PLANNING COMMISSION
PUBLIC HEARING AGENDA
January 13, 2021
7:30 P.M.

1. Call To Order E-Meeting
This meeting is being held electronically by “Go to Meeting” application, pursuant to
City Council Ord. 20-05, An Ordinance to Address Continuity of City Government
during the Pendency of a Pandemic Disaster.

Members of the public have been invited to access this meeting by public access
television Cox Channel 84, Verizon Channel 42, online at
WWW.REGIONALWEBTV.COM/FREDCC, o r F a c e b o o k l i v e a t
WWW.FACEBOOK.COM/FXBGGOV

The members participating are: (list members by name)

2. Pledge Of Allegiance
3. Determination Of A Quorum
4. Approval Of Agenda
5. Approval Of Minutes
5.I. 2020-12-2 Draft Work Session Minutes
Documents:
5A - 2020-12-2 DRAFT WORK SESSION MINUTES.PDF
5.II. 2020-12-2 Draft Public Hearing Minutes
Documents:
5B - 2020-12-2 DRAFT MINUTES.PDF

5.II. 2020-12-2 Draft Public Hearing Minutes
Documents:
5B - 2020-12-2 DRAFT MINUTES.PDF
6. Declaration Of Conflict Of Interest
7. Public Hearing Items
Citizens who wish to participate in the public hearing will be able to send their comments
in writing by (1) dropping them in the Deposit Box at City Hall, (2) U.S. Mail at PO Box
7447, Fredericksburg, VA 22404, or (3) email to planning@fredericksburgva.gov.
Comments must be received by 4:30 p.m. the day of the meeting. The plan is to read
these comments out loud during the public comment portion of the Planning Commission
meeting. The standard rules apply to public comments: the person must identify himself
or herself by name and address, including zip code; limit his or her remarks to 5 minutes
or less (read aloud); and address a topic of City business. Public comments submitted
during the meeting, through the Facebook Live streaming video, will not be considered
part of the official public comments of the meeting.
7.I. 7A-B Royal Farms
Documents:
7A-B ROYAL FARMS.PDF
7.II. 7C - Area 2
Documents:
7C-AREA 2 MEMO.PDF
8. General Public Comments
Citizens who wish to participate in the public hearing will be able to send their comments
in writing by (1) dropping them in the Deposit Box at City Hall, (2) U.S. Mail at PO Box
7447, Fredericksburg, VA 22404, ir (3) email to planning@fredericksburgva.gov.
Comments must be received by 4:30 p.m. the day of the meeting. The plan is to read
these comments out loud during the public comment portion of the Planning Commission
meeting. The standard rules apply to public comments: the person must identify himself
or herself by name and address, including zip code; limit his or her remarks to 3 minutes
or less (read aloud); and address a topic of City business. Public comments submitted
during the meeting, through the Facebook Live streaming video, will not be considered
part of the official public comments of the meeting.
9. Other Business
9.I. Planning Commissioner Comment
9.I.i. CIP Process - Commissioner Durham
9.II. Planning Director Comment
9.II.i. 9B - Bylaw Amendments
Documents:
9B-BYLAWS.PDF
10. Adjournment

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
RE:

Chairman Rodriguez and Planning Commissioners
James Newman, Zoning Administrator
January 7, 2021 for the January 13, 2021 Meeting
Special Use Permit and Special Exception for a convenience store with gasoline sales
and associated parking

Issue
Should the Planning Commission recommend approval of a Special Use Permit for a convenience
store with gasoline sales, and a Special Exception for parking in excess of 175% of the minimum
required amount?

RECOMMENDATION
Approval, subject to conditions:
1. The development must be in substantial accordance with the General Development Plan
called “GDP and Master Plan for Royal Farms # 441” and last revised on November 30,
2020 and as amended through January 5, 2021.
2. The use is permitted only so long as it continues and is not discontinued for more than 24
months.
City Code Section 72‐22.6.E.1 states that all Special Use Permits must start within two years of
approval of the permit.
GENERAL BACKGROUND
The applicant seeks to build a convenience store with gasoline sales (a Royal Farms brand
establishment), which is permitted in the property’s Planned Development – Mixed Use Zoning
District as a Special Use and to provide parking in excess of the minimum requirement. The
station will have eight service pumps, as well as an indoor and outdoor dining areas.
Convenience Store
The proposed use is defined in City Code Section 72‐84 as:
“A retail establishment which offers for sale, primarily, the following types of articles: bread, milk,
cheese, canned and bottled foods and drinks, tobacco products, beer, wine, candy, papers and
magazines, and general hardware articles. Gasoline and/or fast food may also be offered for sale
but only as a secondary activity of a convenience store. If vehicular maintenance and service are
provided, the establishment is not classified as a convenience store.”
Parking Requirement
A convenience store with gasoline sales has a parking requirement of 1 space per every 250 sq.
ft. The proposed building will be 5,154 sq. ft. Per recent amendments to Code §72‐53.1.C.2.F, the
first 1,500 sq. ft. of commercial uses in Planned Development zoning districts are exempt from
the calculation. This leads to 1 space per 250 sq. ft. on a 3,654 sq. ft. calculable area. This leads
to a requirement of 15 parking spaces.
175% of 15 spaces is 27 spaces. Provision of more than 175% of the minimum number of parking
spaces requires a Special Exception. The applicant wishes to provide 50 parking spaces. The
rationale provided by the applicant is that Royal Farms has two uses: a gas station as well as a
fast‐food operation, and that the requested added parking is required to service both uses.
ZONING HISTORY
The property is subject to Ordinance 14‐03, a rezoning approved on January 14, 2014 by City
Council. The property was rezoned from industrial and residential zoning to Planned
Development‐Mixed Use, part of the development of ‘Telegraph Hill’. This commercial site and
adjoining townhouse development are now known as ‘Fredericksburg Park’. The single‐family
component of the project further south is identified as ‘Telegraph Hill’.
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The Fredericksburg Park property was rezoned to be developed as three separate land bays, each
subject to a Master Plan, approved by the Planning Director. Land Bay A is 1.7 acres, Land Bay B
is 7.9 acres, and Land Bay C is 9 acres.
The initial rezoning proffers designated Land Bays ‘C’ and ‘B’ for a maximum of 350 dwellings and
350,000 sq ft of commercial uses. The plan for this overall development had several iterations.
At each step the number of units and commercial square footage decreased. Land Bays ‘C’ and
‘B’ are now being developed as 204 townhomes. This commercial property constitutes Land Bay
‘A’. The General Development Plan is serving as the Master Plan for this Land Bay.
PLANNING COMMISSION – November 18, 2020
At the Planning Commission meeting on November 18, 2020, the Commissioners raised several
questions. There were concerns about the impact to the Virginia Central Railroad (VCR) trail
system, effect of lighting on adjacent properties, the ability of the local road system to handle
the anticipated traffic, and the environmental impact of additional impervious surface for the
requested extra parking. The applicant has revised the General Development Plan to address
these concerns:
VCR Trail Crossing: The applicant will install a stamped or colored asphalt crossing path for the
trail along the entrance to the site creating a high visibility crossing. There will be trail stop signs
at both trail routes on either side of the entrance, as well a stop sign and bicycle‐crossing sign for
vehicles exiting the site. The applicant will be installing a bike rack and a bike tool rack along the
Lafayette Boulevard side of the property, adjacent to the trail. The applicant will also be installing
a pedestrian‐crossing sign prior to the entrance along Alum Springs Road. The applicant has
shown how an alternative trail layout could work, in Exhibit 15 of their revised application
material.
Fumes: The applicant will install a ‘Grease Grabber Multistage Filtration System’ or equivalent
system to mitigate potential grease fumes.
Lafayette Corridor Overlay: The applicant revised its building plans, so that outdoor seating is
switched from the Blue‐Gray Parkway side of the building, to the VCR Trail and Alum Spring Road
side. Additional window awnings have been added as well as and a wider door on the building
facade facing Lafayette Boulevard.
Lighting: Lighting requirements shall be met per §72‐58.2.D, however a site plan exception is
expected for increased lighting levels immediately under the canopy and at the building
entrances to address Royal Farms Specifications. The lighting plan and site plan exception
request will be submitted and reviewed as part of the submission of the major site plan
application. All fixtures shall be full cut‐off and downward facing in compliance with §72‐58. This
is a common need for gasoline facilities, especially under the canopies.
Environmental Impact: The applicant is proposing to install two Filterra Bioretention facilities to
offset any downstream environmental degradation that may be caused by additional parking on‐
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site. The two bioretention facilities will remove an additional 0.10 LBS/YR of phosphorus, which
is comparable to the treatment requirements if the parking were a stand‐alone project. Overall,
the project is proposing to utilize on‐site BMP’s to remove twice the LBS/YR of phosphorus
required in the regulations. The use of underground bioretention facilities, as opposed to other
BMP’s, is appropriate for this project due to maintenance concerns and spacing restrictions.
The proposed location of foundational plantings, shifted to adjacent planting areas, will require
a site plan exception, but is a reasonable request.
PLANNING COMMISSION – December 2, 2020
The Planning Commission continued the November 18th public hearing to December 2nd. 17
public comments were read into the record. All comments were in opposition to the request.
Commissioner Pates made a motion to recommend denial, for five reasons:
1. The project is not part of a Planned Development as it is not part of a larger, integrated
development plan.
2. The design in not in compliance with the Lafayette Boulevard Gateway Corridor Overlay
District.
3. The impact of traffic onto Lafayette Boulevard is not in keeping with planning best
practices.
4. The impact onto the trail system is not in keeping with planning best practices.
5. The impact to the National Park Service is not is not in keeping with planning best
practices.
Following discussion Mr. Pates withdrew his motion. The Commission voted to defer a decision
to a later date, so as to allow the applicant to respond to comments from the public and the
Commission. The items for review were set for a re‐advertised public hearing for the Planning
Commission at its January 13th, 2021 meeting.
UPDATES
Following the discussion at the Planning Commission meeting on December 2nd, the applicant
revised their plans. The changes include:
1. Moving the FRED Transit bus stop further into the site, increasing the line‐of‐sight
distance from the entrance towards Alum Springs Road, so it is now an uninterrupted 202
ft.
2. Placing a 6 ft. tall fence as an additional buffer device on the north‐west side of the
property
3. A January 5th letter from the National Park Service to City Staff stating that the
development will have minimal impact.
4. Additional exhibits, including information (reviewed below) showing that the number of
trips crossing the proposed driveway is significantly less than trail street crossings
elsewhere in the City.
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SPECIAL USE PERMIT ANALYSIS
Special User Permit applications are evaluated according to the criteria contained in the UDO,
Section 72‐22.6, as follows:
(1) The proposed special use at a specified location shall be:
(a) In harmony with the adopted Comprehensive Plan;
The property lies within Land Use Planning Area 9: Braehead/National Park. Opportunities
for this area include:
‐Provide for appropriate commercial development along the Blue and Gray Parkway.
‐Respect the battlefield lines of sight
The future land use map in the Comprehensive Plan designates this property as Planned
Development/Mixed Use. This category provides for:
“The Planned Development‐Mixed Use category encourages office, retail, and residential
uses, designed in a unified and cohesive manner. The intent is to promote development
that has a pedestrian‐scale, urban forms and amenities, and pedestrian links within the
development as well to the larger community. Many areas of the City suitable for
redevelopment would benefit from the substantial flexibility from conventional use
districts, with their dimensional requirements. As noted above, the City seeks to replace
the Commercial‐Shopping Center and Commercial‐Highway districts with this Planned
Development– Mixed Use category that is more suitable to an urban environment. Specific
regulations for such mixed use areas would establish a variety of levels of intensity, to
reflect specific neighborhood characteristics and circumstances.”
The applicant contends that market forces no longer support the original degree of mixed‐
use contemplated for the site.
Lafayette Boulevard Overlay
The subject property is located with the Gateway District of the Lafayette Corridor Overlay, which
identifies this portion of Lafayette Boulevard as a transition from the suburban outskirts of the
city to the urban downtown. The building façade facing Lafayette Boulevard has a pedestrian
entrance, which is required, however, the remainder of the façade is opaque. The rear façade
presents as an entrance to the building, with a wider door and additional window awnings. The
building is split into distinct bottom middle, and upper façades, in accordance with the guidelines.
The applicants have worked to address the goals of the design guidelines and shift the building
and site design to meet the standards. This included mirroring the initial building design and
ensuring that active and visually interesting building elevations would face toward Lafayette
Boulevard. The quality of the materials proposed is in accordance with the corridor guidelines
and with the development site as a whole. Additionally, the proposed signs have been designed
to meet the standards for the overlay, including material compatibility, understated lighting,
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limited size, and site placement. Overall, the current proposal is in accordance with the overlay
standards.
(b) In harmony with the purpose and intent of the zoning district regulations;
The purpose of the Planned Development‐Mixed‐Use (PDMU) Zoning District states “…to
promote areas appropriate for office, retail, and residential uses, designed in a unified and
cohesive manner in order to create an attractive environment in which to live, work and
recreate.”
The proposed commercial use would constitute part of the ‘mixed‐use’ of Telegraph Hill,
with the other use being the residences under construction. The PDMU district has several
requirements for development:
1. §72‐33.3.A, B, and C.: Development must occur in conformance with the General
Development Plan.
The applicant has prepared a GDP, a copy of which is attached.
2. §72‐33.3.D: Buildings containing ground floor retail are permitted at a maximum
building height of 85 feet, though structures exceeding 40 feet in height shall be set
back from any single‐family residential district a distance equal to a distance not less
than one foot for each one foot of height in excess of 40 feet. The maximum floor area
ratio (FAR) for non‐residential uses is 2. The proposed use does not affect residential
density.
The proposed structure will be 21.9 feet tall from the ground to the parapet, with a
steeple rising up to 38.5 feet. Per the applicant the FAR for this site is 0.07.
3. §72‐33.3.E: At least 15% of the total gross area of the site must be landscaped open
space.
The applicant states at least 25% of the open space is landscaped.
4. §72‐33.3.G: At least 20% of the buildings containing commercial uses within the
district must contain at least two of the following uses: professional office, retail, and
multifamily dwellings on an upper floor. Parking spaces must be landscaped, parking
areas must be at least 25 feet from the boundary line for residential development,
and loading/refuse areas must be at least 100 feet from boundary lines adjacent to
residential development and must also be screened from view of adjacent streets and
residential areas.
The applicant is proposing a 100% commercial structure, with one principal use.
Approval of this Special Use Permit will waive the requirement to have a 20% mix of
uses. The applicant states the other requirements are met.
(c) In harmony with the existing uses or planned uses of neighboring properties.
Telegraph Hill was designed to have a mixture of residential and commercial uses. This
constitutes the commercial aspect of the development. The original development was to
have up to 350,000 sq. ft. of commercial use; this proposal is a significant reduction from
that previously approved level of intensity.
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In considering an application for a Special Use Permit, the City Council shall consider potential
adverse impacts including:
1. Traffic or parking congestion;
The original Fredericksburg Park rezoning requires the applicant to upgrade Lafayette
Boulevard to a four lane divided road along the frontage of the project. The upgrade
includes a roundabout at the intersection of Rampart Drive and Lafayette Boulevard. It
also realigns the intersection of Alum Springs Road and Lafayette Boulevard. The Alum
Springs / Lafayette intersection is a limited access intersection and would not permit left
turns out of Alum Springs Drive northbound onto Lafayette Boulevard.
The original rezoning set maximum use parameters at 350 total residential units and
350,000 square feet of non‐residential use but did not set minimums. As the project has
built out, those numbers have been reduced to 204 total residential units and the
proposed Royal Farms convenience and gasoline sales use.
Per the applicant, the total trip generation that the Fredericksburg Park site was designed
for would have included 2,605 daily trips for 350 town houses, as well as 14,092 trips for
350,000 sq. ft. of retail space. The actual townhouse development is 204 units with 1,501
total vehicle trips, while the proposed retail space (this Royal Farms application) will be
5,154 sq. ft. with total 4,314 daily trips.
Generally, the upgrade of Lafayette Boulevard and relocation of the Alum Springs /
Lafayette Boulevard intersection are sufficient to handle the proposed traffic with one
exception. The addition of this use at the Alum Springs / Lafayette intersection requires
that the proposed southbound right‐turn from Lafayette Boulevard onto Alum Springs
serving the site be upgraded to include a full 100 foot turn lane and 100 foot long taper
in accordance with VDOT standards. Such a lane is shown on their GDP.
The trail crossing has been compared to existing trail crossings in the City. The trail
crossing near the Canal along Princess Anne Street has 12,000 vehicle trips a day, and the
trail crossing at Caroline and Germania Street has 6,000 trips a day. Both of these
crossings are more than the 4,314 daily trips this use is anticipated to generate. Both trail
crossings operate safely while having less safety‐devices than what will be built here.
2. Noise, lights, dust, odor, fumes, vibration, and other factors which adversely affect the
natural environment;
The GDP shows landscaping around the entire property. Additional landscaping has been
provided along the entirety of the parking lot, and along Blue‐Gray Parkway and Lafayette
Boulevard.
The purpose of the City’s exterior lighting regulations is to:
1) Regulate lighting to assure that excessive light spillage and glare are not directed at
adjacent lands, neighboring areas, and motorists;
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2) Ensure that all site lighting is designed and installed to maintain adequate lighting

levels on site;
3) Provide security for persons and land.
Lighting standards include standards for hours of illumination, shielding, maximum
height, and maximum illumination value. Gas stations typically request illumination
values under their canopies that exceed the permitted maximum illumination levels on‐
site. The appropriateness of these types of exceptions may depend on shielding all
lighting elements from surrounding residential uses. Lighting requirements shall be met
per §72‐58.2.D except that a site plan exception will be requested for increased lighting
levels immediately under the canopy and at the building entrances to address Royal
Farms Specifications.
Fumes will arise from the cooking process for fried foods and preparation of other meals.
The applicant will mitigate these fumes with a system designed to capture grease fumes.
The amount of parking requested will result in additional impervious surface and an
increase in nutrient runoff. An analysis of these impacts and the means to mitigating
them are discussed in the Special Exception analysis below.
3. Discouragement of economic development activities that may provide desirable
employment or enlarge the tax base;
The use constitutes economic development. Based on information assembled by the
City’s Economic Development Director, the use would yield approximately $200,000‐
$250,000 in annual tax revenue, along with approximately 35 jobs with an average hourly
wage of $12.50.
4. Undue density of population or intensity of use in relation to the community facilities
existing or available;
Not applicable.
5. Reduction in the availability of affordable housing in the neighborhood;
Not applicable, this Special Use application is for a commercial use.
6. Impact on school population and facilities;
Not applicable, this Special Use application is for a commercial use.
7. Destruction of or encroachment upon conservation or historic districts;
The property is not located with the Historic district, nor is it within the battlefield lines
of sight as shown on Map 11 on page 8‐7 of the 2015 Comprehensive Plan. The
Superintendent of the Fredericksburg‐Spotsylvania National Battlefield was sent the
application via email on November 5th, for review and comment. The applicant, staff, and
the Park Service met on December 16th to review revised plans. The National Park Service
sent the Planning Dept. a letter on January 5, 2021. In the letter the Park Service states
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“…we believe that the Royal Farms development will have a minimal impact upon the park
and its resources.”
8. Conformity with federal, state and local laws, as demonstrated and certified by the
applicant; and
The applicant states they have conformed to all federal, state, and local laws.
9. Massing and scale of the project.
The parcel will be developed as part of the Land Bay ‘A’ Master Plan/General
Development Plan.
SPECIAL EXCEPTION ANALYSIS
Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) § 72‐22.7 contains review criteria that the Planning
Commission and City Council shall use when evaluating an application for a Special Exception.
These criteria are:
1. Consistency with the UDO:
The proposed use is located within a Planned Development Mixed‐Use development.
The proposed use would constitute the commercial development of a mixed‐use project.
Fredericksburg Park was designed with this parcel, and others, to be used for
commercial/office space. Due to changing market conditions, this is the sole commercial
aspect of the development.
2. Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan (CP)
The Comprehensive Plan designates this area for Planned Development/Mixed‐Use. This
category encourages office, retail, and residential uses, designed in a unified and cohesive
manner. As part of a master planned development, this project satisfies the following
goals identified in the Comprehensive Plan:
Transportation Goals
Goal 8: Urban Development Areas
Recognize that the entire City of Fredericksburg is a strategic growth area within the
region and continue to ensure that land use decisions recognize that compact, integrated
development is the best use of finite urban space.
Business Opportunity Goals
Goal 3: Business Development
Ensure the City can accommodate and capture its projected share of regional economic
growth, by actively recruiting desired new businesses and providing for retail and office
space development in areas identified for growth.
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Environmental Protection Goals
Goal 2: Watersheds
Protect the ecological integrity of the Rappahannock River watershed from inappropriate
development, in order to ensure the highest water quality and to preserve natural
resources for the benefit of present and future generations.
Goal 4: Water Quality
Improve water quality through implementation of best management practices for
stormwater management, erosion and sediment control, and wastewater treatment that
meet or exceed the Commonwealth of Virginia’s regulatory requirements.
3. Whether there has been a sufficient period of time for investigation and community
planning with respect to the application.
The Technical Review Committee has completed its review and the applicant has
responded to comments made by the Committee and the Planning Commission.
4. Whether the special exception is consistent with the principles of good zoning practice,
including the purposes of the district in which the special exception would be located,
existing and planned uses of surrounding land, and the characteristics of the property
involved.
See discussion related to stormwater quality controls below.
5. Whether the proposed use or aspect of the development requiring the special exception
is special, extraordinary or unusual.
The applicant is proposing a convenience store with gasoline sales. Royal Farms believe
the fast‐food aspect of the use warrants additional parking beyond the Code minimums.
This is fairly debatable, but plausible.
The purpose of the City’s parking maximums is to protect environmental features from
issues related to excess storm water runoff. Surplus parking may be appropriate if the
parking is designed to exceed storm water treatment requirements on‐site. The applicant
has incorporated Best Management Practice (BMP) from the Virginia Stormwater
Management BMP Clearing House approved for post‐construction use to meet the total
phosphorus water quality requirements of the Virginia Stormwater Management
Program regulation. The BMP chosen is a ‘Filterra’ system, in which stormwater runoff
enter a landscaped concrete container, where the filter media captures and immobilizes
pollutants.
6. Whether the proposed exception potentially results in any adverse impacts on the
surrounding neighborhood, or the community in general; and if so, whether there are
any reasonable conditions of approval that would satisfactorily mitigate such impacts.
Additional impervious surface dedicated to parking creates additional storm water runoff
as described above. This issue should be mitigated.
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CONCLUSION
The applicant is requesting a Special Use Permit for a convenience store with gasoline sales, and
a Special Exception of parking in excess of 175% of the required amount. If approved, the new
business would provide approximately 35 new jobs and over $200,000 in annual tax revenue. The
applicant has worked with the National Park Service and City Staff to modify their plans in
response to the comments. Approval is recommended, subject to conditions.
ATTACHMENTS:
1. Revised GDP
2. Applicant exhibits
3. Public Comments
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EXHIBIT #4

EXHIBIT #4

EXHIBIT #5

BATTLEFIELD LINES OF SIGHT
Fredericksburg has a distinctive skyline, established
during a period of ambitious construction during the
1840s and 50s. The iconic view includes the steeples of
St. George’s Church (1849) and Fredericksburg Baptist
Church (1855) as well as the cupola of the Fredericksburg Court House (1852). The many photographs and
sketches that came out of the Civil War established this
tures and there are three overlooks of this historic vista
within the Fredericksburg and Spotsylvania National Military Park – at Chatham, Willis Hill, and Lee’s Hill.
When reviewing development/redevelopment within
any new features will extend above the horizon within
the viewsheds. A new building that would remain below
visible tree lines and buildings would not be considered
intrusive, but a new building that would break the horizon would need to be addressed to ensure it would not
tional Park Service has the challenge of establishing vistas that give a feel of the 1860s landscape, which is the
ongoing construction is part of the City’s history. As a
consequence, the policy to evaluate lines-of-sight does
not seek to avoid anything new being visible. Essentially
everything is visible. Instead, the policy is to avoid visual

HISTORIC SITES ON THE CITY’S WATERSHED
PROPERTY
Fredericksburg owns nearly 4,800 acres of riparian propford, Culpeper, Orange, and Fauquier Counties). Fully
4,232 acres have been placed in a conservation easement
and many historic sites on this acreage have been carefulsettlements there, as well as sturdy canal locks, military
entrenchments, gold mines, foundations of industrial
mills, road traces, and more. The City presented this extensive mix of historic sites in a publication called Historic Resources Along the Rappahannock and Rapidan
Rivers.
Most of this upriver acreage is relatively inaccessible by
land, but canoeing and other river activities are feasible
through various boat ramps. The City permits low-intensity recreation, but does not allow the integrity of the
natural and historic resources to be compromised. Some
areas could be integrated into a tourism program where
canoes or other craft are the vehicle of access. In adinformation, through archaeological investigation. City
policy is to tread lightly in natural areas and leave its riparian property unencumbered by signs and wayside panels.

lines of sight are shown on Map 11

FIGURE 41CONFEDERATE EARTHWORKS WITHIN THE FREDERICKSBURG AND
SPOTSYLVANIA NATIONAL MILITARY PARK
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United States Department of the Interior
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

IN REPLY REFER TO:

Fredericksburg and Spotsylvania
National Military Park
120 Chatham Lane
Fredericksburg, Virginia 22405

1.A.1 (FRSP)

January 5, 2021
sent electronically
Mr. James Newman
Zoning Administrator
City of Fredericksburg
jdnewman@fredericksburgva.gov
715 Princess Anne Street
Fredericksburg, VA 22401
Dear Mr. Newman:
Thank you for the opportunity for a site meeting with the applicant for the Royal Farms project
at Fredericksburg Park to review the proposal and our concerns regarding potential effects upon
the National Military Park. We greatly appreciate the time and effort that Mr. Klebanoff and his
team put into their presentation to respond to our questions and concerns when we met last
month.
After reviewing the exhibits provided by the applicant’s consultant, we believe that the Royal
Farms development will have a minimal impact upon the park and its resources. We concur that
the development site, being at a lower elevation than Lee Drive or the core of the National
Cemetery property on Marye’s Heights, will have minimal effect upon the line of sight from
National Park Service lands. Landscape screening in key locations along Lafayette Boulevard
and the proposed townhomes in Fredericksburg Park will also serve to diminish views of the
convenience store and its fuel service operation from Lee Drive. Likewise, the wooded buffer on
the slopes above Hazel Run will screen out most views of the development from open areas of
the National Cemetery. The positioning of the building, with its shorter elevation facing Lee
Drive, will also help to minimize any visual effect.
We also concur with the assessment that the proposed alterations and improvements to the
Lafayette Boulevard corridor will address concerns regarding traffic flow. With a channelized
right turn lane on southbound Lafayette Boulevard providing ingress to Alum Spring Road and
the Royal Farms entrance, and egress from the site limited to a right turn onto southbound
Lafayette Boulevard, we believe that the proposed improvements will eliminate the likelihood of
turning conflicts. The addition of a dedicated left turn lane from northbound Lafayette, with 150
feet provided for stacking vehicles, will provide sufficient space for motorists to access the
development without compromising traffic flow on Lafayette or adversely affecting the
functioning of the roundabout at Lee Drive.

We are also in agreement that the design of the Royal Farms development will not detract from
neighboring park properties at Lee Drive or Marye’s Heights. With a height of five feet, the
monument style sign meets the accepted design standards and will not be visually intrusive. The
building design likewise meets design standards. As we noted in our earlier comments, its color
palette with muted tones of red brick and brown stone, will tend to blend in with neighboring
development. The use of a cupola, a standard design element for Royal Farms, initially raised
questions for us. However, the line of sight analysis indicates that only the peak of the cupola
may rise into view, and that may be obscured by landscape plantings along Lafayette Boulevard.
Finally, we are mindful that the Royal Farms development represents a significant reduction in
the scale of commercial development that had been proposed previously at Fredericksburg Park.
We recognize that this will result in minimal impacts to the park compared to a larger scale
commercial project in this area, while also providing desired services to motorists at a busy
crossroads in the city.
As always, we appreciate the opportunity to work with the City of Fredericksburg, to ensure that
we maintain the historic character of our community and to protect the nationally significant
resources that are entrusted to our care. If we may be of further assistance, please do not hesitate
to contact us.
Sincerely,

Kirsten Talken-Spaulding
Superintendent
Cc: Charles R. Johnston, Director, Community Planning and Building Department

Exhibit 10
Royal Farms At Fredericksburg Park
Memorandum Response to National Park Service Letter dated November 22, 2020
1/4/2021

A. Line of Sight/View Shed from Lee Drive ‐
Royal Farms building is 650 feet from the Lee Drive exit
Lee Drive exit onto Lafayette Blvd. is a free‐flow merge into a roundabout and is not
a likely stopping point for a view to the horizon 650 feet away
There is a narrow location for the car in which the view window is available
to the Royal Farms building
Existing trees and landscape material on east side of Lafayette Blvd. obscures view to
Royal Farms project at the Lee Drive exit
View angle from Lee Drive exit has only the convenience store potentially in the view shed
Fuel canopy is not visible from Lee Drive exit ‐ blocked by townhouse elevations
Fuel canopy elevation at 19 feet above a pad elevation of 71 = 90
Elevation changes from Lee Drive exit to the Royal Farms building will leave only the
top three feet of the cupola potentially visible
Landscape screens occur at three places along the view shed ‐
Median of Laff. Blvd. ‐ trees at elevation 118 at TH area; RF Cupola at 109
Renders cupola not visible
Along Fredericksburg Park townhouse landscape areas
Royal Farms landscape plantings directly in front of RF elevation
Royal Farms elevation facing Lee Drive exit is only 50 feet wide and is an attractive
perspective/elevation
Convenience store is a by‐right use and the fuel service canopy will not be visible to
Lee Drive entrance to the park
See Exhibit 1 prepared by Bowman for detailed information
*There is no impact to the Lee Drive entrance or exit "view" to the extent one exists
from the Royal Farms development due to distance, narrow view window,
free flow roundabout, elevation changes, and multiple landscape screens
B. Line of Sight/View Shed from Marye's Heights and the National Cemetery ‐
Royal Farms building is 1350 to 1750 LF from the referenced portions of the cemetery
See Exhibit 2 distance and buffer width measurements and photo log references
Photos are on sheet 2 of Exhibit 2 ‐ illustrate obscured view to Fred Park
Extensive forest buffer between the open portions of the cemetery and the Royal Farms
project render the RF project not viewable during the foliage season of the
buffer and almost fully obscured as well during winter months
See photographs along the southern brick wall and Marye's Heights that
illustrate that the RF site is almost fully obscured in winter months
*There is no impact to the cemetery "view" to the extent one exists from the
Royal Farms development due to distance and forest buffer

C. Is the Royal Farms project a distraction? ‐
Royal Farms operation is a service provider available to any visitors to the park
or cemetery that desire its services
Royal Farms project is a distinct improvement over the previous towing operation
in terms of architecture, operation and service to park visitors
Along the path between Lee Drive and the cemetery, the uses are predominantly
industrial and in need of renovation/redevelopment
If a park visitor elects to use the Royal Farms services, this should be considered an
added convenience to the visitor
*The Royal Farms project is a first class development at a highway commercial corner
that can be viewed as an amenity to the neighborhood and should, in our
opinion, be viewed favorably by the NPS to their interests
D and E. What impact will the Royal Farms project have on traffic on Lafayette Blvd and turning
movements?
Driveway entrance for Royal Farms is on Alum Spring Road, not Lafayette Blvd, and
its entrance will have no impact on LB; Alum Spring Road has and will have
minimal traffic
Lafayette Blvd is being improved in accordance with plans designed to handle
significantly more residential and commercial development
than is being built and developed ‐ see Exhibit 3
Alum Spring intersection with Lafayette Blvd is being shifted south 150 feet to improve
function at Blue and Gray intersection and Alum Spring intersection
Alum Spring left turn onto Lafayette Blvd is being eliminated ‐ no conflict with Lafayette
Access onto Alum Spring Road to Royal Farms is provided in only two circumstances ‐
Free flowing right turn channelized lane on southbound Lafayette Blvd
that has no conflicts with any other traffic on Lafayette Blvd.
Left turn lane from Lafayette Blvd with 150 feet of stacking and 100 feet
of taper
All traffic from Blue and Gray and southbound Lafayette Blvd will be using
a channelized right turn lane ‐ approx. 85 to 90% of patrons
to store
Traffic exiting Alum Spring Road onto Lafayette Blvd occurs at the right out
only which means that the traffic joins Lafayette Blvd only when there
are gaps in the traffic; otherwise, it waits on Alum Spring Road
Link capacity in Lafayette Blvd with the improvements to 4 lanes is 1900 vehicles per hour
per lane and the existing road traffic is estimated to be 431 per hour per lane
in the peak hour ‐ see Exhibit 3
Royal Farms traffic is 76% pass‐by traffic, not a significant primary traffic generator
Traffic signals at Blue and Gray Parkway and Twin Lakes Drive provide the gaps
for the roundabout to function smoothly as well as the Alum Spring and
Lafayette Blvd intersections
Road network has been designed to maximize the free flow of traffic in the corridor
through the use of the roundabout and traffic signal created gaps
Royal Farms has no interest in a site if there are going to be traffic access or circulation
problems ‐ they are a "convenience" store that requires ease of entry and exit

* The Royal Farms development will not negatively impact Lafayette Blvd traffic or
the intersection of Alum Spring Road and Lafayette Blvd, and this is not
an intersection that impacts the roundabout access to Lee Drive
F and G. Architectural Design Elements ‐
Monument sign along Lafayette Blvd is only 5 feet high consistent with the design
guidelines
Building design and materials satisfy the Lafayette Corridor Design Guidelines
Lighting, landscaping, signage and other elements will meet City required ordinances
Cupola is a standard design element for Royal Farms and will be barely visible, if at all,
from the Lee Drive exit
See Royal Farms colored elevation renderings dated 11‐30‐20
*Royal Farms architecture, colors, and materials are generally considered
best in class in the industry along with their food service

EXHIBIT #11

Memorandum
To:

Steven Klebanoff / Sumner Partners, LLC

CC:
From: Carlos G. Garcia, P.E.
Michael J. Young, P.E.
Date: 1/4/2021
Re:

Royal Farms #441 Fredericksburg Park
Traffic Operations (Lafayette Blvd and Alum Spring Road Intersection)

As requested, Bowman has reviewed the traffic operations pertinent to the roadway
improvements at the intersection of Lafayette Blvd and Alum Spring Road.
Existing Conditions:
At this unsignalized intersection, Lafayette Boulevard has a posted speed limit of 35 mph and Alum
Spring Road has a posted speed limit of 25 mph. Figure 1 depicts the existing intersection
configuration of Lafayette Boulevard and Alum Spring Road.

Figure 1
Lafayette Boulevard is currently a two-lane roadway south of Route 3 with an average of 21,000
vehicles per day. Within the vicinity of Alum Spring Road, the southbound approach on Lafayette
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Boulevard transitions from two lanes to one lane; the transition limits extend beyond the intersection
with Alum Spring Road.
The northbound approach currently provides an exclusive left turn lane (40 ft taper and 100 ft
storage), a through lane, and an exclusive right turn lane (50 ft taper and 75 ft storage).
The southbound approach currently provides a through lane and a lane drop transition of 150 ft.
The transition from a two lane to one lane roadway extends beyond the intersection of Alum Spring
Road.
The Alum Spring Road approach (Eastbound) is currently a two-lane roadway controlled by a stop
sign, and all turning movements are allowed at the intersection with Lafayette Boulevard.
The westbound approach to the intersection currently provides full access to a private driveway that
serves the mulch business and collision center.
Proposed Roadway Improvements
Background Information
The City of Fredericksburg approved a development program on the western side of Lafayette
Boulevard at this location consisting of 350 units of residential housing and a 350,000 SF
commercial space. As part of this approval process, a set of roadway improvements were
proffered that would be required along Lafayette Boulevard to facilitate the additional traffic
associated with the proposed development.
The proposed improvements along this corridor are outlined below.
Proposed Improvements
The location of the intersection has been moved further south (approximately 150 ft) and the
approved lane configuration is shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2
As observed in Figure 2, Lafayette Boulevard will be widened from a two-lane roadway to a fourlane roadway south of Route 3. Within the vicinity of Alum Spring Road, the southbound direction
will have two exclusive lanes for consistency with the roadway section north of Route 3 (The current
lane drop transition is eliminated).
The northbound approach will provide an exclusive left turn lane at Alum Spring Road (100 ft taper
and 150 ft storage) and two through lanes.
The southbound approach will provide two through lanes and an exclusive right turn lane at Alum
Spring Road (100 ft taper and 100 ft storage). The transition from a two-lane roadway to one-lane
roadway extending beyond the intersection of Alum Spring Road is eliminated.
The construction of these additional through lanes along Lafayette Boulevard will improve the
existing vehicular capacity for this roadway segment by providing motorists with an additional lane
of travel in each direction. Additionally, there are upgrades under construction at the intersection of
Lafayette Boulevard and Alum Spring Road, which will further enhance the traffic operations and
vehicular capacity of this roadway segment.
The lane configuration of the intersection of Lafayette Boulevard and Alum Spring Road has been
reduced from a 4-way intersection to a limited 3-way intersection (Right-in/Right-out/Left-in). The
Alum Spring Road approach (Eastbound) will operate as a right turn only; a traffic island will be
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constructed to channelize right turning movements in and out of Alum Spring Road. Furthermore, a
median along Lafayette Boulevard will be installed to channelize and protect northbound left turning
movements from Lafayette Boulevard to Alum Spring Road.
The approved design under construction reduces the number of conflicting maneuvers at this
intersection, provides channelization devices to guide turning movements in and out of the
intersection, and adds an additional lane of traffic for the north and southbound approaches on
Lafayette Boulevard.
These improvements will facilitate traffic flow along Lafayette Boulevard by adding capacity and
by limiting the number of conflicting maneuvers at the intersection with Alum Spring Road.
Furthermore, the southbound lane reduction is eliminated, which should reduce weaving
conflicts at this location.
Access to Alum Spring Road is expected to operate at acceptable levels of service as the new
design reduces the number of conflicting maneuvers and channelizes/protects turning
movements in and out of the roadway.
The traffic signal at Lafayette Boulevard and Route 3 intersection should serve as a metering
factor that would create gaps along Lafayette Boulevard facilitating vehicle access into and out
of Alum Spring Road.
The proposed roundabout south of Alum Spring Road is expected to serve as a traffic calming
measure while maintaining traffic flow along the Lafayette Boulevard Corridor.
Existing vs. Proposed Traffic Operations Comparison
To analyze the traffic operations along Lafayette Boulevard with the proposed improvements in
place, the Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) information published by VDOT for the year 2019
was used. The published data indicates that this segment of Lafayette Boulevard has an AADT
of 21,000 vehicles per day.
The published AADT information contains two variables: the K Factor and the Directional Factor.
The published K Factor for this roadway segment is 0.082 (estimate of the peak hour traffic
volume), and the published Directional Factor is 0.527 (estimate of the highest direction of traffic
during the peak hour). Therefore, the existing conditions projected peak hour traffic along
Lafayette Boulevard was developed as follows:
21,000 vehicles * 0.082 * 0.527 = 908 peak hour vehicles in the highest travel direction.
21,000 vehicles * 0.082 – 908 = 814 peak hour vehicles in the lower travel direction.
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The peak hour traffic volumes above were used to compare the proposed roadway
improvements along Lafayette Boulevard to the existing conditions as follows:
EXISTING CONDITIONS
(one through lane in each direction)
10,500 vehicles per day per lane
908 vehicles per hour per lane (highest dir.)

PROPOSED CONDITIONS
(two through lanes in each direction)
5,250 vehicles per day per lane
454 vehicles per hour per lane (highest dir.)

The calculations above outline an additional peak hour capacity available of 454 vehicles per
lane when the road improvements are completed in the highest direction of traffic when
compared to existing conditions.
Traffic Impact of Proposed Development
Since the original approval of the roadway improvements, the proposed development has been
reduced to include 204 residential units and a 5,154 SF Royal Farms with fuel service in lieu of
the 350 residential units and 350,000 SF commercial space.
Table 1 outlines the projected trips associated with the new reduced development. The
projected trips include both primary trips (trips that are brand new to the roadway network) and
pass-by trips (trips that are already on the roadway network and then temporarily diverted into
the site before continuing on to their original destination).
Table 1. Trip Generation
Development

Land Use

Size

Units

Total Trips
In

Out

(1)

Pass-By Trips

(2)

Primary Trips

Total

In

Out

Total

In

Out

Total

Weekday AM Peak Hour
Townhomes

220

Super Convenience Market/Gas
Station

960

204

DU

5,154 / 16 SF / FP

Total, AM Peak Hour

22

72

94

0

0

0

22

72

94

235

235

470

179

179

358

56

56

112

257

307

564

179

179

358

78

128

206

Weekday PM Peak Hour
Townhomes

220

Super Convenience Market/Gas
Station

960

204

DU

5,154 / 16 SF / FP

Total, PM Peak Hour

70

41

111

0

0

0

70

41

111

193

192

385

147

146

293

46

46

92

263

233

496

147

146

293

116

87

203

(1) Based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition.
(2) Based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Handbook, 3rd Edition.

As shown in Table 1, the proposed development is anticipated to add a maximum of 206
primary trips during the morning peak hour (and 203 primary trips during the evening peak
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hour). These added trips to the roadway network translates to 55 additional trips per lane in the
highest direction of traffic during the AM peak hour using the 0.527 Directional Factor included
in the published VDOT information (206 vehicles/2 lanes*0.527 = 55 vehicles per lane).
This projected maximum increase in peak hour trips per lane of 55 vehicles falls well below the
excess capacity being built of 454 additional vehicles per lane.
Additionally, the proposed roadway improvements were approved by the City of Fredericksburg
during a proffered rezoning process based on the traffic studies associated with a development
program consisting of 350 units of residential housing and a 350,000 SF commercial space. The
roadway improvements were developed to mitigate the much greater site traffic associated with
this development.
Since the time of the City’s rezoning approval, the development has been reduced to include
204 residential units and the 5,154 SF Royal Farms with fuel service. Based on this update to the
proposed plan, the total trips per day associated with the new development are projected to be
several thousand less per day than the original development.
Tables 2 and 3 outline the difference in projected trip generation between the previous
development plan and the current proposal:
Table 2. Residential Units – GDP vs. Proposed
Trip Generation (Per ITE Trip Generation Manual - 10th Edition)
Approved GDP
Residential

Proposed
Residential

Difference

350 Townhomes 204 Townhomes
Total Daily Trips

2,605

1,501

-1,104

Table 3. Retail Units – GDP vs. Proposed Royal Farms
Trip Generation (Per ITE Trip Generation Manual - 10th Edition)
Approved GDP Proposed Royal
Retail
Farms
Difference
350,000 SF
5,154 SF / 16 FP
Total Daily Trips

14,092

4,314

-9,778

As shown in Tables 2 and 3, the proposed development includes less units of residential and
less square footage of retail than what was originally approved by the City of Fredericksburg at
this location. As a result, the potential impact of the proposed development is significantly less
than the approved land use and density at this location.
6
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Therefore, because the proposed Royal Farms is anticipated to generate significantly fewer
vehicular trips than the original planned development, it should be expected that the proposed
development’s site traffic will be properly accommodated within this approved roadway
network.
Conclusions
The improvements under construction will improve traffic flow and reduce traffic congestion
along Lafayette Boulevard by adding capacity and reducing the number of conflicting
movements with Alum Spring Road.
Additionally, due to the constructed right-out only operation of Alum Spring Road, the site
traffic associated with the proposed Royal Farms should be accommodated within the
intersection of Lafayette Boulevard and Alum Spring Road.
The proposed improvements along Lafayette Boulevard are expected to provide an additional
capacity of 454 vehicles per lane in the highest direction of traffic when compared to existing
conditions. The proposed development is projected to add a maximum of 55 vehicles per lane
to the highest direction of traffic – falling well below the additional capacity available of 454
additional vehicles per lane.
Finally, the proposed roadway improvements were initially approved by the City of
Fredericksburg during a proffered rezoning process based on the traffic studies associated with
a development program consisting of 350 units of residential housing and a 350,000 SF
commercial space. The roadway improvements were developed to mitigate the much greater
site traffic associated with the original development.
Since the time of the City’s approval, the development has been reduced to include 204
residential units and the 5,154 SF Royal Farms with fuel service. The total trips projected to be
generated by this revised development are many thousand per day below the original
development.
Therefore, because the proposed Royal Farms will generate significantly fewer vehicular trips
than the original planned development, it is expected that the proposed development’s site
traffic will be properly accommodated within this approved roadway network.

7

Exhibit 12
Memorandum on Traffic Issues
All traffic data provided by Bowman Transportation ‐ See Exhibit 3 with attached memorandums
1/4/2021
A. Proffered Zoning Commercial Development Approved ‐ 350,000 SF Commercial
Commercial Total Trips Generated ‐ 14,092
Commercial Net Trips Generated (Non Pass‐by Trips) ‐ 9,301
Royal Farms Commercial Total Trips ‐ 4,314
Royal Farms Net Trips Generated (Non Pass‐by Trips) ‐ 1,035
*Royal Farms trip generation is significantly less than approved by proffered zoning
for commercial square footage
Another way of understanding the reduction in development intensity, consider the
parking requirement reduction from the reduced development ‐
350,000 SF at 4/1,000 or 1400 spaces compared to 50 for Royal Farms to
illustrate the marked reduction of development intensity ‐ (28 times)
Note ‐ Residential density under construction for the townhouses of 204 is less than
the approved townhouse density of 350. The total daily trip saving is 1,104
trips which is in EXCESS of the Royal Farms net trips generated figure of 1,035

Note ‐ A convenience store without fuel (a by‐right use in the zone) only generates
390 daily trips fewer than the Royal Farms with fuel service use ‐ this is
only a 10% increase with the added fuel service
B. Lafayette Boulevard Improvements Under Construction ‐ Capacity increase with 4 lanes
Existing traffic count conditions ‐ Peak hour vehicles per lane = 861
After construction ‐ Peak hour vehicles per lane ‐ 431
Typical lane of traffic has approximate capacity of 1900 vehicles per hour before
reaching capacity failure levels
*Royal Farms trip generation will have no negative impact to the link capacity of
Lafayette Boulevard; excess trips of 1,469 per lane per hour are available
from existing traffic
Note ‐ Pass‐by traffic percentage rate for proposed Royal Farms ‐ 76%
Peak hour net trips average 102 in the peak hour
Spread of 102 trips across 4 lanes of traffic approximate 25 additional trips
on the link in the peak hour that are non pass‐by trips
Significant excess capacity exists in the Lafayette Blvd road system
after the Royal Farms net trips generated are considered

C. Intersection Related Improvements in the Lafayette Blvd. ("LB") Improvement Plan ‐
Alum Spring Road and LB intersection shifted 150 feet south from Blue and Gray Parkway
Eliminating the sudden merge for southbound traffic along Lafayette Blvd. as traffic enters
LB from Blue and Gray as the two southbound right lanes will now continue
south
Addition of a channelized, free‐flow southbound right turn lane from LB onto Alum Spring;
100 foot stacking lane plus 100 foot taper
Limiting the exiting Alum Spring approach onto LB to a right‐out only movement
Provision of an exclusive left turn lane for northbound traffic from LB onto Alum Spring;
150 foot stacking lane plus 100 foot taper
The Roundabout will maintain traffic flow along the LB corridor
The combination of these improvements with the traffic signal at Lafayette Blvd and
Blue and Gray Pkwy should serve as metering factors (traffic gap generators)
to facilitate movement in and out of Alum Spring Road
*The Royal Farms project is basically functioning with only a right‐in and right‐out onto
Lafayette Blvd so that there is minimal "friction" created at Alum Spring
and LB intersection. Traffic enters Alum Spring in a free flow movement via
the right turn lane and can only enter LB when traffic on LB permits.
Alum Spring Road is a low traffic road that provides the driveway entrance.
D. Summary and Conclusion ‐
The proffered road improvements are under construction and will be in place prior to
the opening of the Royal Farms store.
The widening of Lafayette Blvd. to 4 lanes along with the intersection improvements at
Alum Spring Road will properly serve the Royal Farms store
There is no objective basis on which to assert that the Royal Farms store will create a
"traffic problem" on the adjoining road network which should function as
designed
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Bowman Consulting Group, Ltd.
1300 Central Park Blvd.
Fredericksburg, Virginia 22401
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EXHIBIT #17

Memorandum
To:

Steven Klebanoff / Sumner Partners, LLC

CC:
From: Carlos G. Garcia, P.E.
Michael J. Young, P.E.
Date: 1/4/2021
Re:

Royal Farms #441 Fredericksburg Park
(Proposed pedestrian/bicycle crossing accessibility evaluation)

Bowman has designed the proposed pedestrian/bicycle crossing at the intersection of Alum
Spring Road and the proposed Royal Farms Driveway. This proposed crossing will make up a
small portion of the shared-use path, the Virginia Central Railway (VCR) trail. The design of the
pedestrian/bicycle crossing at the driveway was developed based on the parameters appropriate
to confirm safety and accessibility per Federal (FHWA), State (VDOT), and Local (City of
Fredericksburg) guidelines.
The following measures, which promote pedestrian and bicycle safety and awareness, were
included in the design:

PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE CROSSING SAFETY MEASURES
Advanced Warning Signs
The following advanced warning signs will be installed at the intersection of Alum Spring Road
and the proposed Royal Farms Driveway:
Stop Signs:
A standard stop sign will be installed for vehicles exiting the driveway to ensure that vehicles must
stop and proceed with caution once pedestrians and bicyclists are cleared from the shared-use
path. Additionally, stop signs will also be installed at the trail approaches for bicyclists and
pedestrians to control pedestrian and bicycle traffic along the trail.
Virginia Code § 46.2-924 mandates that the driver of any vehicle on a highway must yield the
right-of-way to any pedestrian crossing a driveway by stopping and remaining stopped until the
pedestrian has cleared the path.
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The code goes on to state that “where a shared-use path crosses a highway at a clearly marked
crosswalk and there are no traffic control signals at such crossing, the local governing body may
by ordinance require pedestrians, cyclists, and any other users of such shared-use path to come
to a complete stop prior to entering such crosswalk.”
While Bowman is aware of no such ordinance existing for the City of Fredericksburg, the inclusion
of this recommendation in the Virginia Code contributed to the decision to add stop signs on the
trail approaches for bicyclists and pedestrians to improve safety at this location.
Combined Bicycle /Pedestrian Sign (W11-15) and Supplemental Trail Crossing Sign (W11-15P)
These signs will be installed at the approaches along Alum Spring Road to alert drivers of the
bicycle/pedestrian trail crossing. The signs will alert the drivers entering and exiting the driveway
of the pedestrian crossing facility at the driveway.
Pedestrian Ahead Signs (W11-2):
Pedestrian ahead signs will be installed along Alum Spring Road to alert drivers of pedestrian
activity ahead.
Sight Distance
The stopping sight distance and the advance sight distances provided at the proposed site
driveway exceed the required sight distances (155 ft) for the posted speed limit of 25 mph along
Alum Spring Road.
The available sight distance from the driveway for exiting drivers looking to the left towards
Lafayette Blvd is approximately 200 feet, and the sight distance available for exiting drivers looking
to the west/right is greater than 280 feet. The advance sight distance for vehicles turning left from
Alum Spring Road into the proposed driveway is greater than 300 feet.
Curb Ramps
ADA compliant curb ramps with detectable warning surfaces will be installed at the connections
of the trail and the proposed driveway.
The curb ramps will alert the pedestrian/bicyclist of the change in environment. Furthermore, the
presence of curb at the site frontage along Alum Spring Road should serve as an additional
protection to the trail from motorists.
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Pavement Markings
Pavement markings delineating the crosswalk limits will be installed to provided clear guidance
of the crosswalk limits. Furthermore, the texture of the crosswalk will be enhanced by using
colored stamped concrete to clearly differentiate the crosswalk from the driveway and the
roadway. This design provides visibility and texture guidance of the crosswalk.
Accessibility
As previously mentioned, the proposed curb ramp design will meet the required ADA regulations
for driveway crossings.
Visibility
A lighting fixture is currently included in the approved construction plans across the street from
the driveway illuminating the roadway approaches to the entrance to the proposed driveway. It is
also Bowman’s intention to design site lighting as part of the Royal Farms construction plans that
provides illumination for the trail crossing at the proposed site driveway.

SPECIFIC DESIGN GUIDELINES
As previously mentioned, Bowman has designed the proposed crossing adhering to standards set
forth by Federal (FHWA), State (VDOT), and Local (City of Fredericksburg) entities. A detailed
overview of the guidelines met at this crossing are as follows:
Federal Guidelines
Bowman utilized Section 5.3.4 Sidepath Intersection Design Considerations in the AASHTO Guide
for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 2012, Fourth Edition for the proposed crossing design at
this location.
The AASHTO Guide recommends the following measures be considered for shared-use path
crossings:
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Federal Guideline
Reduce the density of driveways and the incidence of less predictable
driveway movement through access management;
Design intersections to reduce driver speeds and heighten awareness of
path users;
Consider design measures on approaches to intersections and driveways
that encourage lower speeds for pathway approaches;
Employ means on the parallel roadway to reduce speeds;
Design intersection crossings to facilitate bicycle access to and from the
road or driveway that is being crossed; and
Keep approaches to intersections and major driveways clear of
obstructions due to parked vehicles, shrubs, and signs on public or private
property.

Met for Proposed
Royal Farms?
N/A
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

The proposed Royal Farms development only includes one driveway, and therefore the first
Federal Guideline outlined above in not applicable to the proposed crossing.
The implementation of the pedestrian and bicycle crossing safety measures outlined earlier in this
memorandum serve to help reduce vehicular and pedestrian/bicycle speeds in the vicinity of the
proposed crossings. Furthermore, there are no proposed obstructions in the site plan for the
proposed site that will reduce visibility for the crossing via parked vehicles, shrubs, or signs.
Therefore, the proposed design of the crossing at this location meets all five of the applicable
guidelines provided by AASHTO.
State (VDOT) Guidelines
Additionally, Bowman utilized Appendix A(1) VDOT Complete Streets: Bicycle and Pedestrian
Facility Guidelines, Bus Stop Design and Parking Guidelines of the VDOT Road Design Manual for
the proposed crossing design at this location.
The relevant section in Appendix A(1) states that “Intersections between shared use paths and
roadways are often the most critical issue in shared use path design. Due to the potential conflicts
at these junctions, careful design is of paramount importance to the safety of path users and
motorists. Each intersection is unique, and will require sound engineering judgement on the part
of the designer as to the appropriate solution.”
The section goes on to provide the following specific guidance to reduce conflicts at shared use
path crossings:
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State Guideline
Shared use paths should cross roadways as close to an intersecting road
as practical, however, in no case shall the crossing be closer than 5 feet
from the edge of the parallel roadway.
As the shared use path approaches the crossing it should be aligned with
the destination of the crossing on the other side of the road.
The path crossing should also be perpendicular (or nearly so) to the
roadway or entrance being crossed.
Sight distance should be evaluated, and sound engineering judgement
must be used in locating the shared path crossings.

Met for Proposed
Royal Farms?
YES

YES
YES
YES

The proposed crossing at the Royal Farms driveway adheres to all four of these recommendations
included in Appendix A(1) of the VDOT Road Design Manual.
City of Fredericksburg Guidelines
Section 72-52.6 of The City of Fredericksburg Code of Ordinances (Pedestrian Access and Bicycle
Trails) states that the use of one or more of the following pedestrian crossing design elements
should be used at all pedestrian walkways and crosswalks:
Local Guideline
Changing paving material, patterns, or paving color;
Changing paving height;
Bollards;
Painted crosswalks;
Raised median walkways with landscape buffers; or
Stamped asphalt

Met for Proposed
Royal Farms?
YES
YES
NO
YES
N/A
YES

The guideline “raised median walkways with landscape buffers” outlined above is not applicable
to the proposed driveway crossing due to this treatment being appropriate for the design of
pedestrian crossings at intersections – not driveways.
The proposed design of the pedestrian/bicyclist crossing at the Royal Farms driveway meets four
of the five applicable criteria outlined above. The proposed crossing will have a different paving
material than the shared-use path, be painted, and contain stamped concrete to further delineate
the crossing. Additionally, the paving height for the proposed crossing will be changed through
the use of raised curb ramps at this location in lieu of an at-grade crossing.
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Bollards were not included in the design for the proposed crossing due to the aforementioned
inclusion of raised curb ramps at this location. Bollards are typically provided at pedestrian
crossings to protect pedestrians from at-grade vehicular conflict. As outlined earlier in this
memorandum, raised curb ramps coupled with the presence of curb at the site frontage along
Alum Spring Road should provide this additional protection to the trail from motorists, rendering
the bollards duplicative.
The proposed design of the pedestrian/bicyclist crossing at the Royal Farms driveway meets four
of the five applicable criteria outlined above – exceeding the minimum criteria set by the City of
one.
Additional Design Considerations
As demonstrated above, the proposed design of the driveway/shared use path crossing is
consistent with Federal, State, and Local guidelines. In addition to the specific design
considerations outlined earlier in this memorandum, the following Federal and State documents
were also used to inform the proposed driveway design:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (AASHTO)
ADA Standards for Accessible Design (Department of Justice)
Accessibility Guidelines for Outdoor Developed Areas (Access Board)
Bike Share Station Siting Guide (NACTO)
Evaluation of Safety, Design, and Operation of Shared-Use Paths (FHWA)
Guidebook for Developing Pedestrian and Bicycle Performance Measures (FHWA)
Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities (AASHTO)
Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities (AASHTO)
Guide for Geometric Design of Transit Facilities on Highways and Streets (AASHTO)
Integration of Safety in the Project Development Process and Beyond: A Context
Sensitive Approach (ITE)
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (FHWA)
Road Diet Informational Guide (FHWA)
Transit Street Design Guide (NACTO)
Urban Bikeway Design Guide (NACTO)
Urban Street Design Guide (NACTO)
PROWAG (Access Board - draft)
VDOT’s Road Design Manual, Section A-5
2010 Virginia Bicycling Guide
Virginia Supplement to the MUTCD
Code of Virginia (§ 46.2-924)
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CONCLUSIONS
It is our opinion that the proposed design of the driveway/trail crossing meets current Federal,
State, and Local regulations, guidelines, and safety standards for the protection of pedestrians
and bicyclists. This opinion was derived based on the regulations and guidelines outlined above,
the speed limit of the roadways, and the anticipated traffic volumes at the proposed site driveway.
Specifically, Section 72-52.6 of the City of Fredericksburg Code of Ordinances requires the use of
at least one of six pedestrian crossing design elements for all pedestrian walkways and crosswalks.
The proposed design of the crossing at the Royal Farms Driveway meets four of the five applicable
design elements included in the Code of Ordinances – exceeding the minimum requirement of
one.
Raised curb ramps coupled with the presence of curb at the site frontage along Alum Spring Road
should provide additional protection for pedestrians from vehicular conflict at this location. This
additional protection for pedestrians renders the one applicable City guideline that has not been
included in the proposed design (bollards) duplicative.
Furthermore, the proposed design is consistent with, and provides safety features in excess of,
several other trail crossings within the City limits, further supporting this opinion.
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Exhibit 19
Memorandum Response on Lafayete Blvd. (LB) Design Guidelines
1/4/2021
1. The thesis question is whether the Royal Farms project is in conformance with the Lafayette
Blvd design guidelines BECAUSE the primary entrance of the Royal Farms store
does not face Lafayette Blvd.
2. Do the Lafayette Blvd design guidelines REQUIRE the front of the store to face Lafayette Blvd?
Page 38 of the Lafayette Boulevard Design Guidelines ‐ "If the primary pedestrian
entrance does not face the street, a direct and unobstructed connection should be
provided between the sidewalk and primary building entrance."
Page 38 continued ‐"Where the functional front of a building is not oriented toward
the street, the side of the building facing the street should be of high‐quality
architectural design and material character that enhances the public ROW."
Page 38 continued ‐ "Primary pedestrian entrances can be provided on the side
of buildings depending on the orientation of parking."
Page 39 ‐ "In cases where the functional front of a building does not face Lafayette
Boulevard, suitable architectural treatment should be provided to tie the
sidewalk to the front door of the building."
The answer to the above question is NO based on the language in the guidelines.
There is no such requirement and each of the above suggested design adjustments
have been satisfied as can be seen in the Royal Farms Elevations and the GDP.
3. Royal Farms Building and layout relationship to the store entrance question ‐
The positional axis of the building actually presents two view facades to Lafayette Blvd.
and two entrances
The narrow Lafayette Blvd elevation presents a primary entrance to the street
The long elevation facing LB is considered the secondary entrance ‐
This elevation has a functioning entrance that is used by patrons to the store
It is designed with a vestibule as a pedestrian entrance, not a "delivery"
entrance
The primary pedestrian entrance and door open to the sidewalk as suggested in the
guidelines ‐ page 38
Sidewalk connection from the trail, the bus stop, and the street is provided to the
primary building entrance as required
4. Additional LB Design Guideline Issues and Analysis ‐ see attached pages 38 and 39 of LB guidelines
Commercial buildings are required to be set back from the ROW per City ordinance ‐
PROVIDED
Primary pedestrian entrances can be provided on the side of buildings depending on
the orientation of parking ‐ PROVIDED

Buildings should be between one and four stories in height along LB ‐ PROVIDED
Building floorplates should not exceed 40,000 SF along LB ‐ PROVIDED
Buildings should incorporate architectural treatments to articulate and break up
buildng mass along ROW and along sides of building visible from ROW ‐
PROVIDED
Building facades facing ROW should have a bottom, middle and top ‐ PROVIDED
Bottom portion of façade should relate to sidewalk and pedestrian, middle should
be scaled in accord with architectural character of corridor, and top
should demonstrate building relationship with sky ‐ PROVIDED
Facades of buildings facing the ROW should be active and use transparent
materials ‐ PROVIDED
Bulding facades should be constructed of materials including brick, glass, metal, stucco,
stone, concrete, and wood ‐ PROVIDED
All buildings should have doors and windows placed appropriately along the functional
front façade ‐ PROVIDED
Windows and doors along the functional front façade of buildings should be of
appropriate scale and location to complement the scale of the building
and adjacent streetscape ‐ PROVIDED
The layout of the project and the building architectural design provides for three
active entrances, all of which are regularly used by patrons of the store. The
transparency is provided where appropriate given the floor plan, the functional layout,
and operations.
See GDP and Architectural Renderings Exhibits
5. Summary and Conclusion ‐
The layout of the Royal Farms project and the architectural design of the building
are fully in conformance with the Lafayette Corridor Design Guidelines. These
guidelines have no prohibitionary aspects to them whatsoever. Royal Farms has
worked with staff to address their concerns within the context of the operational
and functional considerations of the building.

EXHIBIT #20
Royal Farms Store at Fredericksburg Park
1315 Alum Spring Road, Fredericksburg, VA
Estimate of annual tax revenue - Per Economic Development and Tourism Email Outline
of Categories and Rates
11/29/2020

1. Real estate tax - Similar ass.value estimate of $3.0 M as other stores

$24,000

2. Business personal property tax - $3.40 per $100 assessed value

$17,000

3. Meals tax - 6%

$36,000

4. Local option sales tax - 1%; excluding fuel sales volume

$30,000

5. Business License Tax -

$24,000

6. Cigarette Tax -

$35,000

7. Motor Fuel Tax - 2.1% of fuel sales volume estimate

$189,000

TOTAL

$355,000

Additional information Direct jobs created from project - Approx. 35 full time
Average hourly wage - Approximately $12.50 per hour

EXHIBIT #21

Exhibit 23
Trail Memorandum on Safety
1/4/2021
1. The key question is whether the VCR trail crossing the drive entrance to the Royal Farms store
creates a safety issue that has not been properly addressed by the design of the
entrance crossing
2. Previous use of the Land Bay A site was for a vehicle towing operation
See attached aerial photograph of the prior use ‐ Fredericksburg Park Land Bay A
Before New Land Development ‐ See Exhibit 4
Vehicles parked adjacent to the towing operation building need to back up across
the trail in order to exit the parking spaces
This towing operation use offered no amenity benefits to any user of the trail
The visual impact of the operation to users of the trail not likely to be considered an
enhancement
3. Trail crossing examples in the City of Fredericksburg ‐ see attached photos of each crossing
included in Exhibit 16
Rappahannock Canal Path at Princess Anne Street
Speed limit on road ‐ 25 mph
AADT ‐ 12,000 vehicles per day (approximately 3 times the Royal Farms traffic)
Safety features installed at the crossing ‐
Standard crosswalk on asphalt pavement
Pedestrian crossing sign to alert motorists
Detectable warning surface on sidewalk at edge of crossing
Stop sign on the trail on both sides of the roadway
Rappahannock River Trail at Caroline Street/Germania Street
Speed limit on road ‐ 35 mph
AADT ‐ 6,000 vehicles per day ( approximately 50% more than Royal Farms)
Safety features installed at the crossing ‐
Standard crosswalk on asphalt pavement
Pedestrian crossing sign to alert motorists
Yield to pedestrian crossing sign in center of roadway
Detectable warning surface on sidewalk at edge of crossing
No stop signs on the trail have been posted
Rappahannock Canal Path at Washington Avenue
Speed limit on road ‐ 25 mph
AADT ‐ 2000 vehicles per day (approximately 50% of the Royal Farms)
Safety features installed at the crossing ‐
Raised crosswalk with standard striping on asphalt pavement
Pedestrian crossing sign to alert motorists
Yield to pedestrian crossing sign in center of roadway
No detectable warning surface on sidewalk at edge of crossing
Stop sign on the trail on one side of the roadway
VCR Trail on Lafayette Blvd north of Blue and Gray Parkway
Speed limit on road ‐ 25 mph

AADT ‐ 13,253 vehicles per day (approximately 3 times that of Royal Farms)
Safety features installed at the crossing ‐
One foot wide detectable warning surface on trail
Small yellow caution sign on trail post
No stop signs on the trail have been posted
No other safety features employed
170 foot wide entrance to industrial/retail building ‐ all turning movements
abruptly cross the trail at no fixed location
VCR Trail at right lane ramp from Blue and Gray Parkway onto Lafayette Blvd
Speed limit ‐ not posted; Blue and Gray speed limit 45 mph
Safety features installed at the crossing ‐
Standard crosswalk on asphalt pavement
Detectable warning surface on trail approach to crossing
Pedestrian crossing sign to alert motorists
Yield to pedestrian sign along Blue and Gray before ramp
No stop signs on the trail have been posted
Multiple other trail crossing of drive entrances, local roads, etc. through the City
Safety features vary at all of them and are not consistent
Menu of safety features basically the same as described above
4. Proposed GDP Layout of the Royal Farms project including driveway entrance and trail crossing
See sheet 6 of 11 from the GDP engineering plan submission
Speed limit on Alum Spring Road ‐ 25 mph
Speed limit on driveway entry from Alum Spring ‐ will be minimal crossing trail
Speed limit on exit from driveway onto Alum Spring ‐ Zero as stop condition
Alum Springs is parallel to the trail and provides excellent visibility and
safety sight distance for trail users and motorists ‐ see Exhibits 14
and Exhibit 3
AADT ‐ 4,317 vehicles per day from ITE trip generation tables at entrance
Royal Farms experience is that their typical trip generation is approx. 70%
of ITE figure
Peak hour time periods are typically ‐ weekday morning 730‐830 a.m.
weekday evening ‐ 445‐545 p.m.
These peak times may not be the time of peak trail use
Safety features installed at the crossing ‐
Standard crosswalk striping on asphalt pavement
Stamped asphalt pavement to create different surface
Colored asphalt pavement to create separate identified surface
Detectable warning surface on trail at approach to driveway ‐ length??
Stop signs on both sides of the trail approach to the crossing
Stop bar and sign for vehicles exiting the Royal Farms driveway
Added sign noting bike crossing and "to look" before exiting
the Royal Farms driveway
Pedestrian crossing ahead sign posted on Alum Spring Road
A bollard on the trail on each side of the entrance can be added to the
GDP if the City considers it an enhancement to safety
Royal Farms driveway entrance is located at a logical and visible location

There is adequate visibilty between trail users and motorists driving along Alum Spring
and entering/exiting the Royal Farms project
Colored pavement is being used to increase visibility within the driveway entrance area
Appropriate traffic control devices have been installed at the crossing
The safety features employed in the GDP are in excess of the safety features of the
non‐signalized crossings in the City and utilize the full complement of
standard City safety features; if there is an additional safety feature to add,
please advise.
The Royal Farms GDP has used a proactive approach to the trail and driveway
crossing by guiding user behavior through physical and environmental cues
to achieve the desired outcome ‐ a safe crossing. The intersection design
reduces conflict between cyclists and vehicles by heightening the level of
visibility, denoting a clear ROW, and facilitating eye contact and awareness.
5. Legislative enactment effective 7‐1‐20 ‐
Legislation was enacted in VA effective 7‐1‐20 that provides the right‐of‐way
in all circumstances to pedestrians and bikers in the Commonwealth
Law is referenced simply to note that the legislation should lead to better
awareness on the part of motorists of the need to protect pedestrians
and cyclists as the law becomes more widely known
6. Alternative bike trail route around the Royal Farms project ‐ see Exhibit 15
Alternate trail route could create a path for those bikers concerned about the Royal
Farms driveway crossing
Alternate route is feasible but requires significant retaining wall construction
Alternate route is longer than the one currently being built
City of Fredericksburg memorandum from Erik Nelson dated 11‐19‐20 rejects this
alternate route for various reasons
The cost of such a route is estimated to be in the range of $100,000 ‐ $150,000
The current proposed trail location along Alum Spring is the trail as required by the City
in accordance with the proffers and the approved construction plans
for Fredericksburg Park
Royal Farms was asked by staff to review this alternate route in detail. The Bowman
Exhibit 15 presents that analysis. This is a route that is NOT supported by Royal
Farms for the reasons noted in the Nelson memorandum and their belief
that the VCR trail/driveway entrance crossing has been designed utilizing
engineering best practices, design criteria, and standards and is safe.
7. Summary and Conclusion ‐
The standard practice in the development of trails and commercial projects is not to
avoid crossings, but to make sure that crossings are handled with appropriate
design principles with attention to the safety requirements of a particular
crossing. This has been achieved in the GDP submitted by
Royal Farms for approval.

Post development of the Royal Farms, if the City decides to build the alternate route,
Royal Farms will provide the necessary easement on the west side of the
property and the tax revenues from the Royal Farms development for
the City of approximately $355,000 per year will more than adequately
cover the construction cost. This would eliminate any safety issue concern
with the driveway entrance for those bikers that have that fear.

EXHIBIT #13

United States Department of the Interior
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

IN REPLY REFER TO:

Fredericksburg and Spotsylvania
National Military Park
120 Chatham Lane
Fredericksburg, Virginia 22405

1.A.1 (FRSP)

January 5, 2021
sent electronically
Mr. James Newman
Zoning Administrator
City of Fredericksburg
jdnewman@fredericksburgva.gov
715 Princess Anne Street
Fredericksburg, VA 22401
Dear Mr. Newman:
Thank you for the opportunity for a site meeting with the applicant for the Royal Farms project
at Fredericksburg Park to review the proposal and our concerns regarding potential effects upon
the National Military Park. We greatly appreciate the time and effort that Mr. Klebanoff and his
team put into their presentation to respond to our questions and concerns when we met last
month.
After reviewing the exhibits provided by the applicant’s consultant, we believe that the Royal
Farms development will have a minimal impact upon the park and its resources. We concur that
the development site, being at a lower elevation than Lee Drive or the core of the National
Cemetery property on Marye’s Heights, will have minimal effect upon the line of sight from
National Park Service lands. Landscape screening in key locations along Lafayette Boulevard
and the proposed townhomes in Fredericksburg Park will also serve to diminish views of the
convenience store and its fuel service operation from Lee Drive. Likewise, the wooded buffer on
the slopes above Hazel Run will screen out most views of the development from open areas of
the National Cemetery. The positioning of the building, with its shorter elevation facing Lee
Drive, will also help to minimize any visual effect.
We also concur with the assessment that the proposed alterations and improvements to the
Lafayette Boulevard corridor will address concerns regarding traffic flow. With a channelized
right turn lane on southbound Lafayette Boulevard providing ingress to Alum Spring Road and
the Royal Farms entrance, and egress from the site limited to a right turn onto southbound
Lafayette Boulevard, we believe that the proposed improvements will eliminate the likelihood of
turning conflicts. The addition of a dedicated left turn lane from northbound Lafayette, with 150
feet provided for stacking vehicles, will provide sufficient space for motorists to access the
development without compromising traffic flow on Lafayette or adversely affecting the
functioning of the roundabout at Lee Drive.

We are also in agreement that the design of the Royal Farms development will not detract from
neighboring park properties at Lee Drive or Marye’s Heights. With a height of five feet, the
monument style sign meets the accepted design standards and will not be visually intrusive. The
building design likewise meets design standards. As we noted in our earlier comments, its color
palette with muted tones of red brick and brown stone, will tend to blend in with neighboring
development. The use of a cupola, a standard design element for Royal Farms, initially raised
questions for us. However, the line of sight analysis indicates that only the peak of the cupola
may rise into view, and that may be obscured by landscape plantings along Lafayette Boulevard.
Finally, we are mindful that the Royal Farms development represents a significant reduction in
the scale of commercial development that had been proposed previously at Fredericksburg Park.
We recognize that this will result in minimal impacts to the park compared to a larger scale
commercial project in this area, while also providing desired services to motorists at a busy
crossroads in the city.
As always, we appreciate the opportunity to work with the City of Fredericksburg, to ensure that
we maintain the historic character of our community and to protect the nationally significant
resources that are entrusted to our care. If we may be of further assistance, please do not hesitate
to contact us.
Sincerely,

Kirsten Talken-Spaulding
Superintendent
Cc: Charles R. Johnston, Director, Community Planning and Building Department

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michael J. Craig
Cathryn A. Eckles; James D. Newman; Charles R. Johnston
FW: [EXTERNAL] Special Use Permit for Royal Farm, at Blue-Gray and Alum Spring Road
Thursday, December 03, 2020 8:59:10 AM

FYI --From: Rebecca Hanmer [
Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2020 7:16 PM
To: Michael J. Craig
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Special Use Permit for Royal Farm, at Blue-Gray and Alum Spring Road
Comment
Date: December 2, 2020
To:
The Planning Commission
From: Rebecca W. Hanmer, 138 Caroline Street, Fredericksburg, VA 22401
Subject: Special Use Permit for Royal Farm
I would like to join Anne Little in opposing issuance of the special use permit for Royal Farms to install one of its
convenience store/gas stations at the corner of Blue-Gray Parkway and Alum Spring Road.
As her comment points out, the store will be behind the VCR trail, and traffic to use the store would have to cross
the trail. She cites the data from the applicant's traffic study to show how disruptive this would be for any users of
the trail. I agree completely with her point -- why did the City install the trails only to destroy their viability?
As the Commission knows, there is actually no need (from the standpoint of service to citizens) for more gas
stations and convenience stores in this location. Perhaps the City of Fredericksburg wishes to receive some tax
revenue, because other nearby installations of this type are in Spotsylvania or Stafford County.
All of these facilities simply compete with each other for the same pool of users, and this new one, Royal Farms,
will despoil a valuable, and scarce, community asset for no net benefit to City citizens. It would be better if such a
facility could be located in a service area of the City that really needs it, especially where already-developed land is
idle or under-utilized. (One could even think of such a location on Princess Anne Street.)
Thank you for your consideration of my comment. Rebecca Hanmer

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michael J. Craig
Cathryn A. Eckles; James D. Newman; Charles R. Johnston
FW: [EXTERNAL] Royal Farms
Thursday, December 03, 2020 11:32:45 AM

FYI --From: Ann Jurczyk
Sent: Thursday, December 03, 2020 11:14 AM
To: Michael J. Craig
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Royal Farms

HI Mike,
Steve and I both ride our bikes and run on the VCR trail. When we ride we frequently go
straight up Lafayette and make the left on Lee Drive to ride that loop and then back to town.
Due to current construction that is perilous already but I can't imagine how harrowing it would
be if there's a gas station on the corner of Alum Springs and Blue Gray Parkway. So many
people use the trail and cross Blue Gray at the light -- families with strollers, people
rollerblading, bike riding and running -- it would add considerable stress to the trip if we have
to negotiate traffic coming in and out of a gas station -- they're not looking for
pedestrians/bike riders when they're heading out. Please reject this request outright. There are
plenty of empty gas station lots available on the Rt 3 corridor closer to the interstate.
Thanks,
Ann and Steve Jurczyk
1434 Buckner St, Fredericksburg, VA 22401

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michael J. Craig
Cathryn A. Eckles; James D. Newman; Charles R. Johnston
FW: Royal Farms store proposal
Thursday, December 03, 2020 8:59:39 AM

FYI ----From: Craig Vasey (cvasey)
Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2020 10:02 PM
To: Michael J. Craig
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Royal Farms store proposal

Dear Planning Commission
I am writing to oppose the placement of the Royal Farms convenience store at the corner of
Blue Gray and Alum Springs Road. Having a convenience store at this location will destroy the
VCR trail. The traffic study for this project shows that at peak times in the morning there will
be 470 cars per hour crossing the trail (that is one car every 7 seconds) and in the afternoon
at peak times there will be 385 cars crossing the trail (one car every 9 seconds). This is
dangerous and anyone walking, biking or pushing a baby carriage or walking with toddlers will
be sitting ducks for the cars pulling in and out of this driveway.
Why did the city build the trails only to slowly destroy them? We were on our way to having a
great network of trails that hopefully will interconnect soon and be a great attraction for
tourists and bicycle enthusiasts. The VCR trail does not connect with any other path right now,
but there are major discussions underway to have this path connect to Spotsylvania and
beyond. Why would anyone want to bike this trail when we have set up a huge roadblock at
this intersection? This trail also connects Idlewild to downtown right now. Putting all this
traffic on the trail effectively cuts Idlewild off from the City with a very dangerous intersection.

Building a gas station convenience store is so 20th century. We as a City have just pledged to
eliminate fossil fuels by 2050 (hopefully by 2035 if we are going to actually make a difference
in global climate change), but here we are building a gas station that will be obsolete in 15
years when most of the world has moved on to electric cars.
Our trail system is a huge draw for tourists and also bringing more people to our city to live
and work. Many people want to be able to bike to work and here we are destroying one of the
main arteries to bring people downtown. All the real estate agents can hopefully steer people
away from this intersection when they are showing them what a great pathway system we
have, because it will be very apparent that we as a city do not value our pathway system, but
merely give lip service to the idea.

There is a good reason that convenience stores need a special use permit. They are huge car
magnets that can bring a lot of congestion to an area without being a plus to our city except
for a short term fix of tax income. We can do better than this.
City planners say that there will be a bridge that will cross the Blue Gray one of these days
(possibly 5 to 10 years in the future) and that will fix this problem. In the meantime, our trail is
destroyed and our City is poorer for this project. If Royal Farms wants to pay for the bridge
across the Blue Gray, I would support the project. Otherwise, I think the City should reject this
attempt to destroy part of our trail system and ruin a gateway to our City.
Sincerely

Craig R. Vasey
804 Marye St
Fredericksburg VA 22401

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michael J. Craig
Cathryn A. Eckles; James D. Newman; Charles R. Johnston
FW: [EXTERNAL] No Royal Farms at B&G and Lafayette
Friday, December 04, 2020 8:47:24 AM

FYI --From: Katharyn Poplin
Sent: Thursday, December 03, 2020 5:38 PM
To: Michael J. Craig
Subject: [EXTERNAL] No Royal Farms at B&G and Lafayette

Mr. Craig,

Please do not give a special use permit to Royal Farms for a station at the Blue & Gary and
Lafayette Blvd!!!!
The pedestrians, walkers, runners and cyclists have almost received a safer place to exercise
and enjoy the areas around Fredericksburg. If you allow this station it will ruin the chance for
a safe connection to the trails and Lee Drive for the aforementioned groups of citizen.
Why would this be done after years of planning for trails by may people giving their time and
energy to benefit so many? Take a look at how popular the river and canal trails are, and the
joy and health they are providing individuals in our community.
DO NOT destroy our safe and easily accessible path to nature and a little bit of country in the
city.

With Sincere Regards,
katharyn poplin

Long time city resident
Avid cyclist and outdoor women
1105 Winchester Street #1
Fredericksburg, VA 22401

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michael J. Craig
Cathryn A. Eckles; James D. Newman; Charles R. Johnston
FW: [EXTERNAL] Royal Farms placement
Friday, December 04, 2020 8:48:19 AM

FYI ---From: Steve Watkins
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2020 8:09 AM
To: Michael J. Craig
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Royal Farms placement

Dear Planning Commission
I am writing to oppose the placement of the Royal Farms convenience store at the corner of
Blue Gray and Alum Springs Road. Having a convenience store at this location will destroy
the VCR trail. The traffic study for this project shows that at peak times in the morning there
will be 470 cars per hour crossing the trail (that is one car every 7 seconds) and in the
afternoon at peak times there will be 385 cars crossing the trail (one car every 9 seconds). This
is dangerous and anyone walking, biking or pushing a baby carriage or walking with toddlers
will be sitting ducks for the cars pulling in and out of this driveway.
Steve Watkins
1206 Walker Dr.
Fredericksburg, VA 22401
-Steve Watkins
Author, On Blood Road (Scholastic, 2018), Sink or Swim: A Novel of WWII (Scholastic, 2017), Ghosts of War series
(Scholastic, 2014, 2016), Great Falls (Candlewick Press, 2016), Juvie, (Candlewick, 2013), What Comes After
(Candlewick, 2011), Down Sand Mountain (Candlewick), winner of the 2009 Golden Kite Award for Fiction, My
Chaos Theory: Stories (Southern Methodist University Press, 2006), and The Black O: Racism and Redemption in
an American Corporate Empire (University of Georgia Press, 1996). www.stevewatkinsbooks.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Planning
[EXTERNAL] Impact of proposed Royal Farms on VCR Trail
Monday, December 07, 2020 10:03:05 AM

Hello Fredericksburg Planning Commission,
My name is Jeff Henry. I am a resident of the City of Fredericksburg, and an avid runner, walker, and
cyclist. My children and I are frequent users of all Fredericksburg trails, and am very concerned
about the proposed Royal Farms gas station, which would create a gap in the VCR trail.
I must confess, I have never “spoken up” about matters like this. When it comes to city planning, I’ve
always stayed quiet. “Whatever happens, happens.” However, I owe it to my children and to all of
the other residents and visitors of this city to express my concerns in this matter. We need to keep
our trails safe! The intersection at the Blue & Grey Parkway is already a little worrisome to me. (I’ve
seen so many people speeding through the intersection, attempting to get through a yellow-turningred traffic light, as our pedestrian “walk” light turns on.) Adding a gas station, and all of the added
traffic, would render this trail essentially unusable.
I am begging you, please do not allow this to happen! Adding a pedestrian bridge would be a great
solution – to allow the gas station to be built, and also to allow safe trail use. I realize pedestrian
bridges are not cheap, but that is the cost of doing business—the cost of building a gas station at a
trail intersection. If the business owner is not willing to accept this cost, then the project simply
should not be approved.
Thank you very much for listening to my thoughts.
Sincerely,
Jeff Henry
1805 Noyack Ln
Fredericksburg VA 22401
540-310-9812

.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Planning
[EXTERNAL] VCR Trail Access
Tuesday, December 08, 2020 9:47:18 AM

Hello,
In relation to the proposed development of Royal Farms at Lafayette and rt 3, consideration should be given to
maintaining trails and access to them As much as I enjoy some fried chicken, the area has already seen a large surge
in traffic creating significant difficulties in getting to Lee Dr or the VCR trail. Any plans to add further
developments should include and prioritize maintaining trail access for those on foot and bike.
The road crossing sign is a decent, safe method, but getting the 1000’ up Lafayette to Lee Dr is already high risk and
gas stations are notoriously unsafe for cyclists as drivers are cutting across lanes and pulling in and out frequently. I
have had more close calls with drivers around Sheetz along Fall Hill and Carl D Silver Pkwy on the sidewalks
because they are primarily looking for cars as they’re trying to cut back into traffic than most places in
Fredericksburg. Adding this development as is would lose a popular recreation trail on this side of town which
would be a sad step backwards when the city has been working to add more safe trails and lanes for recreation and
alternative commute options.
Chris Coleman

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Planning
[EXTERNAL] Pedestrian Bridge Needed!
Wednesday, December 09, 2020 8:47:53 AM

Dear Planning Commission:
My husband and I utilize the VCR trail in our walking and running routine and it has been a challenge to wait at the
crosswalk at the intersection of Lafayette Blvd and the Blue and Gray Parkway. This crosswalk light was a blessing
since it helped make it safer to cross; however, vehicles often do not obey the light signals and race across the
intersection against the red light.
Now that news of a convenience store (Royal Farms) being considered at the intersection with the adverse impact of
destroying part of the trail in that area - on the way to Alum Springs Park - we are very concerned about the lack of
safety considerations for pedestrians along that portion of the trail.
We strongly urge the City to prioritize installing a pedestrian bridge over that intersection in order to safeguard your
citizens. This bridge should not be done after the Royal Farms store is completed, but in conjunction with its
construction.
Please consider the safety of your citizens in the planning of the convenience store at that intersection. Peoples lives
are more important than another convenience store in the City.
Thank you for your consideration.
Ann Marie & James L. Riordan
1000 Downman Place
Fredericksburg, VA 22401

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Planning
[EXTERNAL] VCR trail and Royal Farm
Thursday, December 10, 2020 10:04:59 AM

There has been many times when I have waited at the VCR trail for the go sign to light up to cross
the Blue Gray Parkway so I can continue my run to Alum Springs only to be almost hit by a car/truck
who either don’t see the red light or feel that they can make a right on red. We desperately need a
pedestrian bridge to protect runners/walkers/bikers. It is only a matter of time when someone is hit
and killed at that intersection and now with a Royal Farm gas station the traffic will increase and it
will become more dangerous. Please consider this request.
Sincerely,
Alice Austiff
Sent from Mail for Windows 10

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Planning
[EXTERNAL] Pedestrian Bridge
Wednesday, December 09, 2020 9:04:01 PM

To Whom it May Concern
I am writing over my concern with the approval for construction of a Royal Farms Gas station at the
intersection of Lafayette Blvd and the Blue and Gray Parkway. The VCR trail has proven to be a
valuable and attractive asset for those that live in the Fredericksburg area and those that are
interested in moving to our community. Construction of this gas station will impede the ability of
pedestrians who utilize the trail from safely crossing this busy Blue and Gray thoroughfare. I am
imploring those on the city council and planning commission to direct a study for the construction of
a bridge, as well as, require commitment from the franchisee to assist with the construction of a
bridge, either through upfront funding or from revenue through taxes. I appreciate your
consideration.
Tim Hough
540-645-8835

-Tim Hough
(PC)  540-645-8835

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Planning
[EXTERNAL] Royal Farms
Thursday, December 10, 2020 8:35:09 PM

Good evening!
My name is Stephen Harrison and I am a Courtland High school teacher and coach at UMW.
As a resident of Fredericksburg of over a dozen years, I've noticed an amazing shift towards
pedestrian friendly choices by the city. As a cross country and track coach of several area high
schools and UMW, I've found these choices and building projects amazing for our community.
Building a Royal Farms at the intersection of Lafayette and Blue & Grey is a terrible idea.
And that's not only as someone who uses the VCR path regularly, or a coach who has dozens
of athletes use the path every other day, but also someone who travels along those roads every
day.
Traffic at that intersection is already borderline unsafe and regularly backed up. Add a gas
station and I'm afraid for my athletes' well being. Someone is going to get hit by a car with a
high - traffic gas station in that spot.
Building here would jeopardize many of the great choices the city had made the previous
decade. Not to mention it'd be a waste of money since you've already built the path, why tear it
up again?
Thanks for your time and consideration in this matter. Again, I've appreciated the changes so
far, but this seems like a bad idea.
Stephen Harrison

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Planning
[EXTERNAL] Royal Farms at VCR trail
Tuesday, December 15, 2020 10:20:01 PM

To whom it may concern,
This email is in regards to the proposed building of a Royal Farms at the VCR
trail. As I am sure you are aware, this would be an accident waiting to
happen. It is dangerous enough when pedestrians or bikers cross residential
driveways and streets let alone a busy business driveway. As a runner and
cyclist, I have had a few unnecessary close calls from a driver not paying
attention, in a hurry or simply just making a blind turn. Coming off a busy
road, the driver is focused on getting out of the way of traffic and making a
turn. I am confident that without a foot bridge or way of bypassing this
entrance to Royal Farms there will not only be pedestrians and cyclists hit
but there will be car accidents when drivers see someone crossing last
minute. I understand this area is rapidly growing however this needs to be
planned correctly. If the trails we do have are destroyed or unsafe, it will
push active people away from Fredericksburg, to up north or to Richmond,
which have a wide variety of safe paths as most of our subdivisions in the
area do not even have sidewalks.
Thank you for your consideration and time in reading this.
Stacie Buck
Doctor of Podiatric Medicine

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
RE:

Rene Rodriguez, Planning Commission Chair
Susanna Finn, Community Development Planner
January 8, 2020 (For the January 13 meeting)
Area 2 Small Area Plan

ISSUE
Should the Planning Commission recommend approval of amendments to the 2015
Comprehensive Plan to adopt the new small area plan for Planning Area 2 Fall Hill?
RECOMMENDATION
Receive comments from the public holding the public hearing open until the January 27th
meeting.
BACKGROUND
The Area 2 amendments were discussed during a public hearing at the December 2nd Planning
Commission meeting. At this meeting, two comments were received. One public comment was
read into the record. It noted recent efforts to develop a community garden adjacent to Snowden
Park. The Area 2 plan notes the need for community facilities and green spaces within the
neighborhood center and the existing language support this effort. The second commenter, a
representative of the Central Park Townhomes HOA, expressed a desire to have more time to
comment on the plan. The public hearing was then closed. The Planning Commission continued
the item to its next regular meeting to allow staff additional time to work with stakeholders to
review the proposed plan.
Since that meeting, staff along with two members of the Planning Commission met with two
representatives of the Central Park Townhomes HOA as well as the community manager on
December 19th. At this meeting it was recommended that members of the HOA draft a comment
for the Planning Commission’s review. The full meeting of the HOA is scheduled for the 12th and
staff will be on hand at this meeting to answer questions, obtain comment, and discuss the
Amendments. Staff also worked with the community manager to distribute information to
residents of the neighborhood about the plan to encourage more resident participation.
No changes to the Small Area Plan are included in this packet. Staff will make modifications to
the amendments in response to comments from the public and Planning Commissioners for
consideration at the Planning Commission meeting on the 27th. The purpose of the meeting
on the 13th with the Planning Commission is to provide additional opportunity for public
comment and to continue discussion.

GENERAL PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND
The amendments will focus on the addition of transects related to Area 2 in Chapter 10, the
inclusion of Area 2 parks within Chapter 4, and the Small Area Plan for area 2 in Chapter 11. This
plan conceptualizes and guides the direction for future development in this area. It establishes
guiding principles for future land use decisions that create opportunity for the adoption of form
based code elements into the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO). Additionally, it outlines
needed upgrades to the transportation system, and identifies opportunities for expanded parks
and open spaces.
Throughout the development of this plan, staff met with stakeholders and City departments to
ensure all needed elements and viewpoints are incorporated. On September 23, 2020, a joint
work session was held with City Council and Planning Commission to discuss a draft of the
proposed amendments. Input gathered at that meeting was incorporated into the final draft.
The City Council initiated the formal public hearing process for the Area 2 Small Area Plan at their
October 27th meeting.
City Code §72-22.2 and Code of Virginia §15.2-2229 require amendments to a comprehensive
plan to be recommended, approved, and adopted, respectively, as required by §15.2-2204. The
governing body may prepare an amendment and refer it to the planning commission for public
hearing within 60 days or such longer time frame as may be specified. In acting on any
amendments to the plan, the governing body shall act within 90 days of the local planning
commission’s recommending resolution.
The City Council initiated this process on October 27 through resolution 20-82 and voted to
forward this matter to the Planning Commission for review and recommendation. The necessary
amendments have been advertised for consideration by the Planning Commission.
ADVANCING COUNCIL PRIORITIES
Priority 2 – Complete the Small area Plans.
Area 2 is the 5th small area plan completed. Areas 3, 6 and 7 have been adopted into the
Comprehensive Plan and the Area 1 report has been transmitted.
Priority 12 – Working with neighborhoods, advance multi-modal connectivity across the City.
Emphasize pedestrian equity by completing the network of sidewalks and lighting throughout the
Central Park Townhomes to connect residents to the Fall Hill Avenue trail and nearby resources.
This plan also incorporates an extension of Gateway Blvd with full trail to link the City’s larger
trail system to this resource.
Priority 14 – Identify challenges to neighborhood livability and quality of life throughout the
City.
Given the large amount of publicly held and preserved open space in this area, the plan calls for
the application of a Public, Recreational, Open Space, and Environmental zoning district to these
parcels. This will protect these amenities while allowing for increased access and usability
balanced with environmental management. Within the neighborhood center, the current land
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zoned commercial-highway is proposed to be changed to a more appropriate form based
neighborhood commercial district to reduce the negative impact heavy automobile oriented uses
can have on the quality of adjoining neighborhoods.
Priority 23 – Monitor, maintain, and improve our canal to ensure that it is healthy and
attractive.
The plan specifically identifies the northern end of the canal as an opportunity for storm water
attenuation and ecological restoration with the added benefit of improving this recreational
feature.
Priority 30 – Work with stakeholders and partners to establish an affordable housing strategy.
Throughout the area planning process, many commenters reiterated the need for affordable
housing for residents of this area. Discussion included both dedicated affordable housing as well
as the naturally occurring affordable housing units. The plan includes several ideas for evolving
and improving this supply of housing.
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MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
RE:
DATE:

Planning Commission Members
Chuck Johnston, Director, Community Planning and Building Department
Discussion of Planning Commission By-laws changing the designated date of the second
monthly meeting from the ‘last’ Wednesday to the ‘fourth’ Wednesday and removing
sections redundant with City Code.
2021 January 8 (for January 13 meeting)

ISSUE
Shall the Planning Commission By-laws be amended to change the date of the second monthly meeting
from the ‘last’ Wednesday of a month to the ‘fourth’ Wednesday and to remove sections redundant with
City Code?
RECOMMENDATION
Approve a motion giving notice of intent to amend the Commission By-laws at the Commission’s February
8 meeting, per By-laws Article 9, Amendments.
BACKGROUND
The first goal of this amendment is to change the designated meeting date for the second monthly
meeting of the Commission. Currently, that date is the ‘last’ Wednesday of each month, which is
sometimes the fourth Wednesday and occasionally the fifth Wednesday. In 2021, March, June,
September, and December have five Wednesdays. While the Commission does not have second meetings
in December, having the second meeting in some months on the fourth and on the fifth Wednesdays in
other months, has created confusion and the need for explanation to the public. In order to simply the
meeting pattern, it is proposed to change the designated Commission meeting dates in its By-laws from
‘last’ Wednesday to ‘fourth’ Wednesday.
In reviewing the minutes, it was noted that Article 2, Members, duplicates provisions in the City Code for
the Planning Commission. The City Code takes precedence over the Commission By-laws. Having
provisions stated twice is not needed and suggests that solely changes to the By-laws could change
aspects of Commission membership. Including the reference to the Commission’s provisions in the City
Code better ensures that they will be considered when questions arise regarding Commission operations.
By-law Amendment process
The Commission’s By-laws may be amended by a majority vote of the entire membership of the
Commission at a regularly scheduled meeting, provided notice of intent to amend these By-laws has been
given at a prior regularly scheduled meeting by at least two members.

DRAFT Amendments
2021 January

PLANNING COMMISSION
BY-LAWS
PREAMBLE- These By-laws set forth the rules for the transactions of business by the Planning
Commission of the City of Fredericksburg, which operates under the authority of the laws of
Virginia and the ordinances of the City of Fredericksburg.
ARTICLE 1 - OBJECTIVES
1-1

The Planning Commission, as established by the City Council, has adopted the subsequent
Articles in order to facilitate its powers and duties under Title 15.2, Chapter 22, Article 2,
Code of Virginia.

1-2

The official title of this Commission shall be the City of Fredericksburg Planning
Commission.

ARTICLE 2 -– PURPOSE, DUTIES, MEMBERSHIP, OFFICERS, MEETINGS, QUORUM, VOTING, AND
REGIONAL COOPERATION
2-1

City Code Sections 10-331 through 10-335 shall establish the Purpose, Duties, Membership,
Officers, Meetings, Quorum, Voting, and Regional Cooperation standards for the
Commission.
The Fredericksburg Planning Commission consists of seven members appointed by the City
Council, all of whom are residents of the City, qualified by knowledge and experience to
make decisions on questions of community growth and development, and at least one-half
of whom are owners of real property.

2-2

The members are appointed for terms of four years. Commission members may not serve
more than two (2) consecutive full terms. Interpretation: The first term, if less than a
regular term, shall not be counted. (In accordance with the Policies and Procedures Manual
of the City Council, Section 2-5 Two-Term Limit.)
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Any vacancy in membership is filled by appointment by the City Council and will fulfill the
unexpired term of the member being replaced.
2-3

All members of the Planning Commission shall register to complete the Virginia Certified
Planning Commissioner’s Program within one year from the time of appointment. The cost
of attending shall be borne by the City.
ARTICLE 3 -– OFFICER ELECTIONS

3-1

A Chairman, Vice-Chairman, and Secretary shall be elected during the first regular meeting
in October of each year.
3-1-1 Each candidate for office shall be nominated by a member and seconded by
another member of the Commission.
3-1-2 A nominee for an office of the Commission receiving a majority vote of the
members present shall be declared elected and shall take office immediately
upon the conclusion of the regular meeting and serve for one year or until
his/her successor shall take office.
ARTICLE 4 - DUTIES OF OFFICERS

4-1

The Chairman shall:
4-1-1 Preside at all meetings;
4-1-2 Call the meetings to order at the appointed time;
4-1-3 Announce the business in its proper order;
4-1-4 Preserve order and decorum;
4-1-5 Clarify and summarize points of agreement and disagreement for all questions
properly brought before the Commission;
4-1-6 Rule on all procedural questions, unless overruled by a majority vote of the
members present;
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4-1-7 Be informed immediately of any official communication and report the same
at the next regular meeting;
4-1-8 Affix his/her signature to all correspondence issued by the Commission and all
official minutes;
4-1-9 Appoint committees as necessary; and
4-1-10 Ensure new members are fully briefed on Commission policies and procedures and
familiarized with Commission meeting places.
4-2

The Vice Chairman shall act in the absence of the Chairman and in doing so shall have all
duties of the Chairman.

4-3

The Secretary or the Planning Department staff shall:
4-3-1 Keep a written record of all business transacted by the Commission;
4-3-2 Notify all members of all meetings;
4-3-3 Keep a file of all official records and reports of the Commission;
4-3-4 Attend to correspondence of the Commission;
4-3-5 Provide public notice of all meetings and public hearings;
4-3-6 Keep a set of minutes of all meetings;
4-3-7 Maintain Commission records according to applicable statutes and make them
available for public inspection; and
4-3-8 Prepare an Annual Report to the City Council concerning the operation of the
Commission and the status of planning within the City, as provided for in Virginia
Code Section 15.2-2221. Planning staff shall prepare and submit such a report, in
writing, to the Commission by October 1 of each year. The report shall include
statistics on land use development during the preceding fiscal year, enforcement
activities, and the implementation of recommendations set forth in the
Comprehensive Plan. As agreed to by City Council, the Commission should present
this report to City Council for discussion at a joint Council/Commission work session
October of each year.

4
4-4

All members of the Planning Commission shall:
4-4-1 Take responsibility to become thoroughly familiar with applicable laws, statutes,
ordinances, and procedures relating to the Commission;
4-4-2 Vote on matters coming before the Commission unless formally excused due to a
conflict of interest, or with the permission of the majority of the members of the
Commission then in session; and
4-4-3 Review applications presented at meetings they were unable to attend as well as
minutes of those meetings, as practicable, before voting on such applications.
ARTICLE 5 – CAPTIAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN

5-1

As provided for in Virginia Code Section 15.2-2239, the Commission shall recommend to
City Council and the City Manager the projects that pertain to land use policies and goals in
the Comprehensive Plan that should be included in the City’s Capital Improvement Plan
(CIP) proposed for the next fiscal year, as well as planned for the following five years. To
prepare these recommendations, the Commission should review the Comprehensive Plan,
the annual report, and the CIP for the current fiscal year. This recommendation should be
made by the first Commission meeting in December. Upon receipt of the City Manager’s
proposed CIP, the Commission should hold a public hearing at its second meeting in March.
The Commission should make a recommendation to the Council on the proposed CIP by its
first meeting in April.
ARTICLE 6 - MEETINGS

6-1

When applications or other Commission business are pending, regular meetings of
Commission shall be held the second and lastfourth Wednesday of each month. If a
scheduled meeting is cancelled due to inclement weather, or other unforeseen reason, the
backup meeting date will be the following regularly scheduled Planning Commission
meeting date and time.

6-2

When a meeting falls on a legal holiday, the meeting shall be held on the following
Wednesday unless otherwise designated by the Chairman or by a vote of the
Commission.
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6-3

When no application or other business is pending, the Chairman may dispense with a
meeting by giving notice to all members. However, the Commission shall hold at least one
regular meeting at least every two months.

6-4

The meetings shall begin at 7:30 p.m. on the second and lastfourth Wednesday of a month.

6-5

A regular meeting may be adjourned if all business cannot be addressed on the meeting
date set. The meeting shall be reconvened at a later date, as set at the meeting and
properly advertised.

6-6

Special meetings may be called at the request of the Chairman or by two members of the
Commission with a written request to the Secretary. The Secretary shall e-mail to all
members, at least five days in advance of a special meeting, a written notice fixing the time
and place of the meeting and the purpose thereof. Written notice of a special meeting is
not required if the time of the special meeting has been fixed at a regular meeting, or if all
members are present at the special meeting or file a written waiver of notice.

6-7

A member, other than the Chairman, may introduce a motion. Any member of the
Commission may second a motion. Motions shall be restated by the Chairman before a
vote is taken. The names of persons making and seconding motions shall be recorded.

6-8

Parliamentary procedure during Commission meetings shall be governed by Robert’s
Rules of Order.

6-9

A quorum of the Commission shall consist of four of the seven members, and no
action of the Commission shall be valid unless authorized by a majority vote of those
present and voting.

6-10

A member of the Planning Commission who cannot attend a meeting in person due to an
emergency or personal matter may participate by electronic communications means from a
disclosed off-site location, up to two times per calendar year.
If a quorum is physically present to conduct a meeting of the Planning Commission other
members may participate in such meeting from a remote location by telephone or other
audio or video means, provided such attendance complies with the provisions of the
Virginia Freedom of Information Act, as amended from time to time. A member wishing to
attend in this manner shall advise a member of the Planning staff a reasonable time before
the start of the meeting, so that the necessary equipment can be put in place.
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6-11

There will be a general public comment period provided at each regular meeting for
comments by citizens regarding any matter related to Commission business that is not
listed on the Agenda for Public Hearing. The Chair will request that speakers observe the
three-minute time limit and yield the floor when the Clerk indicates that their time has
expired. No dialogue between speakers will be permitted.

6-12

A member recusing himself from discussing and voting on an agenda item due to a conflict
of interest, shall vacate his seat during the hearing of that agenda item.
ARTICLE 7 - ORDER OF BUSINESS

7-1

The order of business for a regular meeting shall be:
7-1-1 Call to order and determination of a quorum;
7-1-2 Pledge of Allegiance;
7-1-3 Adoption of minutes;
7-1-4 Hearing of public hearing items;
7-1-5 Unfinished Business;
7-1-6 New Business;
7-1-7 General Public Comment;
7-1-8 Comments from the Commission;
7-1-9 Comments from the Staff; and
7-1-10 Adjournment.
ARTICLE 8 - PROCEDURES FOR HEARING ITEMS

8-1

The order for the public hearing shall be:
8-1-1 A staff presentation on each item prior to the applicant’s comments.
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8-1-2 The applicant or his representative may appear at the public hearing and shall
be allowed to make a statement and/or presentation.
8-1-3 Any person may speak at a public hearing for up to five minutes. An applicant in a
land use case may give an opening presentation of the case for up to 15 minutes,
regardless of the number of speakers the applicant chooses to give the
presentation, and may give a response after all citizens have spoken, for up to five
minutes, regardless of the number of speakers the applicant chooses to give the
response. . The Chairman may suspend these rules in order to adapt them to any
special situation.
8-1-4 Before addressing a Planning Commission meeting, a Commission member desiring
to speak shall address the Chairman, who shall recognize the member as entitled to
speak before he proceeds. After being so recognized, the member, except when
called to order by the Chairman shall not be interrupted during the time allowed.
No member shall speak more than ten minutes at any one time without permission
of the Chairman. No member shall speak more than twice upon the same question
without permission of the Chairman.
8-1-5 When public testimony is complete, the Chairman shall then close the public
hearing and the Planning Commission shall deliberate on the application and its
recommendation to the City Council. Only input from the staff shall be permitted
at this time, although the Commission may ask questions of the applicant or his
representative. No further comments from the public will be allowed.
8-1-6 The Commission may vote on an agenda item immediately following the public
hearing if there is a positive staff recommendation and there are no relevant
negative comments from the public and no outstanding questions or requests for
information.
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ARTICLE 9 - AMENDMENTS
These By-laws may be amended by a majority vote of the entire membership of the Commission at
a regularly scheduled meeting, provided notice of intent to amend these By-laws has been given at
a prior regularly scheduled meeting by at least two members.

__________________________________
Rene Rodriquez, Chairman
ADOPTED:

__________________

REVISED AND ADOPTED BY A VOTE OF: _____
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City of Fredericksburg, VA / Code of Ordinances / Agencies, Authorities, Boards,
Commissions and Committees / Citywide Bodies

DIVISION 15

Planning Commission of the City of Fredericksburg

§ 10-331 Name.
§ 10-332 Purposes and duties.
§ 10-333 Membership; officers.
§ 10-334 Meetings; quorum; voting.
§ 10-335 Cooperation of Planning Commissions & other agencies.
§ 10-336 through § 10-350. (Reserved)

§ 10-331 Name.
The name of the commission described in this division is the Planning Commission of the
City of Fredericksburg.
[Code 1991, § 3-581]

§ 10-332 Purposes and duties.
[Code 1991, § 3-582]
A. The purposes and duties for which the Planning Commission has been established
are:
(1) Those set forth in this division;
(2) Those set forth in Code of Virginia, § 15.2-2210 et seq., entitled "Local
Planning"; and
(3) Those otherwise prescribed by law or ordinance.
B. The Planning Commission shall have the duty to:
(1) Assemble such data regarding the City and adjacent territory as deemed to
be necessary in exercising its functions, powers and duties;
(2) Analyze such data and make studies necessary in the preparation and
review of the Comprehensive Plan for the City;
(3) Prepare, review, and recommend a Comprehensive Plan to be used as a
general guide for the development of the City, with a plan update to be prepared
every five years;
(4) Recommend appropriate procedures and ordinances for effectuating the
plan;
(5) Exercise general supervision of, and make regulations for, the administration
of its affairs;
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(6) Prescribe rules pertaining to its investigations and hearings;
(7) Supervise its fiscal affairs and responsibilities, under rules and regulations as
prescribed by the City Council;
(8) Keep a complete record of its proceedings, and be responsible for the
custody and preservation of its papers and documents;
(9) Make recommendations and an annual and quarterly report to the City
Council concerning the operation of the commission and the status of planning
within its jurisdiction;
(10) Prepare, publish and distribute reports, ordinances and other material
relating to its activities;
(11) Prepare and submit an annual budget in the manner prescribed by the City
Council;
(12) If deemed advisable, establish advisory committees;
(13) Review, make recommendations, and approve subdivision plans and plats;
(14) Review, make recommendations, and approve final site plans;
(15) Review and make recommendations on special permit applications;
(16) Review and make recommendations on all amendments to the Zoning Map
and Chapter 78, pertaining to zoning; and[1]
[1]Editor's Note: See now Ch. 72, Unified Development Ordinance.

(17) Advise and assist the City Council on all matters related to growth and
development in the City and those other matters provided for in this division.

§ 10-333 Membership; officers.
[Code 1991, § 3-583; Ord. No. 06-38, 9-14-2006]
A. The Planning Commission shall consist of seven members appointed by the City
Council, all of whom shall be residents of and freeholders in the City, qualified by
knowledge and experience to make decisions on questions of community growth and
development.
B. Each member of the Planning Commission shall take an oath of office.
C. The members currently in office shall continue to serve for the balance of their
existing terms. Subsequent appointments shall be made for terms of four years each.
D. One member of the Planning Commission may be a member of the City Council,
and one member may be a member of the administrative branch of government of the
City.
E. The Zoning Administrator shall attend all regular and special meetings of the
Planning Commission, and participate in the discussions and other activities of the
commission, but shall not have the power to vote.
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F. Members of the Planning Commission may be removed by the City Council for
malfeasance in office, provided that such removal may be only after a public hearing at
which such member is given an opportunity to hear and to be heard on the charges
against him.
G. All members of the Planning Commission shall serve as such without compensation.
H. Any vacancy in the membership of the Planning Commission shall be filled by the
City Council for the unexpired term only.
I. The Planning Commission at its first monthly meeting in October shall elect a chair, a
vice-chair and a secretary from its appointed members, whose terms of office shall be
for one year, and who shall be eligible for reelection.
J. All members of the Planning Commission shall successfully complete the Virginia
Certified Planning Commissioner's Program within one year from the time of
appointment. The costs of attending the program shall be borne by the City.

§ 10-334 Meetings; quorum; voting.
[Code 1991, § 3-584]
A. The Planning Commission shall hold at least one regular meeting at least every two
months.
B. The Planning Commission shall adopt rules and regulations for the transaction of its
business.
C. The Planning Commission shall keep official minutes and records of its resolutions,
transactions, findings and determinations. These records shall be a public record.
D. A majority of the members shall constitute a quorum, and no action of the
commission shall be valid unless authorized by a majority vote of those present and
voting.
E. Special meetings of the commission may be called by the chair or by two members
upon written request to the secretary. The secretary shall mail to all members, at least
five days in advance of a special meeting, a written notice fixing the time and place of
the meeting and the purpose thereof. Written notice of a special meeting is not required
if the time of the special meeting has been fixed at a regular meeting, or if all members
are present at the special meeting or file a written waiver of notice.
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§ 10-335 Cooperation of Planning Commissions and other
agencies.
[Code 1991, § 3-585]
The Planning Commission may cooperate with other Planning Commissions or legislative
and administrative bodies and officials of other counties and municipalities within or
without such areas, so as to coordinate the planning and development of the City with the
plans of such other counties or municipalities. Such commissions may appoint such
committees and may adopt such rules as needed to effect such cooperation. Such
Planning Commissions may also cooperate with state and federal officials, departments
and agencies. Planning Commissions may request from such departments and agencies
and such departments and agencies of the commonwealth shall furnish such reasonable
information which may affect the planning and development of the City.

§ 10-336 through § 10-350. (Reserved)

