
 
 

 

 
MEETING OF THE GEORGE WASHINGTON REGIONAL COMMISSION  

August 21, 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 June 19, 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 (if any) 
 

10. New Business  
a.) Regional Homeless Plan – Ms. Kate Gibson 

 
b.) GO Virginia Update – Mr. Tim Ware 

 
c.) DC2RVA Update – Ms. Emily Stock, Department of Rail and 

Public Transportation (DRPT) 
 

d.) Other New Business(if any) 
 

 
6:50 p.m.  12. Adjourn GWRC Meeting 

Next GWRC meeting: September 18, 2017 



 

5.)  Approval of Minutes of GWRC Meeting of June 19, 2017 
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE 
GEORGE WASHINGTON REGIONAL COMMISSION 

 
June 19, 2017 

The Robert C. Gibbons Conference Room 
406 Princess Anne Street, Fredericksburg Virginia 

 
MEMBERS PRESENT AND VOTING: Chair – Jeff Black, Caroline County; City of 
Fredericksburg:  Matt Kelly & Billy Withers; Caroline County:  Nancy Long; King George 
County:  Ruby Brabo & Jim Howard; Spotsylvania County:  Greg Benton & Paul Trampe; and 
Stafford County: Meg Bohmke & Laura Sellers  
 
MEMBERS ABSENT:   None 
 
OTHERS IN ATTENDANCE:  Eldon James, Legislative Liaison; & Rupert Farley, CTAG 
 
STAFF: Tim Ware, Executive Director; Paul Agnello, Nick Quint & John Bentley, FAMPO; Kate 
Gibson, CoC; and Diana Utz, Leigh Anderson & JoAnna Roberson, GWRC 
 
CALL TO ORDER:  Mr. Black 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. Kelly and seconded by 
Ms. Sellers, with all concurring, the agenda was approved as submitted. 
 
APPROVAL OF GWRC MEETING MINUTES (May 15, 2017) - (Action Item)  
 
Upon motion by Mr. Kelly and seconded by Ms. Sellers, and all others in consensus, the minutes 
from the May 15th 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 GWRC has $357,557.59 in assets and $231,433.13 in liabilities, resulting in $126,124.43 in 
positive equity.  Mr. Ware advised that there are numerous account receivables the Commission is 
awaiting reimbursement on and these allocations should be received before the year ends.   Mr. 
Ware relayed that the Commission is financially sound and positively moving forward.     
 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT       
 
Mr. Ware advised that staff-wise, FAMPO has two new employees, both of whom are recent 
graduates from the University of Mary Washington & that GWRC has a new part-time front desk 
receptionist.  Mr. Ware stated that we are glad to have the new employees on board respectively:  
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Kari Barber; John Bentley; & Spencer Diehl.  Mr. Ware advised that he was happy to report that Ms. 
Donley was now back to work after being out for some medical issues.    
 
Mr. Ware advised that the “Go Virginia” program is moving forward.  Mr. Ware stated that a 
consultant has been hired and stakeholder’s meetings are scheduled to be held next Wednesday 
(June 28th).  Mr. Ware relayed the first meeting is being held in Bowling Green at 2:00 p.m. followed 
by a 7:00 p.m. meeting held at GWRC.  Mr. Ware advised that also upcoming in August two 
meetings will be held in the Northern Neck/Peninsula regions.   
 
Mr. Kelly relayed that the Affordable Housing Task Force meeting will be re-grouping and plan to 
meet in August.   
  
OLD BUSINESS  

 
a.) Approval of Resolution No. 17-12, Approving the 2018 Fiscal Year GWRC Annual Budget 

 
Mr. Ware advised that the preliminary budget was submitted for Commission review at the May 
meeting.  Mr. Ware relayed that there is an overall budget increase of $150,000 which is the 
projected funding awarded for the “Go Virginia” initiative.  Mr. Ware stated that as this initiative 
was just in the beginning stages at the May meeting an original line item of funding needed was 
included and listed at $50,000.  Mr. Ware stated that as this effort has moved forward, the original 
projected revenues needed have been adjusted.  Mr. Ware stated that this is the only change that was 
made to the preliminary budget previously distributed. 
 
Upon motion by Ms. Brabo and seconded by Ms. Sellers, with all in consensus, Resolution No.  
17-12 was adopted.   
 

b.) Approval of Resolution No. 17-13, Approving the Slate of Officers to Serve in Fiscal Year 
2018 
 

Mr. Ware advised that as discussed at the May meeting, the selection of officers for FY2018 are 
listed below: 
 
 Matt Kelly, City of Fredericksburg – Chairman 
 Laura Sellers, County of Stafford – First Vice President 
 Paul Trampe, County of Spotsylvania – Second Vice President 
 Ruby Brabo, County of King George – Treasurer 
 Jeff Black, County of Caroline – Secretary 
 
Upon motion by Ms. Brabo and seconded by Mr. Withers, with all in consensus, Resolution No.  
17-13 was adopted. 
 

c.) GWRC Involvement with Opioid Issue 
 
Mr. Ware advised that the Commission had asked that he provide additional information on how 
GWRC would be utilized in the Work Group established to battle the Opioid addiction issue that 
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exists in our region.  Mr. Ware advised that staff has been involved with the creation of this work 
group since the Opioid conference held last month.  Mr. Ware stated that he was also tasked with 
obtaining clarification as to what role GWRC would play in as leadership of the group.   
 
Mr. Ware advised the structure for the effort will be as follows: 
 

• A Healthy Community Advisory Council will be created comprised of  
local leaders within the community committed to finding solutions to  
the Opioid problem. 

• The Community Collaborative for Youth & Families would provide 
the administrative and programmatic oversight for the efforts.  The  
Collaborative is a network of organizations working to improve the  
lives of youth and their families in the region.  By working together, 
the Collaborative combines existing resources to decrease the risk  
factor in young lives, including substance abuse, violence, criminal 
activity, school dropouts and mental health issues. 

• The Rappahannock Area Community Services Board (RACSB) would 
serve as the fiscal agent. 
 

Mr. Ware stated that the initial discussions to date have indicated that GWRC, Mary Washington 
Healthcare and RACSB will play significant roles.  It is planned that there will be three work 
committees within the structure.  These will be:  Prevention, Treatment, & Harm Reduction.  Mr. 
Ware stated that GWRC would most likely staff the committees by offering administrative support 
and meeting preparation.  Mr. Ware stated that GWRC would also be very active in seeking funding 
opportunities to support the total effort.  
 
There were questions and comments expressed by the GWRC Commission members.  Mr. Kelly 
asked how effective has the program been working to date.  Mr. Withers stated that he felt GWRC’s 
role should be providing data to the three groups.  Ms. Bohmke stated that as the roles and 
expectations are still not clearly defined; combined with limited data on program effectiveness to 
date, that possibly GWRC should re-consider whether they are to be involved at this point.  Ms. 
Bohmke recommended that the program get underway and GWRC re-evaluate in six months.  Ms. 
Brabo concurred that as of this time the duties of GWRC and staff are not known and we should   
re-evaluate the program in September.  Ms. Sellers stated that she, professionally, if not representing 
GWRC, is already a member on the committee and she did not feel that waiting six months for 
GWRC to take action was unreasonable.  Ms. Sellers stated that currently GWRC is serving in a 
legislative liaison capacity and the current three members are herself, Mr. Ware, & Mayor Greenlaw 
from the City of Fredericksburg.  
 
Ms. Bohmke stated that she would like to see data that shows the number of addicts that have been 
treated to date over the last four years and to see the progress or regression that has occurred.  Both 
Ms. Bohmke and Ms. Brabo stated they would like to receive more clarification on how “support” is 
defined.   
 
Ms. Brabo asked if any treatment programs would be addressing treatment to veterans as the VA 
hospitals do not provide treatment for veterans with addict addictions.  Ms. Sellers stated that at this 
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time she does not think the veteran population  is being identified as a specific sector of the 
population requiring services.   
 
Ms. Sellers stated that the current program starts with doctors, professionals, the Sunshine House, 
RACSB, etc. that serves as a resource/referral for addicts to get signed up to get the treatment they 
need.  Ms. Sellers stated that currently the program is serving as an advocate to the hospital board.   
 
Mr. Kelly stated that as there was consent from the Commission to delay any action of support at 
this time and to review data, progress, etc. for further data collection review in September, he asked 
that Mr. Ware and Ms. Sellers provide the following information for discussion in September: 
 

• Specific role GWRC will be asked to hold 
• Comparison of the program here to the one already underway in the 

Shenandoah region – even though this program is good but there are 
still issues with the program so comparison of what things would be  
done differently here would be helpful 
 

NEW BUSINESS 
 
a.) Legislative Agenda – Mr. Eldon James 
 
Mr. James provided an update to the FY2017 General Assembly legislature agenda.  Mr. James 
advised that almost every delegate will have something coming back for review next year.  Mr. James 
relayed that no major impacts were made this year.   
 
Mr. Kelly stated that he thinks having monthly updates from the General Assembly would be 
beneficial to GWRC, with some months having Mr. James available to present and other months 
just forwarding any updates to Mr. Ware so the information can be distributed to the members.  
Both Ms. Bohmke and Ms. Brabo asked for continued discussion to occur on the Smart Scale 
process; tips on how the region could better prepare to become more competitive; etc.  Mr. Kelly 
stated that he would like to see the General Assembly provide clear expectations on what/how local 
legislation comes into play as many of the critical projects are in fact regional issues and not a 
specific locality issue. 
 
Mr. Kelly stated that he feels all delegates need to receive the same information and the State 
legislators need to be held accountable on specific issues.  Some issues expressed by Commission 
members for follow-up are:  state-wide proffer process, equal taxing authority option, etc.   
 
Mr. James concurred that specific items need to be consistently presented in an agenda format that 
is annually presented to the General Assembly for discussion, feedback, etc. Mr. James encouraged 
the Commission to form a sub-committee to meet regularly with him so that specific agenda items 
can be documented for presentation.  Mr. Ware was asked to schedule a meeting in the near future 
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with himself, Mr. James and the Executive Committee from the GWRC commission so the region’s 
relevant issues can be highlighted.  
 
Mr. Black also asked that additional outreach be made to have all local delegates be invited to attend 
the upcoming August GWRC meeting so specific regional agenda items can be addressed and 
discussed with them.  It was felt that reaching out to delegates individually would be a better route.  
Mr. Ware was tasked with making the contacts to the delegates.  Mr. James stated that this time of 
the year is the perfect time for requesting a meeting to meet with the regional delegates because the 
General Assembly for this year has concluded so the delegates would be able to devote more 
availability and have the time to listen to this region’s concerns.  
 
Mr. Agnello stated that initial feedback given to VDOT in regard to the Smart Scale process is that 
the State sees minor changes being implemented to Round 3 of the Smart Scale process.  Mr. 
Agnello stated that it appears that the existing scoring process will remain as it is; however, the 
application process is expected to be modified. 
 
b.) Approval of Resolution No. 17-14, Recognizing the Dedicated Service of Jeffrey Black – Mr. 

Matt Kelly 
 
Mr. Kelly advised that Resolution No. 17-14 is recognizing the service of Mr. Black for serving as 
Chairman to the George Washington Regional Commission for FY2016-2017.   
 
Upon motion by Ms. Long and seconded by Mr. Withers, with Mr. Black abstaining and all others in 
consensus, Resolution No. 17-14 was adopted.  The Commission members thanked Mr. Black for 
his tenure as serving as Chairman for the FY2016-2017 year. 
  
CLOSED SESSION – Personnel Issue 
 
Chairman, Mr. Black, closed the June Commission meeting at 7:00 p.m. for the purpose of 
discussing personnel issues.   
 
ADJOURN GWRC MEETING – After being called back into session, the June 19th GWRC 
meeting was adjourned at 7:10 p.m.  The next meeting will be held on August 21, 2017.   
  
Respectfully Submitted, 
Timothy Ware, Executive Director 
(Draft Minutes prepared by JoAnna Roberson) 
   

  

 



 

7.)  Draft Financial Report 



Balance Sheet

George Washington Regional Commission

Run Date:

Run Time:

Page 1 of 2

7/17/17

 3:47:00 pm

Period From :  07/01/16  to 06/30/17

Assets:

10300 Union First Market Bank Operating 665.49

10301 AdVANtage Vanpool Insurance 62,720.05

10400 Petty Cash 75.00

10800 Union First Market MMA 6,669.47

11100 Accounts Receivable 284,375.71

15400 Furniture,fixtures&equipment 88,160.00

$442,665.72Total Assets:

Liabilities:

20000 Accounts Payable 138,137.12

21000 Payroll Liability-Leave Balances 47,311.00

27711 Loan Payable UnionBank 62,609.72

$248,057.84Total Liabilities:

Projects

30000 Unrestricted Net Assets 96,318.61

31016 FTA 5303  FY 2016 -3,659.84

31017 FTA 5303 FY 2017 11,076.54

31200 FHWA PL -9,047.04

31216 VDOT MPO/PL FY 2016 8.54

31417 RSTP FY2017 3,341.01

31479 Bike study -6,824.37

31500 USHUD HMIS CoC -3,849.85

31501 HMIS Conversion -4,357.23

31503 HUD CoC Planning FY17 -1,891.32

31552 Contiuum of Care FY 2016 -1,920.92

31553 VHSP  CoC -4,285.35

31560 VDHA VISTA -4,000.00

31617 SPR Rural Transportation FY 2017 -451.44

31717 CMAQ 103685 -209.94

31806 Dept Forestry - Forest Retention Study 500.00

31807 USDA Haz Mitigation -6,064.00

31810 DEQ PortRoyal Pier -4,264.95

31811 DEQ Native Plants 3,405.05

31816 CZM T/A/ FY 2016 -3,984.30

31817 CZM Technical Assistance 2017 0.20

34000 DHCD Planning 66,783.50

34003 GoVA -748.53

34103 AdVANtage Self-Insurance Pool -2,562.88

34117 Rideshare FY 17 -11,219.16

37000 Local Allocations 22,908.50

38000 HMIS User Fee -181.80

38016 Legislative Liaison pass thru -2,931.25

38018 AdVANtage Insurance 62,720.05

$194,607.83Total Projects

 442,665.67Total Liabilities and Projects



Balance Sheet

George Washington Regional Commission

Run Date:

Run Time:

Page 2 of 2

7/17/17

 3:47:00 pm

Period From :  07/01/16  to 06/30/17

Net Difference to be Reconciled

Reconciling Items .......

 758,923.86 

 758,923.90 

Paid Salaries are

Timesheets show

 0.01
Leave  accrued this year

 255,702.97 

 255,702.98 

 464,573.95 

Fringe allocated

Fringe Pool  is

Difference

Difference

Difference

Total adjustments

 0.04

 0.01

-0.01

$0.05

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

 464,573.96 
Indirect Pool is

Indirect Allocated

$0.05

Total Adjustment $0.05

$0.00Unreconciled Balance



Code & Description Budget

Agencywide Line Item Revenues and Expenditures

Current

Period: 07/01/2016 06/30/2017to

YTD

07/17/2017Run Date:

 3:45:45 pmRun Time:

Page 1 of 1

Un/Ovr % Bud

Without Indirect Detail

George Washington Regional Commission

Revenues

45100 REV-Federal Contracts/Fees 1,287,274.00 97,608.15 1,434,224.48 -146,950.48 111.42%

45200 REV-State Contracts/Fees 1,018,851.00 97,461.60 407,476.80 611,374.20 39.99%

45202 State Technical Assistanct 75,971.00 0.00 0.00 75,971.00 0.00%

45300 REV-Local Government Contract 223,383.00 0.00 223,383.00 0.00 100.00%

45400 REV-Miscellaneous Revenue 0.00 0.00 50.00 -50.00 0.00%

45500 REV-HMIS User Fees 0.00 0.00 2,967.50 -2,967.50 0.00%

45700 REV-Other Income 8,574.00 0.00 2,450.00 6,124.00 28.57%

45701 NativePlant donations 0.00 0.00 1,500.00 -1,500.00 0.00%

47600 pass thru AdVANtage 0.00 91,483.86 472,830.46 -472,830.46 0.00%

Revenues
 2,614,053.00  286,553.61  2,544,882.24  69,170.76 97.35%

Expenses

50000 Salaries 571,850.00 42,765.12 558,326.90 13,523.10 97.64%

50500 Fringe Benefits 207,690.00 14,269.30 180,598.85 27,091.15 86.96%

59700 Indirect Costs 449,700.00 38,749.28 464,573.95 -14,873.95 103.31%

67560 Consulting Services 776,665.00 43,613.77 541,382.52 235,282.48 69.71%

81100 Supplies Expense 5,000.00 7.90 1,757.10 3,242.90 35.14%

81600 Equipment, Rental, & Maintenance 24,250.00 459.98 8,486.86 15,763.14 35.00%

81601 HMIS system 9,594.00 0.00 0.00 9,594.00 0.00%

81620 Equipment Purchase 0.00 1,323.97 13,946.46 -13,946.46 0.00%

81700 Printing & Copying 0.00 0.00 8,197.17 -8,197.17 0.00%

81750 Public Relations 0.00 1,250.10 17,860.78 -17,860.78 0.00%

81751 Van Pool Assistance 45,000.00 0.00 900.00 44,100.00 2.00%

81752 Leased Spaces 33,825.00 2,860.00 34,020.00 -195.00 100.58%

81760 RideShare Van Subsidies/GRH 15,000.00 600.00 9,550.00 5,450.00 63.67%

81770 Marketing/Educationhj 150,000.00 21,628.93 152,197.29 -2,197.29 101.46%

81780 AdVANtage Self Insurance 0.00 0.00 12,007.00 -12,007.00 0.00%

83000 Travel/Training 27,216.00 502.56 7,694.99 19,521.01 28.27%

83100 Travel 19,525.00 810.81 4,450.03 15,074.97 22.79%

83200 Conference, Convention, & Meetin 0.00 1,594.20 14,188.03 -14,188.03 0.00%

85300 Membership Dues-Organization 0.00 250.00 3,363.43 -3,363.43 0.00%

93010 Legislative Liaison Income 0.00 0.00 -37,250.00 37,250.00 0.00%

93020 Legislative Consultant Expenses 0.00 4,650.00 43,672.54 -43,672.54 0.00%

95000 RRBC Expenses 0.00 0.00 -3,441.29 3,441.29 0.00%

97000 AdVANtage 0.00 42,731.36 410,110.41 -410,110.41 0.00%

Expenses
 2,335,315.00  218,067.28  2,446,593.02 -111,278.02 104.77%

Agency Balance  278,738.00  68,486.33  98,289.22



Balance Sheet

George Washington Regional Commission

Run Date:

Run Time:

Page 1 of 2

8/17/17

12:47:24 pm

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

Assets:

10300 Union First Market Bank Operating 39,705.22

10301 AdVANtage Vanpool Insurance 64,994.05

10400 Petty Cash 75.00

10800 Union First Market MMA 69,249.11

11100 Accounts Receivable 482,900.95

15400 Furniture,fixtures&equipment 88,160.00

$745,084.33Total Assets:

Liabilities:

20000 Accounts Payable 155,988.00

21000 Payroll Liability-Leave Balances 47,311.00

27711 Loan Payable UnionBank 62,609.72

$265,908.72Total Liabilities:

Projects

30000 Unrestricted Net Assets 144,087.35

31017 FTA 5303 FY 2017 -1,185.93

31200 FHWA PL -2,421.71

31500 USHUD HMIS CoC -5,465.89

31503 HUD CoC Planning FY17 -930.00

31551 VDHA match 4,000.00

31553 VHSP  CoC -1,132.84

31600 FHWA SPR (Rural Transportation) -8,127.28

31717 CMAQ 103685 -0.01

34003 GoVA 66,932.97

34100 VDRPT-RideShare -29,799.58

37000 Local Allocations 213,299.48

38016 Legislative Liaison pass thru 34,925.00

38018 AdVANtage Insurance 64,994.05

$479,175.61Total Projects

Net Difference to be Reconciled $0.00

Total Adjustment $0.00

$0.00Unreconciled Balance



Balance Sheet

George Washington Regional Commission

Run Date:

Run Time:

Page 2 of 2

8/17/17

12:47:24 pm

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

Reconciling Items .......

 61,838.66 

 61,838.67 

Paid Salaries are

Timesheets show

 0.01Leave  accrued this year

 22,146.69 

 22,146.66 

 30,468.64 

Fringe allocated

Fringe Pool  is

Difference

Difference

Difference

Total adjustments

 0.01

-0.03

 0.01

$0.00

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

 30,468.63 
Indirect Pool is

Indirect Allocated



Code & Description Budget

Agencywide Line Item Revenues and Expenditures

Current

Period: 07/01/2017 07/31/2017to

YTD

08/17/2017Run Date:

12:49:02 pmRun Time:

Page 1 of 1

Un/Ovr % Bud

Without Indirect Detail

George Washington Regional Commission

Revenues

45100 REV-Federal Contracts/Fees 2,125,304.00 86,654.33 86,654.33 2,038,649.67 4.08%

45200 REV-State Contracts/Fees 673,649.00 116,506.39 116,506.39 557,142.61 17.29%

45202 State Technical Assistanct 75,971.00 0.00 0.00 75,971.00 0.00%

45300 REV-Local Government Contract 225,499.00 225,499.00 225,499.00 0.00 100.00%

45700 REV-Other Income 7,983.00 0.00 0.00 7,983.00 0.00%

47600 pass thru AdVANtage 0.00 49,706.51 49,706.51 -49,706.51 0.00%

Revenues
 3,108,406.00  478,366.23  478,366.23  2,630,039.77 15.39%

Expenses

50000 Salaries 660,247.00 51,640.84 51,640.84 608,606.16 7.82%

50500 Fringe Benefits 243,023.00 17,900.89 17,900.89 225,122.11 7.37%

59700 Indirect Costs 489,993.00 30,468.64 30,468.64 459,524.36 6.22%

67560 Consulting Services 984,678.00 52,013.05 52,013.05 932,664.95 5.28%

81100 Supplies Expense 39,250.00 0.00 0.00 39,250.00 0.00%

81620 Equipment Purchase 15,000.00 0.00 0.00 15,000.00 0.00%

81751 Van Pool Assistance 15,000.00 0.00 0.00 15,000.00 0.00%

81752 Leased Spaces 33,850.00 2,730.00 2,730.00 31,120.00 8.06%

81760 RideShare Van Subsidies/GRH 0.00 300.00 300.00 -300.00 0.00%

81770 Marketing/Educationhj 160,355.00 24,271.68 24,271.68 136,083.32 15.14%

83000 Travel/Training 4,000.00 615.95 615.95 3,384.05 15.40%

83100 Travel 20,112.00 359.67 359.67 19,752.33 1.79%

83200 Conference, Convention, & Meetin 34,983.00 890.27 890.27 34,092.73 2.54%

85000 Miscellaneous Expense 96,782.00 0.00 0.00 96,782.00 0.00%

85300 Membership Dues-Organization 0.00 100.00 100.00 -100.00 0.00%

93010 Legislative Liaison Income 0.00 -37,250.00 -37,250.00 37,250.00 0.00%

93020 Legislative Consultant Expenses 0.00 2,325.00 2,325.00 -2,325.00 0.00%

97000 AdVANtage 0.00 47,432.51 47,432.51 -47,432.51 0.00%

Expenses
 2,797,273.00  193,798.50  193,798.50  2,603,474.50 6.93%

Agency Balance  311,133.00  284,567.73  284,567.73
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I. Introduction 

Mary Ball Washington GO Virginia Region 6 is one of nine GO Virginia Regions across 
Virginia that have been established to help generate new economic activity across the 
Commonwealth and the General Assembly has appropriated $38 million to support this 
effort. The purpose of the GO Virginia initiative is to “create more and higher paying 
jobs through incentivized collaboration, primarily from out‐of‐state revenue, which 
diversifies and strengthens regional economies.”   
 
As part of the GO Virginia initiative, each of the nine GO Virginia Regions has been 
charged to develop and implement an Economic Growth and Diversification Plan. These 
plans will provide the strategic framework that each region will employ to solicit and 
approve proposals for GO Virginia funded regional economic development projects. 
Pursuant to this requirement, this report presents a summary of Mary Ball Washington 
GO Virginia Region 6’s Economic Growth and Diversification Plan. 
 
The Mary Ball Washington Regional Council engaged Mangum Economics, in 
collaboration with Community Futures and Draper Aden Engineers, to prepare this 
Economic Growth and Diversification Plan for the region. The George Washington 
Regional Commission serves as the support organization to the Mary Ball Washington 
Regional Council and has provided continued guidance during the development of this 
Plan. In addition, the Middle Peninsula and Northern Neck Planning District 
Commissions have also provided assistance in convening the key stakeholder groups 
that gave direction into the development of the Plan’s recommendations. 
 
The remainder of this report is divided into nine sections.  

• The Plan Development Process section describes the overall process that was 
used to develop Mary Ball Washington GO Virginia Region 6’s Economic Growth 
and Diversification Plan.  

• The Summary of Existing Regional Plans section provides a brief summary of 
existing regional strategic plans for economic development.  

• The Summary of Stakeholder Engagement Meetings section provides a brief 
summary of the common themes that emerged from a series of meetings that 
were held with various stakeholder groups within the region.  
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• The Regional Economic Profile and Economic Drivers section provides a brief 
summary of economic trends within the Mary Ball Washington Region and sub‐
regional Planning Districts, along with results from an analysis of economic 
drivers, or high‐performance industries at the regional and sub‐regional level.  

• The High-Performance Industry Clusters section builds on the economic drivers 
analysis to identify high‐performance industry clusters within the Mary Ball 
Washington Region. 

• The Workforce Analysis and Commuting Patterns section summarizes the results 
of an analysis of the adequacy of available labor to meet the needs of the 
identified high‐performance clusters, potential gaps in the pipeline of trained 
workers necessary to support those clusters in the future, and current regional 
commuting patterns. 

• The Vision, Goals, and Objectives section provides a summary of the 
recommended vision, goals, and objectives associated with the Mary Ball 
Washington Region’s Economic Growth and Diversification Plan. 

• The Recommendations and Investment Strategies section provides detailed 
recommendations and investment strategies for implementing the Mary Ball 
Washington Region’s Economic Growth and Diversification Plan. 

• Finally, the Performance Measures and metrics section provides a recommended 
list of performance measures for tracking the progress of Mary Ball Washington 
Region’s Economic Growth and Diversification Plan. 

 
Support documents that provide full detail on each of these summary sections are 
provided under separate cover. 
 

II. Plan Development Process 

The development of this Economic Growth and Diversification Plan included four 
distinct components: 1) Initial Data Collection and Analysis, 2) Plan 
Development/Stakeholder Engagement, 3) Growth Sector Analysis and 4) Final Plan 
Development. Each of these components was guided and directed by the Mary Ball 
Washington Regional Council. 
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1) Data Collection and Analysis – This component of the plan development process 
consisted of: 

• A review of 12 existing regional plans related to economic and workforce 
development.  

• A review of the Mary Ball Washington Regional economic data and cluster 
analysis provided by the state. 

• An analysis of regional and sub‐regional (Planning District Commissions) 
economic characteristics, trends, and performance.  

• An analysis of economic characteristics and trends that identified significant 
economic drivers within the regional economy and sub‐regional areas (Planning 
District Commissions)  

• Identification of high‐performance industry clusters that can support future 
growth in the region and sub‐regional areas (Planning District Commissions).  

• A workforce analysis that quantified the available pool of workers to support the 
identified high‐performance industry clusters. This analysis also compared the 
occupation driven demand for trained workers in identified high‐performance 
industry clusters with the pipeline of completers coming out of regional training 
programs to identify potential gaps between the two.  

• An evaluation of regional commuting patterns. 
 
The findings from this analysis are summarized in subsequent sections and provided in 
full detail under separate cover. 
 
2) Plan Development/Stakeholder Engagement – In this portion of the plan 
development process key stakeholder groups and citizens were engaged to provide 
validation of the findings from the preceding data collection and analysis; provide 
overall direction to the plan; and identify economic opportunities, needs, and 
challenges. The primary feature of this component was five facilitated workshops that 
were held at locations across the three Planning District Commissions. The purpose of 
these sessions was to inform the audience of the goals of GO Virginia, present the 
findings from the data collection and analysis component, and – most importantly – to 
solicit input from attendees on their perceptions of the economic needs, opportunities, 
and challenges of the region. The agenda for these workshops included: 
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• Introduction to GO VA and the purpose of the program. 

• Overview of economic base analysis, cluster analysis, and workforce gaps 
analysis – group comments on findings. 

• Assets and challenges mapping ‐ facilitated small group sessions. 

• Future accomplishments mapping ‐ facilitated small group sessions. 

• Discussion of common themes and required action steps – basis for the plan’s 
goals, objectives and strategies. 

 
In addition to these sessions a series of meetings were held with local officials, 
economic development professionals and key community leaders.   
 
The results from these sessions along with the findings from the data collection and 
analysis component of the process, was used to develop: 1) a list of high‐performance 
industry sectors, and 2) a comprehensive set of goals, objectives, and strategies to 
accelerate the economic growth and diversification of the regional economy. 
 
The findings from this analysis are summarized in a subsequent section and provided in 
full detail under separate cover. 
 
3) Growth Sector Analysis - In this portion of the plan development process, select 
groups of experts and stakeholders related to selected high‐performance industry 
sectors were assembled to identify factors that may be barriers, challenges or 
opportunities for growth and development in their sectors. This analysis formed the 
basis for recommendations and project suggestions. The analysis encompassed four 
distinct areas of investigation:  
 

• Workforce and Talent Development – An analysis of the types of workers likely to 
be required to support projected levels of target sector expansion.  

 
• Product Development – An analysis of the availability and quality of the product 

(sites and buildings) to accommodate new or expanding business. The consultant 
team, including Draper Aden Associates, reviewed the general physical location 
requirements of the selected high‐performance industry sectors. Based on those 
parameters, the existing supply of sites and buildings listed in Virginia Scan were 
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compared against industry requirements and an on‐site review of six sites was 
conducted. Those on‐site reviews will include: 

o A site visit to each site or building;  

o An analysis of existing land cover, zoning, topography, onsite 
infrastructure, and other environmental features; and  

o Review of available off‐site infrastructure, including transportation and 
utilities (water, sewer, electricity, gas, broadband). 

 
• Cost of Doing Business – This analysis assessed the factors that impact a 

business’s cost within the region on a short‐term and long‐term basis. In this 
analysis the availability of capital, incentives, regulatory compliance, permitting 
compliance, labor costs, lease rates, utility costs, and other factors were 
analyzed.  

 
• Institutional Support for Innovation – This analysis assessed the various 

institutions that support expansion of the selected high‐performance industry 
sectors. As part of this analysis, the availability of incubators, accelerators, small 
business assistance, mentoring, commercialization of research, access to 
university resources, and along with other factors were analyzed.  

 
A complete description of the results of this analysis is provided under separate cover. 
 
4) Final Plan Development and Adoption – The results of the three preceding 
components formed the basis of this final Mary Ball Washington Regional Economic 
Growth and Diversification Plan. In addition, in the final section of this report, we 
provide a set of performance measures and metrics for use in gaging the future impact 
of the plan’s implementation on the regional economy. In addition, a set of operational 
measures is presented to gage the short‐term performance of the recommendations. 
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III. Summary of Existing Regional Plans  

As part of our analysis, we reviewed twelve existing regional economic development 
plans within the Mary Ball Washington Region (Region 6). Those plans were:  

• Fredericksburg Region Industry Cluster Study (2013) 

• George Washington Region Transportation Opportunities for Regional Economic 
Growth (2013) 

• Fredericksburg Regional Commuter Workforce Skills Study (2016) 

• Report of the Cardinal Team, Fredericksburg Regional Alliance (2015) 

• Northern Neck Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (2013) 

• Stronger Economies Together (SET) Northern Neck Economic Development Plan 
2013‐2018 

• Northern Neck Tourism Plan (2010) 

• Middle Peninsula of Virginia Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy 
(2017) 

• Bay Consortium (LWDA XIII) Local Plan 2017‐2021 

• Fort A.P. Hill Joint Land Use Study (2014) 

• Marine Corps Base Quantico Joint Land Use Study (2014) 

• Naval Support Facility (NSF) Dahlgren Joint Land Use Study (2015) 
 
While there are considerable variations among the regional plans for each Planning 
District Commission (PDC), each PDC identified Health Care as a top employer. Public 
Administration, government employment, is also a major employer across all regions. 
Also, the Middle Peninsula PDC and the Northern Neck PDC identified Retail Trade and 
Accommodations and Food Services as large employers in their regions.  
 
All three PDCs identified a need to expand activities that support economic 
development such as infrastructure development, product development, tourism, 
workforce development, and marketing. In addition, all three PDCs also expressed the 
need for road infrastructure improvement, and the George Washington PDC dedicated 
an entire plan to transportation opportunities for that region. The George Washington 
PDC, in particular, is interested in multi‐modal infrastructure that will increase access to 
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the region as well as to nearby metropolitan areas and the Northern Neck PDC also 
recognizes that transportation infrastructure improvements are critical to the future of 
the region. While the Middle Peninsula PDC believes their road system is good, but is 
underutilized.  In addition to transportation infrastructure, broadband infrastructure is 
also considered essential to expand and improve economic development across the 
region. Currently, both the Middle Peninsula PDC and Northern Neck PDC are working to 
increase broadband access throughout the region.  
 
Another common theme throughout the regional plans was the potential for tourism 
expansion. Each PDC is interested in harnessing their region’s natural beauty, rich 
history, attractive downtowns and access to water to draw tourists into their regions. 
There is also interest in maintaining the coastal, small‐town community feel and 
integrating tourism that emphasizes regional historic and natural resource assets. The 
Northern Neck Tourism Commission developed an entire plan for regional tourism 
development with specific goals, whereas the Middle Peninsula has recently established 
the Middle Peninsula Alliance (MPA) and will seek the Virginia Tourism Commission’s 
assistance in the near future to develop a tourism development plan. 
 
All of the plans address some level of interest in workforce development, retention and 
the utilization of regional educational resources. The region is served by the higher 
education institutions of University of Mary Washington, Rappahannock Community 
College, Germanna Community College and Virginia Institute of Marine Science and the 
programs that these institutions provide.    
 
Finally, the plans all mention the need to market economic development resources and 
services offered within their region.  Each discusses this need in varying degrees. GWRC 
has developed very specific recommendations to address this issue that can be found in 
the Report of the Cardinal Team Review.  The Middle Peninsula PDC CEDS plan 
expresses the need for a marketing plan for tourism as well as overall economic 
development, but does not provide details. The Northern Neck PDC created two goals in 
their tourism plan to improve marketing and create a cohesive strategy/effort for 
marketing the Northern Neck as a tourism destination. 
 
A more detailed summary of these regional plans is provided under separate cover.  
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IV. Summary of Stakeholder Engagement Meetings 

In this section, we provide a summary of the results from the various meetings held to 
solicit input from key stakeholder groups and citizens across the region.  

Common Themes – Target Industry Clusters 

The following is a list of target industry clusters that emerged from the stakeholder 
meetings held across the region: 

• Natural Resource Based Industries 

o Seafood/aquaculture/commercial fishing 

o Forestry, wood products, pulp 

o Marine research 

o Resiliency/marine construction 

o Agriculture 

• Manufacturing 

o Food and beverage 

o Fabricated metals 

• Distribution/Logistics 

• Information 

o Data Centers 

• Finance and Insurance 

• Professional Services 

o Defense/security 

o Home based businesses 

o Research Commercialization 

o Quantico, Dahlgren, NASA, VIMS 

• Tourism 
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Common Themes – Assets 

The following are common assets that were mentioned frequently during the various 
stakeholder meetings that were held across the region: 

• Abundant Natural Resources 

• Talented Workers (often out‐commuters) 

• Strong Educational Institutions – University of Mary Washington, Germanna 
Community College, Rappahannock Community College, VIMS, etc. 

• Low Cost of Doing Business 

• Modest Cost of Living 

• Retirees – Wealth and Talent Pool 

• Location – Center of Urban Crescent 

• Extensive Transportation Infrastructure  

Common Themes – Challenges 

The following are a list of common challenges that emerged from the various 
stakeholder meetings held across the region: 

• Lack of High‐Speed Broadband 

• Out‐commuting of Talented Workers 

• Workforce Gaps and Limitations 

o Soft skills 

o Mid‐level skills 

• Lack of Infrastructure – water, sewer, storm water 

• Transportation Congestion/Lack of Transportation Options 

• Mismatch Between Business Skills Requirements and Education Pipeline 

• Lack of Cultural Offerings for Younger Workforce 

• Lack of Ready Source of Venture Capital 

• Limited Number of Quality Sites and Buildings 
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• Lack of Collaborative/Progressive/Regional Attitude 

Common Themes – What Constitute Success 

The following is a list common themes that emerged from the stakeholder meetings 
held across the region that relate to the “success” of the GO Virginia program 
investments after 10 years: 

• Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) Designation 

• Complete High‐speed Broadband Coverage throughout the Regions 

• Tourism Expansion 

• Significant Increase in Home‐based Businesses 

• A Robust system of Entrepreneurship Support 

• A Workforce Training and Education System that Continually Meets the Needs of 
Regional Employers – Large and Small 

• Center(s) of Innovation Created  

• Accelerated Job and Wage Growth Across the Region 

• A New Era of Regional Cooperation and Collaboration 
 
A more detailed summary of the findings from the stakeholder meetings is provided 
under separate cover. 

V. Regional Economic Profile and Economic Drivers 

Regional Profile 

Our analysis showed that the Mary Ball Washington Region has generally out‐performed 
the statewide average in terms of employment and wage growth. However, there are 
significant differences in the performance and composition of the economies of the 
three Planning Districts that comprise the Mary Ball Washington Region (George 
Washington, Middle Peninsula, and Northern Neck). 

• The private sector accounts for a smaller proportion of total employment in 
Region 6 than is typical for Virginia – 77 percent in Region 6 as a whole, 76 
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percent in the George Washington Planning District, 78 percent in the Middle 
Peninsula Planning District, and 77 percent in the Northern Neck Planning 
District vs. 82 percent statewide in Virginia. 

• Private employment in Region 6 generally grew faster than the statewide 
average over the last five years – 6.9 percent in Region 6 as a whole, 8.9 percent 
in the George Washington Planning District, 6.2 percent in the Middle Peninsula 
Planning District, and minus 7.2 percent in the Northern Neck Planning District 
vs. 5.9 percent statewide in Virginia. 

• Private sector average weekly wages in Region 6 grew faster than the statewide 
average over the last five years – 9.9 percent in Region 6 as a whole, 8.1 percent 
in the George Washington Planning District, 14.1 percent in the Middle Peninsula 
Planning District, and 17.1 percent in the Northern Neck Planning District vs. 8.6 
percent statewide in Virginia. 

• Private sector average weekly wages in Region 6 in the fourth quarter of 2016 
were below the statewide average – $796 in Region 6 as a whole, $827 in the 
George Washington Planning District, $689 in the Middle Peninsula Planning 
District, and $711 in the Northern Neck Planning District vs. $1,091 statewide in 
Virginia. 

• Region 6’s Retail Trade and Accommodation and Food Services sectors, the two 
sectors that are most closely associated with the tourism industry, are larger 
than one would expect based on the statewide norm. While, Region 6’s 
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services sector is smaller than one would 
expect. 

• At the Planning District level, in the Middle Peninsula and Northern Neck both 
the Agriculture and Manufacturing sectors are larger than one would expect 
based on the statewide norm. 

• The largest most recent year‐over‐year private employment increases in Region 
6 occurred in Transportation and Warehousing (up 1,147 jobs), Administrative 
and Support and Waste Management (up 438 jobs), and Construction (up 261 
jobs). While the largest year‐over‐year declines in private employment occurred 
in Retail Trade (down 716 jobs), Wholesale Trade (down 406 jobs), and 
Information (down 186 jobs). 

• As of April 2017, unemployment stood at 3.7 percent in Region 6 as a whole, and 
3.6 percent in the George Washington Planning District, 3.5 percent in the 
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Middle Peninsula Planning District, and 5.0 percent in the Northern Neck 
Planning District, as compared to 3.6 percent statewide. 

Economic Drivers 

Our analysis also showed that the Mary Ball Washington Region is home to a large and 
diverse number of high‐performing industries. However, that mix of industries varied 
perceptively across the three Planning Districts that comprise the Mary Ball Washington 
Region (George Washington, Middle Peninsula, and Northern Neck). 

• We assessed the relative economic performance of specific industries within 
Region 6 and each of its three Planning Districts using a Composite Economic 
Performance Index that took into account each industry’s relative employment 
footprint, short‐term and long‐term employment growth, short‐term and long‐
term wage growth, industry wage as a proportion of the average wage for the 
region, proportion of industry output exported out of the Mary Ball Washington 
Region, and employment multiplier. 

• That analysis identified 85 industries within the Mary Ball Washington Region as 
a whole, 80 within the George Washington Planning District, 57 within the 
Middle Peninsula Planning District, and 43 within the Northern Neck Planning 
District that exhibited a Composite Economic Performance Index that was above 
the median for its area. 

 
A detailed economic profile and analysis of economic drivers in the Mary Ball 
Washington Region is provided under separate cover. 

VI. High-Performance Industry Clusters 

Our analysis identified sixteen high‐performance, “traded” industry clusters were 
identified in the Mary Ball Washington Region. 

• The process we used to identify high‐performance industry clusters in the Mary 
Ball Washington Region had three primary characteristics: 

o It was a bottom‐up approach that was based exclusively on economic 
data that was specific to the Mary Ball Washington Region and the three 
Planning Districts that comprise the Region. 
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o Consistent with the objectives of the GO Virginia initiative, it focused on 
traded industries – industries that export a large proportion of their 
products or services to customers outside of their region. 

o In addition to identifying the core high‐performance industries that 
comprise each cluster, it also used data on the national supply chains for 
those core industries to identify their top suppliers, and which of those 
suppliers are already present in the Mary Ball Washington Region and 
which are not. 

• Building on the economic driver analysis, we grouped industries that had been 
identified as economic drivers in the Mary Ball Washington Region or either of 
the three Planning Districts into clusters based on the classification structure of 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics NAICS taxonomy. 

• That process identified 16 high‐performance industry clusters in the Mary Ball 
Washington Region: 

o Agriculture (including Aquaculture and Forestry) 

o Education 

o Finance and Insurance 

o Information 

o Manufacturing of Computer and Electronic Equipment  

o Manufacturing of Fabricated Metal and Machinery Products  

o Manufacturing of Food and Beverage Products (including Seafood 

o Manufacturing of Miscellaneous Products 

o Manufacturing of Plastics, Rubber, and Nonmetallic Mineral Products 

o Manufacturing of Wood Products and Paper 

o Mining and Quarrying 

o Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services and Management of 
Companies 

o Tourism 

o Transportation and Warehousing 

o Utilities 

o Wholesale Trade 
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A detailed analysis of the process used to identify these high‐performance clusters and 
the cluster‐specific results obtained from that process is provided under separate cover. 

VII. Workforce Analysis and Commuting Patterns 

Workforce Analysis 

In general, the Mary Ball Washington Region has a sufficient available regional labor 
pool to support the high‐performance industry clusters identified in the cluster anlaysis. 
However, potential bottle necks exist in some “middle skill” occupations such as 
Electricians and Industrial Mechanics. 

• Our analysis of regional occupational employment, showed that the available 
regional labor pool exceeded current employment in each of the identified high‐
performance industry clusters. However, there were two cases where that 
margin was noticeably narrower.  

• In the Professional, Scientific, Technical Services, and Management of Companies 
cluster, there were limitations in the regional labor pool available to certain 
industries within the cluster. Specifically, the Custom Computers Programming 
Services, Computer System Design Services, and Other Computer Related 
Services industries. 

• In the narrowed the Transportation and Warehousing cluster, there were 
limitations in the regional labor pool available to certain industries within the 
cluster. Specifically, the Truck Transportation industry. 

• Our “gap analysis” of potential shortfalls in the pipeline of completers graduating 
from regional post‐secondary education programs in the Mary Ball Washington 
Region relative to the  occupation‐driven demand for trained workers from those 
programs showed that: 

o Many of the identified gaps pertained to occupations that typically 
require a baccalaureate degree and this is largely attributable to the fact 
that there is only one four‐year degree granting post‐secondary 
education institution in the Mary Ball Washington Region – the University 
of Mary Washington.  
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o However, in some instances, particularly in “middle‐skill” occupations 
that require a less than two‐year post‐secondary certificate, there were 
identified gaps could potentially be problematic: 

 Bus and Truck Mechanics and Diesel Engine Specialists 

 Electrical Power Line Installers and Repairers 

 Electricians 

 Emergency Medical Technicians 

 Heavy and Tractor Trailer Truck Drivers 

 Heating, Air Conditioning, and Refrigeration Mechanics 

 Industrial Machinery Mechanics 

 Mobile Heavy Equipment Mechanics 

 Motorboat Mechanics and Service Technicians 

Regional Commuting Patterns 

The Mary Ball Washington Region and its three Planning Districts all experience a 
significant net out‐flow of workers. 

• Our analysis of regional commuting patterns showed that, the Mary Ball 
Washington Region and each of its three Planning Districts experienced a 
significant net out‐flow of workers in 2014. More specifically: 

o Mary Ball Washington Region: In 2014, 39,940 workers commuted into 
Region 6 from localities outside of the region, while 115,352 workers 
commuted out of Region 6 from localities within the region, for a net out‐
flow of 75,412 workers. 

o George Washington Planning District: In 2014, 39,326 workers commuted 
into George Washington Planning District from localities outside of the 
district, while 78,012 workers commuted out of George Washington 
Planning District from localities within the district, for a net out‐flow of 
38,686 workers.  

o Middle Peninsula Planning District: In 2014, 9,928 workers commuted 
into Middle Peninsula Planning District from localities outside of the 
district, while 33,902 workers commuted out of Middle Peninsula 
Planning District from localities within the district, for a net out‐flow of 
23,974 workers.  
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o Northern Neck Planning District: In 2014, 4,655 workers commuted into 
Northern Neck Planning District from localities outside of the district, 
while 14,817 workers commuted out of Northern Neck Planning District 
from localities within the district, for a net out‐flow of 10,162 workers. 

 
A detailed assessment of the Mary Ball Washington Region’s available pool of workers 
to support the identified high‐performance industry clusters, potential gaps in the 
future supply of those workers, and regional commuting patterns is provided under 
separate cover. 

VIII. Vision, Goals, and Objectives 

Vision 

The vision for the economic growth and diversification of the Mary Ball Washington 
Region is a statement that expresses the characteristics of what the region desires to 
become. The vision statement is aspirational and becomes the basis for establishing 
goals and objectives for a prosperous future and guides the development of strategies 
for increasing the rate of growth of higher‐paying jobs across the region. The following 
vision was developed after input from a series of stakeholder meetings held in each of 
the three Planning Districts.  

Vision 2027: 

The continued growth and expanded employment base in the Mary Ball Washington 
Region has resulted in the region being designated a Metropolitan Statistical Area by the 
US Bureau of the Census. The Region has been able to leverage this designation, its 
unique location (between our nation’s Capital, the Virginia State Capital and the Port of 
Hampton Roads) and the presence of numerous military and security installations to 
having one of the highest concentrations of professional service firms in the nation.  
 
While the region is known for professional service firms supporting defense, security 
and marine interests it has been able to expand other high‐wage sectors such as finance 
and insurance and advanced manufacturing. These businesses pay some of the highest 
wages in the Commonwealth and have resulted in stemming the out‐commuting to 
neighboring areas. Regional businesses have been able to commercialize cutting‐edge 
technologies and processes developed for military or security use and pioneered by 
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Virginia’s Institute of Marine Science. The region’s educational and workforce 
development institutions have been able to continually adjust their programs to meet 
the ever changing needs for advanced skills‐based jobs throughout the region.  
 
While most of the growth has occurred in the Fredericksburg area, along the I‐95 
corridor, the rural areas of the Northern Neck and Middle Peninsula have benefited 
from the diversification, specialization and modernization of their natural resource 
based industries. The deployment of a high‐speed broadband network across the region 
has supported the creation of numerous small technical and professional businesses 
throughout the region. The region’s trove of national historical sites and abundant 
coastal amenities continues to support an every expanding tourism industry.  

Goals and Objectives 

The following set of goals has been developed to provide direction necessary to achieve 
the Vision 2027 for the region. These goals are the desired outcomes/results needed to 
fulfill the vision and establish the direction for the regional economic development 
efforts well into the future. These goals are the foundation for investment of GO Virginia 
resources in projects throughout the region. 
 
Specific objectives have been established for each goal. These objectives establish 
measures of achievement in accomplishing the goals. Often individual objectives can 
help achieve more than one goal.  
 
Goal 1: Accelerate the creation and expansion of businesses in identified high 
performance industry clusters including; professional services, finance and insurance, 
logistics/distribution, information and manufacturing sectors throughout the region. 

Objectives: 
• Professional Services Cluster – Add 10 new firms annually – Increase 

employment 2 percent or 200 jobs annually  
• Finance and Insurance Cluster ‐ Add 5 new firms annually – Increase 

employment by 2 percent or 50 jobs annually 
• Distribution and Logistics Cluster ‐ Add 2 firms annually – Increase 

employment by 2 percent or 150 jobs annually  
• Information Cluster – Data Centers ‐ Add 1 firm annually – Increase 

employment by 2 percent or 10 jobs annually 
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• Manufacturing Cluster ‐ Add 1 firm annually – Increase employment by 
50 jobs annually 

 
Goal 2: Steadily increase the average wages of workers to above the State’s average. 

Objectives: 
• Add 600 new higher‐wage workers to the region’s economy annually. 
• At least 60 percent of the new employment added to the economy will 

be “higher” wage jobs.  
 
Goal 3: Expand, diversify and modernize the high performance natural resource based 
industries throughout the region. 

 Objectives: 
• Seafood/Aquaculture/Commercial Fishing Cluster – Increase employment 

by 5 percent or 40 employees annually – Stimulate new private 
investment of $2 million annually 

• Forestry, Wood Products and Pulp Cluster – Increase employment by 3 
percent or 30 employees annually ‐ Stimulate new private investment of 
$4 million annually 

• Agriculture Cluster – Increase employment by 1.5 percent or 10 
employees annually ‐ Stimulate new private investment of $$$ annually 

  
 
Goal 4: Provide an adequate supply of appropriately trained and educated workers for 
the employers in the identified high performance industry clusters. 

Objectives:  
• Biannually conduct a five‐year projection of the annual anticipated supply 

gap for occupations in the high performance industry clusters.  
• Develop or modify the training and education programs to meet the 

occupational gaps. 
• Recruit workers in those select occupations where training programs 

within the region are not able to fill the gaps. 
• Continually retrain workers in the high performance industry clusters to 

meet modern day training and education requirements. 
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Goal 5: Reduce the number and percentage of works commuting to higher-paying jobs 
in neighboring metropolitan areas. 

Objectives: 
• Reduce the approximately 115,000 out‐commuters from the region by 

10,000 over the next 10 years.  
• Reduce the approximately 55 percent of the workers commuting out of 

the region by 5 percent over the next 10 years.  
• Provide telework and co‐work space opportunities a numerous locations 

throughout the region. 
 
Goal 6: Provide reliable and affordable high-speed broadband services to all areas of 
the region meeting the needs of modern high performance industry sector employers. 

 Objectives: 
• Identify the underserved areas/communities within the region over the 

next 2 years. 
• Reduce the underserved broadband customer base by 5 percent 

annually.  
• Continually upgrade the existing broadband service to the most modern 

standards of the target industry clusters. 
 
Goal 7: Increase tourism expenditures and employment above the State average 
annual increase. 

 Objectives: 
• Increase tourism expenditures by 3 percent annually over the next 5 

years. 
• Increase tourism employment by 3 percent annually over the next 5 

years. 
• Create 5 new businesses in tourism or tourism related businesses 

annually.  
• Generate 100 new higher‐paying jobs in tourism or tourism related 

businesses annually. 
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IX. Recommendations and Investment Strategies 

The following narrative describes a series of recommendations to guide the Mary Ball 
Washington Regional Council in the pursuit of the goals and objectives established in 
this Plan. If these recommendations are implemented with proper funding they should 
achieve the goals outlined in this Plan and the GO Virginia initiative. These 
recommendations will serve as guidance to potential project sponsors in the 
development of proposals for funding from GO Virginia through the Mary Ball 
Washington Regional Council. These recommendations will also serve as a guide in the 
evaluation and review of funding requests to the Mary Ball Regional Council.  
 
The recommendations provided in this section are grouped into five categories: Product, 
Workforce Development, Cost‐of‐Doing Business, Innovation Support, and Broadband 
Infrastructure. Every business needs three items, a suitable place to conduct business, 
capable workers and a reasonable cost of doing business. A set of recommendations is 
presented to strengthen each of these areas. In addition to these three items, business 
growth can be accelerated through the introduction of strategic business services. There 
are a series of recommendations that address how to accelerate growth through these 
business services. Lastly, modern businesses need access to adequate broadband serves 
to be able to flourish. The last set of recommendations address the availability and 
adequacy of broadband services in support of the targeted growth sectors.   

Product 

Businesses, large or small, require suitable facilities to conduct their business either 
business expansion or initial business location. If a suitable site or building meeting the 
requirements of a growth sector business, it will be forced to locate elsewhere or cease 
to exist. Each identified growth sector industry typically has specific requirements 
related to location; transportation access, available utilities, parcel size, building 
type/size, etc. As an example, the site requirements for a manufacturing company are 
much different than the requirements of professional services business. It is imperative 
that a region has an adequate supply of various types, sizes and locations of sites and 
buildings meeting the expansion requirements of new and existing businesses. These 
sites and buildings must be able to meet minimum quality standards, utilities, location, 
access, physical characteristics, etc. of that industry group and should be geographically 
dispersed throughout the region.   
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Sites - To be competitive for a company location and expansion, localities must have an 
adequate number of sites that are “Business Ready.” Today’s modern businesses 
require sites that can accommodate their location or expansion in a very compressed 
timeframe. If a locality/region is not able to deliver a “Business Ready Site” or building 
within the business’s timeline that business will be forced to locate elsewhere.  
 
Typically, businesses in the Manufacturing, Logistics/Distribution and Information/Data 
Center clusters require fairly large shovel ready sites that allow room for expansion. 
Most of the developable business/industrial sites in the region are concentrated in the 
northern portion of the region, George Washington Planning District. Of the 52 sites 
greater than 25 acres in size, 35 are located in the three localities of Caroline, 
Fredericksburg, and Spotsylvania.  The quality/suitability of these available sites varies 
from greenfield sites, without water and sewer, to those that have full complement of 
utilities. Of the 52 sites greater than 25 acres in size, only 17 are served by natural gas 
and 12 of these sites are located in the three localities of Caroline, Fredericksburg and 
Spotsylvania. Only one data center site, Quantico Corporate Center in Stafford County, 
has been certified as “shovel ready” by Dominion Energy.    
 
Four site audits have been conducted by Bowman Consulting for the Fredericksburg 
Regional Alliance to determine what level of investment would be necessary to improve 
the site readiness rating to “Certified Business Ready”. The investment levels of these 
four sites range from $500,000 to over $1,000,000 and do not include the costs of 
“hard” infrastructure development. The timeframe for completing this work ranges 
from 6 months to over a year.  
 
The Virginia Economic Development Partnership (VEDP) has developed a 5‐tier 
“Business Ready Classification System” that helps determine what sites are ready for 
immediate development and which sites can meet compressed development 
timeframes. Except for the four sites with site audits, it is uncertain what the readiness 
level is of any of the existing sites since they have not had independent letters of 
certification issued. The more sites that can be rated based on the VEDP 5 Tier System, 
the better able the region will be able to determine its ability to attract and grow 
businesses within the identified high‐performance industry clusters.     
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There is only one site in the region that is a regional industrial park with a revenue 
sharing agreement. There are a few large sites that are located near jurisdictional 
boundaries making them prime candidates for regional industrial/business parks.  

 
Site Recommendations: 

• Assess all active sites in the VEDP database or recommended by the regional 
economic development organizations against the VEDP 5‐tier Business Ready 
Classification System and additional criteria that are typical site requirements 
of the growth sector industry clusters. 

• Encourage all marketable sites to become certified as “Tier 5 Business Ready” 
sites. 

• Encourage the development of Tier 5 Business Ready sites throughout the 
region.  

• Encourage the certification of sites for specific business/industrial use, i.e. 
data center certification by Dominion Energy.  

• Encourage the development of regional business/industrial properties with 
cost/revenue sharing agreements.  

 
Potential Funding Sources: 

• VEDP – Business Ready Sites Program 
• DHCD – Industrial Revitalization Fund 
• Local government 
• Private developer  

 
Buildings – The inventory of existing buildings that may be suitable for business 
expansion or location are concentrated in the northern portion of the region, along the 
I–95 corridor. 45 out of 61 industrial buildings and 47 out of 56 office buildings are in 
three localities, Fredericksburg, Spotsylvania, and Stafford. Similarly, 17 out of 21 
available flex buildings are located in the localities of Spotsylvania and Stafford. The 
condition of these buildings varies from older commercial buildings that require 
extensive repair to modern corporate office structures. The available space also varies 
from less than a 1,000 sq. ft. to over 100,000 sq. ft. The available office space is mostly 
suited for the professional services cluster, the finance and insurance cluster, and the 
education cluster. The industrial building inventory is mostly suited to the requirements 
of manufacturing and the logistics/distribution clusters. The flex building inventory is 
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generally best suited for smaller companies in the manufacturing and 
logistics/distribution clusters. The availability of quality space for immediate occupancy 
or occupancy in a very short timeframe is very conducive to location and expansion of 
businesses both large and small.   
 
There has been a demonstrated interest from individuals and small firms that wish to 
start or grow their own professional service business. The success of the Quantico 
Innovation Center and Eagle Works in Fredericksburg has demonstrated the potential 
for growing small businesses in the professional services and technology sectors. The 
experience of these facilities indicates that small (as low as 200 sq. ft.), multi‐tenant 
office space that provides a complement of amenities and services would accelerate the 
growth of these businesses. Because of the sensitivity of their work and security issues, 
offices configured for privacy with doors is the preferred office configuration. 
  

Building Recommendations 
• Assess all buildings in the VEDP database or recommended by the regional 

economic development organizations against standard real estate 
classification criteria and the typical building requirements of the target 
industry clusters.  

• Develop one or more “spec shell buildings” in the region that meet typical 
target industry standards. 

• Expand the current availability of incubator/accelerator facilities to 
additional locations throughout the region.  

• Develop office buildings throughout the region that offer small offices for 
lease, 200 sq. ft., with a complement of amenities and services for the 
tenants. These facilities could be coupled with telework centers, incubators 
or accelerators. 

Workforce Development 

Close to 60 percent of the region’s workforce commutes out of the region every day to 
go to work. A study by the University of Mary Washington indicates that the vast 
majority of those commuters are employed in occupations directly related to the 
identified growth sectors in the region. The challenge for the region is to develop 
strategies that will allow these commuters to work closer to home. The lower wage 
rates paid in the region are a deterrent to luring these commuters but studies indicate 
that these commutes may be willing to take a 15 percent to 20 percent reduction in pay 
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to have a richer quality of life with less commuting. Providing expanded telework 
opportunities at home or in centralized facilities offers alternatives to commuting and 
encourages workers to start their own businesses. The George Washington Regional 
Commission managed three centers that were supported by General Services 
Administration (GSA). Once the GSA funding was no longer available, the centers were 
forced to close. Centralized telework centers need to be able to offer advanced 
technology and common workspace that facilitates worker collaboration and offers 
opportunities for social engagement. These centers could become the bridge to high‐
paying jobs going unfilled in Northern Virginia. Having remote telework centers within 
the region could be a way to connect local workers to these high‐paying job 
opportunities in northern Virginia without the hassle of the long time‐consuming 
commute. 
 
Several existing/traditional industries in the region indicated at the stakeholders 
meetings that they are having trouble hiring workers. The common reasons given are 
the inability to pass drug tests and the lack of “soft skills” (work habits, appearance, 
communication skills, etc.). These employers indicate that the youth coming out of our 
school systems today have not had sufficient exposure to the world of work and are 
unprepared for the demands of the work environment. Greater engagement and 
exposure of students with actual businesses during the academic years would assist in 
orienting students to the expectations of the work environment. 
 
The region has only one four‐year institution of higher education, the University of Mary 
Washington. The University of Mary Washington is a liberal arts university with a limited 
compliment of degrees in scientific and technical occupations. Thus, the demand for 
many of the higher‐level occupations that require a four‐year degree must be met 
through recruitment form outside the region. The two community colleges in the region, 
Germanna and Rappahannock Community College, provide a range of course offerings 
that are more aligned to the middle‐skill occupations of the identified growth sectors. 
These middle‐skill occupations require training that is greater than the high school level, 
but below the level of a four‐year college degree.  
 
The workforce analysis indicates that there may be a need to increase the annual 
number of completers from several technical certificate programs to meet current and 
future demand levels. Among those, are programs associated with the occupations 
Industrial Machine Mechanics, Electricians, Motorboat Maintenance and Service 
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Technicians, and others. There was also stakeholder feedback indicating that there are 
specific industries that are in need of specialized or tailored training programs to meet 
specific training requirements. The region should ensure that training programs for 
these unique needs are being met. 
 

Workforce Development Recommendations: 
• Commuting  

o Establish a series of telework/co‐work facilities throughout the 
region. These facilities could also serve as Centers of Innovation 
housing incubation/acceleration facilities and services.  

• Training and Education 
o Establish “business to student” programs in the school systems to 

help instill work ethic/soft work skills and introduce skilled 
occupations to the students. 

o Increase the number of program offerings related to trades 
certificates for “in demand” occupations, i.e. industrial machine 
mechanics, motorboat maintenance and service technicians, etc.  

o Establish specific tailored occupational training programs for specific 
employers or industry sectors as need may arise.    

Cost of Doing Business 

Most of the “costs of doing business” factors for the growth sector businesses within 
the region are either favorable or competitive versus competitor areas (i.e., wages tend 
to be lower, real estate rates are lower or competitive, energy costs are lower or 
competitive, workman’s compensation insurance is lower and tax rates are lower or 
competitive).  
 
The one issue that has been identified as a barrier to small and emerging business 
development is the availability of equity capital. The lack of available equity capital from 
venture capitalists and “angel” investors stymies the growth of emerging businesses in 
the identified high‐performance industry clusters. Sources of equity capital are present 
in the surrounding metropolitan areas of Northern Virginia, Richmond and Hampton 
Roads but are not readily available within the region. Venture capitalists and angel 
investors tend to invest in local firms so as to be able to mentor and monitor the 
company’s progress on a regular basis.  
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While the traditional private sources of debt capital are plentiful throughout the region, 
certain types of lending have been identified as needed. The George Washington 
Planning District has a large concentration of contractors that serve the federal 
government and those companies have a specific need for funding that will bridge the 
time period from the award of the contract(s) to the payment on the contract. Limited 
access to this type of working capital and bridge financing is a barrier for companies 
within this sector, as it makes it difficult for them to enter into multiple contracts. In 
Northern Virginia there are financial institutions that specialize in this type of financing, 
but they are not well represented within the Mary Ball Washington Region.  
 
Another type of capital that has been identified as being in short supply is micro lending. 
Typically lenders have shied away from commercial loans under $100,000. These loans 
often require a lot of technical assistance to the borrower to make them credit worthy 
and the return on these loans often does not justify the transaction costs. Often these 
borrowers have limited track records in operating their business and thus pose a greater 
risk than established companies. REDCO and Virginia Community Capital Bank are two 
organizations that have the ability to serve this niche market but there would need to 
be credit enhancements and support funding provided to allow this niche market to be 
filled.  
 
A third type of funding that was identified for business development was funding for 
leasehold improvements for growing companies. While leasehold improvements are 
often included as a part of lease agreements with sophisticated landlords and 
commercial real estate firms they are not that common in rural areas, downtowns and 
with smaller landlords. Gloucester County is an example of a community that has tried 
to address this issue by providing limited matching grants for these leasehold 
improvements. A special loan program or credit enhancements or an incentive program 
may be necessary to meet this need.   
 

Cost of Doing Business Recommendations: 
• Create ready sources of equity capital supporting small growing and start‐up 

companies (i.e., venture capital, angel investors). 
• Create sources of capital not typically served by traditional lending 

institutions in the region (i.e., micro‐loan program(s), contract financing, 
receivable lines of credit and leasehold improvement loans). 
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Innovation Support 

Support facilities and services that help businesses grow are critical in accelerating the 
development of fledgling businesses and helping mature industries modernize. The U.S. 
has had a long history of providing business assistance in this area, starting with the 
Cooperative Extension helping the agriculture sector adopt advanced agriculture 
practices. Today, Virginia is blessed with a large array of business services that help 
advance select business sectors or business practices. GENEDGE, VEDP’s export 
assistance program, the Virginia Sea Grant Program, and the Virginia Center for 
Innovative Technology, are just a few examples of state sponsored programs that assist 
business development throughout the Commonwealth.  
 
In addition to state sponsored services there are also a number of institutions within the 
Mary Ball Washington region that support business development.  Among them: the 
Fredericksburg Regional Alliance, Middle Peninsula Regional Alliance, Northern Neck‐
Chesapeake Bay Region Partnership, Northern Neck Tourism Council, REDCO, University 
of Mary Washington Small Business Development Center, University of Mary 
Washington Office of Economic Development, University of Mary Washington 
EagleWorks Business Incubation Center, and Quantico Innovation Center.  
 
The University of Mary Washington Small Business Development Center has two offices 
serving the region, Fredericksburg and Warsaw. Gloucester County is served from Small 
Business Development Centers located in the Hampton Roads. Much of the Middle 
Peninsula is either underserved or not served by the existing small business 
development center network.  
  
The Northern Neck Tourism Council promotes tourism development on the Northern 
Neck and the Middle Peninsula Regional Alliance has plans to institute a tourism 
development program serving the Middle Peninsula but there is not a similar 
organizational effort serving the I‐95 corridor in the Fredericksburg area.  Tourism was 
identified in each of the stakeholder workshops as a high‐performance growth sector 
with significant potential for expansion throughout the region. Because of the seasonal 
nature of the industry and paying the lowest weekly wage of nay of the identified 
growth sectors it would require a special initiative to generate additional high‐paying 
jobs into the economy.   
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Business plan competitions and “shark tank” type programs have proven successful in 
helping to launce or accelerate businesses that have significant growth potential. While 
these programs infuse equity into the winner’s pockets, they also identify potential 
companies that may not be the winner but offer significant growth potential. These 
competitions force all competitors to generate and refine business plans that can be 
supported by existing forms of business capital thus the competitions result in several 
new businesses being launched.    
 
The Quantico Innovation Center, University of Mary Washington EagleWorks Business 
Incubation Center and the Northern Neck Enterprise Center all provide 
incubation/acceleration facilities for start‐up and small businesses. These facilities are 
critical in accelerating the growth of small growing companies throughout the region. 
The success of these facilities illustrates the demand and need for expansion of these 
type facilities to other areas of the region.  
 
The growth of a local business starts with an entrepreneurial spirit. This kind of spirit can 
be instilled at an early age and nurtured through the efforts of our school systems. The 
University of Mary Washington Small Business Development Center offices in Warsaw 
has partnered with a couple school divisions to pilot a youth entrepreneurial program 
on Northern Neck and are looking to expand these programs to other school divisions 
throughout the region. Through these seeds of entrepreneurship grow the future 
business leader of our region. 
 
The numerous research facilities in the region and in neighboring areas, Dahlgren, 
Quantico, FBI Training Facility, VIMS, NASA Langley, all offer opportunities for the 
research commercialization. Typically, there are two types of research possibilities, 
military and non‐military. Military research commercialization is often referred to as 
“Military 2 Market” programs and are facilitated by a partnership with a non‐profit or 
university intermediary. These intermediaries help facilitate the transition of military 
research to commercial application. These partnerships are designated “Partnership 
Intermediaries or PIA”. Indiana, Ball State University. and Arizona State University have 
had very successful “Military 2 Market” programs and may serve a model for this region. 
Virginia’s major research universities all have had very successful research 
commercialization programs directed at research generated in their institutions. There 
are also private companies located in Northern Virginia that have expertise in the 
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commercialization of federal government research but those firms have not yet 
established a foothold in this region. 
 
VIMS and NASA Langley also offer non‐military research commercialization 
opportunities. As an example, VIMS has developed environmental censors that can 
detect water contaminants in real time thus avoiding extended time laps from taking of 
samples to receiving lab test results. This new technology can be used to monitor; oil 
spills, dredge contaminants, chemical releases from processing plants and many other 
commercial applications. Another promising research area being pioneered by VIMS is 
eco‐friendly resiliency measures to minimize the impacts of rising tides not only in 
Tidewater Virginia but worldwide. These new natural shoreline resiliency practices offer 
the ability to expand marine consulting and design services to property owners 
worldwide. 
 
The traditional industries in the region have the potential for expansion through process 
improvements (introduction of automation and technology), market augmentation and 
increasing exports. These services have been carried out by a variety of state 
organizations; GENEDGE for industrial process improvements, Virginia Tourism 
Corporation for expanded oyster markets, VEDP’s International Trade Office for export 
assistance. A number of local and regional economic development programs have also 
instituted programs that augment these types of assistance programs and expand 
existing businesses in their region. As an example, the seafood industry has identified 
the South American and Latin American markets as potential export markets for locally 
grown seafood and shellfish. 
       

Innovation Support Recommendations: 
• Expand the SBDC network of services and extend coverage throughout the 

entire region. 
o Create innovative programs that would jump‐start promising new 

business ventures, shark tank, business plan competitions, etc.  
• Expand the incubator/accelerator facilities and services into more areas of 

the region. The Quantico Innovation Center, UMW EagleWorks Business 
Incubation Center or similar organization should be encouraged to locate or 
expand into other locations within the region. 

• Establish a program(s) that facilitate the commercialization of research from 
military and non‐military institutions in the region and neighboring regions. 
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o Establish a “Military to Market (M 2 M)” program serving the region 
with a non‐profit or university partner being designated a 
“Partnership Intermediary (PIA)”.  

• Expand the entrepreneurship programs offered in the local school divisions. 
• Establish an expanded array of existing business services to the target 

industry clusters particularly GENEDGE services and export development 
programs.  

• Expand the tourism promotional and development programs throughout the 
region, particularly the establishment of a regional tourism bureau serving 
the localities along the I‐95 corridor, Caroline, Fredericksburg, Spotsylvania 
and Stafford.    

Broadband Development 

At each of the stakeholder workshops the issue of broadband availability was 
mentioned as a significant barrier for the expansion of small businesses particularly 
professional services and technology businesses. Throughout the region, in the sparsely 
populated areas, broadband sufficient to support even a small professional services 
business is difficult to obtain. If a business in these sparsely populated areas is able to 
obtain broadband service it is usually unaffordable or unreliable. 
 
In the more densely populated broadband service is readily available but these areas 
expressed concern that the existing broadband services may not be able to support the 
ever‐increasing demands of modern technology‐based businesses.  
 
There have been on‐going planning efforts in each of the Planning District’s over the 
years to address this problem. In a few areas there has been some progress in reducing 
the coverage issue but there are large areas that still have inadequate service. There are 
ongoing efforts that hold some promise to address the issue in a meaningful way and 
these efforts require additional support.    
 
It is not known exactly what areas of the region do not have sufficient broadband 
coverage. A first step in setting meaningful objectives is to conduct an inventory of 
coverage, types/levels of service and providers.  
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Broadband Recommendations and Investment Strategies: 
• Inventory the areas within the region that currently have limited access to 

broadband service insufficient to support small and hone‐based businesses.  
• Support deployment of broadband service to the underserved areas of the 

region sufficient to meet the needs of small and home‐based businesses.  
• Support increasing bandwidth in areas where current or projected 

bandwidth availability/cost hinders the growth and expansion of target 
sector businesses. 

X. Performance Measures and Metrics 

In this section, we provide a list of recommended performance measures and metrics 
that can be used to track and quantify the performance of the Mary Ball Washington 
Region’s Economic Growth and Diversification Plan. Those recommended metrics are: 

• Year‐over‐year growth in number of enterprises, employment, and wages in 
identified high‐performance industry clusters: 

o Agriculture 

o Distribution and Logistics 

o Finance and Insurance 

o Forestry, Wood Products, and Wood Pulp 

o Information 

o Manufacturing 

o Professional Services 

o Seafood, Aquaculture, and Commercial Fishing 

o Tourism 

• Proportion of region residents that live and work within the region 

• Regional workforce gaps in education and training programs serving middle‐skill 
occupations 

• Regional broadband deployment 

• Number of Tier 5 Business Ready sites 

• Geographic availability of Small Business Development Network services 
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• Number of and enrollment in regional entrepreneurship programs 

• Funding and deployment of regional tourism promotion and marketing efforts 



10c.)  DC2RVA Update 



Fredericksburg Area MPO/George Washington Regional Commission 
August 21, 2017 
 

DC2RVA Study Update 
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• Tier II EIS Schedule  
• DRPT Recommended Alternatives 
• Next Steps 
• Other Corridor Projects 

Agenda 
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EIS Project 
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DC2RVA Purpose & Need 



Alternatives Review 
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• Must have additional track 
capacity to support 
passenger, commuter, and 
freight growth on the 
corridor 

• Northern Virginia is most 
congested area, needs to be 
implementation priority 

• Expanding capacity on the 
Long Bridge across the 
Potomac River is critical 

• Improvements to central 
and Richmond areas needed, 
but less critical in short 
term 

DRPT Recommendations 
for DC2RVA 
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DRPT Recommendation: 
Add Two Tracks Within Existing Right-of-
Way consistent with Long Bridge Study 
Recommendation ($36-$47 Mill ion) 
 
• 1A. Add two tracks east 
• 1B. Add two tracks west 
• 1C. Add one track west and one track 

east  
• Final decision tied to DDOT Long Bridge 

EIS Recommendation 

Area 1: Arlington  
(~1 mile) 
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DRPT Recommendation: 
Add Fourth Track Crystal City to 
Alexandria; Add Third Track 
Alexandria to Fredericksburg within 
Existing Right-of-Way ($1.7 Bill ion) 
 
• Major water crossings at 

Occoquan, Neabsco, Powells,  and 
Aquia (New bridges parallel to 
existing rail  bridges) 

• 8 miles of 3rd track from Franconia 
to Occoquan- environmental 
clearance through separate 
categorical exclusion (CE) 

Area 2: Northern VA 
(47 miles) 
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DRPT Recommendation:  
Add Third Track through City of 
Fredericksburg on Existing 
Right-of-Way ($507 Mill ion) 
 

 
• Major water crossing at 

Rappahannock River (New 
bridge parallel to existing rail  
bridge) 

Area 3: Fredericksburg 
(14 miles) 
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DRPT Recommendation: 
Add Third Track in Existing Right-of-
Way, Spotsylvania to Doswell ($643 
Mill ion) 
 

• Multiple small waterway crossings, 
wetlands 

Area 4: Central VA 
(29 miles) 
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DRPT’s Prioritized Recommendation 
Summary 
Area in Order of 
Construction Priority 

Recommendation Approximate Comparative 
Cost (millions 2025 $) 

Northern Virginia Additional third or fourth track $1,653 

Arlington Three options depending on 
Long Bridge 

$36 to $47 

Fredericksburg Additional third track through 
City 

$507 

Richmond Main Street Station and Staples 
Mill Road Station – Full Service 
via S-Line 

$1,483 

Central Virginia Additional third track $643 

Ashland Separate study to evaluate 
additional capacity 

TBD 
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DC2RVA Project – Next Steps 

• Ashland CAC Meetings 

• FRA acceptance of Draft 
EIS 

• Publish the Draft EIS 

• Hold Public Hearings on 
Draft EIS and solicit 
comments 

• CTB decision on 
Preferred Alternative 

• Preliminary Engineering 
on Preferred Alternative  

• Final EIS and ROD  
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Other Corridor Projects 

• Atlantic Gateway Rail Components 
• 8 miles of 3rd track from Franconia to Occoquan- 

environmental clearance through a categorical exclusion 
(CE) 

• 6 miles of 4th track RO to AF in Arlington/Alexandria- 
environmental clearance through DC2RVA 

• DDOT Long Bridge Project 
• Level 1 alternative screening complete 

• Draft EIS late 2018 

• Final EIS/ROD 2019 
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