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Regional Demographics 

Overview 
To effectively consider the future of the Charlottesville-Albemarle region, the MPO must examine the 

community as it is currently structured; specifically focusing on location, population, unique elements, 

and specialized populations. The Albemarle-Charlottesville Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 

region is a diverse and vibrant community. The region is home to the University of Virginia, and boasts 

one of the longest outdoor pedestrian malls in the nation.  Further, its proximity to major urban areas, 

such as Washington, D.C. and Richmond, VA, and scenic rural areas such Shenandoah National Park 

make the region an attractive place to settle for a variety of people.  

Location 
The City of Charlottesville (City) is an independent city surrounded by Albemarle County and located in 

west Central Virginia, approximately 115 miles southwest of Washington, D.C. and 70 miles northwest of 

Richmond, VA. Charlottesville is located along the Rivanna River (a tributary of the James River), 

upstream of the Chesapeake Bay.  The Charlottesville-Albemarle Metropolitan Planning Organization 

was formed in 1982 and is federally mandated due to its urban nature and regional population of more 

than 50,000 people. The MPO boundaries include the City of Charlottesville, and portions of Albemarle 

County that are urban or expected to be urban in the next twenty years. 

Political Boundaries 
Figure 1-1 is provided to help orient the reader with the Charlottesville-Albemarle area.  The large map 

is the Charlottesville-Albemarle MPO, broken down by block group.  The smaller maps in Figure 1-1 

show the Charlottesville-Albemarle MPO within the state of Virginia and the Thomas Jefferson Planning 

District Commission’s jurisdiction, Charlottesville.  
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Figure 1-1: Charlottesville –Albemarle MPO Region 

 

History 
The City of Charlottesville and Albemarle County have a long history of rural landscapes, 

industrialization, growth, and community. The following timeline highlights a few of the major 

milestones in the region’s development.  

1744 Establishment of Albemarle County 
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1762 Founding of the City of Charlottesville 

1770 Building of Monticello, Thomas Jefferson’s home 

1819 Founding of The University of Virginia 

1850 Railroad services established 

1885 Amtrak station opens 

1906 First automobile, a Stanley Steamer, arrives in Charlottesville 

1912 The first airplane appears above the City of Charlottesville in April 

1927 The first traffic lights start operating in the City of Charlottesville 

1976 City of Charlottesville opens a pedestrian mall on a portion of Main Street 

2004 City named the #1 place to live in North America by Frommer's guidebook 

2012 City celebrated its 150th anniversary (Timeline 2013; Daily Progress 2013) 

Population 
The total population of the MPO region was 122,638 as of 2010. From the year 2000 through 2010, the 

annualized growth rate for the region was 1.34%. The following describes specific characteristics of 

residents in the area. 

Age & Sex  
Figure 1-2 shows the distribution of population in the entire City of Charlottesville and Albemarle County 

by age and sex in 2011.   
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Figure 1-2: Charlottesville & Albemarle Populations by Age and Sex 

 

The University of Virginia creates some significant differences in demographic composition 

between the City and County. While the median age in Albemarle County is 38.5, the median 

age in Charlottesville is 27.5 (Figure 1-3): representative of the large student population 

residing in the City.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey 
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Figure 1-3: Median Age by MPO Block Group 

 
Age groups 19-22 years and 22-32 years, represented in the lightest shades in Figure 1-3, dominate the 

areas in close proximity to University grounds.  There are also a large number of people over age 54 

living in Census block groups just west of the City. 

The total number of enrolled students at University of Virginia is 24,297, which is far more than the 

average for all Colleges and Universities in the U.S. Of those students, 57% are women: consistent with 

the average College and University in the U.S. The sex ratios in Albemarle and Charlottesville (Figure 1-4) 

are comparable, despite the University enrolling more women than men.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey 
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Figure 1-4: Sex Ratios (# men per 100 women) 

 

Racial Composition 
The MPO region consists of mostly White (Caucasian) residents, with a large African American 

population in Charlottesville as compared with other U.S. regions. Aside from the concentration of Black 

or African American communities around downtown Charlottesville and the University campus, other 

non-white populations are comparable between the City and County. 

Figure 1-5: Racial Composition in Albemarle & Charlottesville 

 

 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey 
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Housing  
The City of Charlottesville and Albemarle County combined have 61,338 housing units. Nearly 60% of 

the housing stock in the combined area is comprised of single-family detached homes, and nearly 70% 

of the housing stock is made up of single-unit residences. More than 50% of the housing in the 

combined area was built between 1970 and 1990.  

Figure 1-6: Renter/owner occupancy 

 

The overall 11% vacancy rate can largely be attributed to rental vacancies. There is a sizable difference 

in tenant type between City and County’s occupied housing, depicted in Figure 1-6. A far bigger share of 

the occupied housing units in Charlottesville (61%) are occupied by renters, compared with the 34% in 

Albemarle County, which lacks the student population of Charlottesville. 

Figure 1-7: Percent of Occupied Homes that are Owner-Occupied by MPO Block Group 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey 



10 
 

 

It is worth noting that only 5% of residences in the County and 10.4% in the city do not have at least one 

personal vehicle available. 21.6% of County residences and 14.6 City residences have three or more 

vehicles available. 

Education 
Figure 1-8 shows the very highly-educated population in both Charlottesville and Albemarle. Three 

quarters of the population between ages 18 and 24 have completed some of their college education, 

and half of the population 25 years and over have completed at least a Bachelor’s degree, with an 

additional 21% having completed some college. 

Figure 1-8: Educational Attainment for 18+ Population 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey 
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Not unlike the rest of the U.S., the poverty rate for residents 25 years and over rises dramatically 

without the attainment of a high school degree, from 12% to 29%. The poverty rate for residents with a 

Bachelor’s degree or higher is 8%, though this rate may be inflated by full-time graduate students 

studying in the area without a sizeable income. (Refer to Figure 1-9). 

 

Figure 1-9: Poverty Rate by Education for Albemarle & Charlottesville Residents 25+ Years 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey 
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The City’s overall unemployment rate has stabilized from its high in 2010 and as of July 2011 is at 6.8%, 

which is below the national unemployment rate of 9.3%, but slightly higher than that state’s rate of 

6.2%. (Refer to Figure 1-9.1). The unemployment rate for Albemarle County was 5.1%, and the 

Charlottesville MSA stood at 5.3% during this same period (Charlottesville 2011). 

Figure 1-9.1: Unemployment Rates in July 2011 
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Economy 
The relative strength of the Charlottesville area is due in large part to its central Virginia location and the 

nature of the local economy. As the seat of both the City and Albemarle County governments, 

Charlottesville serves as an economic, cultural and educational center in Central Virginia. As the home of 

the University of Virginia, one of the most prestigious and highly-regarded universities in the country, 

the City derives a number of benefits, both economic and in the quality of life associated with this area 

(Charlottesville 2011). 

 

Industries 
The predominant economic sectors are healthcare, service related industries, leisure and hospitality, 

and education. An emerging sector involves defense related businesses, with the relocation of 800 

Defense Intelligence Agency personnel to the area in 2010. The City has also attracted companies 

specializing in financial institution analysis, electronics equipment, biotechnology, and software 

development (Charlottesville 2011). (Refer to Figure 1-10). 
 

Figure 1-10: Percentage of Employment by Industry in Albemarle & Charlottesville 

 

University of Virginia 

Charlottesville is home to the University of Virginia (often abbreviated as UVA, UVa, or Virginia) 

a public research university conceived and founded by U.S. President Thomas Jefferson in 1819. It is the 

only university campus in the United States that is designated a World Heritage Site by UNESCO 

(UNESCO 2013). The University of Virginia and its Medical Center continue to be the area's largest 

employer by providing over 17,000 jobs and making the City a regional center for quality education and 

healthcare. The University enjoys nationally ranked men's and women's teams in many major sports, 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey 
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including baseball, lacrosse, and soccer. The John Paul Jones Arena, at 15,000 seats, is the largest in the 

Commonwealth of Virginia and, in addition to UVA athletics, hosts a variety of entertainment, attracting 

over 500,000 visitors from around the state annually (Charlottesville 2011).  (Refer to Figure 1-11). 

Figure 1-11: UVA Campus & Downtown Mall Charlottesville 

 
Credit: University of Virginia 

 
Credit: The Telegraph 

 

Downtown Mall 

Charlottesville’s downtown offers one of the nation’s longest outdoor pedestrian malls, with a collection 

of more than 120 shops and thirty restaurants (many with outdoor cafes) housed in the historic 
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buildings. Parking is available in nearby garages and parking lots, and there is a free trolley service 

connecting the Downtown Mall to the University of Virginia along West Main Street (Visit Charlottesville 

2013). (Refer to Figure 1-11).  The City’s downtown has shown dramatic changes during the past decade, 

in particular during the past five years, as a result of both on-going public and private investment in new 

construction and renovation/restoration projects. The Downtown Mall is thriving, with an exciting 

combination of residential and retail units, restaurants, a movie complex, an ice skating rink, and the 

Charlottesville Pavilion, as well as a number of office complexes and financial institutions, all of which 

draw local residents and tourists to the area. While access to capital and concerns over the national 

economy has hampered some projects, a number of significant buildings are in various stages of 

planning and construction. 

 

Employment 
Some of the area’s largest employers include the University of Virginia, the University of Virginia Medical 

Center, the Martha Jefferson Hospital, SNL Financial LP, and the Pharmaceutical Research Association. 

The National Ground Intelligence Center (NGIC), National Radio Astronomy Observatory headquarters, 

Leander McCormick Observatory, and CFA Institute are other notable employers located in 

Charlottesville. 

 

Figure 1-12 shows the working-age populations in Charlottesville and Albemarle that were employed in 

the labor force as of 2011, which have comparable age dependency ratios. Figure 1-13 shows some of 

the largest employment categories in the region, and the share of the local labor force in each.    

Figure 1-12: Working-age Population in Labor Force 

 

Figure 1-13: Share of Local Market by Industry 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey 
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Income 
Income levels for the County and City combined (Figure 1-14) are well-dispersed, though the City holds a 

greater portion of low-income households.  The median and mean incomes in the City and County show 

the differences in wealth between the two. Median household income is $63,545 in Albemarle and 

$41,909 in Charlottesville.  Mean household income is $93,616 in Albemarle and $59,204 in 

Charlottesville. Differences here may be attributed to the large student population in Charlottesville. 

The southwest side of Albemarle County, however, appears to be the most affluent (Figure 1-15).  

Figure 1-14: Income levels in Albemarle & Charlottesville 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey 
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Figure 1-15: Median Household Income in the last 12 Months by Block Group 

 

Specialized Communities  
The Charlottesville-Albemarle MPO approved its current Title VI Plan on September 26, 2012 outlining 

how the MPO achieves Title VI and Environmental Justice compliance. This plan discusses the efforts the 

MPO makes to include specialized populations in the regional planning process including minorities, the 

elderly, the disabled, low-income populations, and limited English-speaking populations. This plan also 

discusses the demographic breakdown of the MPO region and outlines a procedure for filing complaints 

should any MPO stakeholders feel they were subject to discrimination under Title VI guidelines and 

accompanying policies, including negative impacts on the health or environment of minority and low 

income populations.  

Minorities 

Like many cities in the United States, non-white populations are largely clustered in adjacent census 

block groups within Charlottesville and Albemarle. In Figure 1-16, which represents the percentage of 

residents that identify as White-only, the dark blue areas in Figure 1-16 show the high concentration of 

non-white residents in the downtown area.  Block groups in shades of blue have higher percentages of 

residents that identify as another race, or combination of races than those in shades of green or yellow. 

In addition to being racially diverse, the City of Charlottesville is also ethnically diverse, with a large 

Spanish-speaking population. Outreach to this community and other more recent immigrants may 

require materials that are accessible for limited English-speaking populations.  

 
 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey 
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Figure 1-16: Racial Concentration in Charlottesville-Albemarle MPO  

 

Elderly  
As shown in Figure 1-2 histogram at the beginning of this chapter, 14.3% (14,195) of the population in 
Albemarle County and 9.4% (4,077) of the population in the City of Charlottesville is over the age of 65.  
 

Figure 1-17: Elderly Populations in Albemarle & Charlottesville 

 

Shares of each area’s elderly population are broken down further in Figure 1-17. 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, TIGER/Line Shapefiles to the 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-year estimates 

 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey 
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The dependency ratio in Figure 1-18 shows the age-population ratio of those typically not in 

the labor force, and those typically in the labor force. This ratio compares the number of dependent 

residents (assumed to be those under the age of 15 and over the age of 64) with the working class 

(assumed to be those between the ages of 16 and 64), and is typically displayed as a number out of 100. 

The overall dependency ratio in Albemarle County is 55.9, compared with Charlottesville’s 31.7.  

Figure 1-18: Percentage of Age Dependent Population in Albemarle & Charlottesville 

 
The old age dependency ratios for the County and City are 22.2 and 12.3, respectively; and the child 

dependency ratios for the County and City are 33.6 and 19.3, respectively. These numbers indicate a 

higher burden on the productive part of the population in Albemarle to maintain 

the upbringing and pensions of the economically dependent (APHEO 2011). The ratios for Albemarle 

were closer to the age, child, and old-age dependency ratios for the state of Virginia in the year 2010: 

54.7, 35.9, and 18.9, respectively (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012). 

Disabled 
In September 2012 the American Community Survey released County- and City-level estimates regarding 

the disability characteristics of the MPO’s population. Figure 19 provides estimates of these 

characteristics for Albemarle County and the City of Charlottesville. The total share of the disabled 

population increases with age and estimates skew toward residents living with an “Independent Living 

Difficulty.” 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey 
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Figure 1-19: Number of People by Disability in Albemarle & Charlottesville 

 

Low-Income 
According to the U.S. Census Bureau 2009-2011 American Community Survey (ACS): Poverty Status in 

the Past 12 Months, 9.9% of residents in Albemarle County and 27.7% of residents in the City of 

Charlottesville live below the poverty level. Poverty thresholds are the dollar amounts used to 

determine poverty status by the U.S. Census Bureau. Each person or family is assigned one out of 48 

possible poverty thresholds, which vary according to size of the family and ages of the members.

Due to the large population of unemployed full-time students at UVA the survey results are skewed 

towards the poverty level.  Census block groups on, and adjacent to, the UVA campus have a median 

household income less than $20,000 (Figure 1-15), likely because a majority of the residents in these 

areas are students.  There is a block group east of the UVA campus in the 10th & Page neighborhood 

where the median household income is also less than $20,000, but there are far fewer students that live 

there.  With the exception of the student-populated block groups adjacent to the UVA campus, the 

median household incomes in Albemarle ($63,545) and Charlottesville ($41,909) are significantly greater 

than the national average.   

Limited English-Speaking Population 
Limited-English-speaking populations make up approximately 4.7% of the Charlottesville-Albemarle total 

population. This 4.7% equates to 6,392 citizens in a total population of 134,738. The largest group within 

this cohort is Spanish-speaking. This agency has made efforts to create materials (e.g. a recent customer 

satisfaction survey regarding Charlottesville Area Transit) in both English and Spanish should the project 

affect these populations, and provides translators for MPO meetings for Spanish-speaking or other 

limited English citizens if given at least two days’ notice. 

 
 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey 
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Figure 1-20: Limited-English Speaking Populations 

 

Charlottesville-Albemarle MPO Responsibilities and Strategies  
The MPO makes efforts to include stakeholders in both the development and approval of regionally-

significant transportation plans. The MPO makes every attempt to ensure that its planning efforts are 

holistic and include all populations that are part of the regional community. As part of its existing Public 

Participation Plan, the MPO hosted 3 public input events, in addition to two public hearings prior to the 

approval of the 2040 Plan. There have also been a variety of ways to comment on the plan. Residents 

were able to provide comments at the events, at MPO Committee Meetings, through the website 

comment box, or directly to MPO staff. Also, as a federally-funded agency, the Charlottesville-Albemarle 

MPO has developed a method for receiving and handling complaints should they be made.  

Existing Transportation System 

This section provides an overview of the regional transportation network, focusing on roadways, 

bridges, freight, public transit, passenger rail, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and travel demand 

management. The physical infrastructure and transportation programming in the MPO influence how 

the existing transportation system is used and informs system needs and opportunities for future 

improvements. 

Roadways 
The following section will identify primary roadways in the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 

region; provide an overview of roadway classification in Virginia; assess existing operating conditions of 

major roadways; look at historical traffic growth; describe significant bridges; and describe freight 

infrastructure within the MPO. 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey 
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Roadways within the MPO 
The region’s road network consists of primary, secondary, and local roads. The MPO region contains 

only one interstate: Interstate 64. US primary roads within the MPO region include US Routes 29, 250, 

22, 20, and 53. These are the most heavily used commuter and commercial routes (VDOT 2010).  

A network of secondary roads provides residents with connections to local and regional centers. 

Charlottesville and urban areas of Albemarle County function as hubs for commercial and economic 

development within the Planning District. Residents from both the urban core and outlying rural areas 

commute to Charlottesville for work, shopping, and recreation. The following describes the primary and 

secondary roadways in the MPO region: 

Interstate 64   

Interstate 64 is an east-west highway that connects the region to Interstate 95 (to the east) and 

Interstate 81 (to the west). The interstate carries through-traffic, but also serves local traffic in 

Albemarle County, especially during rush hour, making ita key roadway in the commuter network. 

Residents and visitors use Interstate 64 to access urban centers and other primary roads.  

U.S. Route 29  

US 29 is a north-south route that links the region to Washington, D.C. (to the north) and North Carolina 

(to the south). Within the region, US 29 runs through Greene, Nelson, and Albemarle Counties, as well 

as the City of Charlottesville, and is the major commuter and truck freight route through central Virginia, 

connecting Danville, Lynchburg, and Charlottesville. Increased development along US 29, north of 

Charlottesville, has led to a high level of commuter traffic heading into Charlottesville from residential 

communities in northern Albemarle County. This six-mile section ranges from four to eight lanes and has 

eighteen signaled intersections between the US 250 Bypass and Airport Road. Congestion is expected to 

increase further due to development of residential, industrial, and commercial centers along the 

corridor. US 29 to the south of Charlottesville is a less-trafficked, four-lane highway that connects with 

more rural areas of Albemarle County. 

U.S. Route 250  

US 250 is an east-west corridor that roughly parallels Interstate 64 and connects the Pantops area, 

Charlottesville, Ivy, and Crozet to the Shenandoah National Forest. The US 250 Bypass originally 

provided an alternative route to the downtown Charlottesville traffic of. However, it is presently one of 

Charlottesville’s most congested corridors. The eastern leg of US 250 in Albemarle County is highly 

congested due to increasing traffic from Louisa County and the City of Richmond. Moreover, rapid 

development at Pantops, including Martha Jefferson Hospital, two shopping centers, a large retirement 

community, and increased residential development, is contributing to the severity of congestion.  

State Route 22   

Route 22 intersects US 250 at Shadwell and runs east-west through Louisa County. The road runs 

through the Town of Louisa and handles a moderate amount of local traffic. Route 22 passes through 

Green Springs National Historic Landmark District and experiences tourist traffic moving through Louisa 

County to Shadwell: the birthplace of Thomas Jefferson. 
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State Route 20  

Another primary road in Albemarle County is Route 20, a rural highway that runs north-south and 

connects Charlottesville to the Town of Scottsville. Because it is designated by VDOT as a Virginia Byway 

for its scenic and historic qualities, and is part of the historic “Journey Through Hallowed Ground,” Route 

20 carries a moderate amount of tourist traffic.  

State Route 53   

Route 53 extends from Albemarle County into Fluvanna County and intersects with US 15 in Palmyra. 

This road, along with secondary Route 616, is heavily used by commuters from the northwest section of 

the Fluvanna County, particularly those originating from the Lake Monticello community. In Albemarle 

County congestion on Route 53 is increasing both due to greater volumes of commuter traffic 

originating in Fluvanna County, and tourists travelling to Monticello and Ashlawn: the historic homes of 

Thomas Jefferson and James Monroe.   

Secondary Roads   

The MPO also has a network of heavily used secondary roads. U.S. Route 250 Business splits from the 

U.S. 250 Bypass at Free Bridge, leading westward into Charlottesville as High Street. It continues through 

to downtown as West Main Street via Ridge-McIntire Road, becomes University Avenue through the 

University of Virginia’s Central Grounds and Corner District, and leaves Charlottesville as Ivy Road. 

Pedestrian and car traffic worsen along this route during morning and evening peak hours, especially 

during months when the University is in session. The University of Virginia currently enrolls 

approximately 24,000 students, many of whom walk to and from campus. In addition to the student 

population, UVA employs approximately 8,000 faculty and staff, the majority of whom commute to 

Central Grounds by car (UVA 2012-13).  

South of the Route 250 Bypass, US 29 Business becomes Emmet Street. Emmet is a four-lane road that 

provides access to a number of local attractions, including Barracks Road Shopping Center, one of the 

most visited shopping centers in the region. Major University sporting events, including football games 

and basketball games, also generate significant traffic to Scott Stadium and the John Paul Jones Arena.  

Emmet Street also provides primary access to Central Grounds. The junction of Ivy Road and Emmet 

Street, which borders UVA’s central grounds, is a highly congested intersection that operates at a low 

level of service.  

Roadway Classification 
Per the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and American Association of State Highway 

Transportation Officials (AASHTO), functional classification is the process by which streets and highways 

are grouped into classes, or systems, according to the character of traffic service that they are intended 

to provide.  
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Figure 2-1: Roadway Classification in the MPO 

 

There are three functional classifications areas: arterial, collector, and local roads (FHWA 2012). Arterials 

provide the highest level of service at the greatest speed for the longest uninterrupted distance, with 

some degree of access control. These roads are typically classified as principal arterials (sub-grouped by 

Interstate, Freeway/Expressway, and other principal arterials) and minor arterials. Collectors provide a 

lower level of service at a slower speed, and provide service for shorter distances by collecting traffic 

from local roads and connecting them with arterials. Collectors are typically classified as major collectors 

and minor collectors. Finally, local roads consist of all roads not defined as arterials or collectors, and 

primarily provide access to land with little or no through traffic. 

All streets and highways are grouped into one of these classes, depending on the character of the traffic 

(i.e., local or long distance) and the degree of land access that they allow, as illustrated in Figure 2-1.  

VDOT further classifies roadways as interstate, primary, or secondary roads. (Refer to Table2-1).  

Interstates are limited access highways that connect states and major cities. Primary roads connect 

cities and towns with each other and with interstates. Secondary roads are local connector and county 

roads, and are generally designated with Route numbers 600 and above. 

Table 2-1: Roadway Classification 

Roadway FHWA Classification VDOT Classification 

Intersate 64 Interstate Interstate 

US 29 Arterial, Principal Primary 
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US 250 Arterial, Principal, Minor Primary 

22 Arterial, Minor; Collector, Major Primary 

20 Arterial, Minor; Collector, Major Primary 

53 Collector, Major Primary 

Bridges 
One of the concerns in the MPO is bridge conditions. Deficient bridges are a vital component for a fully 

functional transportation system due to load limits or other restrictions. Per VDOT bridge condition 

reports, the entire region of Albemarle County and the City of Charlottesville was reviewed to identify 

the condition of each bridge and assess the need for improvements.  

Figure 2-2: Deficient Bridges in MPO

 

A general indicator of a bridge’s condition is its sufficiency rating, which accounts for factors that 

determine a bridge’s adequacy to remain in service. Ratings are placed on a scale of zero to 100, with 

100 indicating an entirely sufficient bridge and zero indicating an entirely insufficient, or deficient, 

bridge. Bridge conditions refer to maintenance conditions, and are not safety related. The sufficiency 

rating does not necessarily indicate a bridge’s ability to carry traffic loads, but indicates eligibility of a 

structure to receive federal funds for maintenance, rehabilitation, or replacement activities. For bridges 

to qualify for federal replacement funds, a bridge must have a rating of 50 or below. To qualify for 

federal rehabilitation funding, a bridge must have a sufficiency rating of 80 or below.  
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VDOT also categorizes bridge conditions by color: red, yellow and green, where red identifies 

structurally deficient bridges; yellow identifies functionally obsolete bridges; and green identifies non-

deficient structures.  

Of the 453 bridges in Albemarle County (the area outside the Charlottesville boundary in Figure 2-2), the 

State of the Structures and Bridges Report prepared by the Virginia Department of Transportation 

(VDOT) Structure & Bridge Division in July, 2012 shows that 44 bridges are structurally deficient (red), 

117 bridges are functionally obsolete (yellow), and 292 bridges are non-deficient (green). 90.3% of 

bridges in the County are yellow or green; slightly less than the VDOT target of 92%. Of the nineteen 

bridges in the City of Charlottesville (the area within the Charlottesville boundary in Figure 2-2), seven 

are structurally deficient, one is functionally obsolete, and eleven are non-deficient. 63.2% of the City’s 

bridges are currently structurally deficient or functionally obsolete: below the VDOT target of 92% 

(Figure 2-2). 

Freight  
The identification of freight corridors and preservation of freight mobility is a component of the MPO’s 

Long Range Transportation Plan. The MPO is primarily served by truck freight, and supplemented by rail 

service. 

Truck  

Albemarle County has one of the largest manufacturing concentrations in Virginia's Piedmont region and 

truck freight is the region’s most utilized method of transporting goods. In the MPO region, Interstate 64 

is the primary east-west truck route, transporting goods statewide and connecting neighboring 

industrial centers, such as Richmond. In 2009, the portion of Interstate 64 which runs through the 

County carried a daily truck traffic volume of 3,500-5,000: more than 10% of total daily traffic in the 

region. Truck freight also utilizes US 29. US 29 not only serves as the primary truck route in the north-

south direction, but also facilitates freight routing changes. One of those routing changes, US 250, also 

carries significant freight traffic and has become a major shipping corridor in recent years. Maintaining 

and improving the roadways for such movement is critical to the region’s economic development and 

sustainability.  
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Figure 2-3: Virginia’s Inbound/Outbound/Internal Truck Tons (2004) 

 

Approximately thirty-five trucking firms serve the MPO region (TJPED). Three roadways provide primary 

access to the major commercial areas and business centers at the center of the MPO region: Interstate 

64, US 29, and US 250. US 29 has become highly congested due to traffic volume, hilly terrain, reduced 

speed limit, and the number of signalized intersections, creating difficult driving conditions for freight 

trucks. Due to increased traffic and subsequent delay on deliveries, carriers have been forced to make 

adjustments to their operating schedules and routes by making pickups earlier in the day, hiring 

additional trucks to complete the same number of deliveries, and moving from primary roadways to 

smaller, secondary roads.  Charlottesville may become a larger bottleneck for freight travelling north 

and south of the region.  As evident in Figure 2-3, the highest densities of truck activity are at Virginia’s 

major population hubs: Northern Virginia, Richmond, and Hampton Roads, with concentrations also 

visible at Roanoke, Lynchburg, and Charlottesville. The Charlottesville-Albemarle MPO, however, is not 

affected as drastically by truck freight as larger hubs in Virginia, as through traffic makes up only 10 – 

20% of the total vehicular volume (Cambridge Systematics 2006).  

Rail Freight rail is provided via two railroads which cross at grade in downtown Charlottesville: CSX 

Transportation and Norfolk Southern Corporation, two of the largest railroad conglomerates in the U.S. 

The Norfolk Southern line travels north-south through Albemarle County, the City of Charlottesville and 

Nelson County. The CSX line follows a roughly east-west route through Albemarle County, the City of 

Charlottesville, and Louisa County, carrying primarily empty coal cars.  

CSX has recently leased its short line to the Buckingham Branch Railroad, the majority of which lies in 

Louisa County. A second CSX route roughly follows the James River in Albemarle, Nelson, and Fluvanna 

counties. Both Norfolk Southern and CSX have only a few freight sidings or off-loading sites in the region 

Credit: Virginia Statewide Multimodal Freight Study, Phase I 

http://charlottesville.org/
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(CvilleRail). As evident in Figure 2-4, both truck and rail freight in Virginia are expected to more than 

double from their 2004 tonnage by 2035. 

Figure 2-4:  Projected Growth in VA Freight Tonnage 

 

Public Transit  
Several public transit options exist within the MPO region, including commuter, local, regional and intra-

county bus service provided by Charlottesville Area Transit (CAT), JAUNT, and University Transit Service 

(UTS); inter-city and regional bus service provided by Greyhound; and inter-city and regional passenger 

rail service provided by Amtrak.  

Charlottesville Area Transit (CAT) 
CAT provides public bus service to the greater Charlottesville area. CAT offers fourteen daytime and four 

nighttime routes, serving an average of 7,500 riders during the workweek. Displayed in Figure 2-5, the 

routes with the highest ridership are the Free Trolley, running from Downtown to UVA (43% of trips); 

Route 7, running from Downtown to Fashion Square Mall (29% of trips); and Route 5, running from 

Barracks Road to Wal-Mart (9% of trips). The route with the lowest ridership, Route 23, has a negligible 

share of monthly CAT trips, at 413 per month or 0.2% of trips. Ridership is highest Monday through 

Saturday between 7 am and 5 pm, peaking at 3 pm (CAT 2011).  

 

 

 

Credit: Virginia Statewide Multimodal Freight Study, Phase I 
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Figure 2-5: CAT Monthly Ridership by Route (Oct 2010) 

 

CAT serves a variety of groups within the Charlottesville-Albemarle area and offers several fare types to 

meet riders’ needs. Free ridership is offered to children age five and under; youth ages six to eighteen 

(summer only); and UVA students, faculty, and staff. Reduced fares are offered to senior citizens and 

persons with disabilities.  

Figure 2-6: CAT System wide Fares by Class (Oct 2010) 
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Figure 2-6 shows CAT ridership by fare type. This figure reveals the degree of local reliance on the CAT 

system. Only 5.6% of riders use cash fare while 17.2% use a regular or reduced-rate day pass, suggesting 

that many riders make multiple trips each day. Regular and reduced-rate monthly passes account for 

nearly 11% of trips, indicating a contingency of riders that use CAT regularly. The youth fare accounts for 

over 18% of trips, and 41.1% of trips are attributable to those affiliated with the University of Virginia, 

based on the UVA Free Ride trips and Trolley Free Ride trips (CAT 2011), underlining CAT’s important 

transit role with the University community.  

JAUNT  
JAUNT is a regional transportation system for Central Virginia and serves as the Americans with 

Disabilities Act (ADA) paratransit service for CAT. JAUNT is funded by Charlottesville, Albemarle, and 

other local governments, and uses Federal, State, and local funding to supplement fares.  

Service is available for all residents of Charlottesville and five surrounding counties in Central Virginia 

(Albemarle, Fluvanna, Louisa, Nelson, and most recently, Buckingham), and reduced fares are offered 

for persons with disabilities. JAUNT offers both fixed route and door-to-door service. Riders must 

schedule trips by phone or email for the latter.   

Figure 2-7: JAUNT Ridership by Service Type (FY11-12) 

 

Figure 2-7 shows annual ridership by service type in Fiscal Year 2011-12, with a total ridership of 

329,954. 

 



32 
 

Figure 2-8: JAUNT Ridership by Place of Origin (FY11-12) 

 

JAUNT’s highest ridership was in Charlottesville and Albemarle, as shown in Figure 2-8, accounting for 

73% of rides taken in FY 2011-12. In Albemarle County, there was an overall increase in ridership of 10% 

from 2010, driven by the 11.5% increase in urban area trips. (JAUNT 2012). 

University Transit Service (UTS) 

UTS is the transit service UVA provides to its students, faculty and staff, and the general public. UTS 

services Central Grounds of UVA and popular student housing areas, including Jefferson Park Avenue 

and Grady Avenue. UTS currently operates ten routes. Hours vary by route, with many routes running 

until 3:00 am on weekends during the academic school year. UTS is funded through student activity 

fees, so there is no fare collected on board the buses. The general public is also permitted to ride “fare 

free” through a reciprocal agreement with CAT (UTS 2012). 

Regional Bus Service  

Greyhound Lines offers regional and inter-city bus service from Charlottesville. Bus service is available 

throughout the day to various regional destinations, and continuing service is offered through major 

metropolitan areas (Charlottesville, Transportation). 

Passenger Rail 
Amtrak currently operates three service routes from Charlottesville Union Station (CVS): the Crescent, 
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running daily from New York City to New Orleans; the Cardinal, operating three days per week between 

New York City and Chicago; and the Northeast Regional, offering daily service from Lynchburg to New 

York City.  

Figure 2-9: Amtrak Station Boardings/Disembarkings for Top Stations in Virginia 

 
In Virginia, the Washington – Lynchburg service increased 14.1% in FY 2012 to a record of almost 

185,000, and the Washington – Newport News service increased 11.9% in FY 2012 to a record of nearly 

624,000 passengers. The Northeast Regional line has become a reliable transportation alternative for 

commuters and travelers along the eastern seaboard. As evident in Figure 2-9, the Charlottesville station 

is one of the top stations in the state in terms of ridership (Amtrak 2012). 

Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Bicycle 
In Albemarle County, cycling facilities are mostly concentrated adjacent to the US 29 corridor. 

Albemarle’s facilities include Shared Roadways, Bike Lanes, and Multi-Use Paths, all of which were 

implemented by VDOT. These facilities follow main roadways and lead in various directions towards 

Charlottesville.  

Charlottesville is a bike-friendly city, having earned the League of American Bicyclists’ silver designation 

as a “Bicycle Friendly Community” in 2012. Charlottesville’s facilities include Shared Roadways, Bike 

Lanes, Multi-Use Paths, and Recreational Trails. The City maintains numerous bicycling facilities and 

works to build a safe network within the City, and connecting to facilities in Albemarle County (League of 

American Bicyclists).  
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Pedestrian  
Albemarle maintains a significant number of sidewalk facilities along major roadways, though walking is 

not a prominent mode of transportation in the County. Walking is facilitated in certain areas; specifically 

within subdivisions such as Woodbrook, Forest Lakes, and Hollymead. The County has also made efforts 

to improve pedestrian mobility with the development of infrastructure in the Hollymead commercial 

area and in new developments on Pantops Mountain.  

Charlottesville was designated a “Silver-Level Pedestrian Community” by Walk Friendly Communities in 

2012 due to its high rates of walking, innovative planning practices, and a centralized, successful 

Downtown Pedestrian Mall.  Highlights of the Charlottesville profile include the City’s Complete Streets 

policy; excellent transit services; engineering treatments such as pushbutton signals with countdown 

timers and in-ground LED crosswalks; infill development strategies; and highly successful Downtown 

Pedestrian Mall. (Walk Friendly Community 2012). 

Airport 

Charlottesville-Albemarle Airport (CHO) 
Charlottesville-Albemarle Airport (CHO) is the only commercial service airport in the region. CHO is 

located eight miles north of Charlottesville and one mile west of US 29 on Airport Road. It is both a 

general aviation and commercial service airport, offering 50 daily non-stop flights to and from Charlotte, 

Philadelphia, New York/LaGuardia, Washington/Dulles, Atlanta and Chicago. The airport is served by 

Delta Connection, United Express (Atlantic Coast Airlines), American Eagle, and US Airways Express 

(Piedmont Airlines). General aviation facilities include an executive terminal offering a full-service fixed-

base operation, a flight school, and aircraft charter firms. 

Transportation to and from CHO is currently limited to automobile. While there are bike lane facilities 

along Airport Road leading to the airport, these facilities are currently isolated from a greater regional 

bicycle network. Daily and hourly parking are available at the airport. Car rentals are available in the 

terminal facility. Many area hotels provide shuttle service from the airport for guests. Taxi companies 

also provide service to CHO.  

Travel Demand Management  
Two programs currently implemented for regional Travel Demand Management (TDM) in the MPO 

region include RideShare and Park & Ride Lots. 

RideShare 
RideShare is a program run out of the Thomas Jefferson Planning District Commission (TJPDC) in 

cooperation with the Central Shenandoah Planning District Commission (CSPDC), working to reduce 

traffic congestion and increase mobility throughout Central Virginia and the Central Shenandoah Valley. 

Services include free carpool and SchoolPool matching, vanpool coordination, and a Guaranteed Ride 

Home program to provide free rides home in an emergency. RideShare also works with employers to 
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develop and implement traffic reduction programs and advertises the region's Park and Ride lots. There 

were 458 members in the RideShare carpool matching and Guaranteed Ride Home program as of July 9, 

2013 (RideShare). 

Park & Ride Lots 
There are thirty-three Park & Ride lots within the RideShare service area – twenty-one located within 

the TJPDC, twelve of which are located within the MPO area, as listed in Figure 2-10. Some of these lots 

are formal facilities managed by VDOT and others are informal lots made available to commuters by 

businesses or organizations that own the property.  

Quarterly inventories of the lots are conducted by RideShare. The most active lot is in Waynesboro, with 

an average of 77 cars each weekday. Based on interviews conducted at the lot, and data collected from 

RideShare, the majority of members parking at this lot are commuting to Charlottesville. The second 

most active lot is at Zion Crossroads, with an average of 49 cars each weekday. Data on commuting 

destinations was not available for this lot, but Charlottesville and Richmond are likely the primary 

destinations.  
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Figure 2-10: Park & Ride Lots in RideShare Area

 

 

Credit: RideShare 
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2040 LRTP Overview 

Overview 
The Charlottesville-Albemarle MPO’s 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) is a federally 

mandated plan that looks ahead three decades to assess future transportation projects vital for the 

region. The plan considers all modes of transportation including roadways, transit, rail, bicycle, 

pedestrian and air. This planning process updates the previous plan, 2035 United Jefferson Area 

Mobility Plan (UnJAM 2035), which was approved by the MPO Policy Board in May 2009.  

Purpose 
The 2040 LRTP is a fundamental document for the Charlottesville-Albemarle community. Not only 

does it outline the region’s long-range transportation vision, it also lists all future projects that the 

region anticipates undertaking in the next twenty to thirty years in effort to attain that vision. The 

plan contains a project list which is one of the more critical elements in that federal funding cannot 

be allocated to transportation projects unless they are included on this list.  Additionally, this list of 

transportation projects must be fiscally constrained, meaning that the MPO cannot plan to spend 

more money than it expects to receive for transportation improvements.   

Requirements from FHWA and FTA 
In order for transportation projects to be eligible for federal funding, the Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) require that they be listed in a 

long range transportation plan.  The plan must consider the interaction between land use and 

transportation planning, as well as the environmental impacts of proposed projects.  For urban 

areas, long range plans must be fiscally-constrained meaning only including those projects for 

which funding is projected to be reasonably available.   The MPO is required by federal regulation to 

review the long range plan every year and update it every five years.   

 

The FHWA and the FTA require that any transportation project receiving federal funding must 

consider specific planning factors.  Currently, there are eight planning factors defined in the United 

States Code 23 USC 134 (h).  LRTP 2040 has included these factors in its identification of priority 

projects along with other factors important to the region. The eight Planning Factors (listed in 

Chapter 4, the Vision and Goals Section) are outlined in the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient 

Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), signed in 2005, as well as its 

successor: Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21), signed in 2012.  

 

According to the metropolitan planning requirements Titles 23 and 49 U.S.C, LRTP 2040 must also 

contain a financial plan that demonstrates how it may be implemented using both public and 

private resources that are reasonably expected to be available over the life of the plan.  The purpose 

of the fiscal constraint requirement is to ensure that the total estimated cost of projects and 

programs included in the plan (the estimated cost of constructing, operating, and maintaining the 
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transportation system) does not exceed the reasonably available estimated revenues.  For the 

purpose of financial forecasting, historical trends are used with respect to estimating resource 

availability in the context of an uncertain budgeting process.  The Virginia Department of 

Transportation (VDOT) and the MPO cooperatively develop estimates of funds that will be available 

to support plan implementation. 

 

It is important to remember that the federal and state funds shown in the LRTP may not be 

available in exactly the same amounts or within the same funding sources indicated in the Plan.  

The actual funding amounts depend on the federal and state budget process for any given fiscal 

year.  Given the long-term nature of the LRTP, and the degree of uncertainty in the estimation of 

both costs and revenues, a precise accounting is not required.  Shorter term documents, such as the 

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), must demonstrate stricter fiscal constraint, ensuring 

that in the near term as costs and revenues become easier to predict, fiscal accountability is 

maintained. 

Local Input 
Realizing the regional vision of a “transportation system providing safe, sustainable, efficient, and 

attractive multimodal choices which support the movement of people, goods and services, and 

protect the environment, the communities and quality of life” requires public involvement and a 

prior understanding of and attention to the diverse and far-ranging needs of the community.  

Giving a local voice to federal and state requirements has been central to the planning process. 

MPO staff and staff from Charlottesville, Albemarle County and the University of Virginia have cond

ucted various workshops to seek input from the public on transportation needs, 

provide citizens with an opportunity to review projectscenarios and associated performance measu

re data, and provide input for consideration in structuring the preferred scenario. Public Input 

Sessions included: 

• Workshop 1 (Oct 2011): brief on existing long range transportation plan 

• Workshop 2 (Jan 2012): debut 2040 modeling & identify transportation deficiencies 

• Workshop 3 (Aug 2013): input on improvement scenarios 

• Workshop 4 (Oct 2013): input on prioritization of projects in preferred scenario 

• Workshop 5 (Feb 2014): input on fiscal impact analysis 

• First Public Hearing (Mar 2014): input of draft plan document 

• Final Public Hearing (May 2014): final review and approval 

Other opportunities for public input have existed throughout the 2.5-year process. These include: 

• Committee meeting public comment periods  

• Online comment box  

• Office comment box  

 

The Citizens Transportation Advisory Committee (CTAC) for the Charlottesville-Albemarle MPO has 

also been central in communicating with the public. CTAC reviews, comments, and provides 

recommendations on transportation plans, programs, studies and other appropriate documents, 
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and on regional transportation issues. These recommendations proceed to advise and aid the MPO 

Policy Board in their decision-making. The committee is composed of representatives appointed by 

the City of Charlottesville, the County of Albemarle, and the MPO Policy Board. These 

representatives represent themselves, their areas of interests, and/or groups in the MPO area, and 

strive to represent a diverse range of interests.  

Equally important, the TJPDC recognizes that not all communities and its members have enjoyed 

the same level of access or representation in transportation and other decisions made by public 

agencies. Therefore, as part of its public participation strategy, the TJPDC takes steps and measures 

to reach and engage minority, low-income, and other underserved groups in Charlottesville and 

Albemarle.  

Discussion of TCAPP Grant 
The Thomas Jefferson Planning District Commission (TJPDC) was awarded a $192,885 grant 

through the second Strategic Highway Research Program (SHRP2) of the Transportation Research 

Board (TRB) to develop new ways to improve understanding of transportation issues by the public 

and decision makers. TJPDC partnered with research groups from the University of Virginia and the 

Virginia Department of Transportation to test the use of advanced analytical techniques and 

methods for community outreach to enhance the public’s awareness of transportation issues that 

affect Charlottesville and Albemarle County.  

 

As part of this process, UVa’s Center for Survey Research (CSR) conducted surveys at the beginning 

and end of the project to determine the extent to which how much the LRTP process improve and 

affected community understanding of transportation plans. VDOT’s Virginia Center for 

Transportation Innovation and Research (VCTIR) provided input to the CSR on the transportation 

issues covered. Several methods were identified as useful for effectively evaluating transportation 

issues, including a system-wide performance measurement analysis and comparison with a “no 

build” base to show the impacts and improvements of each scenario.  

 

The Charlottesville-Albemarle Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) had the opportunity to 

review the analytical techniques that evaluated proposed transportation projects. The TCAPP 

process has promoted a visual representation of these concepts and ideas, making our stakeholders 

more aware of, and involved in, the 2040 LRTP, and has minimized some of the political nature of 

previous LRTP decision-making, with its focus on data and results. The analytical component of this 

process has been key in identifying the most appropriate improvements. It has aided in identifying 

problem areas and potential improvements that were not previously considered as well. The 

project, entitled “Additional Pilot Projects to Improve TCAPP,” began in January 2013 and 

concluded in June 2014. 

Conclusion 
The Charlottesville-Albemarle MPO’s  2040 Long Range Transportation Plan updates the existing 

2035 United Jefferson Area Mobility Plan (UnJAM 2035).  To develop this plan, MPO staff worked 
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with the localities and residents to establish future transportation needs for the region between 

2020 and 2040.  Transportation improvement projects identified during this process cannot receive 

federal funding unless they are included in the LRTP.  Projects listed in the plan must take into 

account the Eight Planning Factors and be fiscally constrained.  Staff relied heavily on public input 

as well as recommendations from its committees to prioritize which projects should be funded 

during the life of the plan.  In addition, the TJPDC received a grant that tested the use of advanced 

analytical techniques to enhance the public’s understanding of transportation issues that affect 

Charlottesville and Albemarle County.  The subsequent chapters of this document outline the 

process utilized to develop the list of projects funded through 2040. 

Vision, Goals and Objectives 

Regional Vision 
The 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan outlines the vision of region’s transportation 

system providing safe, sustainable, efficient, and attractive multimodal choices which 

support the movement of people, goods and services, and protect the environment, the 

communities and quality of life while addressing regional and statewide transportation 

needs. 

 

Regional Mobility Goals 
The new 2040 LRTP is based on two sets of goals that complement one another. The first set of 

goals is the Regional Mobility Goals, which focus specifically on the transportation needs for the 

region. The Regional Mobility Goals were based on the Goals from UnJAM 2035, and revised 

throughout 2012 with assistance from the Citizens Transportation Advisory Committee (CTAC) and 

the MPO Technical Committee. They were approved by the MPO Policy Board in January 2013. The 

following section describes each goal and its components. 

 

Goal: A multimodal transportation network. 

System-wide 

i. Plan for a fully integrated transportation system that allows people to choose from an 
array of modes to meet their mobility needs. 

ii. Enhance and utilize technology to maximize efficiency and convenience for planning 
trips and choosing modes; know before you go. 

iii. Design a streetscape that is not only useful but enhances the community’s local 
aesthetics; including: better lighting, signage, landscaping and signals. 

iv. Engage the public in options and priorities for transportation development. 

http://www.tjpdc.org/unjam2035/index.asp
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Roads 

i. Support improvements to the existing roads for balanced, interconnected multimodal 
performance and safety. 

ii. Work with VDOT on flexible roadway designs for a more balanced, multimodal 
performance. 

iii. Keep the existing transportation network properly maintained for the safety and 
convenience of all who use it. 

Transit 

i. Develop enhanced bus, bus rapid transit (BRT), or streetcars for fast, frequent, 

dependable service on major corridors. 

ii. Establish interregional and intraregional commuter express service from outlying 

area. 

iii. Improve regional and interstate passenger rail service. 

iv. Determine appropriate system improvements for the downtown area and in 

neighborhoods. 

v. Continue to work toward the establishment of a Regional Transit Authority. 

Walk 

i. Establish a complete and fully connected sidewalk system.  

ii. Plan and implement safe, accessible crosswalks with pedestrian refuges. 

iii. Establish a pedestrian system that is as ADA accessible as possible. 

Bike 

i. Establish on-road bike lanes on urban streets, where possible. 

ii. Establish off-road multi-purpose trails along major corridors, where possible. 

iii. Establish secure bike parking in key locations throughout the region. 

iv. Upgrade and/or calibrate traffic signals to detect and accommodate bikes. 

v. Determine locations to integrate grade-separated facilities into the existing 
infrastructure 

vi. Establish framework to automatically count bikes. 

RideShare/Travel Demand Management/ITS 

i. Consider opportunities and options for dedicated travel lanes for carpool and vanpool 
participants. 

ii. Continue to work with employers in the region to establish more incentives to carpool. 

iii. Improve and increase the region’s Park and Ride lots. 

iv. Coordinate TDM strategies for commutes, special events and other trip types. 

Freight 

i. Improve transportation system to facilitate regional freight service. 
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ii. Enhance access for rail and truck freight. 

iii. Separate freight movements from passenger travel, where possible. 

iv. Support the on-time delivery need of local and statewide businesses and industry. 

Goal: A cohesive relationship between land use and multimodal transportation planning.  

Land Use and Multimodal Transportation 

i. Blend land use and transportation planning to ensure proper place-making.  

ii. Integrate the policies for the City’s and the County’s respective comprehensive plans 
with transportation planning at the MPO. 

iii. Focus on jurisdiction transition areas (i.e. where the City, County and UVa meet) to 
make sure the land use and infrastructure blend seamlessly. 

iv. Recognize current and future growth areas and identifying infrastructure need of these 
areas. 

v. Plan transportation infrastructure that maintains the neighborhood scale and supports 
existing and planned densities and activities. 

vi. Expand modeling and forecasting technology to better coordinate the current and 
future transportation system (roads, transit, bike and pedestrian, etc.) with current and 
future land use.  

Goal: A more structured and proactive method for pursuing transportation funding for all 

modes.  

Overarching 

i. Re-evaluate funding streams to establish a more diverse, cost-effective, and multimodal 
system. 

ii. Construct a clearer and more approachable prioritization outline for local level projects. 

iii. Determine what an adequate and reliably available amount of funding is. 

iv. Establish funding flexibility in order to meet regional and local priorities.  

Eight Planning Factors 
The second set of goals, called the Eight Planning Factors, consists of federally required goals that 

focus on broader planning concerns such as safety and the environment. The Eight Planning Factors 

are outlined in Title 23, United States Code (USC), Section 134 to delineate the goals of local 

governments when evaluating metropolitan transportation projects. These planning factors have 

been a part of metropolitan transportation planning since the Intermodal Surface Transportation 

Efficiency Act (ISTEA) was enacted by congress in 1991. The factors have been revised with 

subsequent acts, Transportation Efficiency Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) and the Safe 

Accountable Flexible Efficient Transportation Equity Act, a Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), into 

their current form. The most recent federal transportation act, Moving Ahead for Progress in the 

21st Century (MAP-21) did not alter the planning factors. MPO’s are required to include these 

factors in both their long-range and short-range plans. The Eight Planning Factors are as follows: 
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1. Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling global 
competitiveness, productivity and efficiency.  
 

2. Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users.  
 

3. Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users.  
 

4. Increase the accessibility and mobility of people and for freight.  
 

5. Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve the quality of 
life, and promote consistency between transportation improvements and state and local 
planned growth and economic development patterns.  
 

6. Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between 
modes, for people and freight.  
 

7. Promote efficient system management and operation.  
 

8. Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system. 

 
Objective  
The Regional Mobility Goals and Eight Planning Factors support the overall objective of the Thomas 

Jefferson Planning District Commission’s LRTP 2040. This overall objective is a comprehensive 

transportation system for the Charlottesville-Albemarle region, consonant with good land-use 

planning, socioeconomic cost-effectiveness, and sound financial practice.  

Conclusion 
Two distinct sets of goals were taken into account as the list of projects considered for inclusion in the 

plan was developed.  The Eight Planning Factors are federally required goals whereas the Regional 

Mobility Goals were established by the MPO’s committees and are specific to the region.  Both sets of 

goals support the community’s vision of creating a transportation system that provides safe, sustainable, 

efficient, and attractive multimodal choices which support the movement of people, goods and services, 

and protect the environment, the communities and quality of life while addressing regional and 

statewide transportation needs.  In addition, they were instrumental in developing a set of performance 

measures, discussed in the following chapter, to evaluate which transportation improvements would 

provide the greatest benefit for the region. 

Performance Measurement and 
Transportation Planning 
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One of the key elements of the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) is that it 

established a performance-based program.  As part of this Act, seven national performance goals were 

developed for Federal highway programs.  In the near future, states and their localities will be 

responsible for setting targets that aid in accomplishing these national goals.  Performance measures 

will then be developed to track how these targets are being met at the local level.  Localities will soon be 

required to implement these performance measures to demonstrate that transportation projects and 

improvements included in future long range transportation plans and short-range transportation 

improvement plans (TIP) meet targets set by the region.1   

Given that this structure will soon be common practice, the MPO employed a similar approach and 

developed a set of performance measures to evaluate projects considered for inclusion in its Long Range 

Transportation Plan.  Results from the analysis of each scenario were used to determine which scenarios 

and associated projects were helping to accomplish the region’s goals, and which scenarios and projects 

were not.  This process has allowed staff and the MPO committees to search for alternative projects, or 

project combinations that will best align with the region’s vision for the future. 

Overview of Performance Measures 
Performance measures provide a quantitative value for potential transportation improvements.  This 

allows future investment scenarios to be evaluated objectively and compared against one another in 

order to determine which projects will generate the greatest benefit for the region.  The use of 

performance measurement systems is becoming standard in transportation planning. In keeping with 

this trend, the MPO developed a series of performance measures to assist in determining which 

capacity-building improvements would be most beneficial for the Charlottesville-Albemarle region.  

These measures were developed from Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) resources,2 public 

comment, and input from the MPO's Citizen’s Transportation Advisory Committee (CTAC) and the 

Technical Committee. 

While many suggestions for performance measures were made, MPO staff was limited by data 

availability and time constraints for assessment. Given these limitations, MPO staff, with help from 

project partners, was able to develop sixteen performance measures. These performance measures 

were used to assess various project scenarios in a process that is discussed in more detail in Chapter 7. 

The performance measures are divided into four general categories: Mobility, Economy, Environment, 

and Community.  (Refer to Table 5-1). 

 Mobility measures assess how each scenario affects the regional transportation system. For 

example: does the scenario relieve congestion?  

 Economic measures consider how each scenario affects the region's economic potential. For 

example: does the scenario provide better access to jobs?  

                                                           
1
 http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/map21/summaryinfo.cfm 

2
 http://shrp2webtool.camsys.com/ 
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 Environmental measures consider how scenarios will affect the environment. For example: will 

the scenario adversely affect wildlife areas, riparian buffers, and wetlands?  

 Community measures consider how each scenario will affect the community. For example: how 

accessible is transit for the region's population? 

 

Table 5-1. Performance Measures 

 

Mobility measures  
Six mobility measures were used to assess each scenario:  

1. Congestion 
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2. Delay 

3. Mode Share  

4. Vehicle Mobility 

5. Vehicle Crashes 

6. Bicycle Connectivity 

Congestion 

The MPO’s travel demand model uses forecasted demographic data to estimate the number of vehicles 

expected on each road in 2040.  One of the many variables it calculates is the percentage of the road’s 

capacity that will be used in the future.  Congestion is expected on road segments where 85% or more of 

the available capacity is projected to be used during the day.  The cumulative distance of road segments 

using 85% or more of their available capacity is then divided by the cumulative distance of road 

segments in the model’s entire network to determine the percentage of roads that are expected to be 

congested.  As we add scenarios with projects that provide additional capacity to the 2040 network 

model, the congestion on those roadways improves.  The congestion measure calculates the change in 

the percentage of roads that are expected to be congested between the base and other scenarios.  It 

provides a quantitative measure for determining whether congestion will be alleviated if certain projects 

are added in the future.  This measure cannot, however, specify improvement by degree of congestion.   

Delay 

The travel demand model provides both free-flow and congested speeds for each road segment in the 

network.  These speeds are used to calculate how long it takes to travel a link both with and without 

congestion, i.e. changes in the degree of congestion on a road.  The free flow time subtracted from the 

congested time equals excess traveling time due to congestion.  This measure is significant in that the 

Congestion measure will only indicate a change if the congestion is completely alleviated by a given 

scenario.  If the volume on a road exceeds the capacity by 120% in the 2040 Base and then improves to 

using only 95% of the capacity when a project is added, it is still considered congested and will not show 

an improvement within the Congestion measure.  However, it will take less time to travel that road with 

the given scenario than it would without.  This is considered an improvement to the total hours of delay.  

Essentially, this measure provides a finer measurement for detecting changes in the level of congestion. 

Mode Share 

The travel demand model estimates the number of trips made by car, transit, bicycle, and walking daily 

in 2040.  This measure is significant in that it indicates how the addition of specific projects will affect 

the mode of transportation people will likely use to reach their destination.   

Vehicle Mobility 

The travel demand model estimates the daily total of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) for the MPO in 2040.  

As projects are added to the network that results in faster or more direct routes to destinations, there is 

a reduction in the total VMT.   

Vehicle Crashes 

Vehicle crashes are estimated based on the daily vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  Staff received data on 

the total number of crashes from 2006 through 2011 from VDOT.  The average number of crashes per 
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vehicle miles traveled was then calculated.  This value was used to estimate the number of crashes 

expected in 2040 based on each scenario’s VMT.   

Bicycle Connectivity 

Bicycle connectivity was calculated based on a previous analysis conducted by the MPO during the 

transportation deficiencies assessment.  MPO staff assessed network bicycle connectivity by 

determining the main barriers to regional bike connectivity. These barriers included everything from 

high-volume, high-speed roads to river and streams. Using these barriers, MPO staff was able to develop 

zones of bikeability: areas that one could bike within, but could not easily leave via bike. Staff used 

existing facilities, bike lanes, and multi-use paths, to find connections between these zones, in some 

cases merging them. This process resulted in eight adjacent zones of bikeability, with the largest, or 

core, zone centering over the northern part of Charlottesville and bordering Albemarle. As new projects 

were considered, the overall size of the core zone either stayed the same or expanded due to 

improvements included in each project. The overall distance of the network was assessed. The distance 

of the largest contiguous bikeable area was divided by the total distance of all bikable areas to 

determine the percentage of the area that is contiguous. This analysis was conducted using ArcGIS 

mapping software and used 2010 conditions as the base year for assessment. 

Economy Measures 
Two economy measures were used to assess each scenario: 

1. Access to Jobs 

2. Transit Accessibility 

Access to Jobs 

Access to jobs was calculated using the travel demand model.  Six residential neighborhoods were 

selected as origins, and six employment centers were selected as destinations.  The model calculated 

the travel time during rush hour from each origin to each destination in 2040, and the average of all 

thirty-six values was calculated, resulting in an average travel time to work for the region. 

Originating neighborhoods include:  Employment center destinations include: 

1. Pantops         1.     Downtown 

2. Fry’s Spring         2.     Fontaine Research Park 

3. Martha Jefferson        3.     Hollymead 

4. Forest Lakes         4.     Stonefield/US 29 

5. Crozet           5.     State Farm/Martha Jefferson Hospital 

6. Mill Creek         6.     UVa Medical Center 

Transit Accessibility 

Transit accessibility was calculated using 2040 forecasted population and employment data from the 

MPO’s Travel Demand Model. The analysis determines the total population living within one-quarter 

mile of a bus stop and the total employment within one-quarter mile of a bus stop. MPO staff calculated 
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distances using existing bus stop data for Charlottesville Area Transit, as it was impossible to forecast 

future locations of bus stops.  

Environment 
Five environment measures were used to assess each scenario: 

1. Habitat 

2. Air Quality 

3. Water Quality 

4. Flood Plain  

5. Historical/Archeological Sites 

Habitat 

Potential habitat impacts associated with Long Range Transportation Plan projects were calculated using 

the TJPDC’s Eco-Logical Regional Ecological Framework (REF) tool. The REF tool is a GIS-based tool that 

identifies regionally important habitats and species. The tool relies on a Regional Ecological Framework 

map that was developed from nine input datasets that represent ecological significance at the regional 

scale. The tool provides a numerical system for calculating a project’s potential impact on the region’s 

environmental resources. The tool’s functionality is driven by a base map that represents habitat value 

and density in the form of a numeric score. Scores range from a low of 2 to a high of 52. Each potential 

project was scored by overlapping it with the REF tool in GIS.  In the case of the LRTP, suggested projects 

were mapped in GIS surrounded by a five-hundred foot buffer to represent the potential impact area of 

a project.  

Air Quality 

Air quality was calculated using the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) Office of Transportation 

and Air Quality (OTAQ) Motor Vehicle Emission Simulator (MOVES).3  MOVES uses VMT data from the 

model, along with vehicle-specific data from the Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) and the Virginia 

Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), to estimate vehicle emissions.  Emissions are measured in 

total tons of pollutants expected to be produced. This measure used forecasted data for 2040 conditions 

as the base year for assessment. 

Water Quality 

Potential impacts on water quality were calculated by estimating the additional amount of impervious 

surface new roads would add to existing impervious surface area. This was calculated by determining 

the total acreage of new roadways based on the proposed roadway type and number of lanes, and then 

adding that acreage to the existing impervious surface acreage. MPO staff then identified average runoff 

totals for a variety of common pollutants associated with roadways, and applied these numbers to 

average rainfall totals using the industry standard Simple Method for calculating urban stormwater 

loads4. The Simple Method estimates pollutant loads for chemicals in stormwater as a product of annual 

                                                           
3
 http://www.epa.gov/otaq/models/moves/ 

4
 Schueler, Tom, 1987. Controlling urban runoff: a practical manual for planning and designing urban BMPs. 

Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments. Washington, DC.  
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stormwater runoff volumes, and is expressed a in pounds. Note: this model does not account for 

stormwater control or BMP removal efficacies associated with stormwater management facilities that 

would be installed with a new project. 

Flood Plain 

Potential Impacts to flood plains were determined by calculating the total acreage of 100-year flood 

plains that might be impacted by new transportation projects. Acreage was calculated by estimating 

roadway widths based on type and number of lanes. Lengths and widths of new road segments were 

added into GIS, which allowed MPO staff to calculate the area of new projects that fell in the 100-year 

flood plain. The new acreage was then compared with a 2010 base of existing roadways. This 

comparison allowed for the calculation of a percent increase or decrease of flood plain impacts. 100-

year flood plain data was sourced from Albemarle County and the City of Charlottesville. Flood plain 

data is maintained by FEMA and is available online at http://www.floodsmart.gov.  

Historical/Archeological Sites 

Impacts to historical and archeological sites were based on a tally of the total number of sites within five 

hundred feet of the MPO’s roadways in each scenario. This analysis was conducted using ArcGIS 

mapping software, using data from the Virginia Department of Historic Resources. Sites accounted for 

included both existing and destroyed historical sites, and general areas of archeological sites. This 

measure used 2010 conditions as the base year for assessment. 

Community 
Three performance measures were used to assess each scenario: 

1. Land Use 

2. Environmental Justice and Title VI: Transit Access 

3. Environmental Justice and Title VI: Impacts 

Land Use 

Land use impacts were determined by calculating the total number of parcels within five hundred feet of 

roadway projects under consideration for inclusion in the long range transportation plan. City and 

County land assessor records were used for data and to specify land uses. Analysis was conducted using 

ArcGIS mapping software and used 2010 conditions as the base year for assessment. The following 

classifications of land use were made: 

1. Residential 

2. Commercial/Industrial 

3. Parks 

4. Educational/Religious/Charitable 

5. Agriculture or undeveloped 

Environmental Justice and Title VI: Transit Access 

Environmental Justice and Title VI transit access impacts were determined by calculating the Title VI 

populations living within one-quarter mile of existing Charlottesville Area Transit bus stops. The data for 

http://www.floodsmart.gov/
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these populations was obtained through the American Community Survey. This measure was assessed 

using Arc GIS mapping software and used 2010 conditions as the base year for this assessment. The 

populations considered include: 

1. Minority 

2. 65 years of age and older 

3. Limited English-speaking 

4. Total households 

5. Household income less than $25,000 

Environmental Justice and Title VI: Impacts 

Environmental Justice and Title VI impacts were determined by calculating the Title VI populations living 

near sites where new projects have been proposed. MPO staff calculated the total population of Title VI 

groups that live in a 500-foot buffer of projects under considerations for inclusion in the Long Range 

Transportation Plan. The data for these populations was obtained through the American Community 

survey.  This measure was assessed using ArcGIS mapping software and used 2010 conditions as the 

base year for this assessment.  The populations considered include: 

1. Minority 

2. 65 years of age and older 

3. Limited English-speaking 

4. Total households 

5. Household income less than $25,000 

Process 
The performance measurement analysis is structured as a comparison between the 2040 base, or “no-

build, future-year scenario,” and scenarios with proposed projects. The 2040 Base Scenario was 

analyzed first, and the results from this analysis were used as a control. Comparing the other scenarios 

against the 2040 Base allowed MPO staff to determine whether the proposed scenarios worked toward, 

or away, from achieving the goals outlined in Chapter 4.  Each proposed scenario was then evaluated 

based on the sixteen performance measures.  Results from the analyses were documented in a table 

and presented to the MPO committees and the public to aid in their decision-making process.   Figure 5-

2 shows an example of the analysis results table comparing the 2040 Base data to results from Scenario 

1A.  Results that moved toward achieving the region’s goals are highlighted in shades of green, while 

results that moved away from the region’s goals are highlighted in shades of red.  Figure 5-1 further 

explains how to interpret the analysis results table; the darker the shade the greater the move toward 

or away from the goals.   

Table 5-2. Example of the Analysis Results Table 
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Figure 5-1. Key for Interpreting the Analysis Results Table 
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Relationship to the Vision, Goals and Objectives 
The intent of the performance measures is to evaluate the degree to which each scenario accomplishes 

the region’s vision, goals, and objectives outlined in Chapter 4.  As such, the measures were designed to 

relate to both the Eight Planning Factors and the Regional Mobility Goals.  Table 5-2 illustrates the 

relationship between the performance measures and the Eight Planning Factors.  Table 5-3 illustrates 

the relationship between the performance measures and the Regional Mobility Goals.  Due to limited 

availability of data, some of the goals could not be measured.  For example, the Freight section of Goal 

1: A Multimodal Transportation Network, does not have any measures with which to be compared.  

Other goals, such as Goal 3: Funding, were not quantifiable; however funding is addressed during the 

fiscal-constraint process, described more fully in Chapter 9. 
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Table 5-3. Relationship of the Performance Measures to the Eight Planning Factors 
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Table 5-4. Relationship of the Performance Measures to the Regional Mobility Goals 

 



55 
 

Conclusion 
The MPO’s use of sixteen performance measures for the development of the 2040 Long Range 

Transportation Plan was a first for our region. It was important to both MPO staff and MPO stakeholders 

that the performance represented in the Long Range Transportation Plan represented a wide variety of 

transportation issues, ranging from the mobility provided to impacts to the environment. All of the 

elements are reviewed when a transportation project is being considered for construction, therefore 

there is a need to try and consider these issues, as successfully as possible, during a project’s beginning 

in the long range transportation plan.  

Transportation Deficiencies Overview 

Developing a plan for improving any aspect of the community must start with identifying what elements 

of the community’s system are deficient.  For the 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan, MPO staff 

examined how the region’s future transportation system would function if no future improvements 

were planned beyond projects included in the State’s Six Year Improvement Program (SYIP) or proffered 

from local developers.  Through this process, MPO staff, working with the MPO Committees, identified 

infrastructure that is expected to be incomplete or insufficient by 2040.  All maps consider the 2040 

community condition. That is, the analysis for each mode considers the population total and distribution 

for 2040; the employment total and distribution for 2040; and the road network for 2040 (i.e. projects 

that are not yet built, but will be by 2040).  This analysis initiates the process of determining which 

projects need to be considered and analyzed as part of the LRTP update.  Transportation deficiencies 

were divided into three categories: 

 Roads and Freight 

 Transit and Rail 

 Bicycle and Pedestrian  

Transportation Deficiencies: Roads and Freight 

Roads 
The majority of the traffic in the MPO travels via the region’s roadway system.  Over time, as the 

Charlottesville-Albemarle region grows, an increasing number of people are expected to demand use of 

this system, constraining its capacity and resulting in congestion and delays.  To ascertain how 

congested the road system would likely be in the year 2040, the MPO used its Travel Demand Model to 

forecast where demand on the system is expected to exceed system capacity.   

The 2040 Travel Demand Model identifies these congested areas by calculating a Volume-to-Capacity 

ratio.  The ratio indicates the volume of traffic expected on the road, compared with the capacity the 

roadway can accommodate.  Roadways that are approaching capacity, or are over capacity are 

considered to be deficient.  These roads are mapped in Figures 6-1, showing roads that are expected to 
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experience “Minor Congestion” and 6-2, showing roads that are expected to be “Congested.” The MPO 

used VDOT’s volume to capacity ratio standards to define minor congestion and congestion.  

Minor Congestion 

Roads approaching capacity are those with a Level of Service (LOS) E, which indicates that between 85% 

and 100% of the road’s capacity is being used.  These roads are expected to experience minor 

congestion. That is to say, they will be congested during rush hour travel and should operate at free flow 

conditions during other times of the day.     

Congested 

Roads over capacity are those with a LOS F, which indicates that the roadway is expected to carry more 

volume than it was built to handle.  These roads are expected to be congested throughout the day.  

Significance of the Congestion Maps 

The level of congestion of the transportation system in the 2040 Base Scenario was mapped for two 

purposes.  First, it was used to identify which areas would likely need improvements to reduce 

congestion and function more efficiently in the future.  Secondly, it served as a base, against which each 

scenario could be compared as they were developed and analyzed.  Congestion maps were prepared for 

each subsequent scenario, and compared to the 2040 Base congestion map to determine if the 

proposed projects were likely to improve or worsen the expected congestion levels on the system. 
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Figure 6-1. 2040 Regional Congestion 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

How to read this map…                         

The thick, dark red lines on the 

congestion map indicate congested 

road links, while the thin, light red lines 

indicate roads that may experience 

congestion, especially during peak 

travel times: 7 to 9 a.m. and 4 to 6 p.m.   
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Figure 6-2. 2040 Local Congestion

 

How to read this map…                         

The thick, dark red lines on the 

congestion map indicate congested 

road links, while the thin, light red lines 

indicate roads that may experience 

congestion, especially during peak 

travel times: 7 to 9 a.m. and 4 to 6 p.m.   
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Freight 
The issue of freight movement throughout the region, while important, is not an overriding concern for 

regional mobility at this time.  As mentioned in Chapter 2 (Existing Conditions), the key freight corridors 

in the region are Interstate 64 and US 29.  Both routes are susceptible to congestion issues that affect 

general traffic mobility concurrent with any freight movements.   

Freight movement along rail corridors is also not currently a prevalent regional traffic concern.  At this 

time, rail freight movement in the region travels through the area to destinations outside the MPO’s 

boundaries.  While facilitating the movement of goods throughout the region is a priority discussed in 

Chapter 4, it is not as prominent in the Charlottesville-Albemarle MPO as it is for other MPOs. 

Because the MPO does not attract substantial freight traffic at this time, and freight movement does not 

hinder general traffic movement, our travel demand model does not have a freight component, and 

congestion modeling is specific to general traffic mobility.  As a result, data is not readily available to 

identify freight deficiencies beyond general congestion and demand issues associated with traffic 

movement.    

Transportation Deficiencies: Transit and Rail 

Transit 
The MPO’s transit system is one of the more robust small MPO transit systems in the state.  As discussed 

in Chapter 2 (Existing Conditions), three transit entities serve the MPO: Charlottesville Area Transit 

(CAT), run by the City of Charlottesville with additional contributions coming from Albemarle County; 

University Transit Service (UTS), run by the University of Virginia; and JAUNT, a para-transit service 

provider for several contiguous counties in the region including the City of Charlottesville and Albemarle 

County. To determine transit deficiencies in the region, MPO staff was only able to consider transit 

services that had official bus stops: CAT and UTS.  

Transit Accessibility to Population and Employment Maps 

The travel demand model’s 2040 population and employment data was used to map the population and 

employment densities forecast for each zone.   Dark shades of blue indicate densely populated zones, 

while light shades of blue indicate sparsely populated zones.  (Refer to Figure 6-3).  Similarly, dark 

shades of red indicate zones with considerable employment opportunities, while light shades of red 

indicate zones with few employment opportunities.  (Refer to Figure 6-4).  The existing bus stop 

locations for UTS and CAT only were added to the maps, as JAUNT does not operate on a fixed service, 

and future bus stop locations for 2040 cannot be anticipated.  The existing bus stops for UTS and CAT 

were buffered using a one-quarter mile radius, and the population or employment within a one-quarter 

mile buffer of transit stops was calculated to determine what percentage of the population or 
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employment in 2040 would have access to transit.  (Note, this study was completed prior to CAT’s 

addition of Route 11.) 

Within the MPO, approximately 42% of the population and 65% of employment opportunities are 

located within a one-quarter mile radius of a bus stop.  This means that driving is typically the only 

viable transportation option.  These maps are useful for identifying the general areas that would benefit 

from additional transit service.  Darker shaded areas without bus stops indicate areas where expanded 

service is expected to perform well due to the high concentration of residents or employment 

opportunities in these areas.   

Figure 6-3. 2040 Population Access to Transit 
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Figure 6-4. 2040 Employment Access to Transit 

 

Rail 
In reviewing regional rail service, staff determined that additional service is important; particularly early 

morning service that supports business travel between the region and Washington D.C. and other areas 

in the northeast corridor.  However, passenger rail service, while useful, is not a regional transportation 

priority at this time.  These priorities could, and are likely to change in the future, but for now, efforts 

are focused on other transportation modes. 

Transportation Deficiencies: Bicycle and Pedestrian 
The MPO’s bicycle and pedestrian network, while robust, is not a viable transportation option for most 

of the 2040 MPO’s population and employments base.  This analysis evaluated bicycle and pedestrian 

accessibility using the existing extent of this network. 

Bicycle 
The MPO’s bicycle network includes bike lanes, multi-use paths, and shared roadway facilities.  The 

analysis focuses on actual, designated bicycling facilities and does not focus on areas that do not have 

these facilities, but are in fact bikeable due to the nature of the roadway. 

Bicycle Accessibility to Population and Employment Maps 

The travel demand model’s 2040 population data was used to map the population and employment 

densities forecast for each zone.   Dark shades of blue indicate densely populated zones while light 

shades of blue indicate sparsely populated zones.  (Refer to Figure 6-5).  Similarly, dark shades of red 

indicate zones with considerable employment opportunities while light shades of red indicate zones 

with few employment opportunities.  (Refer to Figure 6-6). Existing bicycle facilities were added to each 
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map (thick grey lines), as were barriers to bicyclists (thick black lines).  The bicycle facilities were then 

buffered using a distance of five hundred feet.  The population or employment within five hundred feet 

of bicycle facilities was calculated to determine what percentage of the population or employment 

opportunities in 2040 would have bicycle access.   

Within the MPO, approximately 24% of the population and 36% of employment opportunities are 

located within five hundred feet of a bicycle facility.  However, regional biking tends to be limited to 

smaller zones due to barriers that prohibit bicycling beyond these areas.  Figures 6-6 and 6-7 indicate 

that the existing barriers extensively inhibit bicycle access throughout the region.  These maps are useful 

in identifying the general areas that would benefit from improved connectivity.  Darker shaded zones 

that lack bicycle facilities or are segregated by barriers indicate areas where improvements to 

connectivity is expected to be valuable.   

Figure 6-5. 2040 Population Access to Bike Facilities 
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Figure 6-6. 2040 Employment Access to Bike Facilities 

 

Pedestrian 
The MPO’s pedestrian network includes sidewalks and walkable areas, such as the Downtown 

Pedestrian Mall.  This analysis focused on access to this specific walkable network. 

Pedestrian Accessibility to Population and Employment Maps 

The travel demand model’s 2040 population and employment data was used to map the population and 

employment densities forecast for each zone.   Dark shades of blue indicate densely populated zones, 

while light shades of blue indicate sparsely populated zones.  (Refer to Figure 6-7).  Similarly, dark 

shades of red indicate zones with considerable employment opportunities, while light shades of red 

indicate zones with few employment opportunities.  (Refer to Figure 6-8).  The existing pedestrian 

facilities were added to the maps and then buffered using a distance of two hundred feet.   The 

population or employment within two hundred feet of pedestrian facilities was calculated to determine 

what percentage of the population or employment opportunities in 2040 would have access to a 

sidewalk or walkable area.   

Within the MPO, approximately 36% of the population and 51% of employment opportunities are 

located within two hundred feet of a pedestrian facility.  The regional pedestrian network, while 

extensive, is missing links or extensions that would make the network more effective for the region.  

These maps are useful in identifying the general areas that would benefit from improved pedestrian 

connectivity.  Darker shaded zones that lack pedestrian facilities indicate areas where an improvement 

to connectivity is expected to be valuable.   
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Figure 6-7. 2040 Population Access to Pedestrian Facilities 

 

Figure 6-8. 2040 Employment Access to Pedestrian Facilities 

 

Conclusion 
The Transportation Deficiency Analysis provided the MPO with a starting point for considering the most 

vital and beneficial regional transportation improvements to be considered for the 2040 Long Range 

Transportation Plan.  From this analysis, staff learned that roadway improvements need to be targeted 
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at key locations throughout the region such as the US 29/US 250 Bypass or US 250 at Pantops and 

Shadwell.  Regarding transit improvements, staff inferred that the transit access within the urban area is 

relatively robust; however, it would benefit from providing access to population clusters outside the 

urban ring.  Staff determined that access via bike facilities is limited due to significant barriers 

prohibiting connectivity, despite reasonable access to facilities within the urban core.  Finally, staff 

established that the pedestrian network is somewhat limited, and that there are key links missing from 

the network that could provide greater accessibility.    

Staff used this information to develop an initial list of proposed roadway, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian 

projects targeted at improving these areas.  Prospective capacity improvements, i.e. roadway and transit 

projects, were modeled to evaluate their potential impacts and benefits for the community.   These 

projects are discussed further in Chapter 7.  Potential non-capacity improvements, including bicycle and 

pedestrian projects, were drawn from this study, as well as bicycle and pedestrian improvements listed 

in existing regional planning documents.  These projects are discussed further in Chapter 8. 

 

Overview of Scenarios 

The region’s core transportation network is 

an interdependent system comprised of 

both roadways and transit service.  When 

roadway projects are added to the network; 

existing roads are altered; or when transit 

routes are added or modified, it impacts 

how the entire network functions.  To 

leverage this dynamic, the Charlottesville-

Albemarle MPO implemented a new process 

for evaluating projects in the Long Range 

Transportation Plan.  Rather than assessing 

the benefits of individual projects in an 

isolated manner, proposed projects were 

combined into scenarios for evaluation.  

This allowed staff and decision-makers to 

identify which combination of projects 

worked well together and provided the 

greatest benefit to the region’s 

transportation system.   
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Process 
Several tasks were completed early on in the forming of the Long Range Transportation Plan, and led to 

the development of the scenarios.  First, staff and decision-makers developed a list of goals (the 

Regional Mobility Goals) which focused on the region’s future vision.  These were considered in 

conjunction with the Eight Planning Factors, outlined with the goals in Chapter 4.  Once a list of goals 

was established, a series of corresponding performance measures was developed to assess each 

scenario.  Implementing performance measures allowed for an objective evaluation of each scenario.  It 

also provided staff, decision-makers, and residents with the opportunity to understand the mobility, 

economic, environmental, and community implications of each scenario, as discussed in Chapter 5.  

Transportation deficiencies were then identified for the region’s roadway network and transit system.  

This offered insight regarding which areas should be targeted for improvement.  (Refer to Chapter 6). 

Based on the transportation deficiencies, MPO staff worked with its committees to develop a candidate 

project list. (Refer to the Candidate Project List in Table 7-1).  Essentially, the candidate project list 

served as a dream list of projects to be considered for the region.  This list was extensive, including ten 

road projects and eleven transit projects. All of these projects were modeled individually to determine 

the benefit of each project on the 2040 transportation system.  Staff and committees assessed each 

project to determine whether or not they generated enough benefit to merit moving forward in the 

process.  Roadway projects were evaluated based on improvements to congestion in 2040, while transit 

projects were evaluated based on their estimated daily ridership as well as their system-wide benefit.   
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Table 7-2. Candidate Project List 

 

Seven roadway projects and eight transit projects demonstrated benefit to the region and progressed to 

the first round of scenarios, as noted in Table 7-1.  Once these projects were selected, staff developed 

preliminary cost estimates for each roadway project using VDOT’s Statewide Level Cost Estimate 

template.   Because no such template was available to prepare the transit estimates, staff developed a 

spreadsheet that accounted for operating, overhead, and maintenance costs, as well as capital and 

revenue.  The methods used to generate these cost estimates were the best tools available to MPO staff 

during the development and assessment of these projects.  The values calculated were subject to 
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change, and did change in some cases, as projects were better defined later in this process. Roadway 

and transit projects that progressed to the first round of scenarios included: 

Roadway Projects 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. Interstate 64/US 29 Interchange 

Reconstruct the I-64/US29 interchange to 

make it safer for higher volumes of traffic. 

Project cost estimate in the spring of 2013 

was approximately $128 million. This project 

would need to work in tandem with the US 

29/US 250 widening. 

2. US 29/US 250 Widening 

Widen US 29/US 250 from Barracks Road 

south to the I-64 interchange from four lanes 

to six lanes.  This project was initially 

estimated to cost approximately $86.1 

million, and was revised in summer 2013 to 

approximately $105.1 million.  

 

 

3.  US 250 – Pantops Widening               

Widen the US 250 East corridor to no more 

than six lanes and add pedestrian crossings 

as recommended in the Pantops Master 

Plan.  This project was estimated to cost 

approximately $48.3 million. 
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4. Berkmar Drive Extended 

Extend the existing Berkmar Drive from 

current northern terminus of Hilton 

Heights Road over the South Fork of the 

Rivanna River to the North Fork of the 

Rivanna River.  This project was 

estimated to cost approximately $56.9 

million. 

 

5. Western Bypass Extension 

Connect the planned US 29 Western 

Bypass from Rio Mills Road north to the 

intersection of Dickerson Road and US 29.  

This project was estimated to cost 

approximately  

$132.7 million. 
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6. Eastern Connector (2-lanes/4-lanes) 

Construct a two-lane or four-lane roadway 

with bicycle and pedestrian facilities that 

aligns with Pen Park Lane.  

The two-lane project was estimated to 

cost approximately $113 million. The four-

lane  

project was estimated to cost $145.2 

million. 

7. Multimodal US 29 

Repurpose two of the through lanes on US 

29 (one in each direction) for transit use 

from Hydraulic Road north to the south fork 

of the Rivanna River.  Included as part of this 

project are bicycle and pedestrian facilities 

accompanied by improved signalization 

along US 29. The Route 29 Boulevard 

concept was estimated to cost $46.1 million.  

The Boulevard Concept is now known as 

Multimodal US 29.At the end of this process 

the multimodal US 29 concept was split out 

into individual transit and bike and 

pedestrian improvements. This split out 

aided the fiscal-constraint process and was 

more in-keeping with how transportation 

improvements are implemented. 
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Transit Projects 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. Meadow Creek Parkway Route 

Provide a new transit route connecting US 

29 North to downtown via the Meadow 

Creek Parkway.  Service would run every 15 

minutes during peak hours (7 am to 10 am, 

and 4 pm to 7 pm), and every 30 minutes 

during off-peak hours.  This service was 

estimated to cost $25.6 million. 

 

2. Airport Route/Route 7 Extension 

Extend CAT’s existing Route 7 to the airport 

along US 29. This service was estimated to 

cost $51.6 million. 
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3.  US 29 Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)  

Provide bus rapid transit (BRT) service 

from UVA Hospital along US 29 north to 

Hollymead.  Service would run every 15 

minutes from 6am to 8pm.  The BRT 

service was estimated to cost $126.9 

million.  

This would be implemented in conjunction 

with the US 29 Multimodal improvement 

listed with the road projects. 

 

4. Route 10 with Transit-only Bridge 

Extend CAT’s existing Route 10 across 

the Rivanna River to via a proposed 

transit-only bridge. The new bridge 

would avert the congestion on US 250 

between High Street and River Bend 

Drive. The bridge would also include 

bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  This 

service was estimated to cost $2.4 

million. This estimate was revised in the 

spring of 2013 to cost $5.4 million. 
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5. Reducing Headways System wide 

(Existing System only) 

Increase transit frequency in areas with 

existing service to minimize the time 

people wait for buses.  This service was 

estimated to cost $254.4 million. 

 

6. Crozet Route 

Provide transit service along US 250 and 

SR 240 from Barracks Road to Crozet.  

Service would run every 30 minutes 

during peak hours (7 am to 10 am, and 4 

pm to 7 pm), and every 60 minutes during 

off-peak hours.  This service was 

estimated to cost $42 million. 
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7. Route 1A Extension with  

Transit-only Bridge 

Extend CAT’s existing Route 1A across the 

Rivanna River to Pantops using a 

proposed transit-only bridge.  Service 

would run every 15 minutes during peak 

hours (7 am to 10 am, and 4 pm to 6 pm), 

and every 30 minutes during off-peak 

hours.  This service was estimated to cost 

$6.5 million. 

8. Western Bypass BRT 

Provide a BRT route from UVA’s medical 

campus north along the Western Bypass 

to Hollymead.  Service would run every 

15 minutes from 6 am to 8 pm.  This 

service was estimated to cost $140.6 

million. 
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Various combinations of these projects comprised the three 

scenarios for the first round of analysis.  Each of the 

scenarios was assessed using the performance measures 

and was then compared with the 2040 Base Scenario: the 

2040 conditions if no additional projects are built.  This 

allows staff and decision-makers to understand how each 

scenario is expected to change the future transportation 

conditions and to compare the benefits of one scenario 

against another.   The findings from each analysis were then 

presented to the MPO’s committees to determine which 

projects should be considered in the next round of scenario 

analysis.  This three-step process was repeated for three 

rounds of scenarios, which led to the development of a final 

Preferred Scenario. 

Descriptions of Scenarios 

2040 Existing and Committed (E+C) Base 

Scenario 
The 2040 Existing and Committed (E+C) Base Scenario is 

comprised of the existing roadway network and additional 

projects that are committed to be built by the future year 

2040. This scenario serves as the control to compare other 

scenarios against, allowing staff and decision-makers to 

determine the projected impacts of various project 

combinations.   Table 7-2 lists the nine roadway projects 

that are committed to be built by 2040 and are included in 

the 2040 Base Scenario.  Figure 7-1 identifies the location of 

each of these projects. 

Step One: Develop a scenario of 

capacity-building projects. 

This involved reviewing the list of 
projects and their respective cost-
estimates, and choosing several 
projects to consider together in a 
transportation improvement 
scenario.  

Step Two: Analyze the scenario 

using the performance 

measures.  

Each of these scenarios was 
assessed using the 16 performance 
measures, developed by the MPO. 
This analysis was not simply 
structured to consider the new 
projects individually, but how those 
projects would affect the entire 
transportation system. Each of the 
scenarios was compared with the 
2040 Base Scenario. 

Step Three: Present the findings 

from the analysis. 

This analysis was presented to the 
MPO Committees for approval, and 
to select which projects to include in 
the next round of scenarios. 
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Table 7-3. 2040 E+C Base Scenario Description 
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Figure 7-3. Committed Projects in the 2040 E+C Base Scenario.
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For purposes of comparison, the 2040 E+C Base Scenario was evaluated using the performance 

measures.  The results from this analysis are displayed in Table 7-3. 

Table 7-4. 2040 E+C Base Scenario Analysis Results 

 



79 
 

The sixteen performance measures are divided into four general categories:  

1. Mobility – examines how travel conditions change as a result of the projects added in each 

scenario.  This is measured in terms of congestion, the mode of transportation used to travel, 

vehicle mobility, safety, and bicycle connectivity. 

2. Economy – examines employment accessibility for both auto and transit trips. 

3. Environment – examines the environmental impacts to the region in terms of habitat, air and 

water quality, floodplain, and historical and archeological sites. 

4. Community – examines the land use impacts, as well as the environmental justice and Title VI 

populations impacted by the projects included in each scenario.  

Output from the MPO’s travel demand model identifies where congestion is expected within the region.  

While this cannot identify exact locations at which congestion is certain to occur, it does allow staff to 

compare how conditions are expected to change if specific scenarios are implemented.  Figure 7-2 maps 

the location and degree of anticipated daily congestion for the 2040 Existing and Committed Base 

Scenario.  Roads with “Minor Congestion” are expected to be congested during rush hour, or peak-hour 

travel, but not during other times of the day.  “Congested” roads are expected to experience heavy 

congestion throughout the day.   
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Figure 7-4. 2040 E+C Base Scenario Daily Congestion 

 

Once the 2040 Base Scenario was developed and reviewed, the first round of scenarios was created and 

evaluated against this Base.  This first round of scenarios only integrated projects from the list of seven 

roadway projects and eight transit projects (earlier discussed in this chapter) that came out of the 
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candidate project list.  These scenarios were 

analyzed to determine which projects were 

beneficial to the region.  Projects identified as 

successful (improving the level of congestion on 

roads or attracting significant ridership for 

transit) continued to move forward to the next 

round of analysis. Projects that were not as 

beneficial to the region were either modified or 

omitted from the list.  Modified projects were 

those which staff or decision-makers felt showed 

promise for being successful in the region but did 

not perform as well as hoped when originally 

developed.  For example, in the first and second 

rounds of scenarios, the bus rapid transit (BRT) 

route on US 29 extended from UVA Hospital to 

Hollymead.  In the third round of scenarios, this 

project was altered to extend from NGIC to 

downtown.  The intent behind allowing these 

types of modifications was to thoroughly explore 

transportation alternatives that would provide 

the greatest benefit to the region.  In some cases, 

additional projects not included in the initial list 

of fifteen, were added for consideration and evaluation.  This iterative process continued through three 

rounds of scenarios before establishing the Preferred Scenario, which is delineated in this plan and has 

been approved by the Policy Board.  The following two pages outline the process used to arrive at the 

Preferred Scenario. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Successful roadway projects… 

Projects that improve the level of 

congestion on the road.  If the road is 

expected to be congested in the 2040 

Base Scenario but is expected to 

experience only minor congestion with 

a project, that project is viewed as 

“successful.” 

Successful transit projects… 

Projects that attract passengers on the 

proposed route as well as increase 

ridership systemwide.  Determining the 

success of transit projects is more 

subjective than the success of 

implementing road projects.  Input 

from local transit authorities was a  

valuable asset throughout this process. 
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Scenario Process Overview 

Each round of scenarios included various roadway and transportation projects for 

analysis.  The first round of scenarios included only projects from the previously listed 

candidate project list.  Based on the performance of a given project in the first round of 

scenarios, staff pursued one of three courses of action:

1. The project progressed to future rounds of scenarios for further analysis (denoted 

by a green box). 

 

2. The project did not progress to future rounds of scenarios for analysis (denoted by 

a pink box). 

 

3. The project was modified for further study.  Modified projects are denoted in 

italics.  Those that progressed to future rounds of scenarios for further analysis 

are shown in a green box and those that did not progress to future rounds of 

scenarios for analysis are shown in a pink box. 

 

 

 

 

In the second and third rounds of scenarios additional projects were introduced in effort 

to alleviate problems that were not addressed by projects in the first round of scenarios.  

These projects are listed in bold to distinguish new projects from previously considered 

ones.  New projects either progressed to future rounds of scenarios for further analysis 

(shown in below green) or did not progress to future rounds of scenarios for analysis 

(shown below in pink) based on the benefit they provided. 

 

 

Figure 7-3 illustrates the progression of projects throughout this process which led to the 

development of the Preferred Scenario.  This is discussed in more detail in the subsequent 

section in this chapter, Descriptions of Scenarios. 
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Figure 7-3. Progression of Projects in each Round of Scenarios.  
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Round 1 Scenarios 
The first round of scenarios served as an example of how the scenario development and analysis process 

would work.  Scenario 1A was developed to analyze the impacts expected on the transportation system 

if only road projects were developed in 2040 and the transit network remained unchanged.  This 

scenario included six of the seven roadway projects.  Scenario 1B was developed to analyze the 

anticipated impacts on the transportation system if only transit projects were developed in 2040 and a 

portion of US 29 was repurposed to accommodate bus rapid transit (BRT).  Six of the eight transit 

projects were included in this scenario.  Because there were two BRT projects and two projects that 

included transit-only links crossing the Rivanna River, the project with the greatest increase in ridership 

from each option was selected for this scenario.  Scenario 1C was developed to analyze the impacts on 

the transportation system if a combination of both roadway and transit projects were developed by 

2040. This analysis, though only an example, indicated that the region’s future transportation network 

needs a variety of transportation improvements to avoid congestion, delays, and other negative 

impacts. The most successful option from round one was Scenario 1C: the multimodal option.  

Scenario 1A 

Scenario 1A was developed to analyze the impacts on the transportation system if six of the seven road 

projects were developed in 2040 and the transit network remained unchanged.  (Refer to Table 7-4 for 

the project descriptions and Figure 7-4 for the project locations).  This provided the opportunity to 

assess the expected community benefits should funding be used to improve only the roadway portion of 

the transportation system.   

Table 7-5. Scenario 1A Description 

 



85 
 

 
Figure 7-4. Scenario 1A Projects
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Scenario 1B 

Scenario 1B was developed to analyze the impacts on the transportation system if only transit projects 

were developed in 2040, and a portion of US 29 was repurposed to accommodate bus rapid transit 

(BRT).  (Refer to Table 7-5 for the project descriptions and Figure 7-5 for the project locations).   As 

previously mentioned, the two BRT route options overlapped with each other, so the route resulting in 

the greatest increase in ridership, BRT on US 29, was included in this scenario.  Similarly, both Route 1A 

and Route 10 were modified to provide a transit-only bridge crossing the Rivanna River.  Implementing 

this change on Route 10 resulted in a greater increase in ridership than it did on Route 1A.  Other than 

implementing the Multimodal US 29 project, the road network remained unchanged in this scenario.  

This provided the opportunity to assess community benefits should funding be solely allocated to 

improve the transit portion of the transportation system.   

Table 7-6. Scenario 1B Description 
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Figure 7-5. Scenario 1B Projects 

 

Scenario 1C 

Scenario 1C was developed to analyze the impacts on the transportation system if a combination of both 

roadway and transit projects were developed by 2040. (Refer to Table 7-6 and Figure 7-6). This provided 

the opportunity to assess community benefits should funding be divided to improve both the transit and 

roadway components of the transportation system. 
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Table 7-7. Scenario 1C Description 
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Figure 7-6. Scenario 1C Projects
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A set of sixteen performance measures was used to analyze the performance of each scenario.  Table 7-

7 shows the results of the analysis based on these measures. Cells highlighted in shades of green 

indicate measures where the scenario is moving toward the region’s goals. Cells highlighted in shades of 

red indicate measures where the scenario is moving away the region’s goals.  The darker the shade, the 

further the scenario moved toward or away from the region’s goals.  Overall, Scenario 1A performs well 

in the mobility performance measures; however, it does not help meet the goals related to the 

environmental and community performance measures.  Scenario 1B performs well in the measures that 

relate directly to transit and in the Environmental Justice community measures, but does not help meet 

the many of the other goals related to the mobility, environmental, and land use performance 

measures.  Scenario 1C performs well in the mobility and economy measures, but not as strongly in 

some of the environmental and community measures related to the overarching goals. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 7-8. Round 1 Analysis Results 
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How to read the Analysis Results Table: 
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In addition to the performance measurement assessment, roadway projects were evaluated based on 

how they impacted congestion.  The three figures below illustrate the level of congestion expected with 

each scenario.   

 

Figure 7-7. Scenario 1A Daily Congestion 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7-9. Scenario 1C Daily Congestion Figure 7-8. Scenario 1B Daily Congestion 

The thicker dark red lines on the congestion 

map indicate congested road links, and the 

thinner light red lines indicate roads that may 

experience congestion, especially during peak 

travel times (7 to 9 a.m. and 4 to 6 p.m).  The 

light purple highlighted areas indicate roads 

that show significant change in congestion from 

the 2040 Base Scenario and the other scenarios 

in this round.   The purpose of this mapping is to 

identify roads with congestion levels unique to 

this particular scenario.  In some scenarios, 

congestion in the highlighted areas improves or 

is completely eliminated compared with the 

Base or other scenarios.  In contrast, the level of 

congestion may increase compared to the base 

or other scenarios. 
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Transit projects were assessed based on the increase in ridership to both the proposed route and 

system-wide.  Table 7-8 compares the transit ridership for each route by scenario. 

Table 7-9. Round 1 Transit Analysis 

 

Project-specific findings from the congestion and 

ridership analysis of the first round of scenarios 

include the following: 

 Widening US 29/US 250 in both Scenarios 

1A and 1C is expected to either alleviate 

or reduce the congestion on this portion 

of the road.  

 Berkmar Drive Extended in Scenario 1A 

provides additional capacity parallel to US 

29.  This is expected to show additional 

“Alleviate congestion” means that roadways 

that were expected to experience either 

congestion or minor congestion are no longer 

expected to experience any congestion. 

“Reduce congestion” means that roadways 

that were expected to experience either 

congestion or minor congestion are still 

expected to experience congestion, but to a 

lesser extent than in the 2040 Base Scenario. 
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benefit when combined with the Multimodal US 29 project.  

 Widening US 250 – Pantops in Scenario 1C is expected to reduce the congestion on this portion 

of the road. 

 Western Bypass Extension in Scenario 1A was not expected to result in a significant change in 

congestion on parallel portions of US 29.  Scenario 1C without the Western Bypass Extension 

was expected to experience less congestion in this area than Scenario 1A.   

 Eastern Connector (4-lane) in Scenario 1A was expected to experience congestion by 2040 and 

Free Bridge would likely remain heavily congested.   

 Multimodal US 29 in Scenarios 1B and 1C would not likely result in the development of even 

minor congestion on this portion of US 29. 

 BRT on US 29 (UVA Hospital to Hollymead) in Scenarios 1B and 1C is expected to increase 

ridership through the US 29 corridor and system-wide. 

 Airport Route Extension (Extend Route 7 to the Airport) in Scenarios 1B and 1C will likely 

increase ridership on Route 7 and system-wide. 

 Crozet Route (daily service) in Scenario 1B will not likely attract substantial ridership; however, 

providing transit service to Crozet was important to the Committees. 

 Route 10 Transit-only Bridge in Scenarios 1B and 1C is expected to nearly triple ridership on 

Route 10 and increase ridership system-wide. 

 Decrease headways (full system) in Scenario 1B is expected to result in an increase in ridership 

that should nearly double.  However, the cost to implement this improvement system-wide was 

viewed by staff and the MPO committees as prohibitive. 

 Meadow Creek Parkway Route in Scenario 1B did not attract substantial ridership.  

Projects with a check () indicate those that were moved forward to the next rounds of scenarios.  

Projects with a hyphen ( – ) indicate those that did not move forward to the next rounds of scenarios.  

(Refer to Figure 7-3).  Note that the model is limited to evaluating roadway and transit improvements.  

Improvements to interchanges or intersections cannot be modeled.  The interchange improvements 

added to the list of projects were VDOT priorities, and remained on the list with the consent of MPO 

Committees and local planning staff. 

Not only did this analysis indicate which projects were successful, it identified areas and roadways that 

were congested but not being addressed by roadway or transit projects.  This includes US 250 east of 

Interstate 64, Route 53, 5th Street, Ivy Road, and US 250/Free Bridge at Pantops.  Identifying these 

roadways allowed MPO staff and committees to add projects in the next round of scenarios that might 

improve these areas.    

In general, the analysis from the first round of scenarios emphasizes the importance of investing in both 

roadway and transit improvements for the future.  It also conveys that each scenario results in tradeoffs 

between mobility, economic, environmental, and community performance measurement 

improvements.  The aim of this process is for staff, decision-makers, and citizens to develop a scenario 

with the best possible outcomes for the future across all sixteen measures.  
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Round 2 Scenarios 
Analysis from the first round of scenarios indicated the following: 

 That many of the projects considered were beneficial to the region.   

 There are still areas that would benefit from improvements including US 250 east of Interstate 

64, Route 53, 5th Street, Ivy Road, and US 250/Free Bridge at Pantops.  

 The scenarios need to be comprised of both roadway and transit improvements.   

As a result, Scenario 2A consisted of five roadway projects and three transit projects.  (Refer to Table 7-

9 for the list of project descriptions and Figure 7-10 for a map of project locations).  Scenario 2B 

consisted of five roadway projects and four transit projects.  (Refer to Table 7-10 for the list of project 

descriptions and Figure 7-11 for a map of project locations).  

Scenario 2A 

Scenario 2A was developed to analyze the impacts on the transportation system if a combination of 

both roadway and transit projects were developed by 2040. Given that 5th Street and Ivy Road west of 

US 29 remained congested with no signs of improvement in the first round of scenarios, two additional 

projects were added to Scenario 2A in effort to improve these areas: Widening 5th Street Extended and 

an Ivy Road Transit Route.  (Refer to Table 7-9 for the list of project descriptions and Figure 7-10 for a 

map of project locations). 

Table 7-10. Scenario 2A Description 
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Figure 7-10. Scenario 2A Projects
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Scenario 2B 

Scenario 2B was also developed to analyze the expected impacts on the transportation system if a 

combination of both roadway and transit projects were developed by 2040. Given that Route 53 

remained congested with no signs of improvement in any of the previous scenarios, three additional 

road projects were added to Scenario 2B in effort to improve this area. These included geometric 

improvements to Black Cat Road; widening US 250 from Interstate 64 (Exit 124) east to North Milton 

Road; and geometric improvements to Milton Road.  Two new transit routes were also added to 

Scenario 2B in effort to improve connectivity. These included extending CAT’s existing Route 7 to the 

airport; and a new transit route from the Pantops area, along Rio Road, and north onto US 29.  (Refer to 

Table 7-10 for the list of project descriptions and Figure 7-11 for a map of project locations). 

Table 7-11. Scenario 2B Description 
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Figure 7-11. Scenario 2B Projects

 



99 
 

Round 2 Analysis: Findings and Conclusions 
The second round of scenarios was analyzed using the performance measures.  Table 7-11 shows the 

results of the analysis. Cells highlighted in shades of green indicate measures where the scenario is 

moving toward the region’s goals. Cells highlighted in shades of red indicate measures where the 

scenario is moving away the region’s goals.  The darker the shade, the further the scenario moved 

toward or away from the region’s goals.  Overall, Scenario 2A performed well in the mobility and 

economy performance measures; however, it did not help meet the goals related to the environmental 

and community performance measures.  Scenario 2B also performed well in the mobility, economy, and 

environmental justice/community performance measures, but did not help meet the goals related to 

the environmental and Land Use community performance measures.   

Table 7-11. Round 2 Analysis Results 
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How to read the Analysis Results Table: 
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In addition to analyzing the scenarios with performance measures, roadway projects were assessed 

based on how they impacted congestion.  Figure 7-12 and 7-13 below illustrate the level of congestion 

expected with each scenario.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7-12. Scenario 2A Daily Congestion 

Figure 7-13. Scenario 2B Daily Congestion 

The thicker dark red lines on the congestion 

map indicate congested road links, and the 

thinner light red lines indicate roads that may 

experience congestion, especially during peak 

travel times (7 to 9 a.m. and 4 to 6 p.m).  The 

light purple highlighted areas indicate roads 

that show significant change in congestion from 

the 2040 Base Scenario and the other scenarios 

in this round.   The purpose of this mapping is to 

identify roads with congestion levels unique to 

this particular scenario.  In some scenarios, 

congestion in the highlighted areas improves or 

is completely eliminated compared with the 

Base or other scenarios.  In contrast, the level of 

congestion may increase compared to the base 

or other scenarios. 
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Transit projects were assessed based on the increase in ridership to both the proposed route and 

throughout the system.  Table 7-12 compares the transit ridership for each route by scenario. 

Table 7-12. Round 2 Transit Analysis 

 

Project-specific findings from the congestion and ridership analysis of the second round of scenarios 

include the following: 

 Widening US 29/US 250 in both Scenarios 2A and 2B is expected to either reduce or alleviate 

congestion from Fontaine Avenue to Barrack Road.  

 Berkmar Drive Extended in Scenario 2A provides additional capacity parallel to US 29.  This 

project will likely result in slightly less congestion on US 29 than in Scenario 2B without this 

roadway. 

 Widening US 250 – Pantops in Scenario 2A is expected to reduce the congestion on this portion 

of US 250. 

 Widening US 250 (east of Exit 124) in Scenario 2B requires additional study.  While this project 

is expected to reduce the traffic and congestion on this segment of US 250, the geometric 

improvements to Black Cat Road and Milton Road, also in this scenario, will likely attract 

additional trips back onto this portion of US 250. 
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 Geometric Improvements to Black Cat Road in Scenario 2B works with the geometric 

improvements to Milton Road and is expected to draw trips off Route 53 and onto US 250 to 

reduce the congestion on Route 53.  While both Route 53 and US 250 are heavily congested in 

the 2040 Base, Route 53 is considered to be more dangerous given its alignment and terrain.   

 Geometric Improvements to Milton Road in Scenario 2B works with the geometric 

improvements to Black Cat Road and will likely draw trips off Route 53 and onto US 250 to 

reduce the congestion on Route 53.   

 Widening 5th Street Extended in Scenario 2A is expected to reduce some of the congestion 

anticipated on 5th Street. 

 Multimodal US 29 in Scenarios 2A and 2B will likely result in some additional congestion on US 

29.  This is more apparent in Scenario 2B without Berkmar Drive Extended. 

 BRT on US 29 (UVA Hospital to Hollymead) in Scenario 2A increased ridership system-wide.   

 Airport Route Extension (Extend Route 7 to the Airport) in Scenario 2B is expected to draw 

substantial ridership from Route 7 given the overlap of the two routes, yet will likely increase 

ridership system-wide.  

 Route 10 Transit-only Bridge in Scenarios 2A and 2B is expected to nearly triple the ridership on 

Route 10 and increase ridership system-wide. 

 Ivy Road Transit Route in Scenario 2A will likely attract a number of passengers; however, this 

service was not expected to remove enough vehicles from Ivy Road to reduce the anticipated 

heavy congestion. 

 Pantops – US 29 Transit Route in Scenario 2B was expected to attract a number of passengers 

but will not likely reduce the heavy congestion in this area. 

Projects with a check () indicate those that moved forward to the next rounds of scenarios.  Projects 

with a hyphen ( – ) indicate those that did not move forward in this process.  (Refer to Figure 7-3).  Staff 

met with local transit authorities and planning staff to determine which projects should move forward 

from the second round of scenarios and which projects should be modified for further study.   

Round 3 Scenarios 
Staff, MPO Committees, and local planning and transit agencies felt that Scenario 2B performed strongly 

in the analysis.   As a result, Scenarios 3A, 3B, and 3C contained many of the same projects as Scenario 

2B, with subtle variations.  The roadway projects in Scenario 3A varied slightly from the projects in 

Scenario 3B and 3C.  (Scenarios 3B and 3C maintained the same list of roadway projects.)  The main 

difference in the third round of scenarios was found in the transit projects included in each scenario.  

During the development of these scenarios Charlottesville Area Transit (CAT) added a new transit route 

to their service, Route 11, and modified Route 7 and the Free Trolley route.  These changes were 

updated in the model for the third round of scenarios to ensure the analysis was as current as possible.  

In addition, VDOT expressed safety concerns with the Interstate 64/US 250 interchange at exit 124.  This 

project was added to the project lists for Scenarios 3A, 3B, and 3C. 

MPO Staff met with local planning staff from the City, County, and VDOT as well as transit staff from 

CAT, JAUNT, and UTS, to identify which projects should be combined into new scenarios for round three.  



104 
 

Scenario 3A consisted of eight roadway projects and three transit projects.  (Refer to Table 7-13 for the 

list of project descriptions and Figure 7-14 for a map of project locations).  Scenario 3B consisted of six 

roadway projects and four transit projects.  (Refer to Table 7-14 for the list of project descriptions and 

Figure 7-15 for a map of project locations).  Scenario 3C consisted of six roadway projects and three 

transit projects.  (Refer to Table 7-15 for the list of project descriptions and Figure 7-16 for a map of 

project locations).   

Scenario 3A 

Given the success of the roadway projects evaluated in Scenario 2B, Scenario 3A maintained many of 

these same projects.  The analysis from the second round of scenarios indicated that while the widening 

of US 29/US 250 to six lanes was effective between Fontaine Avenue and Barracks Road, it did little to 

improve the heavy congestion expected between Interstate 64 and Fontaine Avenue.  To address this in 

Scenario 3A, US 29 was widened to eight lanes.  The 

success of the BRT route in Scenario 2A and the 

extension of Route 7 to the Airport in Scenario 2B led to 

the development of a BRT/Express bus service along US 

29 from NGIC to downtown.  This service would also stop 

at the airport, Fashion Square Mall, and UVA.  CAT’s 

existing Route 7 was omitted from this analysis as the 

BRT service overlapped with Route 7.  At the request of 

the committees, the Crozet transit service was 

reintroduced in this scenario from Scenario 1B.  As 

previously noted, Route 11 was added to the transit 

network to represent the changes CAT implemented on 

August 3, 2013. (Refer to Table 7-13 and Figure 7-14). 

Projects Unique to Scenario 3A: 

 Widen US 29 to 8 lanes 

between Interstate 64 and 

Fontaine Avenue 

 Geometric Improvements to 

Black Cat Road and Milton 

Road 

 BRT/Express bus on US 29 

from NGIC to downtown 

 Remove CAT’s existing Route 7 

 Peak hour service to Crozet 

from downtown 



105 
 

 

 

Table 7-13. Scenario 3A Description 
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Figure 7-15. Scenario 3A Projects 

 

Scenario 3B 

Scenario 3B studied a combination of six roadway 

projects and four transit projects.  The BRT/Express bus 

route from Scenario 3A was modified to run along John 

Warner Parkway for further evaluation.   This service 

would also stop at the airport and Fashion Square Mall.  

The purpose of rerouting BRT was to determine if it 

would likely attract more passengers on US 29 (as 

tested in Scenario 3A) or on John Warner Parkway.  

CAT’s existing Route 5 was extended to UVA Health 

Center to determine the impact on ridership.  At the 

request of the committees, the transit-only bridge in 

Scenarios 2A and 2B was replaced with an additional 

lane on US 250 and Free Bridge dedicated to both 

transit and high occupancy vehicles with three or more 

occupants.  Signal preemption would be provided on 

Projects Unique to Scenario 3B: 

 BRT/Express bus via John 

Warner Parkway from NGIC to 

downtown 

 Extend CAT’s existing Route 5 

to UVA Health Center 

 Dedicated transit and HOV3+ 

lane on US 250 crossing Free 

Bridge  
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US 250 in this area to allow buses and vehicles with three or more people to bypass the heavy 

congestion.  (Refer to Table 7-14 and Figure 7-15).  

Table 7-124. Scenario 3B Description 
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Figure 7-16. Scenario 3B Projects
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Scenario 3C 

Scenario 3C studied a combination of six roadway 

projects and three transit projects.  To better 

evaluate the success of the BRT/Express bus 

service in Scenarios 3A and 3B, BRT was omitted 

from this scenario.  However, transit service was 

provided to the airport from Fashion Square Mall 

as a new transit route.  The dedicated lane on US 

250 and Free Bridge in Scenario 3B was modified 

to only allow access for transit.  This provided the 

opportunity to assess if the shared access with 

high occupancy vehicles in Scenario 3B impacted 

this service in any way.  (Refer to Table 7-15 and Figure 7-16).   

Table 7-135. Scenario 3C Description 

 

 

Projects Unique to Scenario 3C: 

 Transit route from Fashion 

Square Mall to the airport 

 No BRT/Express bus service 

 Dedicated transit-only lane on 

US 250 crossing Free Bridge  
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Figure 7-17. Scenario 3C Projects
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Round 3 Analysis: Findings and Conclusions 
The third round of scenarios was analyzed using the performance measures.  Table 7-16 shows the 

results of the analysis. Cells highlighted in shades of green indicate measures where the scenario is 

moving toward the region’s goals. Cells highlighted in shades of red indicate measures where the 

scenario is moving away the region’s goals.  The darker the shade, the further the scenario moved 

toward or away from the region’s goals.  Overall, Scenario 3A performs well in the mobility, economy, 

and the environmental justice/community performance measures; however, it does not help meet the 

goals related to the environmental and land use performance measures.  Of the three scenarios, 3A is 

slightly stronger than 3B or 3C in the economy and environmental justice/community measures.  

Scenario 3B also performs well in the mobility, economy, and the environmental justice/community 

performance measures, but does not help meet the goals related to the environmental and land use 

community performance measures.  Compared to Scenario 3A or 3C, it performs slightly stronger in the 

mobility performance measures.  Scenario 3C performs well in the mobility, economy, and the 

environmental justice/community performance measures, but does not help meet the goals related to 

the environmental and land use community performance measures.  While it does not positively 

contribute to meeting the land use community goals, compared to Scenario 3A or 3B, it has less of a 

negative impact.   

Table 7-16. Round 3 Analysis Results 
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How to read the Analysis Results Table: 
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In addition to the performance measurement analysis, roadway projects were assessed based on how 

they impacted congestion.  Figures 7-17, 7-18, and 7-19 below illustrate the level of congestion expected 

with each scenario.   

 

Figure 7-17. Scenario 3A Daily Congestion 

   

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The thicker dark red lines on the congestion 

map indicate congested road links, and the 

thinner light red lines indicate roads that may 

experience congestion, especially during peak 

travel times (7 to 9 a.m. and 4 to 6 p.m).  The 

light purple highlighted areas indicate roads 

that show significant change in congestion from 

the 2040 Base Scenario and the other scenarios 

in this round.   The purpose of this mapping is to 

identify roads with congestion levels unique to 

this particular scenario.  In some scenarios, 

congestion in the highlighted areas improves or 

is completely eliminated compared with the 

Base or other scenarios.  In contrast, the level of 

congestion may increase compared to the base 

or other scenarios. 

Figure 7-18. Scenario 3B Daily Congestion Figure 7-19. Scenario 3C Daily Congestion 
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Transit projects were assessed based on the increase in ridership to both the proposed route and 

system-wide.  Table 7-17 compares the transit ridership for each route by the scenario. 

Table 7-17. Round 3 Transit Analysis 

 

Project-specific findings from the congestion and ridership analysis of first round of scenarios include 

the following: 

 US 29/US 250 Widening in Scenarios 3A, 3B, and 3C is expected to either alleviate or reduce the 

congestion on this portion of the road making it a successful project.  Although this project has 

been viewed as highly successful, the Committees were concerned by the estimated cost of the 

project.  As it progressed to the DRAFT Preferred Scenario staff worked with VDOT to reevaluate 
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the project and break it into phases, allowing it to remain as a priority for the region without 

immediately allocating significant resources to this one project. 

 Berkmar Drive Extended in Scenarios 3A, 3B, and 3C provides additional capacity parallel to US 

29.  This is particularly beneficial when combined with the Multimodal US 29 project.  

 Widening of 250 Pantops in Scenarios 3A, 3B, and 3C is expected to reduce the congestion on 

this portion of the road.  However, staff and the MPO Committees felt that widening this section 

of road without widening Free Bridge only resulted in a bottleneck at Free Bridge.  Until the 

limited capacity of Free Bridge is addressed, the committees did not feel this was a logical 

investment of transportation funds. 

 US 250 Shadwell Widening in Scenarios 3A, 3B, and 3C is expected to reduce the congestion on 

Route 53 and US 250 although these roads will likely still experience congestion.  The additional 

capacity on this portion of US 250 should attract trips from the Lake Monticello area to US 250 

and Interstate 64 rather than using Route 53 which was considered to be less safe than US 250 

or Interstate 64. 

 Geometric Improvements to Black Cat Road in Scenario 3A were expected to be unnecessary 

with the widening of US 250 east of exit 124.  Rather than continuing north on Black Cat Road to 

Interstate 64, trips diverted to US 250 to travel east-west.   

 Geometric Improvements to Milton Road in Scenario 3A were also expected to be unnecessary 

with the widening of US 250 east of exit 124.  The additional capacity provided on US 250 

attracted trips regardless of the geometric improvements on Milton Road. 

 Multimodal US 29 in Scenarios 3A, 3B, and 3C would likely result in minor congestion in a few 

areas of US 29 during peak-hour travel.     

 BRT/Express bus on US 29 (NGIC to downtown) in Scenario 3A is expected to increase ridership 

through the US 29 corridor and system-wide.  Compared to the subsequently listed BRT route 

via John Warner Parkway, this route would likely attract more passengers than both BRT and 

Route 7 in Scenario 3B.  This route should be further studied with the transit improvements to 

Route 10 to better assess the benefit system-wide. 

 BRT/Express bus on John Warner Parkway (NGIC to downtown) in Scenario 3B is expected to 

increase ridership in the US 29 corridor and system-wide, but not as much as BRT on US 29 in 

Scenario 2A increased ridership.   

 Transit route to the Airport from Fashion Square Mall in Scenario 3C increased ridership on 

Route 7 and system-wide.  However, it is not anticipated that this project will attract the level of 

ridership that BRT in Scenarios 3A or 3B would likely attract.  

 Route 10 (Transit-only lane) in Scenario 3C is expected to attract almost three times the 

number of passengers on Route 10 as the Base Scenario.  Although Table 7-17 indicates slightly 

higher ridership in Scenario 3B with the dedicated transit and HOV-3 lane, the additional 

ridership is due to the presence of BRT and the Route 5 extension.  Allowing high occupancy 

vehicles to use this lane had no impact on ridership. 

 Route 10 (Dedicated HOV-3 across bridge) in Scenario 3B is expected to attract almost three 

times the number of passengers on Route 10 as the Base Scenario.  In contrast, the number of 

HOV-3 vehicles that divert from the existing travel lanes on Free Bridge onto the HOV-3 lanes is 
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expected to be very minimal.  As a result this does not show any improvement on the 

congestion expected on Free Bridge.  Although allowing HOV-3 access on this dedicated lane 

does not impact the number of passengers expected to use this transit service or the 

automobile congestion on Free Bridge, it does impact the cost.  MPO Committees chose not to 

pursue this project given that the transit-only lane in Scenario 3C is expected to provide the 

same benefits at a lower cost. 

 Peak-hour service Crozet route in Scenario 3A is expected to result in a slight increase in 

ridership system-wide.  However, this was viewed as a successful route given the limited service 

provided and the number of daily passengers estimated by the model. 

 Route 5 Extended to UVA Health Center in Scenario 3B was expected to more than double the 

number of passengers on Route 5.  However, further analysis showed that the increase in 

passengers was due to riders switching from UTS’s Northline route to CAT’s Route 5.    

 New Route 11 in Scenarios 3A, 3B, and 3C was added to the third round of scenarios to more 

accurately represent the changes to CAT’s structure.  This route was not analyzed for its 

potential benefits as it currently operates in CAT’s transit service. 

Projects with a check () indicate those that were viewed as being successful and moved forward to the 

DRAFT Preferred Scenario.  Projects with a hyphen ( – ) indicate those that were not viewed as being 

successful and therefore did not move forward to the DRAFT Preferred Scenario.  (Refer to Figure 7-3).  

In October 2013, these four roadway and three transit projects were analyzed as the DRAFT Preferred 

Scenario.  At the end of October the MPO hosted a public outreach event to gather feedback from the 

public.  During the month of November the DRAFT Preferred Scenario analysis and comments from the 

public were presented to the MPO Committees for review and comments.  At the Policy Board meeting 

November 20, 2013, the board voted to approve the DRAFT Preferred Scenario as the Approved 

Scenario for inclusion in the Long Range Transportation Plan.   

Preferred Scenario 
Due to the success of the roadway projects evaluated in the third round of scenarios, the Preferred 

Scenario maintained many of these same projects.  At the request of the MPO’s Committees, the Crozet 

transit service was maintained from Scenario 3A.  Similarly, the proposed BRT route along US 29 from 

NGIC to downtown generated a substantial increase in ridership in Scenario 3A, and was carried over to 

the Preferred Scenario.  Because the existing CAT Route 7 overlaps with the proposed BRT route, it was 

omitted from the preferred scenario.  The success of increased frequency for the Route 10 service is 

contingent on providing dedicated lanes and signal prioritization for transit to cross Free Bridge.  If buses 

cannot avoid congestion and waiting at traffic signals, it will not be possible to increase the frequency of 

service, as the buses will be stuck too long in traffic.  There was no change in transit ridership system-

wide in Scenario 3B (with the transit and HOV-3 lane) or Scenario 3C (with the transit-only lane). 

Consequently, the less expensive alternative (the transit-only lane on Free Bridge) was selected to 

continue in the Preferred Scenario.  (Refer to Table 7-18 for the project list and descriptions and Figure 

7-19 for the project locations). 
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Table 7-14. Preferred Scenario Description 
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Figure 7-20. Preferred Scenario Projects 

Preferred Scenario Analysis: Findings and Conclusions 
Table 7-19 illustrates the results of the Preferred Scenario analysis, based on the performance 

measures. Cells highlighted in shades of green indicate measures for which the scenario is moving 

toward the region’s goals. Cells highlighted in shades of red indicate measures for which the scenario is 

moving away from the region’s goals.  The darker the shade, the further the scenario moved toward or 

away from the region’s goals.  Overall, the Preferred Scenario performs well in the mobility, economy, 

and Environmental Justice community performance measures; however, it does not help meet the goals 

related to the environmental and Land Use community performance measures. 
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Table 7-15. Preferred Scenario Analysis Results 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Similar to the previous scenarios, the Preferred Scenario was assessed based on how it was expected to 

impact congestion.  Figure 7-21 illustrates the level of congestion expected with the Preferred Scenario.   

How to read the Analysis Results Table: 
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Figure 7-21. Preferred Scenario Daily Congestion 

 

Transit projects were assessed based on the increase in ridership to both the proposed route and 

system-wide.  Table 7-20 compares the transit ridership for each route by the scenario. 
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Table 7-20. Preferred Scenario Transit Analysis 

 

 US 29/US 250 Widening is expected to either alleviate or reduce the congestion on this portion 

of the road.  This project has been viewed as being highly successful; however, given the 

estimated cost of this project, MPO Committees and staff elected to work with VDOT to 

reevaluate how this project will proceed in the LRTP.  It will likely be phased to make as much 

funding available to other projects as possible while maintaining the US 29/US 250 Widening as 

a priority.  Therefore, the plan may only include the Preliminary Engineering and potentially 

Right-of-Way phases. 

 Berkmar Drive Extended provides additional capacity parallel to US 29.  This is particularly 

beneficial when combined with the Multimodal US 29 project that removes a lane of capacity in 

each direction.  

 US 250 Shadwell Widening is expected to reduce the congestion on Route 53 and US 250 

although these roads will likely still experience congestion.  The additional capacity on this 

portion of US 250 should attract trips from the Lake Monticello area to US 250 and Interstate 64 

rather than using Route 53 which was considered to be less safe than US 250 or Interstate 64. 
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 Multimodal US 29 would likely result in minor congestion in a few areas of US 29 during peak-

hour travel.     

 BRT/Express bus on US 29 (NGIC to downtown) is expected to increase ridership through the 

US 29 corridor and system-wide.   

 Route 10 (Transit-only lane) is expected to attract almost three times the number of passengers 

on Route 10 as in the Base Scenario.   

 Peak-hour service Crozet route is expected to result in a slight increase in ridership system-

wide.  However, this was viewed as a successful route given the limited service provided and the 

number of daily passengers estimated by the model. 

 New Route 11 was added during the third round of scenarios to more accurately represent the 

changes to CAT’s structure.   

Conclusion 
The seven-month iterative analysis of scenarios provided staff and decision-makers with an 

understanding of how various road and transit projects would potentially impact the 2040 

transportation network.  Eight scenarios were evaluated in three rounds of analyses prior to the 

development of the Preferred Scenario.  As discussed in Chapter 5, sixteen performance measures were 

employed to evaluate each scenario.  In addition, roadway projects were assessed based on how they 

were expected to affect congestion and transit projects were further gauged based on their anticipated 

benefits to the transit system.  Over the course of this analysis, five roadway projects and three transit 

projects demonstrated potential success in accomplishing the region’s future transportation vision.    

The MPO Policy Board approved eight projects as there preferred scenario at their meeting on 

November 20, 2013.  These projects will progress to the fiscal constraint process as discussed in Chapter 

9.  The estimated revenue forecast will not allow all eight projects to be built in their entirety.  As a 

result, staff will work with VDOT to determine which projects or phases of projects it can reasonably 

afford to implement over the life of this plan.  The findings from this analysis will further assist in 

prioritizing the projects and phasing of projects as the plan is fiscally constrained. 

Overview of Non-Capacity Elements 

The scenarios discussed in the previous sections addressed interdependent system comprised of both 

roadways and transit service. These capacity-building elements, while interdependent, are only one part 

of the entire transportation system. The other part of the MPO’s work has been dedicated to the 

analysis and improvement of non‐capacity-building projects which focus on bridge connections; 

intersection improvements; bike connectivity; and pedestrian infrastructure. 

MPO worked with local staff to determine the best performance measurement strategies for assessing 

each of the non‐capacity improvements. The MPO developed these assessment factors and created 
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preliminary project lists which were reviewed by MPO Committees first in September and finalized 

based on Committee feedback and public input. 

Bridges 
The first category of non-capacity-building projects is bridges. MPO staff is responsible for identifying 

bridges that may need widening, as well as areas where new bridges for cars, transit, or bike and 

pedestrians can improve travel time and access to new places. An initial list of bridges was selected 

based on the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) Sufficiency Rating, and input from City, 

County and VDOT staff.  

Bridge sufficiency rating is a method of evaluating highway bridge data, developed by the Federal 

Highway Administration to serve as a prioritization tool to allocate funds. Sufficiency Rating is essentially 

an overall rating of a bridge's fitness for the duty that it performs based on a variety of factors, including 

fields that describe its Structural Evaluation, Functional Obsolescence, and its essentiality to the public. 

The rating is determined by calculating these factors to obtain a numeric value which is indicative of 

bridge sufficiency to remain in service. A low Sufficiency Rating may be due to structural defects, narrow 

lanes, low vertical clearance, or any other possible issues.  

Twenty-five bridges were identified by MPO staff as being insufficient enough to warrant replacement, 

or enhancements, eleven of which were included in the previous long range plan and were carried over. 

(Refer to Table 8-1). Due to the nature of the bridge evaluation process dictated by the Federal Highway 

Administration, public input is not gathered for this portion of the long-range transportation plan. 
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Table 8-16. Bridge Replacement Projects 

Map ID 
Proj. # in 
UnJAM 

2035 
Jursdiction System Route  

Project  

Type 
NAME CROSSING 

                

1 I-27 Albemarle Secondary Rte 637 
Dick Woods Rd. 

(637) 
Ivy Creek 

Construction: 
Replace 

2 I-25 Albemarle Secondary Rte 677 
Old Ballard Rd. 

(677) 
Buckingham Branch 

RR 
Construction: 

Replace 

3 I-24 Albemarle Secondary Rte 708 Dry Bridge Rd. (708) 
Buckingham Branch 

RR 
Construction: 

Replace 

4 I-26 Albemarle Secondary Rte 616 Black Cat Rd. (616) 
Buckingham Branch 

RR 
Construction: 

Replace 

5 I-29 Albemarle Secondary Rte 606 Dickerson Rd (606) 
North Fork of 
Rivanna River 

Construction: 
Replace 

6 I-28 Albemarle Secondary Rte 641 
Frays Mills Rd.  

(641) 
Marsh Run 

Construction: 
Replace 

7 I-29 Albemarle Secondary Rte 649 Proffit Rd. (649) NS RR 
Construction: 

Replace 

8 I-17 Charlottesville Urban Route 20 9th Street 
CSX Railroad and 

Water Street 
Construction: 

Replace 

9 N/A Charlottesville Urban  Dairy Rd Dairy Rd Route 250 Bypass 
Construction: 

Replace 

10 I-23 Charlottesville 
Urban / 
Primary 

US250 US 250 Bypass  
Norfolk Southern 

Railroad 
Construction: 

Replace 

11 I-22 Charlottesville 
Urban / 
Primary 

US250 US 250 Bypass  Rugby Ave 
Construction: 

Replace 

12 N/A Albemarle Primary US250 Ivy Rd. (US 250) Little Ivy Creek 
Construction: 

Replace 

13 N/A Albemarle Secondary Rte 702 
Fontaine Ave. Ext. 

(702) 
Morey Creek 

Construction: 
Replace 

14 N/A Albemarle Secondary Rte 708 Red Hill Rd. (708) 
North Fork 

Hardware River 
Construction: 

Replace 

15 N/A Albemarle Primary US240 Crozet Avenue (240) Lickinghole Creek 
Construction: 

Replace 

16 N/A Albemarle Secondary Rte 731 Keswick Rd. (731) Carroll Creek 
Construction: 

Replace 

17 N/A Albemarle Primary US250 Ivy Rd. (US 250) 
US 29/US250 

Bypass 
Construction: 

Replace 

18 N/A Albemarle Secondary Rte 601 Old Ivy Rd. (601) 
US 29/US250 

Bypass 
Construction: 

Replace 

19 N/A Albemarle Primary US250 
Richmond Rd (US 

250) 
Shadwell Creek 

Construction: 
Replace 

20 N/A Albemarle Secondary Rte 600 
Watts Passage Rd. 

(600) 
Preddy Creek 

Construction: 
Replace 

21 N/A Charlottesville Urban 
Melbourne 

Rd 
Melbourne Rd 

Norfolk Southern 
Railroad 

Construction: 
Replace 

22 N/A Charlottesville 
Urban / 
Primary 

US250 US 250 Bypass US 29  
Construction: 

Replace 

23 N/A Charlottesville Urban Rugby Rd. Rugby Rd. CSX RAILWAY 
Construction: 

Replace 

24 N/A Charlottesville 
Urban / 
Primary 

US250 
250 Bypass bw Park 

and Locust 
N/A 

Repairing of 
Retaining Walls 

25 N/A Albemarle Secondary Rte 680 
Browns Gap Rd. 

(680) 
Lickinghole Creek 

Construction: 
Replace 

 

Each bridge is mapped with its corresponding number in figures 8-1 and 8-2. Color-coding indicates if 

the bridge has been newly identified as part of the 2040 Long Range Transportation Process or if it was 

already in the State’s Six Year Improvement Program. 
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Figure 8-8. Bridge Projects within the MPO 

 
Figure 8-2. Bridge Projects in and around the City of Charlottesville 
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Intersections 
The next category of non-capacity-building projects is intersection improvements. MPO staff conducted 

an initial safety-related analysis of intersections that compared the safety hazards of major intersections 

to recommend safety improvements for all types of travelers.  

To do this, staff first separated intersections into categories based on their respective volumes of daily 

traffic. For example, intersections with a volume of 10,000 vehicles per day or less were placed in one 

category, while intersections with a volume between 10,000 and 20,000 vehicles per day were placed in 

another, and so on. Staff then compared the total number of crashes at each intersection to the traffic 

volume entering that intersection, and determined the average number of total crashes per volume 

category. Next, MPO staff selected one or more intersections with the highest total crashes within each 

volume category, depending on the average number of instances. Natural breaks in the data were used 

to determine how many “High Crash” intersections should be selected from each volume category. 

(Refer to table 8-2). The table below lists the selected “High Crash” intersections for each volume 

category. This table also shows the total number of crashes for that intersection and the average 

number of total crashes for all the intersections within the volume category. 

 

Intersection 
Volume Intersection 

Total 
Number of 
Crashes 
2005-2011 AADT 

0-10,000 Average Number of Crashes 3.59   

0-10,000 Gordonsville Road and Louisa Road 8 6,666 

0-10,000 Ivy Road and Broomley Road 13 8,847 

0-10,000 Louisa Road and Black Cat Road 10 7,704 

0-10,000 North Milton Road and US 250 15 8,542 

0-10,000 Scottsville Road and Brookhill Ave 13 7,228 

0-10,000 Thomas Jefferson Pkwy and Buck Island Road 14 9,227 

0-10,000 Thomas Jefferson Pkwy and James Monroe Pkwy 8 8,330 

0-10,000 Thomas Jefferson Pkwy and Milton Road 12 9,062 

10,000-20,000 Average Number of Crashes 7.48   

10,000-20,000 Crozet Ave and Rockfish Gap Tpk 14 12,879 

10,000-20,000 Hydraulic Road and Commonwealth Drive 20 17,302 

10,000-20,000 Ivy Road and Old Ivy Road 24 17,167 

10,000-20,000 Ridge Street and Monticello Ave 18 18,645 

10,000-20,000 Rockfish Gap Tpk and Three Notched Road 18 12,770 

10,000-20,000 Scottsville Road and Thomas Jefferson Pkwy 55 18,643 

10,000-20,000 US 250 and Louisa Road 26 17,932 

20,000-30,000 Average Number of Crashes 10.3   

20,000-30,000 Hydraulic Road and Lambs Road 26 27,139 

20,000-30,000 Rio Road and Earlysville Road 31 26,418 

20,000-30,000 Rio Road and Hillsdale Drive 28 29,754 

Table 8-17: Intersections with Highest Crash Rates per Volume Category 
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30,000-40,000 Average Number of Crashes 15.7   

30,000-40,000 Ivy Road and Emmet Street 32 38,831 

30,000-40,000 Rio Road West and Berkmar Drive 30 30,440 

40,000-50,000 Average Number of Crashes 24.9   

40,000-50,000 US 29 North and Airport Road 64 46,695 

40,000-50,000 US 29 North and Timberwood Blvd 42 40,268 

50,000-60,000 Average Number of Crashes 27.2   

50,000-60,000 US 250 and Stony Point Road 70 54,489 

50,000-60,000 US 29 North and Polo Grounds Road 66 51,641 

50,000-60,000 US 29 North and Ashwood Blvd 61 53,145 

Over 60,000 Average Number of Crashes 92.8   

Over 60,000 US 29 North and Hydraulic Road 145 80,604 

Over 60,000 US 29 North and Rio Road 127 76,897 

 

To avoid including any extremely low-volume neighborhood intersections, staff only analyzed 

intersections of roadways included in the MPO Travel Demand Model’s Roadway Network. The data 

used includes crash data from 2006 to 2011 and Average Annual Daily Traffic for each intersection 

(provided as part of the intersection data attributes), and was provided by VDOT’s central office.  

Based on this analysis, public input, and input from City, County and VDOT staff, a short list of five 

fiscally-constrained projects were identified, and added to the 26 intersections identified using this 

safety analysis. These newly identified intersections are labeled 1 through five on table 8-3 (Refer to 

Table 8-3). 
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Table 8-18. Intersection Improvement and Visioning Projects 

Project 
ID 

Project Name Jursdiction Type Project Description 

1 
Barracks Road  

and Emmet Street 
Charlottesville Intersection Safety Improvement 

Extend the Right turn lane on WB Barracks Road at the 
intersection with Emmet St. 

2 
McIntire Road  

and Harris Street  
Charlottesville Intersection Safety Improvement One-lane roundabout at this location. 

3 
Ridge Street/McIntire Road  

and West Main Street 
Charlottesville Intersection Safety Improvement One-lane roundabout at this location. 

4 
McIntire Road and  

Preston Avenue 
Charlottesville Intersection Safety Improvement One-lane roundabout at this location. 

5 
Ivy Road and  

Owensville Road 
Albemarle Intersection Safety Improvement One-lane roundabout at this location. 

6 
Gordonsville Road  
and Louisa Road 

Albemarle Intersection Safety Improvement 
Visioning Project: Improvement need has been 

identified but not yet fully assessed. 

7 
US 29 North and  
Hydraulic Road 

Charlottesville  
and Albemarle 

Intersection Safety Improvement 
Visioning Project: Improvement need has been 

identified but not yet fully assessed. 

8 US 250 and Stony Point Road Albemarle Intersection Safety Improvement 
Visioning Project: Improvement need has been 

identified but not yet fully assessed. 

9 
US 29 North and  

Polo Grounds Road 
Albemarle Intersection Safety Improvement 

Visioning Project: Improvement need has been 
identified but not yet fully assessed. 

10 
US 29 North and  

Ashwood Boulevard 
Albemarle Intersection Safety Improvement 

Visioning Project: Improvement need has been 
identified but not yet fully assessed. 

11 US 29 North and Airport Road Albemarle Intersection Safety Improvement 
Visioning Project: Improvement need has been 

identified but not yet fully assessed. 

12 
US 29 North and  

Timberwood Boulevard 
Albemarle Intersection Safety Improvement 

Visioning Project: Improvement need has been 
identified but not yet fully assessed. 

13 Ivy Road and Emmet Street Charlottesville Intersection Safety Improvement 
Visioning Project: Improvement need has been 

identified but not yet fully assessed. 

14 
Rio Road West and  

Berkmar Drive 
Albemarle Intersection Safety Improvement 

Visioning Project: Improvement need has been 
identified but not yet fully assessed. 

15 
Hydraluic Road  

and Lambs Road 
Albemarle Intersection Safety Improvement 

Visioning Project: Improvement need has been 
identified but not yet fully assessed. 

16 
Rio Road and  

Earlysville Road 
Albemarle Intersection Safety Improvement 

Visioning Project: Improvement need has been 
identified but not yet fully assessed. 

17 
Rio Road and  

Hillsdale Drive 
Albemarle Intersection Safety Improvement 

Visioning Project: Improvement need has been 
identified but not yet fully assessed. 

18 
Crozet Ave and  

Rockfish Gap Turnpike 
Albemarle Intersection Safety Improvement 

Visioning Project: Improvement need has been 
identified but not yet fully assessed. 

19 
Hydraulic Road and  

Commonwealth Drive 
Albemarle Intersection Safety Improvement 

Visioning Project: Improvement need has been 
identified but not yet fully assessed. 

20 Ivy Road and Old Ivy Road 
Charlottesville  
and Albemarle 

Intersection Safety Improvement 
Visioning Project: Improvement need has been 

identified but not yet fully assessed. 

21 
Ridge Street and  

Monticello Avenue 
Charlottesville Intersection Safety Improvement 

Visioning Project: Improvement need has been 
identified but not yet fully assessed. 

22 
Rockfish Gap Turnpike and Three 

Notched Road 
Albemarle Intersection Safety Improvement 

Visioning Project: Improvement need has been 
identified but not yet fully assessed. 

23 
Scottsville Road and  

Thomas Jefferson Parkway 
Albemarle Intersection Safety Improvement 

Visioning Project: Improvement need has been 
identified but not yet fully assessed. 

24 US 250 and Louisa Road Albemarle Intersection Safety Improvement 
Visioning Project: Improvement need has been 

identified but not yet fully assessed. 

25 
Ivy Road and  

Broomley Road 
Albemarle Intersection Safety Improvement 

Visioning Project: Improvement need has been 
identified but not yet fully assessed. 

26 
Louisa Road and  
Black Cat Road 

Albemarle Intersection Safety Improvement 
Visioning Project: Improvement need has been 

identified but not yet fully assessed. 

27 
North Milton Road  

and US 250 
Albemarle Intersection Safety Improvement 

Visioning Project: Improvement need has been 
identified but not yet fully assessed. 

28 
Scottsville Road and  

Brookhill Avenue 
Albemarle Intersection Safety Improvement 

Visioning Project: Improvement need has been 
identified but not yet fully assessed. 

29 
Thomas Jefferson Parkway  

and Buck Island Road 
Albemarle Intersection Safety Improvement 

Visioning Project: Improvement need has been 
identified but not yet fully assessed. 

30 
Thomas Jefferson Parkway  

and James Monroe Parkway 
Albemarle Intersection Safety Improvement 

Visioning Project: Improvement need has been 
identified but not yet fully assessed. 

31 
Thomas Jefferson Parkway  

and Milton Road 
Albemarle Intersection Safety Improvement 

Visioning Project: Improvement need has been 
identified but not yet fully assessed. 

 

The final list of safety improvements at intersections that have been requested for cost estimations are 

mapped in Figure 8-2 with blue stars. The remaining visioning projects are mapped with red circles and 

numbers which correspond to the list in Table 8-3. 
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Figure 8-9. Intersection Projects and Visioning 

 

Bike & Pedestrian Infrastructure 
The last of the non-capacity improvements relates to bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. For bicycle 

network analysis, MPO staff used existing trails and bike lanes to identify where the best connections 

can be made to move towards a complete bike network. For pedestrian network analysis, staff focused 

on finding areas with missing sidewalks or much needed crosswalks to improve safety and an overall 

walking experience. 

Table 8-4 lists all of the areas that have been identified as needing some form of bicycle and/or 

pedestrian infrastructure improvement. Road, sidewalk, and trail segments are listed below, and 

correspond to the following maps by Map ID and Project ID numbers. 
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Table 8-19. Bicycle and Pedestrian Infrastructure Improvement Projects 

Area 
Map 

ID 
Proj. 

ID 
Project Name FROM TO Type 

U
S 

2
9

 C
O

R
R

ID
O

R
 

A 21 Rivanna River Trail (north) Existing Rivanna River Trail (County) Berkmar Dr Ext (Proposed) Multi-Use Path 

A 22 Rivanna River Trail (south) Existing Rivanna River Trail (City) Berkmar Dr Ext (Proposed) Multi-Use Path 

A 23 Town Branch Trail Rivanna River  Trail (south) Belvedere Drive Multi-Use Path 

A 25 Dickerson Road Chris Greene Lake Road Quiet Acres Lane Multi-Use Path 

A 26 Belvedere Boulevard South Fork Rivanna River E Rio Road Multi-Use Path 

A 27 Commonwealth Drive Hydraulic Road Four Seasons Sidewalks and Bike Lanes 

A 30 Hydraulic Rd  Crossing Over US 29 Crossing Over US 29 Bridge 

A 31 Rio Rd Crossing Over US 29 Crossing Over US 29 Bridge 

A 32 Timberwood Dr Crossing Over US 29 Crossing Over US 29 Bridge 

A 45 Townwood Drive Cool Springs Road Hydraulic Road Bike Lane 

A 46 Berkmar Drive Hilton Heights Woodbrook Drive Bike Lane 

A 47 Berkmar Drive US 29 W Rio Road Bike Lane 

A 48 Hilton Heights Road US 29 Berkmar Drive Bike Lane 

A 49 Carrsbrook Drive Huntington Dr US 29 Bike Lane 

A 50 Worth Crossing Timberwood Boulevard Proffit Road Bike Lane 

A 51 Timberwood Boulevard US 29 Towncenter Drive Bike Lane 

A 52 Timberwood Boulevard Worth Crossing US 29 Bike Lane 

A 53 Timberwood Boulevard Timberwood Parkway Worth Crossing Bike Lane 

A 54 Timberwood Parkway Timber Pointe Road Ashwood Blvd Bike Lane 

A 55 Ashwood Boulevard Powell Creek Drive US 29 Bike Lane 

A 56 Ashwood Boulevard Ext. Ashwood Boulevard Berkmar Drive Ext. Bike Lane 

A 63 Hydraulic Road US 250 Commonwealth Dr Sidewalk 

C
H

A
R

LO
TT

ES
V

IL
LE

 

B 12 McIntire Park East Trail McIntire Park West Trail McIntire Road Ext Multi-Use Path 

B 13 McIntire Park West Trail McIntire Park East Trail (Bridge) Route 250 Bypass Trail Multi-Use Path 

B 14 Route 250 Bypass Trail McIntire Park West Trail Hydraulic Rd Multi-Use Path 

B 24 Emmet St/Route 29 University Ave Hydraulic Rd Multi-Use Path 

B 28 Barracks Road Georgetown Road Old Garth Road Multi-Use Path 

B 29 Ivy Road (Bike Route 76) Old Ivy Road Farmington Road/Boards Head Sidewalks and Bike Lanes 

B 34 Fontaine Ave Fontaine Research Park Maury Ave Sidewalks and Bike Lanes 

B 35 
Meadow Creek Greenbrier/Greenbrier 
Park 

Meadow Creek John Warner Parkway Multi-Use Path 

B 36 Sunset Ave/Fontaine Connector Sunset Ave Fontaine Multi-Use Path 

B 37 Rugby Road Culbreth Rd Preston Ave Bike Lane 

B 38 Jefferson Park Ave Jefferson Park Ave W Main St Bike Lane 

B 39 Locust Ave Locust Lane E High St Bike Lane 

B 40 Cherry Ave, Elliot Ave Avon St Cleveland Ave Bike Lane 

B 41 Harris Rd 5th Street Camelia Dr Bike Lane 

B 42 Rugby Rd/Dairy Rd/Grove Rd US 250 Melbourne Rd Bike Lane 

B 43 Barracks Road/Preston 10th Street Georgetown Road Bike Lane 

B 44 Route 20 (Bike Route 76) Route 53 Avon Street Bike Lane 

B 64 East High Street US 250 9th Street Sidewalk 

P
A

N
TO

P
S 

C 19 Rivanna River Connector (State Farm) Riverview Park (City) S Pantops Drive Multi-Use Path 

C 20 Cason Farm Rd/Lego Dr Trail Rivanna River  Trail (County) Lego Drive Multi-Use Path 

C 57 River Bend Drive/South Pantops Drive Route 250/20 State Farm Boulevard Bike Lane 

C 58 Pantops 250 (parallel road) State Farm/US 250 Route 20 Bike Lane 

C 65 St. Farm Blvd S. Pantops Drive US 250 Sidewalk 

C 66 S. Pantops Dr.  Existing sidewalk on S. Pantops Dr Overlook Pl Sidewalk 

C 67 Hansen Rd across US 250 Hansen Rd north sidewalk US 250 Crosswalk 

C 68 Rolkin Rd across US 250 Rolkin Rd Rolkin Rd Crosswalk 

C 69 State Farm Blvd across US 250 State Farm Blvd north sidewalk US 250 Crosswalk 

C
R

O
ZE

T 

D 15 Licking Hole Creek Trail Crozet Ave (Multi-Use Path) Licking Hole Creek (pond ?) Multi-Use Path 

D 16 Licking Hole Creek Trail Crozet Ave (Multi-Use Path) Jarman's Gap Rd Multi-Use Path 

D 17 Crozet Avenue Multi-Use Path Licking Hole Creek Trail (E) Licking Hole Creek Trail (W) Multi-Use Path 

D 18 Powell's Creek Trail Licking Hole Creek Trail (Proposed) Railroad Ave Multi-Use Path 

D 59 Route 250 Route 240 Crozet Ave Bike Lane 

D 60 Route 240 Route 250 Crozet Ave Bike Lane 

D 61 Crozet Avenue Thurston Drive Route 250 Bike Lane 

D 62 Crozet Main Street Extension Eastern Avenue (prop.) Crozet Avenue Bike Lane 

SO
U

TH
 

E 1 Old Lynchburg Rd 5th St Ext City Limit Sidewalks and Bike Lanes 

E 2 Avon Street 
Moore's Creek Trail (proposed W 
Avon) 

Moore's Creek Trail (proposed E 
Avon) 

Multi-Use Path 

E 3 5th St Extended Old Lynchburg Rd Bent Creek Rd Multi-Use Path 

E 4 Moore's Creek Sunset Ave Old Lynchburg Road Multi-Use Path 

E 5 Carlton Bridge Moore's Creek Trail Linden Avenue Multi-Use Path 

E 6 Moore's Creek - 5th St Crossing Bent Creek Road 5th St Ext Multi-Use Path 

E 7 Moore's Creek - Quarry Rd Park City of Charlottesville Line Avon St Ext Multi-Use Path 

E 8 Bent Creek Path Avon Street 5th Street Multi-Use Path 

E 9 Biscuit Run Moore's Creek Reynovia Lake Multi-Use Path 

E 10 Route 20 City Limit Avon Street Ext Sidewalks and Bike Lanes 

E 11 Avon St Extended City Limits Route 20 Sidewalks and Bike Lanes 

E 33 Trail/Tunnel Michie Tavern Lane Moore's Creek Trail (proposed) Saunders Trail Multi-Use Path 
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Figure 8-3 below shows a regional extent of the existing and proposed bicycle and pedestrian 

infrastructure in the MPO. Existing networks are symbolized by light, solid lines, while new 

improvements are symbolized by dark, dashed lines. Some projects, like multi-use trails, relate to both 

bicycle and pedestrian networks. 

Figure 8-10. Regional Map of Existing and Proposed Bicycle and Pedestrian Infrastructure 

 

Each of the following maps is focused on a specific region in the MPO, and displays all the proposed bike 

and pedestrian projects within that area.  
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Figure 8-11. Bike and Pedestrian Projects US 29 corridor
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Figure 8-12. Bike and Pedestrian Projects in the City of Charlottesville 

 

Figure 8-13. Bike and Pedestrian Projects in Pantops
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Figure 8-14. Bike and Pedestrian Projects in Crozet 

 

Figure 8-15. Bike and Pedestrian Projects south of Charlottesville
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Findings & Conclusions 
After several iterations of project lists developed through individual analysis; existing planning 

documents; City, County and VDOT staff; and public input, the above non-capacity improvement 

projects have been identified as the most vital to our community.  The MPO Policy Board approved this 

list at their meeting on November 20, 2013.  These projects will progress to the fiscal constraint process 

as discussed in Chapter 9.  Staff will work with VDOT to determine which projects or phases of projects it 

can reasonably afford to implement over the life of this plan.  The findings from this analysis will further 

assist in prioritizing the projects and phasing of projects as the plan is fiscally constrained. 

Constrained Long Range Plan Overview 

When the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) was passed in 1991, it not only 

allocated funding for transportation programs, it required that MPOs demonstrate that transportation 

projects included in their LRTP were reasonably expected to receive funding.  Ensuing reauthorization 

bills, TEA-21 in 1998, SAFETEA-LU in 2005, and most recently Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st 

Century (MAP-21) in 2012, maintained this mandate.  As a result, the LRTP must include a financial plan 

that estimates the revenues for transportation improvements a region expects to receive over the life of 

the plan.  The total estimated cost of the transportation improvement projects in the plan cannot 

exceed the region’s anticipated funding.   

It is not uncommon for a region to identify transportation needs and projects that surpass its expected 

revenue.  As this occurs, the projects are prioritized and those that are expected to receive funding are 

placed on the Constrained Project List while those that cannot be funded are placed on the Visioning List 

or Unconstrained Project List.  If additional funding becomes available at a later date, projects on the 

Visioning List are eligible to receive that funding.   

Funding Sources  
Funding is available from different entities including federal, state, and local governments.  The majority 

of funds available in Virginia typically come from federal sources.  The State administers these funds for 

roadway construction, bicycle/pedestrian and transit facilities, and major planning and/or 

environmental studies through a variety of programs.   

Roadways 
Funding to build and maintain roadways in the Charlottesville-Albemarle MPO region comes primarily 

from the subsequently listed federal, state, and local sources. 

Federal Funding Sources 

As previously mentioned, MAP-21 is the current federal legislation that authorizes funding for state 

transportation programs.  While the prior legislation, SAFETEA-LU, provided funding to a number of 

programs, MAP-21 has reduced the number of programs to five major core programs:   
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National Highway Performance Program (NHPP) Funds  

MAP-21 expanded the National Highway System (NHS) to include principal arterial roadways 

that were not originally part of the NHS.  The Enhanced National Highway System is now 

comprised of the interstate system, all principal arterials, and bridges on the NHS.  The NHPP 

provides funding for construction, reconstruction, or operational improvement of portions of 

the highway; inspection costs for NHS infrastructure including bridges; bicycle and pedestrian 

infrastructure; safety improvements on the NHS; environmental restoration within NHS 

corridors; intelligent transportation system (ITS) improvements; and the construction of bus 

terminals servicing the NHS. 

Surface Transportation Program (STP) Funds  

The Surface Transportation Program continues to be the most flexible federal-aid highway 

program and provides the greatest financial support to local agencies.  Projects eligible for 

funding include, but are not limited to, construction, reconstruction, or operational 

improvement for highways and local access roads; bridge projects on public roads and 

construction of bridges on federal-aid highways; highway and transit safety infrastructure 

improvements; bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure including recreational trails; and 

environmental restoration.   

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) Funds 

The Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality program continues to provide funding to State and 

local governments for areas that are not in compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, or particulate matter or for areas that were previously 

nonattainment areas but are now in compliance. The Charlottesville-Albemarle MPO is not 

eligible for the funding as our community attains air quality standards set by the Environmental 

Protection Agency.  

Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) Funds 

The Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) allocates funds to decrease the number of 

traffic fatalities and injuries on public roads.  Projects eligible for this funding include public road 

strategies, activities or projects that align with the State Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) to 

mitigate hazardous roads or resolve highway safety problems. 

Transportation Alternatives (TA) Program 

MAP-21 created the Transportation Alternatives program to encompass the preceding programs 

including Transportation Enhancements, Safe Routes to School, and Recreational Trails.  Projects 

eligible for this funding include, but are not limited to, the planning, design, and construction of 

on- and off-road trails for non-motorized transportation; converting abandoned railroad 

corridors for non-motorized trails; and environmental mitigation activities. 

State Funding Sources  

Virginia uses both sales and transportation-related taxes to fund highways and public transportation 

programs through the Commonwealth Transportation Fund (CTF).   In addition, revenue bonds are 

authorized by the General Assembly for certain transportation projects.  The Priority Transportation 
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Fund, established by the Virginia Transportation Act of 2000, allocates funding from the General Fund 

revenues to transportation projects.   

Local Funding Sources  

Local funding primarily comes from bonds and the general fund for transportation improvements.   

Bonds provide a dedicated funding source with a long range payment period for large-scale capital 

projects.  In contrast, the City of Charlottesville and Albemarle County’s general fund is used to fund 

highway operation and maintenance.  Due to limited funding, transportation projects compete with 

other localities.  Local funding is also used to match federal and state funding for local transportation 

projects.  Local funding is not accounted for in the fiscal-constraint process because it is too difficult to 

estimate for the life of the Long Range Transportation Plan. 

Public Transportation 
The construction, maintenance, and operation of public transportation projects are also predominantly 

funded from federal, state, and local sources. 

Federal Funding Sources  

MAP-21 not only changed the way federal funding was allocated for roadway projects.  Public 

transportation programs were similarly consolidated into other programs.  The programs listed are 

those that Charlottesville Area Transit (CAT) and JAUNT qualify for, based on the services they provide:   

Urbanized Area Formula Program (5307) 

The Urbanized Area Funding Program allocates federal funding to urbanized areas (i.e. areas 

with a population of 50,000 or more) for transit capital and operating assistance.  Projects 

eligible for this funding include planning, engineering design, and evaluation of transit projects 

and other technical transportation-related studies; capital projects; job access and reverse 

commute (JARC) projects; and operating costs in areas with a population of fewer than 200,000 

people.  All preventive maintenance, and some Americans with Disabilities Act  (ADA) 

complementary paratransit service costs qualify as capital costs.  Both CAT and JAUNT receive 

federal funding from this program. 

Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities Program (Section 5310) 

The Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities Program allocates funding to 

provide increased transportation options to seniors and those with disabilities who are transit-

dependent.  This service surpasses the standard public transportation and services and the 

complimentary paratransit services outlined by the ADA.   Projects eligible for this funding 

include public transportation projects that meet the needs of seniors or individuals with 

disabilities; exceed the requirements of ADA; or improve access to fixed-route service and 

reduce dependence of individuals with disabilities on complementary paratransit service.  

JAUNT’s Transit Development Plan for FY 2012-2017 cites federal funding from the New 

Freedom Program, FTA Section 5317, which was consolidated into this program. 
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Formula Grants for Rural Areas (Section 5311) 

The Rural Areas Program allocates federal funding for capital, planning, and operating assistance 

to states in effort to supplement public transportation for rural areas with a population of fewer 

than 50,000 people, and where residents typically depend on public transportation.  JAUNT 

receives federal funding from this program. 

State Funding Sources  

The Commonwealth Transportation Fund (CTF) obtains revenues from various federal and state sources.  

The Department of Taxation develops Virginia’s official revenue forecast, which is used to determine 

major state revenues.  The Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation (DRPT) estimates the 

federal revenues from the Federal Transit Administration (FTA).  Allocations are made to the 

Construction Fund, Mass Transit Fund, Airport Fund, and Port Fund, all of which receive capital from the 

main Transportation Trust Fund in amounts that are based on a formula outlined by the Code of Virginia.  

The Mass Transit Fund, administered by DRPT, finances transit operations, capital, and special programs.   

Local Funding Sources 

The majority of CAT’s funding comes from local sources including the City of Charlottesville and 
Albemarle County.  Albemarle County funds Route 5, Route 10, half of Route 2B, and Route 24.  UVA 
also provides funding for the Fare-Free Access program and the Free Trolley.    Similarly, the largest 
portion of JAUNT’s funding is from local sources.  While the City of Charlottesville and Albemarle County 
are its most significant local contributors, local funding also comes from the surrounding counties it 
serves, including Buckingham, Fluvanna, Louisa, and Nelson.   

Operating Revenues 

Farebox revenues collected from passengers account for less than 10% of both CAT’s and JAUNT’s 

funding.  As such, CAT and JAUNT rely heavily on federal, state, and local subsidies to provide service to 

the region. 

Charlottesville Area Transit (CAT) had a budget of just over $6 million for FY 2012.  Amounts and sources 

of revenues for CAT in 2012 are detailed in Table 9-1.  JAUNT had a budget of just over $5 million for FY 

2012. Amounts and sources of revenues for JAUNT in 2012 are detailed in Table 9-2. 

Table 9-20. CAT FY 2012 Projected Revenue Sources 

Federal $1,848,780 

Urbanized Area Formula Program (5307) $1,848,780 

State $825,612 

State Mass Transit Fund $825,612 

Local $2,571,112 

City of Charlottesville $1,923,108 

Albemarle County $648,004 

Other Revenue Sources  $772,908 

Farebox Revenues $440,000 

UVA Fare-Free ID Access $145,000 

UVA Free Trolley $60,000 
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Advertising $75,000 

Rent $52,908 

Total Revenue  $6,018,412 
 

Figure 9-16. CAT FY 2012 Projected Revenue Sources 

 

 

Table 9-21. JAUNT FY 2012 Revenue Sources 

Federal $1,377,030 

Urbanized Area Formula Program (5307) $513,000 

Formula Grants for Rural Areas (5311) $864,030 

State $754,510 

Formula Assistance Funds (5307) $429,710 

Formula Assistance Funds (5311) $324,800 

Local $2,322,070 

City of Charlottesville - Urban  $832,440 

City of Charlottesville - Rural  $22,520 

Albemarle County - Urban  $772,480 

Albemarle County - Rural  $253,710 

Nelson County  $105,150 

Fluvanna County $104,460 

Louisa County  $197,460 

Buckingham County $30,860 

Other $2,990 

Other $558,180 



140 
 

Farebox Revenues $554,580 

MPO Funding $3,600 

Total Revenue $5,011,790 
 

Figure 9-17. JAUNT FY 2012 Revenue Sources 

 

Project Cost Estimates 
Chapter 7 discussed twenty-one capacity-building candidate projects (ten roadway and eleven transit 

projects) that were initially considered for inclusion in the LRTP.  (Refer to Table 7-1, the Candidate 

Project List).  Each of these roadway projects underwent an early study to assess what impacts they 

were expected to have on congestion in 2040. The candidate transit projects were also evaluated based 

on their anticipated daily ridership.  Projects that appeared to benefit the community were further 

considered for inclusion in the Long Range Transportation Plan.  This included six of the ten candidate 

roadway projects and eight of the eleven transit candidate transit projects. 

Planning-level cost estimates were prepared for these projects prior to receiving the revenue forecast 

from VDOT.  This was done to provide staff and decision-makers with an opportunity to evaluate the 

anticipated benefits of a project against its estimated cost.  The list of non-capacity improvements was 

extensive, however, making the development of cost estimates time-prohibitive.   

Cost estimates for non-capacity projects (bridges, intersections, and bicycle/pedestrian improvements), 

therefore, were developed only after the public, staff, and other stakeholders had an opportunity to 

reduce the number of projects being considered during the prioritization process. 

Roadways 
Roadway cost estimates were prepared using VDOT’s Statewide Planning Level Cost Estimate template.  

Although the list was initially narrowed to seven roadway projects, additional roadway improvements 
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were added for consideration in the LRTP as the scenarios were studied.  Throughout the scenario 

assessment process, eleven different roadway projects were evaluated with corresponding cost 

estimates.  Table 9-3 shows the estimated cost for all eleven roadway projects considered for inclusion 

in the LRTP.  Projects listed in bold are those that were added during the scenario assessment process.    

Table 9-22. Roadway Projects Cost Estimates 

Roadway Projects 
Existing Estimate 

(in millions of dollars) 

US 29/US 250 Widening $86.2 

I-64/US 29 Interchange $123.3 

US 250 - Shadwell Widening $57.8 

I-64/US 250 Interchange $71.4 

Berkmar Drive Extended $36.4 

US 250 - Pantops Widening $44.4 

Black Cat Road Geometric Improvements $6.1 

Milton Road Geometric Improvements $15.7 

5th Street Extended Widening $31.1 

Eastern Connector (4-lane) $144.5 

Western Bypass Extension $128.9 

Total Estimate $745.8 

Public Transportation 
Due to the absence of a template for estimating transit costs, staff developed a worksheet that would 

generate costs, accounting for operating, overhead, and maintenance costs, as well as capital and 

revenue.  The best tools available to MPO staff were used to generate these cost estimates during the 

development and assessment of these projects.   The values calculated were subject to change (and did 

change for some projects) as projects were better defined throughout this process.   

Although the list was initially narrowed to eight transit projects, additional transit routes were added for 

consideration in the LRTP and four of the initial routes were modified during this process.  Throughout 

the scenario assessment process, nine distinct transit projects were evaluated with corresponding cost 

estimates.  Table 9-4 shows the estimated cost for all nine transit projects considered for inclusion in the 

LRTP.  Projects listed in bold are those that were added during the scenario assessment process.   

Projects listed in italics are those that were modified during the scenario assessment process. 

Table 9-23. Transit Projects Cost Estimates 

Transit Projects 
Existing Estimate 

(in millions of dollars) 

Multimodal US 29 & BRT on US 29: NGIC to Downtown $73.3 

Crozet peak-hour Service $9.6 

Route 10 transit-only lane on US 250/Free Bridge $10.1 

Route 5 extension to UVA Health Center $2.6 
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Airport route $51.6 

Ivy Road Transit Route $18.1 

Pantops - US 29 Transit Route $47.1 

Double Existing CAT Service $254.2 

Meadow Creek Parkway Route  $25.6 

Total Estimate $492.2 

Funding Projections 
VDOT receives funding from both the state and federal governments to be allocated to the MPO for 

projects included in the LRTP. This funding is mostly geared toward a variety of roadway improvements, 

however, some of this funding can be used for transit and bike and pedestrian improvements.  This 

funding is estimates for the LRTP process based existing state and federal revenues. 

To develop these funding estimates VDOT reviews anticipated state and federal revenues and 

extrapolates these revenues over the life of the Long Range Transportation Plan. For state revenues, 

VDOT works with the Virginia Department of Taxation to determine the growth rate for each revenue 

source. The average growth for all state revenue sources was 2.1% annually. For federal revenues, the 

forecasts anticipate no growth due to the current uncertainty regarding transportation funding at the 

federal level.  

Revenues were forecasted for the entire state and then split out by each Metropolitan Planning 

Organization. These splits were determined by MPO populations. The anticipated revenue for the entire 

state totals to $219 billion dollars, the Charlottesville-Albemarle MPO’s allocation of that revenue is 

$565 million dollars. The Charlottesville-Albemarle MPO received its funding forecast on December 17th 

2013.  This funding estimate is an increase from the previous Long Range Transportation Plan. (The total 

available funds projected from the previous Long Range Transportation Plan, UnJAM 2035, were 

estimated at $390.8 million). 

The estimated funding is broken into two broad categories, Non-Maintenance and Maintenance 

allocations.  Maintenance allocations do not fund the projects laid out in this plan; only the non-

maintenance allocations are relevant.   

Non-Maintenance Allocations 
The non-maintenance allocations are broken into three general categories: 

1. Other Administrative Programs – State funding that supports the following programs: 

a. Administrative and Support Services  

b. Environmental Monitoring and Evaluation 

c. Construction Management 

d. Ground Transportation Planning and Research 

2. Construction (Non-Formula) – Federal, State, and Local funds that can be used for bridge, 

interstate, and primary roadway projects.   
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3. Construction (Formula) – State funding that can be used for primary, secondary, and urban 

projects.  Projects located in the City of Charlottesville typically come from this funding source.   

 

Table 9-6 lists the Non-Maintenance allocations for the 2014-19 SYIP as well as the 2040 LRTP.    

Table 9-6. Non-Maintenance Allocations 

 Non-Maintenance FY 2014-19 FY 2020-40 CLRP 

 Allocations SYIP Total LRTP Total Total 

Other Administrative Programs     

State $12,670,570 $58,395,598 $71,066,168 

Total Other  
Administrative Programs 

$12,670,570 $58,395,598 $71,066,168 

        

Construction (Non-Formula)     

Federal $145,314,694 $235,362,608 $380,677,302 

State $12,561,122 $7,528,463 $20,089,585 

Local $26,427 $1,240,496 $1,266,923 

Total Construction  
(Non-Formula) 

$157,902,243 $244,131,567 $402,033,810 

        

Construction (Formula)       

State $5,605,236 $263,123,904 $268,729,140 

Total Construction  
(Formula) 

$5,605,236 $263,123,904 $268,729,140 

        

Total Non-Maintenance $176,178,049 $565,651,069 $741,829,118 

 

The MPO has distributed the funding shown in Table 9-6 as the Total Non-Maintenance funding for the 

FY2020-40 LRTP over five major project categories: Roadways, Safety (Intersections), Bridges, 

Enhancements (Bicycle/Pedestrian), and Studies.   

Roadways 
The Preferred Scenario identified five roadway projects for inclusion in the 2040 LRTP.  Two additional 

projects were added at the request of the County and committees, raising the total to seven roadway 

projects.  The funding allocated to roadway projects was determined by first deducting the revenue 

necessary for bridges, and then subtracting the apportionments for intersections and bicycle/pedestrian 

improvements.  The result is approximately $311.8 million available for roadway improvement projects.   

Intersections 
A list of five intersection improvements was developed for inclusion in the LRTP.  These projects were 

priorities identified by local planning staff or VDOT.  Approximately $54 million has been allocated for 

intersection improvements.  This allocation was estimated by taking the “Group 3: Construction-

Safety/ITS/Operational Improvements” construction total from the FY12-15 Transportation 
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Improvement Program (TIP) for FY15 of $2.7 million and applying that same value annually for the 

twenty-year life of the plan.   In other words, $2.7 million per year for twenty years yields $54 million for 

safety/intersection improvements. 

Bridges 
VDOT developed a list of sixteen bridges that must be included in the plan, based on their sufficiency 

rating.  Given the critical nature of these projects, the total cost was estimated ($147.8 million) and 

allocated to bridge improvements. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian 
A list of sixty-nine bicycle and pedestrian improvements was developed for inclusion in the LRTP.  These 

projects were priorities identified not only by the public at the outreach event on October 23rd, 2013, 

but also by the City and MPO staff.  Approximately $52 million has been allocated for bicycle and 

pedestrian improvements.  This allocation was estimated by taking the “Group 4: Construction-

Transportation Enhancements/Byway/Non-Traditional” Total Cost of construction over the four years 

from the FY12-15 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) of $10.3 million and calculating the 

average annual cost of $2.6 million.   The $2.6 million annual cost was assumed to be the annual cost for 

the twenty-year life of the plan.  In other words, $2.6 million per year for twenty years yields $52 million 

for bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 

Preliminary Engineering (PE) Studies 
Currently, no projects are listed in the PE Studies category; therefore, funding has yet to be allocated for 

PE Studies.   

Table 9-7 lists the funding allocated to each type of project from the revenue forecast.   

Table 9-7. Funding Allocations 

Project Type Funding Allocated 

Roadways $311,837,069  

Bridges $147,814,000  

Intersections $54,000,000  

Bicycle/Pedestrian $52,000,000  

PE Studies $0  

Total (Inflated to YOE) $565,651,069  

Revenue Forecast  $565,651,069  

Balance $0  

 

Public Transportation 
Although limited funding administered by VDOT may be used on transit projects, funding for public 

transportation primarily comes from sources other than roadway improvement projects funds, and is 

not included in the $565.6 million estimated by VDOT.  The MPO does not presently have an estimate 
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for how much funding will be available for these projects.  It is challenging to develop a revenue forecast 

for transit projects due to their funding structure.  As a result, these projects are grouped as a Public 

Transportation line-item on the LRTP Visioning List.  

(The MPO does have an overall funding estimate for how much funding our regional transit providers, 

CAT and JAUNT, anticipate receiving in operating and capital funding over the life of the long range 

transportation plan. This funding is solely for the purpose of maintaining existing operating service and 

capital purchases for said service. This estimate does not apply to the development of new projects which 

is the purpose of funding in the long range transportation plan. The MPO is currently working with local 

transit providers and FHWA to determine the most appropriate for incorporating this funding amount 

into the plan.) 

Project Prioritization 
Overall, one hundred projects were considered for inclusion in the Long Range Transportation Plan.  

Given the limited funding the MPO expects to receive, not all of the projects can be built over the life of 

this plan, which will run from2020 to 2040.  Therefore, projects were prioritized so funding could be 

allocated according to which projects are most necessary for the region.  The prioritization of projects is 

based on two key elements: 1) how each project performed when it was analyzed as part of the 

scenarios; and 2) the planning-level cost estimates.   

The scenario analysis of the capacity projects outlined in Chapter 7 assessed the performance of each of 

the projects listed in Tables 9-3 and 9-4.  A series of sixteen performance measures were used in this 

process to study the mobility, environmental, economic, and community impacts of each project, as 

discussed in Chapter 5.  This analysis was the fundamental method used to prioritize the projects, 

enabling decision-makers to reduce the list of twenty-one roadway and transit projects to eight projects 

in the Preferred Scenario (five roadway and three transit projects).  The County and VDOT each added a 

roadway project, bringing the total to ten capacity-building projects.   

The planning-level cost estimates indicate that the available funding will not be sufficient to construct all 

of the projects considered for inclusion in the plan, even if they were developed in 2014.  Table 9-8 

shows the total cost estimates from each of the finalized capacity and non-capacity projects lists, 

excluding transit projects, given that those come from a different funding source.   

Table 9-8. Unconstrained Projects Cost Estimates 

Project Category 
Number of  

Projects 
Estimated  

Cost 
Funding  

Allocated 
Balance 

Roadway Projects 7 $448.1 $311.8 $136.3 

Transit Projects 3 $93.0     

Safety Projects 5 $10.8 $54.0 $43.2 

Bike/Ped Projects 69 $76.9 $52.0 $24.9 

Bridges 16 $147.8 $147.8 $0.0 

Total Cost* 100 $683.6 $565.6 $118.0 
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*The total cost does not include Transit Projects 
 

It is important to note that the Estimated Cost indicates what the projects would cost if they were 

constructed in 2014.  However, projects that are already funded and will be implemented immediately, 

between 2014 and 2019, are included in the State’s Six-Year Improvement Program (SYIP).  (Refer to 

Figure 9-3).  This means that, in general, the earliest funding can be allocated to these projects is in 

2020, making it impossible for any of the project costs to actually be as low as the Estimated Cost 

indicates. 

Figure 9-18. Year of Expenditure 

 

For the purpose of this plan, projects were divided into three categories for the year of expenditure 

(YOE): Short-Term, Mid-Term, and Long-Term.  Short-Term projects are those that would begin 

implementation immediately after the SYIP projects are developed, i.e. between 2020 and 2026.  Mid-

Term projects are those that would begin implementation following the Short-Term projects, or 

between 2027 and 2034.  Long-Term projects are those that would begin implementation subsequent to 

the Mid-Term projects, or between 2035 and 2040.  The cost for each project was inflated based on its 

expected year(s) of expenditure. 

In addition to determining how soon each project would be constructed over the span of the 20-year 

LRTP, roadway projects were broken into phases.  The roadway phasing included Preliminary 

Engineering, Right-of-Way, and Construction.  This allowed 

the cost estimates to more accurately reflect the expected 

cost of building the project.  It also allowed large-scale and 

costly projects to be broken into phases, providing an 

opportunity to, at a minimum, start work on a project 

without needing the full funding of construction up front.  For 

example, the US 29/US 250 Widening project is expected to 

be very costly and would absorb a large portion of the 

roadway funds.  Additional funding can remain available to 

invest in other roadway projects if only the Preliminary 

Engineering and Right-of-Way phases commence during the 

span of this plan, and Construction is added in the pursuant 

LRTP.  In a similar manner, transit costs for operations, 

capital, and infrastructure were each estimated based on the 

year of expenditure.  For example, the Route 10 

improvements require a widening of US 250 and adding a 

Project Phase 

Preliminary Engineering 
entails studying and designing 

the project for development. 

Right-of-Way allows the 

property to be acquired to 

construct the project. 

Construction is the phase 

where the project is built. 
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transit-only lane, as well as increasing the frequency of service.  If CAT wanted to begin increasing 

service prior to the completion of the transit-only lane on US 250, the cost estimate can reflect funding 

the infrastructure costs of this improvement subsequent to the operations and capital costs.  As a result, 

the projects were prioritized based on how soon decision-makers wanted to see them built, as well as by 

which projects were deemed more imperative than other projects.   

Constrained Project List 
The Constrained Project List is restricted to the projects that the Charlottesville-Albemarle region 

expects to be able to fund with the estimated revenue between 2020 and 2040.  While other projects 

included in the Preferred Scenario are important to the region, sufficient funding will not be available to 

construct all of them during the life of this plan.  As a result, staff worked with the community and the 

MPO committees to prioritize which projects should be implemented by 2040.  Those projects that 

could not be funded were placed on the Visioning List, or Unconstrained Project List.  If additional 

funding becomes available in the future, projects on the Visioning List are eligible to receive that 

funding.  The 2040 Charlottesville-Albemarle MPO’s Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP) contains (X) 

projects, as listed in Table 9-9. 

Visioning List (Unconstrained Project List) 
The Visioning List, or Unconstrained Project List, is comprised of projects that were not reasonably 

expected to receive funding between 2020 and 2040, but remain priorities to the community.  If 

additional funding becomes available in the future, projects on this list are eligible to receive that 

funding and may be implemented sooner than expected.  The 2040 Charlottesville-Albemarle MPO’s 

Visioning List contains (X) projects listed in Table 9-10. 

 

 


