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Table 2 - Roadway Improvement Plan 
The Prince William County Roadway Improvement Plan 
highlights the major roadways (interstates, parkways, arterials, 
and collectors) and provides information concerning their 
layout, right of way requirements, lane requirements, termini 
points, and functional classification.  Table 1 provides general 
guidelines and standards for each type of roadway included in 
the plan, and Table 2 (and the subsequent Roadway 
Improvement Plan text) provides specific information about 
each roadway included in the Plan.  The construction of these 
roadway improvements are expected and proposed to be 
completed by the Comprehensive Plan buildout year of 2030. 

 

 

-  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Transportation Text 
Mobility Committee Recommendation 

 

Transportation Update 
Page 18 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Transportation Text 
Mobility Committee Recommendation 

 

Transportation Update 
Page 19 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Transportation Text 
Mobility Committee Recommendation 

 

Transportation Update 
Page 20 

PROPOSED INTERCHANGE LOCATIONS  

Route 234 Bypass North/Route 234 (Sudley Road)  

Route 234 Bypass North/Artemus Road Removal of Artemus Road eliminates 
the need for this interchange. 

Route 234 Bypass North/Route 29 (Lee Highway) Battlefield Bypass eliminates the 
need for this interchange. 

Route 234 Bypass/I-66  

Route 29 (Lee Highway)/Route 15 (James Madison 
Highway) 

 

Route 234 Bypass (PW Parkway)/Balls Ford Road  

I-66/Route 29 (Lee Highway)  

Route 29 (Lee Highway)/Linton Hall Road  

Route 234 Bypass (Prince William Parkway)/Sudley 
Manor Drive 

 

Route 234 Bypass (Prince William 
Parkway)/University Boulevard 

 

Tri-County Parkway (Godwin Drive Extended)/Route 
234 (Sudley Road) 

 

Tri-County Parkway (Godwin Drive 
Extended)/Lomond Drive 

 

Route 234 Bypass (Prince William Parkway)/Clover 
Hill Road 

 

Prince William Parkway/Old Bridge Road  

Prince William Parkway/Minnieville Road  

Route 1 (Jefferson Davis Highway)/Route 123 (Gordon 
Boulevard) 

 

Route 1 (Jefferson Davis Highway)/Dale Boulevard  

Route 1 (Jefferson Davis Highway)/Route 234 
(Dumfries Road)/Harbor Station Parkway  
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The following narratives discuss the specific projects 
identified in Table 2.  These narratives provide general 
information about each of these roadways.  The 
information provided below is current as of the date of 
adoption of the Comprehensive Plan.   

 

Freeways/Interstates  

FI-1) I-66 (Fauquier County to Fairfax County) 
(275' minimum/variable)  - Construction of a 
third general purpose lane, plus a shared high 
occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane/fourth general 
purpose lane has been completed between Fairfax 
County and the I-66/Route 234 Bypass 
interchange.  The eastbound HOV lane can only 
be used by vehicles with 2 or more occupants 
during the morning peak period, but is open to 
general traffic during the remainder of the day.  
Similarly, the same restriction applies for the 
westbound HOV lane during the evening peak 
period.   The extension of the third general 
purpose lane and shared HOV/fourth general 
purpose lane from the I-66/Route 234 Bypass 
interchange to Route 15 is being proposed to 
assist in the inter-County movement of traffic to 
and from the western portion of Prince William 
County.  Additionally, the reconfiguration of the 
Route 29/I-66 interchange is being proposed to 
allow more efficient access to the proposed 
Centers of Commerce along the I-66 corridor.  No 
improvements are being proposed at this time to 
the west of Route 15 along this roadway. 

 

 

FI-2) I-95 (Fairfax County to Stafford County) (450' 
minimum/variable)  - First identified in the 1982 
Comprehensive Plan, reversible HOV lanes have 
been completed from the Occoquan River to 
Quantico Creek, south of Route 234.  The 
extension of the HOV lanes from Quantico Creek 
to Stafford County as well as the construction of a 
fourth general-purpose lane is recommended to 
handle the increasing level of commuter traffic 
from locations south of Prince William County. 
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Map 1 - Existing Roadway Map 
[add, once completed] 

 

Map 1 - Roadway Improvement Map 
[add, once completed] 

- Map is described in Action 
Strategy RD 1.5 and 
referenced in RD 2.5, and 
should include grade-
separated interchanges 
(moved from Appendix D)  

 

ROADWAY PLAN APPENDICES  

APPENDIX A  
 

 

LEVEL OF SERVICE STANDARDS FOR 
ROADWAYS AND INTERSECTIONS 

 

New development creates demands on County roadways 
and intersections that affect the ability of those facilities to 
meet established level of service (LOS) standards.  
Therefore, it is important that new roadways – as well as 
upgrades and improvements to existing roadways and 
intersections – be provided in order to address that demand.  
As such, proposed developments should be evaluated in 
order to quantify what improvements to roadways and 
intersections are required by that development to maintain 
or achieve the acceptable County standard for LOS.  
Additionally, the demand for future roadway improvements 
based on development growth should be monitored, and 
methods for maintaining an acceptable roadway LOS need 
to be evaluated. 

- moved to Action Strategy    
RD 1.2 

 

Any application for a rezoning or special use permit shall 
contain the following information: 

• Land use type and proposed size (dwelling 
units, square footage, etc) 

• Name(s) and location(s) of roadways and 
intersections serving the project area 

• Existing and proposed daily volume on all 
relevant roadways serving the project area 

• Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA), if required by 
the County 
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Rezonings or special use permits for residential and 
nonresidential use shall meet the established LOS standards 
for roadways and intersections.  Applications that fail to 
meet the LOS standards shall be generally considered 
inconsistent with the transportation component of the 
Comprehensive Plan. 

 

The standard measurement for level of service is based on 
the following criteria as established by the most recent 
edition of the Transportation Research Board’s “Highway 
Capacity Manual”: 

• LOS “A” through LOS “F” for roadways based on 
volume to capacity ratios of the roadway link in 
question 

• LOS “A” through LOS “F” for intersections based 
on average intersection delay of the intersections in 
question 

The minimum acceptable LOS for roadways and 
intersections in Prince William County is LOS “D”.  All 
residential and non-residential developments are expected 
to maintain LOS “D” or better for roadways and 
intersections currently operating at or above LOS “D”, and 
not significantly further deteriorate roadways and 
intersections currently operating below LOS “D”.  Meeting 
the LOS standards can be achieved through proffers or 
conditions providing: additional roadway capacity, 
signalization, turn lanes, traffic reducing transportation 
demand management strategies, or other improvements that 
either increase the capacity of the transportation network or 
reduce the traffic demand on the network. 

 

In addition to the proffered or conditioned improvements to 
achieve acceptable LOS standards discussed above, 
residential developments also provide monetary 
contributions to offset the impact of the development to the 
roadway network. 

The methodology for determining equitable monetary 
contributions for new development is outlined in the Policy 
Guide for Monetary Contributions, Prince William County 
Planning Office. 
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Footnotes:  

LOS A describes primarily free-flow operations at average 
travel speeds, usually about 90 percent of free-flow speed 
for the arterial classification.  Vehicles are completely 
unimpeded in their ability to maneuver within the traffic 
stream.  Average delay at signalized and unsignalized 
intersections is minimal. 

 

LOS B represents reasonably unimpeded operations at 
average travel speeds, usually about 70 percent of the free-
flow speed for the arterial classification.  The ability to 
maneuver within the traffic stream is only slightly restricted 
and on average, intersection related delays are not 
bothersome.  Drivers are not generally subjected to 
appreciable tension. 

 

LOS C represents stable operations; however, ability to 
maneuver and change lanes in mid-block locations may be 
more restricted than at LOS B.  Longer queues, adverse 
signal coordination, or both may contribute to lower 
average travel speeds of about 50 percent of the roadway’s 
average free-flow speed.  Intersection related delays may 
begin to become problematic for some movements.  
Motorists will experience appreciable tension while 
driving. 

 

LOS D borders on a range in which small increases in flow 
may cause substantial increases in delay and hence, 
decreases in arterial speed.  LOS D may be due to adverse 
signal progressions, inappropriate signal timing, high 
volumes, or some combination of these factors.  Average 
travel speeds are about 40 percent of free-flow speed.  
Intersection delays are problematic for many of the critical 
movements (i.e. side streets or turning movements) 
although the intersection as a whole may still be functional. 

 

LOS E is characterized by significant delays and low 
average travel speeds of one-third the free-flow speed or 
less.  Such operations are caused by some combination of: 
adverse progression, high signal density, high volumes, 
extensive delays at critical intersections, and inappropriate 
signal timing.  At intersection LOS E, critical movements 
have high average delays and the intersection as a whole 
reaches the point of near gridlock 

. 
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LOS F characterizes arterial flow at extremely low speeds 
below one-third to one-fourth of the free-flow speed.  
Congestion is likely at signalized intersections, as well as 
high delays and extensive queuing.  Adverse progression is 
frequently a contributor to this condition. 

 

APPENDIX B 

 

 

OVERVIEW OF TRAVEL DEMAND MODELING  

Travel demand modeling in all metropolitan regions is 
based upon the model developed by the federally mandated 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO).  In the case of 
the Washington, DC region, the MPO is the Transportation 
Planning Board (TPB) of the Metropolitan Washington 
Council of Governments (MWCOG).  From the MWCOG 
model, the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) 
derives its Northern Virginia District model, which is the 
basis for the model used in Prince William County.  These 
models all forecast average, 24-hour, weekday traffic 
(AWDT) flows. 

 

 

The essential difference between the County model and the 
regional model is the level of detail included within each, 
both in terms of the roadway network being simulated and 
the demographic data being used to generate the number of 
trips being simulated.  The MWCOG model is a multi-
jurisdictional model which simulates future travel demand 
across the entire Washington, DC region.  The VDOT 
model simulates traffic across northern Virginia and 
demographic data are more detailed than the MWCOG 
model.  The County’s model, developed to support the 
County’s Comprehensive Plan, is even more detailed.  In 
addition to Interstate and Primary roadways generally 
found in the MWCOG and VDOT models, the County 
model also includes a number of Secondary roadways as 
well.  For the purposes of the County model, all 
Comprehensive Plan related Secondary roads are included, 
as well as a number of other significant roadway 
connections within the model as selected by County staff. 

 

The County travel demand model is mainly used to 
simulate the effect of placing future traffic (as generated by 
land uses identified in other sections of the Comprehensive 
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Plan) on a future roadway network.  The primary goal is to 
identify what improvements may be required for particular 
roadway segments in order for them to operate at 
acceptable levels of service (see Appendix A) with the 
inclusion of this proposed land use related traffic.  There 
are four main steps in the travel demand modeling process: 
trip generation, trip distribution, mode choice, and traffic 
assignment.  A brief discussion of each of these steps 
follows. 

 

Trip Generation  

The first step in the modeling process is to determine how 
many trips will take place in the future.  To do this, future 
land uses, as forecast by Prince William County and 
submitted to MWCOG, are converted into average daily 
person-trips.  This is accomplished by applying standard 
trip-making rates to the variables which make up future 
land use.  These variables include the number of dwelling 
units, jobs, and people.  Dwelling units represent the places 
where trips begin, or are produced, and jobs represent the 
places where trips end, or are attracted.  To facilitate this 
conversion, the area being modeled is divided into small 
neighborhood geographic areas called traffic analysis zones 
(TAZs).  The result of this first step in the modeling 
process is a table of person-trips ends produced and 
attracted for each of the TAZs by trip purpose (i.e. work, 
shop, truck, other). 

 

 

Trip Distribution  

The second step in the modeling process takes the table of 
person-trips ends produced and attracted by each TAZ and 
allocates those trips between the TAZs.  This is 
accomplished by matching each trip produced in each TAZ 
to a trip attracted in each TAZ.  The result of this step is a 
table which shows how many person-trips will take place 
between each of the TAZs.  This table is referred to as a 
zone-to-zone person-trip table. 
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Mode Choice  

The third step in the modeling process predicts how each 
trip in the zone-to-zone person-trip table will take place.  A 
trip can take place by car, by bus, or by some other means 
or mode of travel.  As noted earlier, the model being used 
in Prince William County uses primarily two modes - 
automobile and transit/HOV.  The MWCOG model uses a 
very detailed process to calculate this split based on the 
relative time and cost of using each mode for each trip and 
the vehicle ownership of the trip maker.  The County model 
transfers this information to the County’s TAZ geography.  
The results of this step in the modeling process are a series 
of tables which identify zone-to-zone person-trips by mode 
of travel.  Following the convention of an earlier version of 
the MWCOG model, the County model performs this split 
only for work trips.  The other trip purposes are estimated 
in terms of vehicle trips and thus no mode choice step is 
necessary. 

 

 

Traffic Assignment  

The traffic assignment step in the modeling process places 
the zone-to-zone person-trips by automobile mode onto the 
roadway network which has been identified to be in place 
in the same year in the future as the demographic data used 
in the Trip Generation step.  Trips made by transit are not 
assigned to this network.  The roadway network is 
developed in three phases:  the network that currently exists 
is identified, then expanded to include any improvements 
which have actually been committed to or funded, and 
finally expanded again to include any additional 
improvements required to satisfactorily handle projected 
traffic.  Typically, this step in the process involves 
assigning the trips identified in the previous three steps to 
the roadway network which will exist once all identified 
improvements have been made.  The entire network is then 
evaluated and roadway segments not operating adequately 
are identified and improvements are envisioned to improve 
performance.  This can be a very time consuming step 
because several model runs are required to achieve desired 
levels of service.  In the final analysis, it is possible that not 
all segments of the roadway system will be operating 
adequately.  In many cases, roadway improvements which 
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would be helpful in mitigating congestion are clearly 
infeasible due to cost, right-of-way requirements, 
environmental concerns, or other considerations. 

 

The final results of the four-step modeling process include 
a map which shows how each of the roadway segments 
included in the network will operate in the future.  From 
this map, one can derive a list of required improvements to 
the existing roadway network in order for the transportation 
system to operate as shown on the map.  As noted at the 
beginning of this section, the travel demand model 
evaluates the average number of automobile trips which 
will likely occur on a theoretical roadway network on an 
average weekday in the future.  The level of congestion for 
each segment of the network is expressed in terms of 
“Level of Service” (as discussed in Appendix A).  The 
travel demand model is a planning tool intended for 
generalized, county-wide application.  It does not evaluate 
how well individual intersections will operate during 
periods of peak volume.  That type of analysis is conducted 
using more detailed micro-simulation software and an 
examination of trip-making at a much final level of detail 
than an area-wide travel demand simulation model.  This 
type of analysis typically takes place during the review of 
development applications and site/subdivision plans. 

 

 

APPENDIX C  

OVERVIEW OF CONGESTION MANAGEMENT  

Managing congestion is a complex process of balancing the 
traffic demand of a roadway network with the capacity of 
that network.  This process can be addressed from the 
demand perspective (demand management), the supply 
perspective (system management), or from a combination 
of the two methods (control measures).  What follows is an 
overview of the available tools currently in use throughout 
the metropolitan Washington, D.C. region. 
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Transportation Demand Management  

Managing demand on the County roadway network is 
discussed and defined in Title 23 of the United States Code.  
Section 101(a) addresses the following transportation 
demand management (TDM) strategies: carpooling, 
operational improvements (which includes TDM facilities, 
strategies, and programs), and transportation enhancement 
activities (which includes the provision of bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities). 

 

 

TDM strategies are most often provided in the form of 
employer-based incentives such as ridesharing and 
telecommuting (which reduce demand), and/or flexible 
work schedules (which shift demand to non-peak times of 
the day).  TDM strategies can also be provided in the form 
of neighborhood-based incentives such as shuttle bus and 
neighborhood day-care/pre-school child care services.  
These improvements also help to reduce the demand on the 
highway system.  By assembling TDM plans from across 
the County, trends can be identified and methods can be 
developed to even further reduce demand (such as 
providing public shuttle buses or even regular bus service 
from major employer/ neighborhood collection points to 
transit centers).  When these TDM strategies are organized 
into a plan, they can be quantified and value can be 
established.  Therefore, when developers of major traffic 
generating projects submit a TDM plan which includes 
provisions for ensuring implementation, incentives in the 
form of trip generation credits have been provided in 
accordance with the County Design and Construction 
Standards Manual (DCSM).  The amount of credit that can 
be taken varies based on the extent of improvements being 
provided and their level of success in other similar 
situations.  The TDM strategies must always be given a 
quantifiable measure of effectiveness, as well as alternative 
solutions in the event their strategies are not successful. 
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Transportation System Management  

Managing the capacity of the roadway network is also 
authorized by Title 23 of the United States Code.  Section 
134(f)(1)(F) encourages Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPOs), as a part of the scope of their 
planning process, to provide strategies and projects that 
will promote efficient transportation system management 
(TSM) and operation.  In the Washington, D.C. region, the 
MPO is the Transportation Planning Board (TPB) of the 
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments 
(MWCOG).  Additionally, Section 135(c)(1)(F) encourages 
the provision of TSM and transportation operation 
strategies within the scope of statewide transportation 
planning, such as that conducted by the Virginia 
Department of Transportation (VDOT).  One of the 
primary mechanisms for implementing TSM strategies is a 
provision within the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st 
Century (TEA-21) which deals with the inclusion of 
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) in transportation 
planning.  Under Section 5204(f), funding is available to 
support adequate consideration of TSM (including ITS) 
within metropolitan and statewide transportation planning 
processes.  TSM strategies are cost-effective operational 
improvements, and can include (but are not limited to): 
restriping of intersections, coordination and 
synchronization of traffic signals, closure of median breaks, 
incident management programs, transit management 
programs, and priority transit/emergency vehicle routing. 

 

Although the preceding discusses TSM from the 
perspective of the MPO and VDOT, there is also a role for 
the County in managing roadway capacity.  As a part of the 
development application process, developers are required 
to mitigate the impacts of their projects on the roadway 
network.  These mitigation measures often include 
providing or upgrading traffic signals, installing left and 
right turn lanes, restriping existing intersections, and 
consolidating access points through interparcel 
connectivity.  Through the development process, the 
County is afforded the opportunity to assist in improving 
the region’s ability to manage transportation network 
capacity and improve the flow of traffic on the County’s 
roadways. 
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Transportation Control Measures  

Strategies and programs which address management of 
both the demand and the capacity of the roadway network 
fall into the category of transportation control measures 
(TCM).  The United States Code requires metropolitan 
planning areas to provide a congestion management system 
during their transportation planning process.  This 
requirement is covered under Section 134(i)(3) of Title 23 
and is necessary for all Transportation Management Areas 
(TMAs) – where a TMA is defined as an urbanized area 
with a population of over 200,000 individuals.  Congestion 
management systems provide measures for identifying and 
mitigating congestion, as well as monitoring the 
effectiveness of the various management strategies.  The 
purpose of these strategies is to reduce transportation-
related emissions by reducing vehicle use or improving 
traffic flow as defined in Section 108 of the Clean Air Act 
(CAA).  TCMs are an important part of meeting the 
standards of the CAA and helping the region to attain the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).               
It must also be noted that in areas of non-attainment of the 
NAAQS for ozone or carbon monoxide pursuant to the 
Clean Air Act, Federal funds may not be programmed for 
any highway project that will result in a significant increase 
in carrying capacity for single-occupant vehicles unless the 
project is part of an approved congestion management 
system. 

 

 

While the MPO is responsible for developing the TCMs for 
the region, the County is a participant.  By assembling 
major TDM and TSM plans from across the country and 
establishing County-wide TCM strategies, the Board of 
County Supervisors is able to provide better guidance to the 
MPO. 

 

 

 

APPENDIX D 

 

 

- move all interchange projects 
into Table 2, to consolidate 
list of roadway projects 
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TRANSIT PLAN 

 

 

TRANSIT PLAN CONTENTS 

• Intent 

• Definitions 

• Goals, Policies, and Action Strategies 

• Table 3 - Transit Improvement Plan 

• Map 3 - Transit Improvement Map 

 

- Transit Improvement Plan is 
Table 3, just as Roadway 
Improvement Plan is Table 2 
(requires renumbering tables 
for bike facilities in Non-
Motorized Transportation Plan)  

- includes no rail, freight, or 
airport chapters… 

 

INTENT  

 

The intent of this Transit Plan is to develop transit capabilities 
that reduce traffic congestion by minimizing Single 
Occupancy Vehicle (SOV) trips that originate in Prince 
William County, and to improve the quality of life by offering 
transportation options to county residents. 

 

- offers a statement of intent  

 

DEFINITIONS  

Para-transit: Alternative forms of transportation that do not 
follow fixed routes or schedules. 

 
Transit: Motorized transportation options that provide 
alternatives to the automobile, including commuter rail 
stations, the bus terminal facility, commuter parking lots, 
bicycle facilities, slug stations, and bus stops 

 
Traffic Demand Management (TDM): Refer to Appendix C 

 

Transit-Density Development: development of at least 20 
acres where density is 20 dwelling units/acre or 7 
jobs/acre, or a mix of the two 

 

 

- need to define" Transit-Density 
Development" (draft based or PRTC 
slide) 
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GOALS, POLICIES AND ACTION STRATEGIES  

TR-GOAL:  To achieve and sustain a multi-modal transit 
system that satisfies user demand, reduces vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) in SOV's, and can be sustained and expanded 
as resources become available 

- edits previous ("orange") draft 
to be more specific  

 

TR-POLICY 1:  Use Smart Growth Principles to steer future 
development to areas within the Development Area where 
transit services will be provided 

- key policy linking land use and 
transportation chapters 

 

ACTION STRATEGIES:  

TR 1.1 Incentivize transit-density development at the specific 
locations where transit services will be enhanced 
(identified in Table 3 - Transit Improvement Plan), by 
committing to provide specific transit services 
frequent and reliable enough to stimulate 
revitalization of land use within ¼ mile of transit 
corridor centerline  

 

- creates Table 3, comparable to 
Table 2 for road improvements 

TR 1.2. Require all new development within ½ mile of future 
transit corridors - as reflected by the Transit 
Improvement Plan (Figure 1) - to maximize use of 
transit to reduce VMT in SOV's.  Co-locate transit 
centers and town centers in Development Area to 
develop transit-oriented and walkable communities 
where VMT per resident/employee will be lower than 
average 

 

- note that all new development 
is required to promote transit 

TR 1.3. Synchronize approvals of high density "center" 
development at specific locations within the 
Development Area, as reflected on the Long-Range 
Land Use Plan Map, with the schedule for 
implementing transit within those corridors so transit 
services become operational as development occurs 
(not afterwards).    

 

 

TR 1.4. Require large developments - including but not limited 
to all town center developments - to include the 
provision of transit services, facilities, and commuter 
lots in their Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) plans. 

 



Transportation Text 
Mobility Committee Recommendation 

 

Transportation Update 
Page 34 

TR 1.5. Encourage the provision of right shoulder lane bus 
pull-offs with shelters near appropriate major 
intersections along transit corridors on arterial 
roadways. 

 

 

TR 1.6.    Develop circulator transit services as well as 
commuter-focused services, to enhance quality of life 
and access to jobs located in Prince William County 

 

 

TR 1.7.    Examine commuter parking lots and other 
government-owned parcels within ¼ mile of all 
planned transit centers.  Consider re-planning as 
REC, RCC, CEC, UMU, or URH; building structured 
parking; and inviting private development proposals 
to stimulate dense concentrations of transit-accessible 
employment and housing 

 

 

TR-POLICY 2:  Promote new methods of increasing the 
capacity of the existing transit system in addition to expanding 
and providing new modes and facilities. 

 

 

ACTION STRATEGIES:  

TR 2.1. Encourage neighborhood-based or employer-based 
shuttles or other means, to provide an efficiently 
designed feeder network to commuter rail stations 
and other transit centers. 

 

 

TR 2.2.   Develop commuter lots at or near entrances to HOV 
lanes.  Ensure that these lots accommodate commuter 
(“slug”) pick-up and drop-off areas. 

 

 

TR 2.3. Analyze the possible extension of morning and 
evening HOV-3 only hours on the HOV lane on I-95. 

 

TR-POLICY 3:  Minimize the adverse impacts of transit 
systems on the County’s environmental and cultural resources. 
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ACTION STRATEGY:  

TR 3.1.   Promote the utilization of transit vehicles that are 
designed to reduce impacts on air quality and noise 
pollution. 

 

 

TR-POLICY 4:  Encourage transit networks that support 
targeted industries and major activity centers. 
 

 

ACTION STRATEGIES:  

TR 4.1.  Aggressively plan, market, and implement multi-
purpose transit centers that can integrate with private 
development and improve the marketability of higher 
density land use centers. 

 

 

TR 4.2.  Encourage the placement of commuter lots with 
sidewalk and/or bike trails access in commercial 
centers on the periphery of major residential 
developments located near major arterial roadways. 

 

 

TR 4.3.  Encourage transit and ridesharing as part of 
development along major arterial corridors shown on 
the Transit Improvement Map (Map 3). 

 

 

TR-POLICY 5:  Explore and promote innovative mechanisms 
of funding new mass transit systems and expand existing 
transit systems  
 

 

ACTION STRATEGY:  

TR 5.1. Explore ways to leverage innovative financing 
alternatives and emerging trends to support both 
capital and ongoing expenditures for public 
transportation. These innovative solutions include: 

- Tax increment or benefit assessment financing that 
provides revenue needed to service debt for mass 
transit infrastructure improvements based on the 
future value of property appreciation and incremental 
property taxes; or benefits to property owners from 
new or improved  

-  Multimodal projects that piggyback traditional 
mass transit on private or other transportation 
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projects, such as a train or Bus Rapid Transit line 
running down the median of an interstate highway; 

-   Defining Transit Improvement Districts and 
offering long-term (10-20 year) commitments for 
providing publicly-funded transit services in a 
corridor, matched by equivalent developer proffers 
for transit services, to incentivize long-term 
redevelopment of aging commercial areas 

 

TR 5.2.    Promote public-private partnerships where the 
private sector would assume a greater role in the planning, 
financing, design, construction, operation and maintenance of 
a mass transit facilities  as follows: 

- Promote public agencies and private interests to 
collaborate on the joint development of mass transit 
hubs and stations. Transit-oriented development (TOD) 
complexes including restaurants and cafes, 
convenience stores, greeting card shops, variety and 
electronic stores and newsstands. An anchor such as a 
museum, sports venue or movie theatre would also be 
desirable.  
 
- Promote working with mass transit officials to allow 
the private sector to own or lease profitable routes, 
using the revenue to support marginal routes or 
expansion of the public transportation network.  
 
- Consider concessions from developers. A concession 
encompasses the up-front payment by a private 
developer in exchange for the privilege of designing, 
financing, building, operating and maintaining public 
transportation infrastructure. While the mass transit 
authority also could contribute funds, all reasonable 
profits accrue to the private developer; 

- Consider tolling to allow public agencies or private 
developers to collect fees from transportation 
infrastructure users. Shadow tolls allow for the private 
financing and construction of public transportation 
infrastructure, which is then paid for over time by the 
public transit agency's revenues or funds. 
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TR 5.3.   Limit the number of planned transit centers and 
corridors to those that could be constructed and in operation by 
2030, assuming funding levels projected to be available in the 
constrained long range plan for transportation 
 

 

TR 5.4.   Maximize flexibility of investments in transit 
infrastructure, so assets can be redeployed as demand patterns 
shift 
 

 

TR 5.5. When measuring cost-effectiveness of transit services, 
include benefits from land use changes projected to be 
stimulated directly by the transit services 
 

 

TR-POLICY 6:  Promote and coordinate with area local 
governments, regional and federal agencies, VDOT, and the 
private sector on transit opportunities and issues and the 
development of new facilities. 
 

 

ACTION STRATEGIES:  

TR 6.1.   Promote commuter facilities—such as sheltered 
community bus stops, shuttle service, ridesharing 
programs, and pedestrian walkways.  The commuter 
facility provided should be appropriate to the distance 
between the development and commuter parking lots 
and/or mass transit stations, including VRE and 
Metrorail stations. 

 

 

 

TR 6.2.    Encourage major developments—including but not 
limited to Town Centers—to promote protected 
access to public transit stops and employer-
established and –funded ridesharing programs 
facilities through the preparation of enforceable 
transportation management plans. 

 

 

TR-POLICY 7:  Apply the following transit related action 
strategies for roadways identified in chart 1 as (“*”) 
 

 

ACTION STRATEGIES: 

TR 7.1. Emphasize ridesharing—as an alternative form of 
transportation, by encouraging major land developers 
to post ridesharing contact information and by 
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encouraging major employers to offer ridesharing 
programs to employees. 

 

TR 7.2. Promote an efficiently designed bus feeder network 
to commuter rail stations and other transit centers. 

 

TR 7.3. Plan for and develop transit and para-transit-related 
facilities to accommodate and encourage the use of 
alternatives to the automobile—including commuter 
rail stations, multi-purpose transit centers, commuter 
parking lots, and bus stops. 

 

TR 7.4. Encourage the placement of commuter lots in 
commercial centers on the periphery of major 
residential developments located near major arterial 
highways. 

 

TR 7.5. Encourage the provision of transit and ridesharing as 
part of development along major arterial corridors 
shown on the Transit Improvement Plan (Figure 2). 

 
TR7.6    Apply methods such as an origin/destination study to 

support using existing right of way for transit 
alternatives to transportation needs. 

 
TR 7.7   Require right of way be designed into new and 

existing roads for future use per transit goals 
 
TR 7.8   Model transit with use of new technologies, use 

transit as equal weight alternative to adding lane 
miles to solve transportation needs 

 
TR 7.9   Consider expanding existing right of way for transit 

solutions with equal emphasis given to planning new 
right of way projects 

 
TR 7.10 Ensure accessibility by riders regardless of physical 

ability in full compliance with ADA requirements. 
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POLICY 8:  Plan to incorporate cost estimates for mass transit 
networks and associated improvements and facilities into the 
Comprehensive Plan.  This effort should include a 
development of LOS contributions and guidance figures on 
federal/State grant funds, county funds, private funding and on 
tax assessments.  

ACTION STRATEGY: 

R 8.1.  Estimate the cost of all transit modes planned.  This 
model should provide cost estimates per county area, 
per community and down to a per capita LOS. 

 

 

Table 3 - Transit Improvement Plan 
Not all of the areas identified as potential new "centers" can be 
served, cost-effectively, by current or planned transit 
infrastructure.  Proposed "center" development in areas already 
planned RCC, REC and CEC will have higher priority for 
receiving new transportation infrastructure than new centers 
focused on other land use categories.  

The highest priorities for Enhancing Transit Services will be: 

- In "Potomac Communities" within 1 mile of VRE stations or 
within 1 mile I-95 interchanges, and within 1 mile of I-95 
interchanges in the area west of I-95 

- Within the 1/2 mile corridor on either side of Route 28 north 
of Manassas  

- Within 1/2 mile of new VRE station between Rixlew and 
Sudley Manor (Innovation's station) 

- Within 1/4 mile from new VRE station between Lee 
Highway (Route 29) and Route 234 Bypass 

- Within 1/2 mile  of Potomac Mills and "in-line" BRT station 
on I-95 High Occupancy Toll (HOT) lanes 

- Within 1/4 mile of Sudley Road (Business 234) from the City 
of Manassas to Manassas Campus of the Northern Virginia 
Community College  

Areas greater than 20 acres where projects will be developed at 
Transit-Density Development levels and willing  to provide 
feeder bus service should also be considered as priorities for 
enhancing transit services  
 

Map 3 - Transit Improvement  Map  (to be added) 
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NON-MOTORIZED TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
 
CONTENTS 
 

• Intent 
• Definitions 
• Goals, Policies, and Action Strategies 
• The Non-motorized Transportation Plan (Tables 3 

and 4). 
• Table 3 (Bike Facility Classifications and 

Descriptions) 
• Table 4 (Bike Facility Locations) 

 
INTENT 

DEFINITIONS 
 These need to be selected if needed 

GOALS, POLICIES AND ACTION STRATEGIES 

NM GOAL:  To achieve and sustain a complete, safe, and 
efficient multi-modal, non-motorized circulation 
systemnetwork and plan so that existing and future 
components of the non-motorized transportation network will 
provide the capacity necessary to meet the demands placed 
upon the County’s transportation system. 
NM GOAL: To create and sustain an integrated non-
motorized transportation network that safely and 
efficiently serves the transportation needs of county 
citizens.   
 

Planning office goal added. 

TRNM POLICY 1:  Improve service levels of all non-
motorized transportation modes throughout the County.   
NM Policy 1: Improve service levels, participation, and 
options for non-motorized transportation modes 
throughout the County. 
 

Planning office strategy added. 

ACTION STRATEGIES:  

NM1.1  Conduct a pedestrian and bicycle needs assessment. 
 

Planning office strategy added. 

NM1.2  Develop LOS standards that specifically address the 
needs of pedestrians and cyclists.  
 

Planning office strategy added, 
modified to attempt to create some 
goal or strategy to meet. 
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N1.2  3. Install pedestrian crosswalks and pedestrian-activated 
traffic signal controls—when warranted—at 
signalized intersections near and in commercial areas, 
schools, and other public facilities, where a sidewalk 
or trail is provided, and where appropriate. 

NM1.3 When warranted, and where trails and sidewalks are 
present, install pedestrian crosswalks and/or 
pedestrian-activated traffic signal controls at 
signalized intersections within and adjacent to: 
• Commercial areas 
• Schools 
• Public facilities 
• High density residential areas 
Additionally, consider installing the above pedestrian 
improvements where heavy pedestrian traffic is 
anticipated. 

 

Reworded existing strategy. 

N1.3       Encourage the development and operation of remote 
work centers (telecommuting) in both the I-95 and I-
66 corridors.   

NM1.4 Include appropriate service facilities, such as 
showers, lockers, and bike racks, that support the use 
of the non-motorized network within existing and 
proposed commercial developments, transit facilities, 
and other anticipated non-motorized destinations. 

 

Planning office strategy added. 

NM1.5 Ensure that the non-motorized network and 
supporting facilities are appropriately linked to the 
transit and roadways networks. 

 

Planning office strategy added. 

NM1.6   Develop a Safe Routes to School Plan. 
 

Planning office strategy added 

NM1.7   Provide appropriate markings and identifications 
 which will include, but are not limited to, road striping, 
 bicycle lane designations, signage, and way-finding 
 reference points. 
 

Planning office strategy added 

NM1.8   Develop a combined pedestrian and bikeways system 
routing map to support the pedestrian and bicycle plan. 
 

Planning office strategy added 

NM1.9   Repair existing inadequate non-motorized sections at 
intersections and roadways that are identified as high risk, on a 
priority basis. 
 

Planning office strategy added 
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N1.3  4. Encourage the development and operation of remote 
work centers (telecommuting) in both the I-95 and I-
66 corridors.   

 

 

TRNM-POLICY 2:  Promote new methods of increasing the 
capacity of the existing transportation nonmotorized  network 
ystem in addition to expanding facilities.   
NM Policy 2:  Increase the capacity of the non-motorized 
network and supporting facilities. 
 

Planning policy reworded. 

ACTION STRATEGIES: 
 

 

NM2.1  Identify appropriate rates of growth for pedestrian 
movement and cycling participation in order to set 
progress benchmarks. 

 

Planning office strategy added 

NM2.2  Identify and implement projects which will facilitate 
the growth of the non- 
             motorized network. 
 

Planning office strategy added 

TRNM-POLICY 3:  Minimize the adverse impacts of the 
transportation system new nonmotorized networks on the 
County’s environmental and cultural resources. 
NM Policy 3: Establish a non-motorized network that 
supports and complements the County’s natural and 
cultural resources. 
 

Planning policy reworded. 

ACTION STRATEGY: 
 

 

N3.1  1. Promote the creation and utilization of non-motorized 
transportation facilities—such as pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities—that reduce impacts on air quality. 

NM3.1  Design a non-motorized network that is sensitive to 
the context of the local and natural environment, 
culture, and community.  

 

Planning office strategy added 

NM3.2  Develop network connections and facilities that 
respect and support the County’s cultural resources. 
 

Planning office strategy added 

TRNM-POLICY 4:  Encourage compatible and appropriate 
transportation nonmotorized networks and facilities to guide 
development into areas where public facilities exist and/or to 
areas where new urban and suburban development has been 
targeted, as reflected by the Long-Range Land Use Plan Map. 
 

Planning policy reworded. 
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NM Policy 4: Promote, coordinate, and partner with area 
local governments, County agencies, regional and federal 
agencies/entities, and the private sector to expand and 
develop the non-motorized network. 
 
ACTION STRATEGY: 
 

 

N4.1  1. Assure that pedestrian and bicycle facilities—
including bicycle racks and lockers—are available at 
all transit facilities. 

NM4.1  Apply for appropriate state, regional, and federal 
funding assistance in developing a safe and effective 
pedestrian and bicycle network. 
 

Planning office strategy added 

NM4.2  Encourage maintenance of neighborhood trails by 
homeowner associations. 
 

Planning office strategy added 

NM4.3  Encourage coordination with the Prince William 
County Park Authority Trails Plan to effectively connect the 
non-motorized network with Countywide trails.   
 

Planning office strategy added 

NM4.4 Coordinate with the trails plan identified in the Parks, 
Open Space, and Trails Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan.   
 

Planning office strategy added 

NM4.5 Work with public and private employers to create 
programs and services for employees that encourage the use of 
non-motorized transportation to and from the workplace. 
 

Planning office strategy added 

NM4.6  Encourage private commercial/employment-oriented 
development to provide pedestrians and bicyclists with 
necessary support systems—such as bicycle racks and lockers. 
 

Planning office strategy added 

NM4.7  Develop programs that empower citizens to identify 
and develop additional trail/path network opportunities.   
 
 

Planning office strategy added 

NM4.8  Ensure that the non-motorized network supports and 
sustains the County’s long range land use goals. 
 

Planning office strategy added 

NM4.9  Encourage cooperation between County agencies and 
other regional governments to facilitate continuous growth and 
development of the non-motorized network.   
 

Planning office strategy added 

NM4.10  Assist the Prince William County Schools in the 
development of a safe routes  to school (SRTS) plan for the 
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County, and provide improvements where necessary to 
facilitate the plan. 
 
TRNM-POLICY 5:  Encourage planned nonmotorized 
transportation networks that support designated targeted 
industries and major activity centers. 
NM Policy 5: Improve intermodal connectivity of the non-
motorized network. 
 

Planning policy reworded. 

ACTION STRATEGY:  

N5.1  1. Strongly encourage private commercial/employment-
oriented development to provide bicyclists and 
pedestrians with necessary support systems—such as 
bicycle racks and lockers. 

NM5.1   Ensure that efficient and convenient network 
connections to multi-modal transportation centers and activity 
centers are provided, where appropriate. 
 

Planning office strategy added 

NM5.2   Ensure that the non-motorized network provides 
intra- and inter-county linkages as well as links to non-
motorized networks within the larger-scale metropolitan 
region. 
 

Planning office strategy added 

NM5.3   Develop community pathways that link citizens to 
local services and destinations on foot or by bicycle. 
 

Planning office strategy added 

NM5.4   Identify and correct gaps or barriers in the existing 
non-motorized network. 
 

Planning office strategy added 

TRNM-POLICY 6:  Explore and promote innovative 
mechanisms of funding nonmotorized transportation network 
system improvements. 
NM Policy 6: Create a non-motorized network that 
addresses quality of life issues for all County residents. 
 
 

Planning policy reworded. 

ACTION STRATEGIES: 
 

 

N6.1  1. Research and apply for all available state and federal 
assistance in developing a safe and effective bicycle 
and pedestrian transportation network. 

NM6.1   Incorporate design features that are distinctive, 
attractive, and which reflect local character. 
 

Planning office strategy added 



Transportation Text 
Mobility Committee Recommendation 

 

Transportation Update 
Page 45 

N6.2  2. Encourage maintenance of neighborhood trails by 
homeowner associations. 

NM6.2   Ensure that the non-motorized network and 
supporting facilities are accessible, safe, and 
convenient for all users, including but not limited to, 
children, the elderly, and the disabled. 

 

Planning office strategy added 

TRNM-POLICY 7:  Promote and coordinate with area local 
governments, regional and federal agencies, VDOT, and the 
private sector on nonmotorized transportation opportunities 
and issues and the development of new facilities. 
NM Policy 7:  Promote the use of the non-motorized 
network and supporting facilities.  
 

Planning policy reworded. 

ACTION STRATEGY: 
 

 

N7.1  1. Encourage extension of the Prince William County 
Park Authority Trails Plan to effectively connect with 
Countywide trails.  Expand upon this plan as 
reflected by TR-POLICY 4, Non-motorized Action 
Strategy N4.1. 

NM7.1   Develop public education/outreach and training 
programs and materials to increase awareness of the 
non-motorized network and supporting facilities. 

 

 
 
Planning office strategy added 

NM7.2   Develop public education programs and materials to 
advise citizens on the benefits of the non-motorized 
network and supporting facilities. 

 

Planning office strategy added 

NM7.3   Develop public education programs and materials to 
advise citizens on the safety of the non-motorized 
network and supporting facilities. 

Planning office strategy added 

TRNM-POLICY 8:  Apply the following nonmotorized 
transportation action strategies for those roadways identified in 
chart 1 as (“*”), where conventional road widening is not 
possible. 
NM Policy 8: Conduct ongoing measurement and analysis 
that will allow continual evaluation and improvement of 
the non-motorized network. 
 

Planning policy reworded. 

ACTION STRATEGY: 
 

 

N8.1  1. Assure that pedestrian and bicycle facilities—
including trails, bicycle racks, and lockers—are 
available to all transit facilities. 

Planning office strategy added 
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NM8.1   Develop cost-benefit analysis tools. 
 
NM8.2   Identify trends in pedestrian and bicycle safety 

through utilization of the non-motorized network. 
Planning office strategy added 

NM8.3   Track user satisfaction and performance data for the 
non-motorized network.   
 

Planning office strategy added 

NM8.4   Re-evaluate the DCSM to identify how design 
standards can be altered to  better address the needs of non-
motorized users and to reduce conflicts between non-
motorized users and automobiles.  
 

Planning Office strategy stating 
“Provide appropriate markings and 
identifications which will include, but 
are not limited to, road striping, 
bicycle lane designations, and signage” 
was deleted – the DCSM covers the 
majority of this stuff (or other 
standards) and a specific strategy is 
probably not necessary for this. 
 

NM8.5   Identify high risk intersections and roadways and 
track status changes.  
 

Planning office strategy added 

NM8.6   Partner and coordinate with County police, citizens, 
and neighborhood groups to enforce the proper usage of the 
non-motorized network. 
 

Planning office strategy added 

NM8.7   Conduct periodic safety and quality control 
inspections of the non-motorized trail and pathway networks to 
ensure that appropriate performance standards are being 
maintained. 
 

Planning office strategy added 

NM8.8   Develop and coordinate a maintenance and 
monitoring program for the non-motorize network through 
partnering with government entities, County agencies, 
businesses, home owners associations, and the development 
community. 
 

Planning office strategy added 

Table 3 
 

Bikeing Trail Facility Composition Classifications and 
Descriptions 

Classification 
Description 

Class I (Bike 
Trail)** 
Class I Shared Use 

An independent trail, typically 8' to 
10' wide, physically separated from 
motorized vehicular traffic by open 

VDOT no longer uses the term “trail” 
in its nomenclature.  As such, we need 
to slightly adapt our terminology to 
match theirs but also keep the integrity 
of our system as much as possible.  
The “class” system helps provide an 
easy way of remembering the type of 
facility being requested, but the 
addition of VDOT’s current trail 



Transportation Text 
Mobility Committee Recommendation 

 

Transportation Update 
Page 47 

Path space within the right-of-way or on 
a separate easement.  This trail is 
appropriate for biking use. 
A ten foot (10’) wide (minimum) 
bikeway, physically separated from 
motorized vehicular traffic by an 
open space or barrier.  The bikeway 
is generally used and shared by 
bicyclists and pedestrians, as well 
as skaters, wheelchair users, 
joggers, and other non-motorized 
users.  The bikeway should be 
located within the right of way 
unless extreme circumstances 
require otherwise.  

Class II (Bike 
Lane) 

A restricted right-of-way, typically 
5' wide, designated for bicycle use 
by striped pavement marking and 
signing. 
A portion of roadway, typically five 
feet (5’) wide, which has been 
designated by striping, signing, and 
pavement markings for the 
preferential or exclusive use of 
bicyclists.  Impedances along the 
side of roadways (i.e. guardrails, 
on-street parking) may require 
wider lanes in certain cases. 

Class III (Bike 
Route) 
Class III Wide 
Outside Lane 

A roadway, signed for bicycle use, 
shared by motor vehicles and 
bicycles. 
A wide outside travel lane, typically 
fourteen feet (14’) wide, which is 
shared by bicyclists and motorists.  
Wide outside lanes have no striping 
to delineate a separate lane for 
bicyclists, but may have signage 
denoting bicycles and motorist 
share the lane. 

 
 
 
 
 

us more in line with current VDOT 
standards.  As such, the changes 
shown to the left are proposed. 
 
It must be noted that current VDOT 
standards for Bike Lanes require a 
minimum of four feet (4’) for the lane 
whereas currently County standards 
require five feet (5’).  Because County 
standards are more stringent than 
VDOT standards, VDOT should not 
have an issue accepting a 5’ bike lane 
into their system.  Additional 
conversations with VDOT as to their 
willingness to accept a 5’ lane should 
be initiated by the County. 
 
It must also be noted that the County’s 
Class III facility does not state that 
additional lane pavement is required, 
whereas VDOT standards require a 
wider (14 foot) outside lane.  Because 
VDOT standards are more stringent, 
their standards are being used in this 
instance. 
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Table 4 

Bike Facility Trail Locations 
 

 

Classification/Side of Road To Be Located (E=East, W=West, 
N=North, S=South 
 

 

Class I  (Bike Trails) 
Class I Shared Use Path 

 

I/S Artemus Road (Rt. 15 to Rt. 234 Bypass North) Removed to match Thoroughfare Plan 

I/S Balls Ford Road (Wellington Road to Sudley Road)  

I/W Benita Fitzgerald Drive (Dale Boulevard to Cardinal 
Drive) 

 

I/S Bristow Road (Nokesville Road to Dumfries Road)  

I/S Cardinal Drive (Minnieville Road to Route 1)  

I/W Catharpin Road (Sudley Road to Route 55)  

I/S Caton Hill Road (Davis Ford Road to Gordon 
Boulevard) 

 

I/N Centreville Road (Fairfax County Line to City of 
Manassas) 

 

I/N Cloverhill Road (City of Manassas to west of the Route 
234 Bypass) 

 

I/S Dale Boulevard (Route 1 to Hoadly Road)  

I/N Dawson Beach Road (Route 1 to east of Express Drive)  

I/S Dumfries Road (City of Manassas City Limits to Route 
1) 

 

I/N Featherstone Road (Route 1 to Veterans’ Park)  

I/S Glenkirk Road Realigned (Linton Hall Road to Vint 
Hill Road) 

 

I/E Gordon Boulevard (Fairfax County Line to Route 1)  
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I/E Gum Springs Road (Sudley Road to Loudoun County 
Line) 

 

I/E James Madison Highway (Route 15) (Loudoun County 
Line to Route 29) 

 

I/E Liberia Avenue Extended (Prince William Parkway to 
Route 234) 

 

I/S Linton Hall Road (Route 29/211 to Nokesville Road)  

I/W Minnieville Road (Old Bridge Road to Dumfries Road)  

I/S Neabsco Road (Route 1 to Leesylvania Park)  

I/W Neabsco Mills Road (Opitz Boulevard to Route 1)  

I/S New Cherry Hill Road (Route 1 to Congressional Way)  

I/S Nokesville Road (Fauquier County Line to Manassas 
City Line) 

 

I/E North/South Connector (Wellington Road to University 
Boulevard) 

 

I/N Old Bridge Road (Prince William Parkway to Gordon 
Boulevard 

 

I/S Opitz Boulevard (Telegraph Road to Route 1)  

I/N Prince William Parkway (City of Manassas to Route 1)  

I/S Purcell Road (Dumfries Road to Hoadly Road)  

I/E Ridgefield Road (Prince William Parkway to Dale 
Boulevard 

 

I/S Rippon Boulevard/Farm Creek Drive (Route 1 to 
Featherstone Drive) 

 

I/W Route 1 (Fairfax County Line to Stafford County Line)  

I/N Route 28 Bypass (Sudley Road to Fairfax County Line)  

I/S Route 29/211 (Fauquier County Line to Manassas 
National Battlefield Park)  
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I/S Route 29 Parallel Road (Town of Haymarket Bypass to 
Carver Road) 

 

I/N Route 55 (James Madison Highway) (Route 29 to 
Fauquier County Line) 

 

I/E Route 234 Bypass (Dumfries Road to Route 29)  

I/E Route 234 Bypass North (Route 29 to Loudoun County 
Line) 

 

I/E Spriggs Road (Hoadly Road to Dumfries Road)  

I/S Smoketown Road (Griffith Avenue to Telegraph Road)  

I/N Sudley Road (James Madison Highway to Godwin 
Drive) 

 

I/N Sudley Manor Drive (Vint Hill Road to the Route 234)  

I/E Summit School Road/New Telegraph Road 
(Minnieville Road to Opitz Blvd.) 

 

I/S University Boulevard (Godwin Drive/Route 234 
Bypass) 

 

I/W Van Buren Road North (Cardinal Drive to Dumfries 
Road) 

 

I/E Waterway Drive (Cardinal Drive to Dumfries Road)  

I/W Wellington Station Road (Wellington Road to 
University Boulevard) 

 

Class II (Bike Lanes)  

II Aden Road (Route 28 to Dumfries Road)  

II Brentsville Road (Prince William Parkway to 
Lucasville Road) 

 

II Carriage Ford Road (Fauquier County Line to Aden 
Road) 

 

II Cottonmill Drive (Mohican Drive to Lane Ridge Park)  

II. Davis Ford Road (Prince William Parkway to Yates 
Ford Road) 
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II Hedges Run Drive (Old Bridge Road to Cottonmill 
Drive) 

 

II Hoadly Road (Dumfries Road to Prince William 
Parkway) 

 

II Lake Jackson Drive (City of Manassas to Dumfries 
Road) 

 

II Lucasville Road (City of Manassas to Bristow Road)  

II Old Church Road (Bristow Road to Parkgate Drive)  

II Parkgate Drive (Old Church Road to Aden Road)  

II Signal View Road/Signal Hill Drive/Moore Drive 
 (City of Manassas Park Line to Prince William 
Parkway 

 

II Springwoods Drive (Old Bridge Road to Prince 
William Parkway) 

 

II Vint Hill Road (Route 28 to Fauquier County Line)  

II Yates Ford Road (Prince William Parkway to Fairfax 
County Line) 

 

Class III (Bike Routes) 
Class III Wide Outside Lane 

 

III Antioch Road (Waterfall Road to Artemus Road)  

III Fitzwater Drive (Burwell Road to Aden Road)  

III Signal Hill Road (Liberia Avenue to Signal View 
Road) 

 

III Waterfall Road (Antioch Road to Route 15)  

III Valley View/Fleetwood (Fauquier County to Bristow 
Road) 

 

III Williamson Boulevard (Portsmouth Road to Sudley 
Road) 

 

(Note:  For locations, refer to Thoroughfare Plan Map) 
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APPENDICES 
 

 

 
• Roadways Where Conventional Road Widening is 

Not Feasible (Chart 1) 
• Thoroughfare Plan Summary (Table 2) 
• Existing and Projected Thoroughfare Facilities Map 

(Figure 1) 
• Inset of Existing and Projected Thoroughfare 

Facilities Map (Figure 2) 
• Level of Service Standards for Roadways (Appendix 

A). 
• Overview of Traffic Demand Modeling (Appendix 

B). 
• Overview of Congestion Management (Appendix C.) 
• Highway Corridor Study Areas for Prince William 

County, 2003-2008 (Appendix D and Figure 4). 
 

These need to be reviewed for editions, 
updates and decided where to exactly 
place them 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




