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Overview and Introduction

During Phase | of the Intraregional Multimodal East-West Study, the Fredericksburg Metropolitan
Planning Organization (FAMPO) identified a set of potential improvements to address east-west
transit, the future of transit amidst emerging town center development, and the ability for individuals
to access a key element of the local transit network, Virginia Railway Express, through
pedestrian/bicycle connections. This report evaluates three different elements of eastwest transit
connectivity. Chapter 2 below discusses a proposed High Capacity Transit (HCT) service to provide a
high-quality bus service serving Fredericksburg from downtown to the Virginia Route 3 corridor.
Chapter 3 evaluatespotential approachesto atransit center serving the future Downtown Stafford
development. Chapter 4 evaluates different pedestrian/bicycle routes to connect residents and
employees to local VRE stations.

A draft version of this report wasinitially shared with stakeholdersand F A M P @ecbknical Advisory
Committee and Policy Committee in summer/fall 2022. The Policy Committee approved a public
comment period for the report on September 19, 2022. The results of that public comment period,
provided as Appendix A , alongside feedback from FAMPO jurisdctions and the Policy Committee,
informed the final recommendations identified here.
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East-West Transit Alternatives — High
Capacity Transit

This section expands on the previous work presented in TechnicalMemorandum 4A during Phasel of
the EastWest study regarding transit alternatives. Technical Memorandum 4A evaluated routing
alternatives for a High Capacity Transit (HCT) line in Fredericksburg, and reviewed transit center
location opportunities for the Downtown Stafford development. Six different HCT routes, generally
between downtown Fredericksburg and the Gordon Road Park-and-Ride, were suggested in 4A,
along with four potential locations for a Downtown Stafford Transit Center. T his memorandum
analyzes four refined routing options for this corridor, two via Cowan Blvd and two via Mary
Washington Hospital, as described in Section 2.1l. Proposed Route Options

l. What is High Capacity Transit?

For the purposes of this report, High Capacity Transit (HCT)refersto atype of transit servicethat
provides more frequent service that runs all-day and provides enhancements to improve transit
performance and attractiveness to riders.

Specific requirements for the proposed type of HCT include defined stations with ADA accessibility,
shelters, and passenger information. The service must provide faster travel times through congested
intersections, achievable with a variety of treatments such as active signal priority or queuejump
lanes. The ®rvice must also provide bi-directional short-headway services, including 14hour service
spanson weekdaysand 10-hour servicespanson weekends. HCTroutes require a minimum of either
15-minute all-day headways or 10-minute peak/20-minute off -peak headways on weekdays, and a
minimum of 30 -minute headways on weekends. They must also apply a separate and consistent
brand identity to stations and vehicles.!

ll. Proposed Route Options

Based on the alternative routes considered in Technical Memorandum 4A in Phasd, VHB developed
and tested four refined routing options following review of ridership patterns of the existing
Fredericksburg routes and the ridership data generated in Phase I. Factors that were taken into
consideration for these routes include stations, schedules,operating and capital cost factors. Stations
such as Spotsylvania Towne Centre, Mary Washington Hospital, and downtown were all recognized
for having higher ridership numbers in comparison to other segments of the previously proposed six
alternatives. VHB created four options that utilize Plank Rd, Cowan Boulevard, and the noted areas
for routing options. Routes are mapped in Figure 1 on the following page.

! High Capacity Transitroutes would be available for funding as Corridor-based BRTunder Federal Transit Administration guidelines (FTA.Final
Interim Policy Guidance: Capital Investment Grant ProgramJune 2016. pages 23).
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Option 1 and Option 2 would run from the Fredericksburg VRE Station to the Lawrence A. Davies
Transit Center, following the existing routes F4 and EX. These routing options would then run via
Cowan Blvd and Central Park Blvd to Spotsylvania Towne Centre filowing the existing FXBGO!
seasonal route EX, where they would continue down State Route 3. Option 1 would terminate at
Salem Church Road Park and-Ride,and Option 2 would terminate at Gordon Road Park-and-Ride.
SeeTable 1 below for a full list of station stop locations and stop order.

Option 3 and Option 4 would run from the Fredericksburg VRE Station to the Lawrence A. Davies
Transit Center, following the existing routes F4 and EX. They would then run northeast onto
Emancpation Highway to travel to Mary Washington Hospital, and return to Cowan Blvd via Sam
Perry Blvd. These routing options rejoin the Option 1 and 2 routings at Cowan Blvd and Hospital
Drive, to Spotsylvania Towne Centre, where they would continue down Route3. Option 3 would
terminate at the Salem Church Road Park-and-Ride,and Option 4 would terminate at Gordon Road
Park-and-Ride. SeeTable 1 below for a full list of station stop locations and stop order.

Figure 1: All Routing Options

Proposed Route Options
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Table 1: Station Stop Locations and Order

Inbound Inbound

B Route3/GordonRd.Park& Ride (None) S Route3/GordonRd.Park& Ride (None)
SalemChurchCrossing CommuterLot 232 B SalemChurchCrossing CommuterLot 232
TowneCentrelB NEW | TowneCentrelB NEW
CentralPark@ ToysRUs 214 \ CentralPark@ ToysRUs 214
Cowanat CarlD SilverlB NEW \ Cowanat CarlD SilverlB NEW

q CowanBlvd.@ Evergreeng\pts. 663 - | CowanBlvd.@ Evergreeng\pts. 663
B8 CowanBlvd.@ SnowderVillageApts 610 28 HospitallB NEW
-%_ FREentral 1 sl Emancipatiorat CollegeAvelB NEW

O MaryWashingtorat BrentIB NEW \ FRELZentral 1
Williamat SunkerHCTIB NEW \ Mary Washingtorat BrentIB NEW
WilliamSt./ BartonSt. 116 | Williamat SunkerHCTIB NEW
PrincesAnneSt./ Hanoverst. (CityHall) 110 | WilliamSt./ BartonSt. 116
VirginiaRailwayExpres$CT NEW | PrincessAnneSt./ HanoverSt. (CityHall) 110
| VirginiaRailwayExpres$iCT NEW

Outbound Outbound

VirginiaRailwayExpres$HCT NEW | VirginiaRailwayExpres$iCT NEW
CarolineSt./ William St. 132 | CarolineSt./ WilliamSt. 132
AmeliaSt./ DouglasSt. 114 ' AmeliaSt./ DouglasSt. 114
Williamat SunkerHCTOB NEW . Williamat SunkerHCTOB NEW
S Mary Washingtorat CollegeAve OB NEW - \ Mary Washingtorat CollegeAve OB NEW

%Y FREITentral 1 2 FRETentral 1
% CowanBlvd.@ Monticello Apts.#2 637 58 Emancipatiorat CollegeAveOB NEW
e} CowarBlvd./ SnowderHillsBlvd. 635 \ HospitalOB NEW
Cowanat CarlD SilverOB NEW | CowanBlvd./ SnowderHillsBlvd. 635
CentralPark@ RegaFredericksburg 215 \ Cowanat CarlD SilverOB NEW
TowneCentreOB NEW \ CentralPark@ RegalFredericksburg 215
SalemChurchCrossing CommuterLot 232 \ TowneCentreOB NEW
Route3/GordonRd.Park& Ride (None) \ SalemChurchCrossing CommuterLot 232
BB Route3/GordonRd.Park& Ride (None)

All four options would serveseveralridership markets, including downtown Fredericksburgand the
VRE/Amtrak train station; the University of Mary Washington, which has more than 4,400 students,
2,200 of which live on campus; and Towne Centre, and new planned multifamily residential
development that includes 1,500 units (University of Mary Washington. Office of Admissions. June
2022).

Each option studied several priority bus treatments, as illustrated in Figure 2. Transit Signal Priority
(TSP) was proposed to be included at all signals along Central Park Blvd from Towne Centre Mall
through Carl D. Silver Parkway. This treatment would allow for extended green signals for
approaching buses to avoid delays at intersections. In addition, bus queue jump lanes would be
added on Central Park Blvd. at the intersection with Carl D. Silver Parkway, along with a short,
dedicated lane segment on Virginia Route 3, to provide HCTbusesthe opportunity to jump ahead of
potential traffic that could otherwise add travel time to buses.
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Figure 2 Hospital — Salem Church Park-and-Ri
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Stations along the route would be fully ADA compliant, be branded with the HCT service, and
provide level boarding and passengerinformation screensdisplaying real-time information. They
would also include seating and shelter for waiting passengers. Levelboarding would assist in
speeding up passenger boarding and alighting because the bus does not have to kneel and
passengers have an easier walk or roll onto the bus, reducing dwell times for buses stopped at
stations.

ll. Methodology

A. Operating Statistics and Costs

The analysisused a spreadsheetmodel to calculate the estimated annual operating costs for each of
the routing options. The model forecasts the annual hours buses are in service, the miles buses
travel, and the maximum number of buses required to provide service. The model multiplies the
annual service hours by an assumed operating cost per hour.

East-West Transit Alternatives — High Capacity Transit



VHB utilized the National Transit Database (NTD) of similar transit systems around the country to

determine the operating cost per hour, primarily those which operate with 10 or fewer buses in

maximum service for their high capacity transit lines. Figure 3 provides the operating cost per

revenue service hour from the NTD for 2019 for three lines: Greater Richmond TransitC o mp a he’ s

Pul se, Grand Rapids’ The Rapid, and Ft. Collins’ M,
these services, FRgure3Opaating Csstby dysem

Pulse, with a $97.06 operating

cost per hour, exhibited the $120.00 $111.28
mid-range of these values, and $100.00 $93.80 $97.06
being within Virginia, was $84.88

selected by the study team as $80.00

the operating cost basisfor this $60.00
analysis.

$40.00

B. Capital Cost $20.00

$0.00

Capital cost estimateswere
P O! GF-JIse The !ﬂ BRTFt. C' MAX

based on generalized
assessments of previously

costed projects and should be considered as a representation of order of magnitude, not true final
cost. Based on previous VHB project experience, the following costs were assumed:

1 TransitSignal Priority (TSP): $50,000per signalized intersection

1 HCTStations: $150,000per individual stop location

1 Center Running Lane $7,300per linear foot

1 QueueJumpLane $650,000per signalized intersection

1 TransitBus(Diesel): $550,000per 30-40-foot transit bus, 12-year useful life
1 Upgradesto FXBGO!Garage $1 million to support maintenance of 30-foot+ buses

C. Ridership Estimates

This evaluation used the Transit Boardings Estimation and Simulation Tool (TBEST) transit planning
software to estimate ridership for the six HCT routes outlined in Technical Memorandum 4A from
Phase | and the four evaluated HCT routes outlined below. TBESB is a software application that is
utilized to create ridership estimates of potential bus routes based on local census data, schedules,
and existing ridership numbers. Within the application, routes, stations, headways,and schedulescan
all be edited to provide an analysis of varying scenarios.

For each of the four refined route options tested, the study team input the route and conceptual bus
schedule into TBEST. Additionally, the team provided the program with station amenities and
features such asthe location of shelters, sidewalks,or benches,to further refine the ridership results.
TBEST also requests information on places of interesthat are likely to generate transit trips, such as
shopping malls and hospitals. The study team input places of interest for this analysis along the
proposed route options, such as the Spotsylvania Towne Centre and Mary Washington Hospital.

East-West Transit Alternatives — High Capacity Transit



Multiple ridership market types were identified along the proposed routes. They include existing
FXBGO'ridership, which was 296,632in 2019; Mary Washington Hospital, which has more than 4,500
employees across two campuses; the Universityof Mary Washington, the retail developments at
Central Park and Spotsylvania Towne Centre, and the downtown Fredericksburg area.

There were several areas where TBEST was unable to capture all of the potential ridership. One
market not captured was park-and-ride ridership. As FXBGO! operated a transit route, the VS1,
linking the park -and-ride lots at Gordon Rd. and Salem Church Rd. prior to the pandemic, those
ridership levels are assumed for the HCT lite service where applicable for each of the four route
options. This park-and-ride ridership amounts to 75 passengers per weekday for Options 1 and 3
that servethe Salem Church Parkand-Ride lot and 150 passengersper weekday for Options 2 and 4
that serve both the Salem Church and Gordon Road parkand-ride lots.

There are also severalnew multi-family developments proposed or under construction in the vicinity
of the proposed route options. These developments add 441 new units to the market area and are
forecast to generate an average of 62 additional weekday passengers for each of the four route
options. These forecasts were incorporated into the overdl estimate as proposed bus stations are
within a quarter mile of these available units.

New multi-family development under construction on William Street.

VHB also considered student ridership at the University of Mary Washington. Currently, students ride
free with their student ID, and an additional bus service, the Eagle Express (EX Route), operates
Thursday through Sunday geared towards university students. The proposals are similar in routing
and nature to the EX, s o orefrequestseevicgpaadcdailg gleardronralt t he H
schedule would increase student ridership. Because of this, a conservative calculation assumed that
around 16% of students would utilize some form of transit. This number was additional and derived
from the similar Gainesville, Florida public transit system that saw roughly 33% of its student
population taking the bus (City of Gainesville. May 2022). While the population of Gainesville is
greater than Fredericksburg, it is assumed that roughly half of that would be appropriate to the
Fredericksburg system. The ridership of an average weekday was then calculated and finalized by
TBEST to project the average daily ridership.

7 East-West Transit Alternatives — High Capacity Transit



V. Results

The results of the ridership, operating statistics, and operating costs for each of the four options are
outlined below:

A. Evaluated Option 1: Downtown — Salem Church Rd

Option 1 travels from Salem Church Park and Ride along Cowan Boulevard to Fredericksburg VRE
Station shown below in Figure 4, and Table 2. At pst over 12 miles long, this route serves 26 stations
and is accessible to 7,500 people within a quartermile radius of its stations. Stations include
SpotsylvaniaTowne Centre, LawrenceA. Davies FREDCenter, University of Mary Washington, and the
downtown VRE station and are represented in the map below. The line is projected to generate

323,000 passengersannually, resulting in 18 passengersper hour, at an operating cost per passenger
of $5.41.

Figure 4: Downtown — Salem Church Rd. Routing
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Table 2: Option 1 Operating Statistics

Daily Statistic
WEELGEW

Annual Statistics
c Olad

East-West Transit Alternatives — High Capacity Transit

Boardings 1,100 ServiceMiles 228,180
ServiceTrips 122 ServiceHours 18,008
ServiceHours 60.0 AverageSpeedMi/Hr.) 13
OneWayDistanceg(mi) 6.2 Miles per In-ServiceVehicle 42,997
ServiceMiles 760.1 Hoursper In-ServiceVehicle 3,393
Units 6 Servicelrips 36,626
MaximumVehiclesn Service 6
Boardings 649 AnnualOperating& MaintenanceCost $ 1,700,000
ServiceTrips 52 Costper PassengefAverage) $5.41
ServiceHours 25.6 Costper Mile (Average) $7.66
OneWayDistanceg(mi) 6.2 Costper Hour (Average) $97.06
ServiceMiles 324.0 TotalAnnualRidership 323,000
Units 3
Boardings 408 TotalPeople| Peoplepersg.mi. 7,500 | 3,600
ServiceTrips 40 TotalJobg Jobsper sq.mi. 12,000 | 5,600
ServiceHours 19.7 LowlIncome 15.70%
OneWayDistancg(mi) 6.2 Minority 20.00%
ServiceMiles 249.2 SeniorandMinors 25.10%
Units 3




B. Evaluated Option 2: Downtown — Gordon Rd

Option 2 begins at the Gordon Road Park-and-Ride and travels into downtown Fredericksburg
through Cowan Boulevard shown above in Figure 5, and Table 3. At over 16 miles long, this option
is an extension of the Salem Church Parkand-Ride route and is accessible to 7,600 people and
11,800jobs within a 0.25-mile radius of its stations. Stations include the SpotsylvaniaTowne Centre,
Lawrence A. Davies FRED Center, University of Mary &ghington, and downtown VRE station. This
route is projected to generate 348,000 annual passengers with 18 passengers per hour, at an
operating cost per passenger of $6.17.

Figure 5: Downtown - Gordon Rd Routing
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Table 3: Option 2 Operational Statistics

Daily Statistic Annual Statistics
WEELGEW A al Tota

Boardings 1,200 ServiceMiles 260,000
ServiceTrips 122 ServiceHours 19,000
ServiceHours 73.71 AverageSpeedMi/Hr) 13.47
OneWayDistanceg(mi) 8.14 Miles per In-ServiceVehicle 37,000
ServiceMiles 993 Hoursper In-ServiceVehicle 2,700
Units 7 Servicelrips 37,000
MaximumVehiclesn Service 7

Boardings 700 AnnualOperating& MaintenanceCost $2,148,000
ServiceTrips 52 Costper PassengefAverage) $6.17
ServiceHours 31.42 Costper Mile (Average) $7.20
OneWayDistanceg(mi) 8.14 Costper Hour (Average) $97.06
ServiceMiles 423 TotalAnnualRidership 348,000
Units 4

Boardings 440 TotalPeople| Peopleper sg.mi. 7,600 | 3,300
ServiceTrips 40 TotalJobg Jobsper sg.mi. 11,800 |5,100
ServiceHours 24.17 LowIncome 15.7%
OneWayDistancg(mi) 8.14 Minority 20.4%
ServiceMiles 326 SeniorandMinors 25.8%
Units 4

1 East-West Transit Alternatives — High Capacity Transit
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C. Evaluated Option 3: Downtown — Salem Church Rd via Hospital

Option 3 routes from Salem Church Road Park-and-Ride, diverts to cover Mary Washington Hospital
and ends at the Fredericksburg VRE station in downtown as shown above inFigure 6, and Table 4.
At 14 miles long, it provides accessto 16,000 jobs and 8,300 people (22.7% of thoseresidents being
seniors and minors) withina0.25mi | e radius of the route’s
Spotsylvania Towne Centre, Mary Washington Hospital, Lawrence A. Davies FRED Center, University
of Mary Washington, and the downtown VREstation. With 376,000 annual passengers,this option is
among the busiest of those considered at an average cost per passenger of $5.44.

Figure 6: Downtown — Salem Church Rd via Hospital Routing
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Table 4: Option 3 Operational Statistics

Daily Statistic Annual Statistics
WEELGEW, A al Tota
Boardings 1,200 ServiceMiles 229,000
ServiceTrips 122 ServiceHours 18,000
ServiceHours 70.15 AverageSpeedMi/Hr) 12.52
OneWayDistancg(mi) 7.20 Miles per In-Servicevehicle 38,000
ServiceMiles 878 Hoursper In-ServiceVehicle 3,100
Units 6 Servicelrips 37,000
MaximumVehiclesn Service 6
Boardings 756 AnnualOperating& MaintenanceCost $2,044,000
ServiceTrips 52 Costper PassengefAverage) $5.44
ServiceHours 29.90 Costper Mile (Average) $7.75
OneWayDistancg(mi) 7.20 Costper Hour (Average) $97.06
ServiceMiles 374 TotalAnnualRidership 376,000
Units 3
Boardings 475 TotalPeople| Peoplepersg.mi. 8,300 | 3,700
ServiceTrips 40 TotalJobg Jobsper sq.mi. 16,000 | 7,100
ServiceHours 23.00 LowIncome 16.0%
OneWayDistancgmi) 7.20 Minority 19.9%
ServiceMiles 288.0 SeniorsandMinors 22.7%
Units 3
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D. Evaluated Option 4: Downtown — Gordon Rd via Hospital

Option 4 begins at the Gordon Road Parkand-Ride with a station at Mary Washington Hospital and
ends at the Fredericksburg VRE as shown irfFigure 7, and Table 5. Being the longest of the route
options at 18 miles long, it serves 8,400 people and 16,000 jobs within a 0.25mile radius of its
stations. Stations include Spotsylvania Towne Centre, Lawrence A. Davies FRED Center, Mary
Washington Hospital, University of Mary Washington, and the downtown VRE station. At 402,000
annual passengers, this route moves the greatest number of people, but at an average cost per
passenger of $6.08, it is among the more expensive options.

Figure 7: Downtown - Gordon Rd via Hospital
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Table 5: Option 4 Operational Statistics

Daily Statistic Annual Statistics
WEELGEW, A al Tota
Boardings 1,300 ServiceMiles 290,000
ServiceTrips 122 ServiceHours 22,000
ServiceHours 83.87 AverageSpeedMi/Hr) 13.25
OneWayDistancg(mi) 9.11 Miles per In-Servicevehicle 52,300
ServiceMiles 1,100 Hoursper In-ServiceVehicle 4,000
Units 7 Servicelrips 37,000
MaximumVehiclesn Service 7
Boardings 808 AnnualOperating& MaintenanceCost $2,444,000
ServiceTrips 52 Costper PassengefAverage) $6.08
ServiceHours 35.75 Costper Mile (Average) $7.32
OneWayDistancg(mi) 9.11 Costper Hour (Average) $97.06
ServiceMiles 474 TotalAnnualRidership 402,000
Units 4
Boardings 509 TotalPeople| Peoplepersg.mi. 8,400 | 3,500
ServiceTrips 40 TotalJobg Jobsper sq.mi. 16,000| 6,600
ServiceHours 27.50 LowIncome 16%
OneWayDistancgmi) 9.11 Minority 20.1%
ServiceMiles 364 SeniorsandMinors 22.8%
Units 4
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E. Operating Cost Analysis

Whiletheo pt i o n s operations ara maintenance (O&M) cost is estimated to range from $1.75
million to $2.44 million, the cost per passenger,a measure of service efficiency, varies somewhat due
to the number of passengers generated with the mix of stops served versus the O&M cost that is
driven by route length. Cost per passenger ranged from an estimated $5.41 to $6.17. Average cost
per mile was estimated to range from $7.20 to $7.75. SeeTable 6 below:

Table 6: Operating Costs

Recommended
Annual Option1 Option2 Option3 Option4 Alternative
(seebelow)

AnnualO&M Cost $1,747,838 $2,147,767 $2,044,082 $2,444,011 $1,782,015
Costper Mile (Average) $7.66 $7.20 $7.75 $7.32 $7.51
Costper Hour (Average) $97.06 $97.06 $97.06 $97.06 $97.06
Cost/Passenger $5.41 $6.17 $5.44 $6.08 $5.05

Although Option 1 provided the lowest overall cost, Option 3 had the lowest cost per passengerand
was likely to generate substantially higher ridership and revenue.

F. Capital Cost Analysis

Capital cost projections for the four evaluated options ranged from $24.35 million to $25.45 million
and include transit signal priority, queue jumps, stations, dedicated lane, and bus purchases. The
highest impact on capital cost was the inclusion of a dedicated busway at an estimated cost of $18.2
million. Changes to signalized intersections and would only be applied west of the
hospital/downtown route divergence. These infrastructure assumptions meant that Options 1 and 3
had similar cost profiles to each other, while Options 2 and 4 also have similar cost profiles to each
other. The number of stations proposed was similar acrossoptions (12 to 14). SeeTable 7 below for
cost estimates.

Table 7: Capital Costs

Recommended
Option2 Option3 Option4 Alternative
(seebelow)

Count:
TSRAntersection: 4
Station: 12 13 13 14 12
QueueJump: 1 1 1 1 1
Bus: 6 7 6 7 6
Cost:
TSRAntersection: $400,000.00 $650,000.00 $400,000.00 $650,000.00 $200,000.00

Station: $1,800,000.00 $1,950,000.00 $1,950,000.00 $2,100,000.00 $1,800,000.00

CenterLane:| $18,200,000.00 $18,200,000.00 $18,200,000.00 $18,200,000.00 -
QueueJump: $650,000.00 $650,000.00 $650,000.00 $650,000.00 $60,000.00
Bus: $3,300,000.00 $3,850,000.00 $3,300,000.00 $3,850,000.00 $3,300,000.00
GarageJpgrades $1,000,000.00 $1,000,000.00 $1,000,000.00 $1,000,000.00 $1,000,000.00
Cost: | $24,350,000.00 $25,300,000.00 $24,500,000.00 $25,450,000.00  $5,360,000.00

Option 1 offered the lowest initial capital investment, with Option 3 within $150,000 (the cost of the
one additional station) of Option 1. Options 2 and 4 would only require about a four percent greater
capital investment.
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G. Ridership Analysis

Ridership estimates range from approximately 323,000 to 402,000 annual passengers across the four
options. Average daily ridership estimatesrange from 1,071to 1,248 weekday passengers649to 808
Saturday passengers, and 408 to 509 Sunday passengers.

Option 4 would have the best overall ridership, including highest ridership on everyday type. Option
3 would have the second-best overall ridership.

Table 8 below shows a comparison of the ridership estimates. The Mary Washington Hospital riders
are included in the Base TBEST numbers in the table.

Table 8: Ridership Estimates

1 Week | sat_| Sun_| Week Week
Base(T-BEST) 242 147 92 251 152 96 419 254 160
Park& Rideridership: 75 45 29 150 91 57 75 45 29
Newmulti-family developments: 62 38 24 62 38 24 62 38 24
16%o0f UMW students usaveekdays: 692 419 264 692 419 264 692 419 264
Total AverageServiceDay: 1,071 649 408 1,155 699 440 1,248 756 475
ServiceDaysper Year: 250 52 52 250 52 52 250 52 52
AnnualServiceDayRidership:| 268,000 | 34,000 21,0004 289,000 36,0000 23,000 312,000/ 39,000 25,000

Total AnnualRidership: 323,000 348,000 376,000

Recommended
Option 4 Alternative
164 419 254 160

Base(T-BEST) 431 261

Park& Rideridership: 150 91 57 - = =
Newmulti-family developments: 62 38 24 62 38 24
16%of UMW students useveekdays: 692 419 264 692 419 264
Total AverageServiceDay: 1,335 808 509 1,173 711 448
ServiceDaysper Year: 250 52 52 250 52 52
AnnualServiceDayRidership:| 334,000 | 42,000 26,000 293,250 36,959 23,277

Total AnnualRidership: 402,000 353,486

V. Recommended Alternative

Evaluated Option 4 offered the highest
ridership followed closely by Option 3.
Option 3 would offer the lowest cost
per passenger of the four initially Cost per Passenger
evaluated options (as shown in Figure

8, right) coupled with the secondlowest  $7.00

Figure 8: Operating Cost per Passenger

capital cost. Therefore,Option 3 was $6.00 )
identified as preferred to the other $5.00
options. Feedback from the public $4.00
engagement process (seeAppendix A )  $3.00
reinforced public support for the HCT $2.00
route. $1.00
$0.00 -
However, the Route 3 portion of Option Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4  R.A.

3 faced certain implementation
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challenges. Constructing the dedicated bus lane in the median would have required substantial
capital cost and traffic operations may have been challenging on this highly congested corridor.
Successfullycapturing ridership at the Park-and-Ridesalong the route may have been difficult due to
the travel time of the overall route. Given these considerations and feedback from the FAMPO Policy
Committee, VHB identified a truncated Option 3 that terminates at SpotsylvaniaTowne Centre asthe
Recommended Alternative for the high-capacity transit corridor. In addition to removing the Route
3 segment and dedicated lane, the Recommended Alternative also eliminates a potential Transit
Signal Priority (TSP) intersection at Route 3.

The recommended alternative begins at Spotsylvania Towne Centre with a station at Mary
Washington Hospital and ends at the Fredericksburg VRE, as shown irFigure 9. The precise
alignment at the Towne Centre would be determined in the future. This alternative would be the
shortest route option at 5.8 miles. At 353,000 annual passengers, this route is the midpoint for
ridership options (seeTable 8 above). At the sametime, it offers the lowest cost per passengerat
$5.05 (seeprevious Table 6).

Figure 9 - Recommended Alternative Routing
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VI. Other Considerations

A. Funding for HCT

Federal,state, and local resourcescould be leveraged to fund a HCTroute in the Fredericksburg area.
Based on the nature of these improvements and past experience, this section highlights two key
avenues for consideration of funding strategies for these projects.

SMART SCALEVDOT’' s SMART SCALE program is the primary,

mechanism available in Virginia. Everytwo years,localities submit project funding applications, and
VDOT scores the project on a series of measures including safety benefit, operational benefit, and
cost. Transit projects are eligible for SMART SCALE.

FTASmall Starts. The Feder al Transit Administration (FTA)
which is one of three FTA Capital Investment Grant (CIG) programs. Small Starts focuses on smaller
projects (total budgets under $400 million and FTArequest under $150 million) and projects like the

HCT proposed here are eligible for funding. Small Starts is an annual, competitive grant program.

RAISE Grants. RAISE (Rebuilding American Infrastructure with Sustainability and Equity) Grants is a
transportation grant program administered by the U.S.Department of Transportation. The resources
available are smaller than Small Starts but have a track record of supporting small high capacity
transit projects (such as the U.S. 29 corridorbased BRT in Montgomery County, MD). The program
has a current emphasis on sustainability and servinglow-income individuals, which may make the
HCT competitive. RAISE is an annual, competitive grant program.

B. Case Study - Fort Collins MAX

TheFort C o | |BRTAMAX system isan aspirational servicethat FXBGO! couldutilize as a casestudy

on which to mod el HCT operations. There are similarities between Fort Collins and Fredericksburg

that make it a relevant comparison. The population density of Fort Collins in 2020 was 2,968
people/lsq mi, whereas Fredericksbur g’ $ THeemediant y i
household annual income of Fort Collins was $70,474while in Fredericksburgit was $67,617.Finally,

the average resident age of both Fort Collins and Fredericksburg in 2019 was 30.6 years old.

Similarities in demographics can show how the MAX is an aspirational transit network for

Fredericksburg to model.

The MAX is also a case study on how highcapacity transit lines are not always in large urban areas
and can be effective in rural or suburban regions. This comes as the service area of MAX includes
only 164,000 people around the city with 34,000 of those eligible riders being Colorado State
students. MAX operates 20-minute serviceincluding Monday through Saturdayalong a 5.3 mile, 12
station route (one-way). Overall, it has 5.9 miles of dedicated lane, and averaged 4,594 Weekday
passengers, 3,507 Saturday passengers, and 1,231 Sunday passengens2019. Other amenities for
the MAX include station shelters, bicycle racks, and orboard Wi-Fi.

C. Branding

A separate and consistent branding is required for Small Starts Funding. Inviting branding can help
to distinguish and elevate the serviceoffered by FXBGO!attracting new customers, and acting asa
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form of advertising on its own. Additionally, station branding canhelp elevateas er vi c e’ én
the local community.

D. Stations

Stations must be ADA accessible, include a shiter, and display real-time passenger information to
qualify for Small Starts Funding. Real Time Passengerinformation is the most useful user information
and is recommended to be included with this project. Below in Figure 10 is an example of the FLASH
Station in Montgomery County, Maryland, which incorporates a bike lane in addition to the other
required amenities.

i. Crosswalks

In addition to accessible stations, access to stations is equally important. Station pairs should have
crosswalksconnecting both stations allowing passengersto accessdestinations on both sidesof the
road. Where signalized intersection crossings are not available, HighIntensity Activated Crosswalk
(HAWK) beacons should be considered for crossing fourlanes and wider, as shown inFigure 11, or
Rapid Rectangular Flash Beacons (RRFB) for two lanesdditional traffic calming and pedestrian
safety measure should be considered, such as leading pedestrian signals and/or bulbouts where
applicable.

Figure 10: HAWK Pedestrian Signal

E. Points of Connection

The Recommended Alternative provides a connection to the LawrenceA. Davies Transit Center along
U.S.1. Thisconnection allows transfer opportunities to other local bus lines. The Recommended
Alternative terminates at the downtown VRE station.

The Recommended Alternative would overlap with train, bus, and planned and existing bike paths
along its trip. All proposed routes terminate at the downtown VREstation that can take passengers
to the District of Columbia or further south to Richmond, Norfolk, Miami, or Charlotte on Amtrak.
This VRE station also has free Parland-Ride lots for commuters to use that is ADA-accessible and
includes bike racks.

The Recommended Alternative would converge with multiple bike paths along its route, most
notably along Cowan Blvd. and the paths throughout the University of Mary Washington. The paths
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along Cowan Blvd. are wider and are removed from the road and travel from the 1-95 underpass to
the Lawrence A. Davies Transit Center along U.S. 1. The University of Mary Washington also includes
multiple bike paths throughout its main campus and even includes an overpassroute over U.S.1. The
Recommended Alternative also travels within a quarter-mile distance to Rappahannock Canal Path.

The Recommended Alternative offers several opportunities to connect to FXBGO! Transit routes. As

FXBGOIis currently reviewing its route structure, the Recommended Alternative situates an enhanced
transit service within Fredericksburg’'s | arger pl al
mobility.

F. Queue Jump Lanes

Queue jump lanes allow for transit vehicles to
move ahead of all other vehicles at a signalized
intersection by getting a separate bus-only signal
in a separate right lane to cross the intersection.
Queue jumps at the intersection of Central Park
Blvd. at Carl D. Silver Parkway are recommended
due to observations of some mixed traffic
congestion. The queue jumps, one ineither
direction at this intersection, should minimize any
occurrenceswhere a bus would need to wait on a
second light cycle to make it through the
intersection. The capital cost associated with the
queue jump lanes is assumed at approximately
$650,000.Due to right -of-way constraints, the
gueue jump could make use of existing right-turn

lanes.

G. Vehicles Figure 12: Queue jump lane in Washington, DC.
] ) Note the car able to make a right turn from this

Thirty-foot long, low -floor transit buses are lane equipped with a dedicated bus signal for

recommended for use on the proposed east-west busesto proceed straight through the intersection
serviceto provide reliable daily service. Following at 11th St. NW & New York Ave.

the ridership estimates for the proposed service,larger buses arenot required based on passengers
per trip scenarios created, as 30foot buses typically have a seated capacity of up to 30 passengers
and total capacity (including standees) of approximately 50 passengers. For the Recommended
Alternative, six buses are required for regular operations plus at least one, if not two, spare buses
available for routine maintenance and servicedisruptions. The FTAgenerally will not fund fleets that
have a spare ratio exceeding 20 percent but will allow a higher rate for small fleets.

Such vehicles wil also raise the profile of transit along the corridors, as they are larger and more

visible than the existing FXBGO! Bodyon-c hassi s, or “cutaway,” vehicles
busesthemselvesthen become a key part of the HCT brand for this service, distinguishing it from the

existing area transit service. The lowfloor buses will also provide quicker service with reduced

amounts of time required at each station for passenger boarding and alighting, and with the use of a

ramp allow passengers using mobility devices, such as wheelchairs, to enter and exit the bus without

the use of a lift.
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These vehicles will also Iikely require improvemen!:
service them. The mantenance facility must also be able to park the seven to nine buses when they

are not in service.The cost of these improvements will need to be further developed separately with

FXBGO!. A placeholder estimate of $1 million is included in the capital costestimates.

H. Other Improvements Considered but Not Included

a. Business Access and Transit (BAT) Lanes

BAT lanes provide a more dedicated level of service for buses while also allowing for
general traffic right turn movements. BAT lanestherefore provide for some improvement
in travel times and improvement in schedule reliability for buses.

BAT Lanes were onsidered along the Route 3 segments between Spotsylvania Towne
Centre (Bragg Rd.)and Salem Church Rd.and between Salem Church Rd.and Gordon Rd.
but are not recommended. Due to the existing traffic volumes and current plans to
extend the existing right turn lanes into new general-purpose lanes, converting these
same right turn lanes to BAT lanes to support the HCT would reduce currently planned
general traffic capacity for these segments. In addition, since no HCT station stops are
planned along Virginia Route 3, the HCT buses do not require use of the curb lanes and
would still require moving to the left turn lanes westbound to access both Salem Church
Rd. and Gordon Rd., minimizing their ability to improve travel times in that direction.

b. Dedicated Bus Lane on William and Amelia Streets

A dedicated bus lane was reviewed on William and Amelia Streets between Washington
Avenue and Caroline Street in downtown Fredericksburg. On both streets, buses would
use a dedicated bus lane re purposed from the existing right parking lane. While these
lanes would provide buses with direct access to the curb to reduce stopping times to
board and alight passengers, they would also disrupt existing downtown parking
conditions with minimal reductions in travel time. Field observations noted that delivery
vehicles already frequently double park, which would add challengesto enforcing a
dedicated bus lane. Due to the short length of these street segments (1,935feet, slightly
over one-third of a mile, each way) and a 25 mile per hour speed limit, dedicated lanes
themselves cannot meaningfully reduce bus travel times.

A more effective alternative would be to include bus stop bulb outs at the stop in each
direction on these segments (currently at the intersections with Prince Edward Street).
Bulb outs would permit busesto pull to the curb at stops without having to merge in and
out of the right-most travel lane while affording passengerswith the opportunity for level
boarding.

c. Parallel Roadway/Busway to Route 3

Given the cost and complexity associated with a median busway on Route 3, the study
team also evaluated the implementation of potential parallel routes. One identified
parallel route would be a new road connecting Maple Grove Dr.to Old Salem Church Rd.
south of the commercial properties fronting on Virginia Route 3. Thisapproximately 0.5
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mile route would connect station locations at the Towne Centre mall and the Salem
Church Parkand Ride.However, this route may require property acquisition of residential
and church properties and was therefore not further advanced at this time.

. Center Bus Lane

A center bus lane was considered along Route 3 as part of the initially evaluated options.
A center bus lane would be used exclusively by HCT buses (with possible provisions for
emergency response vehicles) and would remove these buses from the gerral traffic
mix. Due to the proposed trip frequency of HCT of buses every 15 minutes and the stop
distance between Towne Centre and Salem Church Rd. and between Salem Church Rd.
and Gordon Rd., only a single bidirectional lane is required, as only one bus would
occupy one segment at a time. A bus traveling in the opposite direction would wait at
one of the station stops (Gordon Road Park-and-Ride, Salem Church Road Park-and-Ride,
or Towne Centre) for other bus to arrive before leaving the station and entering the
dedicated lane. Since the lane would be in the center of the roadway, signal priority,
potentially with a dedicated bus turn phase, would separate buses from other traffic,
therefore reducing travel times and improving schedule reliability.

Unfortunately, there are several limitations that would make center bus lane
implementation challenging. First, there is a difference in grade between the eastbound
and westbound lanes on some stretches of Route 3, requiring a retaining wall and
rebuilding the stormwater management. Thereis insufficient median areato provide for a
continuous dedicated bi-directional center bus lane. While the median is generally wide
enough for a single lane east of Heatherstone Dr, the median tapers approaching
intersections to the west. In that section, buseswould have to exit and re-enter the center
bus lane approaching each signalized intersection, reducing the potential travel time
savings. Therefore, a center bus lane was only considered feasible from just west of
Heatherstone Dr to approaching Bragg Rd. As noted above, due to feedback regarding
the cost, traffic operations complexity, and perceived challenges in capturing ridership at
these Parkand-Ride locations, the Recommended Alternative was truncated at
Spotsylvania Towne Centre. Therefore, no center bus lane on Route 3 is provided.
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Transit Hub Location for Downtown
Stafford

l. Previous Study and Planning

As discussed in the Study Phase | Technical Memorandum 4A, Stafford County is evaluating
development of the Stafford Courthouse areawith the Stafford Downtown development.? Feedback
on this transit center was solicited as part of the public engagement period of this study (see
Appendix A ).

The Phasel memorandum identified four potential transit center locations. Location 1 is the existing
Park-and-Ride lot, Location 2 is located between the fire station and Courthouse Rd. to the west,

Location 3 is located across Courthouse Rd. from the fire station to the north, and Location 4 is

|l ocated between the Stafford County Sheri fefons Depal
the north side of Courthouse Drive. Figure 13 highlights each proposed location and surrounding

guarter-mile distances from those locations.

2 Seehttps://downtownstafford.com/ _for more information.
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Figure 13: Downtown Stafford Plan
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Il. Functions of a Downtown Stafford Transit Center

The Downtown Stafford Transit Center should serve multiple functions including park-and-ride
location for commuter buses;layover and turnaround location for local transit; transfer point for
passengers between operators or modes; and, to raise the profile of transit within the local
community.

The existing Park-and-Ride lots contain ample parking, four bus bays, passengerdrop-off zone, and
sidewalk infrastructure. Any transit center developed should include park-and-ride capacity to help
capture market share from single occupancy vehicles.

A new transit center would serviceasa turnaround and layover location for transit services.It would
be designed with enough space to allow for buses to maneuver around other buses and vehicles,
and park clear of bus stops to allow operators to disembark for breaks, without taking up bus bay
capacity. The facility could also include breakroom and restroom facilities for transit operators.

As a transfer point connecting passengersfrom different transit providers or modes, the facility could
include passengeramenities such as an enclosed climate-controlled waiting room, restroom facilities,
and real time passenger information.
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A. Requirements for Serving Commuter Bus

The

exi sti

ng

t r ansi t -9%ieterchange’issdeaiyrsuitedifomrunt-througho

commuter bus service between D.C., Downtown Stafford, and points south. For a commuter bus
service that may continue south, Locations 3 and 4 would add a more circuitous and time-

consuming routing to return to I-95, making the servicelessattractive to through riders. Travel times
for commuter bus service terminating at Downtown Stafford would be less impacted by utilizing
Locations 2, 3, or 4, than through service would. However, Location 1 would still represent the
shortest trip for these services. Routing for proposed express commuter bus service is shown below

in Figure 14 in blue.

B. Requirements for Serving FXBGO!

Existing FXBGO! routes D3 and D5 serve th&tafford County Courthouse, where passengers can

transfer between the routes before the buses turn for their return trip. Location 4 would have the

least impact on existing FXBGO! schedules, although_ocations 1, 2, and 3 would likely have

negligible impacts on travel time, with additional opportunities for ridership growth and connecting

access to potential commuter bus service.Figure 14 illustrates routing opportunities through the

Downtown Stafford Development in red.

Figure 14: Routing for Through running Express Bus Service
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C. Future FXBGO! Service

Any new transit center would allow for growth of the existing FXBGO/service,with an importance on
having US 1 North and South access. This includes the desired connection between Downtown
Stafford and the Brooke VRE Station, which is less than five miles from the development. The bus
routes that travel to the park-and-ride locations can provide service throughout the new
development if utilized, as illustrated above in Figure 14. None of the locations identified would
preclude this opportunity.

i Routing through the Future Development

Thereare two as-of-yet unnamed main streets through the Downtown Stafford development. One
runs North-South parallel to Route 1, two blocks west of Route 1, and the other runs EastWest,
slightly north of the existing Clarke Hill Rd., connecting through to the existing transit center.

Existing services would be routed through the development in a way that the majority of the
development is within two blocks of the route, allowing for easyaccesson foot. Existing service
reroutes are highlighted in green below:

1 D3 would enter from the north on the main north-south street, and then turn west on the
main east-west street, terminating at the Transit Center at Location 1.

i D5 would enter from the south on the main north-south street, and then turn west on the
main east-west street, terminating at the Transit Center at Location 1.

Future OmniRide senice would enter Courthouse Rd. from the south and proceed directly to the
Transit Center atLocation 1, the shortest route from the interstate. Brooke Station service would
follow the sameroute as D3 or D5, and head eastacrossRoute 1 at either Courthouse Rd.or Hospital
Center Boulevard. SeeFigure 14, above.

ii. Design Considerations for Downtown Stafford

Routesrecommend below in this memorandum should receive special attention during the design
phase. Lane width and turning radius on the recommend route should be compatible with future
vehicle requirements. Additionally, stop locations should be reserved for future use.

D. Recommendations

i. Convert Existing Park and Ride Lot (Location 1)

VHBrecommends using the existing transit center with improved amenities. The existing location has
severalbenefits including easy interchange with OmniRide, layover spacefor terminating routes, and
space for service expansion. A drawback of this location is its distance from the development;
however, this could be overcome by routing incoming FXBGO! routes through the downtown
development, allowing passengers to board/alight in the center of the development.

A case study reviewed for this memorandum is the Tahoe Truckee Area Regional Transit (TART)
Tahoe City Transit Center in California TART isa regional transit servicethat serves the Northwest
areas of Lake Tahoe, serving the towns, campgrounds, and attractions of the lake on both the

California and Nevada side. The center includes climate-controlled waiting rooms, restrooms, and
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real time bus information available for travelers. The Downtown Stafford Transit Center could also
include dedicated space for transit operator breaks and facilities.

ii. Downtown Stafford Stations

In order to addressaccessibilityfor potential passengers,stations should be located centrally, and at
high demand locations. Proposed stop locations include:

1 Downtown Central: Stop at the intersection of the main North -South and East West roadways
1 Courthouse: Stop provided on Courthouse Rd.with additional pedestrian safety and access

measures
1 Stafford Hospital: Stop location would remain the same asthe existing conditions

1 Intersection of Courthouse Rd.and main east-west roadway

Station stop locations are illustrated in Figure 15 below with the bus symbol. Each location could
include real-time passenger information, along with noticeable signage, lighting, seating, and shelter.

Figure 15: Stop Locations for Local & Express Services
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Routing local FXBGObusesthrough the center of the development, along with dedicated stops with
seating, shelters, and real time passenger information, would help drive ridership originating from
this development.
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E. Preferred Transit Operators

i. FXBGO!

FXBGO! would continue to operate the local services through the Downtown Stafford Development
(D3, D5). FXBGOWwould also be best suited to operate a Brooke VREshuttle due to its existing status
as local transit operator.

ii. OmniRide

Omn i R iexisting expresscommuter bus servicewould be best positioned to operate new express
service terminating or stopping at the Downtown Stafford Development. The OmniRide system
already travels from downtown D.C. to the Staffordboro Commuter Lot in Stafford, Virginia.
OmniRide has a western maintenance facility in Manassas,and a transit center in Dale City, Virginia.

Transit Hub Location for Downtown Stafford
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|. Evaluated Connections

The Phase | Study identified a need for improved pedestrian and bicycle connections to the
Fredericksburg, Spotsylvania,and Brooke Road VREcommuter rail stations. These connections would
make it easier for local residents and employees to access the commuter rail service that provides a
major north -south option for the region. In doing so, these connections would help to increase the
multimodal access to these stations and better tie local land use to this important transit asset.

Following the completion of Phase I, FAMPO recognized that improved connections to the
Fredericksburgtrain station were the subject of an existing SMARTSCALEapplication. Therefore, this
report focuses on connections to the two remaining stations. Based on proposals developed during
Phase I, two approaches to connecting to Spotsylvania (from the north and the west) and one
approach to connecting to Brooke Road were evaluated:

1 Spotsylvania VREStation to Benchmark Rd./Tidewater Trail via BenchmarkRd.
1 Spotsylvania VREStation to Germanna Community College via U.S.17 and Overview Dr.

1 Brooke VREStation to Downtown Stafford via Mt Hope Church Rd.and Old Potomac
Church Rd.

In identifying potential routes for these connections, VHB evaluated a range of prospective
implementation considerations, such as right-of-way, utility and environmental conflicts, and
pedestrian/bicycle design best practices. The approaches identified inthe sections that follow
represent approaches for making meaningful improvements in how these two VRE stations are
connected to the larger region through walking and biking. However, these three concepts are not
without their implementation challenges. Further design and analysis will be needed to better
understand how those challenges can be overcome to deliver effective projects for the public.

Following the individual review of the three connections, Section 5 of this chapter concludes with an
evaluation of the funding resources available for these pedestrian/bicycle projects. Public
engagement on the pedestrian/bicycle connections is summarized in Appendix A .
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ll. Spotsylvania VRE Station to Benchmark
Rd/Tidewater Trail

A. Background

The Benchmark Rd to Spotsylvania VRE station route would provide a necessary connection for
bicyclists and pedestrians living and working north of the VRE station. Thigroject would tie into the
Shannon Airport roadway expansion project, as well as the East Coast Greenway, which currently
identifies Tidewater Trailand Benchmark Rd. as potential alignments for that future trail. The analysis
of Benchmark Rd and the surrounding land uses led the study team to conclude a shared use path
(SUP) is the optimal bicycle and pedestrian facility for the connection. A SUP is a separated facility
from the roadway and is wide enough to support mu ltiple non -motorized users at once without
congestion. The SUP would extend approximately 2.35 miles and provide a direct connection from
the Spotsylvania VRE Station to the cluster of housing and retail along Benchmark Rd and Tidewater
Trail. The location of the route is shown in Figure 16 below and cross-section are shown in Figures
17 and 18.
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Figure 16: Benchmark Rd Shared Use Path Proposed Alignment?
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Figure 17: Benchmark Rd Shared Use Path Proposed Cross-Section
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Figure 18: Benchmark Rd. Shared Use Path Proposed Cross-Section wit Rail-with-Trail
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B. Implementation

The northern terminus of the SUP would be located at the intersection of Tidewater Trail and
Benchmark Rd. Based on consistency measures and feedback from stakeholder groups, the SUP is
recommended to be installed on the east side of Benchmark Rd, betweenthe private parcels and the
roadway. Many of the parcels abut the roadway, which may require parcel owner coordination and
potential use of the private parcels. Installing the path on the west side of the road, between the rail
corridor and roadway, would raise design and permitting challenges related to right -of-way
constraints and utility conflicts. Depending on future engineering and studies, the northern section of
the trail could be partly on the west side of Benchmark Rd., depending on rigid right of way
constraints or other determinations that will prevent the trail from being on the east side. From
Haislip Pond Rd. south, the SUP is proposed to shift to the west side of Benchmark Rd, east of the
train tracks, paralleling the tracks south to the station. The bicyclists and pedestrians would cross
Benchmark Rd at Haislip Pond Rd, where future intersection improvements will implement bicycle
and pedestrian facilities into the improvement plans. When the SUP is adjacent to the train tracks
without the roadway in between, the SUP would be considered a Railwith-Trail, which requires
additional considerations for safety of the bicyclists and pedestrians, including appropriate
separation from tracks and approaches to manage potential access to the train tracks. The SUP
would continue under the existing U.S.17 bridge where it would use space east of the tracks to arrive
at the Spotsylvania VRE station parking lot.

C. Constraints

There are severalconstraints the future design will need to addressrelated to property,
environmental resources and utility infrastructure, and railroad infrastructure.

The east side of Benchmark Rd. is primarily residential, with some forested eeas. Parcels come up to
the roadway right-of-way, and there could be a need to acquire additional width to accommodate
the path and any potential supporting infrastructure such as stormwater management facilities. The
eastern side of Benchmark Rd. has 31 driveway and street accesspoints, all of which are unsignalized;
the design will need to develop standard a treatment to allow safe crossings of, and minimize
impacts to, private driveways.

The path includes at least one creek crossing which would regure a new bridge or widening of the
existing roadway bridge and associated permitting. There are wetlands proximate to the roadway in
several locations; future design will need to minimize any impacts to those resources. Appropriate
permitting and potentia | mitigation would be required should wetlands be affected. East of
Benchmark Rd is a swale that is continuous along the entire SUP alignment, which would need to
either be avoided or reconfigured on the eastern side of the SUP.The majority of the utility poles and
lines run on the western side of Benchmark Rd. However, there are some smaller poles on the
eastern side which provide power distribution to the residents and may need to be relocated.

At the southern end of the planned alignment, the rail-with-trail would require special coordination
with CSXand the Virginia PassengerRail Authority (VPRA)There are separation requirements which
must be met, as well as right of way and clearance requirements Should meeting these not
requirements not be achievable,the alternate alignment would keep the path along Benchmark Rd,
swinging east to cross U.S. 17 and entering the station from the east via Crossroads Station Blvd.
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lll. Spotsylvania VRE Station to Germanna Community
College

A. Background

A potential east/west connection extending from Germanna Community College to the Spotsylvania
VRE station would provide a connection to the VRE station for those living west and north of the
train station. The recommended facility for this connection was determined to be a shared use path
(SUP), which will extend approximately 3.2 miles from Germanna Community College to the
Spotsylvania VRE station parking lot. The identified alignment provides a direct connection while
limiting interaction with vehicles. The project ties into planned and existing multimodal facilities and
trails, namely the I-95 bridge expansion, which recommends a south side shared use path; the trails
that are planned for GermannaCommunity College, which will connect the college north into Market
St.; and the existing SUP on Hospital Blvd. As a result of these connections, this route has the
potential to fill gaps in bicycle and pedestrian facilities and create a regional multimodal facility. The
location of the route is shown in Figure 18 below and cross-section are shown in Figure 19 -20.
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Figure 18: Spotsylvania VRE Station to Germanna Community College Proposed Alignment
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Figure 19: Spotsylvania VRE Station to Germanna Community College Proposed Cross-Section
along Mills Dr.4
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Figure 20: Spotsylvania VRE Station to Germanna Community College Proposed Cross-Section
Along Overview Dr.>
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B. Implementation

In this route, the SUP would be constructed south of U.S. 17 to provide space for potential future
roadway expansion of the roadway on the north side. The SUP would startat the VRE station parking
lot and have two proposed access points to access Rt 17. In the shoriterm the trail would go north

of the VRE parking lot, and follow the proposed rail -with-trail east of the existing tracks and then
utilize the existing pedestrian underpass, which goes directly under the train tracks to connect into
EagleDr. Utilizing Eagledrive asa short-term alignment will support both connecting the VREstation
to Rt 17, as well as the current alignment for the East Coast Greenway, which is currently aligned to
follow Eagle Dr. In the long-term, the trail will exit the VRE parking lot to the east and follow
Crossroads Parkway to then connect with Rt 17, which will only occur once future widening is
constructed to support both roadway congestion needs and bike/ped needs. The SUP would make
this crossing as part of the existing U.S. 17 bridge over the tracks. The SUP would parallel U.S. 17
along the south side of the roadway, with a green strip and guardrail separating the SUP and the
roadway. The SUP would cross Massaponax Church Rd. and continue south of U.S. 17 in the forested
area between U.S. 17 and Overview Dr. The SUP would shift closer to, and parallel, Overview Dr.,
giving buffer between the path and U.S. 17. The SUP would then cross north at the signalized
intersection of Hospital Blvd./Germanna Point Dr. and U.S. 17. At that point, the SUP would travel
north to reach Germanna Community College. The alignment along Germanna Point Dr. will be

5 Shareduse path would be a minimum of 1 Owide. Additional width ( 1 @ 1 5 wopld be determined based on available spaceand likely use.
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determined on further study and engineering to determine where the best placement of a shared use
path will be. To provide a dedicated and safe crossing of U.S. 17, the one signalized intersection
would need to be fitted with pedestrian signal heads, green painted lanes for dedicated bicycle
paths, and ADA improvements. At the two unsignalized intersections, additional safety measures
would need to be implemented to facilitate safe crossing for trail users.

C. Constraints

The connection has some constraints related to environmental resourcesand railroad infrastructure,
which may require additional pe rmits, agreements, and analysis to be performed prior to
construction. The SUP comes in close contact with wetlands and a creek crossing. The project will
need to ensure the wetlands will not be disturbed or damaged with the construction of the SUP.The
terrain south of U.S. 17 drops off. Therefore, future design would need to analyze whether an SUP
would require retaining walls and other grading as part of the construction. At this juncture, the SUP
is expected to generally be constructable within existing public right -of-way, but some additional
private property may be required.
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V. Brooke VRE Station to Downtown Stafford

A. Background

Brooke Station is isolated from dense residential or commercial land usesand is primarily only
accessible by vehicle. Despite challenges of
used and often at capacity, prior to the COVID 19 pandemic, filled with those who are commuting by
train to points north. The station and those needing a ccess would benefit from additional
connections to allow multimodal users to safely access the train station. This project would
accommodate the existing residents around the station as well as those who work and live along
Hospital Boulevard. The connectbn would be made up primarily of a shared use path (SUP) with in-
road facilities where necessary. The Phase | Study analysis documented in Technical Memorandum
4A identified several possible connection routes between the station and downtown Stafford. This
study analysis has reviewed these connections and developed a refined proposal for the connection.
For this pedestrian/bicycle connection, the analysisis divided into two sections becauseof the length
and complexity of the corridor.

B. Brooke VRE Station to Stafford Civil War Park

i Implementation

The SUP's southern terminus would start on the

SUP would travelon the northern side of Brooke Rd. and travel south to reach the intersection of Mt.
Hope Church Rd. The SUP wouldcontinue on the east side of Mt. Hope Church Rd and crossover the
train tracks.

North of the train tracks, the route is envisioned to transition to an in -road shared facility. The
northern section of Mt. Hope Church Rd does not have sufficient width, making an off -road SUP
more challenging. However, the northern section does not have roadway outlets and is an access
road to 45 residential homes, which would not produce significant traffic volumes. Theroad hasbeen
identified as a corridor on the Potomac Heritage National Scenic Trail and its low vehicular demand
would foster a comfortable ride for most bicycle users. As a result, it is a good candidate for shared
bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Additional infrastructure including advisory signage and physical
traffic calming would support the integration of different modes along this section of the corridor. At

the northern terminus of Mt. Hope Church Rd is the Stafford Civil War Park, which is a cultural asset.

Consideration of context-sensitive approachesto the SUP andany Section 4(f) or Section 6(f), should
federal dollars be pursued, will be important in this. Through the park, an SUP would be provided,
ending th e shared facility section. The SUP would cross through the park to reach the existing
transmission line easementclearing. SeeFigure 22 below for the proposed location of this section of
the connection and Figure 23 for a cross-section.
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Figure 22: Brooke Rd VRE Station to Downtown Stafford Proposed Alignment (Southern Section)
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Figure 23: Brooke Rd VRE Station to Downtown Stafford Proposed Cross-Section
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ii. Constraints

The SUP has some constraints related to environmental and cultural resources and infrastructure.
Theseconstraints would require additional resources,agreements, and permits. Further refinement of
the design may help to address these issues. The southernsection of the SUP along Brooke Rd.
would be adjacent to known wetlands. Brooke Rd. has a bridge that crosses the Accokeek Creek and
createsa pinch point due to limited shoulder spaceover the bridge. A prefabricated bridge would be
a potential option for crossing the creek and may be more affordable than widening the vehicle
bridge. At other points where a creek or wetland is crossed, the design would need to minimize
encroachment and resulting impacts. The railroad crossing will also be a constraint where the existing
crossing base may not offer the clearance needed to add an SUP. While a dedicated bicycle and
pedestrian crossing over the tracks is preferred, it would be subject to subsequent discussions with
CSX, VPRA, and other regulatory agencies.

At the northern terminus of Mt. Hope Church Rd., there may not be sufficient right of way along the
existing accessroad to add the SUPalong the connection into the Stafford Civil War Park.Design will
need to consider impacts abutting landowners to minimize impact s and private land acquisition.
Within the park, the path routing and design would need to respectthe historic and cultural
resources and be context sensitive. The SUP should be designed as an amenity to the park,
increasing access and circulation options in a manner consistent with the setting.
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C. Stafford Civil War Park to Hospital Boulevard

i Implementation

The proposed alignment would tie in with planned facilities and recently confirmed easementsfor
planned bicycle and pedestrian facilities and would serve the developing area. This proposed
alignment was identified by Stafford County staff and Supervisors as a recommended approach.

The SUP would proceed from its southern terminus at the Civil War Park through the forested parcel
to reach Hospital Center Blvd. In this section, the route would follow sewer easements, including a
section that has already been dedicated for trail use. Along Hospital Center Blvd., it would travel on
the east side of the road to connect to Courthouse Rd.and the proposed alignment of the EastCoast
Greenway. Further analysis would determine the nature of the facility, particularly within the forested
parcels. The location of the route is shown in Figure 24 below.
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ii. Constraints

This section of the Brooke Road VRE connection would face constraints related to environmental
resources, private property, and situational safety. The SUP will cross the Accokeek Creek and there
will need to be abridge over the creek. Adjacent to the creek crossing, there is potential for wetlands
impact. The SUP would also require private property access via easement, purchase, or other
agreement, though some easements have already been established. Information provided to the
Study team indicates that portions of the route between Potomac Church Apartments and the Civil
War Park may fall within a Resource Protection Area (RPA). Therefore, design of the trail in this
section would need to consider context- and watershed-sensitive material choices. Theisolated
nature of the trail may also require consideration of design and operational approaches to increase
situational safety.

V. Funding for Pedestrian/Bicycle Connections

A range of federal, state, and local resources could be leveraged to fund the identified
pedestrian/bicycle connections. Based on the nature of these improvements and past experience
statewide, this section highlights two key avenuesfor consideration of funding strategies for these
projects. Given their ability, as individual projects or as a package of transit connecting
improvements, to help to stitch together communities and improve accessibility to one of the

r e g i fanddmental transportation assets,these projects may be competitive for statewide and
federal grant programs.

SMART SCALEVDOT’ s SMART SCALE program is the primary,
mechanism available in Virginia. Everytwo years,localities submit project funding applications, and

VDOT scores the project on a series of measures including safety benefit, operational benefit, and

cost. Bicycle and pedestrian projects are eligible for SMART SCALE.

Transportation Alternatives Set-Aside. Created by the Fixing A me r i Suréate3ransportation
(FAST) Act in 2015, this federal program funds nonmotorized transportation opportunities.
Pedestrianand bicycle trails are generally the principal recipient of these resources. Thisfunding
mechanism is on a two-year application cycle. The Virginia Department of Conservation and

Recreation (DCR) specifically administers “Recreat.
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PublicinvolvementReport
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staff created a fivajuestion survey about the proposed peais within the Transit report to solicit

feedback from the public. Staff also posted details about the Transit report and the survey to the
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subreddits on the Reddcom website. Furthermore, a press release was sent to local newspapers and

city andcountymediacontactsand supervisorsMassemailswere sentto FAMPGsubscribersC! at h Qa
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feedback as well.

A publichearingwasheldon Octoberl7,2022duringC ! a t RalicgCommitteemeeting.At that time,

one member of the public stood to speak their support of the Transit report, and read aloud were
public comments received from the University of Mary Washington and Friends of the Rappahannock.
Also presented at the Policy Committee meeting were the results to the survey, where staff noted a
total of 410 survey responses.

Findbelowthe pressreleas, someof the utilizedflyers,survey,survey resultsandcommentssentfrom
two local institutions, Friends of the Rappahannock and University of Mary Washington, as well as
comments from Reddit.com.



GE#%RGE
WASHINGTON

FAMPS

Area Planning Of

FORMMEDIATERELEASE:
September0,2022

Contact:

ColieTouzel
(540)642-1235
touzel@gwregion.org

Publicinvited to commenton andcompleteasurveyfor C! a t EaltdVest
Mobility Study Transit report

Today, the Fredericksburg Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (FAMPO) has published the draft
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the regionto complimentimprovementsto 1-95,the VRE Amtrakrail corridor, the replacementto the

Harry NiceBridge, asvell as somaipgrades to URoute 1that moves peopldrom Northto South. The

FAMPO study has identified a set of potential improvements to addressaemstmobility and the

Transit report lays out these proposed improvements for the public to comment on.

TheTransitreport proposeshe followingimprovementsto aid mobility:

1. Acorridor-basedBusRapidTransit(BRT)oute,

2. Afutured R 2 ¢ y (iSeaffoyfitransitCenter,

3. Asharedusepath (SUPJor bicyclistsand pedestriansonnectingo the BrookeRoadvRE
Station and

4. Asharedusepath (SUPJor bicyclistsand pedestriangonnectingo the Spotsylvania/RE
Station.
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transit system that delivers fast, comfortable, and esi$éctive services at metidevel capacities. It

does this through the provision of dedicated lanes, with busways and iconic stations typically aligned to

the center of the road, offoard farecoB OG A2y X FyR Tl aid [TheRrabiN&GrdzSy G 2 LIS
recommendsad f Avérstonof BRTasit will not requireall of theseelementswithin the Fredericksburg

region. The Federal Highway Administration defines SUfaaiities on exclusive righif-way with

minimal cross flow by motor vehicles. Shared use paths are sometimes referred to as trails; however, in

many states the term trailmeans am-A YLINE SR NBEONBF GA2y It TFTFOAtAGRE DE

The route for the initial phase of the recommended BRT Lite will begin at the Old Salem Church Road
park-and-ride in Spotsylvani&ounty,run alongRt3 to the Spotsylvanid owneCentrethrough Central
Park, and will endt the downtown Fredericksburg Train Station. It will include stops at shopping
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destinations, the Mary Washington Hospital, the University of Mary Washington, and downtown
FredericksburgA later phaseof the recommendedbusroute will extendfurther to the GordonRoad
park-and-ride to continue on the same route as the initial phase.

The second aspect of the Phase Il Transit report consists of a downtown Stafford Transit Center. The
new TransitCenterwouldincludebusarrivalinformation, interior waitingarea,restrooms,parking,and

six bus bays to allow connections between Fredericksburg Regional Transit (FXBGO!) buses and future
commuter buses.

The third aspect of the transit study includes two new shared use paths (SUP) thabwidepr

connectiondo the Spotsylvanid/REStationandthe BrookeRdVREStationin StaffordCounty.Thefirst
SUP offers two connections to Spotsylvania: to Benchmark Rd/Tidewater Trail, and Germanna
Community College. The second SUP will connect the Biedk/RE Station to downtown Stafford.

TheEastWestMobility StudyTransitreport is now availablefor the publicto commenton. Fordetailed
information, please visitttps://www.fampo.gwregion.org/wp
content/uploads/2022/09/7_a.4.220906 _FAMPO_ EastWest DRI Clean.pdfo provide your
input on the Transit Report, please click the survey link Hetgs://forms.office.com/r/niJ1mfX7bj

StatementEnds.
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We need your inputl

Fredericksburg Area Metropolitan Planning Organization

EAST-WEST MOBILITY SURVEY

Seeking public feedback: Transit report
(including a new rapid bus; pedestrian and
bicycle paths, and transit center).

Email rampo@gwregion.org or take the survey!

TaketheS-
question
yes/no survey
at the QR code.

SHARE

YOUR
VOICE!

I
9 (540) 6421235 {) www.fampo.gwregion.org
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INecesitamos tu entradal

Fredericksburg Area Metropolitan Planning Organization

ENCUESTA DE MOVILIDAD
ESTE-OESTE

Busqueda de comentarios del publico: Inrorme
de transito (incluido un nuevo autobus rapido,
senderos para peatones Y bicicletas, y un
centro de transito).

Envie un correo electrénico a
rampo@gwregion.org o complete la encuesta!

Realice la
encuestade5
preguntas
si/no en el
codigoQR.

i{COMPARTE

TU VOZ!

I
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East West Moblility Transit Report Survey

Please complete this survey about transit in the Fredericksburg region. Read the EastVest Study Phase I
Transit report here: http s://www.fampo.gwregion.org/wp -content/uploads/2022/09
[7_a.4.220906 FAMPO EastWest DRAFFFind_Clean.pdf
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Doesthe region need a more rapid and reliable bus service?

*

O Yes
() No

Do you support the bus route (seemap) to establish a Rapid Bus Servicefor the region?
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O Yes
O No

Do you support a TransitCenter at the Stafford Courthouse Rd park-and-ride? (A Transit

Center would include bus arrival information, interior waiting area, restrooms, parking,
and 6 additional bus bays).

*

O Yes
O No

In addition to automobile access,should the region provide a pedestrian and bicycle path
to the Brooke Rd VRE Station?

*

O Yes
O No



Do you support the development of pedestrian and bicycle paths to the SpotsylvaniaVRE
Station?

*

O Yes
O No

You can print a copy of your answer after you submit



1. Doesthe region neal a more rapid andreliable bus seruce?

More Details

A Ve, 384




2. Do you support the bus route (see map) to establish a Rapid Bus Service for the region?

More Details <\} Insights

A Yes 369

A No 41




S. Doyousupporia I'ranst Certerat thestarford CouthouseRrd parkanariae?(A IransitCentemwoud
includebusarrival informaion, interior waiting areayestooms paking, and 6 addiionalbusbays).

More Details \} Insights

A Yes 369

A No 41




4. Inadditionto automohle accessshout the region provide a pedestrian and bicycle path to the Brooke Rd
VREStation?

More Detaijls V Insights

A Yes 380

A No 30




5. Doyousupporthedevelgpmert of pedestianand bicycle pathsto theSpotsylvaniaV RE Staion?

More Details ‘Q'Insights

A Yes 378

A No 32
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0 (540) 654-1301
F (540) 654-1076
TTY (540) 654-1104
umw.edu

October 17, 2022

Chairman Jason Graham

FAMPO Policy Committee
406 Princess Anne Street
Fredericksburg, VA 22401

Dear Mr. Graham,

The University of Mary Washington writes this letter in support for the FAMPO East West
Mobility Study Transit Report currently out for public comment. It is crucially important to
pay attention to all modes of transportation and this study and the report are focused on
developing good alternatives to automobile travel.

The region's limited transit options too often cause students, faculty and staff to rely
upon automobiles to travel to campus. As we understand it, the rapid bus route identified
in the FAMPO study will make buses more readily available and more accessible. We
support the development of this first rapid bus route.

Similarly, the region’'s bicycle and pedestrian paths are limited and incomplete. This study
provides additional options for students, faculty and staff to reach rail stations and many
other points of interest in the region. The routes indicated in the FAMPO study connect
to transit locatjons and will encourage multi-modal transportation, offering a real
alternative to the status quo.

We are encouraged by this effort and would like to see these projects approved and
funded. This is an important step in securing a future with more options for rapid and
reliable transit which will reduce congestion and promote healthy lifestyles. We support
FAMPO in developing proposals listed in the report.

, VW'

Troy - Ph.D.
President

Slricerely,



From:AdamLynch<adam.lynch@riverfriends.org
Sent:04 October202217:14
To:ColieTouzektouzd @gwregion.org
Subject:PublichearingCommentfor TransitReport

Colie pleasefind belowmy publiccommenton the TransitReportthat is currentlyin publichearing.

Comment Thank you for including Friends of the Rappahannock in FAMPO\westsnobility study.

We hope that this study will help lay the foundation for more rifrégndly growth and promote
alternatives to cadependent sprawl by developing around walkingditg and public transit. Our
commentregardsthe TransitReportthat waspreparedby VHBand presentedat FAMPO'secentPolicy
Meeting and TAC. Friends of the Rappahannock supports higher frequency bus service in the
Fredericksburg Region to decrease wait times and increase ridership. We also support the creation of a
new east/west high frequency bus trunk line with one gested modification: shorten the western
endof the trunk line sothat it endsat the Spotsylvanid owneCenterinsteadof the commuterlots on

Route 3 west. With the resources saved by eliminating the extra leg to the commuter lots, our region
can bettersupport the trunk line with multimodal transportation infrastructure, especially pedestrian
and bike pathsA tighter trunk line will allow us to invest in higfequency service to high trip
generating locations in a resouredficient manner.

AdamLynch
Friendsof the Rappahannock
3219FallHill Avenue Fredericksbur@2401

AdamLynch

RiverSteward- FredericksburgSpotsylvaniaand Stafford
Friends of the Rappahannock

3219 Fall Hill Avenue

FredericksburgyA22401

Email:adam.lynch@riverfriends.org

Cell:(540)809-2066
Office:(540)373-3448x115
Fax:(540)3738111



mailto:adam.lynch@riverfriends.org
mailto:touzel@gwregion.org
mailto:adam.lynch@riverfriends.org

Alane Callander

Colie Touzd

RE: EastWest mobility study
21 October 2022 11:49:09

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

| justwantto sayl amgladto seetherecommendatioaboutatransitcenternn the Stafford
Courthouse area. Stafford needs to get serious about bus transportation as an alternative to
individual cars on our roads. Vso need to accommodate those who do not drive or do

not have access to a functioning automobile.

AlaneCallander
622LancastefSt., FalmouthVA 22405


mailto:callpromo@cox.net
mailto:touzel@gwregion.org

Responseto Postson Reddit.com

[posted by Daykri3]
Tookthe survey.l wishthere were more bike pathsandsidewalksn the area.

[posted by ColonialTransitFan95]
Dol haveto livein the areato do this?l live in DCandcostthe areasomewhatregularly. Thelackof
transit is big score spot for me (and why | moved back to DC)

One suggestiohmight addis, canall routesrunstell like sayLlOpm.A lot of the routesendat 3pm and
GKA&Z AayQi GSNER 3I22RD

[posted by SkinnySkins]
If they all rantill 10pm,at leaston weekdaysat least,it would makeme useit alot more. | feelvery
rushed when doing my day to day errands.

| took the survey, and honestly if any these are implemented it would pretty much make me having to
drivein the areaessentiallynoot asit would let me havemore easyaccesgo virtually everythingl need

to access in the area. Would absolutely buy an annual pass, especially if there are weekend hours in
some capacity.

Sendingt to everyonel can.Isthere anyother way Icanshow suport for this outside ofthat? Like any
localeventsor meetings todiscuss it? Woultbve to showmy supportin anyway possible. | thinthis is
a great idea, especially given it would likely reduce the ever horrific traffic in Central Park.

[posted by cycycychris]

Didthe survey andook alook atthe studythat you guysdid for this BRTI thought Iwould giveyou
(FAMPO) some of my thoughts on the plan for the BRT line.

First, | think a BRT line in this area is a wonderful idea and | hope thisnded#he light of day at some
point in time. My first part | do not particularly like is the choice for the BRT line to follow Stafford Ave.
instead College Ave. The distance from the main parts of the university are likely still within walking
distance, It personally I think the distance that you want students to walk will result in more of them
driving instead of walking to the bus transfer center. | personally think the line will lose more ridership
from the studentthat it will gainfrom beingconnectal to atransfercenterwith buslinesthat are barely
used. Just my 2 cents. I'd move the transfer center stop to the Dupont hall area of College Ave. Plus the
transfer center would still be within walking distance. Though | can understand why a stap at th
transfer center makes sense.

Secondly, | am seriously concerned about the lack of bus lanes on route 3. I'm a bit confused as to how
muchof rt 3will have abuslane,but it sounddike so littlewill that it won't makea difference.Cue jump

lanes are a welcome toy for the buses if there is no bus lane, but they won't make this bus line a BRT
(though you guys call it BRT Lite). Rt 3 has far to much traffic for this bus to reasonably function and be
able to keep a 15 minute head tim€he bus lane is critical for this idea.

Thirdly,dailyridershipnumbersfor the BRTseemlower than most. 1.3kor solikelyis goingto be ahard

time to sell. If a region is going to invest in a BRT, they need density around the BRT MW'e weslly
don't have that (other than the university). To make this line worthwhile, a proper plan is needed to
identify land to redevelop or to develop as high density housing. Without that, single family homes or



such might be developed along the bus line. You guys should identify areas for
development/redevelopmenalongthe line andrecommendthosefor density.

Fourthly, Going to another park and ride just doesn't make sense, those residents can easily get to this
park and ride if they wish to take the bus. Would needlessly prolong this bus trip, inflate costs for little
return. Butyouguysendthe busfar too soon on SalemChurchthere is still densitydown SalemChurch.

The bus should continue up Salem Church Road and turn onto Salem Run Blvd, complete the loop and
turn right backonto SalemChurchRoad Addingl or 2 stopsto this busline. | don't knowthe population
density numbers of this area, but it appears there is density in this area. This could boost ridership and
greatly help make this bus line be much more interesting for Spotsy. There is also undeveloped land
along this stretch that is perfect far possible infill station proffer after a developer develops high

density housing (which you should identify). The bus should also only stop at the commuter lot on one
pass through on this extension, it would make sense for it to stop on first pass thirotigh afternoon

and on returning pass through in the morning.

Getting Spotsy to fund this likely won't happen with our elected officials, though I'm sure you could get
the backing of Fred City. Based on the numbers that you guys say of population density and job density,
the line couldscorefavorablyfor state andfederalfunding(at leasti think it will). Andthe currentrather

low price tag is enticing. The important thing is that the stations needs to be high quality, they need to
feel a like a LRT station not a bench on the side of the street. Its unforturizee parts don't have bus

lanes, but that would drive the cost up for minimal time savings. | love the connection to VRE. | would
personally love to live along this line so that | could take a BRT to the VRE station instead of driving.

[posted by extracriyz]

It's hard not to be cynical over a questionnaire like this, but what's the point of it? I'm frustrated with
how slowthe infrastructureimprovesin this area.Yourorganizationdoesplenty of studies,but acquires
only a fraction of the funding to aomplish any of the proposed improvements.

Except for the downtown area of Fredericksburg, none of the roads in the surrounding area have
continuouspedestrianaccess..andyou'rewantingto put inbike pathso VREstationsin the middle of
nowhere? Focuen improving the main and minor arteries first. These pedestrian improvements likely
won't happen unless also a road widening effort is attached it, so tackle them at the same time. How
about that4 laneexpansion on Lafayett@vithout ridiculous roundaboutghat | just know are goingp
pepperthis areasoonenough)?owaboutexpandingHarrisonRdto 4 lanesandputting in an 1-95 exit

to divert traffic from route 3?7 How about a bridge that connectslJS0 Route 3 on either side of the
city so we can drive around the city rather than through it? How about expediting the Spotsylvania
Parkway extension to Gordon Rd for the same reason? How about finishivCRerail before 20407
Wouldn't thatbe great. But these improvements aren't ggito happen. You'veeen doing studiesn
these exact projects for years, sometimes decades. Instead, | entirely expect 90% of the 2050 Long
Range Transportation Plan to be copypasted into the 2060 version.

Route3 alsohasterrible congestionandyouwantto put busserviceghere that impedetraffic with bus
priority stoplights and a 1/4 mile center lane that's too short to possibly improve bus route
performanceDon't half-assit: put in acenterlaneallthe wayfrom Gordon Rdandhaveit passthrough
central park all the way to downtown. Richmond has a great bus service just like that. It's not like this is
going to happen for another 20 years. At least try futpreof it...hah.



I understandthe challengesinvolved.Fundingandregulationsare hugeobstacles!f youall need
additional public support to coax more money from the state, I'm all ears.

[posted by troxy]
If ashoulderof aroad hasenoughfoot traffic to havea bare dirtgroove,that shouldbe enough
justification for installing a sidewalk. (Lafayette Blvd south of route 3)

[posted by bettyslow]

And you're exactly right. The city is working towards a more pedestrian friendly model and FAMPO is
part ofthat equation.Unfortunatelytheyre fought every stepf the way by anajority of peoplewho

think more roads is the answer. It's a fallacy but convincing people is difficult. Look at /u/extracrispyz
above: they rally against features that are proven worldwide to help traffic move nfticgeatly but
worldlyinexperienceellsthem 'moArRoAdS nE3dEd11?!?!?!1?Mhey'renot alone.Amajority of the
populace refuse to come out of their cars.

[posted by extracrispyz]

| argued for more pedestrian access and busses as well as more roads. Adding more lanes to existing
arteries only temporarily eases congestion but it gives an impetus for adding sidewalks in the process.
For example, no one is going to fund a new bridge jo add a sidewalk. | also want alternate paths so
not everyoneisforcedthroughthe same4 roads(Route3, US1, US17,andl-95). All formsof travel will

be required for the population increase in the area.

I would loveto usemy e-scooterandride two milesto the nearestgrocerystore, but the major collector
road servicingny neighborhood isurrently scheduled to be improved fhe 2040s.Until thathappens,
I have to brave a 35 mph, two lane road with no sidewalk, a steep grade, a narrow bridge, and no
shoulders. I've done it before, but I'd rather drive and not become a casualty.

Many suburban neighborhoods in Fredericksburg were not designedttawalks or shared use paths.

At most,you'll geta busstop at the neighborhoodentrance.Eventhen, somehousesare amile or more
deep. Go look at the neighborhood south of the mall if you dont believe me. Stop acting like there is a
one size fits alldution.

[posted by Cindyd04]
| would love more bike lanes/paths) havean electricscooterandL dbfReto be ableto useit more. Also
wild idea, would a gondola skyway system ever be considered?

[posted by pickle _geuse]

I moved out of Fredericksburg about 14 months ago. To another metropolitan area. Indianapolis. And
the traffic hereis almostnonexistent AndA (ig@inglike CRAX Yaroundthe city. Vahasseriousissues
GAOK GKAA {KAG FyR AG K2ySadte R28ayQd YI1S Y$

[posted by zrizik99]
More bike pathsandsidewalksin areawould be great.Especiallyn the shoppingareas.

If& 2 di@pldientingmore frequentbusroutesit shouldbe frequentbetweenshoppingshubs.Central
Park, Harrison crossing, Cosner, etc and the VRE.
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