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9. CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 
This study evaluated the need for modernizing existing access to I-95 from the Harrison 
Crossing area of Route 3 and that portion of I-95 that is between Route 3 and Route 17.  
Currently I-95 carries over 150,000 vehicles per day and experiences congestion during peak 
periods, with portions of the interstate operating at LOS F.  Route 3 carries up to 83,000 
vehicles per day, exceeding the capacity of a six-lane arterial street and resulting in LOS F 
during the peak periods at its signalized intersections.   Traffic volumes on I-95 are projected to 
increase to 244,000 vehicles per day by 2035, while Route 3 volumes are expected to increase 
to over 116,000 vehicles per day.  The ability of these facilities to carry volumes at these levels 
is a serious concern, even with the possible construction of the two reversible HOT lanes on I-
95.  Therefore, congestion and operating levels of service will continue to deteriorate on I-95, 
Route 3 and the interchange.   
 
The No-Build Alternative represents no modifications to the interstate or arterial roadway system 
other than the planned and programmed improvements identified in the FAMPO 2035 
Constrained Long-Range Plan (see Section 3.2). As the data in Chapter 3 demonstrates, under 
the No-Build Alternative, the existing interchanges and/or local roads and streets in the corridor 
cannot provide a satisfactory level of service (LOS) to accommodate the weekday AM/PM Peak 
Hour Design Year traffic demands for 2035, while at the same time providing safe and adequate 
access.  There is oversaturation on Route 3, I-95 and Route 17 creating bottlenecks that 
effectively paralyze travel in the region. Therefore, as stated in the Purpose and Need, there is a 
need to explore alternatives that add capacity to the I-95 corridor and reduce congestion on 
Route 3 and I-95.   
 
The analysis in Chapter 5 explored several Build Alternatives and came to the following 
conclusions. 

• Transportation System Management Alternative: 
TMS measures are limited in their ability to improve traffic operations in the region and 
would not be expected to eliminate the need for the capacity improvements identified in 
the Purpose and Need. Therefore, TSM measures are included in the no-build (see 
Section 3.2) but not as a standalone alternative. 

 
• Local Street Network Improvements Only Alternative: 

The infrastructure changes needed to improve Route 3 are extensive, costly and would 
have significant impacts to existing businesses along Route 3 including restricting 
access and requiring relocations.  The braided ramps, flyovers and other elevated 
structures that would be required do not fit into the surrounding environment of a major 
suburban shopping district. In addition, improvements only to Route 3 obviously would 
reduce congestion on Route 3 but would not reduce congestion on I-95 and thus not 
meet the study’s Purpose and Need.   
 

• Existing Interchange Improvements  Only Alternative: 
Isolated improvements to the existing interchanges will provide improved traffic 
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operations but will not solve all operational problems and will not provide any congestion 
relief for Route 3 outside the interchange area or I-95 across the River. A new 
interchange between Route 3 and Route 17 would divert approximately 30 percent of the 
projected 2035 traffic from the existing interchange improving operations at the Route 3 
interchange and along Route 3 itself.  Additional capacity improvements along I-95 will 
need to be included as part of any new interchange alternative. 
 

• Build Alternatives consisting of a New Access Point  
 

Nine different alternatives were developed and drawn by hand on base maps. Each of 
the alternatives includes the connector road from I-95 to Route 3 connecting at Gordon 
Road with the only other access being an interchange (Interchange A) to the commercial 
areas adjacent to I-95.  Drawings showing the various Build Alternatives are included in 
Appendix C. These alternatives were compared to each other and the no-build.  The 
evaluation of these alternatives resulted in Alternative N5 with a full interchange being 
chosen as the preferred alternative for the following reasons:   
 
o Reduced congestion on I-95 over the Rappahannock River more than other 

alternatives 
o Reduced congestion at the Route 17 Interchange more than other alternatives 
o Although not as much as some alternatives, still significantly reduced congestion at 

the Route 3 Interchange by diverting traffic to the new connector road 
o Separates much of the traffic that currently weaves between Route 3 and Route 17  
o One of the cheaper alternatives. 
o Generally had fewer impacts to existing businesses and potential residential 

relocations than other alternatives. 
 
The preferred alternative consists of several components described below and discussed in 
Section 6.1 in more detail: 
 

• A New Full Interchange Connection to I-95 between the Virginia Welcome Center and 
the Rappahannock River shown in Figure 5-4.  The interchange provides access to the 
west only. The proposed connector road does not extend to the east of I-95 because 
there is no established need for such a route.  The SB to WB off-ramp and the EB to NB 
on-ramp would be two-lane directional/semi-directional ramps with separate C-D roads 
across the Rappahannock River and braiding with the respective south-facing ramps/C-
D road from Route 17 Interchange. The rest area off-ramp would diverge from the new 
interchange SB to WB ramp. The EB to SB on-ramp would be a single lane ramp that 
would braid with the rest area off-ramp and then merge with southbound I-95.  A single 
lane NB to WB flyover ramp would cross over the EB to NB ramp, the I-95 mainline and 
the SB to WB ramp and connect with the connector road.  The alternative provides two 
new lanes in each direction over the Rappahannock River via C-D roads. 

 
• Improvements to I-95/ Route 17 Interchange: The proposed improvements to the I-

95/Route 17 interchange require major reconstruction to the interchange eliminating the 
southbound mainline weave and two loop ramps (the I-95 NB to Route 17 WB/NB off-
ramp and the Route 17 WB/NB to I-95 SB on-ramp).  The first is replaced with a 
directional ramp and the second with a left turn to the existing Route 17 EB/SB to I-95 
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SB on-ramp. The northbound weave movement on the C-D road is also eliminated. 
 

• A New Connector Road between I-95 and Route 3 
The total length of the connector road is about 4 miles. Other than the two termini of the 
Connector Road, only one access point (Interchange A) is proposed in the City of 
Fredericksburg to serve existing and future commercial and residential development.  
Section One of the Connector Road includes the portion from I-95 to Interchange A and 
is proposed as a 6-lane Principal Arterial. Section Two of the Connector Road includes 
the portion from Interchange A to Route 3 and is proposed as a 4-lane Principal Arterial 
with “parkway” characteristics such as landscaping, aesthetic treatments, and possibly a 
multi-use trail.  Figure 6-3 illustrates possible typical sections of each section of the 
Connector Road. 

 
• Interchange A to Commercial Areas on Connector Road 

The only access along the Connector Road would be to commercial areas near I-95.  
Maintaining uninterrupted flow along the Connector Road requires the access to be an 
interchange.  Figure 6-5 shows one concept of how an interchange (Interchange A) 
could look at this location.  

 
• Connector Road Tie In to Route 3 at Gordon Road 

As discussed in Section 6.4, a grade separated connection (interchange) will be required 
to handle the large amount of traffic entering and exiting the Connector Road.  Figure 6-
6 shows one concept of how an interchange could look at this location.  

 
Completing this access study is one of the first steps in implementing a project such as this.  
There are many additional steps required before construction can begin. The next steps to 
implement the project include: 
 

• Submit the Access Study as a Draft Interstate Justification Report (IJR) to VDOT for 
approval 

 
• VDOT submittal of the IJR to FHWA for conditional approval 

 
• Begin the NEPA process and obtain environmental clearance and formal approval for 

the IJR. 
 

• Conduct more detailed engineering of the preferred alternative on survey grade mapping 
 

• Conduct an investment grade toll analysis 
 

• Seek additional funding sources 
 
 
 


