MEETING OF THE GEORGE WASHINGTON REGIONAL COMMISSION
September 18, 2017, 6:00 p.m.
The Robert C. Gibbons Conference Room
406 Princess Anne Street, Fredericksburg, Virginia
AGENDA
6:00 p.m.

1.

Call GWRC Meeting to Order – Chairman Matthew Kelly

2.

Pledge of Allegiance

3.

Determination of Quorum – Executive Director Tim Ware

4.

Approval of GWRC Agenda (ACTION ITEM)

5.

Approval of Minutes of GWRC Meeting of August 21, 2017
(ACTION ITEM)

6.

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

7.

Draft Financial Report

8.

Executive Director’s Report

9.

Old Business
a.) Regional Legislative Agenda – Mr. Eldon James

10.

New Business
a.) Approval of Resolution No. 18-01, Authorizing Staff to Issue a
Request for Proposals to Hire On-Call General Planning
Services Consultant(s) – Mr. Tim Ware
b.) Alice Project – Ms. Sarah Walsh and Ms. Janel Donohue
c.) Opioid Issue Update – Ms. Donna Krauss
d.) DC2RVA Update – Mr. Paul Agnello
e.) Other New Business(if any)

6:50 p.m.

12.

Adjourn GWRC Meeting
Next GWRC meeting: October 16, 2017

5.) Approval of Minutes of GWRC Meeting of August 21, 2017

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE
GEORGE WASHINGTON REGIONAL COMMISSION
August 21, 2017
The Robert C. Gibbons Conference Room
406 Princess Anne Street, Fredericksburg Virginia
MEMBERS PRESENT AND VOTING: Chair – Matt Kelly, City of Fredericksburg;
Caroline County: Jeff Black & Nancy Long; King George County: Ruby Brabo & Jim Howard;
Spotsylvania County: Greg Benton; and Stafford County: Laura Sellers
MEMBERS ABSENT: Meg Bohmke, Paul Trampe, & Billy Withers
OTHERS IN ATTENDANCE: Tim Barody, City of Fredericksburg; Emily Stock, DRPT;
Meghann Cotter, Micah; Kim Lally & Eric Watkins, Thurman Brisben Center; Chuck Johnston,
Citizen, Planning Director; & Cindy Shelton, Citizen, County of Stafford
STAFF: Tim Ware, Executive Director; Paul Agnello, Nick Quint, John Bentley & Colin Cate,
FAMPO; Kate Gibson & Samantha Shoukas, CoC; and JoAnna Roberson, GWRC
CALL TO ORDER: Mr. Kelly called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. with a quorum present;
which was followed by the Pledge of Allegiance.
APPROVAL OF GWRC MEETING AGENDA: Upon motion by Mr. Howard and seconded
by Ms. Sellers, with all concurring, the agenda was approved as submitted.
APPROVAL OF GWRC MEETING MINUTES (June 19, 2017) - (Action Item)
Upon motion by Ms. Brabo and seconded by Ms. Sellers, and all others in consensus, the
minutes from the June 19th meeting were approved as submitted.
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT - None
DRAFT FINANCIAL REPORT
Mr. Ware advised that the Financial Report is included in tonight’s agenda packet. Mr. Ware advised
that the Commission’s preliminary July report reflects a positive balance of approximately $194,000.
Mr. Ware stated the agency is financially sound and the available balance continues to grow.
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT - None
OLD BUSINESS - None
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NEW BUSINESS
a.) Regional Homeless Plan – Ms. Kate Gibson
Ms. Gibson advised that a Continuum of Care (CoC) is a federally-mandated network of
organizations that work together to prevent and end homelessness in a given region through a
strategic planning process. Ms. Gibson advised that the Fredericksburg Regional CoC covers
Planning District 16 and GWRC serves as the lead agency. Ms. Gibson advised that PD16 has 40
partners in the community that work together to support the CoC.
Ms. Gibson advised that there are three definitions that describe those who are literally homeless
versus those who are at imminent risk of becoming homeless. These classifications are as follows:
1 – literally homeless – these are the citizens who are sleeping outside;
sleeping in cars, tents, abandoned buildings, or emergency shelters
2 – imminent risk of homelessness – these are the citizens who are
fleeing from domestic violence; those temporarily staying in hotels,
staying with family/friends; those exiting from hospitals, jails or
other institutions; and those being evicted within two weeks –
these citizens have nowhere else to go
3 – chronically homeless – this category of citizens is defined by
HUD and is a very specific sub-set of the literally homeless population;
this group of citizens has a long history of homelessness that
has been continual for at least a year or has had 4 occurrences
in a 3-year time span that totals a year or longer; this citizen
population also has a disability (physical or developmental disability, serious mental
illness, chronic health condition, substance abuse, etc.)
Ms. Gibson advised that the CoC will have ended homelessness when paths for obtaining
permanent housing have been achieved. The four principles involved in ending homelessness are as
follows:
1- identify - a CoC needs to identify all citizens who are homeless
2- shelter – a CoC needs to provide immediate shelter
3- rehouse – a CoC needs to ensure that those who become homeless
are given an opportunity to return to permanent housing within
30 days of becoming homeless
4- prevent – CoC needs to prevent new episodes of homelessness
as often as possible
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Ms. Gibson stated that all four principles mentioned above need to be in place and coordinated
amongst all partners. Ms. Gibson advised that the homelessness response system involves the
following: coordinated assessments; homelessness prevention; emergency shelter; rapid re-housing;
& permanent supportive housing.
Ms. Gibson advised that all requests for assistance go through a coordinated assessment process so
that the community can match the most appropriate resources to each household. Partners try to
divert households from the homeless services system whenever possible by helping them problemsolve and connecting them to other resources.
Ms. Gibson stated that emergency shelters are for those who are literally homeless and need a safe
place to stay while they work toward moving back into permanent housing. Rapid re-housing is a
short-term form of assistance to help households move back into housing quickly by providing up
front assistance in paying security deposits, first month’s rent, etc. as well as case management and
support services.
Ms. Gibson advised that permanent supportive housing is for those who are chronically homeless
that are not able to sustain permanent housing without ongoing assistance. Persons in permanent
supportive housing pay 30% of their income toward rent and receive ongoing case management and
supportive services.
Ms. Gibson stated that 33% of the homelessness response system annual funding is received
through collaborative applications, where the CoC submits one application on behalf of the
community. Ms. Gibson advised that a CoC must be active and operational in order for the
community to receive both state and federal funding.
Ms. Sellers asked for clarification as to what the HUD Continuum of Care funding is used for. Ms.
Gibson advised this funding is used for the Homeless Management Information System (HMIS),
GWRC’s planning activities, and Micah’s supportive housing program.
Mr. Benton asked if the citizens classified as being homeless include those who panhandle up and
down State Route 3. Ms. Gibson stated that panhandling does not necessarily mean that a citizen is
homeless.
Ms. Sellers asked why citizens are homeless. Ms. Gibson stated that homelessness results from a
variety of reasons; however, many citizens just need help getting back on their feet – i.e. they have
jobs but have had financial setbacks due to illness, job loss, etc. and need upfront assistance with
security deposits, one-to-two months of rent paid up front; catch up on utility bills, etc.
3

Ms. Gibson advised that the CoC is currently working with the University of Mary Washington on a
FUSE (Frequent Users System Engagement) study. Ms. Gibson stated that this type of program has
proven to be successful and less costly in other areas across the nation. Data has proven that it
ultimately ends up costing a region more for someone to remain homeless than it does to provide
resources for permanent housing. The local cost breakdown shows the following costs per day per
person:
$20.00 a day to provide permanent housing
$30.00 a day to provide emergency shelter
$68.00 a day to provide cost of citizens incarcerated
$1400 a day to provide cost of emergency room services due to medical
issues that have been previously ignored
Ms. Gibson presented a preliminary strategy for the CoC to address unsheltered homelessness by
raising funding for new rapid re-housing and permanent supporting housing resources. Ms. Gibson
stated these efforts are not designed or proposed to result in re-allocations of funding currently
being expended to other agencies but instead the consideration would be asking localities for
additional financial support and funding.
Ms. Gibson advised that the Thurman Brisben Center Board has passed a resolution in opposition
of the unsheltered homelessness effort. Ms. Gibson stated that the CoC is scheduled to meet with
the Thurman Brisben staff and board members this week with the hope that both agencies will be
able to resolve concerns surrounding the unsheltered homelessness effort moving forward.
Ms. Sellers asked what the vote count from Thurman Brisben was and what were the concerns
surrounding the unsheltered homelessness effort. Ms. Gibson stated at this time she did not have
answers to these questions; however, deferred the question from Ms. Sellers to the Thurman
Brisben staff who was in attendance at tonight’s meeting.
Thurman Brisben staff stated their vote in opposition was a unanimous 9-0 count and their main
concern is that even though the funding request is asking for additional funding and not a reallocation of existing agency funding that potentially down the road money allocated to this effort
would be off-set from the existing agency funding allocations.
There were multiple comments, questions, etc. expressed by the commission members and they are
as follows:
Mr. Kelly stated that in order for the unsheltered homelessness effort to be successful that it not
only has to look at cost savings but also needs to look at the additional services the region needs.
Mr. Kelly asked if information could be gathered from other CoCs around the State/nation on
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housing challenges – i.e. how much revenue has been received; how the revenue has been generated
to decrease homelessness; how much additional staff time/maintenance the program requires, etc.
Mr. Kelly stated that he felt having this information available at possibly the upcoming
September/October meetings would be helpful to the members and this could be an item to be
discussed further at a future meeting. Ms. Long concurred that the unsheltered homelessness effort
sounds beneficial but she too would like to receive information from other CoCs.
Mr. Kelly stated that he felt this was actually a two-fold endeavor – one to provide additional
funding from each locality to support the elimination of unsheltered homelessness within the region;
and secondly, to determine the current CoC structure, its future needs, etc.
Ms. Sellers agreed with both Mr. Kelly & Ms. Long and asked if this could be brought up again at
the September meeting. This would allow each locality to talk with their respective Boards. Ms.
Sellers stated that she personally (not speaking on behalf of the Stafford Board of Supervisors) feels
that all funding received to prevent homelessness should be allocated to the CoC and then it is up to
the CoC to disperse funding to the appropriate agencies. Ms. Sellers stated that it is hard to get and
maintain funding authorizations to private agencies now and that with each budget session the
Board spends a large amount of time determining what agencies are going to be supported; by how
much; and for how long. Ms. Sellers stated that she feels it would be more efficient for the Board to
approve/not approve one consolidated agency request rather than multiple agency requests. Mr.
Kelly asked if the existing CoC is organized enough to handle additional duties. Ms. Gibson advised
that currently the CoC has only two employees so additional staff maintenance would be needed.
Mr. Kelly asked if each locality could forward to GWRC the current funding and agencies supported
in regard to the homelessness efforts. Mr. Kelly asked if these could then be forwarded to
commission members so everyone can review them before the September meeting. Mr. Kelly also
asked if the CoC would begin sending out notices to commission members in regard to upcoming
CoC meetings. Mr. Kelly stated monthly meetings occur and committee members have been
included to participate in the past; however, to date, other than him attending and representing the
City of Fredericksburg, that no other localities have had representation at the monthly meetings.
Ms. Sellers asked if additional HUD grants are available that are not being utilized by the region.
Ms. Gibson advised that to date no additional HUD grant money is available that is not being
utilized. Ms. Sellers stated that she felt it is an important issue and feels a regional discussion at an
upcoming meeting needs to occur in regard to homelessness.
b.) GO Virginia Update – Mr. Tim Ware
Mr. Ware advised that the GO Virginia Economic Growth & Diversification Plan draft for PD16,
the Northern Neck and the Middle Peninsula regions is expected to be approved at tomorrow’s
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meeting. Once approved, the draft is submitted to the State for its approval as well. Mr. Ware
advised the draft will be submitted to the State in September. Once the plan is approved by the
State, the Regional Council can begin taking requests for projects. Mr. Ware stated a preliminary
project list should be available for committee review within several months. Mr. Ware also relayed
that at a future upcoming GWRC meeting the consultant will come and brief the Commission and
provide presentation updates.
Ms. Brabo stated that the King George Board of Supervisors has received complaints that there is
only one representative from King George County on the GO Virginia Regional Council. Mr. Ware
stated that the Regional Council membership is capped at 25 members. Mr. Ware stated that the
Regional Council has to have representatives from all three regions, PD16, Middle Peninsula, &
Northern Neck so additional representation from King George County is likely not to occur. Mr.
Ware stated that he & Ms. Brabo can discuss more specifically King George County’s current
representative after the close of tonight’s meeting.
c.) DC2RVA Update – Ms. Emily Stock, DRPT
Ms. Stock advised that the DC2RVA high rail transportation study began in 2014. Ms. Stock stated
that DRPT is conducting the study; however, the project will be administered by the federal railroad
administration. Ms. Stock relayed that a draft EIS is expected to be released to the public in early
September. Once the draft has been released, there will be a 60day public comment period in place.
All comments received during this 60day time period will be included into the final EIS report. Ms.
Stock advised that the study is to be completed and recommendations provided by December of
2019. Ms. Stock stated the project will encompass a total of 123 miles on the I-95 corridor coming
from Richmond to DC and has been broken into 6 different regions.
Ms. Stock relayed, even though not officially adopted by FRR, DRPT as an agency has made
recommendations along the corridor. Other than the town of Ashland, which is being re-studied as
a separate entity, improvements to the remainder of the corridor are focusing on adding a third track
to the existing system (4th track in some locations that already have a 3rd track in place) is the
recommendation being made by DRPT.

Ms. Stock stated that even though DRPT’s recommendations could not be accepted by FRR, even
though highly unlikely, at the present time the original potential eastern by-pass project going
through or around Fredericksburg has been completely dismissed as a potential project
recommendation moving forward.
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Ms. Stock stated that “unofficially” the release date for the EIS draft is September 8th and the public
hearing for the Fredericksburg region is tentatively scheduled to be held on October at the Dorothy
Hart Community Center at 7:00 p.m. Ms. Stock stated the website information is available and
listed in tonight’s presentation and those interested can check regularly to see if the dates above
remain as scheduled.
d.) Other New Business
Mr. Ware advised the Commission that he would be retiring from his position as the Executive
Director of GWRC effective July, 2018. Mr. Kelly stated that the Commission would follow the
same protocol that was in place when Mr. Ware was hired which includes advertising the position
and having someone hired prior to Mr. Ware’s departure so training could occur while Mr. Ware is
still on staff.
Ms. Brabo stated that in regard to the Harry Nice Bridge repair project, the current recommendation
in place is to take off the shoulder and bike lane improvements as part of the improvement project.
Ms. Brabo relayed that the King George County Board of Supervisors will be endorsing a letter in
opposition of the current recommendations. Ms. Brabo stated the letter will be adopted on Tuesday
at the upcoming Board of Supervisors’ meeting and will be sent to both the governors of Maryland
and Virginia. Ms. Brabo also asked that GWRC submit letters of opposition as well. There was
unanimous consent from the Commission to endorse letters of opposition and asked that the
adopted letter by King George County be forwarded to GWRC
ADJOURN GWRC MEETING – The August 21st GWRC meeting was adjourned at 7:14 p.m.
The next meeting will be held on September 18, 2017.
Respectfully Submitted,
Timothy Ware, Executive Director
(Draft Minutes prepared by JoAnna Roberson)
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7.) Draft Financial Report

Balance Sheet
George Washington Regional Commission

Run Date:
Run Time:
Page 1 of 2

Period From : 07/01/17 to 08/31/17

9/13/17
2:10:52 pm

Assets:

10300
10301
10400
10800
11100
15400

Union First Market Bank Operating
AdVANtage Vanpool Insurance
Petty Cash
Union First Market MMA
Accounts Receivable
Furniture,fixtures&equipment

28,487.62
47,473.39
75.00
62,263.28
349,865.44
88,160.00

Total Assets:

$576,324.73

Accounts Payable
Payroll Liability-Leave Balances
Loan Payable UnionBank

238,119.52
47,311.00
60,491.67

Liabilities:

20000
21000
27711

Total Liabilities:

$345,922.19

Projects

30000
31000
31017
31200
31417
31479
31500
31503
31553
31600
31700
31702
31717
31807
31817
34000
34003
34100
37000
38014
38016
38018

Unrestricted Net Assets
VDRPT 5303
FTA 5303 FY 2017
FHWA PL
RSTP FY2017
Bike study
USHUD HMIS CoC
HUD CoC Planning FY17
VHSP CoC
FHWA SPR (Rural Transportation)
CMAQCMAQ Lease FY 17
CMAQ 103685
USDA Haz Mitigation
CZM Technical Assistance 2017
DHCD Planning
GoVA
VDRPT-RideShare
Local Allocations
RRBC external
Legislative Liaison pass thru
AdVANtage Insurance

131,887.78
-12,263.72
-8,356.09
-27,696.09
-84,960.13
-9,408.65
-11,186.48
445.01
-2,083.10
-10,859.03
-3,410.56
-2,415.00
-19,930.02
228.47
-3,260.00
18,992.00
38,514.57
-51,629.62
210,086.00
-1,110.00
31,343.75
47,473.39

Total Projects

$230,402.48

Net Difference to be Reconciled

$0.06

Total Adjustment

$0.01

Balance Sheet
George Washington Regional Commission

Run Date:
Run Time:
Page 2 of 2

Period From : 07/01/17 to 08/31/17
Unreconciled Balance

$0.05

Reconciling Items .......
(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Paid Salaries are
Timesheets show
Difference

124,767.99
124,768.00

Leave accrued this year

0.00

0.01

Fringe Pool is
Fringe allocated
Difference

44,493.75
44,493.75

Indirect Pool is
Indirect Allocated
Difference

66,582.03
66,582.03

Total adjustments

9/13/17
2:10:52 pm

0.00

0.00

$0.01

Agencywide Line Item Revenues and Expenditures
Run Date:
Run Time:
Page 1 of 1

George Washington Regional Commission

Period:

07/01/2017

09/13/2017
11:24:02 am

to 08/31/2017

Without Indirect Detail
Code & Description

Budget

Current

YTD

Un/Ovr

% Bud

2,125,304.00
673,649.00
75,971.00
225,499.00
7,983.00
0.00

134,751.69
48,926.37
0.00
0.00
0.00
26,661.09

220,965.02
165,873.76
0.00
225,499.00
0.00
76,367.60

1,904,338.98
507,775.24
75,971.00
0.00
7,983.00
-76,367.60

10.40%
24.62%
0.00%
100.00%
0.00%
0.00%

3,108,406.00

210,339.15

688,705.38

2,419,700.62

22.16%

660,247.00
243,023.00
489,993.00
984,678.00
39,250.00
0.00
15,000.00
0.00
15,000.00
33,850.00
0.00
160,355.00
4,000.00
20,112.00
34,983.00
96,782.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

50,167.09
17,045.24
36,113.39
123,335.51
0.00
2,440.00
0.00
941.59
150.00
2,990.00
600.00
8,567.70
2,232.07
467.73
1,030.83
0.00
550.00
0.00
3,581.25
44,181.75

101,807.93
34,946.13
66,582.03
175,348.56
0.00
2,440.00
0.00
941.59
150.00
5,720.00
900.00
32,839.38
2,848.02
827.40
1,921.10
0.00
650.00
-37,250.00
5,906.25
91,614.26

558,439.07
208,076.87
423,410.97
809,329.44
39,250.00
-2,440.00
15,000.00
-941.59
14,850.00
28,130.00
-900.00
127,515.62
1,151.98
19,284.60
33,061.90
96,782.00
-650.00
37,250.00
-5,906.25
-91,614.26

15.42%
14.38%
13.59%
17.81%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
1.00%
16.90%
0.00%
20.48%
71.20%
4.11%
5.49%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

2,797,273.00

294,394.15

488,192.65

2,309,080.35

17.45%

311,133.00

-84,055.00

200,512.73

Revenues

45100
45200
45202
45300
45700
47600

REV-Federal Contracts/Fees
REV-State Contracts/Fees
State Technical Assistanct
REV-Local Government Contract
REV-Other Income
pass thru AdVANtage
Revenues

Expenses

50000
50500
59700
67560
81100
81600
81620
81750
81751
81752
81760
81770
83000
83100
83200
85000
85300
93010
93020
97000

Salaries
Fringe Benefits
Indirect Costs
Consulting Services
Supplies Expense
Equipment, Rental, & Maintenance
Equipment Purchase
Public Relations
Van Pool Assistance
Leased Spaces
RideShare Van Subsidies/GRH
Marketing/Educationhj
Travel/Training
Travel
Conference, Convention, & Meetin
Miscellaneous Expense
Membership Dues-Organization
Legislative Liaison Income
Legislative Consultant Expenses
AdVANtage
Expenses

Agency Balance

8.) Executive Director’s Report

George Washington Regional Commission
406 Princess Anne Street
Fredericksburg, Virginia 22401
(540) 373-2890
Fax (540) 899-4808
www.gwregion.org

Tim Ware
Executive Director

The Honorable Larry Hogan
Office of the Governor
100 State Circle
Annapolis, MD 21401
RE: Request for Assistance (Harry W. Nice Memorial Bridge Replacement Project)
Dear Governor Hogan:
I am writing on behalf of the George Washington Regional Commission to express our concerns regarding the
plans for the Harry W. Nice Memorial Bridge Replacement Project.
BACKGROUND. The Harry W. Nice Bridge, located on U.S. 301, is a 1.7-mile bridge that spans the Potomac
River between King George County, VA and Charles County, MD. Its two lanes service 6.6 million vehicles
annually, and the bridge is the second oldest facility in the Maryland Transportation Authority's (MDTA)
inventory. In 2006, the MDTA reviewed the Nice Bridge's limited capacity, negative impacts on traffic, and
effects on public safety. The MDTA concluded with an initiative to replace the current bridge with a wider fourlane structure.
CONCERNS. Since announcing its "selected alternate" in 2012, the MDTA planned for the bridge's replacement
to include a barrier-separated shared-use path and road shoulders wide enough to accommodate vehicle
breakdowns. Unfortunately, the MDTA has recently announced the development of a "practical design" with no
vehicle breakdown lanes and the option to remove the barrier-separated shared-use path.
We understand that this "practical option" is but one of a few alternatives that the MDTA is considering.
However, we fear the MDTA may prioritize cutting costs over the burden a cheaper option would place on our
region. Failing to install wider shoulders will only serve to reinforce the traffic congestion King George County
suffers on a recurring basis.
Currently, a single accident can shut down this major interstate thoroughfare for hours. This is especially
troublesome as the Virginia Department of Transportation is ramping up its promotion of U.S. 301 as an
alternative to the soon-to-be project laden Interstate 95.
Removal of the barrier-separated shared-use path is additionally bothersome. In addition to quality of life
concerns, the MDTA's practical design option plays a key role in our regional planning. Currently, the Nice

Bridge serves as a critical connection between multiple legs in the Potomac Heritage National Scenic Trail, a
tourism attraction that spans both Virginia and Maryland. In January, the George Washington Regional
Commission jurisdictions of King George County, Stafford County and the City of Fredericksburg signed a
memorandum of understanding with the National Park Service designating the Potomac Heritage National
Scenic Trail through our region. The route includes a connection to the Nice Bridge, so users can access the
Maryland portion of the trail network. Although currently an on-road route, this connection will eventually be a
paved shared-use path adjacent to U.S. 301. If the MDTA moves forward without bicycle and pedestrian
accommodations on the Nice Bridge, there will not be a safe way for trail users to access the other side of the
Potomac River in this region.
REQUEST. The George Washington Regional Commission would like for the MDTA to consider the
repercussions the Nice Bridge Replacement Project will have on our region. As such, we are asking to remove
any options that fail to include safe bicycle and pedestrian access and vehicular breakdown lanes. We humbly
request your assistance with achieving that aim.
I appreciate your consideration. If you have any additional questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to
contact me.
Sincerely,

Matthew Kelly
Chairman

CAROLINE COUNTY

CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG

KING GEORGE COUNTY

SPOTSYLVANIA COUNTY

STAFFORD COUNTY

George Washington Regional Commission
406 Princess Anne Street
Fredericksburg, Virginia 22401
(540) 373-2890
Fax (540) 899-4808
www.gwregion.org

Tim Ware
Executive Director

The Honorable Terence "Terry" McAuliffe
Office of the Governor
Patrick Henry Building, 3rd Floor
1111 East Broad Street
Richmond, VA 23219
RE: Request for Assistance (Harry W. Nice Memorial Bridge Replacement Project)
Dear Governor McAuliffe:
I am writing on behalf of the George Washington Regional Commission to express our concerns regarding the
plans for the Harry W. Nice Memorial Bridge Replacement Project.
BACKGROUND. The Harry W. Nice Bridge, located on U.S. 301, is a 1.7-mile bridge that spans the Potomac
River between King George County, VA and Charles County, MD. Its two lanes service 6.6 million vehicles
annually, and the bridge is the second oldest facility in the Maryland Transportation Authority's (MDTA)
inventory. In 2006, the MDTA reviewed the Nice Bridge's limited capacity, negative impacts on traffic, and
effects on public safety. The MDTA concluded with an initiative to replace the current bridge with a wider fourlane structure.
CONCERNS. Since announcing its "selected alternate" in 2012, the MDTA planned for the bridge's replacement
to include a barrier-separated shared-use path and road shoulders wide enough to accommodate vehicle
breakdowns. Unfortunately, the MDTA has recently announced the development of a "practical design" with no
vehicle breakdown lanes and the option to remove the barrier-separated shared-use path.
We understand that this "practical option" is but one of a few alternatives that the MDTA is considering.
However, we fear the MDTA may prioritize cutting costs over the burden a cheaper option would place on our
region. Failing to install wider shoulders will only serve to reinforce the traffic congestion King George County
suffers on a recurring basis.
Currently, a single accident can shut down this major interstate thoroughfare for hours. This is especially
troublesome as the Virginia Department of Transportation is ramping up its promotion of U.S. 301 as an
alternative to the soon-to-be project laden Interstate 95.

Removal of the barrier-separated shared-use path is additionally bothersome. In addition to quality of life
concerns, the MDTA's practical design option plays a key role in our regional planning. Currently, the Nice
Bridge serves as a critical connection between multiple legs in the Potomac Heritage National Scenic Trail, a
tourism attraction that spans both Virginia and Maryland. In January, the George Washington Regional
Commission jurisdictions of King George County, Stafford County and the City of Fredericksburg signed a
memorandum of understanding with the National Park Service designating the Potomac Heritage National
Scenic Trail through our region. The route includes a connection to the Nice Bridge, so users can access the
Maryland portion of the trail network. Although currently an on-road route, this connection will eventually be a
paved shared-use path adjacent to U.S. 301. If the MDTA moves forward without bicycle and pedestrian
accommodations on the Nice Bridge, there will not be a safe way for trail users to access the other side of the
Potomac River in this region.
REQUEST. The George Washington Regional Commission would like for the MDTA to consider the
repercussions the Nice Bridge Replacement Project will have on our region. As such, we are asking to remove
any options that fail to include safe bicycle and pedestrian access and vehicular breakdown lanes. We humbly
request your assistance with achieving that aim.
I appreciate your consideration. If you have any additional questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to
contact me.
Sincerely,

Matthew Kelly
Chairman

CAROLINE COUNTY

CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG

KING GEORGE COUNTY

SPOTSYLVANIA COUNTY

STAFFORD COUNTY

Fredericksburg Area Metropolitan Planning Organization
406 Princess Anne Street
Fredericksburg, Virginia 22401
(540) 373-2890
Fax (540) 899-4808
www.fampo.gwregion.org
Paul Milde
FAMPO Chairman
Paul Agnello
FAMPO Administrator

September 18, 2017
The Honorable Larry Hogan
Office of the Governor
100 State Circle
Annapolis, MD 21401
RE: Request for Assistance (Harry W. Nice Memorial Bridge Replacement Project)
Dear Governor Hogan:
I am writing on behalf of the Fredericksburg Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (FAMPO) to express our
concerns regarding the plans for the Harry W. Nice Memorial Bridge Replacement Project.
BACKGROUND. The Harry W. Nice Bridge, located on U.S. 301, is a 1.7-mile bridge that spans the Potomac
River between King George County, VA and Charles County, MD. Its two lanes service 6.6 million vehicles
annually, and the bridge is the second oldest facility in the Maryland Transportation Authority's (MDTA)
inventory. In 2006, the MDTA reviewed the Nice Bridge's limited capacity, negative impacts on traffic, and
effects on public safety. The MDTA concluded with an initiative to replace the current bridge with a wider fourlane structure.
CONCERNS. Since announcing its "selected alternate" in 2012, the MDTA planned for the bridge's
replacement to include a barrier-separated shared-use path and road shoulders wide enough to accommodate
vehicle breakdowns. Unfortunately, the MDTA has recently announced the development of a "practical
design" with no vehicle breakdown lanes and the option to remove the barrier-separated shared-use path.
We understand that this "practical option" is but one of a few alternatives that the MDTA is considering.
However, we fear the MDTA may prioritize cutting costs over the burden a cheaper option would place on our
region. Failing to install wider shoulders will only serve to reinforce the traffic congestion King George County
suffers on a recurring basis.
Currently, a single accident can shut down this major interstate thoroughfare for hours. This is especially
troublesome as the Virginia Department of Transportation is ramping up its promotion of U.S. 301 as an
alternative to the soon-to-be project laden Interstate 95.
Removal of the barrier-separated shared-use path is additionally bothersome. In addition to quality of life
concerns, the MDTA's practical design option plays a key role in our regional planning. Currently, the Nice
Bridge serves as a critical connection between multiple legs in the Potomac Heritage National Scenic Trail, a
tourism attraction that spans both Virginia and Maryland. In January, the George Washington Regional

Commission jurisdictions of King George County, Stafford County and the City of Fredericksburg signed a
memorandum of understanding with the National Park Service designating the Potomac Heritage National
Scenic Trail through our region. The route includes a connection to the Nice Bridge, so users can access the
Maryland portion of the trail network. Although currently an on-road route, this connection will eventually be
a paved shared-use path adjacent to U.S. 301. If the MDTA moves forward without bicycle and pedestrian
accommodations on the Nice Bridge, there will not be a safe way for trail users to access the other side of the
Potomac River in this region.
REQUEST. The Fredericksburg Area Metropolitan Planning Organization would like for the MDTA to consider
the repercussions the Nice Bridge Replacement Project will have on our region. As such, we are asking to
remove any options that fail to include safe bicycle and pedestrian access and vehicular breakdown lanes. We
humbly request your assistance with achieving that aim.
I appreciate your consideration. If you have any additional questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to
contact me.
Sincerely,

Paul Milde
Chairman

Fredericksburg Area Metropolitan Planning Organization
406 Princess Anne Street
Fredericksburg, Virginia 22401
(540) 373-2890
Fax (540) 899-4808
www.fampo.gwregion.org
Paul Milde
FAMPO Chairman
Paul Agnello
FAMPO Administrator

September 18, 2017
The Honorable Terence "Terry" McAuliffe
Office of the Governor
Patrick Henry Building, 3rd Floor
1111 East Broad Street
Richmond, VA 23219
RE: Request for Assistance (Harry W. Nice Memorial Bridge Replacement Project)
Dear Governor McAuliffe:
I am writing on behalf of the Fredericksburg Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (FAMPO) to express our
concerns regarding the plans for the Harry W. Nice Memorial Bridge Replacement Project.
BACKGROUND. The Harry W. Nice Bridge, located on U.S. 301, is a 1.7-mile bridge that spans the Potomac
River between King George County, VA and Charles County, MD. Its two lanes service 6.6 million vehicles
annually, and the bridge is the second oldest facility in the Maryland Transportation Authority's (MDTA)
inventory. In 2006, the MDTA reviewed the Nice Bridge's limited capacity, negative impacts on traffic, and
effects on public safety. The MDTA concluded with an initiative to replace the current bridge with a wider fourlane structure.
CONCERNS. Since announcing its "selected alternate" in 2012, the MDTA planned for the bridge's
replacement to include a barrier-separated shared-use path and road shoulders wide enough to accommodate
vehicle breakdowns. Unfortunately, the MDTA has recently announced the development of a "practical
design" with no vehicle breakdown lanes and the option to remove the barrier-separated shared-use path.
We understand that this "practical option" is but one of a few alternatives that the MDTA is considering.
However, we fear the MDTA may prioritize cutting costs over the burden a cheaper option would place on our
region. Failing to install wider shoulders will only serve to reinforce the traffic congestion King George County
suffers on a recurring basis.
Currently, a single accident can shut down this major interstate thoroughfare for hours. This is especially
troublesome as the Virginia Department of Transportation is ramping up its promotion of U.S. 301 as an
alternative to the soon-to-be project laden Interstate 95.
Removal of the barrier-separated shared-use path is additionally bothersome. In addition to quality of life
concerns, the MDTA's practical design option plays a key role in our regional planning. Currently, the Nice

Bridge serves as a critical connection between multiple legs in the Potomac Heritage National Scenic Trail, a
tourism attraction that spans both Virginia and Maryland. In January, the George Washington Regional
Commission jurisdictions of King George County, Stafford County and the City of Fredericksburg signed a
memorandum of understanding with the National Park Service designating the Potomac Heritage National
Scenic Trail through our region. The route includes a connection to the Nice Bridge, so users can access the
Maryland portion of the trail network. Although currently an on-road route, this connection will eventually be
a paved shared-use path adjacent to U.S. 301. If the MDTA moves forward without bicycle and pedestrian
accommodations on the Nice Bridge, there will not be a safe way for trail users to access the other side of the
Potomac River in this region.
REQUEST. The Fredericksburg Area Metropolitan Planning Organization would like for the MDTA to consider
the repercussions the Nice Bridge Replacement Project will have on our region. As such, we are asking to
remove any options that fail to include safe bicycle and pedestrian access and vehicular breakdown lanes. We
humbly request your assistance with achieving that aim.
I appreciate your consideration. If you have any additional questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to
contact me.
Sincerely,

Paul Milde
Chairman

9a.) Regional Legislative Agenda

Fauquier
Rappahannock

Culpeper
Stafford

Madison
Orange
#

Town of
Orange

Fredericksburg

King George

Spotsylvania
Caroline

VACo Region 7 – North Central Virginia
2018 Legislative Issues DRAFT

Fauquier
Rappahannock

Culpeper
Stafford

Madison
Orange
#

Town of
Orange

Fredericksburg

September 8, 2017
PRIORITY ISSUES

Children’s Services Act
Since its foundation in 1992, the Virginia Children’s Services Act has led the nation by
consolidating funding sources and carefully coordinating treatment services for children with
severe and significant needs. This care coordination has proven successful in both meeting
needs for individual children, and in proving that state and local responsibility and cost sharing
can and does work.
It is critical that when the General Assembly or the State Executive Council (SEC) directs
changes in CSA law, policy or implementation guidelines the outcomes benefit those served and
respects the shared-cost relationship of the Commonwealth and localities. When cost savings
decisions are made they must show savings for both funding partners. Furthermore, the
General Assembly and the SEC must direct the state Office of Children’s Services staff to work
closely with local governments in a manner that further enhances the collaborative partnership
established in the CSA and improves the outcomes observed in this special population of
children.
The Region supports the current structure under the CSA law that vests with the local Family
Assessment and Planning Team (FAPT) and Community Policy and Management Team (CPMT)
the responsibility to ensure that the proper services are selected for each child, to be provided
by properly licensed providers, and at reasonable costs to the public.
Finally, the Region strongly supports the modification of current policy that CSA funds are not
available to provide services in any educational setting during the school day. This policy blocks
the use of CSA funds for proven cost-effective community based services that could support
students requiring more restrictive type educational settings such as private day schools.
Furthermore, the Region supports changes in policy to provide additional state support for
community based therapeutic public day schools that operate very similarly to regional day
programs in other communities. Stafford County has documented a potential for savings of
over 40% per participant annually versus private placements outside the community yet State
policy both through CSA and VDOE forces the higher cost approach. The use of private day
school placements for students has skyrocketed across the Commonwealth for many years yet
there have not been any policy changes to support innovative approaches to educating these
youths within the community school system, further, private day school rates are disparate
across the Commonwealth.
Allow for increased speed limits on selected non-limited access, multilane, divided highways
The Region supports amending Section 46.2-870 to authorize VDOT, after appropriate traffic
engineering studies, to increase the speed limit from 55 to 60 mph on non-limited access,
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multilane, divided highways in the region including but not limited to Routes 17, 207, 301, 3
and 211. Route 17 is currently authorized for the higher speed between Port Royal and Saluda
only. Routes currently authorized include: Routes 23, 29, 58, 360 and 460.
Improving Virginia’s Smart Scale Program
The Region supports three changes to Smart Scale:
1. Focus statewide high priority funding on regional projects instead of small local projects
by:
a. Excluding stand alone bike/ped projects from Statewide High Priority funding.
b. Excluding highway projects not physically on a Corridor of Statewide Significance
from Statewide High Priority funding (Corridors of Statewide Significance
generally include Interstates and a few select primary highways e.g., Route 17
and 29)
c. Set a minimum threshold in the size of a project to qualify for Statewide High
Priority funding, e.g. $10 Million.
2. Mandate that average traffic counts used in Smart Scale metrics must cover all 7 days of
the week instead of only average weekdays.
a. Many major roadways statewide can have more traffic congestion on weekends
than weekdays.
3. Mandate that Total Cost be used in Smart Scale benefit/cost calculations instead of
Smart Scale Request Cost.
Viability of Cash and Off-Site Proffers
Conditional zoning was authorized by the Virginia General Assembly over 30 years ago. The
goal was to address the rigidity of traditional zoning methods to address conflicts between
competing and incompatible land uses.
As designed and utilized for decades, conditional zoning allows reasonable conditions, known
as proffers, to be offered by the applicant during a rezoning process as a way of mitigating the
impacts of the proposed rezoning. Proffers could include land, infrastructure, cash or other
conditions or constraints on the use of the property. These proffers, if accepted by the
governing body as part of the rezoning approval, become part of the zoning ordinance as it
applies to that property. In theory, conditional zoning allows land to be rezoned that might not
otherwise be rezoned because the proffers can address community concerns arising from the
rezoning. In the 2016 session SB549 created a new section, 15.2-2303.4, which dramatically
changed the way off-site and cash proffers can be offered, considered, accepted and used to
support public facilities.
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Section 15.2-2303.4 (2016) imposes limitations and uncertainty including:
• If an applicant submits an amendment to a project’s proffers that were approved prior
to July 1, 2016 do all cash or off-site proffers associated with the project come under the
new statute or simply those proffers that are the subject of the amendment?
• What is the definition of “specifically attributable” and how does this impact a proposed
rezoning that generates a need for “some” capacity improvement?
• In the case of some capacity improvement need it must be an “identifiable portion of a
need.” What does this mean and how is it determined?
• Should utility facilities be included as a category of public facility that may be addressed
through proffers?
• What level of formality is required to establish that a proffer has been “suggested,
requested, or required” by the locality?
• The uncertainty regarding the reasonableness of proffers, coupled with the loss of the
presumption of validity, the “clear and convincing” standard of proof, and the potential
award of attorneys’ fees, has caused localities to limit proffer discussion during the
rezoning process, or to forego proffer authority altogether.
When the Code of Virginia creates uncertainty local government attorneys, cautious by nature,
advise their clients to err on the side of caution. Consequently, the very dialogue and
negotiation that conditional zoning was designed to foster has been severely limited. This
limits the ability of developers to respond to the concerns of neighbors and consequently
jeopardizes private development. The 2016 change is therefore having a negative economic
impact.
With the most recent changes relative to cash and off-site proffers, the time might be right to
consider impacts fees as an appropriate means for supporting the capital improvement costs
driven by new residential development.
Equal Taxing Authority
The Region supports equal taxing authority among all counties, cities and towns. As the
difference between the services provided by municipalities (cities and towns) and urban,
suburban and suburbanizing counties has diminished so has the need to have different and
confusing tax rates and authorities.
Equalization of authority includes general authority to impose the tax and/or tax rate
limitations for:
• Admission tax
• Meals tax
• Tobacco tax
• Lodging tax
3
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OTHER ISSUES

Tax Reform and Local Revenues Generally
Local taxes such as the Business Professional and Occupational License tax (BPOL) and the
Machinery and Tools tax (M&T) are frequently mentioned as taxes the General Assembly
should consider for elimination. We recognize the need to promote business growth and
support efforts to do so but those that can result in reducing local services that support
economic development or raising other taxes will undermine the intended purpose. Before tax
system changes are enacted the Region supports thorough study of the entire system and the
consequences, both intended and unintended, associated with potential changes.
Transportation Generally
The Region applauds the efforts made over the past several years to adequately fund our
growing transportation needs but the job is not done. Sound decision-making must continue to
recognize the linkage between land-use and transportation decisions to achieve costeffectiveness and to retain quality of life. The Region supports efforts to enhance
transportation funding. Growing transportation needs and the deterioration of critical
transportation infrastructure, e.g., roads, bridges, is creating detrimental impacts to economic
vitality and safety across the region.
The Region strongly encourages VDOT to fully utilize its funding authorization for the Revenue
Sharing Program and abandon plans to reduce program funding in the future.
We recognize that the General Assembly and the Administration will continue to review the
structure of our transportation system and may consider the potential for devolution of certain
functions that have been the responsibility for the Commonwealth for almost a century, such as
the secondary road network. The Region is opposed to devolution of state transportation
responsibilities to counties and we urge the Administration and the General Assembly to work
collaboratively with local governments during such reviews.
The Region supports efforts to improve rail service along the I-95 corridor. As part of this
efforts the Region encourages the Commonwealth to work cooperatively with the Region’s
localities to identify potential alternatives and to consider the potential impacts such efforts
can have on property owners in or near the corridor.
Broadband
The Region strongly supports efforts to expand broadband capabilities in underserved and rural
areas including protecting and enhancing local authority to deploy broadband or partner with
others, public or private, to adequately serve unserved and underserved areas. Efforts to
enhance the deployment of 5G technology must include expansion of high-speed service to
rural areas.
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Chesapeake Bay Restoration and Stormwater Management
The proposed Chesapeake Bay TMDL and Virginia’s Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP)
requires 2-year milestones for the Commonwealth and its MS-4 localities. Without aggressive
state investment in meeting these milestones Virginia localities will be under the threat of
limited economic growth, including non-MS-4 localities. The Region urges the Governor and
the General Assembly to be actively involved in identifying and resourcing proven traditional as
well as innovative solutions. The Region supports continued efforts to improve administrative
efficiencies of the state-local relationship. As experience is gained we believe needed
enhancements will be identified and following the principles of adaptive management we can
respond with appropriate legislative or regulatory revisions.
Alternative On-Site Septic Systems (AOSS)
AOSS are an important means of safely treating wastewater in areas where traditional septic
treatment systems will not work. With regulation of these systems vested largely with the
Virginia Department of Health localities have limited ability to respond when an AOSS unit does
not meet treatment standards. The Region encourages the General Assembly to provide
adequate authority for VDH or localities to respond to AOSS failures to protect the public health
and water quality especially in circumstances where an AOSS owner refuses to properly care for
the system or when the owner cannot afford to make needed repairs or improvements.
Water Supply
The Region is concerned about safe and adequate water supply for human consumption and
economic development. The Region supports policies and financial investments by the
Commonwealth that promotes long-term solutions to the needs of our communities for a safe
and reliable water supply.
State Funding for Local and Regional Jails
In 2010, the General Assembly reduced the amount paid to local jails for local inmates from $8
per day to $4 per day, and reduced the amount for state responsible inmates from $14 per day
to $12 per day. This saved the state over $19 million annually by transferring the cost to local
taxpayers.
The Region urges the General Assembly to return to paying $14 per day for all state responsible
inmates for whom they are now paying $12 per day, the additional cost to the state would be
approximately $6 million annually. At this time the $4 per day payment for local inmates would
not be changed.
Education Funding
The Region is deeply concerned by the trend of declining state financial support for K-12. The
Region encourages the Commonwealth to reverse this trend including among other things
important school safety efforts such as the funding of School Resource Officers in all schools.
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The Region also supports the protection of local governing body authority to evaluate and
approve any reallocation of year-end fund balances.
Economic and Workforce Development
The Region supports continued efforts by the Commonwealth to enhance a broader-based
economy and increase private sector employment opportunities. The Region further supports
enhanced funding of workforce training programs to support credential attainment by workers
who support businesses and industries essential to the new Virginia economy.
Local Land Use Authority
The Region strongly supports the maintenance of all existing authority of local government for
planning, zoning and related activities. While efforts to enhance a broader-based economy
rightly include examination of local rules and regulations that can impact private investment
decisions such examination must balance the economic goals with the goals of protecting
existing communities and property rights. Decisions impacting our neighborhoods and
communities are most appropriately made at the neighborhood and community level.
Mental Health Services
The Region strongly supports a sustained focus by the state on Virginia’s mental health services
system to ensure, through evaluation and investment, that appropriate and effective
outpatient and in-patient services are available across the Commonwealth. The Region
encourages reforms provide for alternative placement for local jail inmates with serious mental
health issues that should not be left to jail personnel to address.

The Regional Legislative Program Point of Contact is Eldon James, Legislative Liaison, 540-907-2008;
Fax 804-644-5640; Eldon@EldonJamesAssociates.com www.EldonJamesAssociates.com
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10a.) Approval of Resolution No. 18-01, Authorizing Staff to Issue a
Request for Proposals to Hire On-Call General Planning Services
Consultant(s)

George Washington Regional Commission
406 Princess Anne Street
Fredericksburg, Virginia 22401
(540) 373-2890
Fax (540) 899-4808
www.gwregion.org

Tim Ware
Executive Director

RESOLUTION NO. 18-01
AUTHORIZING STAFF TO ISSUE A REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS TO HIRE ON-CALL
GENERAL PLANNING SERVICES CONSULTANT(S)
WHEREAS, the George Washington Regional Commission (“the Commission”) is the Planning District
Commission serving the City of Fredericksburg and Caroline, King George, Spotsylvania and Stafford
counties, known collectively as Planning District 16, and;
WHEREAS, the Commission has reduced staffing levels in recent years and has limited capacity to
undertake additional projects that would be of benefit to member governments;
WHEREAS, staff capacity has been enhanced by hiring two on-call consultants to provide assistance in
General Planning Services
WHEREAS, the contract period for on-call consultants will end on December 31, 2017;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the George Washington Regional Commission
authorizes its Executive Director to issue a Request for Proposals for future On-Call General Planning
Services and review proposals in accordance with the Commission Procurement Policy.
Adopted by the George Washington Regional Commission at its duly called meeting of September 18,
2018, in the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, a quorum being present.

___________________________________________
Matthew Kelly, Chairman

CAROLINE COUNTY

CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG

KING GEORGE COUNTY

September 18, 2018

SPOTSYLVANIA COUNTY

STAFFORD COUNTY

10b.) Alice Project

Virginia ALICE Report
KEY MESSAGES
ALICE®, an acronym which stands for Asset, Limited, Income, Constrained, Employed, is a way of
defining our families, neighbors, and colleagues (men and women) who work hard, earn above the
federal poverty level, but not enough to afford a basic household budget.
When ALICE households cannot make ends meet, they are forced to make difficult choices such as
foregoing health care, accredited child care, healthy food, or car insurance; these ‘savings’ threaten their
health, safety and future – and they reduce productivity and raise insurance premiums and taxes for
everyone.
ALICE households vary in size and makeup; there is no typical configuration. In fact, contrary to some
stereotypes, the composition of ALICE households in Virginia mirrors that of the general population.
There are young and old ALICE households, those with children, and those with a family member who
has a disability. They vary in educational level attained, as well as in race and ethnicity. They live in
cities, in suburbs, and in rural areas.
ALICE households move above and below the ALICE threshold over time. For instance, a young ALICE
household may capitalize on their education and move above the ALICE threshold. An older ALICE
household may experience a health emergency, lose a job, or suffer from a personal crisis and slip into
poverty. The success of our communities is directly tied to the financial stability of ALICE households.

GREATER FREDERICKSBURG REGION
Caroline County
Population: 29,349 |

Number of Households: 10,970

|

ALICE: 39%

Number of Households: 8,379

|

ALICE: 29%

Number of Households: 42,568

|

ALICE: 47%

Number of Households: 43,887

|

ALICE: 35%

Number of Households: 10,080

|

ALICE: 55%

King George County
Population: 24,933 |

Spotsylvania County
Population: 130,475 |

Stafford County
Population: 142,003 |

City of Fredericksburg
Population: 27,395 |

ALICE IN FREDERICKSBURG CITY

Fredericksburg City, 2015
Census Place
Fredericksburg

2015 Point-in-Time Data

Total HH

% ALICE
&
Poverty

10,080

55%

Population: 27,395 | Number of Households: 10,080
Median Household Income: $51,762 (state average: $66,262)
Unemployment Rate: 8.9% (state average: 5.5%)
Gini Coefficient (zero = equality; one = inequality): 0.47 (state average: 0.47)

How many households are struggling?
ALICE, an acronym for Asset
Limited, Income Constrained,
Employed, are households that earn
more than the Federal Poverty Level,
but less than the basic cost of living
for the county (the ALICE Threshold,
or AT). Combined, the number of
poverty and ALICE households
equals the total population struggling
to afford basic needs.

51630

16%

45%
39%

Poverty
ALICE
Above AT

What are the economic conditions?
The Economic Viability Dashboard evaluates community conditions
for ALICE in three core areas. Each is an index with a scale of 1 (worse)
to 100 (better).
Housing
Affordability
54

Job
Opportunities
45

Community
Resources
51

What does it cost to afford the basic necessities?
This bare-minimum budget does not allow for any savings, leaving a household
vulnerable to unexpected expenses. Affording only a very modest living in each
community, this budget is still significantly more than the Federal Poverty Level
of $11,770 for a single adult and $24,250 for a family of four.

Household Survival Budget, Fredericksburg City
2 ADULTS, 1 INFANT,
1 PRESCHOOLER

SINGLE ADULT
Housing

$1,167

$1,458

$–

$1,462

Food

$169

$561

Transportation

$361

$722

Health Care

$199

$767

UNITED WAY ALICE REPORT – VIRGINIA

Child Care

Note: Municipal-level data on this page
is for Census Places. Totals will not match
county-level data; municipal-level data often
relies on 5-year averages and is not
available for the smallest towns that do not
report income.

Miscellaneous

$250

$607

Taxes

$604

$1,097

$2,750

$6,674

$33,000

$80,088

$16.50

$40.04

Monthly Total
ANNUAL TOTAL
Hourly Wage

Source: American Community Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), Internal Revenue Service (IRS), U.S.
Census, U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD),
U.S. Election Assistance Commission, Virginia Department of Taxation, and Virginia Department of Social
Services, 2015.

Virginia
ALICE Report

Virginia ALICE Project
United Ways Participating
LUW Participating
LUW Not Participating

Who is ALICE?

Meet ALICE!

Occupations by Employment and Wage

Virginia ALICE – Household Survival Budget

Virginia ALICE – Fredericksburg City

Households Below the ALICE Threshold by County

FULL REPORT AND SUMMARY:

VirginiaALICE.org

MARKETING and OUTREACH

https://www.facebook.com/rappahannockunitedway
https://twitter.com/rappunitedway

#UnitedForALICE
#VirginiaALICE
#MeetALICE

CONTACT:

Sarah Walsh
(540) 373 0041 X315
swalsh@rappahannockunitedway.org

Janel S Donohue
(540) 373 0041 X307
swalsh@rappahannockunitedway.org

