CHAPTER 5

IMPLEMENTATION

I MPLEMENTATION
The recommended corridor plan for Lafayette Boulevard includes recommendations
to remedy safety, capacity, aesthetic, and other issues in addition to identifying
measures to accommodate future travel demand by all modes of transportation. The
recommended plan takes a multimodal approach to accommodating growth in travel
demand by focusing on vehicular improvements as well as enhancements to support
greater transit use and more convenience and safety for pedestrians and bicyclists.
To implement elements of the recommended plan will require the partnership of a
number of entities including the City of Fredericksburg, Spotsylvania County,
Fredericksburg Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (FAMPO), Virginia
Department of Transportation (VDOT), the National Parks Service (NPS), private
transportation providers, neighborhood residents, elected officials, private land
owners, developers, and other parties. Achieving success along the corridor will
require cooperation, coordination, compromise, and investment. The corridor plan
will need to be further developed through detailed engineering studies and designs
and through public outreach associated with design efforts. Key steps in
implementation include the following:




Acceptance/Adoption/Approval of the Plan: The City of Fredericksburg,
Spotsylvania County, and FAMPO should approve/adopt the corridor study. It
should be referenced as a part of other local and regional planning
documents.
Allocation/Programming: Funds for design and construction should be
programmed by Fredericksburg, Spotsylvania County, and VDOT. In addition,
as new development is approved along the corridor, right-of-way should be
reserved and segments of the future cross section should be constructed as
appropriate.



Organization: The corridor spans two jurisdictions. A deliberate effort should
be undertaken to coordinate project programming and design activities to
support the logical and efficient implementation of the corridor plan.



Design: The corridor study document contains a relatively specific set of
recommendations. Engineering plans will need to be prepared prior to
advancing the project to construction.



Acquisition: Along many sections of Lafayette Boulevard, it will be necessary
to acquire right-of-way to construct the recommended plan. Further studies
will be necessary to verify precise right-of-way impacts and property
acquisition needs.



Construction/Operation: Once plans and studies are complete and funding is
available, modifications would be constructed.

R IGHT - OF -W AY C ONSIDERATIONS

C ORRIDOR M ODIFICATION I MPACTS

At the time of the corridor study, detailed right-of-way information was not available
for the study corridor. The following assumptions were made with regard to right-ofway for Lafayette Boulevard:

As recommended modifications to Lafayette Boulevard are designed, the property
(land and structures) and environmental impacts of constructing the recommended
plan will be better understood and should be mitigated wherever feasible. The
section of Lafayette Boulevard between Young Street and US 1 will require additional
right-of-way to be constructed. Between Young Street and US 1, it is likely that the
widening of Lafayette Boulevard will occur through symmetric (equally about the
centerline) and asymmetric (unevenly about the centerline) modifications.




Sophia Street to Young Street: 55 feet
Young Street to US 1: 60 feet

Based on these assumptions, no additional right-of-way was assumed to be needed
to accommodate the recommended corridor plan for Lafayette Boulevard between
Sophia Street and Young Street. Between Young Street and St. Paul Street, the
recommended typical cross section varies, but generally 40 additional feet of right-ofway is needed to construct the recommended plan. At intersections throughout the
Lafayette Boulevard corridor as well as the recommended Lafayette Boulevard/BlueGray Parkway interchange, right-of-way in addition to the aforementioned 40 feet will
be necessary to accommodate roadway elements such as dedicated turn lanes,
traffic signal equipment, ramps, and structures. The following should be considered
when securing right-of-way needed for the implementation of the corridor plan:


Sophia Street to Young Street: No additional right-of-way is assumed to be
needed to accommodate the recommended corridor concept plan in this
section.



Young Street to Blue-Gray Parkway: A minimum of 35 additional feet of rightof-way should be secured along the southeast side of the corridor to support
modifications associated with the interchange at Blue-Gray Parkway.



Blue-Gray Parkway interchange: A detailed concept design should be
prepared to specifically identify future right-of-way lines for the interchange
(loops, structures, and ramps) and associated road widening and
recommended pedestrian and bicycle facilities on Lafayette Boulevard and
Blue-Gray Parkway.



Blue-Gray Parkway to St. Paul Street: Impacts should be avoided on National
Parks Service lands and the corridor should be widened toward the west. In
sections of the corridor where the cross section is typical, approximately 100
feet of right-of-way should be secured even though the typical cross section
has the potential to be implemented with a 95-foot wide (minimum) right-ofway.



St. Paul Street to US 1: Generally, a 100-foot right-of-way should be secured
along this section of Lafayette Boulevard even though the typical cross
section has the potential to be implemented with a 95-foot wide (minimum)
right-of-way. To minimize structure impacts in this section of the corridor, a
combination of symmetric and asymmetric widening of the right-of-way
should be considered based on a detailed engineering plan.

Figures 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3 show potential structure impacts as a result of the
implementation of the recommended corridor plan. Structures within 40 feet of the
future right-of-way line (outside of downtown Fredericksburg) and falling within the
potential future right-of-way are highlighted. The identification of proximity impacts to
structures is not intended to imply that these structures will be acquired or that these
are the only proximity impacts. Instead, the identification of possible impacts is
intended to inform the reader of this document that there will be impacts to property
as a result of the widening of Lafayette Boulevard and that the impacts will vary
depending on how the corridor is modified.
In terms of potential proximity impacts, all three scenarios have the potential to
affect—either directly or through a proximity impact—approximately 135 to 145
structures. The symmetric widening scenario has the fewest number of structures
that would fall within the planned right-of-way. Approximately 17 of these structures
are within the Lafayette Boulevard/Blue-Gray Parkway interchange footprint area.
The remaining six are dispersed along the corridor. Considering the results of the
evaluation of potential right-of-way impacts along the corridor, the most responsible
widening scenario is likely to be a combination of symmetric and asymmetric
widening to minimize individual property acquisition as well as structure impacts.
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Figure 5.1

SYMMETRIC
WIDENING
D ESCRIPTION
This figure illustrates potential
impacts to structures along
Lafayette Boulevard if the corridor
is widened equally about the
existing centerline.

O BSERVATIONS
As shown, approximately 23
structures are anticipated to be
within the future right-of-way,
which was assumed to be 100 feet
(50 feet on either side of the road
centerline) between Young Street
and US 1. An additional 116
structures have some portion that
will be within 40 feet of the future
right-of-way line. As shown,
structure impacts would be
dispersed among both sides of the
street.
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Figure 5.2

WEST SIDE WIDENING
D ESCRIPTION
This figure illustrates potential
impacts to structures along
Lafayette Boulevard if the corridor
is widened to the west only. The
existing east side right-of-way line
would be maintained in this
scenario.

O BSERVATIONS
As shown, approximately 91
structures are anticipated to be
within the future right-of-way,
which was assumed to be 100 feet
between Young Street and US 1.
An additional 55 structures have
some portion that will be within 40
feet of the future right-of-way line.
Also shown, structure impacts
would be concentrated almost
entirely to the west.
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Figure 5.3

EAST SIDE WIDENING
D ESCRIPTION
This figure illustrates potential
impacts to structures along
Lafayette Boulevard if the corridor
is widened to the east only. The
existing west side right-of-way line
would be maintained in this
scenario.

O BSERVATIONS
As shown, approximately 82
structures are anticipated to be
within the future right-of-way,
which was assumed to be 100 feet
between Young Street and US 1.
An additional 53 structures have
some portion that will be within 40
feet of the future right-of-way line.
Also shown, structure impacts
would be concentrated almost
entirely to the east.
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P HASING

O BJECTIVES

It is unlikely that the recommended plan for Lafayette Boulevard will be constructed
in a single phase. Figure 5.4 identifies potential phases of construction for Lafayette
Boulevard based on factors such as availability of right-of-way, partnership
opportunities, and project scale.

Plan objectives are briefly summarized below for reference:

S UMMARY OF P LAN R ECOMMENDATIONS

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Strengthen the community and improve the sense of place
Maintain and improve corridor aesthetics
Provide a high-quality experience for vehicles, pedestrians, bicycles, and transit
Educate and provide information to the public on available travel mode options
Ensure transportation safety and security

A summary of recommendations is shown in Table 5.1. This table organizes
recommendations by location, action, the general project type, responsible
parties/organizations, alignment with plan objectives, and implementation
timeframe. Immediate-, short-, mid-, and long-term timeframes are described below.


Immediate-term (0 to 1 year): includes relatively straight-forward
recommendations that do not require right-of-way acquisition or complex
engineering. Some items within this classification may require more than a
year to complete; however, it is intended that the process for accomplishing
these recommendations will begin within the timeframe specified.



Short-term (1 to 5 years): includes more complex and expensive (time, effort,
and money) elements. This group of projects starts to put infrastructure and
services in-place to accomplish the long-term vision of the corridor. The
intent is that these projects will be programmed, have funding identified,
and then be undertaken as funding becomes available with the short-term
horizon.



Mid-term (6 to 10 years): includes increasing complex and expensive (time,
effort, and money) projects. To address many of these recommendations will
require partnership among multiple entities. Elements within this phase will
noticeably affect the corridor’s character.



Long-term (beyond 10 years): includes substantial elements of the plan that
are of significant complexity and expense (time, effort, and money).
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Figure 5.4

PHASING FOR
IMPLEMENTATION
D ESCRIPTION
This figure illustrates potential
phasing of modifications along
Lafayette Boulevard.

O BSERVATIONS
As shown, downtown sections of
the corridor would have the
potential to be implemented in
earlier phases. Other sections of
the corridor would likely be
implemented over a longer
period of time due to the
expense and complication of
their modification.
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Table 5.1: Summary of Plan Recommendations
Timeframe for Implementation
Location

Description

Follow-up Action

Related Objective(s)

Immediate-term
(less than 1 year)

Short-term
(1 to 5 years)

Mid-term
(6 to 10

Long-term
(beyond 10 years)

9

9

9

Follow-up Studies/Design

1 Engineering

Prepare corridor design to identify specific right-of-way requirements

Design

B, C, E

9

2 Design Guidelines

Prepare corridor design guidelines to guide corridor enhancements and
future development

Study

A, B

9
9

Section Modifications

3 Sophia Street to Caroline Street

Reconfigure head-in parking to reverse-in angle parking

Design and Construction

A, B, C, E

4 Sophia Street to Sunken Road

Maintain existing two-lane cross section and install streetscape
improvements

Design and Construction

A, B, C, E

9

Sunken Road to vicinity of Young
5 Street

Maintain two-lane cross section and install streetscape improvements
compatible with the battlefield cemetery

Design and Construction

A, B, C, E

9

Vicinity of Young Street to south of
6 Blue-Gray Parkway
South of Blue-Gray Parkway to south
of Fredericksburg Battlefield frontage
7 on Lafayette Boulevard

Widen to four-lane cross section with left-turn lanes at public street
intersections and future interchange ramps

Design and Construction

B, C, E

9

Widen to four-lane parkway cross section

Design and Construction

A, B, C, E

9

South of Fredericksburg Battlefield to
8 US 1

Widen to a four-lane median divided cross section with left-turn lanes at
median openings and right-turn lanes at substantial intersections

Design and Construction

B, C, E

Lafayette Boulevard/Princess Anne
9 Street

Reconfigure intersection to minimize unused pavement and install
landscaped refuge median

Design and Construction

B, C, E

9

10 Lafayette Boulevard/Charles Street

Reconfigure intersection to minimize unused pavement and install
landscaped refuge median

Design and Construction

B, C, E

9

Lafayette Boulevard/Kenmore
11 Avenue

Construct a single-lane modern roundabout

Design and Construction

B, C, E

9

12 Lafayette Boulevard/Weedon Street

Stripe northbound left-turn lane and construct pedestrian refuge on north
intersection leg

Design and Construction

B, C, E

9

13 Lafayette Boulevard/Littlepage Street

Stripe northbound left-turn lane and construct pedestrian refuge on north
intersection leg

Design and Construction

B, C, E

9

14 Lafayette Boulevard/Shepherd Street

Stripe northbound left-turn lane and construct pedestrian refuge on north
intersection leg

Design and Construction

B, C, E

9

9

Intersection Modifications
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Table 5.1: Summary of Plan Recommendations
Timeframe for Implementation
Location

Immediate-term
(less than 1 year)

Short-term
(1 to 5 years)

Mid-term
(6 to 10

Long-term
(beyond 10 years)

Follow-up Action

Related Objective(s)

Consider a single-lane modern roundabout as a part of area
redevelopment

Design and Construction

B, C, E

Lafayette Boulevard/Blue-Gray
16 Parkway

Construct grade separation

Feasibility Study, Design,
and Construction

C, E

17 Lafayette Boulevard/Lee Drive

Construct parkway intersection treatment

Design and Construction

A, B, C, E

18 Lafayette Boulevard/Twin Lake Drive

Construct a two-lane modern roundabout

Design and Construction

B, C, E

9

Lafayette Boulevard/Courtland
19 Drive/Hillcrest Drive

Construct a two-lane modern roundabout

Design and Construction

B, C, E

9

20 Lafayette Boulevard/Hotchkiss Street

Install traffic signal when justified by an engineering study

Design and Construction

C, E

21 Lafayette Boulevard/Hudgins Road

Install traffic signal when justified by an engineering study

Design and Construction

C, E

Construction

A, B, C, E

9
9

15 Lafayette Boulevard/Young Street

Description

9
9
9

Bicycle and Pedestrian Modifications

22 Sophia Street to Sunken Road

Replace or repair sidewalks on both sides of the street

23 Sophia Street to Sunken Road

Consider installation of sharrow pavement markings to make motorists
aware of a shared (bicycle/vehicle) lane condition

Design and Construction

C, D, E

24 Sunken Road to Blue-Gray Parkway

Construct an eight- to 10-foot multiuse path along the east side of the
street

Design and Construction

C, E

25 Blue-Gray Parkway

Construct a pedestrian and bicycle bridge across Blue-Gray Parkway to
connect the Virginia Central Railway trail with the Hazel Run trail

Design and Construction

C, E

9

26 Hazel Run

Construct a trail connection between the Lafayette Boulevard trail and the
Hazel Run trail

Design and Construction

C, E

9

27 All signalized intersections

Provide countdown-style pedestrian heads and pedestrian push-buttons

Design and Construction

C, E

9

9
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Table 5.1: Summary of Plan Recommendations
Timeframe for Implementation
Location

Description

Follow-up Action

Related Objective(s)

Immediate-term
(less than 1 year)

Short-term
(1 to 5 years)

Mid-term
(6 to 10

Long-term
(beyond 10 years)

Other Modifications

28 Hazel Run Bridge

Enhance bridge and roadway aesthetics to serve as a gateway to historic
downtown Fredericksburg

Design and Construction

A, B, C

29 Lassen Lane to Hill Street

Local street connection parallel to Lafayette Boulevard

Feasibility Study, Design,
and Construction

C

30 Hill Street to Early Street

Local street connection parallel to Lafayette Boulevard

Feasibility Study, Design,
and Construction

C

31 Pender Street to Oak Street

Local street connection parallel to Lafayette Boulevard

Feasibility Study, Design,
and Construction

C

32 Oak Street to Courtland Drive

Local street connection parallel to Lafayette Boulevard

Feasibility Study, Design,
and Construction

C

Olde Greenwich Drive to Forrest
33 Avenue

Local street connection parallel to Lafayette Boulevard

Feasibility Study, Design,
and Construction

C

34 Longstreet Avenue to Hillcrest Drive

Local street connection parallel to Lafayette Boulevard

Feasibility Study, Design,
and Construction

C

35 Ashby Street

Minor realignment to align Ashby Street with Longstreet Avenue

Feasibility Study, Design,
and Construction

C

36 Princess Anne Street

Mid-block bus stops with shelters, benches, trash receptacles, signs, and
lighting

Design and Construction

A, C, D, E

9

37 Jackson Street

Far-side bus stops with shelters, benches, trash receptacles, signs, and
lighting

Design and Construction

A, C, D, E

9

38 Weedon Street/Spotswood Street

Mid-block bus stops with shelters, benches, trash receptacles, signs, and
lighting

Design and Construction

A, C, D, E

9

39 Sunken Road/Weedon Street

Coordinate with National Parks Service on exact location and as
appropriate, provide amenities at the mid-block bus stops

Design and Construction

A, C, D, E

9

40 Lee Drive

Coordinated with development on the west side of Lafayette Boulevard,
provide bus stops

Design and Construction

A, C, D, E

9

41 Twin Lake Drive

Far-side bus stops with shelters, benches, trash receptacles, signs, and
lighting

Design and Construction

A, C, D, E

9

42 Courtland Drive

Bus stops with shelters, benches, trash receptacles, signs, and lighting to
the north of the proposed roundabout

Design and Construction

A, C, D, E

9

43 Olde Greenwich Drive

Bus stops with shelters, benches, trash receptacles, signs, and lighting to
the south of the traffic signal

Design and Construction

A, C, D, E

9

9

9

Bus Stops
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Table 5.1: Summary of Plan Recommendations
Timeframe for Implementation
Location

Immediate-term
(less than 1 year)

Short-term
(1 to 5 years)

Mid-term
(6 to 10

Long-term
(beyond 10 years)

Description

Follow-up Action

Related Objective(s)

44 Normandy Court/Hotchkiss Street

Bus stops with shelters, benches, trash receptacles, signs, and lighting to
the south of the traffic signal

Design and Construction

A, C, D, E

9

45 Hudgins Road

Far-side bus stops with shelters, benches, trash receptacles, signs, and
lighting

Design and Construction

A, C, D, E

9

46 Butternut Drive

Near-side bus stops with shelters, benches, trash receptacles, signs, and
lighting

Design and Construction

A, C, D, E

9

47 Spotswood Baptist Church

Far-side bus stops with shelters, benches, trash receptacles, signs, and
lighting

Design and Construction

A, C, D, E

9

48 Lassen Lane

Near-side bus stops with shelters, benches, trash receptacles, signs, and
lighting

Design and Construction

A, C, D, E

9

49 Falcon Drive

Bus stops with shelters, benches, trash receptacles, signs, and lighting to
the east of Lafayette Boulevard on Falcon Drive

Design and Construction

A, C, D, E

9

Notes
NPS – National Parks Service
VDOT – Virginia Department of Transportation
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O PINION OF C OST
Recommended modifications to Lafayette Boulevard will carry a significant monetary
cost. Standard methodologies were used to develop an opinion of probable cost for
the recommended Lafayette Boulevard plan. The following summarizes the opinion of
probable cost for the Lafayette Boulevard plan:





Sophia Street to Young Street: $4.0 million
Young Street to St. Paul Street: $37.0 million
St. Paul Street to Harrison Road: $18.6 million (City of Fredericksburg) and
$15.9 million (Spotsylvania County)
Harrison Road to US 1: $10.6 million

P OTENTIAL F UNDING S OURCES



STATE
There are a number of state programs that fund transportation, some of which apply
and are appropriate to recommendations identified in this plan. State transportation
funding programs, administered by a number of departments for varying purposes,
address vehicular and non-vehicular transportation. In addition to new construction
and maintenance funds, funds also are available for varying degrees of study. A
sample of programs relevant to the recommendations in this plan includes the
following:


Making modifications to the corridor will be integral to attracting new residents and
businesses as well as maintaining and enhancing mobility for all modes of
transportation. The following funding sources have the potential to contribute funding
for the modification of Lafayette Boulevard.



CITY AND COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS



Projects within Capital Improvement Programs (CIP) are typically permanent
improvements to infrastructure, transportation, and other physical elements in a
community. The process for planning capital improvements is continuous and
evolves to address aging infrastructure and changing priorities. Spotsylvania County
and the City of Fredericksburg both maintain capital improvement programs to
address infrastructure and other major investment needs.

FEDERAL PROGRAMS
There are a number of federal programs that fund transportation, some of which
apply and are appropriate to recommendations identified in the corridor study.
Federal transportation funding programs, most of which are administered through
state and regional agencies include:








Earmarks: allocations of funding for specific projects as identified in budgets
approved by lawmakers
National Highway System: funds interstates, primary routes, and major
highways
Bridge: funds structure inspection
Surface Transportation Program: funds are distributed based on federal
rules, which include a population equity bonus to balance appropriation to
individual states according the Appropriation Act
Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ): funds are distributed to areas with
air quality issues for the purpose of reducing emissions through the
mitigation of congestion
Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP): funds are distributed based
on need
Transit: there are a variety of transit funds available for both operations and
capital improvements

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA): this federal program has
authorized a number of grant and other funding mechanisms for
transportation improvements



N EXT S TEPS
While this plan is comprehensive in its approach to Lafayette Boulevard, for
individual elements to be implemented, momentum will need to be maintained.
Design guidelines and a corridor design would better inform developers, property
owners, elected officials, and the public as to the long-term vision for the corridor. A
more refined project schedule, the identification of specific funding sources and
amounts, and the adoption of priorities (neighborhood, political, and functional) will
need to be developed and identified. Key items requiring further study are identified
in Table 5.1.

Six-Year Plan: the state’s primary program for transportation improvements
statewide. It addresses the funding needs for all modes of transportation.
Enhancement Funds: primarily fund projects that benefit non-vehicular
elements of the transportation system such as bikeways, streetscapes, and
sidewalks
Multimodal Planning Grants: are competitive and primarily focused on the
preparation of multimodal plans that provide recommendations on more
strongly linking land use and transportation
Transportation Partnership Opportunity Fund (TPOF): encourages the funding
of construction projects through the Public-Private Transportation Act (PPTA)

PUBLIC/PRIVATE
Public/private transportation initiatives and programs (PPTA and similar) could be
used to fund some recommendations in this plan in addition to local mechanisms
requiring private contributions to transportation infrastructure. The proffer system as
well as negotiated and voluntary contributions for the new construction and
improvement of transportation infrastructure and services are important.

TAX INCREMENT FINANCING
Tax increment financing (TIF) districts can be established within a geographically
defined area to use future gains in real estate property taxes to finance public
improvements associated. As private development invests in an area and invests in
infrastructure, often there is an increase in the value of surrounding real estate,
which can increase tax revenues. Increased revenue from a TIF district can then be
used for studies, streetscape, public amenities and services, or other infrastructure.
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