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Study Area
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A TIMELINE OF EVENTS

1970s - First
concept of an
eastern bypass.
Later realized
development
concentrating to
west.

@ [-95 Rappahannock Crossing Interchange
Modification Request underway

® FAMPO localities recommend Conceptual
Alternatives for today’s consideration

@ CTB selects Corridor 1 as preferred alt for NW OC
(Res: 02.17.98)

FHWA asks VDOT to conduct supplemental
studies for EIS through 2001

1-95 Access to
CelebrateVA! via
Welcome Center
ramps proposal
rejected by VDOT &
FHWA based on

policy.

VA General Assembly creates
George Washington Toll Road
Authority (GWTRA)

o CTB revises
preferred alt of

Local Support for
GWTR rescinded;

NW OC to
Corridor 1B (Res: ; thus VDOT puts
FAMPO Interim Yl @ VDOT begins 10.17.01) ° (S:Iootsvlvaf“a project on hold.
2015 CLRP EIS for Spotsylvania ounty pulls
i Spotsylvania support for
included Outer potsy o County pulls S GWTR LR
Coiss i s e support for NW (SwocC) approved by
NW Quadrant Quadrant of oC o VDOT and
o) o i eI ® \c/z?nc-(le—l/g\l_/'VV\é)AC due \ FHWA
., VDOT begins cancel NW OC due
MIS for NE to lack of local
° ® to lack of local t
Quadrant of OC support e

EIS for NW OC
begins. 129
Alternatives
considered



Conceptual Purpose and Need

|

T e

e Evaluate Alts that reduce e Existing and future
congestion in congestion, failing LOS,
Fredericksburg Study Area accidents, gridlock

e |dentify Alts that improve e |-95 & US 17 are Corridors
traffic operations and of Statewide Significance

accommodate commerce
along I-95, US 17, & Route
3 in study area




All Conceptual Alternatives
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Baseline Alternative
Including Multimodal Investments
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All Conceptual Alternatives
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15t Screening

Fredericksburg Area Congestion Relief Study: 1st Screening of Conceptual Alternatives
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15t Screening Results

Fredericksburg Area Congestion Relief Study: 1st Screening Results
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15t Screening Results
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2nd Screening

Fredericksburg Area Congestion Relief Study: 2nd Screening of Conceptual Alternatives
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2nd Screening Results

Fredericksburg Area Congestion Relief Study: 2nd Screening Results
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2nd Screening Results
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Recommendation #1 Alts 1, 4, and 5
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Recommendation #1

Alts 1,4, and 5
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@ New

COST

$192M =Alt 1
$235 M =Alt 4

$284 M = Alt 5
$711 M

BENEFITS

Positive traffic impact
Good benefit to 1-95, US
17, Rte 3

Environmental impacts
likely avoided, minimized,
mitigated

Policy considerations
good overall




Recommendation #2 Alts 1 and 6
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Recommendation #2 Alts 1 and 6

COST
$192 M =Alt1
$562 M = Alt 6
$754 M

’ Major Water Bodies . / . B
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VDCR Conservation Lands ngh positive traffic

Access Points : e ey impact
Interstate L] : ¥ S /N Excellent benefit to 1-95,
& New - : Fip 2% y US 17, Rte 3
;': Existing . ' / Environmental impacts
Non- Interstate S-potsylvanla, likely minimized or
@ New
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Recommendation #3 Alts 1 and 2B
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Recommendation #3 Alts 1 and 2B

COST

$192M = Alt 1
$ 37 M=AIt2B
$229 M

BENEFITS

Ratio of average daily
traffic volume to cost is
very positive
Environmental impacts
likely avoided, minimized,
or mitigated

Cost is in the low range
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Next Steps

VDOT seeks MPO endorsement

Determination of future phases of study for conceptual
alternatives

CTB to consider the project(s) for inclusion in the prioritization
process for the Six Year Improvement Program

A Transit Component will be included as part of any and all
recommendations
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