Becky Golden
Subject:

RE: Audible signals list

From:
Sent: Friday, January 7, 2022 4:07 PM
To: peter.hedrich@vdot.virginia.gov
Cc: Matthew Lehane <lehane@gwregion.org>
Subject: Audible signals list

Hello, it was suggested to me by Paul Agnello to send you a listing of priority spots for
audible signals to be placed in Spotsy County. I have attached the list to this email. If you have
any questions or wish to discuss any of my offerings, you can reach me via e-mail (optimal) or
call me at (Deleted by FAMPO staff).
Thank you for your interest. I would also add that having contiguous sidewalks for pedestrians
from residential and commercial areas be installed. It is not safe for people with disabilities to
walk and/or enter/exit a bus on the lip or bare ground beside a roadway in a wheelchair or with
a service dog.
Cordially,
"...and even though the world needs so much more, there's so much to be thankful for."
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Suggested listing of potential sites to place audible signals in Spotsy County
AMTRAK/VRE station cress streets (all sides)
Major shopping malls (Central Park, Spotsylvania Town Center, Southpoint, etc)
Social Services offices
Hospitals (MWHC, Spotsylvania Medical Center, Off-cite ER facilities)
Bus Transit station
MWU and Germana Community Colleges
New VA Administration and Clinic opening 2024
Courthouse and county offices
All USPS stations and some private carriers e.g. FedEx, UPS, etc.
Near Fred Nats ballpark, Walmart, Expo and Wegeman’s major traffic intersections (which will also
facilitate access to MWHC campus down Cowan Avenue
Intersections at Bragg/Plank/Central Park BLvd.—all sides
Intersection at Rt.2/Rt.1 – all sides
Access intersections for County Sheriff offices and SCFD stations
All county/city schools
VA State Troopers facilities
Training Centers for those with Special Needs
Near child care centers
Near public parks and fairgrounds
County Elections Office

Note: This is just the beginning. The above sites are the major safe access problems for pedestrians
whom cannot driver, use transit, are visually impaired, or do not have access to transportation due to
being financially challenges.
Many sight-impaired bus riders cannot safely transfer or access the opposite side of the road in order
to catch the bus to return to their place of origin after arriving at their destination. There is no or
very few safe access to crossing busy streets and intersections. Too many public and private facilities
are not accessible due to the lack of safe crossings. Most are designed for those who can drive, not
pedestrians. The latter includes not only the disabled but those whom are financially challenged, or

prefer a healthier lifestyle of walking, running or cycling wherever they need to go. Audible signals
also serve to remind distracted drivers turning right on red to watch for pedestrians whom have
right-of -way. Since reducing pollution that causes climate change issues this is a move in a positive
direction for everyone.

Submitted by:

Becky Golden
Subject:

RE: Test typo?

From:
Sent: Friday, January 7, 2022 12:21 PM
To: Matthew Lehane <lehane@gwregion.org>; Ian Ollis <ollis@gwregion.org>
Subject: Test typo?

Matt,
Is this a test?
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Becky Golden
To:
Subject:

Becky Golden
RE: January 12th CTAC Meeting

From:
Sent: Monday, January 17, 2022 9:41 PM
To: Matthew Lehane <lehane@gwregion.org>; Ian Ollis <ollis@gwregion.org>; Becky Golden <golden@gwregion.org>
Subject: Re: January 12th CTAC Meeting

Matt, Ian, Becky,
As requested at CTAC, below are items that caught my attention in the 2050 LRTP draft. I
haven't read the appendices. There were very few mistakes that I noticed. Items #1, #6, and
#8 are questions, item #2 just a comment, item #7 is just my venting, and the others are
suggestions for correction or clarification.
As I mentioned at CTAC, this was the best LRTP I've seen - thorough and well organized and I've been reviewing them since FAMPO was located in the Bowman Center. Great
graphics too!
Rupert
1. Starting with Chapter 1, page 3; Question: I just don't know what "land use
performance measures" we using these days. Can you clarify that for me?

2. Chapter 1, page 12. Comment: It was good to see this phrase:

3. Chapter 1, page 13,
Unless they had a name change the full name of the park is "The Fredericksburg &
Spotsylvania National Memorial Military Park". The usage in the two paragraphs on this
page is probably common these days, but you might want to be more precise in this
document.
4. Chapter 1, page 13, para 3
This usage of "comprise" would have been considered bad grammar when I took UVA
English decades ago, but it's probably just considered colloquial now. If you like colloquial,
leave it as is. If you want it to sound more professional or scholarly (and not sound
redundant to my age group) you could use either:
A: ...sites comprise battlefield parks....
B: ...sites are composed of battlefield parks...
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5. Chapter 1, page 15. Line #9 looks odd due to double spacing between words. I know it's
perfectly readable, but I'm not sure if you'd prefer a more professional look, so I'll point it
out.

6. Chapter 3, pages 15 & 16 Question: From 2020 to 2050 I would have thought no TAZ
would have a reduction in household density, so this dark block on Rt. 3 caught my
attention. Is this a mistake, or do you foresee some apartment buildings torn down to be
replaced by single family or commercial?

2020

2050

7. Chapter 4, pages 2 & 3. It's annoying that we're stating any conclusions at all from the
"All-in-Transit" study because it was totally worthless; due in part to including an
assumption there would be no difference in population growth comparted to all the other
scenarios, despite this scenario having this major change in policy: That no roads would
ever be added to the system or expanded. If this wouldn't deter population growth, I don't
know what would.

8. Chapter 5, page 38. Question: I'm not aware of a lot of photo/optical manufacturing in
the area. Can this chart be correct?
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9. Chapter 5, page 41. I don't see anything emphasized.

10. Chapter 6, page 1. I pointed this incorrect statement out at CTAC.

A more accurate sentence could insert: "....system, or demand reduction policies (such as
congestion pricing) implemented, in 2050....
Of course it would also be correct to insert this same phrase without the parenthetical
remark.
11. Chapter 6, page 9. No bullet #16 on map, as promised on previous page.
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12. Chapter 6. page 20. Do your readers know what "human service" is? I'm not 100%
sure myself. Maybe "social service" might be better. I suspect "handicapped service" is what
is referred to in this bullet, and would be my preference. Human Service is vague.

13. Chapter 6, page 21. "route"
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Becky Golden
To:
Subject:

Ian Ollis
RE: 2050 LRTP Comments

From:
Sent: Tuesday, January 25, 2022 9:21 AM
To: Ian Ollis <ollis@gwregion.org>
Cc:
Subject: 2050 LRTP Comments
Good morning, Ian,
… we would like to offer a list of comments on the Draft 2050 LRTP. The majority of these comments address
typographical errors and matters of clarification as well as the correction of a few errors and/or omissions.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please let me know if you have any questions.
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Chapter 1, Page 3,
5th paragraph

Update the most current name/details of the transportation bill. It’s
no longer the FAST ACT.

Chapter 1, Page 6

Note that the UPWP is developed and approved on an annual basis.

Chapter 1, Page 6,
Section 1.3.2

Typo in second sentence; should be “that” not “hat.”

Chapter 1, Page 7,
1st paragraph

Typo, should be “and included in the TIP and LRTP.”

Chapter 1, Page 7,
1st sentence

Please consider using term “multimodal” instead of “intermodal;”
intermodal is generally used when referring to truck/freight
movements

Chapter 1, Page 10,
Section 1.4.3.

Strike the words – ports/airports. These are not part of the SYIP.

Chapter 4, Page 12

Typo in first paragraph, should be “shown” not “show”

Chapter 5, Page 6,
Map 5.2

The map has a random horizontal line across the legend. This also
applies to other maps such as Chapter 6, Page 6 & 7.
Suggest adding Route 17B to list of Principal Arterial Highways (as it is
the only one not mentioned) and suggest adding "and portions of
Rtes. 606, 620 and 639 in Spotsylvania County" to Minor Arterial
Highways (as they are unusual being Secondary Roads)

Chapter 5, Page 15

Chapter 5, Page 31,
Table 5.10

"Port of Richmond" is listed under Coastal Corridor (Rte 17) AND Wash
to NC Corridor (I-95). Suggest you remove it from Coastal Corridor.

Chapter 5, Page 33

Remove Rte3/Kings Hwy (Chatham Bridge) from the list

Chapter 6, Page 4

Remove the sentence- “the fourth SB lane from Exit 143 to Exit 140,
which was shown in the No-Build Alternative”

Chapter 6, Pages 6
&7

Please add "2019" to descriptions for Maps 6.2 and 6.3. ("2019
Statewide VTrans Priority Needs" for example

Chapter 6, Pages 8
&9

Planned New Road #14 is shown where there is now a ballpark. That
is probably incorrect. Also, Need #3 will be completed by the time of

Page 1 of 3

publication and needs to be removed. Items are mislabeled on the
map (i.e. #15). Also, #16 is not shown on the map. Please add.

Chapter 7, Page 6

Add HB 2 to language talking about SMARTSCALE

Chapter 7, Page 11,
Table 7.1

- In out years 20028-2038 and 2039-2050, why are the line items
zeroed out for Other Discretionary Construction, District/Statewide
PE/Studies, Commonwealth Rail Fund, Healthy Generations and RACSB
(define acronym)? Please provide explanation in document.

Chapter 7, Page 12,
Table 7.1

If the population is growing so rapidly, why do the anticipated funds
available for Stafford County in 2039-2050 decrease?

Chapter 7, Page 12,
Table 7.2

Line item for District/Statewide PE/Studies is missing

Chapter 7, Page 12,
Table 7.1 & 7.2 –

No references to Pipeline Studies

Chapter 7, Page 13

FREDericksburg Regional Transit paragraph – mentions five sources
but only show 4 of those

Chapter 7, Page 32

Typo – road should be spelled “Deacon” not “Decan”

Chapter 7, Page 42
to 45

- Multiple project listed are not PE/Studies; many have CN phase or
are district wide contracts (i.e.ITS, High Speed Communication, etc).
Please correct. Maybe add a separate table for these.
- Add notation as to which ones are Pipeline studies and add their UPC
numbers.
- Remove #SGR – CHATHAM BRIDGE DETOUR line item.
- Please make sure all these projects are supported in the local
agencies approved plans.

APPENDIX A

Please cite source for where are the performance numbers derived?
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APPENDIX C

Page A46 - Belmont Ferry Farm Trail & Onville Road Sidewalk are
listed as projects, County has requested projects to be
canceled. Should they remain in the LRTP?

APPENDIX G

Please insert Title Page with signatures and approval date by PC;
check other documents in appendences for same

APPENDIX H, J, K &
L

These are not available for review. Will there be a separate public
comment period for these sections?

Please note

The 2021 VTrans Mid-term Needs have been produced/released and
they differ somewhat from the 2019 Needs. (The 2019 Needs are still
valid and may be applied in SMART SCALE Round 5.) Perhaps a new
map or paragraph regarding the 2021 Needs should be added to the
Plan.

Throughout
document

Please change "Jefferson Davis Highway" or "Jeff Davis Hwy" to its
new name as applied in the various jurisdictions. This applies to
tables, maps, etc. throughout the document.

Throughout
document

Be consistent with spelling. The term “multimodal” is generally not
hyphenated.

Throughout
document

Reference to Project Pipeline should be mentioned/explained, along
with anticipated funding in Chap. 7
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FAMPO
Subject:

RE: Comment: Draft 2050 LRTP plan - Bi-Directional I-95 Express Lanes | 4th Lane Hard
Shoulder | 3rd/4th Track TRV

From: Sent: Monday, January 31, 2022 1:58 PM
To: FAMPO <fampo@gwregion.org>
Subject: Comment: Draft 2050 LRTP plan - Bi-Directional I-95 Express Lanes | 4th Lane Hard Shoulder | 3rd/4th Track
TRV
1. Please consider adding Bi-Directional I-95 Express Lanes (Between Route 17 and PWC) or Adding 4th Lane Hard
Shoulder to the 2050 LRTP (FY28-38)
- Bi-Directional I-95 Express Lanes is preferred based on potential private investment and toll backed sustainable asset
management
- 4th Lane Hard Shoulder project was evaluated for funding by VDOT but is not in the LRTP
http://www.ctb.virginia.gov/resources/projects/cip/i-95_final_report_august2021.pdf
2. Please consider adding the 3rd Track project (in VPRA ROW) to the RF&P Subdivision to the 2050 LRTP (FY28-38)
- This project is in Phase 3 and Phase 4 of the Transforming Rail in Virginia project
https://transformingrailva.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/11.1.1.33-Exhibit-E-Track-Charts-Updated-3-25-CRA.pdf
3. Please consider adding a 4th Track project (in VPRA ROW) to the RF&P Subdivision to the 2050 LRTP (FY39-50)
- This will allow the separation of freight and passenger rail service between Spotsylvania and DC
Thanks,
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FAMPO
Subject:

RE: 2050 Long Range Transportation Plan

-----Original Message----From:
Sent: Tuesday, February 8, 2022 3:30 PM
To: FAMPO <fampo@gwregion.org>
Subject: 2050 Long Range Transportation Plan
Request consideration to improve the appearance of Rt. 17 from on and off ramps of Rt. 95 to Rt. 1.
Sent from my iPhone
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Becky Golden
To:
Subject:

Kari Barber
RE: Active Transportation Plan

From:
Sent: Wednesday, February 16, 2022 9:54 PM
To: Kari Barber <barber@gwregion.org>
Subject: Active Transportation Plan
Hi Kari,
I've attached my comments on the draft plan - GREAT JOB!
Glad to discuss if they don't make sense.
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FAMPO
Subject:

FW: Brooke road

From:
Sent: Sunday, February 20, 2022 8:56 AM
To: FAMPO <fampo@gwregion.org>
Cc:
Subject: Brooke road
Ironically most of what is being presented has been the talk for decades. There are very few options to navigate the
maelstrom of traffic congestion as most traverse north to south and vice versa.
Something closer to home! I would be utterly naïve to assume anything significant in my lifetime will change. Afterall
watching this region grow up thru the lens of a kid back in the 60’s fast-forwarding to present, not much has changed
over the decades except for I-95 and a VRE of which is struggling to stay alive from a government infusion of good
money thrown away over bad.
12 people on a 8 car set heading to union station, what a waste of tax dollars that could be used locally.
So take Brooke road for example. When I-95 screeches to a halt, route 1 is stacked, guess where the GPS takes folks?
You guessed it, down Brooke road.
There is absolutly no reason to not get fed money from the infrastructure bill and revamp brooke road from one end to
the other as a secondary emergency route in time of need. Think Virginia beach and their emergency route for hurricane
evacuation as an effective solution to move metal from point A to point B
Brooke road via courthouse road will provide an orderly procession of traffic if renovated correctly. It is the mini me of
loop around not much different than 295 in Richmond or 495 in NOVA, except no one will be traveling at excessive
speeds. With that in mind and the new state of the art technology center at the old 7/11 in Stafford, it is possible to
introduce the science into this section of road as a monitoring device for safe effective and consistent speed to get to
the other end with 3 choices via those road networks at the end of brooke road, that would be East, South and West.
You’ll can figure it out on the map. As a bonus, force CSX to fix their 100 year old underpass at brooke and Andrew
chapel road, it’s a 100 years old!
My second cluster redux, Stafford wayside rt. 1. The state needs to pony up and make it 3 lanes at least southbound, but
we will take it in both directions. That is the choke point for the fabled downtown Stafford and also provides multimodal
paths thru the middle of the wayside to connect north Stafford with south Stafford.
Take a ride up 95 north to Occoquan, get off and head south on route 1 and see the future.
That was a problem 40 years ago for them and now they are just getting around to making it 3 lanes each way. With the
max ultimate right of way of what 187 ft. from center, it will be tight granted, but that is a VDOT thing to legislatively
change the number. Though as fast as things move, by that time AI electric cars will be driving or flying! . At the least
with 3 lanes each way in the wayside it will set it up to widen the rest of route 1 as it fills in with cars and people, only to
crash at the river again with the Falmouth bridge. Always obstacles from poor future visionaries that can’t see with their
eyes open, no offense meant, merely the fallacy that when it is all built it will become obsolete
Respectively,
Sent from Mail for Windows
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Becky Golden
Subject:
Attachments:

FW: FAMPO 2050 Long Range Transportation Plan Comments
dRC LRP Comments 02.28.2022.pdf

From:
Sent: Monday, February 28, 2022 2:46 PM
To: FAMPO <fampo@gwregion.org>
Subject: FAMPO 2050 Long Range Transportation Plan Comments
Hello – Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the current draft of the LRTP. We feel strongly it is time to
address the lack of paratransit / demand response for people with disabilities who can not access available
transportation options.
We have, in conjunction with Healthy Generations, initiated a Transportation Equity Coalition, which has held one
meeting. Our goal is to find out what resources are currently available and identify where the gaps are for people with
disabilities, seniors, and other vulnerable populations. We hope in the future, resources will be identified to fill the gaps
and potentially result in new transportation options.
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disAbility Resource Center of the Rappahannock Area, Inc.
409 Progress St., Fredericksburg, Virginia 22401
540-373-2559 (voice), 540-373-5890 (CAPTEL), 540-373-8126 (fax)
www.cildrc.org, drc@cildrc.org

FAMPO 2050 LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN COMMENTS
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the draft FAMPO 2050 Long Range
Plan. The comments provided by the disAbility Resource Center are intended to highlight the
accessibility challenges encountered by people with disabilities and opportunities to increase
access for all.

Chapter 2 GOALS & OBJECTIVES
Include ACCESSIBILTY within all goals for programs and physical space.
GOAL 1
Goal 1 #3 - Provide and promote a convenient, affordable, accessible, and reliable
regional and trans-regional mass transit and ridesharing system for commuters and other
travelers.
Goal 1 #4 - Develop an interconnected, multi-modal, transportation system that is
convenient, accessible, and affordable for users.
Goal 2 NEW #10 - Increase options for accessible transportation e.g., paratransit
and light rail.
Note: Public transit provides the minimum federally required service for people with
disabilities, Deviation up to ¾ mile from bus stop. This service is provided to all people who
request it, regardless of disability.
GOAL 3 Include new items addressing safety for passengers with disabilities.
Goal 3 #7 – Ensure all stops are physically accessible for people with decreased mobility
including wheelchair, walker, or cane users.
Goal 3 #8 - All buses and trains display visual and auditory announcements about
upcoming stops.
Goal 3 #9 - Ensure operators and conductors are trained to assist people with disabilities
and underserved groups.
Goal 3 #10 - Signage features should be large, easy-to-read fonts and available in all
formats, include braille.
Goal 3 #11 - An intercom button for communicating with the train operator is located
near the accessible seating in each rail car.
Goal 3 #12 – Ensure handrails are available throughout all rail cars to assist with sitting,
standing and balance.

GOAL 5
Goal 5 - Plan for and establish a multi-modal accessible transportation system that
supports the economic vitality of all people in the region.
GOAL 6
Goal 6 #4 NEW– Develop affordable and accessible paratransit or demand response
system that meets the needs of people without access to current public transit system.
GOAL 7
GOAL 7 NEW #4 – Collaborate with area agencies and providers to conduct public
outreach in a manner convenient and accessible to people with disabilities to learn about
transportation needs, concerns, and expectations.
Chapter 3 Demographic and Socioeconomic Trends and Projections
Include a chart that shows population of people with disabilities and underserved groups in each
city/county. There is demographic data in Chapter 1 Section 1.6 “LRTP Public Engagement” on
page 15.
Chapter 4 Future Trends
Include paratransit option for people with disabilities.. Work with organizations that serve
people and disabilities to assist with implementing the service.
Chapter 6 Regional Transportation Needs
Page 26 Human Service Transportation (HST) Programs
The long list of potential service enhancements and new services including Mobility
Management, taxi vouchers, transit pass subsidies not address the lack of transportation
opportunities for people with disabilities who cannot utilize the current system of bus
deviation, inaccessible taxis and assistance in understanding the bus routes or finding
alternative transportation.
Please include Paratransit / demand response as a need for future planning and provide a
specific timeframe for enhancements to GW Region Coordinated Human Service
Transportation Plan (HST) for persons with disabilities and underserved groups.
Chapter 7
Accessibility of all bus stops should be identified and repaired in the immediate future.
Pg 16 Human Service Providers: RACSB & Healthy Generations, $4.8 million in the FY 2124 TIP serve a small percent of the total population of people with disabilities. Most people who
live in the rural regions of PD16 do not have access to affordable, accessible transportation

Becky Golden
To:
Subject:

Ian Ollis
RE: HGAAA LRTP Human Service Transportation Updated Information

From:
Sent: Friday, March 4, 2022 10:06 AM
To: Ian Ollis <ollis@gwregion.org>
Cc: Patricia Holland <pholland@healthygenerations.org>; Debe Fults <dfults@cildrc.org>; Chip Boyles
<boyles@gwregion.org>; Kate Gibson <gibson@gwregion.org>; Becky Golden <golden@gwregion.org>; Colie Touzel
<touzel@gwregion.org>; Jordan Chandler <chandler@gwregion.org>; Kari Barber <barber@gwregion.org>
Subject: HGAAA LRTP Human Service Transportation Updated Information

Good Morning IanI've attached a letter for your review and consideration regarding HST items included in the LRTP. If you or
your team have any questions or want to discuss the information further, please feel free to contact me.
Best,

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this message may be privileged and/or confidential and
protected from disclosure. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient or agent responsible for delivering
this message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this
communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify the sender
immediately by replying to this message and deleting the material from any computer.
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To enhance the quality of life for all older citizens.

March 4, 2022
Mr. Ian Ollis
Fredericksburg Area Metropolitan Planning Organization
406 Princess Anne Street
Fredericksburg, VA 22401
Dear Mr. Ollis,
I am the Mobility Manager with Healthy Generations Area Agency on Aging (HGAAA) and have been providing
oversight to our Mobility Options program for the last three years. I am familiar with the Department of Rail and
Public Transportation regarding Section 5310, New Freedom, and Section 5317 funding, and have been working
under the auspices of these funding sources for almost 20 years. I recently completed a review of Human Service
Transportation (HST) components of FAMPO’s 2050 Long Range Transportation Plan, and I would like to take the
opportunity to provide updated information to FAMPO and GWRC transportation planning staff for inclusion in
the document. Specifically:
Item number 6.3.1 Regional Local Transit/TDM Needs- Human Service Transportation (HST) Programs: The
GW Region Coordinated Human Service Transportation Plan is now obsolete. The Virginia Department of
Rail and Public Transportation completed a Statewide Coordinated Human Service Mobility Plan (CHSM)
update in 2019. This document is available through Virginia DRPT’s Open Data Portal at
https://data.drpt.virginia.gov/dataset/5310-CHSM-Plan/xzz5-9bv6. Through an extensive statewide
outreach process, DRPT identified gaps in transportation services throughout the state and provided
strategies for human service and public transit “as a whole” to become more effective. The 2019 CHSM is
broken down by regions instead of planning districts, following the regional delineations identified by the
Department of Medical Assistance Services. As a result, Fredericksburg and the four surrounding counties
are now part of a much larger CHSM region, the Central Region. The Central Region is comprised of the
following:
(Source: DRPT
Coordinated Human
Service Mobility
Plan: Statewide
Overview, page 52)

460 Lendall Lane
Fredericksburg, VA 22405
Phone: (540) 371-3375 fax: (540) 371-3884
Mobility options: (540) 656-2985
www.healthygenrations.org
HGAAA Service Area: City of Fredericksburg, counties of Caroline, King, George, Stafford, and Spotsylvania

The Central Region Plan identifies demographics, transportation issues or gaps in service, and strategies
to address these issues through a comprehensive action plan. The gaps in service are grouped into four
categories: Education Opportunities, Trip Eligibility, Funding, and Service Alternatives. The action plan
items represent goal, and any agency/ entity wishing to apply for Section 5310 funding must use the
action plan items to develop performance metrics as a part of the grant application process.
Healthy Generations Area Agency on Aging has been the recipient of Section 5310 funds consecutively for
over a decade. The agency has used the funding to develop a combined Mobility Management and
Operations program known as Mobility Options. Mobility Options provides level 1 and in some cases level
2, one-call/one-click transportation information and referral services along with public transit travel
training, outreach, and education, and demand response, door-to-door transportation services as
available. Mobility Options continues to advocate for services to the underserved and non-driving
populations through involvement in the Public Transit Advisory Board and works to develop partnerships
with organizations and providers to coordinate transportation services. Current funding requests (as
shown in the TIP) allow the program to provide between 4,000 and 6,000 trips annually to non-driving
seniors and individuals with disabilities who are unable to access the region’s public transit system.
That said, the need in the Fredericksburg Region continues to grow in direct relation to population
growth, increased development, and aging of the population. Requests for direct service were double the
service provided last year. Partnerships, additional funding sources, coordination of services, expanded
FXBGO! service, BRT, Micro-Transit development, increased ADA accessible infrastructure, and multimodal ADA accessible planning and development are all key elements in addressing the growing HST
needs throughout Virginia Planning District 16.
Item number 7.3 Forecasted Revenues- Tables 7.1 and 7.3: Both tables seem to indicate that FRED is the
recipient of Section 5310 funding (“FRED 5310 and Match”). To my knowledge they are not and have not
ever applied for this funding.
Item number 7.3 Forecasted Revenues- Human Services Providers: DRPT Section 5310 Grant Application
Guidance and Grant Management Procedures for Section 5310 funding indicates that funding for small
urban areas of the state “is highly competitive” and that “capital and operating requests in small urban
and rural areas are expected to exceed funding availability”. Without additional local matching funds,
funding partnerships or increased coordinated efforts HST programs will likely remain constrained. For
updated funding estimates, FAMPO may want to consider consulting with DRPT’s Transit Programs
Manager for more information.
Additionally, DRPT anticipates that a larger portion of the Fredericksburg region could become eligible for
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments Section 5310 funding as a result of updated census
data. This could create opportunities to expand existing HST programs within PD 16. As the LRTP looks
well into the future, verbiage regarding the growth and effect of the MWCOG region should be included in
forecasting HST funding sources.
I encourage FAMPO staff to review DRPT’s Statewide CHSM document to better understand the plan
methodology and guidance. It is important that the LRTP reflect the work that has been done within the

Fredericksburg Region and throughout the state to expand HST services. If you have any follow up questions or
comments, please contact me at my office. Thank you for your time and attention.
Sincerely,

Jennifer Falknor
Mobility Manager
Healthy Generations Area Agency on Aging
460 Lendall Lane
Fredericksburg, VA 22405
540-371-3375
jfalknor@healthygeneration.org
CC:

Patricia Holland
Debra Fults
Chip Boyles
Kate Gibson
Becky Golden
Colie Touzel
Jordan Chandler
Kari Barber

Becky Golden
To:
Subject:

Kari Barber
RE: ATP comments

From:
Sent: Wednesday, March 2, 2022 1:55 PM
To: Kari Barber <barber@gwregion.org>
Subject:
Good afternoon Kari,
Quick question. ... Within the bike/ped portion of the 2050 active transportation plan would there happen to be a map
depicting the FAMPO 2050 fiscally constrained active transportation projects table? Just wanted to ensure I was
interpreting some of these properly. I know I had gone through and commented on the list in the past but wanted to
check against a map if possible. For instance, is the Smith Station Road sidewalks from Spotsylvania pkwy to existing
sidewalk described as “construct sidewalk along Smith Station Rd from existing sidewalk south of Spotsylvania Pkwy to
Spotsylvania Pkwy” the same project that we submitted for HSIP and was constructed shortly thereafter? Been done for
a couple years now.
I know I have submitted rounds of comments and not sure if I read over or am looking at something I hadn’t in past but
for page A-34 Regional Greenway Study language references “The Draft Regional Greenway is shown in the map
below….” But no map follows.
Page A-16 I see the point in “Educating drivers on how to safely share the roadway with other users instead of blaming
accidents on pedestrian behavior” however also know that there are certain unsafe pedestrian practices where
sometimes pedestrians do need to be cautious or respect vehicles on road as well. Too often I have seen pedestrians in
all dark clothing walking safely in dark mid-block, blindly walking into intersections, similar story with some bicyclists. To
me its like a small car that cuts off a tractor trailer. Stopping distance, visibility and reaction times matter. Physics comes
into play at a certain point considering weight and speed of vehicles to just walk out or bike into oncoming traffic.
Pedestrians and bicyclists do need to bear some responsibility in my view. It is sharing the roads after all so mutual
respect I suppose for the various modes.
Minor comment Page A-2. Under The Region sentence 1 “the” appears twice “…the the…”
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Becky Golden
To:
Subject:

Becky Golden
RE: comments?

-----Original Message----From:
Sent: Thursday, March 3, 2022 10:24 AM
To: FAMPO <fampo@gwregion.org>
Subject: Re: comments?
Yes, the poor attention to safety for pedestrians and bicyclists on rt
1 and 3 and Lafayette blvd in Fred. There is not even any mention in the congestion report. I hope Frampo noticed that
the Sec of Trans yrsterday said feds will not give money to those who do not prioritize safety for pedestrians and
bicycles.
On Thu, Mar 3, 2022 at 9:56 AM FAMPO <fampo@gwregion.org> wrote:
>
> Good morning,
>
> Thank you for your message. You can send your comment to this email. Is there a particular project you would like to
talk about?
>
> Kind regards,
> Colie Touzel
>
>
> Colie Touzel [Coal-ee Two-zelle]
> Pronouns: e/em/eirs or they/them
> Public Involvement & Title VI Coordinator Fredericksburg Area
> Metropolitan Planning Organization
> 406 Princess Anne Street
> Fredericksburg, VA 22401
> (540) 642-1235
> touzel@gwregion.org
>
>
>
> -----Original Message----> From:
> Sent: Thursday, March 3, 2022 9:48 AM
> To: FAMPO <fampo@gwregion.org>
> Subject: comments?
>
> Where do we write comments?
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Becky Golden
To:
Subject:

Colie Touzel
RE: new CMP comment on website

From: Colie Touzel <touzel@gwregion.org>
Sent: Tuesday, March 15, 2022 1:00 PM
To: Becky Golden <golden@gwregion.org>
Subject: new CMP comment on website
Hi Becky,
I already sent this to Lana, but wanted to make sure you saw it, too.
On the website at 10:30 this morning, ….. wrote:
“The proposed Congestion Mitigation Program is about as good as it gets considering the restrictions under which it was
drafted.
However, it’s well-established that the only sustainable, affordable solutions to congestion are demand controls such as
congestion pricing. This is the glaring omission of this, and all other, CMPs.
To rectify this I would recommend formation of a legislative committee to lobby for abolition of the regulations
forbidding congestion pricing on established roadways. Perhaps state-wide associations of cities and counties could
unite on this effort.
If the politicians on FAMPO Policy and their peers are afraid the voters would react unfavorably to this lobbying, I would
at least expect them to institute some programs to educate the public of the benefits of applying congestion pricing
instead of the expensive sprawl-inducing projects to which they have been restricted.
One such educational program would be the attachment of disclaimers to all proposed capacity-adding projects; the
purpose of which would be to alert the public that there is an alternative that is cheaper, faster, healthier, and more
environmentally friendly,; but which, unfortunately, FAMPO is not allowed to use.”
Thanks,
Colie
Colie Touzel [Coal-ee Two-zelle]
Pronouns: e/em/eirs or they/them
Public Involvement & Title VI Coordinator
Fredericksburg Area Metropolitan Planning Organization
406 Princess Anne Street
Fredericksburg, VA 22401
(540) 642-1235
touzel@gwregion.org
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Becky Golden
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Colie Touzel
Lana Bizeau; Ian Ollis; Stephen Haynes
RE: CMP - Public Comment

From:
Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2022 2:50 PM
To: Colie Touzel <touzel@gwregion.org>
Cc: Lana Bizeau <bizeau@gwregion.org>; Becky Golden <golden@gwregion.org>; Ian Ollis <ollis@gwregion.org>;
Stephen Haynes <stephen.haynes@vdot.virginia.gov>
Subject: Re: CMP - Public Comment

Good afternoon all - - Attached are a few comments on the Draft CMP. We appreciate you taking
these into consideration. Please reach out to me if you have any questions. Thanks.
On Wed, Mar 16, 2022 at 10:41 AM Colie Touzel <touzel@gwregion.org> wrote:
Hi …
Thank you for taking the time out of your day to review the CMP. Please see this link for the
draft: https://www.fampo.gwregion.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/2021-CMP-DRAFT.pdf and this link for the 2021
data: https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/134a78ab556942948d74cdb10d3ec8eb/
I hope this is helpful and please let me know if I can assist you further.
Kind regards,
Colie Touzel
Colie Touzel [Coal-ee Two-zelle]
Pronouns: e/em/eirs or they/them
Public Involvement & Title VI Coordinator
Fredericksburg Area Metropolitan Planning Organization
406 Princess Anne Street
Fredericksburg, VA 22401
(540) 642-1235
touzel@gwregion.org
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Comment
Congestion Management has been a requirement since ISTEA; it used to be a separate
element to the planning documents. Now, it’s required to be integrated with the MTP.
The FAST Act was replaced by BIB
As of adoption, are the routes accurate? Did you want to mention FRED’s new grant (no fee
ridership)?
Looks confusing. Maybe add numbers before each strategy… (1) Roadways Operations and
Management, (2) Travel Demand Management (TDM) and Alternative Travel Mode, and (3)
Roadway Capacity. At first glance, I thought it showed 4 strategies.
Under the first bullet, does this also include incident management?
Under second bullet, maybe bold the term “alternative travel mode”
Remove “HSIP” after the (HSIP) shown in parenthesis
Last sentence - is it the 2045 or 2050 LRTP?
You may want to define which years were the “pre-COVID-19” years.
While this subcorridor (1) does “primarily accesses suburban areas,” there is a growing
demand of commercial and industrial uses.
The times for the trains are slightly off. Since this likely changes often, you may want to just
add “approximately” to the times. Also, please check the Amtrak trains. I believe they
increased service https://www.vre.org/service/schedules/#sched-fred-nb
Would it be helpful to show the year that the P&R was opened? Does that explain, maybe,
the low utilization rate of the Plank Road location?
Thank you for including UPC #s. It makes it easier for users to access information about the
project(s).
Maybe add that the planned projects are in the CLRP (fiscally constrained) and not part of a
wish list
Another issue to consider would be – increasing development and demand on roadway
Did you want to mention any of the HOT lanes, congestion pricing?
4th bullet under Traffic Op & Mgmt, add space between “U.S. 1” and :corridor”
Under Roadway Capacity, pull the bullets over to align with sections above
Did you want to mention the Pipeline Study at Centreport?
Delete blank page
Stay consistent throughout document. Change “LRTP” to “CLRP”
Did you want to include any info on innovative intersections?
https://www.virginiadot.org/innovativeintersections/
Did you want to mention Access Management for any of the subcorridors? I see this as a
strategy in Appendix 5
Did you want to mention sidewalk or bicycle connectivity as a TDM strategy?
Is this CMP only for cars? Did you want to refer to upcoming freight study?

Becky Golden
To:
Subject:

Ian Ollis
RE: CMP - one other comment

From: Ian Ollis <ollis@gwregion.org>
Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2022 3:43 PM
To: Becky Golden <golden@gwregion.org>; Lana Bizeau <bizeau@gwregion.org>
Subject: FW: CMP - one other comment
Ian Ollis
Fampo Administrator
George Washington Regional Commission | Fredericksburg Area MPO
406 Princess Anne St, Fredericksburg, VA 22401

(540) 642 1564 ollis@gwregion.org
From:
Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2022 3:19 PM
To: Colie Touzel <touzel@gwregion.org>; Ian Ollis <ollis@gwregion.org>
Subject: CMP - one other comment

I ran this one paragraph, from your CMP, by … to verify. Please see his comments below. Thanks
once again.
---------- Forwarded message --------From:
Date: Thu, Mar 17, 2022 at 3:15 PM
Subject: Re: Is this statement accurate?
To:
That is incorrect. It was correct two years ago but not today. Projects have been funded as a result of that study
including the Exit 133 P&R and the I-95 NB Variable Speed Limits
…
On Thu, Mar 17, 2022 at 12:45 PM … wrote:

I am almost done reviewing the FAMPPO CMP and will send to you shortly. But, is this
paragraph accurate?
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