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STAFFORD COUNT Y MASTER REDEVELOPMENT PL AN

The efforts of the Phase I: Research & Program Development and Phase II: Concept Master Revelopment 
Plan have been combined into five separate volumes. In addition, three additional volumes contain the detailed 
Cultural Resources Report on each of the four redevelopment areas, as well as examples of Cultural Resources 
Legislation. Each volume, on each of the four redevelopment areas, stand alone along with the overall Stafford 
County General Research & Planning section. Each of the four redevelopment area’s respective volume inte-
grates the specific Phase I research and Phase II planning efforts. The volumes do not refer separately to Phase I 
or II efforts, since they are now combined into a book specific to the corresponding redevelopment area.

The volumes have been separated as follows:

VOLUME I

Stafford County: General Background Research & Planning Concepts

VOLUME II

Boswell’s Corner

VOLUME III

Courthouse Area

VOLUME IV

Falmouth Village

VOLUME V

Southern Gateway

VOLUME VI

A. Cultural Resources Report for Falmouth Village 
B. VDHR Forms for Falmouth Village

VOLUME VII

A. Cultural Resources Report for Boswell’s Corner, Courthouse Area, & Southern Gateway 
B. VDHR Forms for Boswell’s Corner, Courthouse Area, & Southern Gateway

VOLUME VIII

Examples of Cultural Resources Legislation

VOLUME IX

Stafford County Traffic Data

VOLUME X

Stafford County Infrastructure Analysis

Following groundwork from the 2006 Stafford County Economic Development Strategic Plan, and using the 
Cunningham + Quill Architects Vision plans as a springboard, the Planning Team proposed redevelopment 
plans for the four areas that include: a comprehensive redevelopment plan with urban street grids, open space 
and parks, pedestrian friendly environments and streetscape improvements, preparing the strategic areas for 
increased quality commercial investment.

This Master Redevelopment Plan has been designed from the beginning as a possible addition to the Stafford 
County Comprehensive Plan. As such, the study and analysis needed to address a large cross section of issues 
including: land use patterns, regional economical support, transportation, architecture, archaeology and historic 
resources, civil infrastructure and flood hazards. Since each of these subjects is also included in the Comprehensive 
Plan, this study included assessments of all 18 elements of the Comprehensive Plan. Of these elements, two were 
found to be of particular significance to redevelopment: the Land Use Plan and the Transportation Plan.

The land uses presented herein are not meant to supercede land uses identified in the Stafford County Land 
Use Plan. The land uses and layouts depicted herein are notational and are offered as one possible layout for 
Comprehensive Plan uses. Residential densities are offered as potential targets for the creation of more urban 
environments conducive to pedestrian friendly, community based and appropriately scaled, commercial 
development. In no way do the residential densities referenced constitute endorsement of those densitites, or 
endorsement at the exact locations depicted, by the governing body.

INTERIM IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY AND REVIEW STANDARDS

Stafford County’s historic development pattern has been of a low-rise suburban scale. In the recent past, individual 
development projects have approached mid-rise scale and form. Therefore, an interim strategy for review and 
approval of development projects within the Redevelopment Areas is outlined below to facilitate implementation of 
the recommendations contained within the Redevelopment Plans, but within a context of historical development 
patterns and current market dynamics. Until such time as adequate public infrastructure is in place to establish the 
core framework needed to realize the redevelopment visions, all rezoning or conditional use permit development pro-
posals will be reviewed to determine if they meet the following standards for development during the interim phase:

•	 the development proposal either constructs or makes accommodation for planned infrastructure identified 
in the Redevelopment Plans.

•	 the development proposal includes parcels that are subdivided in a manner to accommodate the creation of 
blocks and the potential consolidation of properties as recommended by the Plans.

•	 architectural design themes contained in the development proposal will not conflict with those suggested in 
the Redevelopment Plans. Franchise architecture should be modified to meet Redevelopment Plans’ visions.

•	 the development proposal is cognizant of the need for public and private open spaces that benefit private 
properties as well as the public.

•	 the development proposal uses street furniture and other pedestrian features as recommended by the 
Redevelopment Plans.

•	 the location, placement, and design of signs included in the development proposal are done in such a 
manner as to not detract from building architecture.

Additionally, as development codes are reviewed and modified to ensure there are limited regulatory impedi-
ments to implementing the Redevelopment Plans, incentives for by-right developments to incorporate 
architectural and design recommendations of the redevelopment plans will be considered.
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INTRODUCTION 

Background

Located just outside of Washington, DC and approximately mid-way between the nation’s capital and 
Richmond, Virginia, Stafford County has a strategic location offering a variety of services and an abundance 
of underdeveloped land, making it an attractive locality for new development. The population and the built 
environment of Stafford have grown increasingly since construction of Interstate 95 (I-95) over 40 years ago, 
and the County has been experiencing a period of profound growth in the last several years. This growth, in 
turn, has created a variety of new challenges and opportunities. As part of meeting these challenges and continu-
ing to grow in a sustainable fashion, Stafford County has identified several redevelopment areas for study. This 
redevelopment effort, initiated by County staff and with the support and direction of the Board of Supervisors, 
is intended to build on Stafford County’s Economic Development Strategic Plan of 2006 and on elements of 
Stafford County’s Comprehensive Plan in order to respond to and guide anticipated future growth.

Purpose

In an effort to bridge the gap between long-term development, the Comprehensive Plan, and improvements 
in the near future, the Stafford County Economic Development Department engaged the services of a Master 
Redevelopment Team. This team was charged with the following:

Study the four redevelopment areas•	
Build upon Stafford County’s “Vision”•	 1

Create a Master Redevelopment Plan•	

The Stafford County Master Redevelopment Plan is a detailed analysis specific to the four areas identified for 
redevelopment. Because of the unique attributes present in each of these districts, Stafford County envisions 
these four areas as strategic keys to growth opportunities – the combination of regulatory, financial, and land 
use management tools and techniques2 – providing for economic and community development. These areas are 
Boswell’s Corner, Courthouse Area, Falmouth Village, and Southern Gateway. The total study area consists of 
over 1,700 parcels containing roughly 3,635 acres of land. (Refer to Map 1: Stafford County Redevelopment Areas.)

In an effort to determine possible obstacles to redevelopment within these four areas, the study and analysis 
addresses a large cross-section of issues including: land use patterns, regional economical support, transportation, 
architecture, archeology and historic resources, civil infrastructure and flood hazards.

1	 The orignial “Vision” was prepared for each redevelopment area by Cunningham + Quill Architects, .

2	 The Practice of Local Government Planning, 3rd Edition, ICMA, 2000.

Map 1: Stafford County Redevelopment Areas

Source: Stafford County Comprehensive Plan.
0      1     2     3 miles
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To accommodate this approach, the Master Redevelopment Team (hereafter the Planning Team) is composed of 
a variety of different professionals, creating a multi-disciplinary group capable of examining the study areas from 
multiple viewpoints. Team members are as follows: 

CMSS Architects, PC, project lead, master planner, Planning Team coordinator, and main point of contact•	
Cultural Resources, Inc. (CRI), architectural/archeological resources•	
Economics Research Associates (ERA), economic/market analysis•	
Urban Engineering, civil infrastructure analysis•	
Wells + Associates, transportation/traffic analysis•	

The Master Redevelopment Plan was divided in two phases:

Phase I: Understanding – Documentation & Research of Existing Conditions;  •	
Emerging Trends & Market Analysis.
Phase II: Initial Concept Master Plan (Phase II A) & Final Concept Master Plan (Phase II B).•	

Since the effort is now complete, the phases have been combined. This volume integrates the general research 
and concepts that apply to all four areas.

Following groundwork from the Stafford County Economic Development Strategy, the 2006 Economic 
Development Strategic Plan and using Cunningham + Quill Architects Vision plans as a springboard, the 
Planning Team proposed redevelopment plans for the four areas that include: a comprehensive redevelopment 
plan with urban street grids, open space and parks, pedestrian friendly environments and streetscape improve-
ments, preparing the strategic areas for increased quality commercial investment.3

3	 Note: This document does not refer to Phase I or Phase II individually, as both Phases’ efforts are now combined within each respective Volume.

HISTORICAL CONTEXT – CULTURAL RESOURCES ANALYSIS

Stafford is a County rich in cultural and heritage resources, the cultural resources Planning Team members 
conducted an exhaustive Phase IA Archaeological Assessment and Phase I Reconnaissance Architectural Survey 
of the four redevelopment areas.

The survey was designed to identify all architectural resources that may be present in the project area and to 
obtain sufficient information to make recommendations about the potential of each resource based on their eli-
gibility for designation on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Additionally, a predictive model for 
areas of high probability for both historic and prehistoric archeological resources was developed using informa-
tion such as soils, landform, proximity to water, and historic maps and descriptions.

Preservation and protection of Stafford County’s heritage is fundamental to sustain its unique history. The 
Planning Team believes that future development within the Falmouth Village Historic District should reflect the 
evolution of architectural styles currently present. Preservation could be accomplished through the development 
of design guidelines that would govern all new construction within the district.

The Planning Team has determined that most commercial development within Falmouth Village needs to be •	
restricted to the main arteries, with the secondary streets remaining residential. With some exceptions, the 
street layout today represents the original street layout of Falmouth Village. The preservation of these streets 
is as integral to the preservation of the historic village as is the preservation of the buildings themselves. The 
Planning Team will make an effort to preserve these historic road alignments, in order to improve the heri-
tage tourism potential for this area and help sustain a sense of place for the community.
Future development within the Courthouse Area and Boswell’s Corner should reflect the evolution of •	
domestic and commercial architectural styles from the late 19th to the mid-20th centuries currently present. 
Design guidelines should be developed for these areas for all new construction to preserve the character and 
better define a sense of place. 
Similarly, Southern Gateway’s architecture as a whole includes a mix of rural domestic architectural styles •	
from the late 19th to mid-20th centuries. Future development should reflect this style. The Planning Team 
feels strongly that efforts should also be taken to tie the character of Southern Gateway in with the architec-
ture and character of Falmouth Village, to foster a continuous physical and economic transition between the 
two areas via the Warrenton Road (US-17) corridor. 
In an effort to counter the poor signage and unattractiveness of the Warrenton Road (US-17) corridor, which •	
currently does not reflect the historic resource that is Falmouth Village, Stafford County in a very proactive 
fashion has started a wayfinding and signage program study for this area that is now underway.

The Planning Team’s extensive findings are included in the Cultural Resources section of this report.
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

Stafford County’s existing land use (not to be confused with “land uses”) reveals the pattern of past growth, the 
location of areas that should be preserved and the potential locations for future development. This analysis of 
existing conditions forms the basis of the future land use plan for Stafford County.

The redevelopment opportunity areas are located on the economic “spine” of Stafford, along Interstate 95 (I-95) 
and Jefferson Davis Highway (US-1), from Marine Corps Base Quantico to the north to the Rappahannock 
River to the south and along Warrenton Road (US-17) beyond Interstate (I–95) to the west. The redevelopment 
areas location along and near the Interstate 95 (I-95) corridor are attractive for development because of direct 
access to Northern Virginia, the Marine Corps Base Quantico and Washington, DC. International airports and 
direct access routes make it easier for workers and visitors, as well as products, to reach their intended destina-
tion. The redevelopment areas, through proper preparation and planning, will be well positioned to capitalize 
on these advantages, adding to the quality of life and economic stability of Stafford County.

The Courthouse Area, which houses the government complex and the historic Courthouse Building, is a •	
significant center of activity. The addition of the future Judicial Court Complex, new Public Safety Building 
and the Stafford Hospital Complex, recently opened, will only serve to strengthen this trend. With a loca-
tion that centers at the intersection of Courthouse Road (VA-630) and Jefferson Davis Highway (US-1), a 
mile from Interstate 95 (I-95), increased development will bring additional workers and visitors. However, 
despite this expansion, the Courthouse Area does not currently have sufficient amenities to serve as a legiti-
mate urban center, lacking necessary services such as outdoor gathering spaces and retail to support or 
promote increases in pedestrian traffic.
Boswell’s Corner is an underutilized and underdeveloped area at present but becoming an economic force. •	
Boswell’s Corner has historically had little office or retail development; business development in the area, to 
date, has been mostly warehouse and distribution centers, automobile sales and housing areas. However, due 
to its location centered at the intersection of Jefferson Davis Highway (US-1) and Telegraph Road (VA-
637), just outside the Marine Corps Base Quantico’s back gate, Boswell’s Corner stands to gain a significant 
increase in employment through the BRAC process, which will bring a significant number of relocated 
workers and related businesses to the area as part of Quantico’s expansion, spurring development interest. 
This process is already on display at the new Quantico Corporate Center, where the second of seven build-
ings has been completed.

The Falmouth Village and Southern Gateway areas, while of a different character and scale are both significant 
opportunity areas, strengthened by their locations along the Warrenton Road (US-17) corridor and their adja-
cency to the Interstate 95 (I-95) interchanges in Stafford.

The historic Falmouth Village presents a unique opportunity to preserve, enhance and develop a cultural •	
attraction in Stafford County. This village, situated along the north bank of the Rappahannock River, is 
already recognized as a National Register Historic District and contains some of the most significant his-
toric sites and buildings in Stafford County. Falmouth Village – along with the other three redevelopment 
areas – was previously the subject of conceptual plans drawn for Stafford County by Cunningham + Quill 
Architects. This latest vision, as well as several others going back to the Plan of Falmouth from 1978, iden-
tified the need to preserve the village and integrate it within the existing network of open space, cultural 
heritage and recreational trails. The Planning Team examined possible scenarios for optimizing the cultural 
heritage tourism potential within a context that does not overload this resource. The Planning Team believes 
that, together with Southern Gateway, Falmouth Village would become a part of the market demand esti-
mates for Southern Gateway.
Southern Gateway is clearly a large, intense commercial development with the advantage of visibility •	
from Interstate 95 (I-95). As such, its development potential and avenues for expansion are relatively clear. 
However, as a historic district, Falmouth Village requires a more delicate approach. Due to its relatively small 
building scale, historic setting and sensitive archeological, architectural and natural resources, development 
should be executed in a selective fashion, focusing on visitor-related businesses that may also serve residents. 
Falmouth Village benefits from its adjacency to the intersection of Jefferson Davis Highway (US-1) and 
Warrenton Road (US-17); however, this relationship also places strain on the district by physically bifurcat-
ing it. 

Beyond the redevelopment areas themselves, the Warrenton Road (US-17) connector, which severs to connect 
two of these districts, suffers from its own shortcomings, including a lack of character, very poor signage, and 
a general unattractiveness that does not reflect the County’s rich history and potential as a recreational and 
cultural resource. Recent decision to bridge the gap with Warrenton Road (US-17) east of Southern Gateway 
allowed for a development transition area that would link Southern Gateway and Falmouth Village.

The Warrenton Road (US-17) Corridor connecting both redevelopment areas may also be targeted for devel-•	
opment as part of the redevelopment process, but in a way that allows for a physical and economic transition 
between the modern developing economic center at Southern Gateway and a historic visitor and recreational 
and cultural attractions in Falmouth Village. The character of Southern Gateway, with its retail, commer-
cial and hotel development area, has the potential to add to a continuous physical and economic transition 
between the two areas along Warrenton Road (US-17).
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Map 2: Stafford County Land Use (Adopted on February 13, 2003; Last Revised on July 8, 2008)

Source: Stafford County Comprehensive Plan, GIS, CMSS Architects.

Rel ationship to Other Studies

The Planning Team has been guided by Stafford County’s Comprehensive Plan and by its objectives, specifically: 
encourage mixed-use commercial and residential centers; infill and designate more urban areas offering diverse 
living, create working and recreational opportunities; ensure greater compatibility between uses and provide the 
mechanisms to preserve specific rural areas while minimizing the environmental impact to water bodies, wet-
lands and floodplain areas. Where the Planning Team’s findings are not yet part of the Comprehensive Plan’s 
guidelines, pertinent recommendations will be made. This will allow the Planning Team to present and guide 
Stafford County with a framework for future uses that will set the stage for the enjoyable places to live and work 
that it envisions, while maintaining sensitivity to the residents concerns about the impact of economic develop-
ment and the overall quality of life in their community.

To support the economic vitality of Stafford County, one of the Comprehensive Plan’s objectives is to establish 
commercial and business growth targets for development/redevelopment. The Planning Team believes that 
mixed-use land policies would be attractive to both consumers and professionals and would be consistent with 
Stafford County’s goal of attracting and retaining high quality employers.

Recent reevaluation of Stafford County’s Comprehensive Plan has inspired a new direction and philosophy 
towards land use for projected growth and a modified Urban Services Area, all coordinated with a long term 
vision for the County. 

The Planning Team’s analysis for the redevelopment areas, in conjunction with the findings of previous stud-
ies, including Stafford County’s 1994 Economic Development Strategy from Hammer, Siler, George Associates, 
the 2006 Economic Development Strategic Plan, from Basile, Baumann, Prost & Associates, and with Stafford 
County’s interdepartmental direction and support from the Redevelopment Advisory Committee, will deter-
mine opportunities and potential obstacles for redevelopment and identify key strategies to achieve within these, 
including an urban street grid; integration of green spaces, pedestrian friendly environments and streetscape 
improvements for its main thoroughfares.

Additionally, as mentioned above, the Planning Team made use of the 2006 conceptual vision plans, developed 
by Cunningham + Quill Architects, as departure for the next step in the process: a more comprehensive redevel-
opment approach, with specific land uses and implementing strategies for each redevelopment area.

Land Use Plan
A key element of the Comprehensive Plan, the Land Use Plan, guides the physical form of Stafford County and 
directs location, type and intensity of land uses. This Plan recognizes the need to direct growth into the Urban 
Services Area, while also discouraging growth in agricultural areas.

The land use categories that account for the largest land percentage area in Stafford County are Residential 
(36%), and Agriculture (17%). Of the remaining land, 22% is vacant or underdeveloped.4 5 (Refer to Map 2: 
Stafford County Land Use.)

4	� Land Use Data provided by Stafford County GIS. Numeric designations based on the Land Base Classification Standards. Source: American Planning Association.

5	 The remaining 25% is divided and much smaller use percentages.0      1     2     3 miles

Legend

Agricultural Heavy Industrial

Rural Residential Institutional

Suburban Residential Office

Urban Residential Neighborhood Center

Rural Commercial Business Campus

Suburban Commercial Park Land

Urban Commercial Federal Land

Light Industrial Resource Protection Area

Urban Service Area



5

STAFFORD COUNTY  MASTER  REDEVELOPMENT PLAN  | OCTOBER 2009

 Introduction | 

Zoning
The Stafford County Zoning Ordinance is a critical tool for controlling the type, density, and appearance of 
development within Stafford County. The Zoning Ordinance establishes 16 Zoning Classifications. While the 
ordinance does not specifically have a “Mixed-Use” category, it contains provisions for the establishment of two 
types of Planned Development districts, PD-1 and PD-2. These development districts allow for the creation of 
innovative neo-traditional developments with a mix of commercial and residential uses, while providing variety 
in terms of the overall development, residential and commercial densities, and open space ratios.

The PD-1 Planned Development District allows for greater residential density on developments less than 500 
acres, while the PD-2 Planned Development District is for developments between 500 and 850 acres. The PD-2 
designation has already been used for a proposed development on Courthouse Road (VA-630) near Interstate 95 
(I-95). However, neither of these Planned Development Districts allows for the kind of urban density required 
for the town center style of development desired in the Courthouse Area.

In 2007, the Planning Commission considered an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan to re-desig-
nate certain parcels of land and expand the Urban Services Area (USA) to allow for a Planned Traditional 
Neighborhood Development (PTND) for one preliminary project which would have allowed for a mix of hous-
ing and commercial uses in one District. 

In addition to the two planned development districts, the Zoning Ordinance contains eight overlay districts, 
created for the purposes of protecting historical and environmental resources, reducing conflicts and mitigating 
potential hazards. These standards could include use restrictions, preservation requirements, or stricter density 
regulations; therefore, the analysis will touch on the relevant districts as they apply to flood hazards, such as 
highway corridors, historic resources and military facilities.

The existing Zoning Ordinance also has a provision, known as Conditional Zoning, in which a developer can 
request a change in the zoning designation on a property, mostly via voluntary proffers, to offset the negative 
impact that the proposed land use would have in the surrounding area.

One of the Comprehensive Plan’s most important objectives is the rezoning of land adjacent to the Urban 
Services Area (USA), especially agricultural or industrial-zoned land, for commercial or business uses (Urban 
Commercial and Office).

Currently the largest percentage of Stafford County is zoned Agricultural (66%) with Rural Residential and 
Suburban Residential following (11% each). (Refer to Map 3: Stafford County Zoning.)

Map 3: Stafford County Zoning

Source: Stafford County Comprehensive Plan, GIS, CMSS Architects. 0      1     2     3 miles
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Map 4: Stafford County Redevelopment Areas & Infrastructure

Source: Stafford County GIS, CMSS Architects.

Existing INFRASTRUCTURE ANALYSIS

This section of the report focuses on the Civil Engineering components of the redevelopment process; namely, 
Storm Water Management (SWM) and public water/sewer service.

It gives an overview of the initial assessment, including the current issues pertaining to SWM and public water/
sewer, how they relate to the components of Stafford County’s Comprehensive Plan, and what potential future 
improvements have been identified.

For this initial phase, the Planning Team has obtained and reviewed all pertinent water/sewer information. 
Review of this information was confined to an analysis of limiting factors within each planning area, as well as 
relying on the previously prepared reports to make an assessment of the existing utility networks and services. 
No additional modeling will be performed at this time.

The infrastructure section includes a final summary to our findings within each of the redevelopment areas, with 
bullet points touching on the more important challenges within each area for the next phase.

The Planning Team members have compiled and catalogued information within each planning area related 
to stormwater management, including the locations of County/FEMA floodplains, flood zone elevations, 
and major drainage ways. Critical Resource Protection Areas (CRPA’s), as established by Stafford County’s 
Chesapeake Bay Protection Area (CBPA) Overlay District, a section of the Zoning Ordinance enacted to imple-
ment the requirements of the Commonwealth’s Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area (CBPA) Plan, have also been 
highlighted in the study. (Refer to Map 4: Stafford County Redevelopment Areas & Infrastructure.)
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Existing TRANSPORTATION & TRAFFIC ANALYSIS

This section of the report provides a summary of the transportation infrastructure currently in place and avail-
able in each of the four redevelopment areas. It is a compilation of data and information obtained from a variety 
of sources.

Stafford County’s existing roadway network is characterized by predominately rural two-lane roadways with 
limited vehicle capacity and associated geometric constraints. Regional connectivity is limited to a few major 
corridors, including Interstate 95 (I-95) and Jefferson Davis Highway (US-1), which run parallel to each other 
in the north-south direction, and Warrenton Road (US-17), which runs east-west.

In addition, there are several Virginia routes in Stafford County that facilitate inter-County travel and func-
tion as part of Stafford County’s arterial network. The remaining network is made up of roads serving as minor 
arterials, collectors, and local roads. The Stafford County Transportation Plan acknowledges the limitations of 
the existing roadway network, stating that the rural nature of the transportation system “is generally incompat-
ible with the evolving land use patterns.” Furthermore, the roadway connections between Stafford County and 
neighboring jurisdictions are limited by natural water boundaries requiring bridge/causeway crossings, thus 
making the regional corridors all the more critical.

Mass transit facilities and services are provided throughout Stafford County via the Virginia Railway Express 
(VRE), which carries commuters to Washington, DC from the outer suburbs, by way of the Fredericksburg 
Line, and the Manassas Line. Limited bus service in Stafford County is provided by Fredericksburg Regional 
Transit (FRED).

In terms of non-motorized transit, Stafford County lacks comprehensive bicycle and pedestrian facilities, accord-
ing to the 1996 Bicycle & Pedestrian Facilities Plan. Many of the County’s existing roadways were designed in 
accordance with older standards and do not include such accommodations. Stafford County is currently work-
ing with the Fredericksburg Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (FAMPO) to create a regional network, 
including the extension of the Belmont-Ferry Farm Trail system.

(Refer to Map 5: Stafford County Existing Transportation Network.)

Map 5: Stafford County Existing Transportation Network
 

Source: Stafford County Comprehensive Plan, Wells + Associates, Inc. 0      1     2     3 miles
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ECONOMIC RESOURCES & EMERGING TRENDS ANALYSIS

As part of the redevelopment planning process, the economic and market analysis members of the Planning 
Team were tasked with the preparation of demographic profiles and GIS-based mapping for Stafford County, 
with specific variance for each of four redevelopment areas to provide and to forecast demand for various real 
estate types. The Planning Team members researched and analyzed real estate economics, such as rents/sales 
prices and absorption rates, and prepared a summary of real estate market indicators with GIS-based map-
ping. These two elements are the basis of a Demographic and Real Estate Economic Conditions Summary to be 
included in the Redevelopment Master Action Plan.

The Planning Team assessed each area’s strengths, weaknesses and opportunities for redevelopment and prepared 
retail market demand analyses, commercial office demand analyses, and residential development/redevelopment 
market opportunities analyses for the targeted redevelopment areas. The Planning Team has also prepared a 
strategy for capitalizing on possible heritage tourism opportunities at Historic Falmouth Village.

From the analysis, the Planning Team has found the following short-term potential by land use category (refer 
to Table 1: Stafford County Summary of Demand Potential). The numbers illustrate the demand for various uses, 
using the available data and projections and based on existing market conditions and known variables. These 
numbers reflect a status-quo baseline short-term potential. The Master Redevelopment Plan will propose 
changes to the County policies, procedures, ordinances and capital improvement strategies employed in the 
status-quo scenario to increase the attractiveness of the Redevelopment Areas as locations for private-sector 
investment. The effects of these changes will be seen in the future land use numbers illustrated in each of the 
Redevelopment Area’s long-term plans.

Table 1: Stafford County Summary of Estimated Existing Supply &  
5-Year Demand Potential

Source: Economics Research Associates, 2008.
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Elements of the Comprehensive Plan  
Summary

Stafford County’s Comprehensive Plan includes a series of plans assembled to provide the local public agencies 
with a tool to manage growth. Each component was written and adopted independently of one another, yet all 
have gone towards the drafting of the Comprehensive Plan. The text of this report touches on the relevant ele-
ments from the Comprehensive Plans that have an impact on each redevelopment area. As the planning process 
moves ahead, the Planning Team will continue to review how the redevelopment areas may be affected by the 
Plan’s elements and how to address these issues. (Refer to Map 6: Stafford County Comprehensive Plan.)

Bicycle & Pedestrian FACILITIES PLAN

This plan was adopted as part of the Comprehensive Plan on April 16, 1996 and contains Stafford County’s goals 
and objectives for improved pedestrian circulation. The plan provides information as to how the streetscapes 
may be designed in the redevelopment areas. Certain right-of-way will incorporate bicycle lanes, as was recently 
recommended in the Streetscape Charrette for the Courthouse Area. Fundamentally, each of the redevelopment 
areas demonstrates a need for more comprehensive pedestrian movement strategies.

Since the adoption of this plan, Stafford County has continued to make improvements to the urban conditions, 
so pedestrians can travel safely. The plans for each redevelopment area will continue to guide Stafford County in 
its efforts to enhance pedestrian circulation. The proposed redevelopment area plans will address regulations that 
may be necessary to meet Stafford County’s goals for open space and bike routes.

CHESAPEAKE BAY PRESERVATION Area (CBPA)  PLAN

This plan was adopted as part of the Comprehensive Plan on November 20, 2001, and also takes into consider-
ation the Shoreline Area Management Plan adopted as part of the Comprehensive Plan on September 4, 1990. 
Both plans demonstrated the importance of environmental issues which are reiterated in the goals and objectives 
of Stafford County’s Land Use Plan of 2003. 

The CBPA Plan uses four categories of focus, as follows:

Physical constraints to development•	
Protection of potable water supply•	
Shoreline erosion problems and control measures•	
Public and private access to waterfront•	

The infrastructure analysis sections for each redevelopment area address the specific effects and influence of the 
CBPA Plan in each location.

Map 6: Stafford County Comprehensive Plan

Source: Stafford County Comprehensive Plan. 0      1     2     3 miles

Legend

Agricultural Heavy Industrial

Rural Residential Institutional

Suburban Residential Office

Urban Residential Neighborhood Center

Rural Commercial Business Campus

Suburban Commercial Park Land

Urban Commercial Federal Land

Light Industrial Resource Protection Area

Urban Service Area



STAFFORD COUNT Y MAST ER REDEVELOPMENT PL AN | OCTOBER 2009

10 | Elements of the Comprehensive Plan Summary

Boswell’s Corner
The northern portion of Boswell’s Corner is part of the Chesapeake Bay Protection Area (CBPA). This area is 
within the floodplain. Any development occurring on the floodplain is strongly regulated through zoning and 
subdivision regulations, which restrict construction on properties with greater than 25% slope.

The Silver Companies’ Quantico Corporate Center, a one million square feet office facility located within a sub-
stantial portion of the floodplain, will have a large on-site stormwater pond Best Management Practice (BMP) 
at the northern portion of the property. This BMP is expected to meet County environmental objectives, while 
mitigating the development occurring along the floodplain.

A lengthy floodplain runs along Jefferson Davis Highway (US-1), encompassing several properties especially 
on the western half of the road. Any proposed design recommendations will take into consideration this chal-
lenging environmental condition and provide mediation strategies to meet Stafford County’s goals and the 
objectives of the CBPA Plan.

Courthouse Area
The CBPA Plan has little impact on this district due to the presence of a floodplain along Regional Jail property 
and surrounding vacant land. Development will highlight the intersection of Jefferson Davis Highway (US-1) 
and Courthouse Road (VA-630). Open space and other public recreational opportunities will be taken into con-
sideration in an effort to assist Stafford County with their efforts to improve groundwater resources. Planning 
and zoning incentives may also be formulated to improve economic opportunities in the area.

A floodplain associated with the Accokeek Creek is found at the southern end of the redevelopment area and 
is located at the south of the Regional Jail. The few parcels affected by the floodplain are vacant or used by the 
County, Parcels in this area are zoned either as agricultural or B3 (office). This floodplain extends east beyond 
Jefferson Davis Highway (US-1) and west beyond Interstate 95 (I-95). Another property containing a floodplain 
is vacant land in the southeast corner of the redevelopment area, also zoned B3.

Falmouth Village
The floodplain has a strong presence in and around Falmouth Village due to the adjacency of the Rappahannock 
River. New development is strongly restricted along the floodplain. However, zoning ordinance § 28.57.g.2 
does permit some development, provided that the lowest floor, including basement level, shall be a minimum 
of three feet above the 100-year flood or maximum record flood, whichever is greater. Designs for public recre-
ations facilities may be provided in the plan to promote open space and other environmental prospects.

Southern Gateway
There are very few floodplains in Southern Gateway, making the CBPA Plan of little significance to the area’s 
redevelopment. All the infrastructure needs are provided within Stafford County by VDOT and FEMA, allowing 
for major development to occur. Open space and other public recreational opportunities may be recommended 
by the plan in an effort to assist Stafford County with their efforts to improve groundwater resources. Planning 
and zoning incentives may also be formulated to improve economic opportunities in the area.

One floodplain runs along a parcel in the southern portion of the area. This property is zoned light industrial 
(M1), but is used as residential. Another parcel with a floodplain is the auto dealership auction site located on 
the north end of the redevelopment area. The floodplain runs along the area north of the massive parking lot. 
Development in these parcels is restricted to zoning ordinance §28.57.g.2.

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (CIP)

This plan is Stafford County’s schedule for capital improvements from 2007 to 2012. The areas being influenced 
the most by this plan are the Courthouse Area, the central location of local government agencies, and Falmouth 
Village. The CIP has little or no impact on Boswell’s Corner and Southern Gateway.

The Stafford County 2005 Water and Sewer Master Plan is the basis for recommended CIP improvements to 
these facilities.  The Master plan gives guidance on whether said improvements are short-term or long-term. 
Attached to the Master Plan is a “Summary of Cost and Schedule for Recommended CIP Improvements”, 
which provides a suggested timeline in greater detail. However, through discussion with County staff, we note 
that some items have been moved up or back compared to what was anticipated in 2005.

Plans for the Redevelopment Areas will focus on public and private property, while providing some recommen-
dation on urban fabric, streetscapes and safety improvements. 

Please refer to the Infrastructure & Stormwater (SWM) Analysis section for each redevelopment area for 
detailed descriptions of these improvements.

Boswell’s Corner
There are currently no CIP projects scheduled in Boswell’s Corner. Some recent sewer upgrades, as indicated in 
the Boswell’s Corner Infrastructure section of this report, have been completed.

Facilities such as the Smith Lake Water Treatment Plant are subject to improvements. The CIP currently docu-
ments the completion and efficiency of Hilldrup Company’s pumping station. Certain gravity mains outside the 
redevelopment area may require improvements. See Infrastructure section of the report for detailed information on 
these projects and others.

Courthouse Area
This plan will provide some recommendations for public property such as right-of-way and open space oppor-
tunities. Plans for the Redevelopment Areas will focus on public and private property while providing some 
recommendation to the urban fabric, streetscapes and safety improvements. The CIP has various projects that 
will effect the area’s water and sewer treatment, see Infrastructure section of the report for detail information on 
these projects and others.

Falmouth Village
Certain water and sewer improvements are scheduled. The Infrastructure analysis section for Falmouth Village 
describes some of the future improvements that will be made. The CIP has various projects that will affect the 
area’s water and sewer treatment, see the Infrastructure section of the report for detailed information on these 
and other projects.

Southern Gateway
There are currently no 2007 CIP projects scheduled for Southern Gateway.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

This document provides a brief introduction to Stafford County’s policies regarding cultural resources. Each 
redevelopment area’s portion of the report contains a brief Cultural and Historic Analysis section highlighting 
the main findings and recommendations. However, analysis of the architectural and archeological elements of 
each redevelopment area is detailed in a seven-volume separate document associated with this report. Please 
refer to Appendix II for complete information.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN

Stafford County’s Economic Development Plan – 5 year plan – was prepared by Hammer, Silver, George and 
Associates and adopted as an element of Stafford County’s Comprehensive Plan on December 1994.

Stafford County also commissioned an Economic Development Plan from Basile Baumann Prost & Associates 
in July 2006. This plan contains the application of the Economic Base Theory and its results, in an effort to 
identify basic and non-basic sectors of local economy. The document also provides recommendations for the 
public sector to advance various economic opportunities for growth. Recommendations include the establish-
ment of various economic zoning strategies such as Tax Increment Financing (TIF) districts and the formation 
of various partnerships with private sector entities to encourage economic opportunities.

Each redevelopment area has unique opportunities. For example, Falmouth Village possesses a vibrant tourism 
market potential, while Southern Gateway is abundant with retail centers, office complexes, restaurants, and 
industries. Boswell’s Corner is home of Quantico Corporate Center, while Courthouse Area serves as the central 
location of government and hospital for Stafford County. The Economic & Market Analysis section of each 
redevelopment area contains specific information for existing economic conditions and future projections for 
each area.

FALMOUTH PLAN

Stafford County adopted the Falmouth Plan on May 21, 2002, prepared by the Old Falmouth Renaissance 
Commission. This document also contains numerous implementation strategies and advocacy for historic pres-
ervation and tourism in Falmouth Village.

Previous survey efforts in Falmouth Village began in 1936 with a Works Progress Administration of Virginia 
Historical Inventory. In 1958 a number of buildings within Falmouth Village were recorded as part of the 
Historic American Building Survey (HABS), and in 1969 the Falmouth Village Historic District was nominated 
to the NRHP. 

In 1977, 33 historic resources were recorded as part of the 1978 Plan for Falmouth Village. These resources were 
ranked in terms of priority, based on their condition, historical significance, and threat of demolition. The 1978 
Plan for Falmouth Village recommended several measures, including a by-pass from Warrenton Road (US-
17) just west of Washington Street (VA-1001), arcing north of the Village and connecting with Blue and Gray 
Parkway (VA-3) to the east to alleviate traffic problems at the intersection of Jefferson Davis Highway (US-1) 
and Warrenton Road (US-17); a paved bicycle path along the river front; and the rehabilitation of historic 
buildings for use as small businesses in the southwestern quadrant, considered the most intact and historically 
significant portion of the village. The plan also promoted the rehabilitation of buildings by private owners, 
the construction of a visitor’s center (in the vacant lot south of the Lightner’s Store), and parking areas along 
Washington Street (VA-1001) and Cambridge Street (US-1).

Traceries, Inc. conducted a study of Falmouth Village and Stafford County in 1992, and in 2005 VDOT con-
ducted a thorough study of Falmouth Village for their Historic District boundary amendment nomination.

Due to the cultural relevance and the numerous architectural and archeological resources found in Falmouth 
Village, please refer to Appendix II and Volume IV (Falmouth Village ) for complete, detailed information on 
the Falmouth Plan and history.

GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN

Draper Aden Associates provided Stafford County with the Groundwater Management Plan in October 2004, 
and it was adopted as part of Stafford County’s Comprehensive Plan a year later. This document is a countywide 
plan for groundwater improvements. Each redevelopment area’s section of the report contains a Groundwater 
Analysis and discusses this plan and its impact. For more information see the Infrastructure & Stormwater 
Management (SWM) Analysis section for the four redevelopment areas.

PARKS & OPEN SPACE PLAN

Stafford County adopted the Parks and Open Space Plan as an element of the Comprehensive Plan on May 16, 
1989. Prepared by Rhodeside and Harwell Incorporated and Economic Research Associates, this countywide 
planning document provides a management tool for Stafford County as it maintains and improves its recre-
ational facilities. The design for each redevelopment area takes into consideration the significance of open space. 
Plans for the four redevelopment areas will highlight open space opportunities, where Stafford County can 
continue to make improvements to its parks and other recreational facilities. The Land Use Plan Matrix (refer 
to Figure 1: Stafford County Land Use Plan Matrix) was created to highlight the importance of land uses and its 
correlation to the Park and Open Space Plan and Bicycle & Pedestrian Facilities Plan, as well as the others, all of 
which reiterate Stafford County’s goals and objectives for open space and parklands.
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PUBLIC SAFET Y

On May 18, 1993 Stafford County adopted the Public Safety Plan as a component of the Comprehensive Plan. 
In the years since the adoption of this document, Stafford County has made numerous improvements to the 
public safety facilities throughout the County, as well as in and around the four redevelopment areas. Current 
County services in the redevelopment areas include communication, fire, and emergency management services. 
The Public Safety Plan provides a list of facilities and the jurisdictions served by the County. Listed are those 
within the redevelopment areas:

Communication Facilities•	
Boswell’s Corner » Midway Island◆◆
Courthouse Area » Stafford Courthouse◆◆
Southern Gateway » McWhirt Loop◆◆

Fire Station & EMS Facility Locations•	
Boswell’s Corner » Potomac Hills (Co. 10)◆◆
Courthouse Area » Stafford (Co. 2) (Just completed.)◆◆
Southern Gateway » (New Berea Station No. 12)◆◆
Falmouth Village » Falmouth (Co. 1)◆◆
Courthouse Area » Stafford (Rescue 1) (Just completed.)◆◆
EMS & Fire Station in Southern Gateway » New Berea Station No. 12)◆◆

Though these facilities are in the redevelopment areas, the plans for the areas will not provide any recommen-
dations for improvements to these facilities as they are County owned and operated. Public facilities will be 
incorporated into the plan according to the respective redevelopment areas.

SHORELINE AREA MANAGEMENT PL AN

On September 4, 1990, Stafford County adopted the Shoreline Area Management Plan as an element of its 
Comprehensive Plan. This plan describes the Resource Protection Areas and Land Management Areas illustrated 
in the 1988 County Land Use Plan. As this is a countywide plan, each redevelopment area will be investigated 
separately by the consultant specialized in such engineering challenges. Each redevelopment area’s portion of 
the report contains an Infrastructure section. Refer to this section for more details regarding Shoreline Area 
Management.

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT (SWM) PROTECTION PL AN

On December 14, 1993, Camp Dresser and McKee provided Stafford County with the Regional Stormwater/
Reservoir Management Study, which the County adopted as part of the Stafford County Comprehensive Plan. 
This extensive document details the regional stormwater conditions and provides Stafford County with imple-
mentation strategies to maintain and improve the five major watersheds in their jurisdiction. The appendix of 
Stafford County’s Stormwater Management Protection Plan contains specific strategies for the County to main-
tain and improve the conditions of its watersheds. Stormwater management analysis for each redevelopment 
area is located in the Infrastructure section of the report.

TRANSPORTATION PL AN

On June 7, 2005, Stafford County adopted the Transportation Plan, prepared by the Stafford County Planning 
Commission and the Comprehensive Planning Committee, as an element of the Comprehensive Plan. This 
document provides general information regarding roles and responsibilities of organizations, local governmental 
policies and regulations, and the strategies to monitor countywide traffic conditions. The plan follows typical 
planning practice documentation, using the rational-based planning strategies method, by providing broad 
goals as well the various objectives necessary to achieve them, along with numerous lists of new roads and 
improvements the County seeks to conduct. Typical sections for four roadway classifications are also provided in 
the Stafford County Transportation Plan. The changes that affect each redevelopment areas are provided in the 
Traffic section of the report for the vicinity.

Goals of Transportation Plan
Achieve a balanced transportation network that implements Stafford County’s adopted Land Use Plan and •	
allows roadways within Stafford County to achieve a level of service that promotes safe and efficient operation.
Provide transportation facilities that promote economic development within Stafford County.•	
Design and construct transportation facilities that are compatible with environmental, cultural, and historic •	
resources.
Promote alternative modes of transportation to more effectively address traffic demands on the transporta-•	
tion network, including support of regional transportation programs.
Plan future transportation facilities that are implementable from a physical, fiscal and political standpoint.•	
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TELECOMMUNICATION PLAN

On June 4, 2002, the Stafford County Planning Commission and Comprehensive Plan Committee drafted the 
Telecommunication Plan, adopted as an element of the Comprehensive Plan the same date. This 12-page manu-
script introduces the policies for telecommunication facilities and goals the County seeks to accomplish. The 
design for each area will provide recommendations regarding the Right-Of-Way, which Stafford County may 
use as regulations to achieve the goals and objectives of the plan. As part of infrastructure network, each redevel-
opment area’s section addresses telecommunication facilities separately.

Goal of Telecommunication Plan
Stafford County recognizes the need to develop an effective and efficient telecommunications infrastructure, •	
which will support and promote public safety and economic development, as well as fulfill the needs of its 
citizens for high quality service. 

(Refer to Map 7: Stafford County Telecommunication Plan.)

WATER & SEWER PLAN

On February 6, 2007, Stafford County adopted the Water and Sewer Plan as part of the Stafford County 
Comprehensive Plan. Several portions of the plan were prepared by O’Brien and Gere in 2004; however, the 
wastewater treatment section was conducted by Parsons Engineering in 2006. The plan provides analysis of 
existing conditions, projections of future improvements, results of analysis and “plan of actions” for County 
wide infrastructure planning. Each redevelopment area’s section of the report also contains information regard-
ing its water and sewer elements as they relate to this plan.

WATER SUPPLY PLAN

In 1991 O’Brien and Gere also provided Stafford County with a Water Supply Study, a comprehensive analysis 
of existing conditions and future requirements for infrastructure maintenance and improvement. The County 
continues to make necessary improvements to meet the growing demand placed on County infrastructure. This 
engineering report precedes the Water and Sewer Plan adopted by Stafford County in 2007 and provides infor-
mation on water supply management. Refer to the Infrastructure & Stormwater Management (SWM) Analysis 
section of the redevelopment area portion of the report for additional analysis for each redevelopment area.

Map 7: Stafford County Telecommunication Plan6

6	� Construction costs may be incurred by the subscriber to receive cable modem service in some areas. Due to various limiting factors, DSL service may not be avail-
able everywhere within the area represented. Information believed to be accurate but must be confirmed by potential users.  
Source: Department of Economic Development, January 2008.
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WILDLIFE HABITAT PROTECTION PLAN  (WHPP)

On June 20, 2000, Stafford County adopted the Wildlife Habitat Protection Plan (WHPP) as an element of the 
Stafford County Comprehensive Plan. Thirteen local, state, and federal agencies worked together in drafting a 
document to assist County government in managing and protecting local wildlife. This countywide plan calls 
for specific zoning and subdivision requirements for all of Stafford County. Some of the zoning and subdivision 
recommendations provided in the WHPP will be taken into consideration for the planning of the redevelop-
ment areas.

As the WHPP is a general plan, any changes to the redevelopment areas will ensure the County continues to 
protect its wildlife by meeting the following implementation strategies defined in the WHPP.

Zoning Ordinance
The main elements of the Stafford County Zoning Ordinance are:

Allow clustering in some zoning districts.•	
Extend floodplain requirements to include small streams. •	
Increase floor area ratio (FAR) and building height restriction adjacent to a designated habitat corridor.•	
Provide flexibility for the location of required buffers/landscaping for properties in habitat corridors.•	
Establish a Land Resource Management Area (LRMA) buffer.•	
Promote tree preservation practices in new developments.•	
Permit the use of existing vegetation for buffer requirements when properties are developed.•	
Establish an overlay zoning district for sensitive resource areas. The overlay district could require develop-•	
mental standard for densities and stormwater management, and require forest management practices.
Establish minimum open space ratios, maximum disturbance limits, maximum noise and glare limits, and •	
minimum contiguous landscaping standards.
Require preliminary buffer delineations on conceptual Generalized Development Plans (GDPs).•	

Subdivision Ordinance
The main elements of the Subdivision Ordinance are:

Amend cluster regulations to encourage open space contiguous to Critical Resource Protection Areas •	
(CRPAs), tributaries of CRPAs, and other sensitive areas.
Reduce the requirement for usable open space where properties have significant areas that would be eligible •	
for conservation or preservation.
Provide a higher value credit for open space in floodplain areas.•	
Allow innovative street design practices (such as reduction of right-of-way widths for streets and minimize •	
requirements for street configuration) to reduce fragmentation of forest areas.

LAND  USE PLAN

One of the primary tools used by Stafford County’s planning staff is the Land Use Plan, adopted on February 18, 
2003. State regulations require local governments to update their Comprehensive Plan every five years, which 
compelled Stafford County to update the elements of their Comprehensive Plan as well. After a qualitative 
analysis of the Comprehensive Plan, the Stafford County Land Use Plan was created to further reiterate the 
goals and objectives necessary for the County to effectively and efficiently manage changes to their jurisdiction. 
Peter J. Smith and Company drafted the Comprehensive Plan in May 2007, titled A Sustainable Future. The 
Plan is currently under review.

The matrix shown here was derived to simplify the Land Use Plan using qualitative analysis practices of codify-
ing the goals and objectives into an illustrative spreadsheet. The Land Use Plan matrix is done in conjunction 
with the Land Use Map. All the goals and objectives affect each redevelopment area equally just as other ele-
ments of the Comprehensive Plan have countywide effect. (Refer to Figure 1: Stafford County Land Use Plan 
Matrix.) Color-coding indicates an assortment of strategies, zoning ordinances, and urban design practices.

Formulating the Land Use Plan Matrix
The following procedures were implemented in order to conduct a through investigation of Stafford County’s 
Land Use Plan.

Goals and objectives were taken from each of the Elements of the Stafford County Comprehensive Plan. •	
These were then compared to those listed in The Stafford Comprehensive Plan (2003).
Logical/Matrix Analysis – as defined in numerous Qualitative Data Analysis publications – was used to •	
derive a color coded chart, representing the interrelationship of goals, objectives and planning.
Numerous goals were consolidated into six rows of simplified Goals; and numerous objectives were consoli-•	
dated into the columns of simplified Objectives.

Using the Land Use Plan Matrix
The following lists the goals and objectives as they relate to the County Land Use Plan. Completing one objec-
tive may satisfy the requirements of various goals. The matrix identifies which objectives are necessary to achieve 
a specific goal and recognizes which goals are affected by meeting a specific objective.

The following are the benefits gained when accomplishing these goals:

	 	 Economic Development
	 	 Residential Quality of Life
	 	 Open Space & Environment
	 	 Infrastructure & Public Facility
	 	 History & Architecture
	 	 Vehicle & Pedestrian Circulation
	 	 Comprehensive Interrelation
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Figure 1: Stafford County Land Use Plan Matrix
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Figure 1: Stafford County Land Use Plan Matrix (continued)
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Demographic Overview Highlights: 
Stafford & Surrounding Counties

Using the data sources, the Planning Team both looked at demographic and economic indicators for Stafford 
County and compared these data with that of surrounding counties and the nation, as appropriate.7

Income & Employment Trends

By all accounts, Stafford County has a relatively affluent base of residents. In January 2008,  
Forbes.com reported Stafford County as 11th in its list of “America’s Richest Counties,” which used 2006 US 
Census American Community Survey median income data. The Planning Team’s research found this enviable 
position to hold true among neighboring counties as well. According to ESRI data, Stafford’s median household 
income was $84,204 in 2007 (refer to Figure 2: Stafford & Surrounding Counties Median Household Income, 2007 
& 2012), which is higher than adjacent counties. The closest comparable county, Prince William, had a median 
household income of approximately $1,000 less. By comparison, the US median household income in 2007 was 
$53,154. According to ESRI’s projections, between 2007 and 2012, Stafford County’s median household income 
is expected to increase by 16% to $100,636 – at a rate of 3.6% annually. This rate implies a small amount of 

“real” income growth – growth that exceeds the typical rate of inflation (3%).

Table 2: Stafford County Household by Household Income Trends, 2007–2012

Source: ESRI Business Analyst; Economics Research Associates, 2008.

7	 Please refer to Appendix I: Economics & Market Analysis Methodology & Data Sources.

Figure 2: Stafford & Surrounding Counties Median Household Income, 2007 & 2012

Source: ESRI Business Analyst; Economics Research Associates, 2008.

As indicated by the high median household incomes, Stafford County households generally earn mid-to-upper-
level incomes (ESRI, Table 2: Stafford County Household by Household Income Trends, 2007–2012, and Figure 3:  
Stafford County Households by Household Income, 2007 & 2012). 58% earn over $75,000 per year, and an addi-
tional 19% earn between $50,000 and $75,000. This level is comparable to Prince William County (refer to 
Figure 3: Stafford County Households by Household Income, 2007 & 2012), which has approximately 1% less of 
its households earning over $75,000. By 2012, 68% of Stafford County households will be earning $75,000 or 
more. The $75,000 mark is an important benchmark viewed by the retail community when deciding to locate 
stores in an area. A concentration of households earning over this amount indicates that the residents will likely 
have adequate disposable income to support retail purchases. Overall, Stafford’s income profile places it in good 
position for retail and other development.
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Figure 3: Stafford County Households by Household Income, 2007 & 2012

Source: ESRI Business Analyst; Economics Research Associates, 2008.

Whereas household income trends reflect the earnings of County households, regardless of where they work, 
at-place employment trends examine only jobs within Stafford County (which may be employing residents of 
other counties). According to the US Census Bureau, Longitudinal Employment Dynamics Origin-Destination 
Data Base for 2006, about one third of Stafford workers works within Stafford County.

Figure 4: Top Counties/Independent City Work Locations of Stafford Residents, 2006

Source: US Census Bureau, LED Origin-Destination Base (2006); Economics Research Associates, 2008.

To assess at-place employment (all workers working within Stafford County), the Planning Team used Woods 
and Poole as one of the sources. According to this data, the sector with the greatest change between 2000 and 
2007 in Stafford County was Services, which added approximately 2,500 jobs, including jobs in professional 
services, educational services, and health services. Following closely behind was Finance, Insurance and Real 
Estate (FIRE), adding 2,087 jobs. These were also two of the fastest-growing sectors, growing at annual rates of 
4.4% and 4%, respectively. Construction was also a fast-growing industry (at 4.5% annually), likely fueld by the 
area’s rapid growth, as was Retail Trade (4.4%) and State and Local Government (3.7%), which both also reflect 
responses to increasing population.

In the next 5 years, growth is expected to be fastest in Wholesale Trade (3.2% annually) and Finance/Insurance/
Real Estate (3.1%). Services will also still grow, at a respectable rate of 2.7% annually (refer to Table 3: Stafford 
County Employment Trends, 2000, 2007, & 2012).These sectors are traditional users of office space and so, 
growth in these sectors beyond existing available supply will require new workplace real estate development.
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In order to get a fuller picture of Stafford County’s employment trends, the Planning Team also looked at other 
sources that publish data. The Virginia Employment Commission also issues employment trends at Stafford 
County and Workforce Investment Area (WIA) level. A WIA is an area defined by the Virginia Employment 
Commission for issuing employment projections and for state investment purposes. Stafford County is a part of 
the Bay Area Consortium WIA which includes 15 counties and Fredericksburg City. These trends are in Figure 
5 (Stafford County Employment Growth Rate by Sector, 2000–2007 and 2007–2012), and are slightly lower than 
Woods and Poole, which includes self-employment and other factors not included in State or Federal num-
bers. According to this data, total employment in Stafford County in 2007 was 34,542, a 7% increase over the 
previous year, and a 34% increase in the last five years. Stafford County has also steadily increased its share of 
the overall WIA employment – from 19% in 2002 to 22% in 2007 (refer to Figure 6: Stafford County Historic 
Employment as a Share of the Workforce Investment Area (WIA), 1996–2007) – indicating Stafford County’s 
increasing position as an employment center. Again, growth in employment is a positive economic indicator 
and suggests the possibility of new office development.

Table 3: Stafford County Employment Trends, 2000–2012

Source: Woods & Poole; Economics Research Associates, 2008.

Figure 5: Stafford County Employment Growth Rate by Sector, 2000–2007 & 2007–2012

Source: Woods & Poole; Economics Research Associates, 2008.
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Figure 6: Stafford County Historic Employment as a Share of the Workforce Investment Area 
(WIA), 1996–2007

Source: Virginia Employment Commission, 2007.

Popul ation & Household Trends

According to ESRI data, in 2007, Stafford County had 127,000 residents. (Refer to Table 4: Stafford County 
Population and Household Trends, 2000–2012.) This is comparable to Stafford County’s population data for 2006 
of 118,425.

Table 4: Stafford County Population and Household Trends, 2000–2012

Source: ESRI Business Analyst; Economics Research Associates, 2008.

Of the neighboring counties, Stafford County was surpassed in population only by Prince William to the north, 
which has realized greater growth pressure from the DC Metro area (refer to Figure 7: Stafford & Surrounding 
Counties, Comparison of 2007 & 2012 Population).

Figure 7: Stafford & Surrounding Counties, Comparison of 2007 & 2012 Population

Source: ESRI Business Analyst; Economics Research Associates, 2008.

According to ESRI data, Stafford County grew by a compound annual growth rate of 4.65% in between 2000 
and 2007, and households grew at the same rate. The number of Stafford residents and households is expected 
to grow at a slower rate between 2007 and 2012, at an average annual rate of 3.8%.
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Figure 8: Comparison of Stafford County Population Estimates & Projections by Source, 2000–
2030

Source: ESRI; Virginia Employment Commission; Woods and Poole; County TAZ Data; Economics Research Associates, 2008.

Different sources project and estimate population differently (refer to Figure 8: Comparison of Stafford County 
Population Estimates & Projections by Source, 2000–2030). Data from the Virginia Employment Commission, as 
reported by the George Washington Regional Commission in their report State of the Region: 2007, suggests a 
similar pace of growth to ESRI data, with Stafford County adding approximately 35,000 households between 
2006 and 2015, an average of 3,885, or 3.2% annually.

Woods and Poole projects a total population of 161,000 by 2020, and Stafford County’s projections indicate 
slightly less (154,700). (It is not uncommon for there to be variations in projection methods.) Woods and 
Poole’s projections were recently issued in 2007, and thus most likely take into account Stafford’s success in 
attracting new households. The Planning Team has compared the results of the various projection methods in 
Figure 8 (Comparison of Stafford County Population Estimates & Projections by Source, 2000–2030).

Popul ation Age Trends

According to ESRI data, in 2007, over half of Stafford County’s population would be considered “working age,” 
ranging from 25-64. A significant percentage of population, 38%, is 24 and under indicating the presence of 
families with children. Stafford County’s age profile follows fairly closely the nation as a whole. (Refer to  
Figure 9: Stafford County Population by Age, 2007 & 2012.)

Figure 9: Stafford County Population by Age, 2007 & 2012

Source: ESRI; Economics Research Associates, 2008.

According to ESRI’s projections, between 2007 and 2012, there will be an increase in the overall share of resi-
dents in the 45-64 age cohort. This group will add 9,300 residents, increasing its share of all residents by 1.7%. 
The next older age group (65-74) will also be gaining share – 0.8% – because of the additional 2,200 residents 
in that group. Still, residents ranging from 25 to 64 in age will comprise the largest group, representing 56%. 
This is in line with nationwide aging trends, as Baby Boomers move into retirement.
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Home Ownership Trends

According to data from ESRI, the majority of the 43,400 housing units in Stafford County in 2007 were owner 
occupied (77%) (refer to Table 5: Stafford County Population and Housing Summary, 2000–2012), slightly higher 
than the 71% combined average of all the bordering counties. 2006 data from Stafford County’s Comprehensive 
Plan cites approximately 41,000 housing units.

According to ESRI, Stafford is projected to add just over 10,000 units between 2007 and 2012. (Refer to Table 6: 
Comparison of Population and Housing Unit Projections, ESRI & Stafford County TAZ, 2000–2012.)

Table 5: Stafford County Population and Housing Summary, 2000–2012

Source: ESRI Business Analyst; Economics Research Associates, 2008.

Table 6: Comparison of Population and Housing Unit Projections, ESRI & Stafford County TAZ, 
2000–2012

Source: 2000, 2007, and 2012 Data from ESRI; 2006 and 2028 Data from Stafford County TAZ; table by Economics Research Associates, 2008.

According to ESRI data, the median owner-occupied home value in Stafford County increased by 14% annu-
ally from 2000 to 2007. (Refer to Table 7: Stafford County Median Owner-Occupied Home Values, 2000–2012.) 
Home values are projected to grow by 2% annually between 2007 and 2012. Similar growth patterns occurred 
in the combined average of the neighboring counties. (Refer to Table 8: Stafford & Surrounding Counties 
Demographic and Economic Snapshot, 2007 and Table 9: Stafford & Surrounding Counties Demographic and 
Economic Snapshot, 2012.)

Table 7: Stafford County Median Owner-Occupied Home Values, 2000–2012

Source: ESRI Business Analyst; Economics Research Associates, 2008.

Figure 10: Comparison of Stafford County Home Value Growth Rates, 
2000–2007 & 2007–2012

Source: ESRI Business Analyst; Economics Research Associates, 2008.

Figure 11: Stafford County Housing Occupancy, 2000–2012

Source: ESRI Business Analyst; Economics Research Associates, 2008.
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Table 8: Stafford & Surrounding Counties Demographic and Economic Snapshot, 2007
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Table 9: Stafford & Surrounding Counties Demographic and Economic Snapshot, 2012
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Real Estate Market Overview:  
Stafford & Surrounding Counties

Office Market Overview

The Planning Team used data from CoStar to assess Stafford County office market. As of mid-year 2008, 
Stafford County has an estimated 1.67 million square feet of office space in 102 buildings. (Refer to Table 10: 
Stafford & Surrounding Counties Office Market Indicators.) This is more than Spotsylvania County (1.4 million 
square feet) and slightly more than Fredericksburg City (1.64 million square feet).

Table 10: Stafford & Surrounding Counties Office Market Indicators

Source: CoStar Property, June 2008; Economics Research Associates, 2008.

In the period that Stafford County office space has been covered by CoStar (2006 & 2007), the direct vacancy 
rate for space has averaged 17.8%. (Refer to Table 11: Stafford & Surrounding Counties Office Direct Vacancy, 
2002–2007.) (Direct vacancy means that the rate does not include space that is leased but unoccupied and avail-
able for sublet.) There are several new buildings that are currently being leased, adding to the overall vacancy 
rate. 

Table 11: Stafford & Surrounding Counties Office Direct Vacancy, 2002–2007

Source: CoStar Property; Economics Research Associates, 2008.

However, Stafford County commands some of the highest rental rates of area space. Rates averaged $26.18 in 
2006-2007, which was higher than Fredericksburg City ($21.62) and Spotsylvania County ($21.13). Much of 
this is driven by government contractor space near Quantico. Space there rents for $27-$30 full service. (Refer to 
Table 12: Stafford & Surrounding Counties End of Year Direct Office Rent, 2002–2012, for end of year rent or rent 
paid by the lease holders, not sublessors.)

Table 12: Stafford & Surrounding Counties, End of Year Direct Office Rent, 2002–2007

Source: CoStar Property; Economics Research Associates, 2008.

Retail Market Overview

Retail Sales
Retail sales can be estimated in a variety of ways. The US Census Bureau’s Economic Census reports sales by 
County. However, these surveys are conducted every 5 years. The most recent data available is 2002 data which 
reported retail sales of $614 million and food service sales of $68 million. Of course, there has been significant 
additional retail development in Stafford County since 2002. Additionally, the Virginia Department of Taxation 
publishes information quarterly on taxable retail sales by County. According to this data, Stafford County had 
a total of $654 million in taxable retail and food service sales in 2007 (refer to Table 13: Stafford County Taxable 
Sales, 2007). Removing automotive and nonstore retailers equals $624 million in sales, which at an average pro-
ductivity (sales per square foot) rate of $350 per square foot, supports approximately 1.78 million square feet of 
space. Of course, adding non-taxable sales would increase this amount. Because there is more retail space than 
this, it is possible that older space in Stafford County is producing less sales per square foot.

Table 13: Stafford County Taxable Sales, 2007
 

Source: CoStar Property; Source: Univeristy of Virginia Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service; Virginia Department of Taxation, 2007; ERA AECOM, 
2008.
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Stafford County’s sales (of retail and food service and drinking places sales, less motor vehicle and parts dealers, 
gasoline stations, and nonstore retailers) represent 10% of the sales of the surrounding counties. (Refer to Figure 
12: Stafford & Surrounding Counties’ Share of Total Area Retail Sales.)

Figure 12: Stafford & Surrounding Counties’ Share of Total Area Retail Sales

Source: Univeristy of Virginia Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service; Virginia Department of Taxation, 2007; ERA AECOM, 2008.

Retail Market Data

According to data from CoStar from June 2008, Stafford County has 309 retail properties, comprising 4 million 
square feet of retail space, 9% of which was vacant as of the most recent quarter.

Overall rental rates in Stafford County for retail space averaged $21.20 triple net. Local brokers report that the 
premium “power center” space is renting for approximately $30 per square foot and up, while smaller centers 
typically rent for $15-20.

Retail space quarterly absorption has averaged approximately 15,000 square feet from the third quarter of 2005 
to the most recent quarter. The quarterly absorption in the first quarter of 2008 was a negative 51,318. CoStar 
reports annual absorption of 16,500 in 2006 and 96,000 in 2007.

26 of the retail properties included in CoStar’s database for Stafford County are shopping centers, totaling 2.9 
million square feet (75% of all space). (Refer to Table 14: Stafford County Shopping Centers Ranked by Rentable 
Building Area.)

The majority of Stafford retail properties are smaller “strip centers” or “neighborhood shopping centers;” 75% 
of all shopping center properties fall in this category (refer to Figure 13: Stafford County Shopping Centers by Type, 
2008). However, the type of shopping centers with the largest amount of square footage in Stafford County 
is the “power center” (refer to Figure 14: Stafford County Shopping Center Space (SF) by Type, 2008). There are 

two power center properties comprising just under a million square feet (Doc Stone Commons and Stafford 
Marketplace).

Stafford does not have any regional retail centers; the closest regional malls are Potomac Mills in Prince William 
County and Spotsylvania Towne Centre in Spotsylvania County. However, many of the Power Center retail-
ers (such as Target) are more regional in nature in that they draw customers from a larger area. There have been 
many recent retail developments in Stafford County, including the Target at the intersection of Interstate 95 
(I-95) and Warrenton Rd. (US-17) and the Cherry Grove/Banks Ford Center, also in Southern Gateway which 
includes a Lowe’s Home Improvement, Giant Food Supermarket, and other inline retail and office space.

Table 14: Stafford County Shopping Centers Ranked by Rentable Building Area

Source: CoStar Property, June 2008.
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Figure 13: Stafford County Shopping Centers by Type, 2008

Source: CoStar, June 2008; Economics Research Associates, 2008.

Figure 14: Stafford County Shopping Center Space (SF) by Type, 2008
 

Source: CoStar, June 2008; Economics Research Associates, 2008.

Residential Market Overview

New Home Sales Trends
To assess the market for potential new residential construction, one typically looks at new home sales trends. 
The Planning Team analyzed the most recently available for-sale housing trends data provided by Hanley-Wood 
Market Intelligence for Stafford County, from April 2007 through March 2008, as well as those of the same 
period the previous year.

Reflective of national trends, new home sales in Stafford County are significantly slowing. Sales rates are decreas-
ing across all product types, and prices are trending downward (refer to Figure 15: Stafford County Gross Home 
Sales by Type, 2006–2007 v. 2007–2008).

Figure 15: Stafford County Gross Home Sales by Type, 2006–2007 v. 2007–2008

Source: Hanley Wood; Economics Research Associates, 2008.

Sales declined across product types. There were 461 gross single family, 150 townhouse/duplex sales, and 27 
condo home sales in Stafford County over the past year. Single family sales represented an 11.5% decrease over 
the previous year in which there were 521 new single family home sales. 25.4% of new single family home sales 
resulted in cancellations in the past year. Townhouse and condominium sales decreased more than single family 
sales, decreasing by 30% and 60%, respectively.
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Figure 16: Stafford County Minimum Average Sales Price by Type,  
2006–2007 v. 2007–2008

Source: Hanley Wood; Economics Research Associates, 2008.

Hanley Wood reports that the median minimum sales price8 for new single family homes in Stafford County 
during the past year was $479,990. (Refer to Figure 16: Stafford County Minimum Average Sales Price by Type, 
2006–2007 v. 2007–2008, for sales price comparisons.) New single family home sales prices decreased 4% over 
the past year, when median sales prices were $500,000. The median sales price for townhouse/duplex during the 
past year was $309,990. The median townhouse/duplex sales price decreased 7.4% over the previous 12 month 
period, but the median sales price for condos during the past year increased 1.4% to $224,990.

According to the Hanley Wood data, as of March 2008, there were a total of 41 “standing” units (meaning 
units that are constructed and waiting for potential buyers) and 15 under construction. The majority of these 
are single family (refer to Figure 17: Stafford County Standing and Under Construction New Home Inventory, 
2006–2007 v. 2007–2008). This is a reduction over the previous year, suggesting that builders are being more 
judicious in waiting for the market to recover and for sales to catch up. According to Hanley Wood’s data, there 
are an additional 2,356 units planned in existing subdivisions for future construction, 90% of these units are 
single family.

8	�  Median Minimum Sales Price: “A minimum price is the lowest price available for a particular plan, assuming no upgrades are purchased. The minimum price may 

include lot premiums, because some plans may only have units remaining on premium lots. The median minimum sales price is based on the actual number of 

homes sold. The median minimum sales price is the price at which half of the homes sold were priced higher, and half lower,” Hanley Wood Market Intelligence, 

Stafford Summary Statistics, March 2008. 

Figure 17: Stafford County Standing and Under Construction New Home Inventory, 
2006–2007 v. 2007–2008

Source: Hanley Wood Market Intelligence, March 2008; Economics Research Associates, 2008.

Sales of Existing Houses
How the new build market is performing is more important to marketability of new product than how older 
resales are performing. However, re-sales data exhibits a similar slowdown to the new home sales. Figure 18 
(MRIS Stafford County Home Sales, 2006 & 2007) shows the 28% decline in home sales between 2006 and 
2007 based on data from Metropolitan Regional Information Systems (MRIS) (this only includes homes that 
are listed in the associated Multiple Listing Services). The average sale price also declined from $395,500 to 
$376,000, a 5% decline. The time on the market for these homes increased – from 74 days in 2006 to 124 days 
in 2007 – and MRIS data shows that the homes were netting approximately 92% of their listed price, down 
from 95% in 2006.

Table 15: Stafford County Residential Demand Summary, 2007–2012

Source: Economics Research Associates, 2008.
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Figure 18: MRIS Stafford County Home Sales, 2006 & 2007

Source: MRIS; Economics Research Associates, 2008.

Apartment Market Trends 
REIS publishes data on the for-rent multifamily market (apartments) on buildings/complexes containing 40 
or more units. According to this data, Stafford County has very few apartment buildings indicating a largely 
non-rental market (aside from possible rentals of single family homes, which are not covered in the data). There 
are currently 16 apartment buildings in Stafford County with approximately 2,543 units. The apartment build-
ing stock has grown over the past decade; 57% of the buildings were constructed after 1999. (Refer to Table 16: 
Northern VA Metro & Stafford County, Apartment Inventory by Year Built.) Apartment rental rates are on average 
$937 or $1.30 per square foot for one-bedrooms, $999 or $.96 per square foot for two-bedrooms, and $1,134 
or $.84 per square foot for three-bedrooms. (Refer to Table 17: Northern VA Metro & Stafford County, Rental 
Apartment Characteristics).

Table 16: Northern VA Metro & Stafford County, Apartment Inventory by Year Built

Source: REIS; Economics Research Associates, 2008.

Table 17: Northern VA Metro & Stafford County, Rental Apartment Characteristics

Source: REIS; Economics Research Associates, 2008.

Apartment vacancy rates in Stafford County have remained low throughout the past few years. The current 
apartment vacancy rate across all classes is 5.6%. This represents a healthy market in which there is space avail-
able as leases rollover and new tenants enter into the market. (Refer to Table 18: Northern VA Metro & Stafford 
County, Apartment Vacancy Rate by Year Built.)

Table 18: Northern VA Metro & Stafford County, Apartment Vacancy Rate by Year Built

Source: REIS; Economics Research Associates, 2008.

REIS combines Stafford County into the Northern Virginia market, which includes Arlington County, 
Alexandria City, Fairfax County, Loudon County, Manassas City, Prince William County, Fredericksburg 
City, and Spotsylvania County. The Planning Team has included data on this area as a point of comparison 
with Stafford. Table 19 (Northern VA Apartment Market Statistics) contains class specific data for the Northern 
Virginia apartment market as a whole. Table 20 (Stafford County Apartment Market Statistics) provides the same 
information for Stafford County specifically. Class definitions are meant to generally separate buildings by 
quality of construction and finishes. Class A buildings will typically have high quality finishes, updated appli-
ances, and may have added features such as a fully decorated lobby and/or concierge service. Class A buildings 
typically charge a rent premium. Class B and C buildings are typically older and/or aging buildings with lower 
quality finishes and lower asking rents.
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Table 19: Northern VA Apartment Market Statistics

Source: REIS; Economics Research Associates, 2008.

Table 20: Stafford County Apartment Market Statistics

Source: REIS; Economics Research Associates, 2008.
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Infrastructure & 
Storm Water Management (SWM) Analysis

The Planning Team has analyzed the Civil Infrastructure components within the four defined redevelopment 
planning areas of: Boswell’s Corner, Courthouse Area, Falmouth Village, and Southern Gateway. The total 
study area consists of over 1700 parcels containing roughly 3,635 acres. The infrastructure items analyzed within 
each planning area of this study include existing storm water management components and public water/sewer 
service.

Storm Water Management (SWM) 

The Planning Team has compiled and catalogued information within each planning sector related to storm-
water management. Items of interest include: locations of County/FEMA floodplains, flood zone elevations, 
and major drainage ways. Critical Resource Protection Areas (CRPAs) as established by Stafford County’s 
Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area Overlay District, a section of the Zoning Ordinance enacted to implement 
the requirements of the Commonwealth’s Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area (CBPA) Plan, have also been high-
lighted in the study.

The above items have been compiled from County GIS information in a map graphic, which also shows indi-
vidual parcel boundaries and topography within each planning area. Given this information, the location(s) of 
potential regional storm water management (SWM) improvements can be determined. The Planning Team has 
used the listing of parcels from Stafford County’s Request for Proposal #1115074 within each planning sector to 
define each sector’s boundaries. Once the planning sector boundary is established, the GIS parcel information 
is added within the boundary area. Each redevelopment area is remarkably larger than the listed parcel areas in 
the RFP due to the incorporation of roads and streets. The Planning Team has researched the existing zoning of 
each parcel and has determined a baseline impervious area for each planning sector which includes the allowable 
development on each parcel as well as the existing road/street networks. From there, we have revised the exist-
ing impervious area percentage downward based on actual “on the ground” conditions obtained from satellite 
imagery which reflects parcels that have lower intensity land uses than what is allowed given the parcel zoning. 
Undeveloped parcels have also been recognized using this methodology.

Finally, the text of this report touches on the appropriate elements from Stafford County’s Comprehensive Plan.

Public Water/Sewer Service

Information related to Stafford County’s public water service was obtained from Stafford County’s Department 
of Utilities. The documents and information provided included: the Stafford County Water and Sewer Master 
Plan dated March 2005, the 6-year Capital Improvements Program (2007-2012), and software models for both 
services.

In this initial phase, the Planning Team has obtained and reviewed the water/sewer information. As this ini-
tial phase only deals with existing conditions analysis of the County’s water and sewer models, no additional 
modeling has been done at this time. The Planning Team’s review of this information is limited to an analysis 
of limiting factors within each planning area as well as relying on the previously prepared reports to make an 
assessment of the existing utility networks and services.

In an effort to determine possible obstacles to redevelopment within the redevelopment areas, the study of these 
sectors addresses a vast amount of issues including: regional economical support, transportation, archeology, 
and historic resources among others. This report focuses on the Civil Engineering components of the redevelop-
ment process; namely, storm water management (SWM) and public water/sewer service.

The report gives an overview of the initial assessment of what the current issues are for each of these items, how 
they relate to the components of Stafford County’s Comprehensive Plan, and what potential future improve-
ments have been identified.
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Map 8: Stafford County Existing Transportation Network
 

Source: Stafford County Comprehensive Plan, Wells + Associates, Inc. Note: VDOT’s Eskimo Area HQ is now closed and the VDOT Falmouth Area HQ is 
not shown; the map shown reflects the Transportation Network as it appeared in the original Stafford County Comprehensive Plan.

Transportation & Traffic Analysis

Stafford County is located midway between the metropolitan areas of Washington, DC and Richmond. Stafford 
County encompasses 277 square miles and is bounded on the north by Prince William County, on the east by 
the Potomac River and King George County, on the south by Spotsylvania County and on the west by Culpeper 
and Fauquier Counties. Stafford County includes a mix of suburban and rural areas.

Stafford County’s location between the two metropolitan areas, as well as its large tracts of vacant land, is 
attractive to industrial, residential and commercial development. To that end, Stafford County’s Economic 
Development Strategic Plan identified four areas of Stafford County for redevelopment. These areas are referred 
to as Boswell’s Corner, Courthouse Area, Falmouth Village and Southern Gateway (refer to Map 1: Stafford 
County Redevelopment Areas). This redevelopment effort is intended to build not only on Stafford County’s 
Economic Development Strategic Plan but elements of Stafford County’s Comprehensive Plan in order to 
respond to and guide anticipated future growth.

To that end, this section of the report is intended to provide a summary of the transportation infrastructure cur-
rently in place and available in each of the four redevelopment areas. It is a compilation of data and information 
obtained from a variety of sources including, but not limited to, the Stafford County Department of Planning 
& Zoning, Stafford County Public Works Department, Transportation Division, Stafford County Economic 
Development, the Virginia Department of Transportation, and the files and library of members of the Planning 
Team. In some cases, information has been obtained from personal field observations, other traffic studies pre-
pared within the limits of the redevelopment areas, as well as US Census Bureau data.

Count y wide Transportation Network

Overview
Stafford County’s existing roadway network is characterized by predominately rural two-lane roadways with 
limited vehicle capacity and associated geometric constraints (both horizontal and/or vertical). Regional con-
nectivity is limited to a few major corridors. These regional corridors include Interstate 95 (I-95) and Jefferson 
Davis Highway (US-1) which run parallel to each other in the north-south direction; and Warrenton Road  
(US-17) which runs generally east-west.

In addition there are several Virginia routes in Stafford County that facilitate inter-county travel and function 
as part of Stafford County’s arterial network. These state routes include Blue and Gray Parkway/Kings Highway 
(VA-3), Butler Road (VA-218)/White Oak Road (VA-218) and Garrisonville Road (VA-610). The remaining net-
work is made up of roads serving as minor arterials, collectors and local roads. Map 8 (Stafford County Existing 
Transportation Network) reflects the existing transportation network serving Stafford County.

The Stafford County Transportation Plan acknowledges the limitations of the existing roadway network stating 
that the rural nature of the transportation system “is generally incompatible with the evolving land use patterns.” 
Furthermore, the roadway connections between Stafford County and neighboring jurisdictions are limited by 
natural water boundaries requiring bridge/causeway crossings thus making the regional corridors all the more 
critical.
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Transportation Facilities  VDOT Commuter Lot
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Roadway Inventory & Functional Classification
The Stafford County Transportation Plan establishes a hierarchy of roadway facilities based on five categories:

Freeways/Interstates•	
Major/Principal Arterials•	
Minor Arterials•	
Collectors•	
Locals•	

Table 21 (Stafford County Redevelopment Plan: Existing Roadway Inventory) provides a listing and general descrip-
tion of the major roadways within Stafford County. Stafford County’s definitions of the above categories are 
stated in the Transportation Plan, a copy of which is provided herein as Volume IX.

In general, freeway facilities provide limited and/or controlled access for purposes of regional traffic mobility 
and are characterized by high operating speeds. Access to these facilities is limited to grade-separated inter-
changes. Desired rights-of-way within Stafford County as specified at 250 feet. The maximum design speed 
associated with such facilities would be between 50 and 70 mph. Interstate 95 (I-95) is the only freeway within 
Stafford County.

Major/Principal Arterials are designed to accommodate high traffic volumes for regional inter-county travel. 
Major intersections are signalized and adequately spaced to maintain through traffic mobility. Desired rights-
of-way in urban areas are recommended to be 110 feet in width; in rural areas right-of-way widths of 200 feet 
are recommended. Jefferson Davis Highway (US-1) and Warrenton Road (US-17) are the principal arterials in 
Stafford County.

Minor Arterials are designed to connect the principal arterial network to other areas of Stafford County to serve 
intra-county traffic. Like principal arterials, the priority on these roadways is given to mainline through traf-
fic mobility. However, more connections are provided to the local roadway network. Desired rights-of-way for 
these facilities are 90 feet in urban areas and 140 feet for rural areas. 

Collectors carry traffic from the local road network to the arterials. Design speeds are generally lower and more 
emphasis is placed on serving local traffic rather than regional travel. Desired rights-of-way for collector road-
ways are between 64 and 90 feet for urban areas and 120 feet for rural areas of Stafford County.

Local streets are designed to provide direct access to individual properties. These roadways generally carry low 
design speeds and low traffic volumes within typical rights-of-way of between 50 and 100 feet.

Congestion Standards

The Stafford County Transportation Plan states that a target level of service (LOS) “C” is to be achieved for all 
roadways and intersections.

Table 21: Stafford County Existing Roadway Inventory
 

Route Number Functional Class # of Lanes VDOT’s 2006 ADT

Boswell’s Corner
Jefferson Davis Highway (US-1) Principal Arterial 4 21,000
Telegraph Road (VA-637) Collector 2 4,100
Widewater Road (VA-611) Collector 2 2,600

Courthouse Area
Jefferson Davis Highway (US-1) Principal Arterial 4 14,000 to 19,000
Courthouse Road (VA-630) Minor Arterial 2 to 4 8,300 to 16,000
Bells Hill Road (VA-631) Collector 2 2,200
Hope Road (VA-687) Collector 2 5,600
Austin Ridge Drive (VA-1486) Collector 4 (TWTL*) --

Falmouth Village
Cambridge Street (US-1) Principal Arterial 4 12,000 to 30,000
Warrenton Road (US-17) Principal Arterial 4 31,000
Butler Road (VA-218) Minor Arterial 2 19,000
Forbes Street (VA-627) Collector 2 6,100
Truslow Road (VA-652) Collector 2 1,900
Washington Street (VA-1001) Collector 2 4,900
West Cambridge Street (VA-607) Collector 2 1,100
King Street/River Road (VA-607) Collector 2 5,500

Southern Gateway
Warrenton Road (US-17) Principal Arterial Varies 44,000
Auction Drive Collector 2 (TWTL*) --
Lichfield Boulevard (VA-700) Collector 2 (TWTL*) 2,900
Plantation Drive (VA-1706) Collector 2 to 4 6,000 to 12,000
Sanford Drive (VA-670) Collector 2 2,000

*TWTL: Two-Way Turn Lane.

©2008 Wells + Associates, Inc.
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Map 9: Location of Stafford County Commuter Lots

Source: Wells + Associates, Inc.

Count y wide Transit and/or Commuter Services

Mass transit facilities and/or services are provided throughout Stafford County. The Virginia Railway 
Express (VRE) operates two rail lines to carry commuters to Washington, DC from the outer suburbs; the 
Fredericksburg Line and the Manassas Line. The Fredericksburg Line extends from the City of Fredericksburg 
north to the Stafford County stations at Leeland Road and Brooke Road. Trains run daily Monday through 
Friday during the AM, mid-day and PM peak periods. Trains do not run on weekends or federal holidays. 
Ridership on VRE for August 2008 was the highest ever recorded for the month of August with over 15,200 
riders. August ridership in 2008 was approximately 10% higher than the previous August. Additionally, recent 
data reveal 17.9% of the systems riders originate at the Stafford County stations. Volume IX provides a schedule 
of daily VRE operations. 

Limited bus service in Stafford County is provided by The Fredericksburg Regional Transit (FRED). Currently 
six routes provide service to County residents: Routes D1 through D6. Service is available Monday through 
Friday and varies from as early as 7:30 AM to as late as 7:00 PM on selected routes. Headways vary from one to 
two hours depending on the route. 

In addition to commuter rail and bus service, there are currently six commuter park and ride lots located within 
Stafford County. Two of the lots are operated in conjunction with the VRE service at Leeland and Brooke 
Roads. The lot at Leeland Road consists of 652 parking spaces. As of September 2008, parking was at 116% 
capacity. The lot at Brooke Road consists of 499 spaces operating at 84% capacity. 

The other four commuter lots are operated by the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) and are 
located as shown on Map 9 (Location of Stafford County Commuter Lots). A total of 770 spaces are available at 
Aquia; 1,035 spaces at Falmouth Village; 721 spaces at Garrisonville; and 539 spaces at Courthouse Area. Field 
observations have shown each of the lots operating at or near capacity. Capacity is typically reached when a lot 
is between 80 and 90% full.

According to a review of the 2000 US Census journey to work data, residents in Stafford County employ the 
following modes as shown in Table 22 (Stafford County Development Areas Existing Commute Mode Share (2000 
US Census)). As shown in the table, the four redevelopment areas generally follow mode choice trends consistent 
with Stafford County as a whole. Nearly three-quarters of the workforce commute via single-occupant vehicle 
(SOV). Between 15% and 20% carpool while between 1% and 4% use mass transit. Mass transit usage is gener-
ally higher for the Courthouse Area and Falmouth Village redevelopment areas which are located nearer to rail 
stations (Brooke and Leeland Road VRE stations, respectively). By contrast, less than 1% of employees within 
the County (according to the place-of-work data) use mass transit. People commuting into and/or within the 
County for employment favor the use of automobiles (either single-occupant or carpool).
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Table 22: Stafford County Development Areas Existing Commute Mode Share  
(2000 US Census)
 

Single Occupant 
Vehicle (SOV) Carpool Mass Transit Other Total

Boswell’s Corner
Number of Workers 1,780 480 15 165 2,440
Percent (%) of Total 72.95% 19.67% 0.61% 6.76% 100.00%

Courthouse Area
Number of Workers 2,040 520 95 105 2,760
Percent (%) of Total 73.91% 18.84% 3.44% 3.80% 100.00%

Falmouth Village
Number of Workers 955 194 50 75 1,274
Percent (%) of Total 74.96% 15.23% 3.92% 5.89% 100.00%

Southern Gateway
Number of Workers 2,615 535 55 110 3,315
Percent (%) of Total 78.88% 16.14% 1.66% 3.32% 100.00%

Stafford County
Number of Workers 36,078 8,316 1,198 2,886 48,478
Percent (%) of Total 74.42% 17.15% 2.47% 5.95% 100.00%

Source: Census Transportation Planning Package (CTPP) 2000. ©2008 Wells + Associates, Inc.

Current Transportation Pl ans

To address current and future Stafford County transportation needs, the various County, regional, and state 
level planning agencies provide a number of system recommendations which are published in their respective 
planning documents. These documents, as they pertain to Stafford County, are referenced below.

Stafford County Transportation Plan
The current Stafford County Transportation Plan is a component of the County’s Comprehensive Plan and was 
approved by the Board on June 7, 2005. The purpose of the plan is to identify transportation policies, programs, 
and facilities necessary to meet local and regional transportation demands. Stafford County is in the process of 
revising its Comprehensive Plan.

Fredericksburg Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (FAMPO) Constrained Long Range 
Plan (CLRP)
The FAMPO 2030 CLRP, dated January 2009, identifies multimodal transportation improvements for the 
Fredericksburg region and demonstrates the financial means by which to implement the improvements.

VDOT State Highway Plan
VDOT’s 2025 State Highway Plan was completed in December 2005 and provides a coordinated statewide 
transportation plan that identifies transportation deficiencies in the roadway network. VDOT is currently in 
the process of developing the 2035 State Highway Plan that will update the 2025 Plan. This update has not yet 
been completed.

VDOT Six-Year Improvement Program
The Six-Year Improvement Program implements the State Highway Plan (referenced above) and allocates funds 
for transportation projects slated for construction, development or study in the next six fiscal years. The Six-Year 
Improvement Program is updated annually.
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Map 10: Stafford County Bike Facilities Plan

Map ©2008 Wells + Associates, Inc. 

Bicycle & Pedestrian Facilities

According to the 1996 Bicycle & Pedestrian Facilities Plan, Stafford County is lacking in comprehensive and 
adequate bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Many of the roadways in Stafford County were designed to an 
older standard and hence do not include such accommodations. Stafford County is currently working with 
the Fredericksburg Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (FAMPO) to create a regional network. Map 
10 (Stafford County Bike Facilities Plan) depicts existing and proposed new bike facilities in Stafford County as 
recommended by the proposed Comprehensive Plan update.
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Stafford Count y Master Redevelopment 
Plan Overview: Summary of findings

The existing conditions assessment of the Stafford Master Redevelopment Plan focuses on the Existing Physical 
Conditions; Land Use; Zoning; Potential Land Uses; Economic and Market trends; Cultural, Architectural and 
Archaeological Resources, Transportation; Traffic; and Civil Infrastructure components within the four redevel-
opment areas. Along with this document’s review and analysis, the Planning Team utilized feedback received 
from the public workshops and stakeholders input to address each community’s particular needs, concerns and 
development potential.

Economic & Market Analysis

The analysis of Economic and Market elements provides an overview of the historic growth and prosperity of 
Stafford County, which has experienced a previously unprecedented rate of growth. The growth of households 
necessitates the provision of services, and changes the real estate landscape. As growth continues, and as the 
already high incomes of county residents continue to increase, this opportunity will increase. In coming years, 
Stafford’s real estate climate will adapt to meet new demands and opportunities, such as the addition of person-
nel as a result of BRAC and the Stafford Hospital Center.

Demographic Conclusions
The analysis has provided an overview of the historic growth and prosperity of Stafford County and where 
demographers predict it will go in the near-term. As with many Counties in similar locations outside of major 
metro areas, Stafford will continue to transition into an employment center, in addition to its role as a residen-
tial hub. Each section will examine the current status of the real estate market in Stafford and in each of the 
redevelopment areas, to view the baseline from which this new development will occur.

Real Estate Market Conclusions
This section examined the current state of Stafford’s real estate market by land use. This data will form the 
backbone of the real estate demand conclusions made by ERA for each of the redevelopment areas. Office, retail, 
and housing sectors have all been strengthening and show strong indicators of health, particularly in rental 
rates. While office vacancy is high as of the time of this reports publication, these figures reflects the building 
of the new developments occurring in the County. The housing market is experiencing a price decline, but this 
is consistent with nationwide trends and is, in many ways, less dramatically than in other areas. The County 
has not historically had a large amount of rental apartments. As the County evolves, this is likely to change. 
Rents at existing apartment complexes are competitive with area housing, though slightly lower than the overall 
Northern Virginia area, and have low stabilized vacancy.

Each redevelopment area will continue to grow based on their unique location and particular circumstances.

Infrastructure & Storm Water Management (SWM) Analysis

A summary of the main findings relating to existing civil infrastructure and storm-water for each area is 
included herewith in each redevelopment area section. Issues of capacity for new development are addressed in 
the Master Redevelopment Plan section for each redevelopment area. Please refer to each redevelopment area’s 
Infrastructure and Storm Water section for detailed information and findings.

Storm Water Management
The team has compiled and catalogued information within each planning sector related to stormwater man-
agement. Items of interest include: locations of County/FEMA floodplains, flood zone elevations, and major 
drainage ways. Critical Resource Protection Areas (CRPA’s), as established by the County’s Chesapeake Bay 
Preservation Area Overlay District, a section of the Zoning Ordinance enacted to implement the requirements 
of the Commonwealth’s Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act, have also been highlighted in the study.

The above items have been compiled from County’s GIS information in a map graphic, which also shows indi-
vidual parcel boundaries and topography within each planning area. Given this information, the location(s) of 
potential regional storm water management (SWM) improvements can be determined. The planning team has 
used the listing of parcels from the County’s Request for Proposal within each planning sector to define each 
sector’s boundaries.

Public Water/Sewer Service
Information related to the County’s public water service was obtained from the County’s Department of 
Utilities. The documents and information provided included: the Stafford County Water and Sewer Master 
Plan dated March 2005, the 6-year Capital Improvements Program (2007-2012), and software models for both 
services.

In the initial phase, the team obtained and reviewed the water/sewer information. The team’s review of this 
information is limited to an analysis of limiting factors within each planning area, as well previously prepared 
reports, to make an assessment of the existing utility networks and services.

The text of this report touches on the appropriate elements from the County’s Comprehensive Plan in relation 
to each Redevelopment Area.
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Transportation & Traffic Analysis

The Transportation and Traffic findings presented here are intended to give a more comprehensive, countywide 
view of the existing conditions in the four redevelopment areas. Please refer to each redevelopment area’s section 
for specific information on Transportation, Traffic Issues, and Traffic Counts.

The majority of the Stafford County roadway network (including the portions of the network within the •	
redevelopment areas) is rural in design and character.
The majority of the Stafford County workforce commutes via single-occupant vehicle (SOV). This trend is •	
consistent with those commuting patterns found within the four redevelopment areas.
Nearly 20% of the County’s workforce uses carpools. The four VDOT park-and-ride lots are well utilized •	
during weekdays.
While mass transit usage is only a small proportion of the County’s commuting mode choice, the two VRE •	
stations are well utilized and ridership continues to increase. Transit service is regionally oriented with com-
muters being transported outside Stafford County for employment. Local transit service is limited to several 
low capacity bus routes.
The vast majority of roadways within the development areas lacks a cohesive pedestrian or bicycle network. •	
Very few intersections offer pedestrian signals and/or push buttons.
Vehicular travel along the County’s principal arterials is regional in nature and fluctuates greatly with peak •	
commuting periods. Volumes along the arterials, particularly Jefferson Davis Highway (US-1), are also sig-
nificantly influenced by incidents occurring on Interstate 95 (I-95).
In general, the County’s arterial network operates at adequate levels of service within the redevelopment •	
areas. However, there are several bottlenecks in the network that impede traffic flow and hinder vehicle pro-
gression during peak periods.
A review of crash reports for intersections within the redevelopment areas showed that most crash rates fall •	
below VDOT expected values for certain crash types. The highest crash rates occurred at the intersections 
within the Falmouth Village area. In several instances, certain crash types exceeded VDOT’s higher rates. 
Further detailed study should be undertaken for those intersections.

Cultural & Historic Resources Analysis

This section contains the summary results for the Cultural and Architectural Resources for each area. Because 
of the extensive architectural and archaeological resources, the findings are included in the Cultural Resources 
Volumes VI-VIII. Refer to Appendix II of this report for detailed information about our cultural resources find-
ings and recommended procedures.



39

STAFFORD COUNT Y MAST ER REDEVELOPMENT PL AN | OCTOBER 2009

Stafford COunty | 

Moving Forward

The Planning Team’s initial work focused on research, review and understanding of the four redevelopment 
areas’ existing conditions; their rich cultural resources, land use potential and regulations, current trends and the 
market. With the information gathered and with the public workshops input the Vision started to take shape. 
Following, the Planning Team focused on the Master Redevelopment Concept Plan. This step brought the 
findings together with the public input – their “wish list” – to set realistic goals and seek redevelopment that is a 
response to market potential, land and infrastructure capacity and mostly, to the community’s desires and vision 
of itself.

As a result, the actual mix and intensity recommended herewith varies from one redevelopment area to the other 
as they vary in size and character. Boswell’s Corner, with great increase in commercial, office and Marine Corps-
related activity in progress, is starting to emerge as a potentially strong northern commercial hub for the County. 
The Courthouse Area presents an opportunity to lay the foundation for development within a grid of streets 
that fosters activity, walking and connectivity. The increasing foot traffic from the Courthouse Complex, busi-
ness’ employees and visitors will benefit from added amenities, parks, museum, outdoors market, congregation 
and recreation spaces and make the government seat an active, pedestrian-oriented Town Center. The Planning 
Team recommended that Falmouth Village be considered as part of the Southern Gateway Redevelopment Area, 
in order to create a continuous transition between the two areas, allowing for the integrity of the historic district 
to be preserved while maintaining a connection to larger shops, hotels and restaurants in Southern Gateway in 
an extended corridor area that would make them each more successful for redevelopment. Landscape improve-
ments to Warrenton Road (US-17) between Interstate 95 (I-95) and Jefferson Davis Highway (US-1) will blend 
Southern Gateway to Falmouth Village, assisting the County in its goals for Economic Development while 
maintaining dedication to Historic Preservation. Based on this discussion and recommendation that Falmouth 
Village be considered as part of the Southern Gateway Redevelopment Area, the need to create a continuous 
transition between the two areas became apparent; not just for a corridor via Warrenton Road (US-17) but to 
take advantage of Southern Gateway’s more visible location to capture visitors. The proposed design strategy 
to create this link and foster development in the Warrenton Road (US-17) Corridor is illustrated as part of the 
Master Plan.

As mentioned throughout this report, the Planning Team’s proposals for the four redevelopment areas include 
an urban street grid; green spaces, parks, pedestrian friendly environments and proposed streetscape improve-
ments for Stafford’s main arteries, especially Jefferson Davis Highway (US-1), Courthouse Road (VA-630) and 
Warrenton Road (US-17). In all redevelopment areas, even at the County’s northern boundary of Boswell’s 
Corner and at Southern Gateway where the product is less urban, planning design efforts were made to propose 
a grid system that fosters more density and interaction among users. Additional recommendations include the 
creation of wayfinding signage systems; physical improvements such as landscaping, screening and berms, and 
billboard management; and small business support programs and financial assistance.

The Master Redevelopment Plan takes the previous conceptual visions a step further, with specific land uses and 
implementation strategies for each redevelopment area’s plan. The Planning Team’s design recommendations 
are in tune with the Comprehensive Plan, the Land Use Plan and in direct response to development trends and 
public input. It provides a framework to address each community’s vision and potential for the future of their 
neighborhoods and the County.

The Planning Team has determined that future development within all four redevelopment areas should reflect 
the evolution of architectural styles that is currently present through the development of design principles 
for new construction within the areas. These design principles are detailed in a separate document. In gen-
eral, elements of the surrounding architecture should be included in order to promote a sense of continuity 
within the area, without creating a false sense of history with inaccurate representations of historic buildings. 
Regulation and enforcement of these guidelines will require an act of legislation. Additionally, the Planning 
Team has specifically determined that commercial development within Falmouth Village be restricted to West 
Cambridge Street (VA-607), Cambridge Street/Jefferson Davis Highway (US-1), and Butler Road (VA-218)/
Warrenton Road (US-17), with the secondary streets maintaining their residential feel. The Planning Team has 
also determined that business should be encouraged to use existing historic properties whenever possible, and 
to conform to design guidelines when constructing new commercial or residential buildings within the Historic 
District. The regulation of new construction within the Falmouth Village Historic District will require an act 
of legislation, similar to the Fredericksburg Historic District Ordinance enacted to protect that city’s historic, 
architectural, and cultural significance (Appendix II).

In an effort to locate and collect information on historic and prehistoric resources within all four redevelopment 
areas, and to specifically learn more about the industrial age of Falmouth Village and aid in the development 
of heritage tourism, the Planning Team has determined that Stafford County require a Phase I Archaeological 
Survey be conducted within high-probability areas, and on vacant lots within Falmouth Village, in an effort to 
collect information on factories, warehouses, commercial buildings, and dwellings related to the early develop-
ment of Falmouth Village prior to any ground-disturbing activities.1 Any resources identified during the course 
of these surveys will serve to add to the historical context of the area, and may provide opportunities for heri-
tage tourism. The regulation of these processes may require an amendment to the current Cultural Resources 
Management Plan. 

Finally, although not part of the Master Redevelopment Scope, the Planning Team has determined that Design 
Guidelines be developed for all areas, in particular for the Falmouth Village historic district. Currently, the 
County has Design & Construction Guidelines and the Stafford Architectural Review Board has specific 
requirements for the historic districts only.

1	� Specifically the Falmouth Beach Park, River Road Park, St. Clair Brooks Park, and Falmouth Union Church and Cemetery areas, to help locate the 1675 Fort at 

Falmouth – the original docks, public wharves, warehouses, and ferry houses within Falmouth Village.
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Urban Placemaking, 
Human Scale, & 
Street Hierarchy

Placemaking is making a Public Space a Living Space. It is not just the 
act of building or fixing up a space, but a whole process that fosters the 
creation of vital public destinations; the kind of places where people feel 
a strong stake in their communities and a commitment to making things 
better. It capitalizes on a local community’s assets, inspiration, and poten-
tial, ultimately creating good public spaces that promote people’s health, 
happiness, and well being.

The 12 Principles of Placemaking are:
1.	 Identifying a Need
2.	 Creating a Vision and Establish an Implementation Plan
3.	 Building Community Support
4.	 Public / Private Partnership
5.	 Create Special Zoning & Standards
6.	 Establish Urban Street Grid
7.	 Build on Flexibility
8.	 Focus on Creation of Public Realm
9.	 Create Mixed-Use Environment
10.	Establish Transportation & Parking Strategy
11.	 Elevate & Celebrate Community Identity
12.	Create Human Scale, Pedestrian-Friendly Areas

The Stafford community expressed their wishes about the kind of places 
needed in the Redevelopment Areas; 

“It would be a better place if it felt safer and more pleasant for pedestrians”•	
”There should be a place close to home where my kids can play!”•	
“We would like to see the scale of the area evolve gradually from suburban •	
to urban”

The Master Redevelopment Plans for each of the four areas provides 
different centers of activity, but also rather than isolate the neighboring 
residential areas, the plans also define transitioning building heights and 
green spaces; people will be able to move from denser, mixed-use center 
of activity to lower heights towards the edges and surrounding neighbor-
hoods. The goals are to encourage the community to reclaim their streets 
as gathering spaces, and to help transform the policies of the transporta-
tion industry that currently favor and prioritize movement of vehicles 
over people and community.

The streets of these new centers of town will become destinations worthy 
of visiting, not just thruways to and from the workplace. Neighborhood 
streets will be places where parents feel safe letting their children 
play, and commercial strips such as Jefferson Davis Highway (US-1), 
Courthouse Road (VA-630) and Warrenton Road (US-17) are envisioned 
more as boulevards, safe for walking and cycling and allowing for both 
through and local traffic. When you focus on place, you do things differ-
ently, when you realize that your environment is designed for the human 
scale and everything you need for your everyday life is within easy reach 
and people are happier.
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Some of the predominant features of the street  – arguably the features 
that influence community development  – include the presence of 
sidewalks, the setback and relation of buildings to the street, the type of 
street, the location of garages, the type of walkway to the buildings, the 
presence of street trees, the street width and bike paths. The proposed 
urban mixed-use context comprises grids or networks of boulevard and 
avenue thoroughfares. These thoroughfares will accommodate a mix of 
pedestrians, bicycles, transit and automobile traffic. The main thorough-
fare in Stafford is Jefferson Davis Highway (US-1). Rebuilding it as an 
improved new boulevard will emphasize its role, with traffic-calming, 
streetscape improvements, and ample sidewalks for strolling and brows-
ing the shops and cafes along its length. Each of these factors varies from 
street to street and defines the unique street environment of a neighbor-
hood.

The street hierarchy – which separates automobile through-traffic •	
from developed areas – can be seen as a hierarchy of roads that 
embeds the importance of different roads and paths in the surround-
ing network, traditionally are defined as:

Arterial:◆◆  Street that primarily accommodates through-traffic 
movement between areas and across the region, and that second-
arily provides direct access to abutting property.
Collector: ◆◆ Provides a less highly developed level of service at a 
lower speed for shorter distances by collecting traffic from local 
roads and connecting them with arterials.
Local: ◆◆ Consists of all roads not defined as arterials or collectors; 
primarily provides access to land with little or no through move-
ment.

Urban thoroughfare design•	  in walkable communities however focuses 
on boulevards, avenues, and streets. Boulevards are similar to the 
arterial definition and primarily carry through-traffic on divided 
roadways. Avenues are similar to collectors in that they primarily 
carry local traffic, with slightly lower design speeds. The design of 
boulevards and avenues should accommodate motor vehicles, pedes-
trians, bicyclists, transit, and freight/goods movement. Streets are 
meant to serve abutting property, but also to connect neighborhoods 
and districts with each other. 
Connectivity•	  is the most crucial element in having roads become 
part of their communities instead of dividing them. A well-designed 
urban grid integrates the private and the public, the street with the 
pedestrian and bike pathways. Furthermore, an advantage of creat-
ing a “grid” network is that it provides additional roadway frontages 
for retail and civic uses. Connectivity in the redevelopment areas 
master plans means a system of streets with multiple routes and 
connections serving the same origins and destinations. Local Street 
System means the interconnected system of collector and local 
streets providing access to a development from an arterial street. 
Urban thoroughfares can and should be used as a means for con-
necting neighborhoods and districts.
Public Realm;•	  great attention has been given to improving the public 
realm in the proposed master plans; focusing activity in public places, 
increasing physical connectivity, protect view corridors, readapting 
existing buildings and landscapes, promote sensitive infill projects, 
transitions to residential neighborhoods and incorporate civic art. 
The Plans seek to achieve true and complete streets designed and 
operated to enable safe access for all users. Pedestrians, bicyclists, 
motorists and transit riders of all ages and abilities will be able to 
safely move along and across the Redevelopment Areas’ complete 
streets fostering connectivity and interaction in a very harmonious 
Stafford County.
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Overview

The Stafford County Master Redevelopment Plan is based on research 
and analysis specific to each of the four areas identified for redevelop-
ment. Because of the unique attributes present in each one of them, 
Stafford County envisions these four areas as strategic keys to growth 
management, providing opportunities for economic and community 
development. These areas are:

Boswell’s Corner•	
Courthouse Area•	
Falmouth Village•	
Southern Gateway•	

In an effort to determine possible obstacles to redevelopment within 
these four areas, the analysis addressed a large cross-section of issues 
including: market and land use patterns, regional economical support, 
transportation, architecture, archeology and historic resources, civil 
infrastructure and flood hazards.

Based on a broad consensus view of the various development challenges, 
community assets, and potential opportunities as identified by the com-
munity and stakeholders, a master planning program was developed that 
establishes community goals, a future role for the area, and, ultimately, a 
vision of how the redevelopment areas would integrate into the whole of 
Stafford County, forming the basis for the Master Redevelopment Plan 
and be the instrument to redevelop these growing areas of the County. 

Process

The Planning Team’s efforts started with the Documentation and 
Research of Existing Conditions & Emerging Trends in the Research 
and Program Development. The results of which are published in 
either Volume I, “General Background Research and General Planning 
Concepts & Processes” or in one of four redevelopment area specific 
volumes as follows:

Volume II: Boswell’s Corner•	
Volume III: Courthouse Area•	
Volume IV: Falmouth Village•	
Volume V: Southern Gateway•	

The results of the initial efforts were presented in public workshops to 
obtain our first public input. From the Planning Team’s findings and 
the input, the basis was formed for conceptualizing the proposed master 
plans under the second portion of the effort. Again, each of the area-
specific conceptual master plans, with recommendations in the respective 

volume noted above. This Volume (Volume I) focuses on the broad 
urban principles and general planning concepts.

Public input is documented in each of the area-specific volumes noted 
above, both in summary form within each volume and more detailed 
tabulations in each Redevelopment Area Volume’s Appendices.

Location, Area of Study: 
Existing Conditions

Strategically located just south of the nation’s capital in northern 
Virginia, Stafford County possesses an abundance of underutilized land 
making it attractive for new development as well as a place to live to 
professionals working in Washington, DC. Stafford has grown increas-
ingly over the past 40 years, and has experienced a period of profound 
growth in the last several years, physically and in population. This growth 
has created new challenges as well as new opportunities; in an effort to 
meet these challenges and continuing to grow in a sustainable fashion, 
a redevelopment effort was initiated by County staff, intended to build 
on the County’s Economic Development Strategic Plan of 2006 and on 
elements of the its Comprehensive Plan in order to respond to and guide 
future growth. These efforts resulted in identifying several redevelopment 
areas; four of which form the focus of this study, the resulting Master 
Redevelopment Plans and the recommendations presented in this report.

Vision

The vision statement for each of the redevelopment areas outline 
what the community wants to be. They focus on the future, they are 
a source of inspiration, they provide clear decision-making criteria. 
These visions seek to reduce sprawl, preserve open space and help create 
compact, compatible walkable green communities. “Green” doesn’t 
necessarily mean lush parks (although they will be included) but sus-
tainable locations that meet the following criteria: sense of place – a 
place that physically embraces its history and culture, a place that is 
pedestrian-friendly with activate public spaces, a place that is successful 
uniting site planning and landscape design, and a place that includes a 
variety of retail, housing, and commercial use.

Communit y Goals

The community workshops provided a wealth of input from residents, land 
and business owners on the vision for each of the Redevelopment Areas. 
The community’s discussion focused on the challenges, identified priori-
ties and goals to achieve. While the public stressed that each area lacks an 
urban grid, there is awareness of the need to bring buildings closer to the 
street and the sidewalks. The public agrees that with streetscape improve-
ments, traffic-calming, beautification and gateways they could envision a 
greatly improved community that creates a sense of place.
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Correlation to the 
Elements of the 
Comprehensive Plan

The plan for redevelopment areas serves as an important 
guide for future development, especially as they relate to the 
County’s Comprehensive Plan. As the Comprehensive Plan is 
composed of numerous elements, the plan provides informa-
tion as they relate to each component. Goals and objectives 
of both the redevelopment areas and the Comprehensive 
plan serve as the essential guideline to assist the county in its 
efforts to manage growth.

The following are county-wide recommendations. Please refer 
to each individual redevelopment area’s Volume for more 
detailed, specific recommendations.

Bicycle & Pedestrian Facilities Plan 
Goal: •	 Enhance pedestrian & bicycle 
 access through physical improvements  
of public right-of-ways.

Provide defined crossings at major and minor intersec-◆◆
tion
Provide bike racks at strategic locations ◆◆
Develop a county-wide/regional bicycle pathway ◆◆
network
Incorporate a bike path in public right-ofway◆◆
Traffic lights to allow for pedestrian and bicycle cross-◆◆
ing
Consider providing a bike box at key intersections◆◆

Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area  
(CBPA) Plan

Goal: •	 Protect the Chesapeake Bay Watershed through 
rigorous enforcement of zoning regulations and pre-
vent development on flood plain.

Establish and regulate floodplain overlay district to ◆◆
foster development, establish and regulate floodplain 
overlay district.

Capital Improvement Program (CIP)
Goal: •	 Accomplish all utility improvements as proposed 
in the Comprehensive Plan while providing sufficient 
resources to enhance the infrastructure of the redevelop-
ment areas.

Revise Capital Improvement Program to include ◆◆
specific improvements to redevelopment areas, and 
implement them.

Cultural Resources Management
Goal: •	 Maintain consistent architectural styles within each 
redevelopment area and recommend Phase I archeology 
surveys for high probability areas within each redevelop-
ment area. 

Establish County Archeologist position◆◆
Enforce Historic Resource Overlay District (HR) and ◆◆
Historic Gateway Corridor Overlay District (HG) 
regulations

Economic Development Plan
Please refer to the Financial Feasibility for detailed infor-•	
mation about the Economic Development for Stafford 
County.

Falmouth Plan
Goal: •	 Revitalize Falmouth Village through historic 
preservation and implementation of the Falmouth 
Redevelopment Plan.

Enforce specific design and consider consolidating ◆◆
multiple historic districts boundaries under supervi-
sion of Stafford County.
Consider establishing design guidelines inside historic ◆◆
district.

Groundwater Management Plan
Goal: •	 Specific uses and prevention measures be estab-
lished and enforced for new business categories associated 
with the potential to handle hazardous materials.

Designate certain uses within the redevelopment area ◆◆
as “hot spots” – those types of uses which pose a more 
serious effect to the groundwater system.
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Land Use Plan
Goal: •	 Coordinate development to follow through on the 
plans for the redevelopment area utilizing Comprehensive 
Plan implementation policies.

Devise appropriate form based code and design guide-◆◆
lines.

Parks & Open Space
Goal: •	 Assist County’s Department of Parks and 
Recreation in its efforts to meet Comprehensive Plan’s 
Goals and Objectives.

Provide and promote recreational opportunities as ◆◆
proposed in the plan throughout the county.
Provide passive and active parks, plazas, and open ◆◆
areas integrated into each redevelopment area.

Public Safety
Goal: •	 Improve upon public health, safety and welfare 
through enhancements to both physical environment and 
public policy.

Craft design guidelines to advance “eye on the street” ◆◆
design.
Buildings should create a perceptually distinct district ◆◆
in the eyes of the public realm; to have residential 
and ground floor units overlooking a park, square or 
courtyards to provide eyes on the street.
Establish and enforce Crime Prevention Through ◆◆
Environmental Design (CPTED) guidelines in each 
redevelopment area.

Shoreline Area Management Plan
Goal: •	 Achieve the Goals and Objectives outlined in the 
Plan

Implement strategies specified  ◆◆
in the Plan.

Stormwater Management (SWM) Plan
Goal: •	 Mandate regional stormwater management facilities 
in the Comprehensive Plan.

Create a regional SWM Facility for each phase of (re)◆◆
development
Institute a “pro-rata share” fee which is paid by the ◆◆
land owners or developers for increases in impervious 
area within a watershed. 

Transportation Plan
Goal: •	 Revise the Transportation Plan to incorporate the 
four objectives for future development in the County, 
especially for the redevelopment areas. The proposed 
redevelopment plan for each Redevelopment Area 
has been designed to meet the objectives of the Plan. 
Implementation strategies should be developed in fur-
therance of the Plan’s policies.

Maintain a safe road system.◆◆
Provide and maintain a multimodal public transit ◆◆
system.
Create a system of sidewalks, bike paths, and trails to ◆◆
provide non-motorized transportation  
alternatives through each area and coordinated into a 
county-wide system.
Create better patterns of traffic flow and circulation.◆◆
Provide traffic signals that allow for pedestrian cross-◆◆
ings at intersections.

Telecommunication Plan
Goal: •	 Continue to improve upon the developing telecom-
munication infrastructure.

Enforce policies as prescribed by the ◆◆
Telecommunication Plan of 2002.

Water Supply & Sewer Plan
Goal: •	 Advance County infrastructure to accommodate 
future development in the redevelopment areas.

Incorporate redevelopment area specific infrastructure ◆◆
improvements into the County Capital Improvement 
Program 

Wildlife Habitat Protection Plan
Goal: •	 Follow through on implementation strategies out-
lined in the Plan.

Revise county Zoning Ordinance and Subdivision ◆◆
Regulations by encouraging dense development as 
prescribed by the Wildlife Habitat Protection Plan of 
2000.
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Public Participation

The public process started in January and February 2009 when Stafford 
County and the CMSS Planning Team hosted the first workshop series obtain-
ing vital feedback from the community in the visioning process that provided 
the tools and information to draft the Preliminary Master Plan for each 
redevelopment area. In April, 2009, a second public workshop for each rede-
velopment area was hosted, focusing on the proposed planning efforts for each 
of these areas. The workshops included a digital presentation of the project 
background, analysis of findings and a summary of the previous workshops’ 
preferences as expressed by the residents in each of the redevelopment areas. It 
also included activities that sought to obtain public input on each area’s draft 
master plan. The team heard the public’s opinion on strengths and weaknesses 
and of the external conditions – opportunities and /or threats the community 
sees. This step helped the team set realistic goals in response to market poten-
tial, land and infrastructure capacity and mostly, to the community’s vision of 
itself.

Each of the four redevelopment areas has its own dedicated book. In each, 
a summary of both workshops listed below is provided with a more detailed 
documentation, provided in each Redevelopment Area’s Appendices.

Public Workshops: Round I
January 24, 2009 Boswell’s Corner
February 2, 2009 Falmouth Village & Southern Gateway
February 9, 2009 Courthouse Area

Public Workshops: Round II
April 23, 2009 Falmouth Village & Southern Gateway
April 28, 2009 Courthouse Area
April 30, 2009 Boswell’s Corner

Communit y Input

The Planning Team’s design recommendations are intended to provide input 
for updating the Stafford County’s Comprehensive Plan, and in direct response 
to development trends and public input. It provides a framework to address 
each community’s vision and potential for the future. The public input raised 
the community’s awareness of the redevelopment potential. 

Workshop Conclusions

The workshops provided a great deal of information for the planning of the 
redevelopment areas and measured how the plans addressed the public’s 
concerns. Overall, the majority of the public approved of the plans, clearly 
giving a positive response to most of the questions asked about the plans. 
Additional information was provided in these workshops, which allowed 
the planning team to make specific improvements and enhancement to the 
draft master plans that favor both residents and businesses and stakeholders 
of Stafford County.

Vision

The vision statement for each of the redevelopment areas outlines the direc-
tion for redevelopment of each community. They focus on the future, they are 
a source of inspiration, and they provide clear decision-making criteria. These 
visions seek to reduce sprawl, preserve open space and help create compact, 
compatible walkable green communities. “Green” doesn’t necessarily mean lush 
parks (although they are included) but sustainable locations that meet the fol-
lowing criteria: sense of place – a place that physically embraces its history and 
culture, a place that is pedestrian-friendly with activate public spaces, a place 
that is successful uniting site planning and landscape design, and a place that 
includes a variety of retail, housing, and commercial use.

Communit y Goals

The community workshops provided a wealth of input from residents, 
land and business owners on the future of the Redevelopment Areas. The 
community’s concerns discussion while focused on the challenges, identi-
fied priorities and goals to achieve. While the public stressed that each area 
lacks an urban grid, there is awareness of the need to bring buildings closer 
to the street and the sidewalks. The public agrees that with streetscape 
improvements, traffic-calming, beautification and gateways they could envi-
sion a greatly improved community that effectively creates a sense of place.
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Urban Systems 
Implementation

During the public workshops, participants expressed an overwhelming prefer-
ence for a more urban pattern of development in the four redevelopment areas. 
By absorbing demand into these clearly defined areas, the less other areas of the 
county would be subject to suburban sprawl. There was a clear preference for 
multi-use development that encouraged pedestrian use, additional retail services 
and choices. The following categories define principals for developing and plan-
ning good urban environments.

Gateways & Boundaries

Building site placement is essential in framing the space of a street and providing 
a sense of enclosure. But the siting of buildings also determines how accessible 
private spaces are from the public realm, encouraging frequent exchange between 
inside and outside and enhancing pedestrian activity. Building site placement is 
also one of the initiating factors of the character of a place. A consistent place-
ment of adjoining buildings at the edge of the right-of-way gives the public realm 
a pedestrian sensibility, creating “street-walls” that result in a more intimate urban 
form. At the same time, buildings and landscape features can become iconic gate-
ways and help to define the space.

Urban Parking

In an urban area, the parking system consists of a combination of public parking 
that is available to anyone and private parking for an individual building, owner, 
or land use. Typically in urban areas, fees are charged for usage of all parking based 
on some measure of time of stay. The overall parking system includes municipal 
on-street parking, whether metered or free of charge, off-street parking lots, and 
off-street parking garages, in the form of either multi-level above-ground structures 
or below ground structures. Parking structures can be freestanding, or they can be 
incorporated into the lower levels of buildings or developments.

Short-term parking is provided for businesses with rates and time limits to 
encourage high turnover and availability of spaces and to provide ease of 
enforcement. Long-term parking is provided mostly for employees and others 
needing to park for longer time periods. On-street customer parking for two 
hours or less is needed to support businesses located along the street. Off-street 
customer parking is also usually needed and primarily serves larger businesses or 
higher volume enterprises such as medical offices and primary shopping areas. 
Revenue control, in the form of parking meters, pay-and display stations, pay-
on-foot, or other similar devices, is beneficial because such control discourages 
use of the most convenient spaces by long-term parkers such as employees. A 
single short-term parking space will usually turn over many times during course 
of the day; however, if an employee is parked all day, the space will not available 
for customers.

In the future, good and frequent transit service can exist in the redevelopment 
areas. Furthermore, with continued development and change, a substantial popula-
tion could be within easy walking distance of the core of the Courthouse Area and 
Southern Gateway. The comprehensive recommendation is to support the develop-
ment of an appropriate parking system while also encouraging the implementation 
of measures and programs to reduce parking demand, and vehicular travel in gen-
eral, to create a better balance in the way people travel over the long-term.

Pathways,  Bike and Pedestrian Trails

An interconnected street network benefits more than vehicles alone. It offers 
pedestrians and cyclists a variety of routes and shorter travel distances. In addi-
tion, because interconnected systems have a greater number of streets carrying 
traffic, the streets themselves are typically narrower (fewer lanes), resulting in 
more easily crossable streets and a larger network of pedestrian friendly places.

The street network is where most transportation modes interface. It is also where 
the transportation network interfaces with the private realm—buildings, parking 
lots, and other development-related elements. Within the finite right-of-way of 
the street system, all modes of transportation must be considered and space allo-
cated appropriately. More space for one element, such as travel lanes, sidewalks, 
parking lanes, bicycle facilities, landscaping, transit, etc, means less space for 
another element. Stafford County should adopt a Complete Streets policy such 
that pedestrians, cyclists, mass transit, passenger vehicles, trucks, and parking all 
have a place within the street network of the redevelopment areas.

There are great opportunities for natural trails, view corridors, landscape 
improvements, park opportunities, and linkages to the proposed Belmont-Ferry 
Farm trail and the Falmouth Historical District and cultural offerings, as well as 
to the larger County open space network.

Parks & Open Space

The Master Redevelopment Plan highlights Stafford’s abundance of creeks and 
waterways, the mighty Potomac to the east and the Rappahannock in the south, 
through a robust network of parks that emphasize the natural beauty surrounding 
the County. Some of the great resources are the Rappahannock River corridor; a 
planned overlook pier and promenade, and a riverfront park area associated with 
the Historic Port of Falmouth.

Great improvements to the Courthouse Area could be achieved by implement-
ing the open spaces, plazas and squares showcased in the Master Plan, to bring 
back the old Wayside Park in its northern edge, as well as a proposed large green 
space area to the southwest of the intersection Jefferson Davis Highway (US-1) 
and Courthouse Road (VA-630). In Boswell’s Corner, the proposed linear Creek 
Park running along Jefferson Davis Highway (US-1) would be a natural area for 
green development improvements and will become an environmental-recreational 
centerpiece gateway into Stafford.
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Environmental Stewardship

The Stafford County Master Redevelopment Plan vision seeks to reduce sprawl, pre-
serve open space and help create compact, compatible, walkable, green communities. 
Sustainable planning and “Green” building practices recommended for the redevel-
opment areas will not discourage new development; rather, these practices will tend 
to support a more sustainable, and ultimately more viable development model for 
the County that will foster healthy growth patterns in these areas for years to come. 
It should be noted that detailed studies and scientific and economic analysis will be 
required prior to the implementation of any of these strategies.

To design the right connections between earth and man, balancing energy, 
resources, people and places and achieve these goals, the following actions are 
recommended:

Preserve/create a variety of green and open spaces.•	
Increase densities through compact, vertically integrated development.•	
Foster urban infill and Brownfield redevelopment.•	
Create housing alternatives to encourage residential growth in core areas.•	
Facilitate and promote transportation options beyond the automobile.•	
Enact stormwater management practices to recharge water runoff.•	
Incorporate green building techniques and materials.•	
Create public policies and incentives to support these strategies.•	

Stafford County should promote the implementation and integration of LEED 
certification both for buildings and the overall development plan, using LEED  
for Neighborhood Development (or LEED-ND) as a benchmark. The LEED-ND 
Rating System integrates the principles of smart growth, urbanism and green 
building into the first nationally recognized system for sustainable neighborhood 
design. Sustainable design should strive to connect people with each other, with 
their communities, and with the natural light, air and landscapes that are funda-
mental to happiness and well-being; individual buildings should be designed using 
sustainable design practices.

LEED Buildings: At the redevelopment areas new buildings, developments and 
major renovations should be designed to meet low-energy and low-water con-
sumption performance standards for each building type.

An integrated stormwater management approach should be implemented in the 
redevelopment areas through the use of reduced impervious surfaces, retention 
basins, and rain gardens, underground recharging systems, etc. to filter out pollut-
ants, minimize channel erosion of the local waterways, and maintain or restore the 
physical and ecological integrity of these waterways. The compact development 
proposed as part of the Master Plan will also create fewer pollutants by reducing 
the surface area of lawns and parking lots.

Stormwater management systems for the redevelopment areas should endeavor to 
combine the use of:

Regional BMPs and bioretention basins•	
Under pavement reservoirs and rain gardens•	
Interconnected Greenways•	

Implementation could reduce irrigation by 50% with good site-landscape ◆◆
design.1

Other innovative stormwater management systems. •	

These efforts need to be coordinated with the following programs:2

Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area (CBPA) Plan•	
Shoreline Management Protection Plan•	
Groundwater Management Plan •	
Stormwater Management (SWM) Protection Plan•	

The need for public involvement in information dissemination, consultation, and 
stakeholder participation is vital – in consultation with the implementing agencies 
– to ensure the implementation of sustainable operational policies. Public involve-
ment improves the performance and impact of projects by:

Enhancing ownership of, and accountability for project outcomes•	
Addressing the social and economic needs of affected communities•	
Building partnerships among project executing agencies and stakeholders •	
Utilizing Heat Island Roofs: A procedure to install green roofs for a substantial por-•	
tion of the future roof areas, with a combination of white pavers and/or green roofs.
Making use of skills, experiences, and knowledge, in particular, of community •	
and local groups, and the private sector in the design, implementation, and 
evaluation of project activities
Secondary Streets Acceptance Requirements (SSAR) may need to be imple-•	
mented for development of new residential/mixed-use streets in coordination 
with VDOT. The SSAR are a result of legislation introduced at the request 
of Governor Timothy M. Kaine and adopted during the 2007 session of the 
Virginia General Assembly. The policy and design standards contained within the 
SSAR serves as a vital component in the planning, design, and delivery of a street 
network which will promote livability, a more efficient transportation network, 
and the creation of more transportation choices.”3 

Although more dependent on site than actual design, the Master Redevelopment 
Plans seek to achieve a healthy amount of green and open space.

1	� The general rule is that the initial extra costs for enhanced system will pay back in less than 2 years in water savings. But, 
the use of good plant selections (native, drought tolerant) needs to be decided before final design has taken place.

2	� See CBPA specific recommendations per Urban Engineers Phase II Report.
3	� These benefits, recognized by both the legislative and executive branches through the enactment of Chapter 382 of the 

2007 Acts of Assembly. This SSAR Guidance Document will assist staff of the Virginia Department of Transportation 
(VDOT), the development community, and local government staff in the proper development and review of plats and 
plans, related administrative processes, construction inspections, and applicable fees. 
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Form Based Codes

Form Based Codes involve a completely different means of regulating build-
ing use and form than traditional zoning. In contrast to traditional zoning, 
which regulates development primarily by use (housing, industrial, commer-
cial) and therefore tends to segregate land uses, Form Based Codes are capable 
of encouraging the development of vibrant, pedestrian-friendly, mixed-use 
environments that are typical of historic urban centers. Whereas traditional 
zoning utilizes parametric devices such as setbacks, FAR’s and dwellings per 
acre, to regulate development, form based codes emphasize building form and 
typology through the use of graphic guidelines, and provide incentives for 
development to adhere to a predictable and desirable urban form.

Form Based Codes may also include Architectural Design Guidelines, 
Landscaping Standards, Signage Standards, and Environmental Impact 
Standards. A regulating plan is also usually incorporated into the form based 
code, as a graphic statement of intent of the physical form of the area being 
regulated. It depicts the areas of the plan where different building form and 
streetscape standards will apply.

Because they can regulate development at the scale of an individual building 
or lot, Form Based Codes allow a desired developmental pattern to occur in a 
more organic fashion, gradually allowing the area which it regulates to assume 
a preferred urban form through the independent development of many small 
sites within the plan by multiple property owners. Because of this, it is less 
likely that large land areas will need to be acquired in order to achieve the 
overall goal. Rather, the Form Based Code provides incentives for property 
owners to develop their sites in a way that supports the vision of the plan. 
As a result, areas regulated by Form Based Codes often contain a diversity of 
architecture, materials, uses, and ownership. 

The four areas of the Stafford County Master Redevelopment Plan encom-
passes such a vast area of land that it will be necessary to regulate the desired 
intent through several smaller districts, already outlined previously in this doc-
ument. Each district will have its own character and development guidelines, 
so it will be beneficial to have a set of form based rules that apply individually 
to each of the areas. Within each redevelopment area, the Form Based Codes 
will assign a number of zones, called “transects” that will further regulate the 
density of building forms within each area or district. These will range from a 
Core zone, where the highest densities and building heights are permitted, to 
a Preserve zone, where no building forms will be permitted other than inci-
dental landscaping structures.

The Form Based Code also includes a list of lot types. These lot types are used 
to graphically depict the building forms that are permitted within a particular 
district/transect. Character examples of building typologies for each lot type 
are also included. These examples assist the user of the Form Based Code in 
understanding the building typologies that are desired in a particular area of 
the plan.

The Form Based Code, by its very nature tends to allow for the possibility of a 
variety of urban forms. Like any other code, though, it is not intended to be a 
static document; it may be amended as required to address a particular oppor-
tunity that was not foreseen at the time of its adoption. In addition, since 
development in these four areas will occur gradually over an extended period 
of time, it is our recommendation that any Form Based Code that is adopted 
for any of these areas allow for the submission of alternate Form Based Codes 
that would apply to a particular site that is to be developed. These alternate 
Form Based Codes would use the underlying Form Based Code as a template 
that would be adapted to address a particular development opportunity. This 
alternate code would be submitted to the County for approval and would 
become a legally binding document incorporated into the development agree-
ment.

The following are components of a Form Based Code:

Regulating Plan•	
Districts•	
Transect Zones •	
Lot Types•	
Design Standards •	

In a Form-Based Code, building form is regulated by the transect zones indi-
cated on the regulating plan within each individual district, by lot types which 
establish the building typologies that are acceptable, and by regulatory tables 
that can be used to set limits for lot coverage, setbacks, building height, etc., 
and which dictate which lot types are permitted within each transect zone.

A well-crafted form-based code is the most effective form of development reg-
ulation for shaping pedestrian-scaled, mixed use and fine-grained urbanism. 
How should implementation of the proposed Stafford County Form-Based 
Code be incorporated into its development regulations?
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Initially Stafford County may wish to adopt a Form Based Code for its 
entire jurisdiction following one approach, but may find this too ambitious 
with short-term resources and political limitations requiring a more focused 
effort, not to mention the need to start redevelopment. Instead, the County 
may wish to use the following approach for a smaller area, such as the Core 
Development Area boundaries, and then phase in other areas of the County’s 
redevelopment areas, using the same approach. For large areas awaiting 
expected public resources, a Floating-Zone Code or Interim Overlay Zoning 
that could be adopted that would allow the County government to draft its 
own criteria until the Form Based Codes are completed. Stafford can pinpoint 
the specific design elements desired in new development, and it can achieve a 
similar outcome to that of a Form Based Code without having to start from 
scratch.

The most suitable action for Stafford County would be Floating-Zone Codes; 
these are now being written as Form Based Codes to facilitate mixed-use 
urban development. A Floating-Zone Code does not contain a regulating plan 
but includes instructions and standards for developers to follow when they 
prepare a regulating plan for their property (e.g. maximum block dimensions, 
street types, building types, open space accessibility, and sidewalk widths.) 
This distinguishes Floating-Zone Codes from other approaches; rather than 
the local government, the developers would create the regulating plans and the 
urban designs that they facilitate, but the County government would set the 
standards. This approach allows the County to establish urban form standards 
for development, without incurring the expense of developing urban design 
and regulating plans. Developers are given the freedom, within clear param-
eters, to prepare regulating plans for their property that are likely to meet 
County government approval. A developer would submit his or her regulating 
plan for approval through the rezoning process. Upon rezoning, the floating 
zone would replace the prior zoning for that property and the regulating plan 
becomes binding.

The Columbia Pike Form-Based Code in Arlington County is the only Form-
Based Code adopted in Virginia. Other municipalities – such as Suffolk, 
Virginia and Durham, North Carolina – are overhauling their zoning ordi-
nances with a Unified Development Ordinance (UDO). A type of zoning 
ordinance that incorporates a chapter setting parameters to regulate design, 
landscape and streetscape standards. Other municipalities not opting for the 
Form Based Code have chosen the Smart Code for their update to zoning 
ordinance, which often requires formal adoption but has a more simplified 
process than a Form Based Code.

The Virginia Standard State Zoning Enabling legislation of §15.2–2223.1 
titled “Comprehensive Plan to Include Urban Development Areas: New 
Urbanism” provides the authority for counties and cities to use Form-Based 
Code.

The Code of Virginia now requires all local government comprehensive plans 
to include the designation of areas, including redevelopment areas, and imple-
mentation of measures for the construction, rehabilitation and maintenance 
of affordable housing. Thus, the Virginia Housing Development Authority 
(VHDA), in partnership with the National Development Council addressed 
these issues in a September 2009 workshop geared to practicing Virginia 
planners and local government officials and included among other things, 
reshaping neighborhoods with form-based codes.

Example codes:
Columbia Pike Form-Based Code, Arlington County, Virginia•	
Flowood SmartCode, Flowood, Mississippi•	
Montgomery SmartCode, Montgomery, Alabama •	
Suffolk Unified Development Ordinance, Suffolk, Virginia•	
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Design Guidelines

In order for the redevelopment projects to move forward certain county codes 
and/or ordinances need to be established to make these projects attractive to 
the property owners and prospective development.

Guidelines will need to be created to aid future development meet the •	
needs for site-specific projects within the redevelopment areas, and guide 
the process with similar form-based regulations along with design guide-
lines: 

Form-Based Codes for each of the redevelopment areas.◆◆
Design Guidelines together with Guidelines for Architecture, ◆◆
streetscapes, open areas, signage and lighting.

New codes and/or ordinances should be sympathetic to the county’s cul-•	
tural resources that are considered to be significant. The Stafford County 
Historical Commission should consider a consulting party when new 
codes or ordinances are being considered that may affect these resources.
The Falmouth Plan intends to restore the historic character to Falmouth •	
Village through redevelopment. Historic guidelines have been imple-
mented for the area, which create an overlay district that limits some 
flexibility of redevelopment options.

Stafford’s Design & Construction Standard enforces architectural con-◆◆
trols at a County-wide level, while the Architectural Review Board has 
specific requirements for Falmouth Village. The regulation of some of 
the processes recommended however may require an amendment to the 
current Cultural Resources Management Plan.

Overl ay Districts

In order for the redevelopment projects to move forward there are also certain 
land use and regulatory mechanisms that Stafford may want to establish to 
make these projects attractive and feasible within the Comprehensive Plan and 
County Economic Development strategy. Overlay redevelopment areas serve 
as an additional guide on individual properties atop existing zoning; as estab-
lished in the current Stafford County Zoning Ordinance.

Stafford County currently has seven Overlay Districts•	 1 in the Zoning 
Ordinance, each with restrictions to protect environmental and historic 
resources. In order for the County to achieve the Comprehensive Plan 
goals and implement the plans for each Redevelopment Area, the County 
will need to update zoning data/map to include individual parcels with 
overlay district designations in conjunction with primary zoning.
This is of significant importance in Falmouth Village. Major discrepancies •	
remain as to what actually defines Falmouth Village Historic District and 
the historic district boundary is under contention. Many parcels in the 
southern and western portion of Falmouth Village can benefit for enforce-
ment of existing Zoning Ordinance provided that individual parcels are 
designated as either Historic Resource Overlay District (HR) and/or Flood 
Hazard Overlay District (FH).
Because of growing concern for the historic nature of Falmouth, in 2001 •	
application was made to the National Trust to have the Village placed on 
the Trust’s List of America’s Most Endangered Historic Places. In 2006, 
the district was re-surveyed in an effort to further define the boundary. The 
boundary in the NRHP update more closely defines the extant historic 
architectural, as well as archaeological, resources present within the Village 
and is similar to the map accompanying the Historic District’s Virginia 
Landmarks Register form.
The original boundary for the Falmouth Historic District with descrip-•	
tion taken from the original National Registry is shown in the Falmouth 
section of this report. Conversations with the Virginia Department of 
Transportation (VDOT) in 2006, proposed a third iteration of the extent 
of the historic district. At present, neither 2006 historic district boundar-
ies have been approved. The County of Stafford has a Historic District 
Overlay and has created an Architectural Review Board, through a zoning 
ordinance, which is empowered by a Local Historic District designation.

1	� Stafford County’s current Zoning Ordinance identifies the following Overlay Districts: 

§28-57 Flood Hazard Overlay District (FH) 

§28-58 Historic Resource Overlay District (HR) 

§28-59 Highway Corridor Overlay District (HC) 

§28-60 Airport Impct District (AD) [RESERVED] 

§28-61 Reservoir Protection District (RP) [RESERVED] 

§28-62 Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area Overlay District 

§28-63 Military Facility Impact Overlay Distict (MZ) 

§28-64 Airport Impact Overlay District (AD) 

§28-65 Historic Gateway Corridor Overlay District (HG)
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Transportation 
Implementation STrategies

Overview

In 2006, the Virginia General Assembly approved legislation (Senate Bill 699, 
Chapter 527 of the 2006 Acts of Assembly) to enhance the coordination of 
land use and transportation planning within the Commonwealth. Subsection 
15.2-2222.1 was added to expand VDOT’s role in the land planning and 
development review process. Chapter 155, 24 VAC 30-155 establishes the 
rules, procedures, and deadlines for VDOT review. Implementation of 
these new regulations was phased statewide over 18 months (July 1, 2007 to 
January 1, 2009). Implementation in the Fredericksburg District of VDOT 
began on January 1, 2008. Effective January 1, 2008, all proposals (including 
Comprehensive plan/amendments, rezoning, site plans, and subdivision plats) 
are subject to the regulations as outlined in VDOT’s Guidelines for Traffic 
Analysis. In furtherance of the Master Plans for each area, a Chapter 527 
study would be required prior to any adoption by the Board of Supervisors of 
changes to the County’s Comprehensive Plan. 

Implementation of the Master Plans for each of the redevelopment areas 
will require a focused effort by the County including but not limited to the 
Administrator’s Office, the County’s Department of Planning & Zoning, 
the Transportation Division, the Public Services Department, and Stafford 
County Economic Development, with implications for the Planning 
Commission and the County’s Board of Supervisors. It is important that 
steps for each area be identified both for the areas’ overall redevelopment as 
well as with regard to specific transportation improvements/enhancements. 
The purpose of this section is to identify and provide a list of implementa-
tion strategies/actions needed to further the redevelopment of those areas 
identified by Economic Development. These strategies/actions are offered as 
possible means to achieve the transportation goals and objectives proposed for 
adoption by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors as discussed 
in an earlier section of this report, as well as address the Chapter 527 require-
ments.

Inventory of Existing Conditions

Building on the information provided in the Phase 1 report, a more detailed 
and site specific inventory of transportation facilities (motorized and non-
motorized) in each area should be conducted to include the following:

Listing of all roadways within the redevelopment areas classified as a collec-•	
tor or higher functional classification and/or included within the Federal 
Highway Administration’s National Highway System

Inventory of all pedestrian/bike facilities within the redevelopment areas, •	
including those areas which do not meet ADA criteria 
Inventory of all bus stops and/or transit facilities including commuter park •	
and ride lots, etc.
Inventory curb cuts along all primary and minor arterials within the rede-•	
velopment areas
Review 2000 census data information for the use of alternate modes •	
within the limits of the redevelopment areas and within a 3 to 5 mile 
radius
Review parking demand requirements for specific land uses within the •	
County and conduct parking occupancy counts at select locations, includ-
ing counts at existing commuter park and ride lots
Solicit citizen, Planning Commission and Board experience in order to •	
develop a list of transportation facilities deemed deficient 

Needs Assessment

Utilizing the data included in the Phase I efforts, compare the transportation 
systems’ current and future performance and conditions.

Correlate current planned transportation improvements with future land •	
use policies and plans in order to determine how future growth patterns 
will affect the network
Complete Chapter 527 studies in order to assess the specific impacts of the •	
proposed land uses changes on the existing and currently planned trans-
portation network within each redevelopment area. This should include 
the development of future year traffic forecasts in conjunction with VDOT 
and the review of alternative roadway networks needed to support planned 
densities with careful consideration given to the use of alternative modes.
Utilizing the results of the Chapter 527 studies and community experi-•	
ence/input, identify proposed or additional improvements to the vehicular 
transportation system in order to foster connectivity within the redevelop-
ment area
Identify improvements/ enhancements to planned pedestrian and/or •	
bicycle facilities
Conduct a review of best practices with regard to transportation demand •	
management strategies and parking requirements regionally, statewide and 
nationally
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Strategies for Implementation

Overview
Implementation of the Master Plans will require a planned and coordinated 
effort involving the community as a whole. Success will depend a great 
deal on the private sector’s willingness and ability to bring to the table the 
resources necessary to undertake the identified major redevelopment proj-
ects. As this ability is very much market driven, the public sector’s ability to 
respond to the “opportunities” presented by the market and to make public 
resources available as needed will be critical. A public/private partnership, 
based on mutual perceived benefit, must be developed as the keystone for the 
successful implementation of the Master Plans for each redevelopment area.

Implementation is complex and involves multiple areas of concern. Both short 
and long term areas are identified. Implementation strategies are grouped in 
the following categories:

Development Issues•	
Redevelopment Management•	
Zoning•	
Development Phasing•	

Development Issues
Development of the public infrastructure and services needed to serve each of 
the redevelopment areas is crucial. First there is the transportation (motorized 
and non-motorized) and transit infrastructure, as well as water, sewer, fire and 
rescue, schools etc. An internal network of interconnected streets is neces-
sary to provide sufficient capacity for more dense office, retail, institutional/
governmental, civil and cultural and/or residential uses within the individual 
areas. Pedestrian and bicycle access within and to the area is also of critical 
importance. Key strategies include:

Update/revise the County’s Land Use Plan to reflect an interconnected grid •	
of streets and identify which of those facilities shall be incorporated into 
the Comprehensive Plan.
Establish pedestrian/bike friendly street cross sections for typical functional •	
classification(s) within individual redevelopment areas in conjunction with 
VDOT.
Develop a coordinated approach to the Jefferson Davis Highway (US-1) •	
corridor throughout Stafford County in terms of parcel access, level of 
service criteria, etc. 
Within the four redevelopment areas develop a new acceptable level of •	
service standard to address urban densities and arterial/intersection levels 
of service due to the concern that providing additional vehicular capacity 
conflicts with pedestrian objectives for the redevelopment areas.

Establish a mode split goal for each redevelopment area based on the mix •	
of land uses and existing and future transit facilities.
Work with VDOT to develop approved access management strategies and •	
implementation plans within each area in accordance with recent Access 
Management guidelines.
Identify phased improvements to the redevelopment areas that may be •	
accomplished in the short term with the cooperation of the private sector.
Review long term improvements to the transportation network to evalu-•	
ate their feasibility and impacts within the redevelopment area and to 
understand how the phasing of redevelopment will impact the timing and 
need for such improvements. Most critical is an evaluation of the proposed 
interchange improvements at Interstate 95 (I-95)/Courthouse Road (VA-
630) and Warrenton Road (US-17)/Jefferson Davis Highway (US-1), and 
connections between Courthouse Road (VA-630), west of Interstate 95 
(I-95) to Warrenton Road (US-17) along what is currently referred to as 
Mine Road extended (or the Stafford Parkway).
Investigate expansion of local and regional bus service to/from the redevel-•	
opment areas. Develop a short and long term transit plan for each of the 
areas for inclusion in the County’s Comprehensive Plan. 
Expand the Highway Corridor (HC) zoning designation for relevant sec-•	
tions of Jefferson Davis Highway (US-1) and Warrenton Road (US-17) 
within the redevelopment areas
To comply with Chapter 527, all project applications, regardless of •	
whether new infrastructure is included in the development proposal, will 
be required to include a traffic impact analysis in order to evaluate the 
adequacy of the existing and proposed roadway network, and identify 
required transportation improvements.
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Area Management
The redevelopment of each area into a mixed-use, first class, urban “town 
center” will require a higher level of streetscape and open space improvements 
as well as enhanced maintenance and programming in the public realm then 
currently exists. In order to manage the extensive improvements which will be 
required the following strategies are recommended:

Establish appropriate streetscapes for each redevelopment plan area based •	
on adjacent land uses not functional classification
Establish a formal public/private partnership within each area. •	
Cooperation between the public and private sectors is critical to the suc-
cess of such redevelopment programs

Zoning
Implementation of the Master Redevelopment Plans will require a coordi-
nated effort among various stakeholders (developers, citizens, County staff, 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors). The following strategies are 
recommended to facilitate the redevelopment of each area:

Revise the County’s Comprehensive Plan to provide a “road map” for •	
future development and accompanying site specific criteria for each of the 
four areas.
Develop changes to the County’s Zoning Ordinance to facilitate increased •	
densities within core areas. This could include the development of an over-
lay district along certain corridors in order to tier density.
Provide a mechanism to facilitate access (pedestrian, bike and/or vehicular) •	
between land parcels.
Develop a strategy for shared parking among compatible land uses within •	
core areas, as well as consider reduced parking requirements for land uses 
within such designated core areas vis a vis an overlay district, etc.
Allow parking to be provided based on distance to the building, not neces-•	
sarily on the same site.
Allow on-street parking to be counted towards the required number of •	
parking spaces.
Consider implementation of ordinance based transportation demand •	
management strategies similar to other more dense suburban areas, such as 
Fairfax and Prince William Counties.
Establish teams of County staff tasked with the review of all new develop-•	
ment proposals within specific core areas and expediting the review process.

Development Phasing
During the most recent visioning session with County staff, different ideas 
for phasing within each of the four areas were discussed. Some wanted to 
establish a specific sequence of proposed developments and accompanying 
amenities to be prescribed for each area. While it is understood that flexibility 
is needed to respond to the market and funding opportunities, any residential, 
office and retail development should be expected to provide related public 
water, sewer, road, streetscape and open space improvements relative to its 
impact on these systems/ infrastructure. Strategies for preparing a develop-
ment:

Prepare more refined and detailed short and long term phasing plans for •	
each area.
Study potential locations for pedestrian crossings within each of the rede-•	
velopment areas; begin feasible pedestrian improvements in conjunction 
with early roadway or development initiatives.
Study potential short and long term improvements to Warrenton Road •	
(US-17) in the Southern Gateway; identify feasible short term improve-
ments.
Study potential short and long term improvements to improve access to •	
Jefferson Davis Highway (US-1) and Warrenton Road (US-17) from the 
core areas and nearby communities; begin feasible short term improve-
ments.
Study alternative designs for the Jefferson Davis Highway (US-1)/•	
Warrenton Road (US-17) interchange in order to minimize impacts to the 
surrounding Falmouth area and foster a sense of community.
Develop a coordinated bicycle plan for each of the areas. Incorporate the •	
bike plan into the Comprehensive Plan recommendations for each area.
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Overall Recommendations

Defining the Core Development Area Recommendations for each of the four 
redevelopment areas incorporated a number of factors in making a recommen-
dation. They include:

What initial development will have the largest impact? The following fac-•	
tors were considered:

Creating a positive image change◆◆
Creating enough initial critical mass to spur future phases◆◆
Its central location within each area to maximize future phases market-◆◆
ability

Is there adequate infrastructure for this initial phase without completing •	
major upgrades?
What impact will this proposed phase have on traffic? On the “flip-side”, •	
what road/street projects are planned that may affect the proposed Core 
Development Areas.

It must be realized that in each Proposed Core Development Area, there 
may be multiple phases. They will be dependent on the market demand, and 
absorption. They are also dependent on initial first steps and incentives pro-
vided by the County. They may include:

Providing a regional stormwater management facility to support the initial •	
phase of development in each of the four redevelopment areas
Providing a parking structure (i.e. Courthouse Area and Southern Gateway)•	
Developing Form Based Codes for each area. Each redevelopment area •	
should be broken down into districts representing different desired mass-
ing, density and character. Design Guidelines should be developed in 
conjunction with the Form-Based Codes. Presently, current zoning of any 
of the Core Development Areas do not allow Mixed-Use development and 
does not allow development within and urban framework.
Providing regional infrastructure upgrades and streets•	

It is anticipated that redevelopment may concurrently occur at other locations 
within each of the four redevelopment areas. This should occur within the 
planning and design principals and concepts presented. Not only is respon-
sible redevelopment outside the Target Areas desirable, but it will also add to 
the momentum of positive change.

Infrastructure
Develop a utility framework and urban policies for upgrading of the utilities•	
Develop a wayfinding system throughout each Redevelopment Area•	
Develop a parking/structured parking strategy owned by the County•	

Urban Services
Develop EMS, fire and police urban policies and strategies for each rede-•	
velopment area
Develop public facilities analysis (i.e. libraries, schools, recreation centers, •	
governmental facilities, judicial facilities) for each redevelopment area

Pl anning L and -Use Policies
Create Form Based Codes to guide future development and meet the needs •	
of specific projects within each of the redevelopment areas:

Create Design Guidelines that address architecture, landscape architec-◆◆
ture, streetscapes, signage, and lighting
Define and design review process for review and approval◆◆

Develop policies to foster alternative housing/workforce housing•	
Create incentives for vertical mixed-use development•	
Develop public art incentive programs•	

Transportation Policies
Within the County streets plans revise to accommodate the new, urban •	
street grid systems suggested in redevelopment area
Develop urban street standard policies  •	
(i.e. speed limits, on-street parking, bike lanes, lane widths)
Develop shuttle service and parking recommendations for each redevelop-•	
ment area to connect to the Virginia Railway Express (VRE) stations
Develop a bicycle network within each area lined to a county-wide frame-•	
work of paths

Integrate bike racks at strategic locations in each redevelopment area◆◆
Enhance pedestrian-friendly accessibility•	

Provide traffic signals that include pedestrian signals for crossing◆◆

Environmental
Create LEED for Neighborhood Development recommendations•	
Create LEED building recommendations•	
Create a storm water policy, which recognizes the Chesapeake Bay, eco-•	
system protection and restoration
Develop open space/parks policy•	

To achieve a healthy amount of green and open space.◆◆
Draft policies that determine green space requirements for large and ◆◆
small developments. 

Create a system of regional Stormwater Management (SWM) facilities in •	
each redevelopment area
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Financial Feasibilit y: 
Assumptions & Methodology

Note: The findings herewith are the result of the Planning Team’s assumptions and their recommendations based 
thereon are typical for a master redevelopment study of this magnitude.  It is also understood that the market 
will drive the master plan implementation. Stafford County does not have plans for consolidating land to 
directly implement the plan.

Economic Research Associates (ERA) constructed a financial pro forma development model to analyze the 
potential gross residual land value from the proposed Core Development Area development program for each of 
the redevelopment areas.

The results of the analysis indicate the maximum amount per acre a developer could pay for the land.

Aside from the assumptions by category below, all redevelopment area analyses assume, per discussions with 
County representatives that:

The entire Core Development Area program (as summarized by master plan drawings and accompanying •	
tables) is developed in one phase, in year 0 of the development pro forma. (Althouth in reality this may be 
multi-phased, the end results will be similar.)
The Financial feasibility analysis for the master plan is for a ten year period from 2010-2020, with assumed •	
reversion in year 10

Additional assumptions are outlined below in the attached tables and explained below as appropriate.

Efficiency ratios, which represent the percentage of built space which is usable (versus space that is dedicated to 
circulation or building core that is not rentable), are based on industry experience of buildings that are newer 
and more efficient. They vary slightly by type – from 85–95%.

Vertical Development Costs are a cost per square foot figure for building the building (not internal streets or 
other site infrastructure). These were garnered from R.S. Means, an industry standard for cost estimation with 
adjustments based on the experience in the market of the Master Planning Team Members. They include both 
hard and soft costs.

Tenant Fit Out costs are costs to finish interior spaces specifically for tenants’ needs. These are based on local rental 
surveys as well as discussions with the Master Planning Team Members and are adjusted upward for inflation.

Parking annual maintenance costs are based on industry averages. Based on discussions with the Master 
Planning Team Members, it is assumed that all developer-provided parking is on surface lots.

A percentage of the total cost is often added to development costs as Contingency costs for unforeseen overruns 
and expenses.

The Developer fee in this analysis is represented as a  percentage, and is a stand in for the minimal amount of 
profit for the developer. The general contractor fees and other fees are included in the vertical development costs.

Operating assumptions provide the backbone of the revenues and expenses which create the value of the devel-
opment. These include rents, other revenues, and operating expenses such as utilities. The sources for these are 
noted on the associated table.

Other assumptions include the stabilized occupancy rate (which is the occupancy rate at which most buildings 
are considered “full” to allow for tenant turnover and other factors), an assumed percentage of units or space 
that will be presold/preleased, and loss on unsold units. These variables are based on industry experience.

The program used for each redevelopment area is based on information provided by the Master Planning Team. 
ERA used numbers of square feet, units, and parking spaces by type (designated as either multifamily residential, 
office, retail). Average unit sizes are calculated by dividing total square feet by the total number of units. ERA 
further distributed the residential between rental apartments or condominiums, and the retail between general 
retail and restaurants (because restaurants have a higher construction cost and greater tax implications). This dis-
tribution, and the annual absorption, is professional judgment based on ERA’s experience with similar projects, 
the findings of the market study, and consideration for the likeliest market position for the redevelopment area. 
Because of the conceptual nature of the plan, these represent best guess estimates.

Each area’s analysis begins with an estimation of construction and development costs. The vertical construction 
costs are the result of the per square foot costs multiplied by the gross building area (GBA). By contrast, the 
tenant improvements use the net rentable area (NRA). Parking was calculated on a per-space basis ($2,500 per 
space for surface lots). Additional horizontal costs (infrastructure and site work) are added on a per acre basis. 
The Master Planning Team members provided ERA with the horizontal cost data, at $250,000 per acre, which 
is assumed to provide the necessary on-site parking. Additional infrastructure costs were added to the Boswell’s 
Corner Redevelopment Area for a linear park. A 5% contingency and 4% developer fee were added to the total 
vertical and horizontal costs.

ERA then prepared a pro forma operating statement analysis by land use type (office, retail, restaurant, hotel, 
rental apartment, and for sale condominiums, as applicable for the redevelopment area). These found the net 
operating income of each use by taking the total revenue minus the total expenses. The resulting net operating 
income (NOI) was capitalized at prevailing capitalization rates to find an approximation of sale value, less a 5%  
cost of sale (for marketing of the property). 

This is unleveraged, meaning it does not represent the cost of money to the developer (financing). In a sub-
sequent step, ERA performs a cash flow analysis to find the net costs and revenues to the developer. The net 
present value of the revenue at a discount rate of 12%  minus the net present value of the construction costs at 
the same rate represents the residual land value for each area’s development. Again, it is important to note that 
this analysis only represents development of the program for the Core Development Areas. The full step-by-step 
analyses for each redevelopment area can be found in the Appendix tables.
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Fiscal Overview

This fiscal overview is intended to give an estimate of the tax revenues generated by the proposed Core 
Development Area in the four redevelopment areas. This is not intended to be a net fiscal analysis, which would 
consider sources and uses of funds and the costs associated with the development. The fiscal overview exam-
ines the property values of the new investment (using construction costs as a proxy for assessed value) and any 
county infrastructure investments, and determines the corresponding revenues for Stafford County in the fol-
lowing tax categories, using the most recently available rates from the County (as of the FY 2010 budget):

Real Property Tax: •	 $0.84 per every $100 of assessed value. Construction costs are used as a proxy for assessed 
value in this analysis.
Retail Sales Tax: •	 The state collects 1% for local jurisdictions. The analysis includes retail sales taxes collected 
for on-site spending, for resident retail sales that happen off-site, and for construction materials bought in 
the County. 
Meals Tax:•	  The County collects 4% dedicated to the School Board, in addition to the 1% local sales tax and 
4% state sales tax. Again, this is estimated for both on-site spending, and for resident spending off-site in the 
County.
Transient Occupancy Tax: •	 The County currently collects (in addition to the retail sales tax) 5% transient 
occupancy tax – 2% for the general fund and 3% for tourism  development. This is estimated for the rede-
velopment areas in which a hotel is planned in its Core Development program.

Stafford County also collects personal property, business property, machinery and equipment, and BPOL taxes 
(starting in 2010).1 Because these vary by value of equipment and by revenue levels, they would require too 
many unknown assumptions to compute with a reliable accuracy. 

As a summary, the total impacts of all four redevelopment areas during the construction period would be $1.8 
million, including $1.5 million in sales taxes on construction materials, and $290,000 in sales and use taxes 
from construction worker spending. Annually, the Core Development program for all four redevelopment areas 
would benefit the County with $3.2 million in property taxes, $4.2 million in on-site sales and use taxes, and 
$511,000 in off-site sales and use taxes for a total of $7.9 million annually. These summary figures are shown in 
Table 23 (Summary of Core Development Area Annual and Construction Period Fiscal Benefits), and the methodol-
ogy and results for each of the impacts are in the following section. As a typical assumption for a financial/fiscal 
analysis on a master redevelopment plan, it does not include adjacent property value increases due to redevelop-
ment.

1	� BPOL is on business revenues, not retail sales, and it is not computed on gross sales, but is dependent on the number of businesses and how much each earn.

Table 23: Summary of Core Development Area Annual and Construction Period Fiscal Benefits 

Real Propert y

As described above, real estate is taxed at a rate of $0.84 for every $100 of assessed value. For this study, the 
construction cost of the new development is used as the assessed value. The same values as were used for the 
feasibility study are used for the fiscal analysis. The per square foot costs were estimated using published rates by 
building type from RS Means adjusted using the industry experience of the Master Planning Team and ERA.

A summary of the results by redevelopment area follow. It is important to note that this does not represent a net 
impact (existing uses and their impact are not removed, and the costs of County services to these new uses are 
not represented).

Table 24: Summary of Property Tax Benefits by Redevelopment Area
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Sales and Use

ERA calculated sales and use taxes both for the annual sales of on-site retail, restaurants, and hotels; for the 
estimated expenditures of residents (annual, at buildout of the Core Development Area), office workers, and 
construction workers (for the construction period) throughout the County (exclusive of on-site sales to these 
groups); and for the sales tax on construction materials.

On Site
Retail sales tax of 1% is imposed upon all retail sales. Sales tax rates to the Commonwealth of Virginia differ 
by type of sale (some food products food and non-prescription drugs are taxed at lower rates than other retail 
goods).

Retail sales for the various developments were estimated by taking the total rents used in the financial feasibility 
pro forma and dividing by 10%. 10% is the industry benchmark for the percentage of revenues spent on rent.

Meals in the County are taxed at 5% – 4% Meals and 1% sales tax. Restaurant sales were calculated using the 
same benchmark as retail – assuming rents represented 10% of sales.

Hotel stays in the county are taxed for transient occupancy tax at 5% and 1% for sales tax. ERA used room rev-
enue – as assessed in the financial pro forma analysis – as a basis for sales. Other sales in the hotel are assumed to 
be mostly food sales, and are taxed as meals (5% total).

The results of all on-site sales and use are found in Table 25 (On-Site Sales and Use Tax Revenue).

Table 25: On-Site Sales and Use Tax Revenue
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Resident and Office Worker Annual Retail Sales and Meals
New households, hotels, and office space will bring new daytime populations to Stafford County. To quantify 
the impact of these populations on sales taxes, ERA used the following methodologies: 

Residents: ERA took the number of projected households (based on the new units in the Core Development 
Area) and estimated retail sales by category based on 2009 ESRI spending per household for the County. It was 
assumed that between 50% and 80% of total sales would be spent within the County (not counting sales on-
site which are counted separately in the analysis).

Office workers: to estimate employees in proposed office space, ERA assumed an average of 250 square feet per 
employee. To estimate retail sales, ERA used information published by the International Council of Shopping 
Centers on office worker spending patterns. This is the same data used in ERA’s market analysis work for the 
redevelopment areas. It was assumed 70% of all employees’ workday spending would be captured in the County 
(excluding on-site purchases).

Hotel visitors: Boswell’s Corner is the only redevelopment area to have a proposed hotel in the Core 
Development Area. To estimate visitor spending, ERA multiplied the number of rooms (110) by the estimated 
occupancy rate (70%) and multiplied the result by 365 to find the yearly room nights. Using spending data by 
the Virginia Travel Corporation (VTC), ERA calculated approximate total visitor group spending and estimated 
that of this, 40% would be captured within the County off-site.

The results of this analysis are shown in Table 26 (Resident, Office Worker, & Hotel Guest Sales Tax Revenue from 
Off-Site Spending).

Table 26: Resident, Office Worker, & Hotel Guest Sales Tax Revenue from Off-Site Spending

Construction Period Sales and Use Taxes
For the construction period sales and use taxes, ERA assessed two components: construction of the Core 
Development Area program and additional infrastructure improvements by the County for the Core 
Development. There were assumed to be additional infrastructure needs in the Falmouth and Southern Gateway 
areas, based on information provided to ERA by the civil infrastructure members of the Master Planning Team. 
Both these infrastructure costs and construction costs of the development program were broken down into hard 
and soft costs. As a benchmark, costs break down to approximately 65% hard costs and 35% soft costs. Hard 
costs include the cost of construction—including materials and the labor to construct the building; soft costs 
include costs such as financing and architecture. Hard costs can subsequently be divided into labor and mate-
rials costs. The cost of labor represents approximately 40% of total hard costs, with materials making up the 
balance.

For sales county-wide from these construction workers, ERA took the total costs of labor, and using standard 
retail benchmarks based on the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Expenditure Survey, assumed that 
these workers will spend 28% of income on general retail purchases and 6% on meals in restaurants. Of these, 
ERA estimated that half of all spending would be in Stafford.

Additionally, developers would pay sales tax on building materials purchased for construction. It is assumed sales 
tax for Stafford would be levied on 100% of the materials. The total construction-period impacts are shown by 
redevelopment area in Table 28 (Sales and Use Tax Revenues from Construction Period).
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Table 27: Core Development Area Construction Costs for Materials and Labor Table 28: Sales and Use Tax Revenues from Construction Period



63

STAFFORD COUNT Y MAST ER REDEVELOPMENT PL AN | OCTOBER 2009

Financial Implementation Considerations & Tools | 

Financial Implementation 
Considerations & Tools

Implementation of the development programs will be highly depended on:

Availability of infrastructure appropriate to the land uses and scale;•	
Availability of financing for the specific development or land uses proposed (including the timing of eco-•	
nomic recovery of capital markets; 
Ability of each specific market (retail, residential, office, etc.) to absorb space as it is developed (greatly linked •	
to the availability of qualified tenants).

To address the issue of infrastructure implementation, development plans should start in the locations within 
each redevelopment area that already has adequate infrastructure for the proposed uses, while planning for even-
tual growth over a period of 10 to 30 years (30 years being a common period for infrastructure bonds). Issues of 
financing availability are linked to the individual developer, whether there is a public financing mechanism that 
can be used to cover infrastructure or other costs (thus lowering the amount of financing required) such as tax-
increment financing (TIF) or enterprise funds that might be available. Market absorption was addressed in the 
market analysis of the redevelopment areas.

At the time of the development of this plan, the residential, retail and office market opportunities are limited, 
with the possible exception of medical-related office and supporting retail in the Courthouse Area. As Marine 
Corps Base Quantico expands, additional market support will improve for office and supportive retail and resi-
dential development in Boswell’s Corner.

While grant funds and programs for commercial redevelopment are limited, the tools listed below are an exam-
ple of organizations, funds and programs that may be available for use in the various redevelopment areas.

Economic Development Support – Stafford Count y

Economic Development Authority
The Stafford Economic Development Authority (EDA) is a Board-appointed commission of the county that 
assists the Board of Supervisors in attracting and financing industry and commerce. The Stafford EDA and the 
State of Virginia provide incentives to businesses based on the return on investment that they will bring to the 
community. Incentives include industrial revenue bonds, a loan guaranty program, capital access program and 
work force training. The EDA would seem to be a logical key actor in the implementation of the redevelopment 
program, along with local economic development organizations.

The Economic Development Authority (EDA), in cooperation with the Virginia Electronic Commerce 
Technology Center (VECTEC), offers 50/50 E-commerce Grant Funds for small businesses expansion.

Technology Zones

Virginia cities, counties and towns have the ability to establish, by ordinance, one or more technology zones to 
attract growth in targeted industries. Each jurisdiction designs and administers its own program. According to 
the enabling legislation (Virginia Code 58.1-3850), this enables jurisdictions to grant tax incentives and provide 
certain regulatory flexibility. 

Tax incentives may be provided for up to ten years and may include:

Reduction of permit fees•	
Reduction of user fees•	
Reduction of any type of gross receipts tax. •	

In addition to tax incentives, the jurisdiction can also provide regulatory flexibility such as special zoning, a 
special permitting process, exception from certain ordinances, or other incentives. These are also binding for a 
period of ten years. Having a technology zone does not preclude the County from also taking advantage of an 
enterprise zone program.

Economic and Business Development Tools –  
Commonwealth of Virginia

Tax-Increment Financing (TIF)
Tax Increment Financing (TIF) is an economic development tool available for use in Virginia designed to stimu-
late economic activity within specific geographic boundaries. A TIF district is effective for redeveloping areas, 
encouraging private investment in areas with limited prospects for growth, and improving areas where a much 
higher quality of development is desired. A key element of the TIF is a “but for” statement – that the economic 
benefits of the new private development would not otherwise occur (“but for”) without the public investment 
within the TIF district. TIF is most often used to support bonds used for infrastructure improvements. The 
calculation of funds available is based on the difference between a baseline assessed value and a projected future 
assessed value after improvements. Use of a TIF district should be carefully planned so as to not over estimate 
the potential increment and to accurately anticipate development absorption and market values.

Virginia Small Business Financing Authority
The Virginia Small Business Financing Authority (VSBFA) provides debt financing assistance to established, 
existing, Virginia-based businesses, entrepreneurs, and to qualifying businesses wishing to expand into Virginia. 
The VSBFA’s financing programs include:

1.	 Economic Development Loan Fund (EDLF): The Economic Development Loan Fund (EDLF), funded 
by the federal Economic Development Administration (EDA), offers gap financing between private debt 
financing and private equity. Funds are available to economic development authorities and qualifying new 
and expanding businesses that are creating new jobs or saving “at risk” jobs in qualified underserved and dis-
tressed areas of Virginia as defined by the EDA. Funds are also available to Virginia businesses which derive 
15% or more of their revenues from defense-dependent activities and can demonstrate economic hardship 
related to defense downsizing. Funds can be used for the acquisition of land and buildings, construction or 
improvements to facilities and the purchase of machinery and equipment. Funds can also be used to assist 
defense-dependent businesses transition to private sector markets. The maximum loan available from the 
EDLF for each project is limited to $1,000,000 or 40% of the total project cost, whichever is less. 

2.	 Loan Guaranty Program: Through the Loan Guaranty Program, the Virginia Small Business Financing 
Authority will guarantee a portion of a loan or line of credit extended by a commercial bank to a qualified 
Virginia business. With a guaranty from VSBFA, the bank benefits by reducing its risk in lending to the 
Virginia business, and the business benefits by accessing financing it would not otherwise have been able to 
obtain. The maximum guaranty under the program is 75% of the loan or line of credit up to a maximum 
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guaranty of $500,000. The program can be used to provide a guaranty for a short-term line of credit or a 
term loan of up to three years in duration. Applications for the Loan Guaranty Program are made by the 
bank requesting the guaranty. 

3.	 Virginia Capital Access Program (VCAP):  
The Virginia Small Business Financing Authority’s (VSBFA) Virginia Capital Access Program (VCAP) 
provides access to capital for Virginia businesses by encouraging banks in Virginia to make loans that they 
would otherwise not make due to a borrowers riskier profile. Unlike government guaranty programs which 
provide a guaranty of a specific loan, VCAP utilizes an insurance concept on a portfolio of loans. The 
Program establishes a loan loss reserve at each participating bank which is funded by enrollment premiums 
paid by the Borrower/Bank and VSBFA. Because the participating bank determines what loans to enroll 
without VSBFAs involvement, the Program is a flexible, non-bureaucratic tool to assist banks in meeting 
the financing needs of Virginia businesses. If the participating bank determines that the proposed financing 
request does not meet the banks normal underwriting guidelines, the bank will then determine whether the 
proposed loan transaction would be acceptable if the loan were enrolled in VCAP.

4.	 Industrial Development Bond Program: Companies seeking to finance new manufacturing plants or 
improvements to existing manufacturing plants can obtain long-term financing at favorable interest rates 
through the use of industrial development bonds (IDBs)An IDB is a form of tax-exempt municipal bond 
issued by a state or local government entity to finance the acquisition, construction or equipping of a facil-
ity. IDB tax-exempt financing for manufacturing projects has been restored under the federal Revenue 
Reconciliation Act of 1993 on a permanent basis. Today IDBs continue to provide companies with an 
important alternative to conventional financing of manufacturing projects. Some of the benefits of IDBs are: 
a.	 Sub-prime pricing. Since interest earned on IDBs is exempt from federal income taxes, IDBs provide 

lower interest rates than conventional financing.
b.	 100% project financing. IDBs enable companies to finance virtually all the costs of a project, including 

site preparation, capitalized interest during construction and most issuance costs, up to $20 million.
c.	 Long-term financing. IDBs can have an average maturity of up to 120% of the economic life of the assets 

financed. 

5.	 Virginia Department of Housing and Community Development - The Community Economic Development 
(CED) fund: The CED fund is designed to support economic development activities, particularly those 
creating employment opportunities for low- and moderate- income persons in Virginia Community 
Development Block Grant Eligible Localities. Assistance is limited to projects involving employment cre-
ation by private, for-profit basic industries. Projects involving commercial development or other types of job 
creation may be eligible for competitive grant funding. Activities eligible for CED funding include:
a.	 Off-site improvements related to industrial location or expansion, including water and sewer system 

improvements, streets, and drainage.
b.	 On-site improvements are also eligible, pending underwriting, but the funding required for these 

improvements will be provided to localities in loan form.
c.	 This is a relatively broad strategy; therefore certain communities with higher median income are not 

always eligible, and funds are implemented in a case-by-case basis. 

6.	 Governor’s Opportunity Fund (GOF):  
The GOF supports economic development projects that create new jobs and capital investment according to 
state guidelines:
a.	 Project investment & job creation are achieved
b.	 Locality participates with matching financial commitment
c.	 Project is not an intrastate relocation
d.	 Performance agreement is effected between the locality and the business to ensure fulfillment of promised job 

creation and investment GOF is coordinated by the Virginia Economic Development Partnership (VEDP) 

7.	 Virginia Department of Taxation Major Business Facility Tax Credit:  
Qualified businesses locating or expanding in Virginia receive a $1,000 corporate income tax credit for each 
new full time job created over 100 jobs. (not available to businesses utilizing Enterprise Zone job grants.) 

8.	 Community Development Authority (CDA): 
A Community Development Authority is an entity authorized by the Board of County Supervisors (upon 
petition by a majority of property owners, or those owning a majority of the assessed value, within the pro-
posed CDA boundaries) for the purpose of providing public infrastructure. The CDA is empowered to issue 	
tax-exempt bonds for thirty different kinds of infrastructure improvements including, in part, roads, parks, 
recreation facilities, educational facilities, water and sewer, and fire prevention and control systems. 
 
Any bonds issued by the CDA are repaid through assessments (other than county tax assessments) levied 
upon the property owners within the boundaries of the CDA district. Assessments can be levied in two ways. 
1.	 Ad Valorum Assessments limited to 25 cents per $100 unless all property owners agree to a higher rate; 
2.	 Special Assessment based on use and benefit from the improvements. Assessments cannot exceed the cost 

of the improvements. 
 
Potential Benefits of a CDA: 
There are several reasons to consider using a CDA as a funding mechanism for infrastructure improve-
ments. Some reasons would include:

a.	 Providing a development incentive for potential developers and property owners by reducing the costs of 
development of infrastructure;

b.	 As a means of accelerating the project timing by financing all of the improvements over the 30-year bond 
period but implementing the infrastructure improvements in the initial phases of the redevelopment;

c.	 Owners/developers might be able to increase development value of their investments by having such 
infrastructure and funding available;

d.	 The CDA can require levels of development quality, thus improving the overall redevelopment area;
e.	 It is a lawful and ready redevelopment tool that is already being used in other areas of the Commonwealth;
f.	 The CDA could assume expenses that otherwise could be County expenses.
	  

Caveats Using CDA Bonds: 
Using CDA bonds is not without risk. As with any issuance of debt, the primary concern is default on 
bonds as a result of insufficient ad valorum tax revenues (if that is the method chosen) or the inability 
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of property owners to pay special assessments due to slow absorption or poor financial performance of 
developments within the CDA district. Other concerns might include:

a.	 Property value decline could reduce the bond repayment revenue stream. Recent economic experience 
nationwide with property value declines raises the question of whether values can be kept constant or 
increasing over the life of the bonds;

b.	 There is default potential in the development start-up phase when most land in the CDA owned by 
developers or property owners and is not yet improved. This time gap can be problematic if extended as 
bond repayments may have to begin before sufficient revenues are available for repayment;

c.	 Insufficient sales/rents to feed bond repayment revenue stream could be a problem if the land uses within 
the CDA do not perform well;

d.	 Cyclical economic downturn could hurt property values, sales prices and/or sales of goods and services 
that ultimately support the values and/or assessments;

e.	 Cost overruns on infrastructure improvements could lead to a liquidity problem
f.	 If the CDA fails to perform financially, the County could be at risk to cover the repayments;
g.	 The higher tax burden on property located within a CDA might make owners within the boundaries less 

likely to support the creation of the CDA and risk of higher burden should the CDA fail could reduce 
citizen support for general County bond referenda;

h.	 A potential policy issue exists with the permissibility of using CDA bond proceeds to satisfy proffer obli-
gations. As most CDA-type improvements would likely be eligible for funding under the use of proffers, 
using CDA funding in this manner results in a depletion of total available County CDA debt capacity. 
There is also the policy issue of shifting responsibility for paying for proffered improvements directly to 
the property owner as opposed to specific developers.

	 ERA was not tasked to complete a CDA sensitivity analysis or to conduct an analysis that reliance upon 
which debt or securities should be issued. To understand the full implication of the risks and potential of the 
establishment of a CDA, a full detailed analysis would be needed. 

	 Note: Master plan implementation may require that there will have to be some public funds invested for 
infrastructure improvements if the CDA vehicle isn’t used. These could be paid through: 
a.	 General obligation bonds as they might any infrastructure or
b.	 As a pay-as-you-go using the general fund, the utility fund or a combination of the two. 
c.	 For any large single developer within the redevelopment areas, a proffer structure may also be used to pay 

for needed improvements to support the development (however, but, unless such developers are “ ready 
to develop right away, some incentive such as a CDA to reduce the cost of development may be needed).

Federal Economic Development Tools

Economic Development Administration (EDA)
1.	 Public Works and Economic Development Program: Public Works and Economic Development investments 

help support the construction or rehabilitation of essential public infrastructure and facilities necessary to 
generate or retain private sector jobs and investments, attract private sector capital, and promote regional 
competitiveness, including investments that expand and upgrade infrastructure to attract new industry, 
support technology-led development, redevelop brownfield sites and provide eco-industrial development. 
Eligibility is based on economic distress levels, which is determined at the time of application. The EDA 

defines economic distress as having one or more of the following criteria: an unemployment rate 1% above 
the national average for 24 months; per capita income that is 80% or less of the national average per capita 
income; or a “Special Need,” as determined by EDA. The EDA may approve projects that are in sub-areas of 
regions that do not meet this criteria if the project has “substantial direct benefit” to a geographic area that 
meets the criteria by providing significant employment to unemployed or low-income residents.

Department of Housing and Urban Development
1.	 Community Development Block Grants (CDBG): CDBG funds are available to eligible localities for off-site 

activities such as water and sewer extensions or treatment facilities and road & rail access. Funds may be 
available for on-site assistance that supports economic development, subject to underwriting.

Community Development Finance Institutions Fund (CDFI)
1.	 The Community Development Financial Institutions (CDFI) Program uses federal resources to invest in 

and build the capacity of CDFIs to serve low-income people and communities lacking adequate access to 
affordable financial products and services. The Fund provides monetary awards for Financial Assistance (FA) 
through the CDFI Program. CDFIs use FA awards to further goals such as economic development (job 
creation, business development, and commercial real estate development) and affordable housing (housing 
development and home ownership).

2.	 Financial Assistance (FA) Awards: Through FA awards, the Fund invests in certified CDFIs that demonstrate 
they have the financial and managerial capacity to: 
1.	 Provide affordable and appropriate financial products and services that positively impact their communities; 
2.	 Be viable financial institutions; 
3.	 Use and leverage CDFI Fund dollars effectively.

3.	 New Market Tax Credits: The New Markets Tax Credit (NMTC) Program permits taxpayers to receive 
a credit against Federal income taxes for making qualified equity investments in designated Community 
Development Entities (CDEs). Substantially all of the qualified equity investment must in turn be used by 
the CDE to provide investments in low-income communities. An organization wishing to receive awards 
under the NMTC Program must be certified as a CDE by the CDFI Fund. To qualify as a CDE, an organi-
zation must:
i.	 Be a domestic corporation or partnership at the time of the certification application;
ii.	 Demonstrate a primary a mission of serving, or providing investment capital for, low-income communi-

ties or low-income persons;
iii.	Maintain accountability to residents of low-income communities through representation on a governing 

board of or advisory board to the entity.
4.	 Office of Economic Adjustment: Stafford already receives BRAC-related funds to establish a baseline for 

further planning in the Boswell’s Corner area, and to establish Jefferson Davis Highway (US-1) in Boswell’s 
Corner as a regional improvement priority.

Within the planned redevelopment areas, all of the census tracts are reported by the CDFI Fund as eligible to 
receive NMTC funds. NMTC may also be used in conjunction with federal and state historic rehabilitation tax 
credits (HTC) in eligible areas for historic properties. There may be opportunities for such reinvestment activity 
in the Falmouth Village redevelopment area.
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Appendix I

Economics & Market Analysis:  Methodology & Data Sources

Data Sources
ERA used a wide variety of data sources for this analysis. In addition to development pipeline data, tourism data, 
and other information provided by Stafford County, ERA used data from:

ESRI is the worldwide leader in geographical information system (GIS) mapping and data linkage. ERA •	
used ESRI ARC/GIS database of US Census-based demographic data. ESRI also creates annual estimates 
and five-year projections based on the latest available information from federal, state and local government, 
and academic and private sources. They take into account major developments – such as base closures, major 
new employers, and other nationwide and regional trends. ESRI Tapestry segmentation data divides US 
households into 65 segments based on demographic variables such as age, income, home value, occupa-
tion, household type, education, and other consumer behavior characteristics. Using the demographic data, 
we segmented the market groups by income, tenure, unit preference, locational preference, and those with 
housing preferences for the traditional neighborhood development product types.
Costar is a national source for commercial real estate information such as comprehensive property details, •	
including building location, class, zoning, available space, asking rents and sales prices, ownership type, 
vacancy rate, maximum contiguous space, typical floor size, year built, elevators, core factor, parking and 
contact information. CoStar also offers property analytics, including vacancy and rental rate trends, sales and 
loan information, assessment data, and other information. This information is collected on the ground and 
by information given to CoStar by building owners and managers;
Reis, Inc., is a leading provider of commercial real estate performance information and analysis at the metro •	
(city), submarket (neighborhood) and property level for more than twenty-five years;
Woods & Poole Economics, Inc. is an independent firm that specializes in long-term county economic •	
and demographic projections. Woods & Poole’s database for every county in the US contains projections 
through 2030 for more than 900 variables. Each year Woods & Poole updates the projections with new 
historical data. Woods & Poole has been making county projections since 1983;
Smith Travel Research (STR), is the leading database of hotel market and performance data. Each month •	
STR collects performance data on over 24,500 hotels representing more than 2.9 million rooms. This data 
comes from chain headquarters, management companies, owners, and directly from independent hotels. The 
data are audited for accuracy and checked for adherence to the STR reporting guidelines. STR also collects 
daily performance data from over 20,000 hotels each week. The Virginia Tourism Commission uses STR 
data to report Virginia hotel performance;

Virginia Tourism Corporation (VTC) provides tourism-related data analysis and gathering, including visitor •	
profiles, market share, the economic impact of tourism on the state and localities;
Virginia Employment Commission (VEC), is a source of economic, demographic, and occupational •	
information in the Commonwealth. Data from the VEC is used by Stafford County extensively for its com-
prehensive planning projects;
Interviews. ERA also conducted interviews with developers, managers, real estate brokers and others active •	
in Stafford County in order to confirm data collected by secondary sources and gain supplemental market 
perspective. These were conducted with an understanding of confidentiality to ensure the free flow of infor-
mation.

Comparing Data Sources
Every data source which makes projections or estimates about population, households, or other data has some 
degree of error. And, typically, the smaller the area, the larger this degree of error becomes. That is because, with 
the exception of the Decennial Censuses, where an attempt is made to count each and every person or house-
hold, projections and estimates rely upon calculations, judgments, and the accuracy of the other data used to 
make the projections. Even the US Census has some degree of error. While it might be fairly straightforward to 
make a nationwide estimate of population, based on immigration and emigration, birth and death, and other 
trends, to try to estimate the same for a neighborhood is more difficult.

That being said, demographic estimates are often needed at smaller geographic levels than states and counties for 
making decisions. The types of decisions often dictate the best data for that purpose, and experience indicates 
whether the data can be relied upon for that purpose. Some of the variations are discussed throughout the body 
of this report. However, before explaining the methodology for the market analyses that follow, ERA would like 
to address the variation between two specific data sources: County Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) data 
and demographic projections made by ESRI.

Counties and metropolitan planning organizations use TAZ data to attempt to predict the need for transpor-
tation capacity and improvements and infrastructure needs. Often in those kinds of decisions, it makes sense 
to err on the side of having too much than too little. ERA has worked with TAZ data in many metropolitan 
regions and has been told in discussions with demographers at the planning organizations that while they would 
be fairly confident in the estimates at the metropolitan and county-wide levels, local levels are more prone to 
changes.

Stafford County’s 2006 base year TAZ data was compiled by the Stafford County Geographic Information 
Systems (GIS) office. Residential unit counts were estimated through examination of aerial photography in 
conjunction with tax assessment data. New developments were taken into consideration using building permit 
applications received by Stafford County; building permits that were issued but not completed were removed. 
Population estimates are based upon average household size for Stafford County and unit size information 
for new and existing buildings. Employment estimates were made in conjunction with the Fredericksburg 
Area Metropolitan Planning Organization with use of individual business listing data provided by Dunn & 
Bradstreet (dated 2006).
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The 2028 projections were created by the Stafford County Department of Planning in conjunction with the GIS 
Office. Total growth estimates are based upon figures developed by the VEC. Distribution of VEC projected 
growth throughout the county and in each TAZ zone (TAZ zones are small units of geography typically used for 
traffic analysis and planning) is based upon the 2028 Comprehensive plan, current land usage, analyzing sub-
divisions that are currently platted and vested but not yet fully built out, and general expectations of growth in 
each area.

While transportation planning requires one kind of data, making real estate decisions and assessing market 
potential requires another. ERA regularly uses data-provider ESRI for this purpose. The data has been found 
to be fairly accurate. ESRI is one of the data providers often used by marketers and real estate developers and 
investors. Therefore, seeing this data can enable a community to know what these individuals are seeing when 
making decisions on investing in an area.

Both of these methods use similar data and at a larger geographic level arrive at the same conclusion. However, 
a disparity can be seen in the data at finer grained geographies, such as at the redevelopment areas covered in 
this report. At Stafford County’s request, ERA has presented this data side by side at the redevelopment area 
level, with the understanding that the market projections being made are being made using larger geographies. 
Trade areas for various uses sometimes traverse geographic political boundaries. A customer does not stop at 
the border of his or her neighborhood or city in deciding where to shop, but rather, will travel to the shopping 
destination or store that best meets his or her needs. As described in further detail below, the retail analysis relies 
on reasonable trade areas (which can comprise of various geographies), a rationally defensible capture rate, and 
an inflow factor to account for sales from outside the defined trade areas. ERA is confident that the ESRI data is 
accurate within acceptable degrees of error, and has used it to make five-year projections of retail demand.

Demand Projection Methodology

Office/Workplace Demand
The need for new workplace uses is determined by increases in employment – in other words, users of that space –  
and by the relative attractiveness of the area as a workplace destination, as determined by historic trends in 
office real estate performance and share of employment growth. ERA used county-wide projections provided by 
Woods and Poole as the basis for office projections. A county-wide demand number – netting out existing space –  
was evaluated, distributing space by redevelopment area based on the area’s historic share as well as trends affect-
ing each of the locations.

Not all industries use office space equally. To account for this, ERA uses average percentages of office users per 
industry to determine how many of the new employees would be office users. Financial/Insurance/Real Estate 
(FIRE) and Services are particularly heavy users of office space, and because these are growing industries in 
Stafford County, there is a higher amount of office demand.

ERA also includes a percentage for replacement of older, outdated office space into the demand numbers.

For the Courthouse Area, where the addition of the hospital will be a key driver for new office space, ERA ana-
lyzed medical office space separately from other professional office space. The approach taken for this analysis is 
outlined in the Courthouse Area section.

Retail Demand
Retail location is mostly driven by good access and visibility to readily accessible markets, such as households, 
employees, and visitors. Retailers also tend to concentrate near other retailers to enhance their visibility and 
access to potential customers. Retail is directly supported by increases in overall area income and spend-
ing. Stafford County has had many new successful retail developments in recent years, responding to Stafford 
County’s high incomes and new residents, which increase overall County spending power.

ERA has assessed the potential demand for retail space in the next five years. Retail is a use that changes rapidly 
to respond to trends and customers’ needs. As a result, projecting further out than five years gives less than reli-
able results.

To determine the amount of supportable square footage in the redevelopment areas, ERA assessed the retail 
expenditures of likely sources of demand, including trade area residents, area visitors, and daytime employees.

Data sources for spending patterns of these various markets included data service ESRI Business Analyst, to 
assess trade area households and their spending; the International Council of Shopping Centers’ (ICSC) Office 
Worker Spending Patterns survey for daytime employees; VTC and the Travel Industry Association for travelers; 
and ERA’s experience from past retail studies.

The ability of any retailer or shopping center to attract customers relies on a variety of factors including com-
petition, geographic and topographic considerations, demographics and other non-quantifiable characteristics 
of customer behavior. These affect the retail trade area, or the area from which most of the customers will 
come to a shopping center or retail area. ERA mapped competitive retail locations and considered travel times 
and patterns, the transportation network, site visibility, and qualitative information to arrive at probable trade 
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areas for the new center. A primary trade area is the area from which a shopping center, individual retailer, or 
area receives the majority of its sales. A secondary trade area is the area from which it receives the next greatest 
amount of sales.

The trade area of neighborhood and community shopping locations is often smaller than for regional ones. 
Smaller shopping concentrations and centers serve the immediate neighborhood and provide convenient access 
to daily needs such as groceries, drugstores, quick service restaurants, and a limited selection of specialty shops. 
On the other hand, larger regional centers and retailers need a critical mass of similar retail to be able to draw 
from a wider trade area. Often, many shopping centers cluster together to benefit from proximity to each others’ 
customers and the ability to draw customers from further distances, – such as a large regional mall with nearby 
power centers. These types of retailers benefit from economies of agglomeration by drawing additional custom-
ers for each other. As an example, someone shopping for furniture will go to an area where there are several 
furniture stores from which to choose.

ERA distributed expenditures by retail category into retail store types using ratios derived from the US 
Economic Census produced by the Census Bureau. The Census Bureau is also the source of employee estimates 
and the percentage of employees living in each of the trade areas. The captured daytime expenditures of employ-
ees living within the residential trade area were netted out of the trade area expenditures.

ERA estimated capture rates for each store type based on each redevelopment area’s competitive strengths and 
the proximity to competitive supply. Applying the capture rates to the total expenditures by store type from all 
available markets results in the supportable sales for the site. ERA has augmented the supportable sales by an 
inflow factor to account for sales from residents outside of the defined trade areas, for pass-through traffic, and 
for visitors.

To arrive at the supportable square footage from the available sales, ERA applied a range of average productivity 
rates, based upon published sources such as ULI’s Dollars and Cents of Shopping Centers. These were tempered 
by knowledge of area retail rents, and were adjusted for the specific location of the redevelopment area.

Hotel/Hospitality Demand
ERA assessed hotel demand for the Boswell’s Corner and Southern Gateway redevelopment areas. Each area 
required a slightly different approach based upon the available data. The methodology is outlined in the appro-
priate section. ERA used data from Smith Travel Research and the Virginia Tourism Commission for this 
purpose.

Residential Demand
ERA expects the demand for housing units at each redevelopment site to come from two primary sources: (a) 
turnover of households already living in the region and (b) households moving to Stafford County. Sources of 
demand will vary based on the residential product type. ERA’s analytical technique included the use of ESRI 
Tapestry© segmentation data, which divides US households into 65 segments based on demographic variables 
such as age, income, home value, occupation, household type, education, and other consumer behavior char-
acteristics. Using the demographic data, we segmented the market groups by income, tenure, unit preference, 
locational preference, and those with housing preferences for the traditional neighborhood development prod-
uct types.

ERA relied on IRS County-to-County migration data as a baseline for measuring residential demand in 
addition to data from Census and ESRI. ERA’s residential demand model uses the Tapestry data to indicate 
housing preferences of existing and in-migrating households. ESRI’s household projections indicate 8,600 new 
households in Stafford County by 2012 (over 2007 numbers). ERA’s projections have shown total demand for 
slightly less new housing – about 7,300 units (refer to Table 2: Stafford County Residential Demand Summary, 
2007–2012) – because of existing inventory and the changing housing market. ERA has assumed that demand 
for residential will vary throughout the next five years because of conditions in the local housing market and the 
economy in general. The confluence of the Stafford County housing market slowing, gas prices influencing new 
home buyers to locate closer to places of employment, and increasing caution by lenders will have a negative 
impact on the potential on-site absorption throughout the next four years. Demand estimates for 2012 represent 
a stabilized annual demand moving forward.

Each redevelopment area has a share of this total demand, based on their respective competitive positions and 
on the desire to have these areas as locations for future development. Each area’s demand is discussed in further 
detail in later sections of this report.

This report’s review and analysis of the above-mentioned resources, market and land use trends and the feedback 
received from the community workshops and stakeholders input guided the Planning Team to address each 
community’s needs and concerns.
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APPENDIX II

Cultural & Historic Resources:  History, Grow th, & 
Historic Preservation of the Redevelopment Areas

The independent investigation of the four redevelopment areas has derived a collection of architectural and archeo-
logical significant properties. Some properties are part of the National Registry of Historic Places while others have 
the potential of being so designated. Three separate volumes, compiled by Cultural Resources, Inc., document 
each of the four redevelopment areas as well as additional references of Cultural Resources Legislation. The follow-
ing is a list of each volume and what they contain.

•	 Volume VI: Cultural Resources Report for Falmouth Village 
	  
	 A. The history and growth of the redevelopment area. 
	 B. VDHR Forms and Documentation of properties within Falmouth Village.

•	 �Volume VII: Cultural Resources Report for Boswells Corner, the Courthouse Area, and Southern Gateway 
 
A. The history and growth of Boswell’s Corner, Courthouse Area, and the Southern Gateway redevelopment areas. 
B. �VDHR Forms and Documentation of properties within Boswell’s Corner, the Courthouse Area, and the 

Southern Gateway Redevelopment Areas..

•	 Volume VIII: Examples of Cultural Resources Legislation  
 
	 Best practices for historic preservation.
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Appendix III

Frequently Used Acronyms

ada		  Americans with Disabilities Act

adr		  Average Daily Rate

Brac		  Base closure And Realignment Commission

Bmp		  Best Managed Practice

cbpa		  Chesapeake Bay Protection Area

cip		  Capital Improvement Program

clrp		  Constrained Long Range Plan

crpa		  Critical Resource Protection Area

eis		  Environmental Impact Statement

ems		  Emergency Medical Service

e& s		  Erosion & Sediment

fampo		� Fredericksburg Area Metropolitan Planning 
Organization

far		  Floor Area Ratio

fema		  Federal Emergency Management Agency

fire		  Finance, Insurance, & Real Estate

fred		  Fredericksburg Regional Transit

fy		  Fiscal Year

gdp		  Generalized Development Plan

gis		  Geographical Information System

habs		  Historic American Building Survey

lomr 		 Letter of Map Revision

los 		  Level of Service

lrma		  Land Resource Management Area

mris 		  Metropolitan Regional Information Systems

nrhp		  National Register of Historic Places

prv		  Pressure Reducing Valve

pud		  Planned Urban Development

swm 		  Storm Water Management

swot		  Strengths, Weaknesses, Oppotunities, & Threats

taz		  Traffic Analysis Zone

tif		  Tax Increment Financing

tnd		  Traditional Neighborhood Development

uda		  Urban Development Area

usa		  Urban Service Area

usd		  Urban Service District

vatc		  Virginia Tourism Corporation

v/c		  Volume to Capacity

vdCr		  Virginia Department of Conservation & Recreation

VDHR 		 Virginia Department of Historic Resources

vdot		  Virginia Department of Transportation

vsmp		  Virginia Stormwater Management Permit

vec		  Virginia Employment Commission

vre		  Virginia Railway Express

whpp		  Wildlife Habitat Protection Plan

wia		  Workforce Investment Area
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Appendix IV

Research & Program 
Development Bibliography

EDA Annual Economic Report (2007 & 2008)
Economic Development Authority,  
Stafford, Virginia.

Appendices VI-VIII (2008)
Cultural Resources, Inc. 
Fredericksburg, Virginia.

Base Alignment and Closure (BRAC) (2005)
United States Marine Corps 
Washington, DC.

Best Place to Get Ahead (2008)
Forbes.com.

Bicycle / Pedestrian Facility Plan (1996)
Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
Stafford County, Virginia.

Capital Improvement Program (2007)
Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
Stafford County, Virginia.

Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area Plan 
(2001)
Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
Stafford County, Virginia.

Comprehensive Water Supply Study (1991)
Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
Obrien & Gere, Virginia.

Cultural Resources Plan (2007)
Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
Stafford County, Virginia.

Design & Construction Standards (2005)
Stafford County, Virginia.

The Stafford Comprehensive Plan (2007)
A Sustainable Future 
Peter J. Smith & Company 
Buffalo, New York.

Economic Development Plan (1994)
Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
Stafford County, Virginia.

Economic Development Plan (2006)
Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
Basile Baumann Prost & Associates, Inc. 
Annapolis, Maryland.

Existing Condition Analysis (2008)
Urban Ltd. 
Chantilly, Virginia.

Falmouth RMP (2008)
Cultural Resources, Inc.  
Fredericksburg, Virginia.

Final Environmental Impact Statement (2007)
Westside Marine Base Quantico 
United States Marine Corps 
Washington, DC.

Stafford Focus (2005-2008)
Economic Development Authority 
Stafford, Virginia.

Groundwater Management Plan (2004)
Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
Draper Aden Associates 
Charlottesville, Virginia.

Land Use Plan (2003)
Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
Stafford County, Virginia.

Parks & Open Space (1989)
Element of the Comprehensive Plan  
Rhodeside Harewell & Economic Research 
Associates 
Alexandria, Virginia & Washington, DC.

Master Water and Sewer Plan (1992)
Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
Stafford County, Virginia.

Public Safety Plan (1993)
Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
Stafford County, Virginia.

Shaping a Master Plan (2007)
Cunningham & Quill Archit 
Washington, DC.

Shoreline Area Management Plan (1990)
Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
Stafford County, Virginia.

Stafford County Master Redevelopment Plan 
(2008)
CMSS Architects, PC 
Virginia Beach, Virginia 
 
Economic Research Associates  
Washington, DC 
 
Urban Ltd. 
Chantilly, Virginia 
 
Wells + Associates 
Manassas, Virginia.

Stormwater Management Plan (1993)
Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
Stafford County, Virginia.

Subdivision Regulations (2007)
Municipal Code Corporation 
Tallahassee, Florida.

Telecommunication Plan (2002)
Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
Stafford County, Virginia.

The Falmouth Plan (2002)
Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
Stafford County, Virginia.

Three Area RMA (2008)
Cultural Resources Inc. 
Fredericksburg, Virginia.

Transportation Plan (1995)
Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
Stafford County, Virginia.

Widewater Area Plan (1994)
Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
Stafford County, Virginia.

Wildlife Habitat Protection Plan (2000)
Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
Virginia Department of Forestry 
Charlottesville, Virginia.

Zoning Ordinance (2007)
Municipal Code Corporation 
Tallahassee, Florida.
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