.virginia.gov/boating/access/
http://www.virginiadot.org/newsroom/fredericksburg/roads_remain_closed_due54180.asp
http://climate.virginia.edu/advisory/2002/ad02-02.htm
http://www.vdem.state.va.us/library/lightning/va-lightning.htm
http://www.vdem.state.va.us/library/vatorn/va-tors.htm
http://www.vdem.state.va.us/library/vatorn/va-tors.htm
http://www.vdem.state.va.us/library/vawinter/va-win.htm

	FEMA_Approved_Final_Plan_RED_Part5.pdf
	FEMA_Approved_Final_Plan_RED_Part6
	FEMA_Approved_Final_Plan_RED_Part7
	FEMA_Approved_Final_Plan_RED_Part8



