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3101 Wilson Blvd 

Suite 900 

Arlington, VA 22201 

www.aecom.com 

703 682 4900 tel 

703 682 4901 fax 

 

On April 20
th
, 2018, a meeting was held with the Technical Committee members of the Norfolk 

and Virginia Beach Joint Land Use Study (JLUS). The purpose of the meeting was to provide a 

status report on the JLUS process, update the committee on Phase 3 and Phase 4 progress, and 

discuss the proposed public outreach/public meeting format and content.  A copy of the meeting 

sign-in sheet and presentation is attached to these meeting notes.   

 

These meeting notes are provided as a summary of the discussion held during the meeting and 

are organized by topic area.  

 

Phase 3 and 4 Progress Update 

Navy Commuting Patterns – 5-Digit Zip Code Data 

 AECOM presented the findings from the Navy 5-digit zip code data depicting where Navy 

personnel who work on installations in Norfolk and Virginia Beach are commuting to/from. 

 Michael King with the Navy pointed out that the data shows that active-duty personnel tend to 

live closer to the base where they are stationed, and civilian base employees tend to live 

farther out.  He also noted to the group that this data set does not include contractor data, but 

stated that the Navy is assuming that their commuting patterns are similar to those of the 

civilians in the dataset.    

 Ben McFarlane with HRPDC said that the HRPDC is working with the Navy to resolve data 

issues (specifically issues regarding the data for NSA Hampton Roads).  He explained that 

the PDC is currently trying to refine the data – with the hope of defining 9-digit zip codes and 

potentially tying it to HRTPO’s transportation models. 

 Kyle Spencer with the City of Norfolk noted that showing “people per acre” on the maps could 

be confusing in a public meeting setting. 

 Christine Morris with the City of Norfolk addressed the Navy representatives in the meeting, 

asking how the information gleaned from this data might impact the Joint Land Use Study.   

 Michael King responded to Christine’s question, stating that this information validates a lot of 

what they already knew about Navy personnel commuting patterns.  He noted that HRTPO 

already has a “good handle” on which roadways serve military installations.  He also stated 

that this information could help guide locality spending, since they are now aware of the 

where there are concentrations of Navy personnel.  He noted the difficulty of displaying the 

data spatially so that it “makes sense.” 
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 Bob Crum with HRPDC brought up the recent Hampton Roads Military and Federal Facilities 

Alliance (HRMFFA) meeting noting that they discussed potentially forthcoming opportunities 

for Military Construction (MILCON) projects to have additional funding added from non-DoD 

sources. He suggested involving John Simmons with the Roosevelt Group in some of the 

JLUS meetings. Rhonda Murray with the Navy clarified that it was not clear whether this 

funding applies only to utilities outside of the fence line, or if a broader definition applies. 

(Note a link to H.R. 5515 FY 19 National Defense Authorization Ac Subcommittee mark up on 

Readiness can be found here which discusses potential grants from DoD for community 

infrastructure projects to address deficiencies: 

https://docs.house.gov/meetings/AS/AS03/20180426/108195/BILLS-115HR5515ih-RDY.pdf 

 Jay Sweat with OEA noted that the NDAA bill mark-up on this information is due in two 

weeks. 

 Brian Ballard noted that the JLUS can help identify “shovel-ready” ideas that will allow the 

Navy to engage people at the state level.  He also suggested getting the Roosevelt Group 

involved. 

 Michael King asked Bob Crum how the Navy could translate the results of the JLUS into “real 

projects” that will improve the community, and how these projects could be implemented. Bob 

Crum echoed the importance of having actionable projects, and noted that the JLUS could 

provide additional visibility for the proposed projects resulting from the study. 

 Christine Morris asked Bob Crum what the timeline might be for these resources to come 

available.   

 Sam Belfield with HRTPO suggested that the 5-digit zip code data could be tied to regional 

land use data and polygons. Kyle Spencer noted that AECOM should have land use data for 

Norfolk. Sam Belfield noted that HRTPO is currently working on a regional land use map that 

they may be able to share with AECOM. Michael King noted that regional level land use maps 

can be inconsistent/inaccurate. 

 

Simplified Issues and Draft Goals 

 AECOM introduced a simplified list of JLUS issues, based on the discussion of issues at the 

previous Technical Committee meeting on February 2
nd

, 2018 and presented a proposed list 

of overall JLUS goals as part of this discussion. 

 Christine Morris noted that every city in the region is concerned with transportation, and that 

the first goal (unimpeded and redundant access for Navy personnel) may be too broad for the 

scope of this study. Christine felt the goal should specifically refer to access to Navy 

installations. 

 Tom Leahy with the City of Virginia Beach explained that the City already knows which roads 

are issues, and has projects on the books to address them.  He stated that funding is the real 

issue. He pointed out that it would be nearly impossible to achieve “unimpeded, redundant 

access,” and that “reliable and resilient” access would be more realistic.  He also noted that 

“right-sized” might not be the best wording for the second goal, as that definition has changed 

over time. Several committee members agreed that they liked using “reliable and resilient” as 

opposed to “unimpeded and redundant” for the first goal. 

 Christine Morris mentioned that they were seeing changes in terms of what stormwater 

systems need to handle, and asked if “right-sized” was the right terminology to use in regards 

to stormwater infrastructure. 

 Michael King noted that it’s still important to identify areas where there are issues, in order to 

get funding.   

https://docs.house.gov/meetings/AS/AS03/20180426/108195/BILLS-115HR5515ih-RDY.pdf
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 Brian Ballard said that it comes down to prioritization, and gave an example of something that 

is “mission critical” (flooding near installation gates) that should be prioritized, but said that 

they recognize that community flooding also impacts sailor’s lives. 

 Greg Steele with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers said that he thought the first goal should 

be more specifically about the DOD/Navy mission. Brian Ballard noted that the DOD/ U.S. 

Navy tends to frame the topic of climate change based on how it impacts mission, and that 

Greg Steele’s comment was consistent with the DOD’s thinking. 

 Ben McFarlane said that the goal of the JLUS is to broaden the Navy’s understanding of how 

community infrastructure and services impact the Navy’s mission, and that even if the study 

identifies things that people already know; the JLUS can still be used to “package” that 

information and take it to Congress to request funding. 

 Kyle Spencer said that the City’s priorities may be different than the Navy’s, depending on the 

context. Whitney McNamara with the City of Virginia Beach said that the JLUS could serve to 

highlight “gaps” in the City’s priorities, i.e. areas that haven’t necessarily been prioritized by 

the City in the past, but now that the City knows where concentrations of military families live, 

etc., they can shift their priorities towards those areas.   

 Sam Belfield suggested adding “enhancing communication methods” as a goal.  He noted 

that sensors, applications, and other technology can give residents an understanding of 

where flooding is happening in real time. 

 

Goals, Strategy Development, and Evaluation Criteria Considerations 

 AECOM introduced the project category types and explained that they are in the process of 

identifying prioritization criteria for evaluating each strategy, and presented the current FEMA 

STAPLEE criteria as an example of ways of prioritizing projects.  AECOM asked for feedback 

from the Technical Committee on these criteria. 

 Greg Steele, USACE, noted that saying “flood control” is not good terminology for a project 

type. The USACE refers to it as “managing flood risk.” 

 Christine Morris pointed out that, if the goal is reliable access to NS Norfolk, strategies might 

include elevating roadways, additional stormwater management, etc., and that all of those 

things should get “plusses” in a criteria weighting system. She reiterated that prioritization 

should be based on “getting to the base,” over getting kids to school, etc. 

 Ben McFarlane said that a key question would be to ask as part of criteria is if there are 

opportunities along the fence line that are separate from transportation.   

 Michael King asserted that the goals for the JLUS need to be broad and aspirational.  He said 

that, if they’re too specific, they become actions or strategies. 

 Brian Ballard said that he likes the STAPLEE concept, but wants to make sure that mission 

sustainability/readiness is weighted more heavily for this study.  He asked if there were ways 

to change language of criteria to imply weighting, or some other way to craft the criteria to 

meet objectives.   

 Whitney McNamara suggesting using a similar scoring methodology to the Dewberry project – 

using additional categories at the end to add additional points. She asked if there was value in 

projects that are community-focused that further both military and community objectives. 

 Brian Ballard stated that weighting anything that overlaps between military and is key. 

 Greg Steele suggested using color coding to show which projects serve the community, and 

which serve the Navy.  

 Christine Morris noted that it was important to emphasize co-benefits. 



 

4 
 

 AECOM asked the committee if it would be helpful to organize the criteria by mission 

sustainment, community benefits, and then give a combined score at the end. 

 Christine Morris replied that she thought simpler was better. 

 Ben McFarlane noted that different “pots of money” have different requirements.   

 Tom Leahy said that he thought it was important to list priority projects for “shovel readiness” 

if there is funding for them, i.e. SMART SCALE, etc.  

 Greg Johnson noted it was important to determine projects that were an immediate versus a 

future priority.   

 Kyle Spencer noted that using terms like “effective design, resilient, etc.” would probably be 

preferable over “right-sizing”.  He said that the City of Norfolk is currently going through the 

prioritization process with the USACE study, which is mainly economic, in terms of looking at 

cost-benefit of projects.  He said that he thinks quantification is important. 

 Ben McFarlane noted that there are not existing federal programs to fund resilience projects, 

and that the JLUS provides an opportunity to “create our own criteria,” and that part of the 

project may be convincing decision-makers to incorporate those metrics. 

 Christine Morris said that she thought it was important for federal funders to see how much 

Norfolk values the Navy, and economic valuation would come at a later stage. 

 Brian Ballard said that using criteria that talk about feasibility of the project is important (i.e. 

the STAPLEE criteria). 

 

Adjusted Focus Area Metrics 

 AECOM explained that they have been analyzing metrics for the four sub areas, using the 3’ 

sea level rise scenario and current population and housing data.  AECOM is proposing to use 

2040 TAZ data to align the metrics with the approximate dates of the sea level rise scenarios. 

 Rhonda Murray replied that HRTPO is in the process of updating the TAZ projections 

therefore the metrics will be based on 2009 data.  

 Kyle Spencer asked if it was implied that there would be 3’ of sea level rise by 2040. AECOM 

explained that they will be extrapolating the 2040 TAZ data to align with the sea level rise 

scenarios established for the JLUS (2065). 

 Kyle Spencer asked AECOM if they would be evaluating metrics for the 1.5’ SLR scenario. 

AECOM responded that they had been focusing on the 3’ (worst-case) scenario but will 

provide metrics for 1.5’ as well.  

 Sam Belfield noted that it might be better to use the words “impacted” or “vulnerable,” instead 

of “affected,” particularly in a public meeting setting. 

 

Public Outreach/Meeting Format 

 AECOM introduced the format and content for the upcoming JLUS public meeting, scheduled 

to be held at HRPDC on May 2
nd

, 2018 from 6-8 PM.   

 Ben McFarlane noted that the PDC would like to work with each city to add additional 

outreach, i.e. civic leagues, briefing planning commissions, etc.  He said that he would like to 

get a better idea of who priority groups are for engagement.   

 Delceno Miles with the Miles Agency proposed to utilize the PDC’s social media platforms, 

and coordinate with city and military communications teams, in disseminating print ads, public 

notices, etc.   She noted she would like to provide a “save the date” for the fall meeting. 

 Michael King recommended that there be a “What is a JLUS?” board to introduce people to 

the concept at the meeting.  

 Christine Morris suggested simplifying the public meeting presentation. 
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 Susan Conner with USACE noted that asking the public about regional coordination might not 

be appropriate. 

 Brian Ballard asked if there was any way to leverage social media to get more feedback. 

 CAPT (retired) Doug Beaver with the City of Norfolk said that they can push this out to sailors 

who live on NS Norfolk, and that each installation has their own Facebook page. 

 Brian Ballard suggested using a “Facebook Live” broadcast of the meeting. 

 Christine Morris suggested thinking creatively in terms of getting public input. 

 Rhonda Murray suggested adding HRTPO, HRTAC board members to the distribution list for 

the public meeting. 

 The group confirmed that presenting the zip code data was ok; just showing the percentage 

affected from the metrics table is helpful.  Rhonda Murray noted that it’s important to 

acknowledge at the meeting that the NSA Hampton Roads commuter data is incomplete. 

 Ben McFarlane noted that, at a recent meeting of utility providers, they heard from cities that 

reliability and redundancy is less of a high priority issue than the Navy thinks it is. Kyle 

Spencer suggested speaking with Dominion Energy and Virginia Natural Gas. Bob Crum 

noted that there is a utility provider “roundtable” through Reinvent Hampton Roads, and that 

he could call a meeting. Ben McFarlane said he would send out a list of dates for that 

meeting. 

 Bob Crum suggested looking at money localities compete for transportation projects (55% is 

SMART SCALE) for the upcoming Technical Committee Workshop. He noted that HRTPO 

has done well, and gets get $300-350M per year.  He listed the following criteria that could 

also be considered for the JLUS: 

o 45% of weight is congestion mitigation 

o 5% economic development 

o 15% accessibility 

o 5% safety 

o 10% environmental quality 

o 20% land use and land use planning. 

 Rhonda Murray noted that there was a “pot of funding” for buying properties around Oceana, 

and asked if that money could be used for other things to help the Navy. 

 Bob Crum suggested setting an hour aside for “money people” – Roosevelt Group, Coleman, 

etc. during the workshop. 
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Meeting Agenda 

  
    
1. Status Report 

 
2. Phase 3 and 4 Progress  

 
3. Public Outreach / Public Meeting Format and Content 

 
4. Next Steps 
   
 



Status Report 
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JLUS Process  



Phase 3 and 4 Progress Update 
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Phase 3 and 4 Progress Update 

 
 

– Evaluated zip code data 

– Simplified JLUS issues and defined draft JLUS goals 

– Adjusted Focus Area metrics 

– Strategy Development Approach  
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Navy Commuting Patterns – 5 Digit Zip Code  
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Navy Commuting Patterns – 5 Digit Zip Code  
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Commuting Personnel by Zip Code –  
Uniformed and Civilian personnel commuting to all installations 



10 

Commuting Density by Zip Code –  
Uniformed and Civilian personnel commuting to all installations 
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Commuting Density by Zip Code –  
Uniformed personnel commuting to all installations 
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Commuting Density by Zip Code –  
Uniformed and Civilian personnel commuting to NS Norfolk 
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Commuting Density by Zip Code –  
Uniformed and Civilian personnel commuting to NAS Oceana 
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Commuting Density by Zip Code –  
Uniformed and Civilian personnel commuting to JEB Little Creek –  
Fort Story  
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Commuting Density by Zip Code –  
Uniformed personnel commuting to NSA Hampton Roads 

*Includes only 
uniformed personnel  
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Simplified Issues and Draft Goals 

 
 Roadway Flooding  

 
Limits or prevents access to 
Navy installations 
 
Is exacerbated by roadway 
congestion that increases 
delays 
 
Limits or prevents access to 
community services  that 
Navy personnel rely upon 
 
Limited transportation 
alternatives exist  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Infrastructure Capacity 
 
Undersized stormwater 
management systems are 
often overwhelmed 
 
Varying maintenance 
regimes affect system 
performance 
 
Additional impervious cover 
could exacerbate localized 
issues 
 

Utility Resiliency  
 
Utility networks are aging 
 
A general lack of service 
redundancy exists for power, 
water and sewer services 
 
 
 

Coordination 
 
Coordination is mostly 
limited to project-specific 
issues 
 
No regional funding or 
project prioritization 
mechanism exists for 
advancing resiliency-based 
projects  
 
Increased barge traffic and 
recreational boating activities 
can disrupt military 
operations and training  
 
 
 
 

Goals 
• Unimpeded and redundant access for Navy personnel 
• Right-sized and maintained stormwater management systems 
• Reliable and resilient utility networks 
• Institutionalized coordination  
• Regional prioritization mechanism for resiliency initiatives  
  

JLUS Issues 
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Adjusted Focus Area Metrics 
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Sub Area Metrics under 3.0’ SLR Scenario 

 
 

Flooded Areas:  Land areas directly affected by flooding under a 3.0-foot SLR scenario 
Affected Areas:  Flooded areas plus the additional areas that are indirectly affected by flooding under 
  a 3.0-foot SLR scenario 
 

1 2 3 4
COMMUNITY
# People - Total 73,400 35,800 14,900 40,000
# People - Affected 20,600 7,200 10,500 20,100

Percent of Sub Area Affected 28% 20% 70% 50%

# Homes - Total 26,900 13,800 7,100 12,700
# Homes - Affected 8,600 3,300 5,600 6,400

Percent of Sub Area Affected 32% 24% 79% 50%

# Jobs - Total 106,000 16,000 7,300 17,000
Job-housing Ratio 3.9 1.2 1.0 1.3

LAND USE
Land Acres - Total 12,400 6,100 4,200 13,400
Land Acres - Affected 3,400 1,300 2,600 7,700

Percent of Sub Area Affected 27% 21% 62% 57%

TRANSPORT
Miles of Roadway - Total 327 133 74 149
Miles of Roadway - Flooded 50 11 21 21

Percent of Sub Area Roadways Flooded 15% 8% 28% 14%

Traffic Volume in flooded areas 19,500 5,500 7,000 2,000

Sub Area
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Strategy Development Approach 

Goals 
• Unimpeded and redundant 

access for Navy personnel 
• Right-sized and maintained 

stormwater management 
systems 

• Reliable and resilient utility 
networks 

• Institutionalized coordination  
• Regional prioritization 

mechanism for resiliency 
initiatives  

 

 

Mobility 

Flood Control 

Stormwater  
Management 

Buildings 

Utilities  

Programs 

Coordination 

 

  

Categories 
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Evaluation Criteria Considerations  
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Draft Evaluation Criteria – In Progress  

Unimpeded and redundant access for Navy personnel 
o Reduces flooding on DOD strategic corridor  
o Increases mobility options for military personnel  
o Serves high military commuter-shed area 
o Improves access to critical community facilities and services 

 

Right-sized and maintained stormwater management systems 
o Improves system performance   
o Improves open space connectivity 
o Creates environmental co-benefits 
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Draft Evaluation Criteria – In Progress  

Reliable and resilient utility networks 
o Increases utility redundancy and security  
o Protects critical utility infrastructure  
o Improves access to critical utility infrastructure 

 
Institutionalized coordination  

o Intergovernmental, public/public, and/or public/private partnership opportunity 
o Legal mechanism and framework exists  
o Provides opportunity for cost-sharing and/or reduction. 
o Effect on community land use goals 

 

Regional prioritization mechanism for resiliency initiatives  
o Is an existing project or study  
o Outside funding required 
o Political support exists 
o Public support exists  

 

 



Public Outreach / Meeting Format  
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Public Outreach Activities  

– Stakeholder Interviews 

– Follow Up Meetings with Navy and Localities 

– Public Meetings (3) 
• Process and Findings (May 2, 2018) 
• Draft Plan (Fall 2018) / one per locality  

 

Other Considerations Tabled  

– Piggy-back meetings with targeted groups  

– Navy intercept surveys  
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Public Meeting Format – Logistics 

Date:   May 2, 2018 

Time:   6:00 – 8:00 PM 

Location:  HRPDC 

 

6:00 – 6:30    Sign-in & Open House at Stations 

6:30 – 7:00 Welcome by Host locality/HRPDC/Navy 
  AECOM presentation  

7:00 – 7:30  Public Q & A  

7:30 – 8:00  Wrap up and Open House at Stations 
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Public Meeting – Presentation Format 

– Host locality introductions and acknowledgments (3 mins) 

– Host locality/HRPDC opening remarks (3 mins)  

– Navy Overview (7-10 mins) 
• Value of JLUS 
• Mission of Navy bases 
• Challenge focus areas  

– AECOM (20 mins) 
• Project approach  
• What We’ve Heard 
• Summary of Findings  
• Next Steps 
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Public Meeting Format –  4 Stations 

1.  Project Overview 
• Study Area Map/simplified process diagram 
• Primary Issues and Goals 

 

2.  Flooding   
• Minor Tidal Flooding, 1.5’ SLR, 3.0’ SLR  
• Roadways impacted by flooding 
 

3.  Access  
• Minor Tidal Flooding, 1.5’ SLR, 3.0’ SLR 
• Blocked / indirect access 

 

4.   Target Areas for Action  
• 4 focus areas with Minor Tidal Flooding, 1.5’ 

SLR, 3.0’ SLR and blocked/indirect access 
(include key metrics comparison)  

 
 
 
 
 
Has flooding frequently affected your 
ability to reach your job on a military 
installation or to use DoD services such 
as a clinic or commissary? 
 
 
What transportation issues have you 
experienced with getting to or around 
military installations in Norfolk and 
Virginia Beach? 
 
 
What ideas do you have to improve 
regional coordination?  
 
Do you feel one target area is more 
critical than another?  
 
 
 
 
 
 



Public Meeting Presentation 



Next Steps 
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Next Steps  

– Finalize public meeting presentation and materials  April 

– Hold Public Meeting     May 2, 2018 

– Follow up meetings (VB, utilities, etc.)   April/May 
 City of Norfolk (Resilience Office, Public Works, Planning) 
• City of Virginia Beach (Public Works, Planning) 
• Hampton Roads Sanitation District, Norfolk and Virginia Beach Utilities)  

– Technical Committee Workshop to refine    late May 
recommendations    
• May 24/25 
• May 30/31 

– Draft Plan       Fall 2018 



Thank you 
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