ITEM #10A

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
RE:

Timothy J. Baroody, City Manager
James Newman, Zoning Administrator
March 17, 2021 for the March 23 City Council Meeting
Special Use Permit and Special Exception for a convenience store with gasoline sales and
associated parking

ISSUE
Request for a Special Use Permit for a convenience store with gasoline sales, and a Special
Exception for parking in excess of 175% of the minimum required amount.

RECOMMENDATION
Approval, subject to conditions:
1. The use shall commence within 24 months of the date of adoption of this resolution and
is permitted only so long as it continues and is not discontinued for more than 24 months.
City Code Section 72‐22.6.E.1 states that all Special Use Permits must start within two
years of approval of the permit.
2. The use shall be developed in substantial accordance with the General Development Plan
and Master Plan dated January 21 2020, entitled “Royal Farms #441 – Fredericksburg
Park,” by Bowman Consulting, as amended.
3. The Applicant shall construct the alternate VCR trail in substantial accordance with the
exhibit entitled “Royal Farms Alternate VCR Trail Concept Plan,” by Bowman Consulting,
dated January 21, 2021; and convey the completed trail and its portion of the easement
to the City. The following provisions apply to this condition: (1) the Applicant may submit
separate site plans for the Royal Farms store and the VCR Trail relocation; (2) both site
plans shall be submitted at the same time; (3) if the Royal Farms store site plan has not
been approved and all construction permits have not been issued within 135 days of the
initial site plan submission or, if the VCR Trail site plan has not been approved and all
construction permits have not been issued within 165 days of the initial site plan
submission, then the requirement to construct the alternate VCR trail shall be void and
unenforceable. This condition is further contingent on the City’s compliance with a
Performance Agreement.
4. The Applicant shall dedicate to the City of Fredericksburg by deed its portion of a non‐
exclusive easement for the construction of an alternate VCR trail route along the
Applicant’s property. The easement location will be as shown on the General
Development Plan prepared by Bowman Engineering, dated January 21, 2021, and
incorporated into this condition by reference. The deed of easement shall be in a form
reasonably acceptable to the City and approved by the City Attorney. The easement area
to be recorded will be finally determined upon completion of the site plan engineering
for the Royal Farms project. The easement will be executed upon site plan approval and
recorded by the Applicant upon its closing on the purchase of the land parcel. The
Applicant shall have no responsibility for maintaining the trail.
DISCUSSION
The applicant seeks to build a convenience store with gasoline sales (a Royal Farms brand
establishment), which is permitted in the property’s Planned Development – Mixed Use Zoning
District as a Special Use, and to provide parking in excess of the minimum requirement, which
requires a Special Exception. The station will have eight service pumps, as well as an indoor and
outdoor dining areas.
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ZONING HISTORY
The property is subject to Ordinance 14‐03, a rezoning approved on January 14, 2014 by City
Council. The property was rezoned from industrial and residential zoning to Planned
Development‐Mixed Use, part of the development of ‘Telegraph Hill’. This commercial site and
adjoin townhouse development are now known as ‘Fredericksburg Park’. The single‐family
component of the project further south is identified as ‘Telegraph Hill’. The Fredericksburg Park
property was set up in the rezoning action to be developed as three separate land bays, each
subject to a Master Plan, approved by the Planning Director. Land Bay A is 1.7 acres, Land Bay B
is 7.9 acres, and Land Bay C is 9 acres.
The initial rezoning proffers designated Land Bays ‘C’, ‘B’, and ‘A’ for 350 dwellings and 350,000
sq. ft. of commercial uses. The plan for this overall development had several iterations. At each
step the number of units and commercial square footage decreased. Land Bays ‘C’ and ‘B’ are
now being developed as 204 townhomes with no commercial uses. This commercial property
constitutes Land Bay ‘A’. The General Development Plan is serving as the Master Plan for this
Land Bay.
CITY COUNCIL – March 9, 2021
City Council held a public hearing for this item at its March 9, 2021 meeting. Sixty‐three public
comments were read into the record, of which four were in support and 59 were opposed. The
comments and Council discussion focused on the impact of the gas station on the VCR Trail, the
impact of lighting and other project aspects on adjacent residential under construction
development, potential for different layouts, and whether other commercial uses would be
feasible at this site. Councilors also commented on the public notification process, the tax
difference between a commercial use on this site versus additional residential development at
this site, and other non‐residential uses in the area surrounding Fredericksburg Park.
Subsequent to the meeting, the developer indicated the General Development Plan would be
revised to show: 1) conduit for a future electric recharge station (to be activated when there is
sufficient market demand for such service), 2) additional evergreen landscaping along Alum
Spring Road, and 3) a cross‐section showing the relative height of the Royal Farms project and
the townhouses on the south side of Alum Springs Road. This cross‐section will illustrate the
lower elevation of the RF site compared to the townhouses and the trees to be planted on both
sides of Alum Spring Road, buffering project impact. Finally, no lighting exception will be
requested to property line maximum lighting standard of ½ foot candle. A lighting exception may
be requested directly under the gas canopy and directly at the store entrance. Revised materials
are expected from the applicant on March 19, will be distributed to Council, and posted on‐line
by close of business on that date.
PLANNING COMMISSION – January 27, 2021
The Planning Commission held further debate at its January 27 meeting. Following a short
discussion and reading of additional public comments, Commissioner Durham moved, seconded
by Commissioner Hornung, to recommend approval, changing the wording of condition 3 to
require the applicant to build (but not maintain) the alternative trail, in addition to grading and
providing the trail easement as shown on the GDP.
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The Planning Commission voted 5‐2 to recommend approval, subject to the revised conditions.
Commissioners Pates and O’Toole voted against.
The Commission proposed the revised condition based on its determination that a requirement
to construct the alternative trail was proportional to the nature and intensity of the use. While a
convenience store with gasoline sales is a high‐traffic use, only the gasoline pumps require a
special use permit. A convenience store use is permitted by right. As the entrance to the site
crosses the trail, an alternative path around the site would provide additional mitigation for the
impact of the use on the trail system.
However, after consulting with the City Attorney and the Director of Economic Development, a
modified condition is proposed to require the applicant to build the trail in accord with a
Performance Agreement, which provides an economic development incentive grant to offset the
cost of trail construction (the incentive grant concept has evolved to the City simply contracting
with Royal Farms to build the alternative trail with funding coming from a portion of the project’s
first year revenues). This modification is appropriate because the applicant has met and exceeded
applicable engineering safety standards for the trail/entrance intersection. In addition, the
applicant proposes to dedicate an easement for the alternative trail. The Planning staff concurs
in the advice of the City Attorney that the applicant’s offer reasonably mitigates the impact of its
entrance on the VCR trail. The continued concern by the public about the safety of the trail
crossing is understandable. It would be reasonable to meet this concern by having the applicant
construct the trail during site development, and then reimbursing the applicant for the cost of
construction, given the local tax revenues the project is expected to generate.
STAFF REPORT TO PLANNING COMMISSION – January 22, 2021
Following the discussion at the Planning Commission meeting on January 13, the applicant
revised their plans. The changes include:
1. Providing an easement for the alternative trail path along the Blue Gray Parkway right of
way and the property’s western (Spratt) property line.
2. Removing the fence in the landscape buffer and retaining wall as well as moving required
landscaping to provide room for the alternative trail path.
3. Reducing parking spaces from 50 to 48, to provide additional room for the trail path.
4. Provision for a water bottle refilling station with the proposed bike maintenance facility
adjacent to the Lafayette Boulevard pedestrian entrance to the site.
By January 22, two additional comments in support were received.
PLANNING COMMISSION – January 13, 2021
The Planning Commission held a renewed public hearing on January 13, 2021. Seventy public
comments were read into the record. Sixty‐three comments were in opposition, five were in
favor, and two wanted the trail moved, at which point they would be in favor. The primary
concern stated in opposition was the impact of the proposed project driveway off Alum Spring
Road on the VCR Trail.
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One of comments came from the Superintendent of the Fredericksburg National Battlefield
Park, who stated that:
“… the Royal Farms development will have a minimal impact upon the park and its resources.
We concur that the development site, being at a lower elevation than Lee Drive or the core
of the National Cemetery property on Marye’s Heights, will have minimal effect upon the line
of sight from National Park Service lands. Landscape screening in key locations along
Lafayette Boulevard and the proposed townhomes in Fredericksburg Park will also serve to
diminish views of the convenience store and its fuel service operation from Lee Drive.
Likewise, the wooded buffer on the slopes above Hazel Run will screen out most views of the
development from open areas of the National Cemetery. The positioning of the building, with
its shorter elevation facing Lee Drive, will also help to minimize any visual effect. We also
concur with the assessment that the proposed alterations.”
The Commission heard from the applicant and held debate. The Commission directed staff to
further analyze the feasibility of an alternative route for the trail around the site. A vote was
scheduled for January 27.
PLANNING COMMISSION – December 2, 2020
The applicant revised the General Development Plan to address the concerns identified on
November 18:
VCR Trail Crossing: The applicant will install a stamped or colored asphalt crossing path for the
trail along the entrance to the site creating a high visibility crossing. There will be trail stop signs
at both trail routes on either side of the entrance, as well a stop sign and bicycle‐crossing sign for
vehicles exiting the site. The applicant will be installing a bike rack and a bike tool rack along the
Lafayette Boulevard side of the property, adjacent to the trail. The applicant will also be installing
a pedestrian‐crossing sign prior to the entrance along Alum Springs Road.
Fumes: The applicant will install a ‘Grease Grabber Multistage Filtration System’ or equivalent
system to mitigate potential grease fumes.
Lafayette Corridor Overlay: The applicant revised its building plans, so that outdoor seating is
switched from the Blue‐Gray Parkway side of the building, to the VCR Trail and Alum Spring Road
side. Additional window awnings have been added as well as and a wider door on the building
facade facing Lafayette Boulevard.
Lighting: Lighting requirements shall be met per §72‐58.2.D, however a site plan exception is
expected for increased lighting levels immediately under the canopy and at the building
entrances to address Royal Farms Specifications. The lighting plan and site plan exception
request will be submitted and reviewed as part of the submission of the major site plan
application. All fixtures shall be full cut‐off and downward facing in compliance with §72‐58. This
is a common need for gasoline facilities, especially under the canopies.
Environmental Impact: The applicant is proposing to install two Filterra Bio‐retention facilities
to offset any downstream environmental degradation that may be caused by additional parking
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on‐site. The two bio‐retention facilities will remove an additional 0.10 LBS/YR of phosphorus,
which is comparable to the treatment requirements if the parking were a stand‐alone project.
Overall, the project is proposing to utilize on‐site BMP’s to remove twice the LBS/YR of
phosphorus required in the regulations. The use of underground bio‐retention facilities, as
opposed to other BMP’s, is appropriate for this project due to maintenance concerns and
spacing restrictions.
The proposed location of foundational plantings, shifted to adjacent planting areas in the parking
area, will require a site plan exception.
Seventeen public comments were read into the record. All comments were in opposition to the
request.
Commissioner Pates made a motion to recommend denial, for five reasons:
1. The project is not part of a Planned Development as it is not part of a larger, integrated
development plan.
2. The design in not in compliance with the Lafayette Boulevard Gateway Corridor Overlay
District.
3. The impact of traffic onto Lafayette Boulevard is not in keeping with planning best practices.
4. The impact onto the trail system is not in keeping with planning best practices.
5. The impact to the National Park Service is not is not in keeping with planning best practices.
Following discussion, Mr. Pates withdrew his motion. The Planning Commission continued the
November 18 public hearing to December 2, so as to allow the applicant to respond to comments
from the public and the Commission. The items for review were set for a re‐advertised public
hearing for the Planning Commission at its January 13, 2021 meeting.
PLANNING COMMISSION – November 18, 2020
At the Planning Commission meeting on November 18, 2020, the Commissioners raised several
questions. There were concerns about the impact to the Virginia Central Railroad (VCR) trail
system, effect of lighting on adjacent properties, the ability of the local road system to handle
the anticipated traffic, and the environmental impact of additional impervious surface for the
requested extra parking.
SPECIAL USE PERMIT ANALYSIS
Special Use Permit applications are evaluated according to the criteria contained in the UDO,
Section 72‐22.6, as follows:
(1) The proposed special use at a specified location shall be:
(a) In harmony with the adopted Comprehensive Plan;
The property lies within Land Use Planning Area 9: Braehead/National Park. Opportunities
for this area include:
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‐Provide for appropriate commercial development along the Blue and Gray Parkway.
‐Respect the battlefield lines of sight
The future land use map in the Comprehensive Plan designates this property as Planned
Development/Mixed Use. This category provides for:
“The Planned Development‐Mixed Use category encourages office, retail, and
residential uses, designed in a unified and cohesive manner. The intent is to promote
development that has a pedestrian‐scale, urban forms and amenities, and pedestrian
links within the development as well to the larger community. Many areas of the City
suitable for redevelopment would benefit from the substantial flexibility from
conventional use districts, with their dimensional requirements. As noted above, the
City seeks to replace the Commercial‐Shopping Center and Commercial‐Highway
districts with this Planned Development– Mixed Use category that is more suitable to
an urban environment. Specific regulations for such mixed use areas would establish
a variety of levels of intensity, to reflect specific neighborhood characteristics and
circumstances.”
The applicant contends that market forces no longer support the original degree of mixed‐
use contemplated for the site.
Lafayette Boulevard Overlay
The subject property is located with the Gateway District of the Lafayette Corridor Overlay, which
identifies this portion of Lafayette Boulevard as a transition from the suburban outskirts of the
city to the urban downtown. The building façade facing Lafayette Boulevard has a pedestrian
entrance, with a glass door with side‐lights and additional awnings. The building is split into
distinct bottom middle, and upper façades, in accordance with the guidelines.
The applicant have addressed the goals of the design guidelines and shifted the building and site
design to meet the standards. This included reversing the initial building design, to place the
active and visually interesting building elevations facing toward Lafayette Boulevard and Alum
Springs Road. The quality of the materials proposed is in accordance with the corridor guidelines
and with the development site as a whole. Additionally, the proposed signs have been designed
to meet the standards for the overlay, including material compatibility, understated lighting,
limited size, and site placement. Overall, the current proposal is in accordance with the overlay
standards.
(b) In harmony with the purpose and intent of the zoning district regulations;
The purpose of the Planned Development‐Mixed‐Use (PDMU) Zoning District states:
“…to promote areas appropriate for office, retail, and residential uses, designed in a
unified and cohesive manner in order to create an attractive environment in which to
live, work and recreate.”
The proposed commercial use would constitute part of the ‘mixed‐use’ of Telegraph Hill,
with the other use being the residences under construction. The PDMU district has several
requirements for development:
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1. §72‐33.3.A, B, and C.: Development must occur in conformance with the General
Development Plan.
The applicant has prepared a GDP, a copy of which is attached.
2. §72‐33.3.D: Buildings containing ground floor retail are permitted at a maximum
building height of 85 feet, though structures exceeding 40 feet in height shall be set
back from any single‐family residential district a distance equal to a distance not less
than one foot for each one foot of height in excess of 40 feet. The maximum floor area
ratio (FAR) for non‐residential uses is 2. The proposed use does not affect residential
density.
The proposed structure will be 21.9 feet tall from the ground to the parapet, with a
steeple rising up to 38.5 feet. Per the applicant the FAR for this site is 0.07.
3. §72‐33.3.E: At least 15% of the total gross area of the site must be landscaped open
space.
The applicant states at least 25% of the open space is landscaped.
4. §72‐33.3.G: At least 20% of the buildings containing commercial uses within the
district must contain at least two of the following uses: professional office, retail, and
multifamily dwellings on an upper floor. Parking spaces must be landscaped, parking
areas must be at least 25 feet from the boundary line for residential development,
and loading/refuse areas must be at least 100 feet from boundary lines adjacent to
residential development and must also be screened from view of adjacent streets and
residential areas.
The applicant is proposing a 100% commercial structure, with one principal use.
Approval of this Special Use Permit will waive the requirement to have a 20% mix of
uses. The applicant states the other requirements are met.
(c) In harmony with the existing uses or planned uses of neighboring properties.
Telegraph Hill was designed to have a mixture of residential and commercial uses. This
constitutes the commercial aspect of the development. The original development was to
have up to 350,000 sq. ft. of commercial use; this proposal is a significant reduction from
that previously approved level of intensity.
In considering an application for a Special Use Permit, the City Council shall consider potential
adverse impacts including:
1. Traffic or parking congestion;
The original Fredericksburg Park rezoning requires the applicant to upgrade Lafayette
Boulevard to a four lane divided road along the frontage of the project. The upgrade
includes a roundabout at the intersection of Rampart Drive and Lafayette Boulevard. It
also realigns the intersection of Alum Springs Road and Lafayette Boulevard. The Alum
Springs / Lafayette intersection is a limited access intersection and would not permit left
turns out of Alum Springs Drive northbound onto Lafayette Boulevard.
The original rezoning set maximum use parameters at 350 total residential units and
350,000 square feet of non‐residential use but did not set minimums. As the project has
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built out, those numbers have been reduced to 204 total residential units and the
proposed Royal Farms convenience and gasoline sales use.
Per the applicant, the total trip generation that the Fredericksburg Park site was designed
for would have included 2,605 daily trips for 350 town houses, as well as 14,092 trips for
350,000 sq. ft. of retail space. The actual townhouse development is 204 units with 1,501
total vehicle trips, while the proposed retail space (this Royal Farms application) will be
5,154 sq. ft. with total 4,314 daily trips.
Generally, the upgrade of Lafayette Boulevard and relocation of the Alum Springs /
Lafayette Boulevard intersection are sufficient to handle the proposed traffic with one
exception. The addition of this use at the Alum Springs / Lafayette intersection requires
that the proposed southbound right‐turn from Lafayette Boulevard onto Alum Springs
serving the site be upgraded to include a full 100 foot turn lane and 100 foot long taper
in accordance with VDOT standards. Such a lane is shown on their GDP.
The trail crossing has been compared to existing trail crossings in the City. The trail
crossing near the Canal along Princess Anne Street has 12,000 vehicle trips a day, and the
trail crossing at Caroline and Germania Street has 6000 trips a day. Both of these crossings
are more than the 4,314 daily trips this use is anticipated to generate. Both trail crossings
operate safely while having less safety‐devices than what will be built at this site.
2. Noise, lights, dust, odor, fumes, vibration, and other factors which adversely affect the
natural environment;
The GDP shows landscaping around the entire property. Additional landscaping has been
provided along the entirety of the parking lot, and along Blue‐Gray Parkway and Lafayette
Boulevard.
The purpose of the City’s exterior lighting regulations is to:
1) Regulate lighting to assure that excessive light spillage and glare are not directed at
adjacent lands, neighboring areas, and motorists;
2) Ensure that all site lighting is designed and installed to maintain adequate lighting
levels on site;
3) Provide security for persons and land.
Lighting standards include standards for hours of illumination, shielding, maximum
height, and maximum illumination value. Gas stations typically request illumination
values under their canopies that exceed the permitted maximum illumination levels on‐
site. The appropriateness of these types of exceptions may depend on shielding all
lighting elements from surrounding residential uses. Lighting requirements shall be met
per §72‐58.2.D except that a site plan exception will be requested for increased lighting
levels immediately under the canopy and at the building entrances to address Royal
Farms Specifications.
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Fumes will arise from the cooking process for fried foods and preparation of other meals.
The applicant will mitigate these fumes with a system designed to capture grease fumes.
The amount of parking requested will result in additional impervious surface and an
increase in nutrient runoff. An analysis of these impacts and the means to mitigating
them are discussed in the Special Exception analysis below.
3. Discouragement of economic development activities that may provide desirable
employment or enlarge the tax base;
The use constitutes economic development. Based on information assembled by the
City’s Economic Development Director, the use would yield approximately $300,000‐
$350,000 in annual tax revenue, along with approximately 35 jobs with an average hourly
wage of $12.50.
4. Undue density of population or intensity of use in relation to the community facilities
existing or available;
The intensity of the use has led to the applicant providing an easement for an alternative
trail path. Condition # 4 grants the easement, while Condition #3 calls for the applicant to
build the trail as stipulated in a Performance Agreement to be signed by the applicant and
the City.
5. Reduction in the availability of affordable housing in the neighborhood;
Not applicable, this Special Use application is for a commercial use.
6. Impact on school population and facilities;
Not applicable, this Special Use application is for a commercial use.
7. Destruction of or encroachment upon conservation or historic districts;
The property is not located with the Historic district, nor is it within the battlefield lines
of sight as shown on Map 11 on page 8‐7 of the 2015 Comprehensive Plan. The
Superintendent of the Fredericksburg‐Spotsylvania National Battlefield was sent the
application via email on November 5, for review and comment. The applicant, staff, and
the Park Service met on December 16 to review revised plans. The National Park Service
sent the Planning Department a letter on January 5, 2021. In the letter the Park Service
states “…we believe that the Royal Farms development will have a minimal impact upon
the park and its resources.”
8. Conformity with federal, state and local laws, as demonstrated and certified by the
applicant; and
The applicant states they have conformed to all federal, state, and local laws.
9. Massing and scale of the project.
The parcel will be developed as part of the Land Bay ‘A’ Master Plan/General
Development Plan.
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SPECIAL EXCEPTION ANALYSIS
Provision of more than 175% of the minimum number of required parking spaces triggers a
Special Exception. 175% of the 15 spaces required is 27 spaces. The applicant’s provision for 48
parking spaces is 320% of the required parking. Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) § 72‐22.7
contains review criteria that the Planning Commission and City Council shall use when evaluating
an application for a Special Exception. These criteria are:
1. Consistency with the UDO:
The proposed use is located within a Planned Development Mixed‐Use development.
The proposed use would constitute the commercial development of a mixed‐use project.
Fredericksburg Park was designed with this parcel, and others, to be used for
commercial/office space. Due to changing market conditions, this is the sole commercial
aspect of the development.
2. Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan (CP)
The Comprehensive Plan designates this area for Planned Development/Mixed‐Use. This
category encourages office, retail, and residential uses, designed in a unified and cohesive
manner. As part of a master planned development, this project satisfies the following
goals identified in the Comprehensive Plan:
Transportation Goals
Goal 8: Urban Development Areas
Recognize that the entire City of Fredericksburg is a strategic growth area within the
region and continue to ensure that land use decisions recognize that compact, integrated
development is the best use of finite urban space.
Business Opportunity Goals
Goal 3: Business Development
Ensure the City can accommodate and capture its projected share of regional economic
growth, by actively recruiting desired new businesses and providing for retail and office
space development in areas identified for growth.

Environmental Protection Goals
Goal 2: Watersheds
Protect the ecological integrity of the Rappahannock River watershed from inappropriate
development, in order to ensure the highest water quality and to preserve natural
resources for the benefit of present and future generations.
Goal 4: Water Quality
Improve water quality through implementation of best management practices for
stormwater management, erosion and sediment control, and wastewater treatment that
meet or exceed the Commonwealth of Virginia’s regulatory requirements.
11

3. Whether there has been a sufficient period of time for investigation and community
planning with respect to the application.
The Technical Review Committee has completed its review, and the Planning Commission
has held numerous public hearings on the subject.
4. Whether the special exception is consistent with the principles of good zoning practice,
including the purposes of the district in which the special exception would be located,
existing and planned uses of surrounding land, and the characteristics of the property
involved.
See discussion related to stormwater quality controls below.
5. Whether the proposed use or aspect of the development requiring the special exception
is special, extraordinary or unusual.
The applicant is proposing a convenience store with gasoline sales. Royal Farms believes
the fast‐food aspect of the use warrants additional parking beyond the Code minimums.
The applicant’s rationale is that Royal Farms has two uses (a gas station as well as a fast‐
food operation) added parking is necessary to service both uses. The applicant identifies
approximately 55% of the store square footage to be used as a fast food use (with 16
outdoor seats and 12 indoor seats).
The applicant is proposing to provide 48 parking spaces. A convenience store with
gasoline sales has a parking requirement of 1 space per every 250 sq. ft. The proposed
building will be 5,154 sq. ft. Per recent amendments to Code §72‐53.1.C.2.F, the first
1,500 sq. ft. of commercial uses in Planned Development zoning districts are exempt from
the calculation (because of a presumed context of multiple uses in a ‘planned
development’). This leads to 1 space per 250 sq. ft. on a 3,654 sq. ft. calculable area. This
leads to a requirement of 15 parking spaces (parking calculations are always rounded up).
The maximum number of spaces that may be approved administratively for a convenience
store use is 27 spaces, and any request for more parking requires a special exception. The
applicant contends that more parking is needed or justified because more than half the
store space is devoted to its fast food use, and indeed, 48 spaces could be approved
administratively for a convenience store/fast food use. However, in this case, the Zoning
Administrator issued a determination that the Royal Farms store was a “convenience
store” use and not a mixed “convenience store and fast food” use. The applicant accepted
this determination, and chose to pursue this special exception to the parking maximum.
City Council updated the City’s parking requirements in September 2020. The general
effect of the revision was to slightly reduce the number of parking spaces for commercial
uses in the Commercial Downtown and Planned Development zoning districts. The new
standards were based on the “SmartCode,” which places a high value on walkability,
pedestrian connections, and the reduction of impervious surfaces. The new standards
established a minimum and a maximum number of spaces, with flexible regulations for
shared uses and for administrative increases in the maximum number of spaces. The
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Royal Farms application exceeds the administrative maximum for a convenience store
use.
Parking standards are applied on the basis of the use of land. Royal Farms proposes a
Convenience Store (with gasoline sales) which is defined in the UDO as follows:
“A retail establishment which offers for sale, primarily, the following types of articles:
bread, milk, cheese, canned and bottled foods and drinks, tobacco products, beer,
wine, candy, papers and magazines, and general hardware articles. Gasoline and/or
fast food may also be offered for sale but only as a secondary activity of a convenience
store. If vehicular maintenance and service are provided, the establishment is not
classified as a convenience store.” City Code §72‐84.0, (emphasis added).
The parking requirement for a convenience store (with or without gasoline sales) is 1 per
every 250 square feet. The parking requirement for fast food is 1 per every 100 square
feet. Under the new standards, the first 1500 square feet of commercial uses in a Planned
Development zoning district are exempt from the Off‐street parking requirements.
The parking requirements are applied to a “convenience store” use as follows:
5154 – 1500 = 3654 (total square feet less the 1500 square foot exemption)
2010 100 = 21 restaurant spaces
1644 250 =
7 convenience store spaces
21 +
7 = 28 required
(Per §72‐53.1.D(1): When computation of the number of required parking spaces results in a
fraction, the fraction shall be rounded up to the next whole number.)

Per the applicant, the Institute of Transpiration Engineers Parking Generation Manual 5th
Edition recommends between 42‐67 parking spots for a gas station of this size. The
applicant proposes 48 spaces. In addition, there are four additional Royal Farms in the
greater Fredericksburg area, each with more parking than is proposed here:
Warrenton Road:
62 spaces
Plank Road:
53 spaces
Hood Drive/Route 1:
56 spaces
Altoona Road/Route 3:
57 spaces
One of the main intents of the City’s parking maximums is to protect environmental
features from issues related to excess storm water runoff. Surplus parking may be
appropriate if the parking is designed to exceed storm water treatment requirements on‐
site. The applicant has incorporated Best Management Practice (BMP) from the Virginia
Stormwater Management BMP Clearing House approved for post‐construction use to
meet the total phosphorus water quality requirements of the Virginia Stormwater
Management Program regulation. The BMP chosen is a ‘Filterra’ system, in which
stormwater runoff enter a landscaped concrete container, where the filter media
captures and immobilizes pollutants.
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6. Whether the proposed exception potentially results in any adverse impacts on the
surrounding neighborhood, or the community in general; and if so, whether there are
any reasonable conditions of approval that would satisfactorily mitigate such impacts.
Additional impervious surface dedicated to parking creates additional storm water runoff
as described above. This issue will be mitigated with the provision of additional filtration
devices. Impact to the trail system will be mitigated with safety measures and the
provision of an easement and construction an alternative trail path.
CONCLUSION
The applicant is requesting a Special Use Permit for a convenience store with gasoline sales, and
a Special Exception of parking in excess of 175% of the required amount. If approved, the new
business would provide approximately 35 new jobs and over $300,000 in annual tax revenue. The
applicant has worked with the National Park Service, Planning Commission, and City Staff to
modify their plans in response to the comments. Approval of both applications is recommended,
subject to conditions.
ATTACHMENTS:
1. Application
2. Narrative
3. Supporting Documents
4. General Development Plan dated January 21, 2021
5. Ordinance
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MOTION:

March 23, 2021
Regular Meeting
Resolution 21-__

SECOND:
RE:

Granting a Special Use Permit and Special Exception to Sumner Partners,
LLC, for a Convenience Store with Gasoline Sales in Fredericksburg Park
Land Bay A

ACTION:

APPROVED: Ayes: 0; Nays: 0

Sumner Partners, LLC, as agent for RCFK Fredericksburg Park, LLC, has applied to the City Council
for a special use permit to establish a convenience store with gasoline sales use on land identified as
Fredericksburg Park, Land Bay A (GPINs 7779-70-2419 and 7779-70-2391). Sumner Partners, LLC
has further applied for a special exception for parking in excess of 175% of the minimum required
amount.
The Council, after notice and a public hearing, has considered the special use permit application in
light of its conformity with the City’s Comprehensive Plan, its harmony with the purposes and
standards of the zoning district regulations, its compatibility with existing or planned uses of
neighboring properties, and whether the proposed special use and related improvements will be
designed, sited, landscaped and otherwise configured so that the use will not hinder or discourage the
appropriate development or use of adjacent, neighboring or community land and structures, or impair
their economic, social or environmental value.
The Council, after notice and a public hearing, has considered the special exception application in light
of its conformity with the review criteria listed in City Code §72-22.7. 1.
Therefore, the City Council hereby resolves that:


Council makes the following findings with respect to the special use permit application: (a)
this request as submitted (or modified) conforms to the City’s Comprehensive Plan, or to
specific elements of that plan and to official policies adopted pursuant the plan, (b) this request
is in harmony with the purpose and intent of the zoning district regulations, (c) this request
will not have an undue adverse impact on the surrounding neighborhood, in terms of public
health, safety or general welfare; and (d) this request is appropriately designed, sited,
landscaped and otherwise configured.



Council therefore grants a special use permit to develop a convenience store with gasoline
sales use on land identified as Fredericksburg Park, Land Bay A (GPINs 7779-70-2419 and
7779-70-2391).



Council makes the following findings with respect to the special exception application: (a) the
proposed use is unique and unlikely of recurrence; (b) the grant of the special exception is
consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan; (c) the special exception is consistent with the
goals, purposes and objectives of the City’s zoning ordinance; (d) there has been a sufficient
period of time for investigation and community planning with respect to the application; (e)

[draft Mar. 1823, 2021]
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the special exception is consistent with the principles of zoning and good zoning practice,
including the purposes of the district in which the special exception would be located, existing
and planned uses of surrounding land, the characteristics of the property involved, and the
adverse impacts of the proposed use; (f) the proposed use or aspect of the development
requiring the special exception is special, extraordinary or unusual; and (g) the applicant has
demonstrated that its application meets all these criteria.


Council therefore grants a special exception to permit the development of parking in excess
of 175% of the minimum required amount for the convenience store with gasoline sales use.



The foregoing special use permit and special exception shall be subject to the following
conditions:
o The use shall commence within 24 months of the date of adoption of this resolution
and is permitted only so long as it continues and is not discontinued for more than 24
months.
o The use shall be developed in substantial accordance with the General Development
Plan and Master Plan dated March 19, 2021, entitled “Royal Farms #441 –
Fredericksburg Park,” by Bowman Consulting.
o The Applicant shall construct the alternate VCR trail in substantial accordance with
the exhibit entitled “Royal Farms Alternate VCR Trail Concept Plan,” by Bowman
Consulting, dated January 21, 2021; and convey the completed trail and its portion of
the easement to the City. The following provisions apply to this condition: (1) the
Applicant may submit separate site plans for the Royal Farms store and the VCR Trail
relocation; (2) both site plans shall be submitted at the same time; (3) if the Royal
Farms store site plan has not been approved and all construction permits have not
been issued within 135 150 days of the initial complete site plan submission or, if the
VCR Trail site plan has not been approved and all construction permits have not been
issued within 165 180 days of the initial complete site plan submission, then the
requirement to construct the alternate VCR trail shall be void and unenforceable unless
the City and Applicant mutually agree in writing to a reasonable extension of this
deadline. The 135 day deadline shall apply only if the Applicant addresses comments
diligently within no more than two three weeks from receipt. This condition is further
contingent on the City’s entering into a Memorandum of Understanding with
Applicant in substantially the form submitted for approval.
o The Applicant shall dedicate to the City of Fredericksburg by deed its portion of a
non-exclusive easement for the construction of an alternate VCR trail route along the
Applicant’s property. The easement location will be as shown on the General
Development Plan prepared by Bowman Engineering, dated January 21, 2021, and
incorporated into this condition by reference. The deed of easement shall be in a form
reasonably acceptable to the City and approved by the City Attorney. The easement
area to be recorded will be finally determined upon completion of the site plan
engineering for the Royal Farms project. The easement will be executed upon site
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plan approval and recorded by the Applicant upon its closing on the purchase of the
land parcel. The Applicant shall have no responsibility for maintaining the trail.
Votes:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent from Vote:
Absent from Meeting:
***************

Clerk’s Certificate
I certify that I am Clerk of Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, and that the foregoing is a true copy of
Resolution No. 21-__, adopted at a meeting of the City Council held Date, 2021, at which a quorum was present
and voted.
____________________________________

Tonya B. Lacey, MMC
Clerk of Council

MOTION:

March 23, 2021
Regular Meeting
Resolution 21‐

SECOND:
RE:

Denying the Special Use Permit and Special Exception applications filed by
Sumner Partners, LLC, for a Convenience Store with Gasoline Sales in
Fredericksburg Park Land Bay A

ACTION:

APPROVED: Ayes: 0; Nays: 0

Sumner Partners, LLC, as agent for RCFK Fredericksburg Park, LLC, has applied to the City Council
for a special use permit to establish a convenience store with gasoline sales use on land identified
as Fredericksburg Park, Land Bay A (GPINs 7779‐70‐2419 and 7779‐70‐2391). Sumner Partners,
LLC has further applied for a special exception for parking in excess of 175% of the minimum
required amount.
Land Bay A is a 1.7 acre site bounded by Blue and Gray Parkway (Route 3), Lafayette Boulevard,
and Alum Spring Road. Alum Spring Road is a two‐lane, 50‐foot wide public street, posted with a
motor vehicle speed limit of 25 mph, with residential townhouses lining the other side of the
street. The townhouses face Alum Spring Road.
The proposed convenience store with gasoline sales use would operate 24 hours per day, 7 days
per week. The gasoline sales use would consist of eight service pumps under a fuel canopy. The
proposed convenience store would include a food/beverage sales area of 668 square feet, with
indoor seating for 16 in an area of 202 square feet, a food prep area of 1023 square feet and a
food storage area of 259 square feet. The entrance is proposed to be on Alum Spring Road, across
from a row of townhouses. The use is predicted to generate approximately 4,317 vehicles per day
at that entrance.
During the site plan approval stage, the applicant plans to request a site plan exception for
increased lighting levels immediately under the fuel service canopy and at the building entrances
to address Royal Farms specifications.
The use is projected to generate $300,000 to $350,000 annually in local tax revenues; and the
applicant has submitted a professional market opinion that the Property is best suited for highway

March 23, 2021
Resolution 21‐
Page 2

commercial uses from both a land use perspective and from the market demand for the site; with
the highest and best use of the property as a convenience store and fuel service use.
The City’s parking regulations permit a maximum of 27 parking spaces for a convenience store
with gasoline sales use. The applicant seeks a special exception to permit the development of 48
parking spaces for the use.
The Council, after notice and a public hearing, has considered the special use permit application
in light of its conformity with the City’s Comprehensive Plan, its harmony with the purposes and
standards of the zoning district regulations, its compatibility with existing or planned uses of
neighboring properties, and whether the proposed special use and related improvements will be
designed, sited, landscaped and otherwise configured so that the use will not hinder or
discourage the appropriate development or use of adjacent, neighboring or community land and
structures, or impair their economic, social or environmental value.
The Council, after notice and a public hearing, has considered the special exception application in
light of its conformity with the review criteria listed in City Code §72‐22.7. The purpose of a special
exception is to provide needed elasticity and usefulness of the zoning regulations, in extraordinary
or special circumstances. One of the review criteria is whether the proposed use or aspect of the
development requiring the special exception is special, extraordinary or unusual. An additional
criteria is whether the proposed exception potentially results in any adverse impact(s) on the
surrounding neighborhood, or the community in general; and if so, whether there are any
reasonable conditions of approval that would satisfactorily mitigate such impacts.
Therefore, the City Council hereby resolves that:


The use as proposed would have adverse impacts on neighboring residential
townhouses and the character of the adjacent residential neighborhood, including
impacts resulting from a significant increase in light, noise, and traffic. The proposed
use would hinder or discourage the appropriate development and use of adjacent
and neighboring land and structures, impairing their economic, social, or
environmental value.



The proposed use does not meet the criteria for a special exception for 48 parking

March 23, 2021
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spaces. The aspect of the proposed use requiring the special exception is not special,
extraordinary or unusual. The enlargement of the parking area increases the intensity
of the use and its adverse impacts on the surrounding neighborhood.


The applications for a special use permit and special exception are therefore denied.

March 23, 2021
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Votes:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent from Vote:
Absent from Meeting:
***************
Clerk’s Certificate
I certify that I am Clerk of Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, and that the foregoing
is a true copy of Resolution No. 21‐__, adopted at a meeting of the City Council held Date, 2021,
at which a quorum was present and voted.
____________________________________
Tonya B. Lacey, MMC
Clerk of Council
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Application #SUP:_________
Date:
O
.5
AUG
Fee/Check#:Ck,L7__,,‘a’O
j
FREDERICKSBU
Single-Family Lot; or
for
an
Individual
$300.00
CITY OF
DV
$750.00 + $150.00 per Acre for All Others
PLANNUNG SR\JCES
rr

)

APPLICATION
SPECIAL USE PERMIT
APPLICANT NAME:

Sumner Partners LLC

MAILING ADDRESS: 7910 Woodmont Avenue, Suite 1080, Bethesda, MD 20814

TELEPHONE: (301) 657-4485

E-MAIL: sklebanoff@sumnerpartners.com

THE UNDERSIGNED HEREBY APPLIES FOR A SPECIAL USE FOR: the establishment
of a Royal Farms convenience store with fuel sales in the PD-MU Zoning District.

THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IS DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
Property Fredericksburg Park, Land Bay A (GPINs 7779-70-2419 and 7779-70-2391)
Location 1315 Alum Springs Road
Property Owned By RCFK Fredericksburg Park, LLC (do Kettler, Inc.)
Owner’s Mailing Address8255 Greensboro Drive, Suite 200, McLean, VA 22102
Proposed Use of Property (be specific) Royal Farms convenience store with fuel sales
and food service operation.

HOURS OF OPERATION 24 hours per day
7 days per week

NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES 30
Max. 10 per shift

Anticipated Number of Patrons or Clients_1300
I)escnpl Rfl ot ihe de\ eiopment S illipact On n
ng a ad a:a a uoper1 S (ni:ase submit a
complete and accurate description on a separate sheet of paper):
1.
Compliance with Comprehensive Plan:
2.
In harmony with the purpose and intent of the zoning district regulations:
3.
In harmony with the existing uses or planned use of the neighboring properties:
4.
Traffic Impact:
Revised: November 2019

______________________

Special Use Permit Request
(Application Continued)
I do hereby make oath or affirmation that to
the best of my knowledge, the foregoing
information contained in this application is true.

4. /&d?i

Signature of Apj1i’4nt

Date

PRINT NAME OF APPLICANT Sumner Partners LLC

TAhe al?ove oath or affirmation was signed before me and witnes5
2ZC) in the County / City of
st ofg
Notary Signature
Notary Registrati

Signature of Owner

Date

PRINT NAME OF OWNER

The above oath or affirmation was signed before me
and witnessed by me this
in the County / City of
state of Virginia.
Notary Signature

Notary Registration #

Revised: November 2019

Commission expires:

day of
in th

________________________
_____________________
_________________________

_______________________

______

Special Use Permit Request
(Application Continued)
I do hereby make oath or affirmation that to the best of my knowledge, the foregoing
information contained in this application is true.

Signature of Applicant

Date

PRINT NAME OF APPLICANT Sumner Partners

LLC

The above oath or affirmation was signed before me and witnessed by me this
in the County I City of
state of Virginia.

day of
in the

Notary Signature
Notary Registration #

Commission Expires

1-——OocuSgned by:

f?J14..’
Signature

8/17/2020

jjjJJ

0ØjC32OC442

PRINT NAME OF OWNER

Date
RCKF Fredericksburg Park LLC

The above oath or affirmation was signed before me and witnessed by me this
1V2.O in the County /—G1ty of &*Or
state of”4Arginia.
Notary Signature

a1wi1(/M

a7

flfW4

Notary Registration #

—r L.{t9
TAMARA CHARDETTE BAYQNA-HUFFMAN
NOTARY PUBLIC
REGISTRATION #7849789
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES
MAY31 .2023

Revised: November 2019

Commission expires:
)Lj :Z)) 0?-Q)2

t1

day of
in th

OWNERSHIP
Applicant is (Circle One):

Property Owner

Agent of Owner

Lessee

rrPchaser

Other

If ‘Other’, describe:
Source of Property Title
I?LV’CJ1 4J

/

Instrument #:

frt€MrrI*

k)’44

2—aS— 2O

If Property is owned by a Limited Liability Corporation (LLC):

1. Attach a “Certificate of Fact of Existence” from the State Corporation Commission; and
2. List the names and titles with authority to sign on behalf of the LLC (add additional sheets if
needed):
7L€L,,J

A’/-444LdJ P/w,de,J7L

A’/en4c

Vi

OR
If Property is owned by a Corporation (Inc.):

Attach a “Certificate of Good Standing” from the State Corporation Commission; and
2. List the names and titles with authority to sign on behalf of the corporation (add additional
sheets if needed):
1.

Revised: November 2019

URCIIA$AGREEMEN3
THIS PURCIIASE
REEMENT (the ‘Agieni
) is made as of the
day of February, 2020 (the “EffectivAG
e Date”), by arid between RCKent”
F Predetcksbw’g Park LLC,
a Virginia limited liability company (here
Partners LLC, a Maryland lhrdted liability inafter together called the “Sell&’); and Sumner
company (hereinafter called the “Buyer
”).
1.
SALEAGREEMENT PROPERTY. The
Seller agrees to sell to the Buyer
Buyer agt’ees to purchase from the Seller,
and the
of those certain paroels of land within the on the terms hereinafter stated: (1) The entirety
City ot’Frcdericksbuig with Parcel
• 7779-7O2419
IDa:
• 7779-70-3484
Including a portion of that certain pareol
of land within the City of Freclericlcsbu
Parcel ID:
rg with
• 7778-694829 and
• The vacated Right of Way of Alum Springs
Road, which Is noted on hib1tA
which assemblage is more particular described
as approximately 1.76 acres or “Land
flay A” on xh1bIt A attached herely
to
(the
“La
nd”
), together with any improvements
thereon; (ii) Seller’s interest in all
s, appitenanees, interests,
privileges in any way benefiting and/right
easements and
or appertaining directly to the Land
condenmation or right of way sales proceeds
; (iii) any
to any portion of the Land or any improvem payable before or after Closing with respect
to utilities, zoning or other benefits. in respeents thereon; (iv) any dghts of Seller relating
and
all of Seller’s right, title and interestct thereof directly appertaining to the Land;
in and to any site plans, public or
permits relating directly to the Land; all
te
of
the
foregoing being hereinafter collepriva
called the “Property,” Notwithstanding
ctively
the
foreg
oing
, where any of the
constituting the “Property” (other than
Items
Land) benefit both the Land and
owned by Seller or its affiliates, Buythe
other land
er
shall
be
entitled only to a nonexeIusive
assigmuent of Seller’s rights there as
such rights pertain specifically
Buyer and Seller acknowledge thatin, the
to the Land.
approximate and will be determinM by acreage and boundaries of the Property are
and approval by the City of Frcctorio Seller’s subdivision plat (“Plat”) for the Property
rg, Virginia “City”), provided that
not obtain finêl approval of the Platlcsbu
Seller shall
with
not be unreasonably withheld, conditioned,out Buyer’s prior written consent, which shall
or
delayed. The Plat shall be consisten
ExhIbit A and the approved easements,
t with
1.1 Notwithstanding any provision contained
in this Agreement to the contrary
date of execution of this Agreement or that
or the
this
Agreement is executed by Buyer
S’elier, ll time poriods provided for in this
Agre
emen
t that run from the Effective and
hll not commence to run until the Buy
Date
approval of this Agreement by Seller’s er’s receipt of a separate written notice of
man
ager
written notice of such appova1 within sixty . It Seller fails to deliver the Buyer
(6O days after th execution
Agreement, thefl this Agreement shall
ef this
be
nul
l
and
void, and neither Seller nor Buyer
have any further rights or obligations under
shall
the
Agre
emen
t.
No waivei’ of such condition
shall be implied.

cv)

IN WITNESS WI-IEREOF, the parties have
executed this Agreement as of the day and
year first above written.
ATTEST:

“BUYER”
Sumner Partners LLC

By:

LIJY’

(SEAL)
do Sumner Partners LLC
7910 Woodmont Avenue, Suite 1080
Bethesda, Maryland 20814

ATTEST:

“SELLER”
RCKF Fredericksburg Park LLC
do ICettler Inc.
By: HK Riverside Fredericksburg LLC,
it sole
member
By: Kettler RF Investments LLC, its
managing
member
By: Kettler Asset
By: Kettler

By:

-

,

ement LLC, its manager

its sole member and manager

By:
uthorized Signatory

(SEAL)

Address:8225 Greensboro Drive, Suite 200
McLean, VA 22102

1244.101
4850-2832-1432, v. 4

-

14-

mumnaft{’Tir&uit
fafr 1Icrjrnrufhiu .Iomntizziøu
CERTIFiCATE OF FACT

1 Certify the Fo[towingfrom the Records of the Commission:

That Sumner Partners LLC, a limited liability company formed under the law of MARYlAND,
obtained a certftcate of registration to transact business in Virginiafrom the Commission onjttne 15’
2000; and
That the limited liability company is registered to transact business in the Commonwealth ofVirginia
as of the date setforth below.

Nothing more is hereby certf[ed.
Signed and Sealed at Richmond on this Date:
August 24, 2020

/3A4ØfrBernardj. Logan, interim Clerk of the Commission

CERTIFICATE NUMBER: 2020082414854255

______________

APPLICATION AFFIDAVIT
I, Steven Kiebanoff, am the President and Authorized Agent of the Applicant Sumner
Partners, LLC for purposes of this SUP Application, and I hereby affirm that:
1. The name and address of the applicant and contract purchaser of the land described in the
application is Sumner Partners, LLC, 7910 Woodmont Avenue, Suite 1080, Bethesda,
Maryland 20814.
2. The name and address of the title owner of the land described in the application is RCFK
Fredericksburg Park, LLC (C/O Kettler, Inc.), 8255 Greensboro Drive, Suite 200,
McLean, Virginia 22102.
3. The name and address of the attorneys who will act on behalf of the Applicant with
respect to the application are H. Clark Leming and Peter R. Basanti, Leming and Healy,
P.C., 233 Garrisonville Road, Suite 204, Stafford, Virginia 22554.
4. The name and address of the engineers who will act on behalf of the Applicant with
respect to the application are Justin Troidi and Chuck Fitzgerald, 1300 Central Park
Boulevard, Fredericksburg, Virginia 22401.
5. No member of the City Council or the Planning Commission or any member of their
immediate household or family owns or has any financial interest in the property subject
to this application or has any financial interest in the outcome of the decision.

Date:

8’— [7— 2

By:

/4/4A%/7

Steven ebjnoff
President of Sumer Partners, LLC

COUNTY/CITY OF

STATE/COMMONWEALTH OF

to-wit:

I

JJ

This
day of August 2020, Steven Klebanoff, whose name is inscribed above, personally
appeared before me and after being duly sworn according to law, affirmed that the foregoing is his
signature and that to the best of his knowledge the foregoing is true and correct.

Subscribed and sworn to before me this

BRYAN ADAM MORRIS
Notary Pubjic
Montgomery County
Ma ryls nd
My Commission EYpiros

17

day of Au ust, 2020.
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City of Fredericksburg, Virginia
BRENDA A. WOOD TREASURER
-

Write the Treasurer (mailto:bwood©fredericksburgva.gov?subject=Link From Online Payments&BodyDear Ms. Wood)

Ticket Detail
2020 REAL ESTATE TAX
Department:
Ticket No:
Frequency:
Supplement No:
Name:
Account No:
Name 2:
GPIN:
Address:
Description:

District:
Bill Date:
Due Date:

Land Value:
Original Bill:
Acres:
Last Transaction Date:
Payments:
Penalty Paid:
Interest Paid:
Amount Owed:
Total Owed:
Penalty:
Interest:

RE2020
59400002
2
0
RCKF FREDERICKSBURG PARK LLC
1312
C/C KETTLER INC
7778-69-7829
8255 GREENSBORO DR STE 200
MCLEAN VA 22102
7.9653 ACRES Al 5-1-P7 PH
TELEGRAPH HILL
1400 BL LAFAYETTE BLVD
05/15/2020
05/15/2020

$552500
$2348.13
7.97
05/11/2020
$2348.13$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

Note: If payment was received within the past 10 business days, then any returned items may not be posted at this time.
Show
Date

25

— entries

Type

Transaction No.

05/15/2020 Charge
05/08/2020 Payment

0

$2348.13

$2348.13

68142

$ -2348.13

$ 0.00

First

New Search

Balance

Amount

Previous

Previous

1

Next

Last

City of Fredericksburg, Virginia
BRENDA A. WOOD TREASURER
-

Write the Treasurer (mailto:bwoodfredericksburgva.gov?subject=Link From Online Payments&Body=Dear Ms. Wood)

Ticket Detail
2020 REAL ESTATE TAX
Department:
Ticket No:
Frequency:
Supplement No:
Name:
Account No:
Name 2:
GPIN:
Address:
Description:

District:
Bill Date:
Due Date:

Land Value:
Original Bill:
Acres:
Last Transaction Date:
Payments:
Penalty Paid:
Interest Paid:
Amount Owed:
Total Owed:
Penalty:
Interest:

RE2020
59410002
2
0
RCKF FREDERICKSBURG PARK LLC
1310
C/O KETTLER INC
7779-60-6145
8255 GREENSBORO DR STE 200
MCLEAN VA 22102
7.8807 ACRES A15-1-P7B PH
TELEGRAPH HILL
ALUM SPRINGS RD
05/15/2020
05/15/2020

$616,600
$2,620.55
7.88
05/11/2020
$2,620.55$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

Note: If payment was received within the past 10 business days, then any returned items may not be posted at this time.
Show
Date

25

entries
Type

Transaction No.
0

$ 2620.55

$ 2620.55

68142

$ -2620.55

$ 0.00

05/15/2020 Charge
05/08/2020 Payment

First

New Search

Balance

Amount

Previous

Previous

1

Next

Last

<

City of Fredericksburg, Virginia
BRENDA A. WOOD TREASURER
-

Write the Treasurer (maiIto:bwoodfredericksburgva.gov?subject=Link From Online Payments&Body=Dear Ms. Wood)

Ticket Detail
2020 REAL ESTATE TAX
Department:
Ticket No:
Frequency:
Supplement No:
Name:
Account No:
Name 2:
GPIN:
Address:
Description:
District:
Bill Date:
Due Date:

Land Value:
Original Bill:
Acres:
Last Transaction Date:
Payments:
Penalty Paid:
Interest Paid:
Amount Owed:
Total Owed:
Penalty:
Interest:

RE2020
59420002
2
0
RCKF FREDERICKSBURG PARK LLC
1318
dO KETTLER INC
7779-60-8188
8255 GREENSBORO DR STE 200
MCLEAN VA 22102
1.64 A BL Al 5-1-1 320
1320 ALUM SPRINGS ROAD
05/15/2020
05/15/2020

$369,000
$1,568.25
1.64
05/11/2020
$1,568.25$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

Note: If payment was received within the past 10 business days, then any returned items may not be posted at this time.
Show
Date

25

entries
Type

Transaction No.

Amount

05/15/2020 Charge
05/08/2020 Payment

0

$1568.25

$1568.25

68142

$ -1568.25

$ 0.00

First

New Search

Balance

Previous

Previous

LJ

Next

Last

City of Fredericksburg, Virginia
BRENDA A. WOOD TREASURER
-

Write the Treasurer (maiIto:bwoodfredericksburgva.gov?subject=Link From Online Payments&Body=Dear Ms. Wood)

Ticket Detail
2020 REAL ESTATE TAX
Department:
Ticket No:
Frequency:
Supplement No:
Name:
Account No:
Name 2:
GPIN:
Address:
Description:

District:
Bill Date:
Due Date:

Land Value:
Original Bill:
Acres:
Last Transaction Date:
Payments:
Penalty Paid:
Interest Paid:
Amount Owed:
Total Owed:
Penalty:
Interest:

RE2020
59430002

2
0
RCKF FREDERICKSBURG PARK LLC
7029
CIO KETTLER INC
7779-70-2819
8255 GREENSBORO DR STE 200
MCLEAN VA 22102
PT LTA .5041AC BLA15-2REMAINDER LTA
OFF LAFAYETTE BLVD
05/15/2020
05/15/2020

$1000
$4.25
0.50
05/11/2020
$4.25$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

Note: If payment was received within the past 10 business days, then any returned items may not be posted at this time.
Show
Date

25

v entries

Type

Transaction No.

Amount

05/15/2020 Charge
05/08/2020 Payment

0

$ 4.25

$ 4.25

68142

$ -4.25

$ 0.00

First

New Search

Balance

Previous

Previous

1 Next

Last

<

City of Fredericksburg, Virginia
BRENDA A. WOOD TREASURER
-

Write the Treasurer (mailto:bwood@fredericksburgva.gov?subject=Link From Online Payments&Body=Dear Ms. Wood)

Ticket Detail
2020 REAL ESTATE TAX
Department:
Ticket No:
Frequency:
Supplement No:
Name:
Account No:
Name 2:
GPIN:
Address:
Description:

District:
Bill Date:
Due Date:

Land Value:
Original Bill:
Acres:
Last Transaction Date:
Payments:
Penalty Paid:
Interest Paid:
Amount Owed:
Total Owed:
Penalty:
Interest:

RE2020
59440002
2
0
RCKF FREDERICKSBURG PARK LLC
1313
C/C KETTLER INC
7779-70-3484
8255 GREENSBORO DR STE 200
MCLEAN VA 22102
.5552 AC BLA15-2-P8
BRENTS MILL
1240 REAR LAFAYETTE BLVD
05/15/2020
05/15/2020

$97,200
$413.10
0.56
05/11/2020
$413.10$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

Note: If payment was received within the past 10 business days, then any returned items may not be posted at this time.
Show
Date

25

‘

entries
Type

Transaction No.

Amount

05/15/2020 Charge
05/08/2020 Payment

0

$413.10

$413.10

68142

$ -413.10

$ 0.00

First

New Search

Balance

Previous

Previous

1 Next

Last

City of Fredericksburg, Virginia
BRENDA A. WOOD TREASURER
-

Write the Treasurer (maiIto:bwoodfredericksburgva.gov?subject=Link From Online Payments&Body=Dear Ms. Wood)

Ticket Detail
2020 REAL ESTATE TAX
Department:
Ticket No:
Frequency:
Supplement No:
Name:
Account No:
Name 2:
GPIN:
Address:
Description:

District:
Bill Date:
Due Date:

Land Value:
Original Bill:
Acres:
Last Transaction Date:
Payments:
Penalty Paid:
Interest Paid:
Amount Owed:
Total Owed:
Penalty:
Interest:

RE2020
59450002

2
0
RCKF FREDERICKSBURG PARK LLC
1306
C/O KETTLER INC
7779-70-2419
8255 GREENSBORO DR STE 200
MCLEAN VA 22102
PT LT .6539 AC BLA15-2-1
OFF LAFAYETTE BLVD
1313 ALUM SPRINGS RD
05/15/2020
05/15/2020

$163,500
$694.88
0.65
05/11/2020
$694.88$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

Note: If payment was received within the past 10 business days, then any returned items may not be posted at this time.
Show
Date

25

entries
Type

Transaction No.

Amount
0

$694.88

$ 694.88

68142

$ -694.88

$ 0.00

05/15/2020 Charge
05/08/2020 Payment

First

New Search

Balance

Previous

Previous

j

I

Next

Last

EXAMPLE DIAGRAM OF ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS
X

=

Property owners to be notified

PROPERTY OWNERS LIST

1315 Alum Springs Rd

7779-70-2419 and 7779-70-2391

SUBJECT ADDRESS

GPIN #

Adjoining property owner names and addresses can be obtained by visiting the City website at
\vvw.l1ederickshurcva.gov and following the link to GIS, or by visiting the Office of Real Estate
at City Hall, 715 Princess Arnie Street, Room 107.
Adioining Property Owner’s Name and Mailing Address
Property Address 0 Alum Spings Rd
7779-70-0554
Owner Name

Spratt W Campbell Jr Estate do Steve Spratt

Mailing Address

P0 Box 741

City, State, Zip

Fredericksburg, VA 22404

Property Address

0 Alum Springs Rd

GPIN NUMBER

7779-70-3763
Owner Name

United States of America

Mailing Address

1849 C St NW Room 2444

City, State, Zip

Washington, DC 20240

Revised: November 2019

GPIN NUMBER

Property Address

1240 Lafayette Blvd

7779-70-4752
Mailing Address

Cosner Hugh & Rozell Gene T
T/A Cosner & Rozell
4934 Lansdowne Rd

City, State, Zip

Fredericksburg, VA 22408

Property Address

1240 Lafayette Blvd

Owner Name

GPIN NUMBER

7779-70-6678
Cosner Hugh & Rozell Gene T

Owner Name

T/A (ncnr P., Rn7II

Mailing Address

4934 Lansdowne Rd

City, State, Zip

Fredericksburg, VA 22408

Property Address

200 Central Rd

GPIN NUMBER

7779-70-5157

Owner Name

Norfleet Land & Wood Co Inc

Mailing Address

2340 Kings Hwy

City, State, Zip

King George, VA 22485

Property Address

1315 Lafayette Blvd

GPIN NUMBER

7779-70-3194
Owner Name

Pohanka John J EtAI

Mailing Address

1772 Ritchie Station Ct

City, State, Zip

Capitol Hgts, MD 20743

Property Address

1217 Lafayette Blvd

Owner Name

nompson I-(obert b
R Cameron Tht,mrnn Ill

Mailing Address

PC Box 480

City, State, Zip

Fredericksburg, VA 22404

Revised: November 2019

I

GPIN NUMBER

7779-80-1503

‘

GPIN NUMBER
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Written Narrative Justification
The Applicant seeks a Special Use Permit (“SUP”) on a certain parcel of land shown as
Land Bay A on the Fredericksburg Park Record Plat recorded in the City of Fredericksburg
(“City”) Land Records as Plat Book 19, Page 133 (the “Property”) in order to establish a Royal
Farms convenience store with fuel sales and food service operation thereon.
Background of the Property
The Property consists of approximately 1.7234 acres and is zoned to the City’s PD-MU
Zoning District; a portion of the Property lies within the City’s Lafayette Boulevard Corridor
Overlay. The Property is bounded by three public roadways (Lafayette Boulevard, Alum Spring
Road, and Blue and Gray Parkway) and has a single point of access from Alum Spring Road.
The Property is particularly visible to traffic heading northbound on Lafayette Boulevard and
westbound on the Blue and Gray Parkway.
The Property is part of the approved mixed use development known as Fredericksburg
Park, which was rezoned to the City’s PD-MU District subject to certain proffered conditions
(the “Proffers”) on or about October 2, 2013. Fredericksburg Park is being developed into four
Land Bays (A, B, C, and D) by RCKF Fredericksburg Park, LLC, an affiliated entity of Kettler
Inc. (collectively “Kettler”). Land Bays B, C, and D collectively constitute the residential
component of the Fredericksburg Park development, while the Property is designated as Land
Bay A in the Proffers and constitutes the sole commercial (and sole non-residential) component
of the development. 1
On or about October 7, 2019, the City approved Kettler’s construction plans for 204
attached (townhouse) single-family residential dwelling units within Land Bays B and C, with
Land Bay D serving as recreational open space for the development (the “Residential
Construction Plan”). In connection therewith, the City approved Kettler’s construction plans for
the various transportation and trail improvements that are tied to the construction of
improvements of Land Bay A (the Property) in the Proffers (the “Proffered Transportation and
Trail Improvements”). The Proffered Transportation and Trail Improvements are summarized as
follows:
1. Proffer 8 requires the construction of a relocated intersection of Lafayette Boulevard and
Alum Spring Road;
2. Proffer 9 requires the widening of Lafayette Boulevard to four lanes extending
northbound from the relocated intersection at Lafayette Boulevard and Alum Spring
Road referenced in Proffer 8;
3. Proffer 10 requires the relocation and construction of the VCR trail; and
1

Prior to such rezoning, the Property was zoned to the City’s I-1 Industrial Zoning District.

4.

Proffer 13 requires the construction of an integrated bicycle and pedestrian trail for all
four Land Bays which spans the entire length of the frontage along Lafayette Boulevard.

Kettler is currently in the process of completing construction on the foregoing Proffered
Transportation and Trail Improvements
Justification
The City’s UDO Procedures Manual requires an SUP request to be accompanied by a
written narrative justification which addresses the following:
a) A description of the proposed use including, but not limited to, ownership, hours
of operation, proposed number of employees, and operator’s qualifications;
b) How the request is consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan;
c) How the request is consistent with the goals, purposes, and intent of the City’s
UDO district regulations;
d) A description of the development’s impact on existing and planned uses of
adjacent and neighboring properties; and
e) How the request is consistent with the principles of zoning and good zoning
practice, including the purposes of the zoning district, the characteristics of the
property involved, and whether there are adverse impacts of the proposed use.
The Applicant will address the foregoing criteria in turn.
a) Description of the proposed Royal Farms Project.
Royal Farms is an established convenience store with fuel sales and food service
operation which has been engaged in the business of offering high-quality, freshly prepared
foods, convenience products, and value priced fuel since 1959. Royal Farms operates over 200
locations in Maryland, Delaware, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and Virginia, and is in the process
of expanding its footprint in the Rappahannock/Central Virginia region. Royal Farms offers a
diverse and affordable menu with breakfast, lunch, dinner, and snack items, and is renowned in
the mid-Atlantic area and nationally for its award-winning fried chicken. Royal Farms
emphasizes its comfortable in-store dining experience, which features amenities such as free
onsite WIFI and a coffee bar. As a matter of company policy, Royal Farms incorporates green
building practices such as the incorporation of low-flow and waterless fixtures, the use of low-

2

emission design materials, the recycling of cooking oil into biodiesel, and the provision of onsite
customer accessible recycling receptacles. 2
As shown on the Generalized Development Plan (“GDP”) prepared by Bowman
Consulting, the proposed Royal Farms Project includes an approximately 5,154 square foot
convenience store and food service operation with 8 fueling stations selling gasoline and diesel
fuel. The Royal Farms will operate twenty-four hours day and seven days a week. As shown on
the GDP, the proposed Royal Farms Project will result in a floor area ratio (“FAR”) of
approximately 0.07 with an open space ratio that exceeds 25%.
b) The Royal Farms Project is consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan.
The Property is located in Planning Area 10 of the City’s Comprehensive Plan. The
Comprehensive Plan’s general recommendation for development in Planning Area 10 is Planned
Development - Mixed Use consistent with the current zoning of the Property. As detailed above,
the proposed Royal Farms constitutes the commercial, mixed use component of the otherwise
residential Fredericksburg Park development.
While the City has not yet developed a Small Area Map for Planning Area 10, the
approved Fredericksburg Park development of which the Royal Farms Project is a part satisfies
several of the development “opportunities” identified in the Planning Area 10 component of the
Comprehensive Plan, including but not limited to: (a) the improvement of Lafayette Boulevard
into a four lane divided roadway equipped with bicycle and pedestrian facilities; (b) the
installation of an integrated bicycle and pedestrian connection between residential areas and the
City’s trails network; (c) the planting of trees and landscaping along Lafayette Boulevard; and
(d) the incorporation of landscaping and buffers intended to minimize adverse impacts to
existing uses.
c) The proposed Royal Farms Project is consistent with the goals, purposes, and
intent of the City’s UDO district regulations.
The goals, purposes, and intent of the City’s PD-MU District are identified in City Code
Sec. 72-33.3(A)(1)-(6). The proposed Royal Farms Project is consistent with such goals as
detailed below:
1. The proposed commercial/retail use proposed by the Royal Farms Project ensures
that“[t]wo or more uses shall be integrated into a mixed use project” consistent with
the goals identified in City Code Sec. 72-33.3(A)(1), as the Royal Farms Project will
constitute the commercial, mixed use component of the otherwise residential
Fredericksburg Park development. Moreover, the proposed Royal Farms Project is
2

Information and case studies on Royal Farms’ green building practices can be accessed at this website:
https://www.royalfarms.com/green-building-practices

3

within “areas designated for mixed use development” in the Comprehensive Plan in
accord with the goals identified in City Code Sec. 72-33.3(A)(1).
2. Kettler’s construction of the integrated bicycle and pedestrian trail along Lafayette
Boulevard across all Land Bays pursuant to the Proffers ensures that the commercial
Royal Farms Project and the residential townhomes within Fredericksburg Park will
“be connected by way of pedestrian linkages, bicycle/pedestrian facilities, trails and
greenways” pursuant to the goals identified in City Code 72-33.3(A)(2). Moreover,
Royal Farms’ high-quality in-store and takeout dining operation and its convenience
store operation constitute desirable “pedestrian-oriented use[s]” in accordance with
the goals articulated in City Code Sec. 72-33.3(A)(2).
3. Consistent with the goals enumerated in City Code Sec. 72-33.3(A)(3), the proposed
Royal Farms Project is an urban-style development that will be “mixed together and
easily walkable” to the residential townhomes within the Fredericksburg Park
development by virtue of Kettler’s construction of the integrated bicycle and
pedestrian trail along the frontage of Lafayette Boulevard across all Land Bays
pursuant to the Proffers.
4. Kettler’s construction of the integrated bicycle and pedestrian trail along Lafayette
Boulevard across all Land Bays pursuant to the Proffers further ensures that the Royal
Farms Project will maintain a “strong emphasis on pedestrian scale” in accordance
with the goals of City Code Sec. 72-33.3(A)(4). Moreover, the Royal Farms Project
provides attractive amenities which are typically associated with “urban
development” consistent with the goals of City Code Sec. 72-33.3(A)(4). Such urban
development amenities include the sale of convenience products and value priced fuel
adjacent to public roadways, and the offering of a diverse array of high-quality,
affordable dining options at all hours of the day.
5. The Royal Farms Project comports with the goals of City Code Sec. 72-33.3(A)(5) to
promote “mixed-use commercial neighborhood centers,” as Royal Farms offers a
comfortable in-store dining experience for neighborhood residents with onsite WIFI
and a coffee bar which will be easily accessible to the Fredericksburg Park residents
through the integrated pedestrian and bicycle trail along Lafayette Boulevard. In
addition, the overall Fredericksburg Park development (of which the Royal Farms
Project is an integral part) incorporates a “traditional neighborhood pattern of
development which includes a hierarchy of interconnected streets and blocks,
pedestrian friendly walkable streets” and “a network of passive and active open
space” in harmony with the goals enumerated in City Code Sec. 72-33.3(A)(5).

4

6. The proposed Royal Farms Project incorporates “desired sustainable growth policies”
in conformance with the goals identified City Code Sec. 72-33.3(A)(6), including but
not limited to: (a) incorporation of green building design practices such as the use of
low-flow and waterless fixtures and low-emission design materials; (b) incorporation
of landscaped open space as shown on the Landscape Plan submitted as part of the
GDP; (c) provision of onsite customer accessible recycling receptacles; (d)
walkability from the residential portions of the Fredericksburg Park development by
virtue of the pedestrian trail along Lafayette Boulevard; and (e) proximity to the
National Park System (“NPS”) community park, the VCR Trail, and the dedicated
open space within the Fredericksburg Park residential development (Land Bay D).
d) A description of the development’s impact on existing and planned uses of
adjacent and neighboring properties.
Any impact of the proposed Royal Farms Project on neighboring uses is negligible, as the
Property is effectively isolated on its own “peninsula” surrounded and is bounded by public
streets. The Property is bounded to the east by the Blue Gray Parkway, and to the west by Alum
Spring Road with the planned Land Bay B townhouses located on the opposite side. The
Property is bounded to the south by Lafayette Boulevard. There are various industrially zoned
uses to the north of the Property, with the existing Nolan Company fixture supply warehouse
located adjacent thereto. Any adverse impacts generated by the proposed commercial
development of Land Bay A have been sufficiently addressed through Kettler’s compliance with
the Proffers adopted by City Council and through the Landscape Plan submitted as part of the
GDP. 3
e) The granting of the SUP is consistent with the principles of zoning and good
zoning practice, including the purposes of the zoning district, the characteristics
of the property involved, and whether there are adverse impacts of the proposed
use.
The granting of the SUP to allow development of the Royal Farms Projects is consistent
with the physical characteristics of the Property, as the Property’s size and location as a
“peninsula” surrounded by public streets make the Property uniquely amenable to a “one-stop
shop” for food, gas, and convenience products as proposed by the Royal Farms Project. The
letter prepared by KLNB Commercial Real Estate submitted with the SUP Application further
illustrates why the proposed Royal Farms Project is the highest and best use of the Property
given the Property’s location (surrounded by three roadways and uniquely visible from Lafayette
Boulevard and Blue and Gray Parkway), its size and access (only 1.7 acres with a single point of
access on Alum Spring Road), and the market demand for the Property (primarily limited to
3

In the event that additional safeguards to adjacent properties are deemed necessary by the City Council for
development of the Royal Farms Project, these can be addressed through appropriate conditions to the SUP.
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convenience store/fuel station operators). The granting of the SUP is further consistent with the
purposes of the PD-MU Zoning District and will not adversely impact adjacent properties as
detailed in the previous sections.
Moreover, the granting of the SUP is consistent with the principles of good zoning
practice, as the Royal Farms Project complies with the applicable substantive UDO requirements
of the City’s PD-MU District (City Code Sec. 72-33.3), the City’s Lafayette Boulevard Overlay
District (City Code Sec. 72-34.6), and the UDO’s general standards for Gasoline Sales (City
Code Sec. 72-41). The relevant substantive UDO requirements - and the Royal Farms Project’s
compliance therewith - are summarized below:
Compliance with the standards of the PD-MU Zoning District (City Code Sec 72-33.3).
a. The maximum height for any building within the PD-MU Zoning District and the
Lafayette Boulevard Overlay is limited to 40 feet.
The proposed Royal Farms building satisfies this requirement as shown on the GDP.
b. The maximum floor area ratio for commercial buildings is 2, although the City
Council may approve additional intensity as part of the conditions to the SUP.
The FAR for the proposed Royal Farms Project is 0.07 in compliance with this
requirement
c. The minimum landscaped open space is 15%.
The open space for the Royal Farms Project exceeds 25% in compliance with this
requirement.
d. Off-street parking spaces should be largely located to the rear of the Royal Farms
building.
The parking layout of the Royal Farms Project satisfies this requirement as depicted
on the GDP.
e. The principal entrance of the building must be oriented towards the street or an
adjacent pedestrian space.
As shown on the GDP, the Royal Farms building entrances are oriented towards the
adjacent streets and adjacent pedestrian space.
f. Loading areas and refuse collection areas must be located at least 100 feet away from
the boundary of the development adjacent to residential uses, and must be screened
from view from residential areas.
6

The loading areas and refuse collection areas will be located more than 100 feet
away from all adjacent residential uses, and will be screened.
g. In addition to the foregoing, any GDP for the overall PD-MU development 4 must
satisfy the following general standards and criteria:
1. The development offers a variety of two or more of the following uses:
commercial, residential, office.
The overall Fredericksburg Park development offers residential and commercial
uses, and thus satisfies this requirement.
2. The development consists of an orderly and creative arrangement of land uses,
both in respect to each other and to adjacent properties.
The overall arrangement of the Fredericksburg Park development satisfies this
requirement as shown on the approved Residential Construction Plan.
3. The development provides a comprehensive and integrated transportation system
that separates pedestrian and vehicular traffic, including roadways, bicycle paths,
pedestrian walkways, and public transportation facilities, where applicable.
This requirement has been satisfied through the approved Proffered
Transportation and Trail Improvements for the Fredericksburg Park
development, which Kettler is in the process of constructing.
4. The development provides opportunities for cultural, educational, or recreational
facilities for all segments of the development.
Kettler’s installation of the integrated pedestrian and bicycle trail along all Land
Bays and Kettler’s improvements to the VCR trail provide recreational facilities
for all segments of the development in compliance with this requirement.
5. The site design and structures take advantage of their natural and manmade
environment and to address sustainability.
The Royal Farms green building design practices address sustainability. The
Landscape Plan for the Fredericksburg Park development which was approved in
connection with the Residential Construction Plan takes advantage of the natural

4
The term “development” as used in the PD-MU District Ordinance appears to refer to the entire
Fredericksburg Park development, and is not confined to the proposed Royal Farms Project on the Property.
Otherwise, the City could not have approved Kettler’s Residential Construction Plan for Land Bays B, C, and D, as
that Plan would not satisfy the “mixed use” requirement of the PD-MU District Ordinance unless the proposed
commercial use of this Property (Land Bay A) is considered a part of that development.
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environment and addresses sustainability. This requirement is further satisfied by
the Landscape Plan for the Royal Farms Project submitted as part of the GDP.
6. The development provides for adequate public facilities.
The public facilities are adequate to serve the Royal Farms Project as detailed on
the GDP.
7. The development substantially conforms to the Comprehensive Plan with respect
to type, character, and intensity of use and public facilities.
The Royal Farms Project provides the “mixed use” component of the
Fredericksburg Park development consistent with the PD-MU Comprehensive
Plan recommendation for the Property. The Royal Farms Project is consistent
with the Comprehensive Plan as detailed above.
8. The development does not hinder, deter, or impede development of surrounding
properties in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan.
The Proffers for the Fredericksburg Park development address impacts to
surrounding properties. The Royal Farms Project will not adversely impact the
development of surrounding properties as detailed above.
9. Sidewalks and other pedestrian pathways that link developed areas of the City and
the proposed development are in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan,
zoning ordinance or deemed appropriate for the development.
This requirement has been satisfied through the City’s approval of the Proffered
Transportation and Trail Improvements for the Fredericksburg Park
development, which Kettler is in the process of constructing.
10. The proposed land uses are those that are indicated on Table 72-40.2 as being
permitted by-right or by special use permit, and uses accessory thereto.
The proposed Royal Farms Project constitutes a “convenience store with fuel
sales” which is permitted by a special use permit under Table 72-40.2.
11. Where applicable, the development includes provisions for the identification,
restoration and preservation of buildings, structures, and sites which have historic,
architectural, or archeological significance.
This requirement is not applicable to the Property.
12. The buildings shall be designed and arranged in such a way as to promote energy
efficiency through the design of environmentally friendly buildings utilizing
8

environmentally sensitive guidelines such as those published by the leadership in
energy and environmental design through their green building rating system.
The Royal Farms’ green building design policies satisfy the foregoing
requirement.
13. Landscaping and open space shall be used to provide shading, screening and
erosion and sediment control.
This requirement has been satisfied by Kettler’s Landscape Plan for the
Fredericksburg Park Development, which the City approved as part of the
Residential Construction Plan. This requirement is further satisfied by the
Landscape Plan for the Royal Farms Project submitted as part of the GDP.
14. The development shall maintain, as much as possible, the existing natural
topography of the site by preserving the natural character and existing trees to the
greatest extent possible.
This requirement has been satisfied by Kettler’s Landscape Plan for the
Fredericksburg Park Development, which the City approved as part of the
Residential Construction Plan. This requirement is further satisfied by the
Landscape Plan for the Royal Farms Project submitted as part of the GDP
In addition to the foregoing, the PD-MU District Ordinance at City Code Sec. 7233.3(G)(2) states:
“Vertical mix. At least 20% of the buildings containing commercial uses within
the district shall contain uses from at least two of the following different use
categories: (a) Professional office; (b) Retail; and(c) Multifamily dwelling units
above the first floor.”
City Planning Staff has interpreted the above provision to require that any commercial
building on the Property (Land Bay A) must contain a “vertical mix” of uses. The Applicant has
contended that the foregoing provision is inapplicable to the Royal Farms Project, as the
proposed Royal Farms building will not be “vertical” (i.e. multi-story), and the PD-MU District
Ordinance makes clear that vertical buildings are encouraged but not required. See City Code
Sec. 72-33.3(A)(1) (“Vertical integration of uses is encouraged where appropriate.”) 5
Nevertheless, City Planning Staff has advised the Applicant that City Council may grant a
deviation from this “vertical mix” requirement as part of the SUP Application process pursuant
to City Code Sec. 72.-33.3(G)(3)(b), which states:

5

This intent to make “vertically mixed buildings” permissive rather than mandatory in the PD-MU District
is further reflected in City Code Sec. 72-33.3(G)(1)(b), which states that “In the case of vertically mixed use
buildings, the commercial use on the ground floor shall be used to calculate this [floor area ratio] percentage.”
(Emphasis added.)
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Notwithstanding any other provisions of this subsection, an applicant may
propose, and the City Council may approve different percentage ratios for those
uses set forth within Subsection G(1) and (2) above upon a finding that the
alternate percentage will better serve the purposes of this chapter, and of the
proposed district, due to market conditions, land use demand, or other factors
determined appropriate by the City Council.
Consistent with City Code Sec. 72.-33.3(G)(3)(b), the analysis of KLNB Commercial
Real Estate submitted with the SUP Application demonstrates that a “vertical mix” of residential
or office uses is not feasible based on the market demand, location, and physical characteristics
of the Property. As such, a deviation from the requirements of City Code Sec. 72.-33.3(G)(2) is
warranted under the circumstances.
Compliance with Lafayette Boulevard Overlay District requirements.
a. Outside storage or display of products, goods, or materials is prohibited.
The Royal Farms Project does not involve the storage or display of products, goods,
or materials.
b. Parking areas must be located to the rear or sides of buildings. No off-street parking
may be placed in front of the building.
The parking areas for the Royal Farms Project comply with the foregoing
requirement as depicted on the GDP.
Compliance with general standards for Gasoline Sales.
a. The lot shall have an area of at least 30,000 square feet and a frontage of at least 125
feet on each street side.
The Property satisfies this minimum square footage and frontage requirement.
b. The gasoline sales use shall have no more than two vehicular access points, which are
located at least 75 feet from each other, at least 50 feet from any intersecting street
right-of-ways, and at least 15 feet from any other lot line.
The Royal Farms Project complies with this requirement as depicted on the GDP.
c. Vehicular access points shall be no more than 40 feet wide.
The Royal Farms Project complies with this requirement as depicted on the GDP.
d. The gasoline sales use shall be designed to ensure safe and adequate vehicle stacking,
circulation, and turning movements.
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The Royal Farms Project complies with this requirement as depicted on the GDP.
e. Trash containers shall be fully screened by a wall that is constructed of the same
material and is of the same color as the principal structure. Trash containers shall be
located so as to minimize view from off-site areas.
The trash containers for the Royal Farms Project will be designed, screened, and
located in compliance with the foregoing criteria.
Conclusion
Based on the foregoing, the Applicant respectfully requests that the City Council grant
the requested SUP to allow development of the Royal Farms Project on the Property.
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Supplemental Parking Justification
As detailed below, we believe that no Special Exception Permit is necessary or required
for the proposed 50 parking spaces associated with the Royal Farms Project for three separate
and distinct reasons: (1) the “variable demand” provision of City Code Sec. 72-53.1(C)(3)
authorizes the Zoning Administrator to approve the proposed parking administratively without a
Special Exception; (2) the proposed parking does not exceed 175% of the minimum parking
required under Table 72-53.1(C)(2) when the fast-food and convenience store uses of the Royal
Farms building are allocated according to approximate floor space utilized; and (3) the proposed
parking for the Royal Farms Project is below 175% of the minimum parking required by Table
72-53.1(C)(2) when the gas station canopy is properly included.
1. The “variable demand” provision of City Code Sec. 72-53.1(C)(3) authorizes the
Zoning Administrator to approve the proposed parking administratively without a
Special Exception.
As detailed in the Narrative Justification submitted with the SUP Application, Royal
Farms is not limited to a convenience store with gasoline sales, but is also a high-quality fastfood restaurant which features a diverse menu of freshly-prepared breakfast, lunch, dinner, and
snack items, indoor and outdoor seating, and amenities such as free onsite WIFI and a coffee bar.
The multi-use nature of the Royal Farms Projects warrants establishment of a parking standard
under the “variable demand” provision of City Code Sec. 72-53.1(C)(3), which states in pertinent
part (emphasis added):
Uses with variable parking demand characteristics. Wherever Table 7253.1C(2) includes a reference to this § 72-53.1C(3), the specified uses have widely
varying parking and loading demand characteristics, making it difficult to
establish a single off-street parking or loading standard. Upon receiving a
development application for a use subject to this subsection, the Zoning
Administrator is authorized to apply the off-street parking standard in the table
that is deemed most similar to the use, or establish the off-street parking
requirements by reference to standard parking resources published by the National
Parking Association or the American Planning Association. Alternatively, the
Zoning Administrator may require the applicant to submit a parking demand
study that justifies estimates of parking demand based on the recommendations of
the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) and includes relevant data collected from
uses or combination of uses that are the same or comparable . . . .
Significantly, City Code Sec. 72-53.3(C)(4)(b), which set forth the 175% “parking
maximum” threshold absent a Special Exception, does not contain any cross-reference to the
above “variable demand” provisions of City Code Sec. 72-53.1(C)(3), but does contain a crossreference to the “alternative parking plan” provisions of City Code § 72-53.3(A). We must
presume this difference in language was intentional such that the City Council intended to give
the Zoning Administrator discretion to approve a “variable demand” parking standard for multi-

use projects under City Code Sec. 72-53.1(C)(3) without being constrained by the 175%
“parking maximum” threshold.1
Pursuant to the “variable demand” provisions of City Code Sec. 72-53.1(C)(3), the
Applicant submitted with the SUP Application a Parking Demand Justification which
demonstrates that the proposed 50 parking spaces for the Royal Farms Project is consistent with
ITE recommendations and the relevant data on other Royal Farms establishments. City Code
Sec. 72-53.1(C)(3) authorizes the Zoning Administrator to administratively approve the proposed
50 parking spaces consistent with the Parking Demand Justification without a Special Exception.
2. The proposed parking does not exceed 175% of the minimum parking requirement of
Table 72-35.1(C)(2) when the fast-food and convenience store uses of the Royal
Farms building are allocated according to approximate floor space utilized.
Independent of the foregoing, no Special Exception is necessary because the proposed 50
parking spaces for the Royal Farms Project do not exceed the 175% “maximum parking”
threshold when the approximate allocation of floor space for the fast-food and convenience store
uses is accounted for. As shown on the layout attached as Exhibit A, the Royal Farms building
devotes approximately 54% of its building floor space to its fast-food service operations and
approximately 46% of its building floor space to its convenience store operations.2 Based on this
approximate 54%/46% allocation, the minimum parking standard under Table 72-53.1(C)(2)
would be calculated as follows:
Fast-food use: 5,154 sf x 1 space/100 sf x 0.54 = 27.8316 parking spaces
(rounded up to 28)
Convenience store use: 5,154 sf x 1 space/250 sf x 0.46 = 9.4836 parking
spaces (rounded up to 10)
28 + 10 = 38 spaces.
The 50 parking spaces proposed for the Royal Farms Project are thus only 12 spaces (or
24%) above the parking minimum based on the approximate allocation of floor space associated
with the multiple uses.

1

See e.g. Newberry Station Homeowners Ass'n, Inc. v. Bd. of Supervisors of Fairfax County, 740 S.E.2d
548, 554 (2013). (“Therefore, when the General Assembly has used specific language in one instance, but omits that
language or uses different language when addressing a similar subject elsewhere in the Code, we must presume that
the difference in the choice of language was intentional.”)
As shown on Exhibit A, the Royal Farms building dedicates approximately 2,152 net square feet (“sf”)
solely to its fast-food operation and approximately 1,833 net sf solely to its convenience store operation, with
approximately 1,169 net sf devoted to general building space which supports both operations.
2

2

3. The parking for the Royal Farms Project is below 175% of the minimum parking
required by Table 72-53.1(C)(2) when the use area of the gas station canopy is
properly included.
Independent of the two reasons detailed above, a Special Exception is unnecessary
because the proposed 50 parking spaces for the Royal Farms Project are below the 175%
“parking maximum” threshold when the use area for the gas station canopy is properly included.
Table 72-53.1(C)(2) defines “sf” for purposes of the minimum parking requirement as
“gross square feet of floor or use area.” (Emphasis added.) The gas station canopy constitutes
the “use area” for the gasoline sales use of the Project such that its sf must be included when
calculating the 1 space/per 250 sf minimum requirement of Table 72-53.1(C)(2).3 The inclusion
of the sf of the canopy is further warranted as the canopy meets the definition of a “building”
under the UDO; City Code Sec. 72-84 defines “building” in relevant part as a “combination of
materials . . . having a roof to form a structure for the use . . . by persons or property.”
As shown on page 2 of the Generalized Development Plan (“GDP”) submitted with the
SUP Application, the use area of the canopy is approximately 5,280 sf. When this use area is
included, the parking calculation for the Royal Farms convenience store with gasoline sales use
is as follows:
5,280 sf (gas station canopy) + 5,154 sf (Royal Farms building) = 10,434 sf
10,434 sf/ 1 space per 250 sf = 41.736, rounded up to 42 spaces.
Accordingly, the 50 parking spaces shown are only 8 spaces (or 16%) above the
minimum parking requirement of Table 72-53.1(C)(2) for a convenience store with gasoline
sales use.

3
I note that the minimum parking requirement for a convenience store without gasoline sales in Table 7253.1(C)(2) is the same as it is for a convenience store with gasoline sales (1 space per 250 sf). The parking
requirement for a convenience store with gasoline sales thus must necessarily include the “use area” for the gasoline
sales (i.e. the canopy); otherwise it would result in there being no parking requirement at all for the gasoline sales
use. Such a result would be inconsistent with Table 72-53.1(C)(2), which requires that standalone gasoline sales
uses not associated with a convenience store provide minimum parking of 1 space per 300 sf.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Charles R. Johnston
James D. Newman
FW: Royal Farms
Tuesday, March 02, 2021 10:06:11 AM
Fredericksburg Competition Parking Space Count - Royal Farms.xlsx
Royal Farms Fred Park Memo _08_24_2020.pdf

Charles Johnston AICP CNU-A
Director

City of Fredericksburg
Community Planning & Building
715 Princess Anne Street
Fredericksburg, VA 22401

540-372-1180
From: Steven Klebanoff [mailto:sklebanoff@sumnerpartners.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 16, 2021 6:09 PM
To: Charles R. Johnston
Cc: Clark Leming
Subject: Royal Farms
Chuck – In response to your advising us that a couple of council members may be concerned about
the total parking count proposed for our project (48 after losing two to the trail design), please see
the attached analysis prepared by Sumner Partners.
The attached table illustrates the following –
WAWA – Average parking count is 48 and they have no indoor or outdoor seating at the area stores.
Sheetz – Average parking count is 44; for those stores with seating, the average parking count is 48
Royal Farms – Average parking count is 57; the proposed RF at Lafayette Blvd. has 48 parking
spaces; the RF civil spec is for a 50 parking space lower bound for their standard product as
proposed at Fredericksburg Park.
We should also remind the City that the ITE parking generation tables in the Bowman memorandum
dated 8-24-20 for the Super Convenience Market/Gas Station reveal that for the RF store, the ITE
Parking Generation Manual indicates that the average parking count is 42, the 85th percentile
weekday count is 57 spaces, and the max figure is 67. See attached Bowman memorandum for
ease of reference.
One item to consider with the RF standard layout and operation is the emphasis on indoor and
outdoor seating to complement their fast casual dining operation. The RF standard is for 28 seats –

16 outdoor and 12 indoor. This seating configuration is also being included at Fredericksburg Park.
The opportunity for seating is important in evaluating the required parking count for the RF stores.
As an example, the seating provides patrons with an opportunity to have their lunch at the store. I
do that often when I am near a RF. The seating lengthens the time of stay for the patrons to the
facility, thereby increasing the need for parking spaces and the parking area utilization figures. The
provision of seating also makes the store a good complement to the activities on the trail and to the
National Park Service since NPS does not seem to have significant retail services at the neighboring
landmarks.
The conclusion from this review of the market, the ITE information, and the seating count is that the
RF store is appropriately parked with 48 spaces. There are no excess spaces to be considered.
Further, the water quality improvements at the site provide more treatment than required under
the regulations for the parking proposed. You may also recall that Commissioner O’Toole stated that
the parking count number was irrelevant as the asphalt drive aisles on the layout are required for
the fuel loading truck operation and so any reduction in parking spaces would have a negligible
effect on the amount of impervious area.
Royal Farms does not have any photographs of their parking areas or other information to provide.
When this question has come up in other jurisdictions, we have simply provided the ITE parking
generation information, the seating count, market comparisons to other similar users, and the RF
civil specification reference as background information.
Let me know if you have any comments on this email and the attachments or any suggestions for
additional information needed.
Regards, Steve

Steven Klebanoff
President
Sumner Partners LLC
7910 Woodmont Avenue
Suite 1080
Bethesda, MD 20814
301-657-4485 ext. 2
301-657-5933 FAX
301-651-8375 Mobile

Fredericksburg Area Wawa, Sheetz, and Royal Farms Parking Space Counts
Wawa

Total # of Parking Spaces

County

Seating

1140 Carl D Silver Parkway

41

City of Fredericksburg

None

2390 Plank Road

39

City of Fredericksburg

None

3402 Shannon Park Drive

55

Spotsylvania

None

199 Falcon Drive

50

Spotsylvania

None

4625 Harrison Road

46

Spotsylvania

None

10626 Courthouse Road

46

Spotsylvania

None

10060 Jefferson Davis Highway

62

Spotsylvania

None

4527 Plank Road

39

Spotsylvania

None

560 Warrenton Road

45

Stafford

None

830 Warrenton Road

59

Stafford

None

275 Butler Road

48

Stafford

None

72 Austin Park Drive

43

Stafford

None

105 Garrisonville Road

58

Stafford

None

15 Eustace Road

52

Stafford

None

Average Spaces

48.79

Sheetz

Total # of Parking Spaces

County

Seating

2001 Carl D. Silver Parkway

42

City of Fredericksburg

None

2807 Lafayette Boulevard

40

Spotsylvania

Indoor & Outdoor

10 Washington Square Plaza

31

Spotsylvania

None

9825 Hospital Boulevard

53

Spotsylvania

Indoor & Outdoor

8533 Jefferson Davis Highway

43

Spotsylvania

Indoor & Outdoor

1175 Garrisonville Road

57

Stafford

Indoor & Outdoor

44.33

Average Spaces with Seating

48.25

Royal Farms

Total # of Parking Spaces

County

Seating

1221 Warrenton Road

62

Stafford

16 outdoor, 12 indoor

5000 Plank Road

53

Spotsylvania

16 outdoor, 12 indoor

5301 Jefferson Davis Highway

56

Spotsylvania

16 outdoor, 12 indoor

Altoona Road and Route 3

57

City of Fredericksburg

16 outdoor, 12 indoor

City of Fredericksburg

16 outdoor, 12 indoor

Average Spaces

Average Spaces

Proposed Royal Farms Store #441

57

48

August 24, 2020

The current site plan is proposing 50 parking spaces for the proposed development. The
weekday morning and evening peak hour trip generation results (see Table 2) show a range of
193 to 235 entering/exiting trips per hour. Based on the typically short stopping times and high
turnover of the proposed development, the proposed 50 parking spaces plus 16 fueling
positions are expected to accommodate this trip generation.
Additionally, the proposed parking spaces are also consistent with the Royal Farms Stores
Parking Design Criteria of 50 to 74 parking spaces, which have been successfully used at over
100 stores. For instance, the existing Royal Farm facilities in the Fredericksburg Area provide the
following parking spaces:
Warrenton Road Store
Plank Road Store
Hood Drive and Rt. 1
Altoona Road and Route 3

–
–
–
–

62
53
56
57

Parking Spaces
Parking Spaces
Parking Spaces
Parking Spaces

Based on the information presented in this section, the proposed parking spaces are justified
and consistent with industry standards (ITE Parking Generation) and Royal Farms Site
Development Guidelines, Civil Specifications, May 2020.
Trip Generation Comparison
Trip generation was performed for the proposed development using the Institute of
Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual – 10th Edition to determine the number of trips
generated by the site. The proposed development is expected to generate 470 total trips during
the morning peak hour (112 primary trips—56 in and 56 out) and 385 trips during the evening
peak hour (92 primary trips—46 in and 46 out). The remainder of peak hour trips are pass-by
trips. The pass-by rate was found to be 76% of total trips during morning and evening peak
hours. Table 2 below summarizes the results of this generation.
Table 2. Trip Generation – Proposed Development

2
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For comparison purposes, trip generation values were developed for the approved rezoning
buildable density. As previously mentioned, the trip generation was performed using the
Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual – 10th Edition to determine the
number of trips generated by each land use. NCHRP 8-51 Internal Capture Estimation Tool was
used to estimate the internal trip capture for the land use combinations in each scenario.
The approved rezoning buildable density would consist of 200,000 SF of Retail Shopping Center
and 150,000 SF of General Office. The anticipated trips were broken down to show Total Trips,
Internal Capture, Pass-By Trips, and Primary Trips. These trips are summarized in Table 3 below:
Table 3. Trip Generation – Approved Rezoning Buildable Density.

The total number of primary trips shown for are compared/summarized below in Table 4 for
both the morning and evening peak hours.
Table 4. Primary Trip Summary

Development
Approved Rezoning
Buildable Density
Royal Farms

Total Primary Trips
AM Peak
PM Peak
Hour
Hour
335

1089

112

92

As shown in Table 4, the proposed development is expected to generate less peak hour trips
than the anticipated trips for the Approved Rezoning Buildable Density.

3

August 24, 2020

Conclusions


Based on our analysis, the proposed number of 50 parking spaces is adequate and
appropriate for the proposed development.



The proposed development is expected to generate less trips than the Approved
Rezoning Buildable Density.

4

Land Use: 960 Super Convenience Market
with Gas Station
Description
This land use includes gasoline/service stations with convenience markets where there is significant
business related to the sale of convenience items and the fueling of motor vehicles. Some commonly
sold convenience items include freshly brewed coffee, daily-made donuts, bakery items, hot and
cold beverages, breakfast items, dairy items, fresh fruits, soups, light meals, ready-to-go and freshly
made sandwiches and wraps, and ready-to-go salads. Stores typically also had automated teller
machines (ATMs), and public restrooms. The sites included in this land use category have the
following two specific characteristics:
●● the gross floor area of the convenience market is at least 3,000 square feet
●● the number of vehicle fueling positions is at least 10
Convenience market with gasoline pumps (Land Use 853) is a related use.

Additional Data
The average parking supply ratio for the ten study sites with parking supply information is 13 spaces
per 1,000 square feet GFA.
The sites were surveyed in the 1990s and the 2000s in New Jersey.

Source Numbers
417, 433

Land Use Descriptions and Data Plots
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EXHIBIT #4

EXHIBIT #4

EXHIBIT #5

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

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

lines of sight are shown on Map 11

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

IN REPLY REFER TO:

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

1.A.1 (FRSP)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

EXHIBIT #11

Memorandum
To:

Steven Klebanoff / Sumner Partners, LLC

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

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

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

Figure 1
Lafayette Boulevard is currently a two-lane roadway south of Route 3 with an average of 21,000
vehicles per day. Within the vicinity of Alum Spring Road, the southbound approach on Lafayette

January 4, 2021

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

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

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

Land Use

Size

Units

Total Trips
In

Out

(1)

Pass-By Trips

(2)

Primary Trips

Total

In

Out

Total

In

Out

Total

Weekday AM Peak Hour
Townhomes

220

Super Convenience Market/Gas
Station

960

204

DU

5,154 / 16 SF / FP

Total, AM Peak Hour

22

72

94

0

0

0

22

72

94

235

235

470

179

179

358

56

56

112

257

307

564

179

179

358

78

128

206

Weekday PM Peak Hour
Townhomes

220

Super Convenience Market/Gas
Station

960

204

DU

5,154 / 16 SF / FP

Total, PM Peak Hour

70

41

111

0

0

0

70

41

111

193

192

385

147

146

293

46

46

92

263

233

496

147

146

293

116

87

203

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

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

Proposed
Residential

Difference

350 Townhomes 204 Townhomes
Total Daily Trips

2,605

1,501

-1,104

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

14,092

4,314

-9,778

As shown in Tables 2 and 3, the proposed development includes less units of residential and
less square footage of retail than what was originally approved by the City of Fredericksburg at
this location. As a result, the potential impact of the proposed development is significantly less
than the approved land use and density at this location.
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Therefore, because the proposed Royal Farms is anticipated to generate significantly fewer
vehicular trips than the original planned development, it should be expected that the proposed
development’s site traffic will be properly accommodated within this approved roadway
network.
Conclusions
The improvements under construction will improve traffic flow and reduce traffic congestion
along Lafayette Boulevard by adding capacity and reducing the number of conflicting
movements with Alum Spring Road.
Additionally, due to the constructed right-out only operation of Alum Spring Road, the site
traffic associated with the proposed Royal Farms should be accommodated within the
intersection of Lafayette Boulevard and Alum Spring Road.
The proposed improvements along Lafayette Boulevard are expected to provide an additional
capacity of 454 vehicles per lane in the highest direction of traffic when compared to existing
conditions. The proposed development is projected to add a maximum of 55 vehicles per lane
to the highest direction of traffic – falling well below the additional capacity available of 454
additional vehicles per lane.
Finally, the proposed roadway improvements were initially approved by the City of
Fredericksburg during a proffered rezoning process based on the traffic studies associated with
a development program consisting of 350 units of residential housing and a 350,000 SF
commercial space. The roadway improvements were developed to mitigate the much greater
site traffic associated with the original development.
Since the time of the City’s approval, the development has been reduced to include 204
residential units and the 5,154 SF Royal Farms with fuel service. The total trips projected to be
generated by this revised development are many thousand per day below the original
development.
Therefore, because the proposed Royal Farms will generate significantly fewer vehicular trips
than the original planned development, it is expected that the proposed development’s site
traffic will be properly accommodated within this approved roadway network.
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Exhibit 12
Memorandum on Traffic Issues
All traffic data provided by Bowman Transportation ‐ See Exhibit 3 with attached memorandums
1/4/2021
A. Proffered Zoning Commercial Development Approved ‐ 350,000 SF Commercial
Commercial Total Trips Generated ‐ 14,092
Commercial Net Trips Generated (Non Pass‐by Trips) ‐ 9,301
Royal Farms Commercial Total Trips ‐ 4,314
Royal Farms Net Trips Generated (Non Pass‐by Trips) ‐ 1,035
*Royal Farms trip generation is significantly less than approved by proffered zoning
for commercial square footage
Another way of understanding the reduction in development intensity, consider the
parking requirement reduction from the reduced development ‐
350,000 SF at 4/1,000 or 1400 spaces compared to 50 for Royal Farms to
illustrate the marked reduction of development intensity ‐ (28 times)
Note ‐ Residential density under construction for the townhouses of 204 is less than
the approved townhouse density of 350. The total daily trip saving is 1,104
trips which is in EXCESS of the Royal Farms net trips generated figure of 1,035

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

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

EXHIBIT #13

EXHIBIT #14
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EXHIBIT #17

Memorandum
To:

Steven Klebanoff / Sumner Partners, LLC

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

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

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

PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE CROSSING SAFETY MEASURES
Advanced Warning Signs
The following advanced warning signs will be installed at the intersection of Alum Spring Road
and the proposed Royal Farms Driveway:
Stop Signs:
A standard stop sign will be installed for vehicles exiting the driveway to ensure that vehicles must
stop and proceed with caution once pedestrians and bicyclists are cleared from the shared-use
path. Additionally, stop signs will also be installed at the trail approaches for bicyclists and
pedestrians to control pedestrian and bicycle traffic along the trail.
Virginia Code § 46.2-924 mandates that the driver of any vehicle on a highway must yield the
right-of-way to any pedestrian crossing a driveway by stopping and remaining stopped until the
pedestrian has cleared the path.

January 4, 2021

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

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

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

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

Met for Proposed
Royal Farms?
YES

YES
YES
YES

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

$24,000

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

$17,000

3. Meals tax - 6%

$36,000

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

$30,000

5. Business License Tax -

$24,000

6. Cigarette Tax -

$35,000

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

$189,000

TOTAL

$355,000

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

EXHIBIT #21

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

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

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

Post development of the Royal Farms, if the City decides to build the alternate route,
Royal Farms will provide the necessary easement on the west side of the
property and the tax revenues from the Royal Farms development for
the City of approximately $355,000 per year will more than adequately
cover the construction cost. This would eliminate any safety issue concern
with the driveway entrance for those bikers that have that fear.
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Bowman Consulting Group, Ltd.
1300 Central Park Blvd.
Fredericksburg, Virginia 22401

PLANNING COMMISSION

City of Fredericksburg
Community Planning & Building

MINUTES
November 18, 2020
7:30 p.m.
ELECTRONIC MEETING I COUNCIL CHAMBERS, CITY HALL

You may view and listen to the meeting in its entirety by going to the Planning Commission page on the City’s
website:
https://amsva.wistia.com/medias/urchsrllec
The Agenda, Staff Report, Applications and Supporting Documents are also available on the Planning
Commission page.
MEMBERS
Rene Rodriguez, Chairman (live)
David Durham, Vice-Chairman (electronic)
Kenneth Gantt (live)
Chris Hornung (absent)
Adam Lynch (live)
Tom O’Toole (electronic)
Jim Pates, Secretary (electronic)

CITY STAFF
Chuck Johnston, Ping & Bldg Dept Director (live)
Mike Craig, Senior Planner (live)
James Newman, Zoning Administrator (electronic)
Susanna Finn, Community Dev. Planner (electronic)
Cathy Eckles, Administrative Assistant (live)

1. CALL TO ORDER
This meeting was held live and electronically by ‘Go to Meeting’ application, pursuant to City Council Ord. 20-05,
An Ordinance to Address Continuity of City Government during the Pendency of a Pandemic Disaster.
Members of the public were invited to attend in person with social distancing practices and masks required or
access this meeting by public access television Cox Channel 84, Verizon Channel 42, online at
www.regionalwebtv.com/fredcc, or Facebook live at www.facebook.com/FXBGgov.
Chairman Rodriguez called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. and explained electronic meeting procedures.
2.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

3. DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM
Mr. Hornung was absent, all other members were present.
4. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Mr. Gantt moved for approval of the agenda as submitted. Mr. Durham seconded.
Motion passed 6-0-1.
5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
October 28, 2020
Mr. Durham motioned to approve the minutes as submitted. Mr. Gantt seconded.
Motion passed 6-0-1.
6. DECLARATION OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST
None.
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7.

PUBLIC HEARING
A. Continued Item

1.

Brompton Community School LLC requests a Special Use Permit for an elementary school at 123 Lee
Drive/GPIN 7778-76-8624. This property is the historic Braehead Manor.

Mr. Newman recapped the staff report from October 28, 2020 with a PowerPoint presentation (Att. 1). Applicant
Amber Dawson was present electronically.
Mr. O’Toole noted the project is to use potable well water and asked why the City doesn’t require connection to
public water. Mr. Newman said the property has a working well, but applicant wants potable water. Mr. Johnston
noted that new construction would be required to connect to public water, but as this is a reuse of an existing
building, such connection would not be required. Ms. Dawson that the previous owner considered public water
connection, but did not pursue it because of the cost. Mr. O’Toole questioned why in the previous special use
permit there was a condition to confine events to the side of the building away from Lee Drive. Mr. Newman said
that this was due to the large number of people (250+) anticipated at events, but it is not a concern for the school.
Mr. O’Toole asked for staff or applicant to discuss the licensing requirements. Ms. Dawson noted that the
Commonwealth of Virginia does not require licensed teachers for private schools if there are no disabled students,
however, the Brompton Community School has made licensing a requirement of its teachers. She said the school
accreditation process is five years, as a program has to be established and observed overtime, but it is not required
or mandated by the state. Mr. O’Toole requested a condition added that the accreditation process will be
completed in a timely manner. Ms. Dawson stated the National Park Service (NPS) has approved the driveway
expansion and the fire hydrant is still in the works.
Mr. Pates asked about Condition No. 5 that requires an amendment to the Special Use Permit for any additions or
new construction. Mr. Newman said that one of the Commissioners asked for this at the previous meeting, so that
any changes to the site would be in conformance with the easement and City would have local control. Mr. Pates
noted his disagreement with this condition because it should be under the control of the Department of Historic
Resources’ (DHR’s) easement and he doesn’t think it is appropriate or within the Commission’s purview. Mr. Craig
noted that the City Attorney had a similar concern as she felt the City shouldn’t become a middle party. Staff
explained that the purpose of the condition was to ensure that any substantial changes were considered locally.
Mr. Durham clarified that the purpose of Condition No. 5 is not to step in between DHR and the property owner,
but just an additional avenue for the City to review changes that DHR may agree to. Mr. Craig said yes and that this
is in lieu of having a condition that states the use will be in conformance with the GDP. Mr. Craig noted that
Condition No. 5 will only apply to the special use for a school use.
Mr. Lynch questioned the revenue implications of this change in use and what will this do to the amount of tax
revenue the City will receive. Mr. Durham noted that the property is currently not generating any revenue.
Mr. Johnston said that property taxes are based on size and improvements so the assessed valuation is not
changing. Chairman Rodriguez asked if federal and state funds will be affected by pulling students from the public
school system. Mr. Johnston does not know how substantial that may be.
Chairman Rodriguez asked if there are any proposed modifications to make the property ADA accessible.
Ms. Dawson noted there are some portable ramps proposed per ADA compliance requirements.
No public speakers being present and no public comments being received, Chairman Rodriguez closed the public
hearing. Mr. Gantt motioned to recommend approval to the City Council of the special use permit with the
conditions noted. Mr. Durham seconded. Mr. Pates noted he still thinks Condition No. 5 is out of the Commission’s
purview.
Motion passed 6-0-1.
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B.

New Business
1. Sumner Partners LLC, requests a Special Use Permit to establish a 5,154 sq. ft. Royal Farms convenience
store with gasoline sales with eight pump stations at 1315 Alum Springs Road GPINs 7779-70-2419,
2.

7779-70-2391.
Sumner Partners LLC, requests a Special Exception to have parking in excess of 175% of the minimum
requirement at a proposed Royal Farms convenience store with gasoline sales at 1315 Alum Springs
Road G P1 Ns 7779-70-2419, 7779-70-2391.

Mr. Newman reviewed the staff report for the Special Use Permit and Special Exception with a PowerPoint
presentation (Att. 2) and noted that a vote on this matter would be taken at the December 2, 2020 Planning
Commission meeting.
Mr. Durham discussed the need for a high-visibility crosswalk at the project entrance for the VCR Trail and the
proposed elevated crossing of the Blue Gray Parkway by the Trail. He noted he is extremely concerned about the
impact of this project on the VCR Trail. Mr. Durham discussed using differing material on the pathway, signage
yielding to pedestrians, and a better plan to mitigate the issues of the entrance to the dramatically increased parking
lot.
Mr. Pates asked for more information on the entrance to this project and how it conforms to the Lafayette Corridor
Overlay District (District). Mr. Johnston said that the District has design standards to improve the corridor’s
appearance, but those vary depending on the section of the District. He said this project has a good start in meeting
those standards, orientating a building entrance to the street, as well as the location of the doors, signage, lighting,
and the architectural elements. The City has not yet heard from the National Park Service regarding this project.
Mr. Pates asked regarding a recommendation. Mr. Johnston stated the project is still evolving and staff will have a
recommendation prior to the vote on December 2, 2020. Draft conditions were outlined in the November 16, 2020
letter to applicant, copies of which were sent to the Commission. (Att. 3).
Mr. Pates questioned if a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) was done. Mr. Newman said that according to the TIA
provided by applicant in the staff report, pg. 2 states the proposed development will generate 470 AM peak time
trips and 385 PM peak time trips.
Mr. O’Toole questioned if the Alum Spring Road/Lafayette Boulevard intersection will have no left turn from Alum
Spring onto Lafayette and the exit will be right turn only and then to the roundabout. Mr. Johnston said yes, it will
be a right in, right out for that intersection; however, traffic going north on Lafayette Boulevard can make a left
turn onto Alum Spring Road. Mr. Johnston noted that the original plan was approved for 350,000 sq. ft. of
commercial space and 350 dwellings, which would have generated a considerably greater amount of trips than the
207 townhouses under construction and this 5,200 sq ft project.
Mr. O’Toole noted he has a lot of safety concerns regarding the pathway crossing and this project. He asked for the
Technical Review Committee’s (TRC’s) comments on the project. Mr. Gantt noted that this was sent to the
Commissioners; the November 16, 2020 letter sent to applicant summarizes the TRC’s concerns with the project
(mentioned above, Att. 3).
Mr. Lynch was concerned about the proximity of this project, with the large areas of impervious surface, within 300
feet of Hazel Run. He said that he wants to require that all of the stormwater retention be done on site and not
allow any in-lieu fees or any off-site mitigation. Mr. Lynch discussed his concerns with the impervious surfaces as
there is very little real estate on this parcel for any stormwater retention and wondered where applicant intends to
capture stormwater runoff. Mr. Lynch asked if there was any on-street parking is allowed on Alum Spring Road.
Mr. Craig said not in front of this project, as a Fred Transit stop is shown.
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Mr. Craig noted that the ordinance is designed to limit impervious surfaces and staff recommends that additional
treatment should occur. He said all the storm water drainage for the townhomes and this site will be treated in an
underground system, which also treats the drainage from Lafayette Boulevard. Mr. Craig said portions of Lafayette
Boulevard utilize off-site credits, but this project does not. In responding to the request for additional parking, the
applicant has been asked to apply additional Best Management Practices. Mr. Lynch said there are a lot of
stormwater issues in this area. Mr. Craig agreed and noted that this is why staff is asking for a higher level of
treatment.
Mr. Gantt asked about plans for the traffic signal to handle
improvements widening Lafayette Boulevard to four lanes will
Royal Farm occupancy. Mr. Craig said the original project had a
space, which has been pared down. Additionally, the original
added a full right turn lane into the property as an upgrade.

pedestrian and bike traffic. Mr. Craig noted that
have to be completed prior to the townhomes or
much higher density of residential and commercial
project did not have a full slip lane and applicant

Mr. Gantt asked about the lighting standards as this is a huge facility. Mr. Newman said that staff is researching this
and will be requesting recessed lighting at a minimum. Mr. Gantt asked if the townhomes had been notified.
Mr. Craig said the townhome developer is selling the subject property to Royal Farms and that the townhouses will
be unoccupied until the road improvements are completed. Mr. Craig said the lighting standards are very strict for
dark sky protection, requiring downcast and shielded lighting with a maximum of 3.0 ft. candles. Gas station
canopies generally do not meet that requirement and always require a site plan exception.
Chairman Rodriguez noted that while the adjacent townhomes are not yet occupied, he asked if the single family
residential properties in the project further south were notified since the original approval was for commercial and
office space, not a gas station. Mr. Johnston reiterated that this area was always planned as a commercial center
with some type of auto oriented use at this corner. Chairman Rodriguez asked the applicant to notify the residential
home owners. Mr. Johnston said this would be pursued, but was concerned about setting a precedent of how far
away property owners must be notified of a proposed project. Chairman Rodriguez asked if it was possible to put
in a condition that the developers must build the previously discussed ped/bike overpass of Blue Gray Parkway. Mr.
Johnston noted that state legal standards say that there has to be a proportional and rational connection between
the project and a condition.
Mr. Durham clarified that the residential developer sold the proposed project property to applicant. Mr. Johnston
said yes. He noted that if an HOA exists for the residential development, it would be developer controlled for some
time and they would approve the proposed project. Mr. Durham asked if the Lafayette Corridor Overlay District and
the building standards could mandate the use of certain materials due to the proximity to a historic park. Discussion
ensued regarding what the developer is required to do and the substantial landscaping required.
Clark Leming [Leming & Healy Law], attorney for the applicant, was present, along with Steven Klebanoff [owner
and president of Sumner], applicant, and Justin Troidl [Bowman Construction], engineer. Mr. Leming discussed
Royal Farms generally and the other locations in the area. Mr. Leming used staff’s November 16, 2020 letter to
address some of the concerns raised. He discussed the proposed landscaping and promised to provide illustrations;
provided a revised architectural rendering and elevations for the Lafayette Boulevard façade; and noted that
applicant believes he can closely comply with the lighting ordinance, but will work with staff to address the issues.
Mr. Leming next discussed the commercial aspects of the project, that the TIA had already been approved for much
higher trip circumstances and that an additional improvement of a right turn lane has been added to the project.
He noted that the market analysis describes this parcel as being a viable use for a fuel sales/convenience store.
Mr. Leming noted that the more significant aspect is the Special Exception request for additional parking. He said
that other Royal Farm properties parking numbers are actually higher than the request for this location. Royal Farms
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generate traffic which drives the need for parking and can’t operate without the parking spaces requested as then
people would be waiting for parking at certain times of the day and backing up traffic.
Mr. Leming noted that the original development of the property had a stormwater plan approved for this
commercial piece of the development. The plan was for 1.24 acres of impervious surface and applicant went beyond
the state law required proposed BMPs. Applicant’s request for additional parking adds no impervious surface that
wasn’t in the original plan, which had a larger FAR and less open space.
Mr. Pates asked about the issue of the impact of this project on the VCR Trail and whether any discussions have
been had with staff about measures to mitigate this impact. Mr. Klebanoff said no, he was unaware of this issue
before this meeting and will discuss same with the engineer. Mr. Leming discussed the proposed request for a
condition requiring the developer to build an overpass and clarified that there must be a nexus between the use
and the condition imposed. He noted that applicant is willing to look at mitigation and safety.
Mr. Durham discussed mitigating the externalities of the proposed parking lot through possibly rerouting the VCR
Trail currently running along the southern edge of the property to the northern edge of the property a suitable
distance from the Blue Gray Parkway and then turn south and run along the western edge. Mr. Durham felt that
due to applicant’s request for the special use and special exception, a nexus exists for rerouting of the VCR Trail.
Mr. Leming will discuss same with the applicant and engineer and get back to the Commission.
Chairman Rodriguez requested that applicant notify the residential homeowners of this proposed project.
Mr. Leming stated he will discuss this staff, but time constraints may hinder that.
Chairman Rodriguez said there was no further questions or comments at this time and matter there would be
further consideration at the Commission’s December 2 meeting, when a vote is planned.
3.

Area 2, Fall Hill Small Area Plan
The City of Fredericksburg proposes to amend the City Comprehensive Plan:
• Chapter 4, Public Space, Public Facilities, and Preserved Open Space, to update the Parks Inventory;
• Chapter 10, Land Use Plan, to update the land use transects and apply them to Fall Hill Small Area in
the General Land Use Plan; and
• Chapter 11, Planning Areas of the City’s Comprehensive Plan, to adopt the Area 2, Fall Hill Small Area
Plan, an expanded Small Area Plan, with land use, open space, infrastructure, and transportation
policies. Fall Hill Avenue serves as a central spine to the Area and it is bounded by the Rappahannock
River on the north, the Rappahannock Canal on the east, and 1-95 on the west.

Ms. Finn reviewed the staff report with a power point presentation (Att. 4) and noted that a vote on this matter
could be taken at the December 2, 2020 Planning Commission meeting.
Mr. Pates asked if a Word draft has been circulated so the Commissioners can comment on same. Ms. Finn said the
most up-to-date draft of the Area 2 is on the City’s website, but she can also send the PDF version directly to the
Commission. Mr. Pates asked if there was still a Bragg Hill Neighborhood Association and if it had submitted any
comments. Ms. Finn said yes, it does still exist, but it is now named Central Park Townhomes, and no it has not
submitted any comments. Ms. Finn said that one public comment was received from Robert Maple, President,
Fredericksburg Trails Alliance (Att. 5), which was read into the record during the public comment portion of the
hearing. She also has had supportive telephone conversations with Reverend Henderson, Kingdom Family Worship.
Mr. Durham discussed the commendable work that staff has done with potential improvements not only for Area 2,
but the entire City. Mr. Durham reminded the Commission that the proposed amendments to Table 4-7, pg. 4-10,
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was the process established for the Area 7 Plan. He noted the addition of Butler-Brayne Park and Wild Riverfront
Park continues the addition of new facilities into the Comprehensive Plan.
Mr. O’Toole asked about Stafford County’s proposed pathway across the Rappahannock River and how City
residents would access it. Ms. Finn said the exact location of the Stafford path has not been designated, but it has
a plan to do so. The plan proposes that City residents would access it by a suspended pedestrian bridge under 1-95.
Mr. Lynch discussed the Fall Hill neighborhood center and the community’s proximity to many opportunities. He
feels that Fall Hill Avenue needs some traffic calming. Ms. Finn discussed the Area Plan’s focus on elevating the
status of the pedestrian to improve the safety for alternate modes of transportation.
Mr. Lynch discussed that Area 2 is the northern terminus of the Gateway Boulevard expansion and asked how this
advances the goals of the Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Johnston explained the importance of providing an additional
link in the street network serving the City.
Chairman Rodriguez asked about the language in 11(2)-5 regarding reestablishing and applying the Rental
Inspection Program to address housing quality asking if it aligned with the wording used in other areas of the City.
Ms. Finn noted that it matched the language used in Area 6. He asked if the City is still pursuing a fire station on
Cowan Boulevard. Mr. Johnston said it was possible, but unlikely.
Ms. Finn read into the record the comment received from Mr. Maple. Chairman Rodriguez noted that the public
hearing would remain open until December 2, 2020 for further time to receive public comments, with the vote
planned for that session.
4.

Commercial Downtown and Mixed-Use Text Amendment
The City of Fredericksburg proposes amendments to §72-32.2, Commercial Downtown District, §72-84
Definitions, §72-53.1 Off-Street Parking and Loading, §72-40.2, Use Table, and §72-41.2 Institutional
Uses to update residential density, mixed-use regulations, and permitted uses as part of the
implementation of the Area 7 Downtown Small Area Plan.

Mr. Craig reviewed the staff report with a power point presentation (Att. 6) and suggested that a vote on this matter
be taken at the December 2, 2020 Planning Commission meeting.
Mr. Pates suggested this matter be deferred for a work session at a later date. Mr. Craig said agreed. The item was
deferred to a work session on December 2, 2020, before the regular session.
Mr. Durham questioned staff why Sophia Street was not identified as a retail priority area and discussed 11(7)-2 of
the Comprehensive Plan. He noted that many of the Caroline Street lots run all the way to Sophia Street and believes
this makes them linked. Mr. Durham said that a lot of the problems with excess parking manifested itself in the
construction of structures along Sophia Street. He feels some of the potential infill would be along Sophia Street
yet the discussion is limited to retail priority area of just William Street and Caroline Street. Mr. Durham asked if
staff has a sense of the current usage of the upper floors in the retail priority area and if staff could discuss the
expected impacts on development and adaptive reuse of the upper floors. Mr. Craig said staff will do a visual survey,
but knows they are underutilized and will discuss the expected impacts at another meeting.
8. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT

None.
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9.

OTHER BUSINESS

A. Planning Commissioner Comments
Mr. Lynch expressed his pleasure of serving on this Commission.
B. Fredericksburg Boards & Commissions Racial Equity Feedback
Angela Freeman, the Fredericksburg Diversity, Equity, and Economic Advancement Officer, discussed the purpose
of the Racial Equity Feedback request and reviewed the seven questions presented to the City’s Boards and
Commissions Members (Att. 7). Discussion ensued between Commission members who decided to collectively
participate and deferred further discussion on this matter until the December 2, 2020 work session.
C. Discussion of retail uses and the concept for the Neighborhood Commercial / Residential districts.
Due to the lateness of the hour, Mr. Johnston asked to defer this matter for further discussion at the December 2,
2020 work session.
D. Transmission to City Council of FY20 Annual Land Use Report and FY21 CIP recommendations at a joint
Council/Commission Work Session on December 8
Due to the lateness of the hour, Mr. Johnston asked to defer this matter for further discussion at the December 2,
2020 work session.
E. Planning Director Comments
Mr. Johnston discussed setting a work session on December 2, 2020 at 6:00 p.m. when the Commissioners will
discuss:
1. Racial Equity Feedback Questionnaire;
2. Proposed Amendments regarding Commercial Downtown and Mixed-Use Text Amendment; and
3. Annual Land Use Report and CIP recommendations.
The regular Planning Commission meeting will follow with discussion and potential voting on:
1. Royal Farms Special Use and Special Exception;
2. Area 2 Fall Hill Area Plan; and
3. Commercial Downtown and Mixed Use Text Amendment.
Mr. Johnston said there would also be a proposed policy to implement the recently adopted Ordinance extending
the virtual meeting participation allowances. He reviewed the current policies. Discussion ensued about whether
the two remote participation allowance would continue once the pandemic has expired. Mr. Johnston said he will
check with the City Attorney about whether that is a state requirement or a local decision. Chairman Rodriguez
asked for the Ordinance and proposed policy be forwarded to the Commission.
Mr. Johnston noted if there is still time left on December 2, there could be discussion on the issue retail uses and
Neighborhood Commercial / Residential District.
10. ADJOURNMENT
There being no further items to be discussed, the Planning Commission meeting adjourned at 10:32 p.m.

Next meeting is December 2, 2020.

Rene Rodriguez, Chairman
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