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AGENDA 
 

1. Call FAMPO Meeting to Order – Vice Chair Tim McLaughlin 
 

2. Determination of Quorum – FAMPO Administrator Paul Agnello 
 

3. Approval of FAMPO Agenda (ACTION ITEM) 
 

4. Public Involvement 
 Comments and questions from members of the public are welcome at this time. 
 

5. Chairman’s Comments 
 

6. Consent Agenda 
a.) Approval of Policy Committee Meeting Minutes of September 18, 2017 – Mr. Paul 

Agnello (ACTION ITEM) 
 

b.) Resolution No. 18-03, Endorsing City of Fredericksburg’s Application to the Virginia 
Department of Transportation for Fiscal Year 2019 Transportation Alternatives 
Program Funding - Mr. Nick Quint (ACTION ITEM) 

 
7. Action/Discussion Items 

a.) I-95 NB River Crossing Study Opportunity – Mr. Paul Agnello 
 i.   Resolution No. 18-04, Authorizing Staff to Transfer Fiscal Year 2018 RSTP 
Funding Allocations to Support a Virginia Department of Transportation I-95 NB 
River Crossing IMR Study - Mr. Paul Agnello (ACTION ITEM) 

 
b.) Update on Smart Scale Round 3 - Mr. Paul Agnello 

 i.    Smart Scale Update – September 19, 2017 – Mr. Paul Agnello 
 ii.  Smart Scale Letter Regarding Application Limits - Mr. Paul Agnello 

 iii.  Smart Scale Letter Regarding Proposed Scoring Changes - Mr. Paul Agnello 
a. State Smart Scale Changes from October 3rd 

 
c.) Employment Development Subcommittee Discussion - Mr. Paul Agnello 

 
8. Staff and Agency Reports 

http://www.fampo.gwregion.org/policy-committee
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9. Board Member Comments 

 
10. Correspondence 

 
11. FAMPO Committees Meeting Minutes – Mr. Paul Agnello 

 
12. Adjourn /Next FAMPO Policy Committee Meeting: November 20, 2017 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Policy Committee, the FAMPO Technical Committee, and the Citizens Transportation 
Advisory Group meetings are open to the public.  Public participation is solicited without regard to 
race, color, national origin, age, sex, religion, disability or family status.  Persons who require special 

accommodations under the American with Disabilities Act or persons who require translation 
services (free of charge) should contact the GWRC/FAMPO at 540-373-2890 or 

fampo@gwregion.org at least four days prior to the meeting.  Ifhearingimpaired, telephone 1-800-
273-7545 (TDD). 

La participaciónpúblicaessolicitada sin distinción de raza, color, origennacional, edad, sexo, religión, 
discapacidad o suestado familiar. Las personas que requierenalojamiento especial de acuerdo con el 

American withDisabilitiesAct, o personas que requierenservicios de traducción (libre de cargo) 
debencomunicarse con la GWRC / FAMPO al 540-373-2890 o fampo@gwregion.org al menos dos días 

antes de la reunión. Personas con problemasauditivos, llama 800-273-7545 (TDD). 

 

mailto:fampo@gwregion.org


a  ̀ 

CONSENT AGENDA 
 

a.)   Approval of Policy Committee Meeting Minutes of September 18, 2017  
 

b.) Resolution No. 18-03, Endorsing City of Fredericksburg’s Application 
to the Virginia Department of Transportation for Fiscal Year 2019 
Transportation Alternatives Program Funding 
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    Policy Committee Meeting Minutes 
 September 18, 2017  

http://www.fampo.gwregion.org/committees/policy-committee/ 
  
 
Members Present: 
 
Mr. Paul Milde, Chairman, Stafford County 
Mr. Matt Kelly, City of Fredericksburg 
Mr. Tim Baroody, City of Fredericksburg  
Mr. Greg Benton, Spotsylvania County 
Mr. David Ross, Spotsylvania County 
Mr. Tim McLaughlin, Spotsylvania County 
Ms. Meg Bohmke, Stafford County 
Ms. Laura Sellers, Stafford County 
Ms. Michelle Shropshire, Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) 
Mr. David Swan, Citizens Transportation Advisory Group (CTAG) 
 
Others Present: 
 
Mr. Tim Roseboom, Department of Rail and Public Transportation (DRPT) 
Mr. John Jenkins, King George County 
Ms. Susan Gardner, Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) 
Mr. Stephen Haynes, Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) 
Mr. Michael Smith, Stafford County Deputy County  
Mr. Todd Rump, Citizen 
Mr. Roger Hunter, Citizen 
 
Staff Members Present: 
 
Mr. Paul Agnello, FAMPO 
Ms. Marti Donley, FAMPO 
Mr. Nick Quint, FAMPO 
Mr. Tim Ware, GWRC 
Ms. Diana Utz, GWRC 
Ms. Leigh Anderson, GWRC 
 
CALL FAMPO MEETING TO ORDER 
 
Chairman, Mr. Milde, called the meeting to order at 7:16 p.m. and received acknowledgement that a 
quorum was present.  
 
 

http://www.fampo.gwregion.org/committees/policy-committee/
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APPROVAL OF FAMPO AGENDA 
 
Upon motion by Ms. Bohmke and seconded by Mr. Kelly, with all concurring, the FAMPO Policy 
Committee agenda was accepted as submitted.  
 
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 
None  
          
CHAIRMAN’S COMMENTS 
 
None  
 
CONSENT AGENDA 

 
a.) Approval of Policy Committee Meeting Minutes of August 21, 2017 – Mr. Paul Agnello 

 
Upon motion by Mr. Kelly and seconded by Ms. Bohmke, with all concurring, the Consent Agenda 
was adopted by the Policy Committee.  
 
ACTION ITEMS/DISCUSSION ITEMS         
 
a.)  DC2RVA Update – Mr. Paul Agnello 
 
Mr. Agnello advised that the Draft EIS was released on September 8 and a 60-day public comment 
period is in place. Mr. Agnello stated that all citizens and entities are encouraged to provide 
comment because all comments received will become part of the Final EIS.  
 
Mr. Agnello advised that on October 2, after the FAMPO Technical Committee meeting ends, a 
question/answer session is scheduled with DRPT. The purpose of this meeting is to allow staff to ask 
questions and receive feedback on how the proposed project through Fredericksburg would impact 
localities within the region. Mr. Agnello stated that a public meeting will be held in the October 
timeframe for Fredericksburg residents, entities, etc. 
 
Mr. Agnello advised that the Draft EIS is the same as what was presented by DRPT several months 
ago. For the Fredericksburg Region, the proposed recommendation is construction of a third track 
through the City of Fredericksburg. This project is 14 miles and will be constructed on the existing 
right-of-way at an estimated cost of $507 million (including a new Rappahannock River bridge that 
will run parallel to the existing rail bridge). Mr. Agnello stated that to date, no funding has been 
allocated to the Fredericksburg improvements. 
 
Mr. Agnello relayed that the Fredericksburg project will result in two road closures within the 
region. One is in Stafford County at Mount Hope Church Road, which is close to the Brooke Road 
VRE station. The second road closure will be in Caroline County at Cummings Mill Road. Mr. 
Agnello stated that Lansdowne Road in Spotsylvania County is proposed to be grade-separated. Mr. 
Agnello stated that representatives from these localities may want to attend the upcoming meeting 
that will be held in Fredericksburg, to make sure locality concerns are heard.  
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Mr. Milde asked if previously-expressed comments have already been incorporated in some manner. 
Mr. Agnello stated that no comments that have been submitted to date will be incorporated, so it is 
important to comment during the official public comment period that is underway.  
 
Mr. Milde asked if the PRTC representative was in attendance at tonight’s meeting. Mr. Agnello 
stated the representative from PRTC, Mr. Chuck Steigerwald, is not at tonight’s meeting. Mr. Milde 
stated that at a recent PRTC meeting, a comment was made that not only had the Ashland portion of 
the study been pulled from review at this time but also the Fredericksburg study was pulled as well. 
Mr. Agnello concurred that the Ashland study is not a part of the Draft EIS, and this portion will be 
studied independently after the Final EIS ongoing is completed, however, Mr. Agnello advised that 
the Fredericksburg portion of the study is still included in the Draft EIS that was released on 
September 8.  
 
Mr. Withers stated that regarding historic assets that may be part of the study, these are concerns that 
would directly involve the City of Fredericksburg. Mr. Withers asked if this should be addressed. 
Mr. Milde concurred that issues regarding the bridge and train station need to be addressed by 
FAMPO. Mr. Withers stated that an original plan did include train station improvements. Mr. Kelly 
asked Mr. Agnello if Mr. Erik Nelson, City Transportation Administrator, is looking at the Draft EIS 
and preparing comments from the City’s perspective. Mr. Agnello stated that Mr. Nelson is 
preparing comments. 
 
b.)  Update on Smart Scale Round 3 – Mr. Paul Agnello  

 
Mr. Agnello advised that the CTB will be meeting tomorrow and are continually updating the Smart 
Scale Round 3 process. Mr. Agnello stated that VDOT has been conducting meetings statewide in 
every District to make sure MPOs, the public, and other interested parties are kept updated. Mr. 
Agnello stated the Fredericksburg meeting was held on August 29. Mr. Agnello stated that a fall 
training session is going to be scheduled so that the new changes for Round 3 can be reviewed with 
all entities prior to the beginning of the application process in March.  
 
Mr. Agnello advised that there are several major improvements to the Smart Scale process that will 
improve the overall application process. Mr. Agnello stated that some changes also occurred in the 
scoring process; however, most of these changes were minor. Mr. Agnello stated that staff has 
reviewed the Draft Technical Guide that was recently released, and the following changes will be in 
effect for Round 3: 

• Application period moved to March 1st (previously was August 1st) 
• CTB currently has set limits of 4 applications per entity for those with populations of less 

than 500,000 & 8 for those with more than 500,000 (this change request is still being 
reviewed by the CTB) 

• CTB is also still reviewing how far apart multimodal projects within the same application can 
be from one another 

 
Mr. Agnello stated more details on exactly what will be decided should be forthcoming after the 
October CTB meeting. Regarding the number of applications an entity can submit, FAMPO, 
GWRC, each locality and FRED can submit up to four applications each. Mr. Agnello stated that the 
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only agency that is eligible for submitting up to eight projects is VRE. Mr. Agnello stated that if this 
application limit is implemented, then the region will need to be more strategic with its submissions. 
 
Mr. McLaughlin asked why FRED receives four applications on its own, as it is a City of 
Fredericksburg entity. Mr. Agnello stated FRED receives four applications on its own as it is 
classified as a transit agency.  
 
Mr. Milde asked if FRED submitted individual applications last time, and Mr. Agnello said they did 
not. Mr. Agnello stated that VRE did not submit the number of applications they were entitled to 
with the Round 2 process. Mr. McLaughlin stated that he felt the limits assigned to FRED and VRE 
are disproportionate to the localities.  
 
Mr. Milde stated that he thought PRTC would have qualified for submitting up to eight applications. 
Mr. Agnello stated that DRPT has advised that PRTC does not have 500,000 in total population, and 
he thinks this is because the State was only looking at service area for population totals. 
 
Ms. Bohmke asked when new criteria were developed, was the old criteria analyzed and compared 
to previous processes or were numbers/data on who was actually awarded versus who could have 
been awarded provided. 
 
Mr. Agnello stated that for both Rounds of Smart Scale, all eligible entities rarely exceeded the 
number they will now be limited to. Mr. Agnello stated that since the State’s largest jurisdiction 
Fairfax County submitted no more than eight projects for either round of Smart Scale, State staff felt 
that eight was a reasonable maximum limit for all localities. There were only a few localities who 
had submitted more than eight applications for Smart Scale, e.g., Chesterfield County submitted 33 
applications for Round 2. Mr. Agnello advised that in Round 2 for the GWRC/FAMPO area, only 
Spotsylvania County submitted more than the four projects.  
 
Mr. Agnello stated that with the new potential restrictions, it may make it harder to group 
multimodal projects together; however, the application limit could be a plus in terms of submitting 
stronger applications.  
 
Mr. Agnello relayed there is an opportunity to provide comments, and these need to be submitted to 
the CTB prior to their upcoming October meeting. Mr. Agnello stated that if FAMPO has concerns 
with the application limits, then FAMPO could provide comments to the State indicating the limits 
are too low for the localities and should be higher.  
 
Mr. Milde stated that we are still a couple of years out before Round 3 will be implemented, as the 
current round of Smart Scale goes into effect next year. Mr. Milde asked as of right now, does it 
appear that the application limit is going to be a problem? Mr. Agnello stated that it would be more 
beneficial to the region if we had a slightly higher limit in place.  
 
Mr. McLaughlin stated that if the region is limited, VRE receives twice as many applications as the 
localities do and FRED receives four on its own, even though they are part of the City, then the 
localities should not submit any applications supporting either FRED or VRE. This would include no 
locality projects being submitted for park & ride lots, commuter lots, etc., as this would no longer be 
fair to the constituents who pay the FRED/VRE bills.  
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Mr. Milde stated that with the last round of Smart Scale, we worked together with both FRED/VRE 
and there were not any problems. Mr. McLaughlin stated, though, with Round 3 we are now put at 
odds with the scenario. Mr. Milde asked for committee comments on what number, higher than four, 
is the recommendation from the board.  
 
Mr. Withers stated that he thinks the committee needs to be aware that VRE does generate $600 
million of tax and income to the Commonwealth of Virginia that the City of Fredericksburg and both 
Spotsylvania and Stafford counties reap the benefits of. Mr. Kelly stated that the fact of the matter is 
this is what we have to deal with, and if Spotsylvania County is concerned about FRED, then 
everyone at the table needs to understand what each locality is submitting and how it will play out as 
the CTB will continue to move forward.  
 
Ms. Bohmke stated that she does feel a letter should be submitted by FAMPO stating that the 
application limits set now are not equally distributed. Mr. Milde stated at this time he feels sending 
this letter is premature as for Round 2 of the Smart Scale process FAMPO/GWRC could have 
submitted up to eight projects and only submitted five. Mr. Milde stated that he felt if entities did not 
submit the highest number of applications they could submit in the previous round, he does not see 
the CTB increasing the application limit for Round 3.  
 
Mr. Kelly stated that it is more important to focus on how applications are coordinated than how 
many can be submitted. Mr. McLaughlin stated that regardless, it is still an unequal balance and we 
need to request a better mix of projects be considered.  
 
Upon motion by Mr. McLaughlin and seconded by Ms. Bohmke, with Mr. Kelly, Mr. Milde, and 
Mr. Withers voting no, Ms. Shropshire abstaining and all others in consent, it was decided that 
FAMPO draft a letter to the State/CTB asking that the project application limits be re-evaluated with 
lower limits for transit relative to those for localities and regional agencies.  
 
Mr. Agnello advised that the Smart Scale application process begins on March 1st and June 1st is the 
latest date that applications can be created. Mr. Agnello stated that August 1st is the application 
submission deadline. Mr. Agnello advised that previously the application process was a two-month 
period and now is over five months, so this is an improvement. Mr. Agnello advised that between 
now and January is a good time for discussion/consensus of regional projects the committee desires 
to be submitted from FAMPO/GWRC. Mr. Agnello stated that early in 2018, staff will be calling for 
projects that are eligible for consideration from the CMAQ/RSTP funding categories.  
 
Mr. Agnello advised that in tonight’s agenda packet is a matrix that lists potential regional projects 
for consideration by the committee. Mr. Agnello stated that the project list has been slightly 
modified from the one presented last month. Mr. Agnello stated that an item that has been discussed 
at this committee is whether the I-95 NB Rappahannock River Crossing project is going to be re-
submitted. Mr. Agnello stated it was submitted in both previous rounds and was not selected. Mr. 
Agnello relayed the project cost is more than $100 million, and very few projects with this cost have 
been approved. The projects that have been approved that have a cost estimate of more than $100 
million are to localities that have substantial funding in place to off-set the total project costs.  
 



 

                                  September 18, 2017 - FAMPO Policy Committee Meeting Minutes                                                                               6 
 

Mr. Milde stated that this is an item that cannot be decided tonight because each locality needs to 
take this issue back to their respective boards for a determination on whether to submit or remove it. 
Mr. Agnello stated that staff is not asking that the project be removed from the LRTP but that the 
committee make a formal decision on whether to re-submit for Round 3. 
 
Mr. Agnello stated that other studies are ongoing and it is possible that some recommended projects 
could be funded from other funding sources which could potentially free up more money to cover 
larger projects. However, how much additional funding, if any, that could potentially become 
available is unknown at this time. Mr. Agnello stated that also unknown at this time is whether new 
projects would be recommended as a result of the studies that are ongoing.  
 
Mr. Milde asked Ms. Shropshire how many projects the CTB can submit in addition to ones being 
submitted by separate entities. Ms. Shropshire stated that the CTB can approve two additional 
projects that are not submitted from another agency. 
 
Mr. Milde stated that if the committee decision is to remove the I-95 NB Rappahannock River 
Crossing project, it clearly needs to document why it was not re-submitted. Mr. Milde asked the 
localities if they would have ample time to discuss the I-95 NB Rappahannock River Crossing 
project before the October 16 FAMPO meeting. There was consensus that the City of Fredericksburg 
and the Counties of Spotsylvania and Stafford would be meeting prior to the October 16 meeting, so 
a decision on whether to submit or remove the project can be obtained at the upcoming Policy 
Committee meeting. [Note: This item was later changed from October 16th to November 20th] 
 
Mr. Agnello advised that in February/March FAMPO/GWRC will review and approve the regional 
candidate projects. In the spring of 2018, FAMPO/GWRC will approve the local district grant 
candidate projects.  
 
c.)  2045 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) Update – Mr. Paul Agnello 
 
There are new federal (Map-21/FAST Act) performance measure requirements, which will be in 
place this year, that the MPO’s must adhere to. Mr. Agnello stated that our region is the first of 
fifteen Virginia MPO’s who will need to be in compliance with the new federal regulations.  
 
Mr. Agnello stated there are seven new performance measures in place, and there are two deadlines 
for meeting the measures. In May 2018, four of the seven will need to be implemented, and in May 
2019 the other three will be implemented. Mr. Agnello stated that if the MPO completes its CLRP 
and TIP under the current May guidelines for SAFETEA-LU conformity, and the plan is accepted, 
then the MPO can go another five years without new submission. However, if a TIP amendment is 
regionally significant, this could trigger the need for compliance with Map-21/FAST Act 
performance measure requirements.  
 
Mr. Agnello advised that the first four requirements that need to be met by May 27, 2018 are: 

• Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) 
• National Highway System – Asset Management: Transit Asset Management Plans & 

Emergency Relief Program 
• Transit Asset Management – National Transit Database 
• Transit Safety 
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Mr. Agnello stated that the last three requirements that need to be met by May 20, 2019 are: 

• National Highway System Performance – Freight Movement on the Interstate System 
• National Highway System Performance – Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality Improvement 

Program 
• National Highway System – Asset Management – Pavement and Bridges 

 
Mr. Agnello stated that the first goal is to make the 2045 FAMPO CLRP as compliant as possible in 
meeting the first four performance measure deadlines. Mr. Agnello stated that FAMPO is continuing 
to work with VDOT and DRPT. Per an August 10 VDOT letter, quarterly meetings will begin in 
September 2017. Mr. Agnello stated that the State target date for all first deadline performance 
measures is expected by November 2017. Mr. Agnello relayed that FAMPO will need to hold a 
special FAMPO meeting in December 2017 to approve the first four performance measures. Mr. 
Agnello advised that the December meeting is targeted for December 18 at 6:00 p.m. 
 
Mr. Agnello advised the second goal is to meet all Map-21/FAST Act performance measure 
requirements by the 2nd deadline. Mr. Agnello stated that staff will continue working with VDOT 
and DRPT, and additional consultant support will be required. Mr. Agnello relayed a mini 2045 
LRTP update in FY2018 will need to be completed prior to May 20, 2019. Mr. Agnello stated that 
the federal process schedule will not allow this to be completed in time for the April 2018 approval 
of FAMPO’s 2045 LRTP.  
 
Mr. Agnello advised that the LRTP Advisory Committee continues to meet monthly and are 
considering potential build alternatives. At this time, these are all just recommendations and none 
have been formally adopted. Mr. Agnello stated the Advisory Committee will be selecting up to 
three improvement projects for consideration. Mr. Agnello relayed the deadline for project 
submittals to FAMPO is September 20. 
 
Mr. Agnello advised that the expected timeframes for completion of the I-95 Phase 2 study is: 
 Transit/TDM – October/November 
 Highway – November/December 
  
d.)  Regional Transportation Authority (RTA) – Mr. Paul Agnello   

 
Mr. Agnello advised that per direction from the August Policy Committee, staff has gathered 
information from Northern Virginia (NVTA) and Hampton Roads (HRTAC) for committee review. 
After review of the paper presentations, the Policy Committee is to advise FAMPO if a formal 
presentation is needed.  
 
Mr. Agnello advised that included in tonight’s agenda packet is a summary sheet comparing the 
NVTA and HRTAC RTAs. Mr. Agnello stated that NOVA was not able to complete the paper 
presentation as requested in time for tonight’s meeting. However, Mr. Agnello stated that the paper 
presentation from Hampton Roads is included in tonight’s agenda packet. At this time, Mr. Agnello 
stated that staff is looking for direction from this committee on how to proceed.  
 
Mr. Kelly stated that he fully understands the topic needs to be brought to a conclusion, and he is 
proposing the following two points be discussed at the respective locality boards with a 
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recommendation to be brought back to the November meeting on how the committee wishes to 
proceed. The points Mr. Kelly asked the localities to reach decision on are: 

• have jurisdictions be prepared for a vote, either for or against, establishing an RTA 
• have jurisdictions be prepared for a vote, either for or against, removing the  I-95 NB 

Rappahannock River Crossing project from the Smart Scale project consideration list  
The Board concurred with this approach and agreed to pursue both items with their respective 
jurisdictions by the November FAMPO meeting.  
 
e.)   Harry Nice Bridge Letters – Mr. Paul Agnello 
 
Mr. Agnello advised that copies of the letters to the governors of Maryland and Virginia are included 
in tonight’s agenda packet. The letters are in opposition to the scaling back of the Harry Nice Bridge 
replacement. This was a request by Ms. Brabo at the August meeting. 
 
STAFF AND AGENCY REPORTS  
 
Mr. Agnello advised that the VDOT location and design public hearing for the 95 Express Lanes 
Fredericksburg Extension project will be held on Monday, September 25, and he encouraged 
everyone to attend. The meeting will be from 6-8:00 p.m. at Stafford High School. Mr. Agnello 
stated displays will be available for review, and at 7:00 p.m. the formal presentation will begin. 
 
MEMBER REPORTS 
 
Mr. Milde asked if a study has been completed that shows where everyone is going on I-95. Mr. 
Agnello stated that StreetLight Data is available. Mr. McLaughlin stated that the federal government 
agencies for this area export people Monday through Friday and disperse commuters at different 
locations. Mr. McLaughlin stated that implementing reverse commuting would solve the region’s 
daily and ongoing congestion problems, but no one here will contact the federal agencies to explore 
the options. 
 
Mr. Kelly stated that in years past FAMPO members have held discussions with both the local 
delegates as well as the GSA, and there was no interest in moving federal agencies to this region. As 
the federal agencies employ citizens not only from this region but also from Northern Virginia, the 
District and Maryland, discussion of re-locating federal agencies has gone on deaf ears in the past. 
Mr. McLaughlin stated that discussions need to be on-going with delegates and chief administrators 
from the government agencies. 
 
Ms. Bohmke stated that unlike Mr. Kelly, who has ten years of FAMPO service, she has only been a 
FAMPO representative for a year. Ms. Bohmke asked if there are any policy manuals, etc. available 
detailing specific decisions that have been made over the years and the reasoning why. Ms. Bohmke 
stated she feels this committee is tasked with making a lot of decisions on many topics and with 
limited or no background information to accompany the request for a decision. Ms. Bohmke stated 
she would like to see, in paper format, the fourteen years of knowledge, discussions, decisions, etc. 
made available to all FAMPO committee members. Ms. Bohmke stated a check sheet of what has 
been discussed, what has been accepted/not accepted, what has worked/not worked, etc. would be a 
helpful guide to newly-appointed FAMPO committee members.  
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Mr. McLaughlin stated that approximately a year ago, efforts were made to one TSA agency in D.C. 
regarding considering re-locating government offices to this region. Unfortunately, Mr. McLaughlin 
stated these discussions did not occur with top-level decision makers, and FAMPO, as a regional 
agency, needs to start engaging conversations with top level staff. Mr. McLaughlin stated that the 
committee, as elected representatives, need to re-engage this process.  
 
Both Ms. Bohmke and Ms. Sellers concurred that it is time the committee begins to think “outside of 
the box.” Ms. Bohmke asked how we move forward with these efforts. Mr. McLaughlin stated that a 
committee needs to be formed to initiate discussion, etc. Mr. Withers stated that he is not opposed to 
forming a sub-committee; however, he feels this is a GWRC function and not a FAMPO concern.  
 
Mr. McLaughlin stated that he feels staff needs to establish meeting criteria and that a sub-
committee needs to be established to look at alternatives such as establishing federal government 
agency sites in this region. Mr. Milde stated that he is not in opposition to a sub-committee being 
formed. Both Ms. Bohmke and Ms. Sellers felt it would be worthwhile to pursue, and both indicated 
they would serve on a sub-committee.  
 
Upon motion by Mr. McLaughlin and seconded by Ms. Sellers, with Mr. Kelly, Mr. Milde, and Mr. 
Withers voting no and all others in consent, it was decided that a sub-committee be formed to study 
the possibility of moving federal government agencies to this region. The request was for FAMPO 
staff to provide a mission statement and establish sub-committee criteria. It was also noted that the 
initial sub-committee members will be: Ms. Bohmke, Mr. McLaughlin, and Ms. Sellers.  
  
CORRESPONDENCE 
 
In packet and self-explanatory 
 
FAMPO COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 
 
Minutes from the Technical Committee and CTAG are included in tonight’s agenda packet. 
 
ADJOURN FAMPO MEETING/NEXT MEETING, OCTOBER 16, 2017 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:57 p.m., and the next meeting will be October 16, 2017 at 7:15 p.m. 
 



FAMPO RESOLUTION 18-03 

A RESOLUTION OF THE FREDERICKSBURG AREA METROPOLITAN PLANNING 
ORGANIZATION ENDORSING THE CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG’S APPLICATION 
TO THE VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION FOR FISCAL YEAR 2019 

TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES PROGRAM FUNDING 

WHEREAS, the City of Fredericksburg is applying for $165,000 in fiscal year 2019 Transportation 
Alternatives Program (TAP) funding from the Virginia Department of Transportation for its 
Sophia/Caroline Streets Bicycle Link Project ($132,000 in TAP funds with a $33,000 (20%) required 
local match); and 

WHEREAS, the FAMPO Policy Committee believes that the intended project is worthwhile and 
consistent with the 2040 Constrained Long Range Plan, and would be of general benefit to the Region; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE FREDERICKSBURG METROPOLITAN 
PLANNING ORGANIZATION THAT THE CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG’S 
TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES PROGRAM REQUEST FOR ITS SOPHIA/CAROLINE 
STREETS BICYCLE LINK PROJECT IS HEREBY ENDORSED. 

Adopted by the FAMPO Policy Committee at its meeting on October 18, 2017. 

FREDERICKSBURG AREA METROPOLITAN 
PLANNING ORGANIZATION (FAMPO) 

Paul Milde 
Fredericksburg City Chairperson 
Spotsylvania County 

Stafford County Paul Agnello 
FAMPO Administrator 

FAMPO Resolution 18-03 

____________________________________________________ 
Chairman 

 Fredericksburg Area Metropolitan Planning Organization 

Date:___________________ 

(540) 373-2890 
406 Princess Anne St. FAX: (540) 899-4808 
Fredericksburg, Virginia 22401 www.fampo.gwregion.org 
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7a.)  I-95 NB River Crossing Study Opportunity 
 



 
October 16, 2017 

I-95 NB River Crossing Study Opportunity 



 
INRIX Study Found I-95 NB to be 7th Worst Traffic 

Hotspot in USA! 
 

2 

1. Study analyzed Traffic Congestion for all days of the week: Sunday through 
Saturday 
 

2. I-95 NB 2nd worst in Virginia after I-95 SB 
 

3. 2026 economic impact per year estimated by Study at $1.1 Billion 
 

 
 

 
 
 



March, 2017 FAMPO INRIX Traffic Analysis 
Comparison of I-95 River Crossing Projects: Weekdays vs. Weekends 

Legend 

Number of Congested 15 Minute Intervals Weighted by Distance 
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I-95 NB Project Study Need for Smart Scale 

4 

1. Smart Scale requires Interstate projects with interchange changes to have a completed 
Interchange Modification Report (IMR) Study 
 

2. Existing IMR Study for the I-95 NB River Crossing is too old to use 
 

3. About $250K is still needed by VDOT Fredericksburg District to complete the study 
 If study is not completed, project will not be eligible for Smart Scale Round 3 

 
 

 
 



Study Opportunity 
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1. VDOT Fredericksburg District has the opportunity to receive $200K from VDOT Central 
Office for the Study if FAMPO contributes $50K towards the study effort 
• FAMPO has $50K in FY-18 RSTP funding available 

 
2. Study funding could be used as leverage for Smart Scale  

 
3. Completing Study would preserve options for submitting an I-95 NB River Crossing 

improvement for Smart Scale 
• VDOT Fredericksburg District needs to have funding for Study by Fall, 2017 in order to 

have enough time to complete study for Smart Scale Round 3 
 

 
 

 
 



Questions? 
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7ai.)  Resolution No. 18-04, Authorizing Staff to Transfer Fiscal Year 2018 
RSTP Funding Allocations to Support a Virginia Department of 

Transportation I-95 NB River Crossing IMR Study 
 



FAMPO RESOLUTION 18-04 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE FREDERICKSBURG AREA METROPOLITAN PLANNING 
ORGANIZATION AUTHORIZING STAFF TO TRANSFER FISCAL YEAR 2018 RSTP 

FUNDING ALLOCATIONS TO SUPPORT A VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION I-95 NB RIVER CROSSING IMR STUDY 

 
WHEREAS, the Fredericksburg Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (FAMPO) passed Resolution 
17-30 on April 17, 2017 allocating CMAQ and RSTP funds for the next six years so that the project 
allocations can be shown in the FY2018-2023 Six-Year Improvement Program (SYIP); and 
 
WHEREAS, the Fredericksburg Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (FAMPO) has a regionally 
significant UPC T18027 available to help leverage additional funding for projects; and  
 
WHEREAS, the I-95 NB Rappahannock River Crossing is a regionally significant project in need of a 
new Interchange Modification Report (IMR) Study to enable the project to be eligible for Smart Scale 
Round 3; and 
 
WHEREAS, the addition of $50,000 in FY2018 RSTP funding would help leverage $200,000 in 
additional State funding towards the study and enable the study to be fully funded; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE FREDERICKSBURG AREA 
METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION THAT IT HAS HEREBY ALLOCATED 
$50,000 IN FISCAL YEAR 2018 RSTP FUNDING TO UPC T18027 TO HELP FULLY FUND AN 
INTERCHANGE MODIFICATION REPORT STUDY FOR THE I-95 NB RAPPAHANNOCK 
RIVER CROSSING PROJECT. 
 

Adopted by the FAMPO Policy Committee at its meeting on October 16, 2017. 

 

 

FREDERICKSBURG AREA METROPOLITAN  
PLANNING ORGANIZATION (FAMPO) 

  Paul Milde 
Fredericksburg City  Chairperson 
Spotsylvania County    
Stafford County  Paul Agnello 

  FAMPO Administrator 

   
 FAMPO Resolution 18-04  
  

 
____________________________________________________ 

 

 Chairman 
 Fredericksburg Area Metropolitan Planning Organization 

 

 

 Date:___________________  
   

  (540) 373-2890 
406 Princess Anne St.  FAX: (540) 899-4808 
Fredericksburg, Virginia 22401  www.fampo.gwregion.org 
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7b.)  Update on Smart Scale Round 3 
 



 
October 16, 2017 

Recent Smart Scale  
Scoring Change for Accessibility 



Accessibility has the 2nd Highest Weighting in Smart Scale 
for FAMPO Region 

2 



Accessibility Findings from Smart Scale Task Force 
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15% of Score for Category A: FAMPO 
 
Three Accessibility Measures: 

1. Access to Jobs (60%) 
2. Access to Jobs for disadvantaged populations (20%) 
3. Access to Multimodal Choices (20%) 

 
Issues: 
1. Measures 1 & 2 which equate for 80% of score use a job accessibility threshold of 45 minutes for 

highway trips and 60 minutes for transit trips based on an analysis of Statewide averages. As  a 
result, work trips commuting longer than these thresholds are not counted. The FAMPO/GWRC 
area has a lot of long distance commuters to NOVA, DC, and Dahlgren, but the jobs that they 
commute to are not counted in the analysis if the commuter time is over the threshold  
 

2. Decay curves for use in the Accessibility analysis were developed for NOVA and for the rest of 
Virginia only. Fredericksburg area was grouped with the rest of Virginia, but is most similar to 
NOVA in terms of access to jobs travel characteristics. Data potentially exists for developing a 
Fredericksburg/NOVA area Decay Curve. 
 

3. For Last mile assumptions, pedestrian trips considered for the end of transit trips, but Bicycle 
trips are not considered. Bike sharing is growing in NOVA/DC, but is not currently considered.  

  



Examples of Round 2 Accessibility scores: 
NB River Crossing in Fredericksburg: 2.2 
I-64 High Rise Bridge in Hampton Roads: 11.4 
VA 286 Interchange in NOVA: 8.3 
I-95 Widening in Richmond: 11.2 

 
Likely reason for lower scoring for NB River Crossing compared 
to other projects is relative lack of jobs within a 45 minute drive 
from the River Crossing during congested periods. DC and 
much of Northern Virginia likely outside of 45 minute drive 
during peak periods. 
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A. Review of Prioritization Methodology: Accessibility 
 



A. Review of Prioritization Methodology: Accessibility 
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15% of Score for Category A: FAMPO 
 
Findings: 
1. One size fits all approach for entire State except NOVA for Access to Jobs Accessibility 

calculation is not reasonable for GWRC area. Large percentage of GWRC commute trips are over 
45 minutes for Auto and 60 minutes for Transit. Need a different decay curve specific to GWRC or 
GWRC and NOVA 
• Average Commute Time for Virginia: 27.7 minutes (25.4 for USA) 
• Average Commute Time for DC Metro Area (MD/DC/NOVA): 34.5 minutes 
• Average Commute Time for GWRC jurisdictions: 36.5 minutes 

 Stafford: 39.4 
 City: 25.0 
 Spotsylvania: 38.0 
 Caroline: 37.7 
 King George: 34.0  

 City of Roanoke: 20.3 
 Henrico County: 21.9 
 City of Virginia Beach: 22.9 

 
1. First Mile/Last Mile Bicycle trips not included which is important for NOVA/DC work trip ends 

because of available Bikesharing options 
 

 
 
 

  



Summary Timeline of FAMPO correspondence to State 
on Accessibility Measure for Round 3 of Smart Scale 
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• April 17th – FAMPO Letter providing input to State on several Smart Scale items including 
two issues with Accessibility measure scoring. First issue is critical for GWRC area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• August 11th – State Response to April FAMPO Letter stating that first Accessibility Measures 
issue identified by FAMPO in April 17th letter would be changed 
 

• August 29th – Fall Transportation Meeting for Fredericksburg District – State presents on 
proposed Smart Scale changes which include Accessibility Measure issue change 
 

• October 3rd – State Smart Scale e-mail unexpectedly restores Accessibility Measure issue 
change so that 45 minute Highway and 60 minute Transit caps are restored. 

 



State Response to FAMPO on August 11th regarding 
Accessibility Measure Change 
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• April 17th – FAMPO Letter providing input to State on several Smart Scale items including 
two issues with Accessibility measure scoring 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



October 3rd State Smart Scale E-mail 
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• October 3rd – State Smart Scale e-mail unexpectedly restores Accessibility Measure issue 
change so that 45 minute Highway and 60 minute Transit caps are restored 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Current October 20th Deadline for Public Comment on 
Draft Smart Scale Round 3 Technical Guide 
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1. October 20th is current deadline for public comment on proposed Smart Scale Round 3 

Technical Guide 
• Released for Public Comment on August 21st 
• Several changes announced by e-mail on October 3rd 

 
 

2. Significant concern at several MPOs regarding October 3rd State Smart Scale changes. 
Virginia Association of MPOs has written a letter requesting an extension to public 
comment period and a delay in CTB action on accepting new Technical Guide from October 
24th to December 6th CTB meeting 

 
 
 
 
 

 



Questions? 
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7bi.)  Smart Scale Update – September 19, 2017 
 



1

SMART SCALE Updates 

Nick Donohue
Deputy Secretary of Transportation
September 19, 2017



22

Updates

• Recap of proposed Round 3 changes
• Follow-up items from June meeting

– Economic Development Measure
▪ Cap on Square Footage
▪ Distressed Communities

– Congestion Measures
▪ Current day demand versus forecasted demand 10 years in future
▪ Scaling Throughput

• Summary of Feedback Received
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Proposed Changes to Process 
Recap

 

3

Biennial Schedule
• Begin application 

intake March 1st 
2018

• June 1st  deadline 
for creation of an 
application

• August 1st  
submission deadline
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Application Limits
• Establish 2 tiers based on population

Tier Localities MPOs/PDCs/Transit 
Agencies

Maximum Number of 
Applications

1 Less than 200K Less than 500K 4

2
Greater than 

200K
Greater than 500K 8

Proposed Changes to Policy 
Recap
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Project Readiness
• Formalize and strengthen policy on required level of project planning

• New interchange on limited access facility
• IJR with preferred alternative

• Grade separation of at-grade intersection
• At-grade improvement options have been assessed

• New signal
• Signal warrants have been met and signal justified

• Major widening
• Corridor optimization and alternatives to new lanes have been 

evaluated
• Demonstrate that a project has public support, requiring resolution of 

support from governing body and in MPO areas a resolution of support from 
the regional entity

Proposed Changes to Policy 
Recap
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Project Eligibility
• Clarify the ineligibility of maintenance and State of Good 

Repair (SGR) projects
• If project scope is mostly the repair or replacement of existing 

assets then it is not eligible for SMART SCALE  Examples 
include:
• Signal system replacement (mast arms, signal heads)
• Bridge replacement with wider lane widths and/or ped 

accommodations

Proposed Changes to Policy 
Recap



77

   

• Full Funding Policy
• Program not intended to replace committed local/regional funding 

sources, proffers, and/or other committed state/federal funding sources
• If $ request is to add components to existing fully funded project then 

requested components will be analyzed independently
• Relationship of Major Project Elements

• Add guidance that project elements must be associated (contiguous or 
same improvement type)

Proposed Changes to Policy 
Recap
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Proposed Changes to Measures 
Recap

Congestion
▪ Person throughput – scale based on length

Safety
▪ Remove DUI crashes and use blended rate for fatal and severe 

injury crashes
Accessibility – A.1 and A.2 - Access to Jobs

▪ Eliminate the 45 and 60 minute cap for auto and transit job 
access respectively

Land Use
▪ More specific definitions of mixed-use development
▪ New methodology - Accessibility to key non-work destinations 

such as grocery, healthcare, education, etc.
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Proposed Changes to Measures 
Update

Congestion - Person Throughput – scale based on length
• SMART SCALE team has been working on various methods to 

better scale throughput based on the size of the project
• Challenges remain and center around the different approaches to 

calculating throughput - modeled vs non-modeled projects
• Additional time, research and development is needed

Moving Forward
• Team will continue to work on items to address between now and 

October meeting
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Proposed Changes to Measures 
Update

Congestion - Current Day Demand vs. Forecasted Demand

• Pros
– Would focus on areas that are a problem today - as opposed to 

something that may be problem in the future
– Eliminates projections and forecasting, simplifies congestion 

analysis

• Cons
– Accounting for committed projects in SYIP for modeled 

improvement - non-standard methodology
– High growth areas would not be reflected in analysis and limits 

ability to pro-actively address problems
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Proposed Changes to Measures 
Recap

Economic Development - ED.1 - Site Development
• Remove 0.5 points for consistent with local and regional plans - project 

specifically referenced in local comp plan or regional economic development 
strategy = 0.5 points

• Project in areas with economic needs get up to 0.5 points
• Zoned properties must get primary/direct access from project
• Conceptual (0.5, 1) vs detailed site plans (2, 4 points) – points based on 

whether submitted or approved
• Reduce buffer to max of 3 miles
• Considering establishment of maximum square footage based on 

project type and based on current level of development - cannot 
exceed x% of total current square footage in jurisdiction(s)

Economic Development - ED.2 - Intermodal Access
• Scale freight tonnage-based measure by the length of the improvement
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Proposed Changes to Measures 
Update

Economic Development - ED.1 - Site Development
• Project in areas with greater economic needs get up to 0.5 points

Recommendation:
• Utilize data from Economic Innovation Group, data is zip code based
• Values ranges from 100 to 0, with 100 being the most distressed
• Propose calculating points by multiply distress value (as a percentage) by 

0.5 points
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Proposed Changes to Measures 
Update

Economic Development - ED.1 - Site Development
• Considering establishment of maximum square footage based on project 

type and based on current level of development - cannot exceed x% of total 
current square footage in jurisdiction(s)

• Research and feedback have demonstrated this may not be the 
best approach

Recommendation Approach
• Establish statewide limit on amount of square footage, additional 

documentation required for anything above that amount
– Conducted review of outliers from previous two rounds
– 10,000,000 square foot cap appears reasonable, addresses main outliers, 

and limit impacts
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Input Received

Draft Technical Guide made publicly available on August 20, 2017

Application Limits
• Concerns raised on whether the two tier approach provides 

advantage/disadvantage to populated areas
• Concerns that limit could encourage applicants to submit maximum
• Effect of limits to smaller unincorporated towns - county unwilling to sponsor

Project Eligibility
• Concerns with proposal that proffered improvements not be eligible

Project Readiness
• Requested documentation (IJR, signal warrants, major widening) could be 

dated by the time funding is available - clarify level of documentation
• Suggestion for templates to document project readiness and alternative 

evaluation
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Input Received

Measures/Methods
• Congestion

– Include weekend analysis
– Include current year in congestion analysis

• Safety
– Points for preventative treatments 

• Accessibility
– Support and Opposition to removing 45/60 minute caps on access to jobs

• Economic Development
– Increase buffer area for larger capacity projects
– Higher weighting for Intermodal Access and Travel Time Reliability when 

competing for High Priority Program
– Clarify definition of “primary access” for zoned only properties

• Land Use
– Larger buffer for larger projects
– More information on ‘non-work’ accessibility measure
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Schedule and Next Steps

September – October - Fall Transportation Meetings
• Training and Outreach on proposed changes
• Receive public comment on proposed changes

October 20, 2017 - Deadline to submit comments on Draft 
SMART SCALE Technical Guide

October CTB Meeting
• Adopt Revised CTB Policy and Policy/Technical Guides
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7bii.)  Smart Scale Letter Regarding Application Limits 
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7biii.)  Smart Scale Letter Regarding Proposed Scoring Changes 
 



Fredericksburg Area Metropolitan Planning Organization 
406 Princess Anne Street 

Fredericksburg, Virginia 22401 
(540) 373-2890 

Fax (540) 899-4808 
www.fampo.gwregion.org 

 
Paul Milde 

FAMPO Chairman 
 

Paul Agnello 
FAMPO Administrator 

October 16, 2017 
 
Honorable Aubrey Layne 
Secretary of Transportation 
Commonwealth of Virginia 
1111 East Broad Street 
Richmond, VA  23219 
 
RE:  Recommendations from FAMPO Regarding Proposed Smart Scale Accessibility Measure 
Changes 
 
Dear Secretary Layne: 
 
We appreciate the work that the Commonwealth is doing to improve transportation in the Fredericksburg 
region and addressing the two worst traffic problems in the Commonwealth: I-95 SB and I-95 NB 
between Fredericksburg and Northern Virginia. We are writing to provide FAMPO recommendations to 
the Commonwealth Transportation Board (CTB) on improving the Smart Scale program accessibility 
measure for Round 3.  On April 17th, we wrote the Commonwealth concerning several recommendations 
for improving Smart Scale Round 3 based on the work of the FAMPO Smart Scale Task Force including 
two recommendations regarding the accessibility measure. The State office responded to the FAMPO 
letter on August 11th shown below with the FAMPO input on top and State response underlined below:  
 

 
 

http://www.fampo.gwregion.org/


As a result of this communication, we understood that the first item would be addressed in Round 3 of 
Smart Scale and this was what was presented to us at our District’s Fall Transportation Meeting on August 
29th. We were therefore surprised to learn in the State’s October 3rd e-mail communication that the State 
had “Restored the 45 and 60 minute cap for auto and transit job access respectively” for the 
accessibility measure which the State had indicated was not reasonable to use for the FAMPO area in 
its August communication. 
 
The Fredericksburg and Northern Virginia areas of Virginia have significantly longer average 
commute times than the rest of the state which exceed the proposed 45 and 60 minute caps for auto 
and transit job access for many travelers. A 2016 commuter skills survey conducted by the 
Fredericksburg Chamber of Commerce and Fredericksburg Regional Alliance estimated that about 
half of all Fredericksburg area commuter trips were more than 1 hour long. Based on Census data, the 
Fredericksburg Region has an average commute time of about 36 minutes compared to 27 minutes for 
the State of Virginia and 34 minutes for the DC metro area.  
 
Because of the different travel characteristics for Fredericksburg and Northern Virginia regions 
compared to the rest of the state, we recommend that these regions should either have their own 
unique decay curves or a combined one for both areas and the 45 and 60 minute caps for auto and 
transit trips should be removed statewide. 
 
We hope that the CTB finds this input helpful. If you have any questions regarding these 
recommendations, feel free to contact myself or Paul Agnello. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Paul Milde 
Chairman 
 
Cc: FAMPO Policy Committee 
 CTB Members 
 State Legislative Delegation 
 Congressional Delegation from George Washington Regional Commission Area 
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7biiia.) State Smart Scale Changes from October 3, 2017 
 



https://outlook.office.com/owa/?realm=gwregion.org&exsvurl=1&ll-cc=1033&modurl=0&path=/mail/inbox 1/2

SMART Portal and SMART SCALE Updates

Good a�ernoon,

We wanted to provide a few updates.

SMART Portal

1.  The deadline for submission of applica�ons for the Revenue Sharing, Transporta�on Alterna�ves, and Safety
programs is due November 1, 2017.  If you have ques�ons about your applica�ons or the Portal, please use the
contacts included on the About tab or send an email to SmartPortal@CTB.Virginia.gov.

2.  The point of contact for the Revenue Sharing program for our Hampton Roads district has changed.  If you have
ques�ons, please direct them to Sonya.Hallums-Ponton@VDOT.Virginia.gov.

SMART SCALE
1.  At the September mee�ng of Commonwealth Transporta�on Board, the Board was presented with several updates

as well as feedback we have received to date.  As a result of that mee�ng, there were several addi�onal
changes/clarifica�ons proposed for Round 3 of SMART SCALE:

a.  Conges�on Measures
 i.  Scaling Conges�on – This item is s�ll under considera�on and addi�onal updates will be
provided at the October CTB mee�ng.

ii. Current vs. Future Congestion - Person throughput and person hours of delay analysis will now use existing
year traffic volumes, not future year traffic volumes. 

1. New roadway facilities tested with a regional travel demand model should be tested using the SYIP
highway network.

b.  Economic Development Measures

 i.  Established maximum square footage of 10 million square feet

c.  Accessibility

 i.  Restored the 45 and 60 minute cap for auto and transit job access respectively

2.  To provide some feedback based on ques�ons that we have received as well as the discussion with the Board we
have created “Frequently Asked Ques�ons” (a�ached).  Addi�onally, we have updated the dra� SMART SCALE
Technical Guide and Errata sheet to reflect the above referenced changes as well as providing addi�onal clarity
based on ques�ons received.  These documents are available on the Resources page of the SMART SCALE website at
h�p://vasmartscale.org/resources/default.asp.

SmartPortal (CTB) <SmartPortal@CTB.Virginia.gov>

Tue 10/3/2017 6:03 PM

Cc:SmartPortal (CTB) <SmartPortal@CTB.Virginia.gov>;

 1 attachments (811 KB)

FAQ_SmartScale_Sept29_2017_Final.pdf;

mailto:SmartPortal@CTB.Virginia.gov
mailto:Sonya.Hallums-Ponton@VDOT.Virginia.gov
http://vasmartscale.org/resources/default.asp


10/12/2017 Mail - donley@gwregion.org

https://outlook.office.com/owa/?realm=gwregion.org&exsvurl=1&ll-cc=1033&modurl=0&path=/mail/inbox 2/2

We will accept comments un�l October 20, 2017 and will present comments and feedback received to the Board at the
October mee�ng. 
 
Should you have addi�onal ques�ons or comments please feel free to contact us.
 
Thanks,
The SMART Portal Team
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I. Proposed Changes to SMART SCALE Policy and Requirements 

Eligible Applicants 

What entities are eligible to submit applications for SMART SCALE projects? 

Projects may be submitted by regional entities including Metropolitan Planning Organizations 
(MPOs) and Planning District Commissions (PDCs), along with counties; and cities and towns that 
maintain their own infrastructure and qualify to receive payments pursuant to §33.2-319.  Transit 
agencies that receive state operating assistance from the Mass Transit Trust Fund, as established in 
§ 58.1-638(A)(4)(b)(2) of the Code of Virginia, are also eligible to submit projects. 

The responsibility for transportation in those towns that do not receive maintenance payments is 
with the County.  Counties are encouraged to coordinate with towns and prioritize candidate 
projects for submission similar to the Secondary Six-Year Plan process. 

What if VDOT maintains some roads in a town, but the town maintains the others? 

Counties, cities, and towns that maintain their own infrastructure are eligible to submit applications 
regardless of the roadway system.  Maintenance of the specific roadway system is not a 
requirement of eligibility.   

What if a project crosses locality boundaries? 

An eligible entity can submit an application as long as the project is located within the boundary of 
their jurisdictional authority.  However, localities and regional planning bodies may submit joint 
applications for projects that cross boundaries, or the town may request the county to submit a 
project. 

Timeline 

When does the Round 3 SMART SCALE application process begin? 

The application intake process for Round 3 of SMART SCALE begins on March 1st, 2018. 

When is the deadline for creating a Round 3 SMART SCALE application in the application portal? 

The deadline for creating a Round 3 SMART SCALE application is June 1, 2018. After June 1st a new 
application for Round 3 cannot be created.  Once applications are created, applicants will be able to 
continue editing applications in the system until the August 1, 2018 submission deadline.  

What is the deadline for a Round 3 SMART SCALE project submission? 

The deadline for submitting all elements of a Round 3 SMART SCALE project is August 1, 2018. 

Can a resolution of support for a Round 3 SMART SCALE project be submitted after August 1, 2018? 

No. The final deadline for uploading all Round 3 project submission materials, including resolutions 
of support, is August 1, 2018.  This is a change from prior years and it is believed to be appropriate 
based on the additional time between rounds currently in place. 
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When does a locality need to select the number of Round 3 SMART SCALE projects (4 or 8) it will 
submit? 

Applicants have no limit to the number of applications that can be created in the portal; however 
applicants are limited on the number that can be submitted by August 1st, based on the proposed 
application limits.  

Application Limits 

How many SMART SCALE applications can be submitted? 

Localities with a population below 200,000, and MPOs/PDCs/Transit agencies that serve a below 
500,000, may submit a maximum of four applications. 

Localities with a population above 200,000, and MPOs/PDCs/Transit agencies that serve a 
population above 500,000, may submit a maximum of eight applications. 

Tier Localities MPOs/PDCs/Transit Agencies Maximum Number of Applications 

1 Less than 200K Less than 500K 4 

2 Greater than 200K Greater than 500K 8 

 

The source of population data for localities, MPOs and PDCs is the last preceding United States 
census (2010).  Application limits for transit agencies were determined based on service area 
population in the 2010 National Transit Database (NTD). If service area population was not 
available in NTD, Census 2010 population was used to determine population in jurisdictions served 
by transit agency. 

The listing of eligible entities, population data and tier/maximum number of applications is located 
on line at http://vasmartscale.org/documents/smart_scale_application_limitations.xlsx.  

Can PDCs count MPO population within their boundaries when determining their maximum number of 
applications? 

No. MPO population (within the approved MPO study area boundary) is subtracted from the PDC 
population to avoid double counting population.   

Do transit agency SMART SCALE application count against local application maximums? 

No. Public transit agencies are considered separate entities and do not count toward local 
maximum. 

Does an application submitted by a county located within an MPO area count against the limit of 
applications for that MPO?  

No.  In such cases and by way of example, an eligible town (with a limit of 4), located within a 
county (with a limit of 4) and within an MPO area (with a limit of 4) with a nearby transit provider 
(with a limit of 4) has multiple opportunities to submit an application, possibly up to 16.  As a 
reminder there are limitations on who can submit based on the different VTrans needs categories 
and eligibility to the High Priority and District Grant Programs.   

 

http://vasmartscale.org/documents/smart_scale_application_limitations.xlsx
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Project Type 
Regional Entity (MPOs, 
PDCs) 

Locality* (Counties, Cities, 
and Towns) 

Public Transit 
Agencies  

Corridor of 
Statewide 
Significance 

Yes Yes, with a resolution of support 
from relevant regional entity 

Yes, with resolution of 
support from relevant 
regional entity 

Regional 
Network 

Yes Yes, with a resolution of support 
from relevant regional entity* 

Yes, with resolution of 
support from relevant 
regional  entity 

Urban 
Development 
Area 

No Yes, with a resolution of support 
from relevant regional entity* 

No 

Safety No Yes, with a resolution of support 
from relevant regional entity* 

No 

  

For ineligible towns in an MPO area, if the county and MPO run out of applications can the town make 
a submission under the PDC? 

Yes, but PDCs and MPOs are only eligible to submit projects on the Corridors of Statewide 
Significance or Regional Networks, and are only eligible for funding through the High Priority 
Program. 

Is there a limit on the number of pre-applications that can be created in SMART Portal?   

No, multiple pre-applications can be created for the purpose of review and pre-screening by VDOT, 
DRPT, and OIPI.  However, the final applications submitted for evaluation and consideration for 
funding are subject to the application limit. We do recommend that applicants refrain from creating 
a large number of applications in the SMART Portal as VDOT, DRPT, and OIPI staff plan to pre-
screen applications to ensure projects are eligible and meet a VTrans need. 

Full Funding Policy 

What does “committed” funding mean? 

Committed funds are funds committed to cover the difference in total project cost and SMART 
SCALE request so that the project is fully funded through construction.  Applicants are encouraged 
to identify other sources of funding (local, regional, proffers, other stated/federal funds) to reduce 
the amount of SMART SCALE funding.  However, since committed funds are used to leverage and 
reduce the SMART SCALE requested amount forming the basis of SMART SCALE Score, applicants 
must submit a letter of commitment that they are responsible for such committed funds even if the 
original source of the funds is no longer available. 

Additionally, if projects that are fully funded in a capital improvement program, a metropolitan 
planning organization’s transportation improvement program or committed by a developer 
through local zoning approval process will be excluded from consideration in evaluating and rating 
for SMART SCALE. However, the Board recognizes that there are unique circumstances for large 
projects that require flexibility. Accordingly, a fully funded project may be considered under SMART 
SCALE if the total project cost is reasonably expected to exceed $1 billion and will start 
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procurement prior to the award of the next round of SMART SCALE but was ineligible for the most 
recent previous round of SMART SCALE due to project readiness. 

Can an applicant leverage the same funds for multiple projects? 

Yes, however if an applicant leverages the same funding on more than one request for funding 
(SMART SCALE, Revenue Sharing, TAP, etc.) and more than one project is selected for funding, then 
the applicant is responsible for covering the difference.  A letter of commitment to fund the 
leveraged amount is required for each project. 

Are proffered projects eligible for SMART SCALE funding? 

SMART SCALE funding is not intended to replace other committed funding sources such as 
local/regional funding, proffers, and/or other committed state or federal funding sources. For a 
project phase or element that is expected to be funded or accomplished through proffers, the costs 
and benefits associated with that project element will be excluded from consideration in evaluating 
and rating the project for SMART SCALE.  If the applicant desires to submit a project with proffered 
conditions and seeks to obtain SMART SCALE funding for, or in lieu of the proffer, the proffer must 
have been legally rescinded or terminated before the applicant may submit an application for the 
project. 

Project Readiness 

There are several recommendations to further clarify project readiness.  These requirements have 
been proposed as a result of lessons learned from projects selected for funding in Rounds 1 and 2, 
where it is apparent that the projects were not yet ready to advance.  Certain project readiness 
requirements are proposed to ensure planning and environmental review processes are not 
bypassed. Such projects may be at risk for advancing in the project development process. In such 
cases funding that was allocated to the project could have been utilized on another project in the 
same cohort.  Additionally, one of the goals of the SMART SCALE process is to not only select the 
best projects for funding, but also to identify the best candidate projects for submission.  Applicants 
are encouraged to conduct the appropriate level of planning and prioritizing of the needs within 
their jurisdictions.     

Do applicants need a signal warrant analysis for a new signal, or an Interchange Justification Report 
(IJR) with a preferred alternative for a new interchange? 

Yes. The IJR and signal warrant analysis formalizes the policy that was in place for Round 2.    

Proposed new traffic signals must meet VDOT spacing standards and require an approved traffic 
signal justification report to justify their use as the appropriate traffic control method at the 
proposed location and the applicant must provide evidence that innovative intersection 
improvements have been considered and evaluated.  Applicants concerned about resources needed 
to conduct a signal warrant analysis or Interchange Justification report should contact VDOT 
District Planner to coordinate technical assistance. 

An Interchange Justification Report is only required for new access points on limited access 
facilities.  Modifications to existing access points do not require a formal IJR or Interchange 
Modification Report (IMR) – a planning study is sufficient.  For all interchange projects, new or 
modifications to existing, VDOT needs to understand the specific interchange configuration or 
modifications proposed for funding in order to calculate the benefits.  
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Do applicants need an alternatives evaluation for new roadways or roadway widening projects? 

Yes. The proposed planning requirements for new roadways and major widenings are new. An 
applicant that proposes a major widening of an existing roadway must demonstrate that 
alternatives to optimize the existing capacity have been evaluated as part of the planning process, 
and that the alternatives analysis results were used in making the decision on the preferred 
alternative.  The intention of this proposed requirement is not to force applicants to spend 
extensive time and resources conducting detailed studies. Instead it is meant to require applicants 
to show that they have considered options to maximize the performance and operation of existing 
capacity.   

An example might be a two-lane roadway with 5,000-6,000 vehicles a day. The roadway has seen 
some growth over the years, but is not considered high growth – and the forecasted AADT is still 
within the capacity of a two-lane facility. However, through vehicle are being blocked by turning 
vehicles, and there are no existing turn lanes. In this case, VDOT would want to know that the 
provision of turn lanes had been evaluated, and deemed inadequate, before considering the 
construction of an additional through lane in each direction.  

For new roadways, applicants should coordinate with VDOT/DRPT on the level of environmental 
document that may be needed prior to submission of an application. 

Can an applicant list the alternatives that are anticipated to be evaluated? 

No. VDOT and DRPT cannot evaluate multiple alternatives to determine the project benefits.  The 
preferred alternative must be identified in the application.  If more than one alternative is listed, 
then the State will request the applicant to modify the application to identify the preferred 
alternative.  If applicant is unable to identify preferred alternative, then the State will deem the 
project not ready and will screen the project out from consideration. 

What is the definition of “major widening,” and what type of study is expected?  

In general, major widening is defined as the addition of two or more general purpose through lanes.  
The level of study needed would need to demonstrate that the applicant has evaluated alternatives 
to optimize the existing capacity; this could be conducted in-house, and does not need to be a 
formal study. 

Some project readiness documents may not be valid for six years after funding becomes available. 

VDOT and DRPT understands the concerns of certain required documents for project readiness and 
agree that there is some risk in having certain information well in advance; however, we do not 
want to select a project for funding to then find out it cannot advance for a variety of reasons. 

Project Support 

How can an applicant demonstrate that a project has public support? 

Applicants must demonstrate that a project has the support of key stakeholders and that the public 
has been afforded the opportunity to provide comments and input at the time of application 
submittal to SMART SCALE. A resolution of support from the relevant governing body or policy 
board, approved in a public forum with adequate public notice, is required at the time of 
application.  This policy ensures the public was afforded the opportunity to provide input. The 
resolution of support must be uploaded in the SMART Portal as part of the project documentation.  
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There are two elements of public support eligibility: 

 Public Support: Every application must have a resolution of support from its governing 

body. 

 Eligibility to Submit Applications/Regional Support: For locality and transit-submitted 

project applications located within an MPO area, the project must have a resolution for 

support from the MPO. 

Does a SMART SCALE project need to be in an MPO or PDC regional plan? 

Projects are not required to be in the long range plans prior to application submission; however, 
federally eligible, projects must meet the relevant federal requirements for inclusion into the 
Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP) in order to make use of funding received through SMART 
SCALE.  MPOs need to understand potential impacts to the long range plans before projects are 
selected for funding.  Localities and MPOs are encouraged to follow the planning and prioritization 
processes currently in use by the MPO.  A project submitted by a locality within an MPO boundary 
must provide a resolution of support from the governing MPO Policy Board. 

Relationship of Major Project Elements 

What does “contiguous” mean? 

For the purposes of this policy contiguous means adjacent or together in a sequence.  Transit stops 
or stations along a transit route or intersections or spot improvements along a corridor meet the 
definition of contiguous for the purposes of the project eligibility policy. 
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II. Proposed Changes to SMART SCALE Evaluation Measures 

Congestion Mitigation 

Are traffic volumes analyzed for existing or future conditions? 

Traffic volumes will be analyzed for existing conditions.  This is a change to the person throughput 
and person hours of delay measures used in the first two rounds of SMART SCALE funding, which 
were based on future traffic conditions.  The 2017 SMART SCALE Technical Guide will be revised to 
reflect this change. 

How will the person throughput measure be used for transit and TDM projects? 

To find the change in corridor total (multimodal) person throughput attributed to the project, 
SMART SCALE will look at the following data sources: 

 Park and Ride: For park and ride projects, identify the location of the project using data 

from the U.S. Census Bureau’s OnTheMap tool to query the population within 3 miles of the 

proposed park and ride improvement. The OnTheMap tool provides data that can be used to 

determine the average commuting distance and direction for this population. 

 Transit: For transit projects, Department of Rail and Public Transportation (DRPT) will 

provide estimated daily ridership and hourly ridership for the proposed service. 

For transit, TDM, bicycle and pedestrian projects, SMART SCALE will estimate total person 
throughput for existing and new users in the peak period. The person throughput reduction for new 
users is associated with any throughput savings associated with a shift from auto to the other mode.  

Why not use person miles travelled, instead of person throughput miles? 

This is essentially what the recommendation to scale the throughput measure will do.  One 
important distinction is that the throughput measure calculates the person throughput above and 
beyond the facilities capacity that the proposed improvement will facilitate.  So if a corridor is 
below capacity, it will not show an increase in throughput by adding additional capacity.  To avoid 
confusion with the standard definition of person miles of travel we decided to use the terminology 
person throughput miles. 

Accessibility 

How will removing the 45 and 60-minute cap affect scores across modes, including transit and 
bicycle/pedestrian projects? 

At the September CTB meeting the CTB expressed an intention to retain the 45 and 60-minute caps 
for the calculation of accessibility.  The 2017 SMART SCALE Technical Guide will be revised to 
reflect this change. 
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Economic Development 

What is the definition of “primary access to a site”? 

To qualify as primary access to site the proposed site or parcel needs to be adjacent to the proposed 
transportation improvement.  The proposed site is not required to have a planned entrance to the 
proposed transportation improvement. 

Is there a limit on the amount of square footage of development that can be applied to measure ED.1? 

Yes, the total amount of development that can be considered for the purpose of scaling the ED.1 
measure is capped at 10 million square feet.  An applicant may submit additional sites (square 
footage) above this cap; however, additional documentation will be required.  The 2017 SMART 
SCALE Technical Guide will be revised to reflect this change. 

What is the definition of a “detailed site plan,” and why is it required? 

A detailed site plan has construction documents, engineering/architectural drawings and 
specifications that include construction requirements for a project. These plans are detailed enough 
for construction and include details regarding building pad locations, grading, drainage, utilities, 
parking and entrances. 

A conceptual site plan is a conceptual sketch, as part of a rezoning application that must include the 
following detail:  

1. The location, area and density or floor area ratio (FAR) of each type of proposed land use within 
the development.  

2. A delineation of developable land to exclude wetlands and terrain that will not be developed.  

3. The location of any proposed roadway facility on site within the development's boundaries and 
the connectivity of the network addition as proposed.  

4. The location of stub outs on adjoining property and the existing land use of such adjacent 
property, if applicable, and the location of any proposed stub outs within the network addition, if 
applicable. 

Why are ZIP codes being used as the geography for economically distressed areas?  

VDOT/DRPT researched multiple sources of information to determine the appropriate data set for 
economic indicators.  Most data sets report at the jurisdiction level of counties and cities.  
Jurisdiction-level stress indicators can mask economically distressed areas within a particular 
jurisdiction.  The data set provided through the Economic Innovation Group Distressed 
Communities Index (http://eig.org/dci) provides data at a more granular level tied to zip codes.  
Evaluation of economic distress at the zip code level was deemed more reliable than at the 
jurisdiction level.  

Instead of a 3 mile buffer distance, could the buffer be scaled to project size and impact? 

The buffer distance, which is measured by travel distance on the transportation network, has been 
adjusted by project type:  

http://eig.org/dci
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 Tier 1 Project Type (0.5 mile buffer): Turn Lane, Intelligent Transportation Systems, Bike 

Lane or Path, Sidewalk, Bus Stop, Park & Ride Lot 

 Tier 2 Project Type (1 mile buffer): Access Management, Signal optimization, Increase Bus 

 service, Improvement to Rail Transit Station 

 Tier 3 Project Type (3 mile buffer): New through lane, new/improved interchange, new 

 bridge, new Rail Transit Station, additional Rail Track 

It should be noted, that the buffer distance is scaled for larger projects (i.e. longer projects have a 
larger buffer).  

Why did this measure shift from evaluating the project’s support of “new and existing economic 
development” to “future economic development”? How will redevelopment projects be considered? 

Existing economic development was not eligible for inclusion in the calculation of this measure and 
no changes to that effect are under consideration.  Pending and future development has always 
been the focus of this measure.  The proposed changes are meant to better assess the readiness of 
proposed development.  For a zoned property to be eligible it would need to be adjacent to the 
proposed improvement.  At the site plan level, the proposed changes better distinguish between 
conceptual and detailed site plans.  The allowable buffers around the project have also been 
reduced.   

A redevelopment proposal of an existing property is eligible – an applicant would need to upload 
supporting documentation for the site to receive credit.  If a locality is planning for redevelopment 
of an area with vacant structures, then conceptual redevelopment plans can be uploaded.  If a 
private developer has submitted conceptual or detailed site plans for a redevelopment project then 
those can be uploaded as part of the site documentation. 

Land Use Coordination 

What is the definition of “mixed use”? 

To qualify as mixed use a site or parcel must be designated in the locality’s current or future zoning 
map as mixed use zoning or be located within a designated mixed-use zoning district, which allows 
for a range of land uses (residential, commercial, cultural, institutional, and/or industrial) in a 
single development project. 

Why is there a cap on the number of occurrences for each destination type, and how were points 
assigned for each destination type?  

The non-work accessibility methodology was developed by analyzing existing levels of accessibility 
throughout the Commonwealth. The destination "caps" are based on the largest number observed 
anywhere in Virginia (actually the 99th percentile). In other words, nowhere in Virginia scores all 
100 points. Points are awarded equally to each destination class (Education, Grocery, etc.) and 
divided among the total number of destinations (the "cap" or "target") in that class. 

Why was the land use measure changed? 

As part of research into development of the Accessibility score, the Office of Intermodal Planning 
and Investment consultant team also looked at access to non-work destinations, such as stores, 
schools and parks, which account for the majority of travel on the system. The team found that non-
work access scores were quite meaningful – higher scores, for example, indicated higher quality of 
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life, lower motor vehicle demand and greater non-auto travel. These scores, based on empirical 
land use and transportation network data, can be readily calculated with the tool developed for 
measuring accessibility to jobs. In contrast, the original measure was more qualitative and 
speculative, e.g. points could be earned if a locality simply indicated mixed land uses could be one 
day approved in the project area. 



Draft Candidate Smart Scale Round 3 Projects for GWRC/FAMPO Consideration Draft: 10/2/2017

Highway Transit TDM Bike/Ped ITS
1 I-95 NB Rappahannock River Crossing Highway  $132000000? X X X X Highway = I-95 SB Offramp to WB Rte 17 improvement and Rte 3 & 17 STARS Studies 

Improvements                                                                                                                                           
TDM = PNR Lot Expansions for Existing Rte 17 Lot and for a New Rte 17 Lot East of I-95                                                                                                                              
Bike/Ped: Rte 17 improvements from Rte 3 & Rte 17 STARS studies                                                    
ITS = Coordinated Signals from Rte 3 & 17 STARS Studies

2 I-95 SB at Rte 17 Interchange 
Improvements & Rte 17 STARS Study 
Improvements

Highway $17,000,000? X X X TDM = PNR Lot Expansions for Existing Rte 17 Lot and for a New Rte 17 Lot East of I-95                                                                                                                              
Bike/Ped: Rte 17 improvements from Rte 17 STARS study                                                    
ITS = Coordinated Signals from Rte 17 STARS Study

3 I-95 NB at Rte 3 Interchange Improvements 
& Rte 3 STARS Improvements

Highway $11,000,000? X X X TDM = New Small PNR Lot Near Rte 3 Interchange?                                                                                                                           
Bike/Ped: Rte 3 Bike/Ped Overpass                                                                                                                    
ITS = Coordinated Signals from Rte 3 STARS Study

4 Rte 1 STARS: Rte 17 to Rte 3 Highway ? X X X
5 Exit 126 STARS: Rte 1 to I-95 NB Highway $15,000,000? X
6 US 301/Rte 3 Intersection Improvements Highway $15,000,000? X
7 US 301/207 Study Improvements Highway ? X
8 Regional PNR Lot Improvements for I-95 at 

Rte 610, Rte 17 (Existing Lot & a New Lot E. 
of I-95), Rte 3, Rte 1, and for Chatham 
Heights and Rte 3 East

TDM ? X X TDM = Electric Charging Stations                                                                                                         
Bike/Ped: Improved Bike/Ped amenities and access

9 Mine Rd PNR Lot Expansion TDM $16,000,000? X X TDM = Electric Charging Stations                                                                                                         
Bike/Ped: Improved Bike/Ped amenities and access

10 Lafayette Intersection Improvements at 
Kenmore and Charles Street

Highway $7,000,000? X Bike/Ped Improvements at and near Intersections

11 Fredericksburg Downtown Circulator Transit ? X X
12 Several Bike/Ped Improvements from Bike 

Study
Bike/Ped ? Study completion expected in September

Other Studies underway that could produce additional projects:by Early 2018
1 I-95 Phase 2 (FAMPO)
2 US Rte 301/207 (VDOT)
3 Rte 1 STARS (VDOT)
4 Exit 126  STARS (VDOT)
5 Rte 2/17 and Rte 1/208 (Spotsylvania)

Secondary Improvement DescriptionNo. Primary Improvement
Primary 

Improvement Type
Estimated Primary 
Improvement Cost

Potential Secondary Improvements
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7c.) Employment Development Subcommittee Discussion 
 



October 12, 2017 
Draft Proposal for Employment Development Subcommittee 

 
Mission: To cooperatively work with FAMPO and GWRC members and partner organizations to increase 
employment in the George Washington Region, thereby increasing the Region’s jobs/housing balance and 
reducing regional dependence and traffic on the Interstate 95 corridor. 
 
Subcommittee Members: 

1. Two members per GWRC locality from either the GWRC or FAMPO Boards 
2. Fredericksburg Regional Alliance (FRA) 
3. Fredericksburg Chamber of Commerce 
4. Fredericksburg Area Realtors (FAR) 
5. Other? 

 
Working Group providing Staff Support for Subcommittee: 

Include FAMPO, GWRC, FRA, Chamber of Commerce, and FAR 
 
Schedule: 

1. Form Subcommittee and gather input on scope: October/November 
2. Working Group performs initial research between November and January 
3. First Subcommittee meeting in February, 2018 
4. Meet monthly for five months: February thru June, 2018 
5. Develop recommendations presentation to GWRC/FAMPO in July 2018 

 
Potential Scope of Work: 

1. Investigate opportunities to move Federal Government employment to the George Washington Region 
2. Investigate opportunities to create increased flexibility in Federal Government telework options to 

increase the ability of federal workers in the George Washington Region to telework 
3. Investigate ways to increase the George Washington Region’s ability to attract millennial workers, new 

employment and economic development 
a. Transportation and Land Use 

i. Multimodal regional transportation improvements 
• Focus regional highway funding resources on regional/local roads 
• Develop a regional mass transit system 
• Develop a regional bicycle and pedestrian network 

ii. Change future land use to be more compact and easier to serve by transit or 
bicycle/pedestrian modes 

iii. Develop a commercial aviation airport at Stafford Regional Airport 
iv. Explore freight opportunities in the George Washington Region 

• New port on the Potomac River 
• New inland intermodal rail terminal 
• Freight/warehouse distribution centers 

b. Improve affordable housing 
c. Improve regional transportation access to arts, entertainment, and tourist venues 



E V A L U A T I N G  T H E  F U T U R E  O F

F R E D R E G I O N
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CREATING A COMMUNITY 
CONVERSATION

• Identify specific FredRegion

challenges, strengths and 

opportunities

• Evaluate programming logistics

• Determine roles and responsibilities

• Schedule next steps, etc.



FREDREGION:
LOOKING INTO THE NEXT DECADE

• 2016 Commuter Workforce Skills Study

– 61,000 commuters, high earning, mostly Baby Boomers, 85% traveling North

– Will those 52K jobs exist in the next few years where they are located?

• 2026 – Generations other than Baby Boomers will make up 75% of the workforce

– What does this mean for areas like Fredericksburg?

• FredRegion’s Risk – potential to lose income value and workforce if the region 

does not capitalize on the demographic shift

– If the 52K jobs exist North of the region, will “NextGen” be willing to commute 2-hrs each day?

– When the workers retire, how will their incomes be replaced?



GENERATIONS DEFINED
• Generation Z

– Born 1998-2012, Age in 2017: 5-19

• Millennials

– Born 1981-1997, Age in 2017: 20-36

• Generation X

– Born 1965-1980, Age in 2017: 37-52

• Baby Boomers

– Born 1946-1964, Age in 2017: 53-71

• Silents

– Born 1928-1945, Age in 2017: 72-89

• Greatest

– Born before 1928, Age in 2017: 90-102



COMPARATIVE 
GENERATIONAL 
CHARACTERISTICS

Next Gen – Gen “Y”

• Digital / Technology natives

• Social Media consumption

• Value freedom and flexibility

• Prefer online and mobile 

communication  

Gen “Z”

• Global vision

• Value security and stability

• Dependent on technology

• Move quickly through jobs, 

likely to have many jobs in 

their career

• Telecommunication, video 

conferencing 



COMPARATIVE LABOR FORCE STATISTICS
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Labor Force Composition by Generation (1995, 2015, 2025 projection)
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Fry, Richard. "Millennials surpass Gen Xers as the largest generation in U.S. labor force." Pew Research Center. N.p., 11 May 2015. Web. 01 Mar. 2017.

Source: SIR Analysis of Bureau of Labor Statistics Feb 2012 Labor Force Projections



L A B O R  F O R C E  B Y  G E N E R A T I O N

• 3 . 6  M I L L I O N  

B A B Y  B O O M E R S  

E X P E C T E D  TO  

R E T I R E  I N  2 0 1 6

• D E L AY E D  

R E T I R E M E N T  O F  

B A B Y  B O O M E R S  

M AY  H AV E  

H E L P E D  I N  

M E N TO R I N G  

N E X T G E N  A N D  

G E N  Z

Fry, Richard. "Millennials surpass Gen Xers as the largest generation in U.S. labor force." Pew Research Center. N.p., 11 May 2015. Web. 01 Mar. 2017.



TOP 10 BIGGEST GROWING 
OCCUPATIONS *REQUIRING A COLLEGE EDUCATION

(Positions that have the largest gap between job openings and hires)

1. Registered nurses

2. Software developers, applications

3. Marketing managers

4. Sales managers

5. Medical and health services managers

6. Network and computer systems administrators

7. Industrial engineers

8. Computer systems analysts

9. Web developers

10. Financial managers

*Red highlight indicates occupations currently in FredRegion



BUT WILL 

THEY STAY?
• Millennials flocked to Washington for nearly a decade 

enticed by ample job opportunities and high wages

• High cost of living, horrendous traffic, and high crime 
levels

• Difficult to save money for retirement or own housing

• 9% will stay for the next 5 years

“A demographic tsunami is upon us. There are 
already signs that millennials are moving out as fast 
as they’re moving in. They’ve come to learn the trade 
and get some experience — they’re not so keen on 

sticking around.”
Stephen Fuller, economist and professor of public policy at George Mason University

Bhattarai, Abha. "After finally wooing millennials, Washington cannot hold 

them." The Washington Post. WP Company, 02 Mar. 2017. Web. 03 Mar. 2017.

WASHINGTON D.C . IS  THE 2 N D

MOST DESIRABLE LOCATION 
FOR MILLENNIALS



GOVERNMENT JOBS ARE DECLINING, 
FEDERAL HIRING FREEZE
• Federal salaries and procurement dollars are expected to drop to 27.2 percent of the regional 

economy, down from 39.8 percent in 2010.

• The key to greater economic independence lies in nurturing and growing  advanced industrial clusters that had average 

salaries greater than the average salary for all jobs. - Steven Fuller

• If the region invests in the nongovernmental, regional high-yield jobs GDP would grow to $494.6 

billion in 2025 (up from $385.2 billion in 2015). 

• If the region under performs regional GDP will be closer to $460.4 billion, a $34.3 billion gap and 

a cumulative $177.9 billion in missed GRP over the next 10 years.

• Since FredRegion has the workforce, how can we capitalize on this knowledge to recruit businesses with job 

opportunities?

Midici,  Andy. "Greater Washington is Failing to Reduce its Dependence on Federal Spending." Bizjournals.com. N.p., 1 Feb. 2017. Web. 10 Feb. 2017.



ANECDOTAL COMMENTARY FROM FAAR BOARD

• Millennials do not follow typical homebuying patterns

– Desire walkable communities

– Will commute even if they don’t want to

– Tech-savvy

– High expectations for customer service

• Millennials desire move-in ready accommodations – avoiding properties needing 

repairs or upgrades

– Tough to find these spaces in the Fredericksburg area

– Student debt factors into budget flexibility



P O S S I B L E  
I N I T I AT I V E S  
T O  C O N S I D E R  
F O R  T H E  
N E X T  1 0  
Y E A R S



WHAT INDUSTRIES ARE 
UMW & GERMANNA
GRADUATES ENTERING?



ENHANCE 
QUALITY OF 
LIFE AND 
REGIONAL 
AMENITIES



CREATE JOB TRAINING, CAREER 
SERVICES AND EDUCATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES



ASSESS CURRENT 
HOUSING 
INVENTORY AND 
FILL GAPS



FACILITATE AN 
ENTREPRENEURIAL 
ENVIRONMENT AND 
TECH-TRANSFER 
OPPORTUNITIES



INFLUENCE GO 
VIRGINIA TO 
ADDRESS 
OTHER GAPS

•Telecom, 

Healthcare and 

Education



THOUGHTS, NEXT STEPS

• What are the biggest challenges and opportunities in our region in your opinion?

• Identify recurring themes 

• What steps can we take to address the changing demographics in FredRegion?

– What part of this would you like to be engaged in?

• How can we broaden the FredRegion2026 conversation?
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Summary of Key Findings 

 

 The estimated number of commuters is 61,639. 

 The majority commute to Prince William County, Fairfax County, and Washington, D.C. 

 More than half of all commuters estimate that it takes at least one hour to get to work each day. 

 Commuters tend to have higher levels of education than non-commuters. 

 More than half of all commuters work in the six Priority Industry Clusters identified in the 

Fredericksburg Region Industry Cluster Study. 

 Commuters have higher average income than non-commuters at every level of education. 

 Commuters are much more likely to have military experience (active duty or National Guard) 

than non-commuters (28% versus 12%), and commuters with military experience earn more 

than commuters without military experience. 
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Introduction 

It is widely known that a large number of people leave the Fredericksburg Region each day to work in 

Northern Virginia and Washington, D.C. These commuters are a valuable resource that new businesses 

or businesses considering relocating to the region should be aware of. Unfortunately, the characteristics 

of these commuters are not well known. Consequently, the Fredericksburg Regional Alliance and the 

Fredericksburg Regional Chamber of Commerce requested that the University of Mary Washington 

conduct a study of the commuter workforce. The objective of this study is to develop a more accurate 

picture of the characteristics of the commuter workforce.  

Two previous commuter studies have been prepared for the Fredericksburg Regional Alliance by the 

Center for Regional Analysis, School of Public Policy, George Mason University.1 Those studies, however, 

relied upon surveys of a small subset of commuters: train riders and car poolers at commuter lots. 

Consequently, it is not possible to make inferences about the commuter population as a whole based 

upon evidence the survey results.  

This study uses data collected by the United States Census Bureau through the American Community 

Survey (ACS). The ACS surveys one percent of the population each year. The surveys ask numerous 

questions relevant to an analysis of the commuter workforce: residence, place of work, commuting 

time, level of schooling, wages and salary, occupation, and industry. This study uses the most recent 

available three-year (2011-2013) sample of individual level data for the people living in the area of the 

                                                           
1 2003 Commuter Labor Study Fredericksburg Region and 2006 Commuter Labor Study Fredericksburg Region 
prepared for the Fredericksburg Regional Alliance by the Center for Regional Analysis, School of Public Policy, 
George Mason University.   
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Fredericksburg Region to construct estimates of the number of commuters as well as the characteristics 

of those commuters.  

Microdata from the American Community Survey is available at both the level of the household 

and the individual. Households and individuals are identified only by serial numbers in the microdata 

set. In order to further protect the anonymity of survey participants, the Census Bureau does not release 

microdata for geographic regions with population of less than 100,000. To facilitate the use of the data, 

the Census Bureau created Public Use Microdata Areas (PUMAs). Two of these PUMAs (George 

Washington Region North and George Washington Region South) correspond to the Fredericksburg 

Region: Stafford, Fredericksburg, Spotsylvania, King George, and Caroline.2  

Because the purpose of the study is to identify the characteristics of commuters for potential 

employers in the Fredericksburg Region, the study does not include active duty military personnel in 

estimates of the characteristics of commuters. Excluding active duty military also means that the results 

of the study should not be used directly for analysis of commuting for transportation purposes.  

  

  

                                                           
2 Data collected in 2011 include Culpeper instead of Caroline, but both represent a small portion of the area’s 
population. 
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Basic Characteristics of Commuters 

 This section examines the basic characteristics of the commuter workforce: the number of 

commuters, method of travel, time of commute, and destination. 

Table 1 provides basic demographic information. Commuters are defined as people in the 

civilian labor force who live in the Fredericksburg Region but work outside of it. We estimate that 61,639 

people are commuters.  

Table 1. Basic Demographic Information 

Population Estimated Number of People 

Virginia 8,184,299 

Fredericksburg Region 346,048 

Live and Work in the Region* 99,431 

Commuters* 61,639 

Active Duty Military 6,820 

*Includes only civilian workers, not active duty military.  

The total number of people who live in the region and are employed (commuters plus non- 

commuters) was 161,070.3 These estimates for commuters differ from those reported by the Virginia 

Employment Commission, which reports that 60,311 people work in the area and 74,773 people 

commute to jobs outside of the area. The Virginia Employment commission numbers are based upon 

the Longitudinal Employment and Housing Dynamics (LEHD) Origin destination Employment Statistics. 

LEHD estimates are inferred from information government sources listing the address of the employee 
                                                           
3 The Bureau of Labor Statistics estimate for the number of people who lived in the region and were employed in 
2013 was 160,849. See  http://www.bls.gov/lau/laucnty13.txt.  

http://www.bls.gov/lau/laucnty13.txt
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and the employer. If the location of the employer is outside of the region, the person is counted as a 

commuter regardless of whether they actually travel to that location to perform their work. Previous 

studies have suggested that caution should be used in interpreting LEHD commuting estimates.4 In 

contrast, the ACS estimates are based upon survey participants’ answers to questions about where they 

live and where they work. Consequently, we believe they are more likely to reflect the actual number of 

commuters. 

Table 2 shows the number of commuters by method of travel. The primary means of 

transportation for commuters is automobiles, with the vast majority driving by themselves.  

Table 2. Method of Travel 

Method of Travel Estimate 

1 passenger   53,355 

2 or more passengers  3,134 

Bus 828 

Train 2,925 

Note: The numbers sum to 60,242 rather than 61,639 because several small categories (e.g., motorcycle 

and bicycle) are omitted.  

  

                                                           
4 http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/census_issues/lehd/lehdonthemap.cfm 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/census_issues/lehd/lehdonthemap.cfm
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The commute times are substantial. Figure 1 shows commute times in terms of how many 

minutes on average the person estimates that it takes them to get to work each day. In other words, the 

minutes indicate about half of the average daily commute time. More than half estimated that it takes 

them at least an hour to get to work.  

Figure 1. Number of Commuters Grouped by Commuting Time 
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The vast majority of commuters from the Fredericksburg Region work north of the region. The 

most important destinations are Prince William County (including the independent cities of Manassas 

and Manassas Park), Fairfax County, and Washington, D.C.  

Table 3. Place of Work 

Location Estimated Number of 

Commuters 

Manassas, Manassas Park, and Prince William 17,216 

Fairfax, Falls Church 14,760 

Washington, D.C. 10,532 

Alexandria 1,954 

Maryland 3,317 

Richmond City 1,038 

Henrico 1,031 

Note: The numbers in Table 3 do not sum to 61,639 because destinations with fewer than 1,000 

commuters are not reported.   
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Education and Military Service 

 This section examines two characteristics that reflect the skills and experience of members of 

the commuter workforce: education and military experience. Table 4 shows the number of commuters 

by the highest level of education they have attained and provides a comparison with non-commuting 

workforce.  Among commuters, 37% had attained a bachelor’s degree or higher. Statewide about 32% of 

the adult population have attained at least a bachelor’s degree.5 

  

                                                           
5 Virginia Employment Commission, Virginia Community Profile, George Washington RC, Last updated 5/6/2015. 
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Table 4. Level of Education 

Highest Level of 

Educational Attainment 

Commuters 

 

Estimate 

 

 

Percent 

Non-Commuters 

 

Estimate  

 

 

Percent 

Advanced Degree 8,727 14% 10,611 11% 

Bachelor’s Degree 13,969 27 % 17,428 18 % 

Sum of Bachelor’s 

Degree  and Advanced 

 

22,696 

 

37% 

 

28,039 

 

29% 

Associate Degree  4,388 7% 7,588 8% 

Sum of People with a 

College Degree 

27,065 44% 35,626 36% 

Some college but no 

degree 

17,083 28 % 23,050 23% 

High School diploma or 

GED (no college) 

15,205 25% 31,708 32% 
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Commuters who have attained at least a bachelor’s degree majored in a wide array of fields of 

study. The American Community Survey provides codes for more than 100 separate fields. In order to 

make the report manageable, the fields are grouped into categories of major fields of study. The 

number of commuters and non-commuters with degrees in each of these major fields of study are 

shown in Table 5.  Not surprisingly, given its popularity as a college major, business is the largest single 

category.  

Table 5. Fields of Study 

Field of Study Commuters Non-Commuters 

Business 
 

6,327 5,680 

Engineering 
 

2,390 2,704 

Social Science 2,023 2,574 

 
Education 
 

 

1,926 

 

4,200 

Physical Sciences 
 

1,142 1,011 

Computer science 
 

1,063 1,358 

Health 
 

983 1,302 

Life Sciences 
 

835 1,141 

Math 
 

559 753 

 

 

 



13 
 

One of the most noteworthy characteristics of commuters from the Fredericksburg Region is 

their high rate of military service. Twenty-eight percent of commuters either served time as active duty 

military or members of the National Guard. In contrast, only 12% of the people who live and work in the 

region have military experience. The percentage of non-commuters who have military experience is 

comparable to the overall workforce in Virginia. Commuters, however, are much more likely to have had 

military experience than non–commuters. The likelihood of military experience also increases with level 

of education. Among commuters with at least a bachelor’s degree, one-third had some military 

experience. 

Table 6. Military Service 

Category Percent With Military Experience 

Virginia 11% 

Live and Work in Fredericksburg Region 12% 

Fredericksburg Region Commuters  28% 

Commuters with High School or GED 25% 

Commuters with Associate Degree 24% 

Commuters with Bachelor’s Degree 34% 
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Employment 

 

This section examines the characteristics of commuters in terms of the type of work they do. It 

provides estimates of the numbers of commuters by class of worker, industry, and occupation. It also 

relates the employment of commuters to the Priority Industry Clusters identified in the Fredericksburg 

Region Industry Cluster Study.  

The American Community Survey defines class of worker in terms of the basic nature of the 

person’s employer: private for-profit, private not-for-profit, federal government, state government, 

local government, and self -employed. Table 7 shows the number of commuters that fall into each 

category. More than half of all commuters are employed by private for-profit companies. The second 

largest category of employer is the federal government, which accounts for nearly one-third of 

commuters. 

Table 7. Class of Worker 

Type of Employer Estimated Number of Workers 

Private for-profit 33,191 

Federal government 18,390 

Local government 4,648 

Private not-for-profit 2,473 

Self-employed 1,483 

State government 1,453 
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As with field of study, the American Community Survey provides more than 100 separate codes 

for industries, but it also groups these industries into broad categories. Table 8 shows the estimated 

number of commuters in each of these broad categories.  

Table 8. Estimated Number of Commuters by Industry Categories 

Industry Estimate 
Administration 
 

18,327 

Professional Services 10,134 
 
Construction 
 

 
5,379 

Retailing 
 

3,912 

Education 
 

3,906 

Medical Care 
 

3,196 

Manufacturing 
 

3,087 

Transportation 
 

2,617 

Service 
 

2,352 

Entertainment 
 

1,959 

Finance 
 

1,876 

Infrastructure 
 

1,625 

Wholesaling 
 

1,274 

Utilities 
 

1,127 

Social Services 
 

606 

 

The largest single industrial category is Administration. Within the category of Administration, more 

than half (9,963) are employed in the subcategory of National Security and International Affairs 
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Administration. This subcategory also illustrates the important role played by military experience: 58% 

of commuters working in National Security and International Affairs Administration have military 

experience.  

As with education and industries, the American Community Survey provides a large number of 

codes for separate occupations, but also provides broader groupings of occupations. Table 9 shows the 

number of people in each of these occupational categories. 
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Table 9. Occupational Categories 

Occupational Category Estimate 

Office managers and 

administrative assistants 

9,941 

Manager 8,862 

Computer and Information 

Systems 

5,392 

Police, Firefighter, Security 4,504 

Construction 4,212 

Business 3,139 

Sales 2,997 

Education 2,956 

Transportation 2,843 

Repair 2,786 

Medical  2,374 

Engineering 1,935 

Finance 1,657 

Production 1,434 

Cleaning 1,397 

Entertainment 1,230 

Health Services  769 

Legal 747 

Scientists 566 
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Finally, Table 10 shows commuter employment in the six priority industry clusters identified in 

the Fredericksburg Region Industry Cluster Study prepared for the Fredericksburg Regional Alliance by 

Chmura Economics and Analytics. The estimates are based upon the NAICS codes identified for each 

cluster in the Industry Cluster Study. Clearly, commuters provide a large pool of experienced labor in 

several of the targeted industries.  In all, more than half of all commuters (36,593) are employed in the 

six priority industry clusters.   

Table 10. Commuter Employment in Priority Industry Clusters  

Industry Cluster Estimate 

Business Services 8,934 

Finance, Insurance, and Real 

Estate 

1,081 

Health and Life Sciences 1,390 

Information and 

Communication 

3,801 

Manufacturing 4,028 

Public Administration 17,359 
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Income 

Previous commuter studies surveyed commuters on the extent to which they would be willing 

to accept a lower income in exchange for a reduction in commuting time.6 This question is not directly 

addressed in the American Community Survey. This study can, however, provide some context for 

considering this tradeoff by examining the differences in incomes between commuters and non-

commuters, the extent to which these differences can be attributed to differences in observable 

characteristics like education, and the extent to which the differences appear to compensate people for 

the time and money spent on commuting.  

                                                           
6 2006 Commuter Labor Study Fredericksburg Region prepared for the Fredericksburg Regional Alliance by the 
Center for Regional Analysis, School of Public Policy, George Mason University.   
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Figure 2. Distribution of Income for Commuters

 

How do salaries of commuters compare with salaries of non-commuters? As we noted earlier, 

commuters are more likely to have higher levels of education and more likely to have served in the 

military. However, as Table 11 shows, commuters tend to have higher average incomes at every level of 

education. 
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Table 11. Average Income by Level of Education 

 Commuters Non-Commuters 

High School or GED $59,230 $32,093 

Associate Degree $73,985 $44,922 

Bachelor’s Degree $93,329 $68,803 

 

Even among those with college degrees, incomes tend to vary a great deal based upon field of 

study. Table 12 shows that there is considerable variation in the average income of commuters based 

upon the field of study. The highest-paying fields of study are Computer Science and Engineering, and 

both of these fields also show significant differences in average income for commuters and non-

commuters. For most fields, commuters have higher average incomes than non-commuters. The 

exceptions to the rule are Life Sciences and Health related fields. These results are consistent with the 

prominent role of health care providers in the economy of the region.    
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Table 12. Average Income by Field of Study 

Field Commuter Non Commuter 

Computer Science $ 112,578 $ 80,897 

Engineering $ 126,091 $ 98,073 

Life Sciences $ 93,134 $ 96,374 

Physical Sciences $ 112,477 $ 97,185 

Health $ 56,262 $ 78,196 

Business $ 95,200 $ 71,314 

Education $ 73,195 $ 50,406 

Social Sciences  $ 95,053 $ 65,228 

 

 The differences do not appear to be attributable to differences in level of education or age. 

Consider the case of computer science. Only a slightly higher percentage of commuters with computer 

science degrees have advanced degrees (27% of commuters versus 25% of non-commuters), and the 

average age is essentially the same (43 years for commuters and 42 for non-commuters).  

The most noteworthy observable difference between commuters and non-commuters is military 

service. Commuters have rates of military service that are more than double those for non-commuters 

at every level of education. The positive effect of military service can be seen by comparing commuters 

with and without military service. Table 13 shows this comparison for two different levels of education. 

The average incomes of commuters with military service are noticeably higher than those of commuters 

without military service. But even those without military service have average incomes that are higher 

than those of non-commuters. 
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Table 13. Average Income of Commuters by Military Experience 

 Military Experience No Military Experience 

High School or GED $73,990* $54,338 

Bachelor’s Degree $110,902* $84,172 

*Includes income from wages, salaries, and self-employment, but not retirement income. 

It is possible that some of the differences in average income that persist even after taking into 

consideration differences in education and military experience are attributable to characteristics that do 

not appear in the American Community Survey. For instance, it is possible that some of the differences 

are due to high-wage employers outside of the region selecting the most productive employees.  

However, it also seems reasonable to attribute much of the disparity in salaries to compensation for 

commuting.   

From the standpoint of commuters, salaries need to reflect the compensation they expect to 

receive for their skills and experience and the compensation they expect to receive for the time and 

money they spend on commuting. Consider, again, the case of computer science. Seventy nine percent 

of commuters with degrees in computer science report that it takes at least one hour to get to work. 

Assuming a five-day work week for 50 weeks a year, these commuters spend the equivalent of at least 

12.5 work weeks commuting. Compensation for time spent commuting is particularly relevant for the 

highest-income occupations because of the high value of their time.   

In conclusion, commuters earn higher average incomes than non-commuters. These higher 

incomes appear to be attributable to higher levels of education, higher rates of military service, and 

compensation for time spent commuting. The fundamental implication of these high wages, however, is 

that they indicate high levels of productivity on the part of the commuter workforce. The high incomes 

of the commuter workforce are indicative of the value that employers place upon the skills and 
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experience they possess. Employers could not consistently pay high salaries unless these employed 

consistently make significant contributions to the revenue of the firms at which they work.   
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Conclusion 

 This study has examined the characteristics of the Fredericksburg Region commuter workforce. 
The key findings are:  

• A large fraction (approximately 37%) of the area’s workforce commutes to work outside the 
region. 

• More than half of commuters spend an hour or more commuting in each direction.  
• Commuters are more likely to have higher levels of education and military experience than non-

commuters. 
• Commuters have higher average incomes than non-commuters at every level of education. 
• Commuters present a large potential pool of labor for businesses in the priority industry clusters 

identified in the Fredericksburg Region Cluster Study. More than half are currently employed in 
the targeted industry clusters.
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Appendix: Description of the data and methodology.  

The analysis in this report began by sorting out individuals who lived in the PUMAs that 

correspond to the Fredericksburg Region. From that group, the individuals in the civilian labor force 

were sorted out. Finally, commuters were identified as members of the civilian workforce who live in 

the region but work outside of it.  

The Census Bureau provides weights for each of the individual observations. These weights can 

be used to estimate the number of individuals in the population that have any characteristic that was 

recorded in the survey. So, for example, summing the weights for all the individuals in the sample that 

live in Virginia produces an estimate of the population for Virginia. Summing the weights of all the 

individuals in the sample that live in the PUMAs designated 51115 and 51120 provides an estimate of 

the population in the Fredericksburg Region.  

The ACS microdata provide a great deal of flexibility to the researcher. Individuals can be 

identified based upon any of the characteristics reported in the survey. However, the more finely the 

survey is sliced, the smaller the number of observations that an estimate will be based upon. The 

precision of the estimates will tend to decrease as the number of observations decreases. For, example, 

Table 14 shows the standard errors (calculated using the replicate weights method recommended by 

the Census Bureau) for the estimated number of commuters by level of education. Larger estimates are 

based upon larger numbers of observations and are, in general, more precise than smaller estimates.  

Table 14. Standard Errors for Estimated Number of Commuters by Level of Education 

 Estimate Standard Error 
Commuters 61,639 1,624 
College Degree 27,065 1,156 
Associate 4,369 486 
Bachelor  13,969 868 
More than Bachelor’s 8,727 602 
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RELEASE:  IMMEDIATE 
Contact:  Kelsey Webb 
  (804) 786-6793 
  kelsey.webb@drpt.virginia.gov 
   
 

Public Hearings Scheduled 
DC2RVA High Speed Rail Study Draft EIS Document Released for Public Comment 

 

Richmond, Va., September 25, 2017 –Today, the Virginia Department of Rail and Public 
Transportation (DRPT) and the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) announced public hearings 
for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that is now available for review and comment. 
The Draft EIS details recommended infrastructure improvements to increase reliability and provide 
capacity to add nine daily passenger rail round trips between Washington, D.C. and 
Richmond, VA. 
 
The Draft EIS provides an overview and comparison of the alternatives under consideration 
including recommendations for a preferred alternative in each corridor segment. The draft 
document is available online at http://www.dc2rvarail.com/draft and in paper copy at local 
libraries, planning district commissions, and the DRPT Richmond office. 
 
Public Hearing Schedule 
DRPT will host a combined open house and formal public hearing at each of the following locations. 
The public will have an opportunity to discuss the project with team members before providing 
comments for the official record either in writing or during the formal portion of the public hearing.   
 

Richmond, October 10, 2017 
Open house: 6-9 p.m. 
Public hearing: 6:30 p.m. 
Main Street Station 
1500 E. Main St., Richmond 

Ashland, October 11, 2017 
Open house: 6-9 p.m. 
Public hearing: 6:30 p.m. 
Patrick Henry High School 
12449 W. Patrick Henry Rd., Ashland 

Alexandria, October 17, 2017 
Open house: 7-10 p.m. 
Public hearing: 7:30 p.m. 
Hilton Alexandria Old Town 
1767 King St., Alexandria 

Fredericksburg, October 18, 2017 
Open house: 7-10 p.m. 
Public hearing: 7:30 p.m. 
James Monroe High School 
2300 Washington Ave., Fredericksburg 

Quantico, October 19, 2017 
Open house: 7-10 p.m. 
Public hearing: 7:30 p.m. 
National Museum of the Marine Corps, 
18900 Jefferson Davis Hwy, Triangle 

 

 



 

Opportunities to comment by November 7, 2017: 
• Complete the electronic form: www.DC2RVArail.com/Contact-us/ 
• Provide verbal or written comments at the public hearing. 
• Provide comments to the court reporter at the public hearing or leave comments on the toll-free 
project hotline: 888-832-0900 or TDD 711. 
• Mail written comments to: Emily Stock, DRPT, 600 E. Main St, Suite 2102, Richmond, VA 23219. 
 
Special assistance accommodations 
Meeting locations are accessible to persons with disabilities. DRPT strives to provide reasonable 
accommodations and services for persons who require assistance to participate. For special 
assistance, call the Title VI Compliance Officer, 804-786-6794 or TDD 711 at least 72 hours prior to 
the meeting date.  
 
En Español? Si necesita servicios de traducción para participar, por favor envíe un correo 
electrónico a: español@DC2RVArail.com. También puede llamar a la línea directa del proyecto para 
dejar comentarios: 888-832-0900 or TDD 711. 
 
For more information on the DC2RVA Tier II EIS project, visit http://www.dc2rvarail.com/. 
  
About the Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation 
DRPT’s mission is to improve the mobility of people and goods while expanding transportation 
choices in the Commonwealth through rail, public transportation, and commuter services. DRPT is 
committed to ensuring that no person is excluded from participation in or denied the benefits of its 
services on the basis of race, color, or national origin as protected by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964. For additional information on DRPT’s nondiscrimination policies and procedures or to file a 
complaint, please contact the Title VI Compliance Officer, Mike Mucha at (804) 786‐6794, TDD 711, 
or 600 E. Main Street, Suite 2102, Richmond, VA 23219. 
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���������	
�����
��	����������������	
�����	
����	����	�	������
�����������������������������	�������	
���� �����!��	����	����!�!�����	��"�������������#�	���	����!����$�	��	���%&����������
�������������	���������!�'��������%()�������	���!�'$�"�	���	��!�#������'�	
��	
�%*&���������$�	��	���!��	�������	
����+	���!���������,������!�#������	
��	
�%*-������".�/.0���
!
�!����!	����	�����#��������������
!��������#�	���	�1�!���$
������'�'�����������!	��1�	����!�#����������!'������#�	���	����'!
����
���#'!
�	#��	
����$��������!�'$�"2
��	#���3�
'�������������!
�����+�#����	����!����������	���������#��	�"2
�����
��	��������
���	����	
���	����!�4
�	��$�	�5��#����	
��*6�����	��	
���	'�����'��"����	
��'���. &6����#����������'	
����7�����!���'���	��8+	��)9�:;�����������/���<������������	
����=������!�#���������	
��	
�&9(�	����!�>�#������	
��	�� #��	
��	'��".��?���������	
�����	����$��	����	
����$	���@��	������	�����A������	
�����'��:/�'	��*��<�����>'�	����	����	
���������������@�������3��!��;�����1����'�	�����������	
�����	��	
��������B�����!�'$�"C�
��@"�2��������..�����$����#�����������?� �	���	!������
������1	��'�$�����	��
����. &6������	
����=�����
����������'!
����'��'����	�!	��"2
��
�
���1��*&�#��������+$�����	������������
!
��$�������*��)��
���������#�	���	��������	��$��������	����#������������$	�������������'$�#�����$�!����	
�����'�����������
�����"2
��1��������!�'����#������!�'$���
����	
��	��������������������
!����
����	��#������	��	
�����'����	�����������"4.����������	
��1���������������!�'���	
��1��������'$�	��	
���$��#������!���	������	���!�##'	��	#������. &6�5�2����������"�4@'	���1���������	
����������������	
�����'���������"���'�>'�	���	�	
������!�'$��'$����������	
������"�"�"��	�	
��������	
���������'��	��������	#�"5A�����D����������$������#�������	
��=�����,�$��	#��	����2����$��	�	��������	
���	�	�������$����%-���#����������	
���+	�����������	��#$�����. &6���	
��7�����!���'�������"�
������	����!���$��	!'������!�����	���	
������!�'�����!���#�	���	���
��'���. &6������?����	���	�������������#+��	
��������!�##'	�����	��!	�� 	��������������� ��	��!��	��������"4�����!���	�!���!�'���������������E'!����5�D���������"�4.	1��>'�	������������������	�#��
����������	
���'��+$�!	��
�$$���"5



��������������������	��
���	��������
������������������������������������������	��������������	���������������������������������������������
�������������������	 !�"����������������������	��������������������	����������������	������������������#�����	��������������#����������
��������	��
�������������� $�������$#�����%��������&���������'���$�������(���������	��		����������������������)������#�������������# �������	�!*+,"�#�������	�#�����������-������������������
�������������������������		�����������������)���.�������������������������������	��-� �������	�/��)���	�(�- �0���)������������#����)��������	��		����
������������������������1�����)��!����������2�����	����1��������*3���������4��.��) 5��������6������"�����	�����"��������������$#�����%����	�����������������"����������������������������������	�����������#���������7������	���������������� 83������������9�������	��8)��"����������.������������������������������) 9:;<=>?@A>�B=;C>?�@D�;�<?;ADEF?<;<@FA�;AG�G>C>HFEI>A<�?>EF?<>?J�B=>�KF@A>G�L=>�M;D=@AN<FA�OFD<�@A�PQQR�;AG�=;DSFC>?>G�S?@I>T�SFU?<DT�>GUS;<@FA�;AG�HFS;H�NFC>?AI>A<�VU<�IFD<�E?>W>?D�X?@<@AN�;VFU<�=FX�E>FEH>�N><�Y�F?�GFAZ<N><�Y�;?FUAG�<=>�M;D=@AN<FA�?>N@FAJ�[�\FHHFX�]D=;C>?̂



a  ̀ 

11.) FAMPO Committees Meeting Minutes 
 



September 11, 2017 – FAMPO Technical Committee Meeting Minutes 1 

 
FAMPO Technical Committee(FTC) MeetingMinutes 

September 11, 2017 
www.fampo.gwregion.org/fampo-technical-committee 

 
 
Members Present:  
Dan Cole, Vice-Chair, County of Spotsylvania 
Erik Nelson, City of Fredericksburg 
Bassam Amin, City of Fredericksburg 
Doug Morgan, County of Spotsylvania 
Christopher Rapp, County of Stafford 
Tim Roseboom, Department of Rail and Public Transportation (DRPT) 
Rodney White, Fredericksburg Regional Transit (FRED) 
Chuck Steigerwald, Potomac and Rappahannock Transportation Commission (PRTC) 
Stephen Haynes, Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) 
Sonali Soneji, Virginia Railway Express (VRE) 
 
Others Present:  
Carey Burch, DC2RVA 
Randy Selleck, Department of Rail and Public Transportation (DRPT 
Samuel Hayes, Moffatt & Nichol 
Susan Gardner, Virginia Department of TransportationVDOT 
Jake Herman, Virginia Department of TransportationVDOT 
Gregory Burnside, Citizen 
 
Staff Members Present: 
Paul Agnello, FAMPO 
Lloyd Robinson, FAMPO 
Marti Donley, FAMPO 
Nick Quint, FAMPO 
Kari Barber, FAMPO 
John Bentley, FAMPO 
Collin Cate, FAMPO 
Diana Utz, GWRC 
Leigh Anderson, GWRC 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
The FAMPO Technical Committee meeting was called to order at 9:30 a.m. by Vice-Chair, Mr. 
Cole. 
 
APPROVAL OF TECHNICAL COMMITTEE AGENDA 
 
The September 11th Technical Committee agenda was approved as submitted.  
 

http://www.fampo.gwregion.org/fampo-technical-committee
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APPROVAL OF TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES FROM JUNE 5, 
2017 
 
The minutes from the June 5th, 2017, Technical Committee meeting were accepted as submitted.  
 
REVIEW OF FAMPO POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING ON JUNE 19, 2017 & 
AUGUST 21, 2017 
 
Mr. Agnello advised that a lot of discussion at both meetings occurred on potential sources for 
obtaining additional revenue for the region.  Mr. Agnello stated that one option was consideration 
of forming a regional transportation authority (RTA).  Mr. Agnello stated that at the August 
meeting, the Policy Committee decided to not pursue establishing an RTA at this time.   
 
Mr. Agnello relayed there was also considerable discussion on the upcoming Smart Scale process 
as to what types of projects the region could submit for Round 3 consideration from 
FAMPO/GWRC.  Coupled with this, has been the discussion of the status of the I-95 NB 
Rappahannock River Crossing project.  As this project has been submitted in both Round 1 and 
Round 2 for Smart Scale consideration, and was unsuccessful both times, discussion now involves 
whether FAMPO should re-submit the project for consideration in Round 3 of the Smart Scale 
process.  
 
Mr. Agnello stated that from the August meeting, local officials are going to take this item back to 
their respective Boards for input and comments.  Mr. Agnello advised that all comments from the 
localities will be brought back to the Policy Committee’s September meeting for final resolution 
and direction. 
 
Mr. Agnello advised that the presentation at today’s meeting on the DC2RVA update was given 
to the Policy Committee at the August 21st meeting. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
None 
 
DISCUSSION/ACTION ITEMS 

 
a.) DC2RVA Update -  Mr. Randy Selleck, Department of Rail and Public Transportation 

(DRPT) 
 
Mr. Selleck advised that as of September 8th, the draft EIS is now out for public review.  Mr. 
Selleck advised that DRPT will be meeting with the individual MPO’s and jurisdictions over the 
next several months to discuss the recommended alternatives.   
 
Mr. Selleck stated the recommended alternatives have not changed from those presented 
previously.  Mr. Selleck relayed a 60-day public comment period began on September 8th.  In 
early October, public meetings will be scheduled in Alexandria, Ashland, Fredericksburg, 
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Quantico and Richmond.  Mr. Selleck advised the final EIS will be completed in 2019 and a 
Record of Decision (ROD) will also be available in 2019.   
 
Mr. Selleck reiterated that the purpose and need for the DC2RVA project is to improve reliability; 
decrease travel time; and increase the frequency of service.  Mr. Selleck advised that DRPT’s 
recommendations for DC2RVA are that additional track capacity is needed to support passenger, 
commuter and freight growth throughout the corridor.  Mr. Selleck stated that the Northern 
Virginia area is the most congested region and the Commonwealth will be focusing on funding 
this region first.  Mr. Selleck stated that funding is already in place for some Northern Virginia 
improvements.  
 
Mr. Selleck advised that DRPT’s recommendations for the 14-mile area through the City of 
Fredericksburg will include adding a third track through the City of Fredericksburg.  This project 
will occur on existing right-of-way and has a project cost of $507 million, which includes a new 
train station in Fredericksburg.   
 
Mr. Selleck stated that there is support for adding a third track.  Mr. Selleck stated that in March 
there will be existing right-of-way discussion, detailed mapping, and the EIS out that will draw 
additional questions.  Mr. Selleck stated the third track improvement project will also include a 
new bridge parallel to the existing rail bridge.   
 
Mr. Selleck relayed that recommended grade separations/closures for the FAMPO region are 
scheduled to occur in the following localities: 
 
Stafford County 

• Mount Hope Church Road – closure with new construction to Andrew Chapel Road 
City of Fredericksburg 

• Lansdowne Road – grade separation 
Caroline County 

• Coleman’s Mill Road – closure with new access via Dry Bridge Road 
 
Mr. Morgan with Spotsylvania County advised Mr. Selleck that even though Lansdowne Road 
has a Fredericksburg address, this property is actually in Spotsylvania County.  Mr. Selleck 
relayed that the presentation materials will be updated accordingly.   
 
Mr. Selleck advised that the next steps for the DC2RVA project will include the following items: 

• Publishing the Draft EIS in early September (already released on Sept. 8th) 
• 60-Day Public Comment period (began on Sept. 8th) 
• Public hearings in early October 
• CTB decision on preferred alternative 
• Preliminary engineering on preferred alternative 
• Final EIS and ROD in 2019 

 
Mr. Agnello advised that the next FAMPO Technical Committee meeting will be held on October 
2nd and requested that the meeting in Fredericksburg be scheduled for this day.  There was 
consent from the committee, so it was decided that the Technical Committee will begin at 9:30 
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a.m. and conclude around 10:45. The DC2RVA meeting will begin at 10:45 and conclude at 
noon.  
 
Mr. Agnello asked Mr. Selleck if any funding has been allocated to the improvement projects in 
the FAMPO region.  Mr. Selleck stated that no funding has been allocated at this time.  
 

b.) 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) Update – Mr. Paul Agnello 
  

i. Freight and Aviation Component – Mr. Lloyd Robinson 
 

Mr. Robinson advised that the Freight and Aviation components were first introduced into 
FAMPO’s 2040 LRTP. Mr. Robinson stated that the introduction was not as detailed as the data 
for highways and transit.  Mr. Robinson relayed that these components will be included in the 
2045 LRTP and will continue to be updated as more data becomes available for future LRTP 
updates.  
 
Mr. Robinson stated that the Federal Directions component includes an overall national freight 
policy. The policy then includes a national multimodal freight network; freight performance 
measures; and identification of critical urban and freight corridors.   
 
Mr. Robinson relayed the hierarchy breakdown is as follows: 

• National Multimodal Freight Network (NMFN) 
• Ports and Rail which are self-explanatory and National Highway Freight Network 

(NHFN) 
• PHFS and Non-PHFS Interstates (this includes I-95 but not Route 17); Critical Rural 

Freight  Corridors (CRF); and Critical Urban Freight Corridors (CUF) 
 
Mr. Robinson stated that in regard to the regional freight profile, within the FAMPO region there 
are 3,073 total network of roadway miles.  Mr. Nelson stated 3,073 total roadway miles sounded 
high within the region.  Mr. Robinson advised mileage network includes lane miles.  Mr. Nelson 
asked who ultimately adopts the plan.  Mr. Robinson stated the plan is expected to be adopted in 
December by the following entities:  FHWA, FRA & USDOT.   
 
The 3,073 total network of roadway miles includes the following data: 

• I-95 between I-495 and the City of Fredericksburg facilitates freight valued at $180 b 
annually 

• US Route 17 is an alternative route for terminal facilities in the Hampton Roads area 
• Region averages 150 truck accidents annually 
• Congestion concerns with freight delays along I-95 and US Rt 17 
• National Highway Freight Network (NHFN) is to be adopted in December of 2017 
• Work will begin at the end of this month on the designations of Critical Urban Freight 

Corridors that will be coordinated with VDOT 
 
The region has 516 bridges.  Of the 516, there are 22 bridges within the region that have either 
height or weight restrictions.  The posted bridges create lengthy detours which add to the shipping 
costs.  Mr. Robinson stated that CSX is the primary provider for rail freight services.  CSX serves 
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as the National Gateway Corridor traversing throughout the region.  Since 2002, there have been 
six rail crashes in the region.   
 
Mr. Robinson stated the FAMPO region has two public-use airports; however, neither handles air 
cargo freights.  The two regional airports are Shannon Airport in Spotsylvania County and 
Stafford Regional Airport in Stafford County.   
 
Regarding the Commodity Flow component, Mr. Robinson advised that the region is a net 
importer of freight.  In 2012, the region imported $3.3 billion in goods and exported $1.8 billion.  
 
Mr. Robinson advised the Regional Freight Strategies (selected) will include the following: 
 
 Work with VDOT in designating the Critical Urban and Rural Freight corridors 
 Precursors to investment are critical first and then will include last mile connections 
 Freight connections for the region’s major shippers and receivers to be improved 
 
 Incorporate freight concerns into a project prioritization process 
 Due to the improvements in the Panama Canal, east coast ports will get busier so the  
 region will need to ensure its road and rail connections to the Virginia ports are in  
 optimal condition 
 
 Support the viability of rail freight corridors 
 Improvements will need to have regional support to the National Gateway corridor 
 
 Improve Land Use management 
 Land Use planning can help a region to mitigate unwanted conflicts between communities, 
 shippers and haulers 
 
 Implementation of the investment plan for the LRTP 
 Continued and on-going improvements to I-95 
 Construction of 3rd track on CSX lines in the Fredericksburg region (included as an 
 Alternative in the DC2RVA rail project) 
 
Mr. Roseboom advised that the CTB Rail Sub-committee will be meeting later this month and 
there is a CTB workshop scheduled in October.  Mr. Roseboom stated the CTB is expected to 
adopt the freight plan in November.  
 
Mr. Roseboom asked how the state is being incorporated into the section in the LRTP.  Mr. 
Robinson advised the section is being referenced in the plan as the State Rail Plan affecting us in 
regard to the CSX lines.   
 
Mr. Nelson stated that as this is a new addition to the LRTP, that more specific detail may be 
helpful.  Mr. Robinson stated that currently staff is at the mid-way point of enhancing what is 
currently in the plan.  These updates will be ongoing and will serve as a compliment to the state 
plan and are not designed to be a stand-alone regional plan.  Mr. Robinson relayed that future 
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updates will include narrative discussions, where the commodity flows are, and where the 
employers are, etc. but we are not at that point in the process at this time.  
 
Regarding the aviation component, Mr. Robinson advised there are 66 public-use airports in 
Virginia.  Of the 66, nine serve as Commercial Service Airports which includes Dulles, Reagan, 
Charlottesville and Richmond airports.  Eight serve as reliever airports including those in 
Stafford, Warrenton, Manassas, Leesburg, etc.  There are 19 regional General Aviation airports 
that include Culpeper, Tappahannock, etc.  Mr. Robinson advised there are 16 Community 
General Aviation airports that include those like Shannon Airport.  Lastly, there are 14 Local 
Service airports like the airport at Lake Anna.   
 
Ms. Utz asked what a reliever airport is.  Mr. Robinson stated this would be the Stafford Regional 
Airport as it could serve as an alternative landing site should there be a national emergency 
occurring at either National or Dulles airports in Washington, DC.   
 
There are two public-use airports located in the George Washington Region (Shannon – 
Community General Aviation Airport & Stafford – Reliever Airport).  Mr. Robinson stated that 
currently there is no passenger service available at either of the airports within our region.   
 
Mr. Robinson provided the following data on the region’s two airports: 
 
 Stafford Regional Airport 
 
This airport is classified as a Reliever airport.  It is owned by the Stafford County Regional 
Airport Authority and not by the elected officials.  As previously stated, Reliever airports are in 
place to assist when airports like National cannot accommodate needs in a national emergency.  
Mr. Robinson advised that the most recent data available for the Stafford Regional Airport is from 
May 31, 2013.   
 
Mr. Robinson stated the Regional Airport Authority board consists of 7 members; 4 from Stafford 
County; 2 from Prince William County; and 1 from the City of Fredericksburg.  There have been 
23,659 annual operations in the twelve months ending May 31, 2013.  Mr. Robinson advised that 
operations are defined as either departures or arrivals.  
 
Mr. Robinson relayed there are 69 based aircraft at the Stafford Airport which comes from data 
reported on May 11, 2016.  This includes the total number of aircraft that is stored at the facility, 
either tied down or hangered.  Mr. Robinson advised the airport opened in 2002. 
 
Mr. Robinson sated the new terminal building opened in January of 2014.  The airport currently 
has one runway which is 5,000 by 100 feet in size.  Lastly, Mr. Robinson stated that in the 6-Year 
Airport CIP an additional 1,000 foot runway is planned.  
 
Mr. Robinson stated Stafford Regional Airport is listed in the National Plan of Integrated Airport 
Systems (NPIAS) and plays an important role in the state and local aviation systems.  Mr. 
Robinson advised the Virginia Air Transportation System 2011 Statewide Economic Impact 
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Study created 107 jobs; had an annual payroll of $4.44 m; and generated $18.41 m in total 
economic activity state-wide.  
 
Mr. Robinson relayed the regional airport brings considerable quality benefits to a local 
community such as law enforcement support, flight training, air ambulance service, gateway for 
many VIPs traveling to the region, and home to several community events annually.  
 
Mr. Robinson stated that future demand for the Stafford Regional Airport will include 
construction of runway extension; installation of new hangers; and other capital projects that are 
shown in the CIP.   
 
 Shannon Airport 
 
Shannon Airport is classified as a General Aviation Community Airport.  It is owned by Shannon 
Airport, LLC.  (Mr. Robinson advised that there is now a new owner since previously mentioned 
in FAMPO’s LRTP).  Mr. Robinson stated that data from 2013 shows there were 31,593 annual 
operations, either departures or arrivals.  As of report from May 11, 2016, there are 91 based 
aircraft at Shannon which includes all aircraft either tied down or hangered.   
 
Mr. Robinson stated Shannon Airport opened in 1950 and the terminal building and airport 
museum have recently been renovated. There are currently two runways, 2,999’ by 100’ paved; 
1,500’ by 150’ turf.   
 
Mr. Robinson stated there are plans for a new taxiway, lighting upgrades, and obstruction removal 
within the 6-Year Airport CIP.  Mr. Robinson advised there is a conflict on the runway extensions 
because of proximity of development to the railroad.  
 
Mr. Robinson advised that the Shannon Airport is not in the National Plan of Integrated Airport 
Systems (NPIAS) so therefore relies on funding from:  the State of Virginia, the Virginia 
Department of Aviation, or revenues generated at the airport.   
 
Mr. Robinson advised that data obtained from the 2011 Virginia Air Transportation System 
Statewide Economic Impact study shows the following information: 

• 83 jobs created 
• $3.04 m annual payroll 
• $11.83 m in economic activity statewide 

 
Mr. Robinson advised the quality benefits to the community are: flight training; air ambulance 
service; gateway for VIPs traveling to the region; and aircraft maintenance.  In regard to 
preparations for future demands, Mr. Robinson advised that the recent ownership change has 
resulted in refurbishment and upgrades to the airfield and landside pavements; refurbished 
terminal upgrades; and expanded services.  Mr. Robinson advised that runway expansion is not 
feasible now due to adjacent constraints, both highway and railroad, and the airport could use 
improved access from Route 2 to include turn lanes, markings, signage, etc.  
 

ii. Fiscal Constraint – Mr. Paul Agnello 



September 11, 2017 – FAMPO Technical Committee Meeting Minutes 8 

 
Mr. Agnello advised that there is not as much funding available to the region that we would like 
and funding allocations are scarce.  Mr. Agnello provided a funding breakdown for the 2045 
CLRP which is for the FY2018-2045 timeframe.   
 
Mr. Agnello stated in the Highway Capacity Expansion category the following funding is 
allocated: 
 
 Highway Capacity Expansion 
 
 Available Funding - $706 m 
 Critical needs from I-95 Phase 1 & Unfunded Smart Scale - $1.1 b (includes I-95 NB 
River  
 Crossing project) 
 All unfunded needs from 2040 LRTP effort - $10 b 
 
Mr. Nelson stated that this funding deficit already suggests that our planning efforts reflect 
relative shortfall needs that cannot be sustained.  Mr. Nelson stated even though these are system 
shortfalls he does not think this is a good message to the public.  Mr. Nelson stated he does not 
want this to be perceived as a negative reflection on the region/staff.  
 
 Transit 
 
Mr. Agnello advised there is $111 m in available funding and most of this funding is needed for 
existing service.  There is limited funding for new transit capitol and limited funding for 
additional transit operating costs.  Mr. Agnello stated that there are still some unknowns that 
remain to be allocated in this category so possibly the region will receive some additional funding 
but at this time the amount, if any, is unknown. 
 
 Additional Funding 
 
Mr. Agnello advised the Atlantic Gateway FASTLANE Grant (Fred Ex) will be $165m; the 
GWRC 5307 National Transit Database funding is $30 m; and locality funding is $463 m (Mr. 
Agnello stated the amount of local funding last time was $250 m).   
 
Mr. Agnello advised there are three proposed funding scenarios which include:  Constrained Long 
Range Transportation Plan (CLRP); Additional Potential Revenues above CLRP (Additional $2 
b); and Unconstrained Needs Plan (approximately $10 b for 2040 LRTP).  Mr. Agnello stated that 
traditionally FAMPO has completed scenarios 1 and 3 and this round FAMPO is recommending 
completion of all three scenarios.   
 
 Constrained Long Range Transportation Plan (CLRP) 
 
 Highway Funding - $706 m 
 Transit Funding - $111 m 
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Mr. Agnello advised that the State used conservative numbers in both the allocations in Highway 
and Transit funding categories so the total allocations are expected to be greater but how much 
greater at this time is unknown.   
 
 Local Funding - $463 m 
 Additional Funding - $195 m (Atlantic Gateway & GWRC 5307) 
 Total - $1.475 b + VRE 
 
 Additional Potential Revenues above CLRP (additional $2 b) 
 
Mr. Agnello stated that if additional state/federal funding becomes available that staff is including 
Scenario #2 so if any additional funding is allocated eligible projects will already be in place to 
submit for funding considerations.  
 
 Potential Sources 
 Regional Motor Fuels Tax Floor 
 Additional Local Revenue 
 Additional Federal/State Revenue 
 Volkswagen Settlement funding 
 I-95/I-395 Express Lanes Transit/TDM funding 
 DC2RVA Rail funding 
 Other 
 
 Unconstrained Needs Plan (Approximately $10 b for 2040 LRTP) 
 
Ms. Soneji asked what is the DC2RVA funding category. Mr. Agnello stated that is why he asked 
the question to Mr. Selleck on how much funding has been allocated to the Fredericksburg region.  
Mr. Selleck stated in his earlier presentation that at this time nothing has been allocated to the 
Fredericksburg region.  However, the Fredericksburg project costs are $507 m so if ever 
allocated, the FAMPO region would have an additional $507 m added to the CLRP.   
 
Ms. Soneji asked if the DC2RVA program is applying for other funding sources – i.e. Smart 
Scale, FRA, REF, etc.  Mr. Roseboom stated that the majority of funding is for Northern Virginia; 
however, VRE funding could be applicable.  Mr. Roseboom stated that DRPT did not project any 
potential forecasts.   
 

iii. MAP-21/FAST Act Performance Measures Requirements – Mr. Paul 
Agnello 
 

Mr. Agnello advised that in regard to the MAP-21/FASTACT Performance Measure requirements 
that there are new federal requirements implemented for MPO’s to comply with.  The seven 
performance measure areas are: 

1. National Highway System Performance – Freight Movement on the Interstate System 
2. National Highway System Performance – Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality 

Improvement Programs 
3. Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) 
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4. National Highway System – Asset Management Pavement and Bridges 
5. National Highway System – Asset Management Transit Asset Management Plans and 

Emergency Relief Program 
6. Transit Asset Management – National Transit Database 
7. Transit Safety 

 
Mr. Agnello stated the seven areas above are general areas and within each area there are different 
performance measures that need to be met as well. For example, the Safety measure has five 
different areas of compliance requirements.  Mr. Agnello stated there are 15 MPO’s in the State 
and FAMPO is the first MPO to be required to comply with the new measurements.   FAMPO 
will continue working with the Secretary’s Office, VDOT and DRPT to ensure the process, 
requirements and deadlines are met.   
 
Mr. Agnello stated the requirements for the State to set targets and then the MPO’s need to either 
accept or reject a target.  Mr. Agnello advised that this region will need to be in coordination with 
the Washington, DC MPO. 
 
Mr. Agnello stated that if an MPO completes its CLRP/TIP under SAFETEA-LU regulations 
before May 27, 2018, it is acceptable; however, CLRP/TIP amendments made after May 27, 2018 
could trigger the need for compliance with MAP21/FAST ACT performance measure 
requirements.  Mr. Agnello stated that staff is attempting to be proactive in the CLRP update so 
TIP amendments would not be necessary and complete the plan by May, 2018. Mr. Agnello stated 
the first goal is to make the 2045 FAMPO CLRP as compliant as possible with meeting first 
deadline performance measures.  
 
Mr. Agnello stated the second goal is to meet all MAP-21/FAST ACT Performance measure 
requirements by second deadline.  Mr. Agnello advised that a mini/condensed 20454 LRTP 
update in FY2018 will need to be completed by May 20, 2019.  Mr. Agnello stated that the 
schedule for the federal process does not allow this to be done in time for the April, 2018 FAMPO 
2045 LRTP update approval time frame.  
 

a. August 10, 2017 – VDOT Letter – Mr. Paul Agnello 
 

Mr. Agnello advised that included in today’s packet is a copy of a letter written from VDOT to 
FAMPO which serves as the update on developing performance targets to be in compliance with 
federal regulations.  
 
Mr. Agnello advised that schedule-wise, during September/October draft results and additional 
analysis will be completed.  In November, completion of the I-95 Phase 2 Transit/TDM study will 
be finalized.  In November/December, final results submitted to MPO committees for review.  In 
December/January, a draft report will be available for review by MPO committees on the LRTP.   
 
Mr. Agnello stated in 2018, January 25th to March 22nd the public involvement period will occur.  
In March of 2018, Smart Scale Round 3 process begins.  In March/April of 218, completion of the 
I-95 Phase 2 Highway study will be finalized.  In late March/early April, LRTP revisions will be 
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made based on public comments received during public comment period.  In April, 2018, 
CLRP/LRTP will be approved by FAMPO and GWRC committees.  
 
Mr. Nelson stated that it appears that new performance measures relate more to the National 
Highway system so a lot of our existing performance measures will remain valid within our own 
network.  Mr. Agnello stated that a lot of performance measures that are in place are coordinated 
with VDOT/DRPT and these will remain so will not be a new creation of the wheel.   
 
Mr. Agnello stated there will be a number of performance measures being utilized by the MPO’s 
and these efforts are being implemented by the update efforts.  Mr. Agnello stated that there will 
be some tweaks needed and facets required that will not be covered before the plan will be 
adopted in April of 2018.  Mr. Agnello stated that from a federal perspective, this is brand new 
and is more of an effort to retro-fit the State’s plan into the federal process.  Mr. Agnello stated 
this is probably the most significant changes for compliance by the State with the federal 
requirements in many years.  
 

iv. I-95 Corridor Study Presentation – Mr. Paul Agnello 
 
Mr. Agnello advised that the Phase II study objective is to develop a revised master plan for I-95 
between mileposts 145 and 110 that takes into consideration weekday and weekend travel 
conditions.  The study will provide projects that can be phased into smaller projects that could be 
considered for approval under the Smart Scale application process and/or other grant funding 
programs.  
 
Mr. Agnello advised that the development of potential build alternatives are various ideas that 
have been recommended from the Advisory Committee.  The alternatives are being tested to see 
the pros/cons of a project. 
 
Mr. Agnello advised that recommendations have been received from the Advisory Committee and 
both the FAMPO Technical Committee and FAMPO CTAG will be asked to provide 
recommendations for testing as well. Mr. Agnello relayed that project recommendations can be 
submitted up to September 20th and that the Advisory Committee can submit up to three 
improvement projects for consideration.  
 

v. Summary of 2045 LRTP Advisory Committee Meeting of June 22, 2017 
and August 2, 2017 – Mr. Paul Agnello 

 
Mr. Agnello advised that minutes from the June 22nd and August 2nd 2045 LRTP Advisory 
Committee meetings are included in today’s agenda packet.   
 

c.) Update on Smart Scale Round 3 – Mr. Paul Agnello 
  
Mr. Agnello advised that since the last meeting, the State response to FAMPO Smart Scale Task 
Force recommendations has been received.  The summary of State staff recommended changes to 
the Smart Scale process will be discussed.  Discussion to occur on potential regional candidate 
projects to be submitted for Round 3 of the Smart Scale application process.  



September 11, 2017 – FAMPO Technical Committee Meeting Minutes 12 

 
Mr. Agnello advised that FAMPO submitted 27 recommendations as input to the State in March 
of 2017.  The State response accepted parts or all of 9 of the 27 recommendations submitted. Four 
of the ten recommendations on process changes were accepted and five of seventeen 
recommendations on prioritization methodology changes were accepted.  
 
Mr. Agnello advised that in regard to significant changes based on FAMPO input in the process is 
that the Smart Scale Technical Guide will be made available before the start-up of the pre-
application process.  Also, improved application intake process that will provide reliable feedback 
on project applications was implemented.  In regard to the scoring metrics Accessibility Factor 
the 45-minute threshold for highway trips was addressed.  In both Round 1 and Round 2, it was 
implied that no one would commute further than 45 minutes.  This region definitely exceeds the 
45-minute commute time.   
 
Mr. Agnello stated the second biggest issue is not including weekend traffic counts.  The third 
issue is that the State is looking at using existing traffic updates rather than projected traffic data 
when looking at a project need.  Mr. Agnello stated he is not sure if this if finalized at this time 
with the CTB; however, if implemented, this could benefit our region within the scoring metric 
process.  The State has indicated they will not make any changes in regard to the weekend traffic 
congestion issues.  GWRC, through its legislative agenda, is advancing this request to the General 
Assembly Committee for review in 2018.   
 
Mr. Agnello advised that some major staff recommend changes from Round 1 & 2 to Round 3 in 
the application process are: 

• Application period moved from August 1st to March 1st 
• Limit on number of applications an MPO, locality or other entity can submit 
• Limit on how far apart multimodal projects in the same application can be – decision still 

 pending on this request 
 
Mr. Agnello advised that at the July CTB meeting it was determined that localities with less than 
200k in population and MPO’s will less than 500k in population could only submit a maximum of 
four projects for consideration under Smart Scale.  This threshold is the population number 
FAMPO, GWRC, and the localities qualify for.  For populations greater than 500k, like VRE, 
these entities are eligible to submit eight applications for consideration.  
 
Mr. Agnello advised that some projects do not require FAMPO/GWRC approval – these are some 
specific locality projects.  However, in the past, FAMPO/GWRC has submitted Resolutions of 
Support for all projects. 
 
Mr. Agnello stated that it is important for projects to be coordinated within the region to ensure 
that project applications are not duplicated.  Mr. Agnello advised that even though the I-95 NB 
Rappahannock River Crossing project has been submitted as the number one project for project 
selection in both Round 1 and Round 2; however, there is discussion for Round 3 that the project 
may be removed and not re-submitted.  This will be determined later in the process as the projects 
for consideration are submitted.  
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i. Potential List of Regional Smart Scale Projects – Mr. Paul Agnello 
 
Mr. Agnello advised that included in today’s packet, there are a list of potential projects that 
could be considered for submission for the Round 3 Smart Scale application process.  The project 
list is just recommendation only at this time and is not considered to be the final projects the 
region will submit.  Mr. Agnello stated that each locality can submit up to three projects for 
consideration and then staff will score the projects received and present the top three to the 
committee for recommendations of moving forward.  Mr. Agnello asked for all project 
submissions to be submitted to him by September 20th.  
 
CORRESPONDENCE 
 
Mr. Agnello advised the committee that VDOT’s design public hearing on the 95 Express Lanes 
Fredericksburg Extension will be held on Monday, September 25th.  Mr. Agnello advised the 
meeting will be held at Stafford High School and will begin at 6:00 p.m. with a presentation at 
7:00.  Mr. Agnello stated that FAMPO staff would be attending and encouraged all members to 
attend.   
 
STAFF REPORT 
 
None 
 
MEMBER REPORTS 
 
City of Fredericksburg:  Mr. Nelson asked if the power point presentation from the last 
Advisory Committee meeting from VISSIM is now available.  Mr. Agnello relayed that the power 
point presentation is on the website. 

 
County of Spotsylvania:  Mr. Cole advised that the Transportation Advisory Committee will be 
meeting in Spotsylvania County on Thursday.  Mr. Cole stated the purpose of this meeting is to 
discuss revenues and how the county can go about saving/securing projects.  
 
Mr. Cole relayed that the county has hired a consultant who will be providing a corridor study 
within the county.  Mr. Cole stated this study is expected to be completed in November and once 
the report is available, the contents will be relayed to the Technical Committee. 
 
DRPT:  Mr. Roseboom advised that the Advisory Board completed the final review/report in 
June and this report is now currently available on the website.  Mr. Roseboom relayed the report 
will be submitted to the CTB in the fall as a legislative assembly action item. 
 
Mr. Roseboom relayed that “Try Transit” week is occurring the week of September 18th through 
September 21st.  Mr. Roseboon advised that FRED, PRTC and VRE are all participating and are 
offering drawings, giveaways, etc.  Mr. Roseboon stated that DRPT will be giving away two 
round-trip Amtrak tickets.   
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FRED:  Mr. White advised that FRED has undergone its two-day audit and all files/records, etc. 
have been submitted for review.  Mr. White relayed that all of the new FRED buses are now on-
line and fully operational. 
 
GWRC:  Ms. Utz advised that GWRC has re-newed the lease agreement in Ladysmith for the use 
of 25 spaces for commuter parking.  Ms. Utz relayed that beginning this week, the fall advertising 
campaign is underway.  Ms. Utz stated the fall advertising campaign is using multiple types of 
media advertising and the campaign will run through the second week in November. 
 
VRE:  Ms. Soneji advised that the first Wednesday in October VRE will be conducting its annual 
ridership survey.  Ms. Soneji stated this survey is an important survey and the data is used for 
ridership forecasting.  Ms. Soneji stated that VRE appreciates the help from localities and 
FAMPO staff in assisting with compiling the ridership data from the Fredericksburg region. 
 
NEXT TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETING, October 2nd, 2017 at 9:30 a.m. 
/ADJOURN 
 
The next Technical Committee meeting will be held on Monday October 2nd, 2017.  The 
September 11th meeting was adjourned at 11:32 a.m. 
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Citizens Transportation Advisory Group (CTAG) Meeting Minutes 

September13, 2017 
fampo.gwregion.org/citizens-transportation-advisory-group 

 
 
 
Committee Members Present: 
 
Mr. Dave McLaughlin, City of Fredericksburg 
Mr. Tim Davis, Caroline County 
Mr. Robert Ek, Caroline County (via “Go-To” meeting call-in) 
Mr. John Davis, Spotsylvania County 
Mr. Rupert Farley, Spotsylvania County (At-Large) 
Mr. Larry Gross, Spotsylvania County (At-Large) 
Mr. Stan Huie, Spotsylvania County 
Ms. Adela Bertoldi, Stafford County 
Ms. Dawn McGarrity, Stafford County  
Mr. David Swan, Stafford County 
 
Staff: 
 
Ms. Marti Donley, FAMPO 
Mr. Nick Quint, FAMPO 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mr. Quint called the meeting to order at 6:05 p.m.     
            
APPROVAL OF AGENDA  
 
Upon request by Mr. Farley, the editorial that ran in the September 9th Free Lance-Star was added on 
tonight’s agenda for discussion under Staff Report. 
 
APPROVAL OF CTAG MEETING SUMMARY OF JUNE 14, 2017 
 
Mr. Swan requested an edit to comments he made on page 3.  The comments requested were clerical 
in nature and not in context.  Upon motion by Mr. Farley and seconded by Mr. McLaughlin, with all 
concurring, the June 14th minutes were approved with the understanding an amendment would be 
made after the conclusion of tonight’s meeting. 
 
REVIEW OF FAMPO POLICY COMMITTEE MEETINGS OF JUNE 19, 2017 
& AUGUST 21, 2017 
 
Mr. Quint advised the main topic of discussion from both meetings was consideration of establishing a 
Regional Transportation Authority to obtain additional revenue for the region.   

http://www.fampo.gwregion.org/transportation-advisory-group/
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Mr. Quint stated that decision from the Policy Committee from the August 21st meeting is the RTA 
will temporarily be put on hold.  It was decided to re-evaluate this topic after the November elections 
have been held.  It was also felt that the citizens and newly elected officials will need more education 
and information on this topic before being able to decide for or against.   
 
Mr. Quint relayed that it was also decision from the Policy Committee to review paper presentations 
from both HRTAC and NVTA who currently have an RTA established.  The Policy Committee will 
discuss the paper presentations at the September meeting and then make a recommendation whether 
representatives from both respective organizations would be asked to come and make a presentation to 
the Policy Committee at the October meeting.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
None 
 
DISCUSSION/ACTION ITEMS 
 

a. Election of Officers– Mr. Nick Quint 
 
There was committee consent in electing Mr. Dave Swan to serve as Chair for the upcoming year.  As 
there were limited Spotsylvania County members present, two of whom were brand new members, the 
decision was made to defer appointing a Vice-Chair from Spotsylvania County until the October 
meeting. 
 
At this time, CTAG members introduced themselves and Mr. Swan took over presiding as Chair.  
 

b. DC2RVA Update– Mr. Nick Quint  
 
Mr. Quint advised that the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was released by DRPT on 
September 8, and a public comment period was opened and will run for 60 days.  Mr. Quint relayed 
that a public hearing will be scheduled in our region in early October, but details were not known as of 
the meeting.  
 
Mr. Quint relayed the purpose and need of the study is to improve reliability, decrease travel times, 
and increase the frequency of service.  Mr. Swan had questions regarding the Long Bridge portion of 
the project and Ms. Bertoldi asked if the recommended alternatives are finalized and moving forward.  
 
Mr. Quint stated that the Commonwealth has determined that the most critical needs are in Northern 
Virginia.  Mr. Quint relayed there are two projects in Northern Virginia that are moving forward, and 
no funding has been applied to the rest of the corridor.  Mr. Davis stated that he thought the Long 
Bridge Project had received separate funding.  
 
Mr. Quint stated the Long Bridge Project is currently under study with the District Department of 
Transportation, and this effort is slightly behind the DC2RVA study.  To date, there is no funding 
designated for construction of the Long Bridge Project. 
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Mr. Quint relayed that DRPT stated there are no changes expected from the recommendations already 
presented. Mr. Ek asked if additional stops further south are planned. Mr. Quint relayed the study is 
not recommending new passenger service; however, this does not mean that additional stops will not 
happen in the future. Mr. Farley stated the platforms need to be raised and wondered if this was a 
recommendation. Mr. Quint stated that this was not part of the scope of the study. Mr. Swan stated that 
at the October DRPT public hearing the question needs to be asked about the fiber optic cable running 
along the tracks. Mr. Swan wondered if DRPT is getting any revenues from the cable, and if so, can 
this money be allocated towards rail improvements.   
 
Mr. McLaughlin asked what the CTAG’s role is in this process.  Mr. Quint stated the public, as well as 
FAMPO staff is encouraged to attend the upcoming public hearings; however, this is not a FAMPO 
project so the role we play is limited at best.  
 
Mr. Huie stated that one option that could be considered is “Rails with Trails”.  Unfortunately, the Rail 
Authority board does not want to be bothered with this option.  The trail, though, could serve multiple 
functions since CSX could use it for maintenance purposes, and this could open up additional funding 
opportunities.  Mr. Davis stated the problem with this alternative is that the study focused solely on 
rail expansion.  Mr. Huie stated that people who ride “Rails with Trails” do this alongside the tracks.  
Mr. Huie stated that there are many communities in the State that have been revitalized with the trails.  
Mr. Huie stated this alternative gives functional options to a community and is a healthy community 
approach.   
 
Mr. Quint advised that the recommended alternative for the FAMPO region is to add a third track 
through the City of Fredericksburg on the existing right-of-way.  This includes a new Rappahannock 
River bridge parallel to the existing rail bridge.  Mr. Quint advised that the portion of the corridor 
project to be built in Fredericksburg is expected to cost approximately $507 million. 
 
Mr. Quint stated that DRPT’s prioritized recommendation summary for construction priority is as 
follows: Northern Virginia, Arlington, Fredericksburg, Richmond, and Central Virginia so this region 
ranks third in funding priority.  Mr. Quint advised that there is still going to be a separate study that 
will occur after the conclusion of the study in place now for the Town of Ashland and that Ashland’s 
improvements will not be a consideration with the current study recommendations.  
 
Mr. Quint relayed that after the public hearings are concluded, the CTB will vote on a preferred 
alternative. A final EIS and Record of Decision (ROD) will be completed by December 2019.  
 

c. 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) Update – Mr. Nick Quint 
 

i. I-95 Corridor Study Presentation – Mr. Nick Quint 
 

Mr. Quint advised the Phase II study objectives are to develop a revised master plan for I-95 between 
mileposts 145 and 110 that will consider both weekday and weekend travel conditions.  Mr. Quint 
stated that staff is looking at submitting smaller projects along the corridor for funding consideration 
in the Smart Scale process, as well as capitalizing on other grant/funding programs that could be 
available.   
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Mr. Quint stated that staff are soliciting feedback on potential build alternatives for 2045. Some ideas 
that are being considered include: 

• General Purpose lane widening in select areas 
• Express Lanes extension to various points within the study area 
• Potential new I-95 access points 
• Collector-Distributor lanes constructed in key areas 
• Improvements to existing interchanges 
• Combinations of the above 

 
Mr. Quint advised that each advisory committee member can submit up to three improvement projects 
for consideration.  Mr. Quint relayed that CTAG is represented on the Advisory Committee (Mr. 
Farley & Ms. Larkins), so CTAG can submit up to three projects. 
 
Mr. Quint stated the deadline for project submission is September 20.  Mr. Swan asked that all CTAG 
members ensure Ms. Donley has correct email addresses, so he can follow-up with everyone after 
tonight’s meeting.  Mr. Swan stated he would take recommendations from each member, compile a list 
of the projects submitted, prioritize them accordingly, and forward to Paul Agnello.  Mr. Swan stated 
that since the deadline is the 20, CTAG members should provide feedback to him by Friday, 
September 15.   
 
Mr. Quint stated that the next steps are: 

• Test the alternatives to see if they are eligible for moving forward 
• Develop planning level cost estimates to each project submitted 
• Complete modeling and calibrations of future no-build alternatives 
• Continue working with Advisory Committee to receive consensus on build alternatives for 

testing   
• Report results to Advisory Committee 
• Screen alternatives to work towards a preferred solution 

 
The CTAG committee members had the following comments, questions, etc.: 
 
Mr. Davis asked if CD lanes are similar to the feeder lanes in Dale City.  Mr. Quint concurred that 
they are. 
 
Ms. Bertoldi stated she thought the current extension of the 95 Express Lanes was going to Route 17.  
Mr. Quint concurred that it will, but it is a separate project from the current extension that is under 
construction. Mr. Quint stated that the extension is known as Fred Ex, and preliminary engineering is 
currently underway; construction is expected to be completed in 2022. 
 
On the slide that lists potential build alternatives, Mr. Gross stated it lists improvements to the Stafford 
Parkway from Exit 136 to Route 17 west, and a new arterial west of I-95 in Stafford between 
Garrisonville and Route 17.  Mr. Gross asked if any Stafford representatives have heard anything 
about this project.  Stafford representation advised they have not.   
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Mr. Farley asked if the Stafford Parkway is what was previously referred to as the Berea Parkway, and 
if so, why was the name changed.  Mr. Quint concurred the Stafford Parkway is what was previously 
referred to as the Berea Parkway.  Mr. Quint stated that since there was a lot of opposition to the 
original Berea Parkway project that included the outer connector, the name was changed to heed off 
some of the initial opposition.   
 

d. Update on Smart Scale Round 3– Mr. Nick Quint 
 
Mr. Quint advised that this presentation was made to the Policy Committee at last month’s meeting. 
Mr. Quint explained the Smart Scale process to the new members.   
 
Mr. Quint advised that there have been some recommended changes to Round 3 of Smart Scale: 

• Application process will now begin in March rather than in August 
• The number of applications a locality/entity can submit has been reduced 
• There are limits/restrictions in place on how far multimodal projects can be from one another 

 
Mr. Quint stated that all eligible entities will be divided into two categories (Tier I & Tier II).  Tier I 
entities can submit up to four applications and Tier II can submit up to eight. All GWRC jurisdictions 
are Tier I.  VRE is Tier II. Mr. Quint advised that the region as a whole can submit eight projects – 
four from FAMPO and four from GWRC. Also, each locality within the region can submit up to four 
projects, so potentially 28 projects could be submitted each cycle. 
 
Mr. Quint stated that the Smart Scale process will begin in March 2018 and is a biennial process. In 
the November-January time frame, FAMPO committees will be discussing regional priorities. Mr. 
Quint stated that early in 2018, FAMPO will allocate the region's CMAQ and RSTP funding. Mr. 
Quint stated that CMAQ stands for Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program and 
RSTP stands for Regional Surface Transportation Program. Mr. Quint stated that the region receives 
approximately $4 million annually from these two funding sources. Applying this funding to Smart 
Scale candidate projects makes them more competitive because the requested funding isn't as high.   
 
Mr. Quint advised that in February/March the Policy Committee will approve the regional projects to 
be submitted. Mr. Quint advised that currently the potential regional projects that are being considered 
are: 

1. I-95 NB Rappahannock River Crossing project (Mr. Quint advised this project has been 
submitted in both the first two rounds of the Smart Scale application process and has been 
unsuccessful both times. Mr. Quint stated that staff is currently working with VDOT to 
make this project more competitive. Mr. Quint also advised that there has been discussion 
from the Policy Committee on whether or not to remove the project and submit other 
projects that could have a higher likelihood of being approved. To date, there has not been 
a vote to remove the project). 

2. I-95 SB at US 17 interchange improvements and US 17 STARS Study improvements (Mr. 
Quint advised that STARS is a VDOT study program that stands for Strategically Targeted 
Affordable Roadway Solutions. This program focuses on economical safety and other 
improvements. This study was completed in July).   

3. I-95 NB at Route 3 interchange improvements and Route 3 STARS Study improvements. 
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4. Regional Park & Ride Lot improvements (this packages improvements at various park & 
ride lots within the region). 

5. Mine Road Park & Ride Lot expansion (Mr. Quint advised this project was submitted in 
Round 2 of Smart Scale but was unsuccessful because it was combined with the 95 Express 
Lanes direct connect ramp). 

6. New Park & Ride lot construction in the Chatham Heights area of Stafford County 
(Currently, GWRC leases parking spaces in two separate lots in the area, so there is a 
definite need).  

7. Lafayette Boulevard intersection improvements at Kenmore Avenue and Charles Street. 
8. Bicycle/pedestrian improvements in the City of Fredericksburg. 

 
Mr. Quint advised that projects from ongoing studies could be added to this list. Mr. Quint stated these 
projects would come from the following studies: I-95 Phase 2; US 301/207; US Route 1 STARS; & 
Exit 126 STARS. 
 
Mr. Swan relayed that there were two Smart Scale recommendations submitted by FAMPO requesting 
that changes be made to the process. Mr. Swan advised that FAMPO was the only MPO to submit 
comments. Mr. Swan stated that out of the 27 suggestions submitted, the Commonwealth accepted part 
or all of nine of them.   
 

i. Potential List of Regional Smart Scale Projects – Nick Quint 
 
Mr. Quint advised that included in tonight’s agenda packet information is a list of regional projects 
under consideration. Mr. Quint stated the list is not finalized and is provided for committee member 
review and input. 
 
CORRESPONDENCE  
 
Mr. Quint advised that on September 25 there will be an important meeting held by VDOT. This is the 
95 Express Lanes Fredericksburg Extension (Garrisonville to US 17) location/design public hearing. 
This meeting will provide new information for where access points will be; what bridges will need to 
be replaced; where re-construction of I-95 will occur; how it will tie into the SB River Crossing 
project; etc. Mr. Quint stated the meeting is from 6-8 p.m. at Stafford High School. Mr. Quint advised 
that displays and visuals will be available for review and comment, and a presentation will begin at 7 
p.m. Mr. Quint stated that FAMPO staff would be attending the meeting, and he encouraged each 
CTAG member to do the same.   
 
Ms. Bertoldi stated that in years past, CTAG has had a table with displays and informational brochures 
and asked if this arrangement is in place for the September 25 meeting. Mr. Quint stated that FAMPO 
was not asked to set up a table for this meeting.  
 
STAFF REPORT            
Per request from Mr. Farley at the beginning of tonight’s meeting, Mr. Farley requested that a Free 
Lance-Star editorial titled “Building just one side of I-95 river crossing doesn’t make sense” should be 
addressed by the CTAG committee.  
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Mr. Farley said the editorial states that there is not a lot of money available to cover the projects 
needed in the region. Mr. Farley also stated that the I-95 NB River Crossing project has been 
submitted unsuccessfully twice. Mr. Farley stated that FAMPO’s Administrator stated the NB River 
Crossing project “did not come close” to being selected for funding in part because Smart Scale is 
“very sensitive to funding leverage.”  In addition, Smart Scale metrics that were used to score projects 
only measure weekday commuter traffic between Tuesday and Thursday, and do not consider the 
worst northbound traffic congestion on Sunday.   
 
Mr. Farley stated that his objections to the article were that the FAMPO Administrator did not also cite 
other concerns the region faces in making us more competitive with other regions within the state – i.e. 
the 45-minute cap on access to jobs; establishment of an RTA, etc.   
 
Mr. Gross stated that he felt the statement was implying that if regions put up more money towards a 
project, possibly more projects would get approved.   
 
Ms. Donley advised that FAMPO is in the process of updating its website, and she hopes this will be 
up and running by November. Mr. Gross stated that he thought the recent press release from the CTB 
regarding budget information was very informative. Mr. Gross stated that the focus appears to be all 
on Smart Scale where $2.1 billion gets allocated; however, revenue sharing and other programs, etc. 
receive $3.9 billion. Mr. Gross stated that all emphasis goes to Smart Scale; however, there are many 
other funding programs available that receive higher funding allocations. 
 
MEMBER REPORT 
 
None 
 
ADJOURN  
 
The September meeting concluded at 8:10 p.m. The next CTAG meeting will be held on October 11, 
2017 at 6:00 p.m.  
 
Meeting Minutes completed by Joanna Roberson  
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