






























































































































LOCATION AND DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 

SIGN-IN SHEETS 



















 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LOCATION AND DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 

COMMENT SHEETS 

 

  























































 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LOCATION AND DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING 

TRANSCRIPT OF COMMENTS 

 

  



     1

                 INTERSTATE 95 EXPRESS LANES 

FREDERICKSBURG EXTENSION 

PUBLIC HEARING 

 

 

 

September 25, 2017 
6:00 P.M. 

Stafford High School 
63 Stafford Indians Lane 

Fredericksburg, Virginia  22405 
 
 

 

         Reported by:  Cherryl J. Maddox 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

MADDOX REPORTING SERVICE, INC. 
Registered Professional Reporter 

10119 Indiantown Road 
King George, Virginia  22485 

(540) 372-6874 

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23



     2

SPEAKERS: 

Tanya Hellams 

Cevilla Randle 

Frank Mitchell 

Fred Clegg 

Meg Buhmke 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23



     3

September 25, 2017 

6:32 p.m. 

MS. HELLAMS:  My name is Tanya Hellams,

T-A-N-Y-A, H-E-L-L-A-M-S.  My address is 8209 Old

Mineral Springs Road, Fredericksburg 22407.

This project is great.  It may

solve the 95 problem from Stafford past

Fredericksburg, but it doesn't address the Route 3

issue.  An exit could have been made right by the

Visitor's Center, which would alleviate some of

that Route 3 issue, opening that exit up, because

it opens up to the back of the Mall anyway.

 

6:33 p.m. 

MS. RANDLE:  Cevilla Randle.

C-E-V-I-L-L-A.  Last name, R-A-N-D-L-E.  12005

Bolder Court, Spotsylvania 22553.

Partially not concur as

written because it does not solve my Route 3

problem.  It does help 95, it appears, but as a

Spotsylvania resident, I'm concerned about getting

home and taking care of my family and getting to

and from work, not concerned about folks that are
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living in Richmond and wherever else they are

coming from.

So, that's my comment.  The

other portions, I'm concerned, are we using our

funding to the best of our ability, because I'm

not understanding why we cannot open up where the

rest area, but it is called the Visitor's Center,

why can't that be opened up, that back road.  It's

already established.  What's the cost, has there

been a cost comparison about opening that?  I

understand there was a study that was done maybe

ten years ago, nine years ago, but that was

previous to all the HOV expansion, all the

district building they are doing on Route 3 in the

Spotsylvania/Fredericksburg area.  And when I

think of the massive number of people on Route 3

that are not trying to turn to Central Park, that

they are trying to get truly west of Route 3, I

think an alternate route needs to be considered

for that, not forcing everybody to a red light on

Route 2.  To me, that does not solve the problem.

6:35 p.m. 
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6:54 p.m. 

MR. MITCHELL:  Frank Mitchell.  1749

Jefferson Davis Highway.

Looking at the express lanes,

it appears that they are simply going to put

temporary 95 lanes from Route 17 through Route 3.

I'm pretty sure those eventually are going to be

the express lanes.  I'm wondering if anyone has

ever considered monorail, say, from Richmond to

Washington D.C.  That could be put right down the

middle of 95.  Just a thought, not a sermon.

6:56 p.m. 

 

7:10 p.m. 

MR. CLEGG:  Fred Clegg, C-L-E-G-G.  1009

Manning Drive, just right over here.

Lived here all my life, and,

you know, I see the traffic.  Route 1 -- 95 backs

up, it goes onto Route 1, and then it flies down

my street.  So, my comment is, why just build two

lanes when four are really needed?  Two in each

direction.  You are out there, you know, on site.

It doesn't cost that much more to, you know, add
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two more lanes.  They are going to destroy the

pretty trees all in the middle of 95, because 95

through Stafford is pretty.  But that's my

comment.  Build four, not two, so you can have

both open both directions all the time.  And if

they have got to be toll, they have got to be

toll.

7:12 p.m. 

 

7:58 p.m. 

MS. BOHMKE:  Meg Bohmke, B-O-H-M-K-E.

Address is 416 Collingwood Drive, Fredericksburg,

Virginia.

I would like to, as an elected

official in Stafford County, I would like to voice

my concern about the noise on the large baseball

field at Chichester Park, and explore and gather

more information regarding the noise at the UUE

Center, UU2, I think it's UU2 on their report, to

consider them installing a noise wall.

7:59 p.m. 

                             ------------------------------- 

                              HEARING CONCLUDED AT 8:00 P.M. 
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                CERTIFICATE OF COURT REPORTER 

I, Cherryl J. Maddox, hereby certify that I was the

Court Reporter in the public hearing, held at Stafford High

School, on September 25 2017, at the time of the hearing

herein.

I further certify that the foregoing transcript is a

true and accurate record of the hearing herein.

Given under my hand this 27th day of September, 2017.

 

 

 

                      ______________________________________                                        

                      CHERRYL J. MADDOX, RPR, Court Reporter 
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From: TIMOTHY CURLING [mailto:timothy.curling@gmail.com]  
Sent: Saturday, October 07, 2017 10:24 AM 
To: I-95 Fred Ex Project (VDOT) 
Cc: Meg Bohmke; gsnellings@staffordcountyva.gov; tfoley@staffordcountyva.gov; Michael A. Morris; 
cstevens@staffordcountyva.gov; newsroom@freelancestar.com 
Subject: I-95 Express Lanes FredEx (UU2 Sound Barrier along Chichester Park) 

Krishna Potturi, 

These comments/questions are in regards to the initial sound analysis for sound barrier UU2 running along 
Chichester Park.  As you know, the current assessment for UU2 is feasible and not reasonable.  I have cced 
select Stafford County Board of Supervisors, Stafford County Administrators, Stafford County parks and 
recreation leadership, and the Freelance Star newsroom. 

Please response to every question and reply to all. 

1) I spoke to the original planner for Chichester Park who considered adding trails in unused portions of the 
park.  However, he dismissed the idea because of the close proximity to the freeway.  In addition, the county did 
not add the trails to the master plan in case a sound barrier were ever built.  Has VDOT discussed with Stafford 
County about future use active areas of the park? If not, will this discussion happen prior to conducting the final 
sound analysis?

Please reference the attached map in support of the next series of questions.   

2) The following future areas do not reflect a sound receptor.  Please provide a justification for why each area 
was not evaluated and whether it will be in the future.

Area 1- Spectator Area/ Scoring Box- This area is a part of the playing field. 
Area 2- Future Use Area for Stafford Baseball League Admin Bldg. Currently used as a practice area. 
Area 3- Paved walkway.  This area also connects with the trail system and potential future trail system. 
Area 4- Playground and practice area. 
Area 5- Paved walkway.  This area also connects with the trail system. 
Area 6- Paved walkway.  This area also connects with the trail system and potential future trail system. 
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Area 7- Trail System and future use area.  Planned Picnic area and practice area. 

4) Concerning all unused Park Property- Again, has VDOT discussed how unused park property will be utilized
in the future i.e. future trail network?

5) I would like to point out from the perspective of noise that Chichester park actually benefits from the
congestion.  High use periods of park usage are actually when heavy congestion often exists i.e. end of weekend
evening northbound and Mon-Friday rush hour/ Sat southbound traffic.  If these express lanes achieve
uninhibited traffic flow, I anticipate this park being impacted greatly by the increase of sound.  It does not
require a computer model to make an assessment that the removal of a heavily wooded median replaced by 2
additional lanes of high speed traffic and hopefully 24 hours of uninhibited high speed traffic for 8 lanes is not
going to greatly increase the sound impact on this park.

6) Is there no consideration for the safety of those using the park?  The only thing separating this park from I-
95 is a wire fence that is in disrepair due to fallen trees.  A sound barrier provides more than a reduction of
sound.  It also increases safety and improves the overall aesthetics of the park.  Everyone that visits and works
at this park will benefit from a sound barrier for more reasons than simply reducing the impact of sound.

7) A citizens petition to Stafford County is being established at this moment in an effort to make Chichester
Park a safer, quieter, and better place to work and play. This petition is asking for Stafford County to work with
VDOT in order to ensure this park is properly evaluated and that all unused areas of the park are assessed for
future use. This petition will be released in the next couple of weeks.

In closing, there is no reason why VDOT and Stafford County cannot work to ensure a sound barrier is feasible 
and reasonable along Chichester Park.  Both VDOT and Stafford county have an obligation to the citizens it 
serves to thoroughly evaluate and assess Chichester Park for a sound barrier.  If the park is found to be 
ineligible for a sound barrier, VDOT and Stafford County as a courtesy should thoroughly explain to its citizens 
in a public forum why this is the case.  In an effort to ensure that VDOT and Stafford County are transparent to 
the public and thorough in its assessment/evaluation, it is my hopes that the Freelance Star will bring this local 
matter affecting thousands of current residents and many future generations to the public eye. 

Very respectfully, 

Timothy Curling 
Private Citizen 
360-949-8517



AREA 3
Area 2

Area 4
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From: Ponticello, James (VDOT)  
Sent: Monday, October 16, 2017 11:22 AM 
To: Potturi, Krishna, PE (VDOT); Hudnall, Ross (VDOT); Smizik, Scott (VDOT) 
Cc: Baxter, Amanda (VDOT); Muchenje, Lovejoy 'LJ' P.E. (VDOT) 
Subject: RE: I-95 Express Lanes FredEx (UU2 Sound Barrier along Chichester Park) 

Krishna, 

Below are draft responses to Mr. Curling’s email.  Feel free to give me a call with any questions or comments.  

These comments/questions are in regards to the initial sound analysis for sound barrier UU2 running along 
Chichester Park.  As you know, the current assessment for UU2 is feasible and not reasonable.  I have cced 
select Stafford County Board of Supervisors, Stafford County Administrators, Stafford County parks and 
recreation leadership, and the Freelance Star newsroom.  The preliminary noise analysis was recently updated 
and now identifies Barrier UU2 as feasible and reasonable. The updated analysis will soon be posted on 
VDOT’s project website.  Barrier UU2 will be evaluated again in the final design phase of the project using 
detailed construction plans, refined traffic data, and detailed existing/proposed surface information. As such, 
noise barriers that are found to be feasible and reasonable during the preliminary noise analysis may not be 
found to be feasible and reasonable during the final design noise analysis. Conversely, noise barriers that were 
not considered feasible and reasonable may meet the established criteria and be recommended for construction. 

Please response to every question and reply to all. 

1) I spoke to the original planner for Chichester Park who considered adding trails in unused portions of the
park.  However, he dismissed the idea because of the close proximity to the freeway.  In addition, the county did
not add the trails to the master plan in case a sound barrier were ever built.  Has VDOT discussed with Stafford
County about future use active areas of the park? If not, will this discussion happen prior to conducting the final
sound analysis?  As part of a final design noise analysis, close coordination with localities is conducted to
ensure proposed noise sensitive land uses are included in the noise abatement determinations where a
commitment to construction has occurred prior to the Date of Public Knowledge (The date of approval of the
Categorical Exclusion (CE), the Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), or the Record of Decision (ROD),
as defined in 23 CFR part 771).

Please reference the attached map in support of the next series of questions.   

2) The following future areas do not reflect a sound receptor.  Please provide a justification for why each area
was not evaluated and whether it will be in the future.
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Area 1- Spectator Area/ Scoring Box- This area is a part of the playing field.  
The gridded receptors for active sports areas are representative of all noise sensitive land uses within 50’ of the 
receptor points.  Separate noise sensitive sites within the gridded area are not represented by additional 
receptors overlapping the zone.  

Area 2- Future Use Area for Stafford Baseball League Admin Bldg. Currently used as a practice area.  Noise 
abatement is considered for areas of frequent outdoor use and certain types of interior land uses.  During the 
preliminary review of the project area, no frequent active use of this field was identified.  If an exterior land use, 
such as a patio, is part of the administrative building and if a building permit for the facility is issued prior to the 
date of public, then site will be evaluated during final design. 

Area 3- Paved walkway.  This area also connects with the trail system and potential future trail system. 
When Sidewalks, Shared Use Paths, and/or Multi-Use Paths are identified within a project corridor they are to 
be treated as transportation related land uses and are not considered noise sensitive.  However, if the path is 
publicly owned and is part of or planned as part of a designated and maintained recreational trail system, the 
facility will be evaluated for noise impacts/abatement as outlined in Appendix E of the VDOT Highway Traffic 
Noise Impact Analysis Guidance Manual.  Since the Stafford County GIS data does not show a trail system 
within the park, and no trails are marked on the county map of the park, trails were not evaluated in the park as 
part of the noise study. Should a potential trail system move forward prior to the Date of Public Knowledge 
within the project study area, then it will be evaluated as outlined in Appendix E of the VDOT Highway Traffic 
Noise Impact Analysis Guidance Manual. 

Area 4- Playground and practice area.  These areas are within the 100’x100’ coverage area of the active use area 
gridded receptors. The gridded receptors for active sports areas are representative of all noise sensitive land uses 
within 50’ of the receptor points.  Separate noise sensitive sites within the gridded area are not represented by 
additional receptors overlapping the zone.  

Area 5- Paved walkway.  This area also connects with the trail system. See response to Area 3 

Area 6- Paved walkway.  This area also connects with the trail system and potential future trail system. See 
response to Area 3 

Area 7- Trail System and future use area.  Planned Picnic area and practice area. This appears to be a wooded 
area without any outdoor areas of frequent use. If a commitment is made to develop these areas into a picnic 
area, trails, or practice area prior to the date of public knowledge, they will be considered for noise abatement if 
warranted in the Final Design Noise Analysis. 

4) Concerning all unused Park Property- Again, has VDOT discussed how unused park property will be utilized
in the future i.e. future trail network?

If undeveloped land is determined to be permitted, then the VDOT will assign the land to the appropriate 
Activity Category and analyze it in the same manner as developed lands in that Activity Category.  Federal 
participation in noise abatement measures will not be considered for lands that are not permitted by the Date of 
Public Knowledge. 

5) I would like to point out from the perspective of noise that Chichester park actually benefits from the
congestion.  High use periods of park usage are actually when heavy congestion often exists i.e. end of weekend
evening northbound and Mon-Friday rush hour/ Sat southbound traffic.  If these express lanes achieve
uninhibited traffic flow, I anticipate this park being impacted greatly by the increase of sound.  It does not
require a computer model to make an assessment that the removal of a heavily wooded median replaced by 2
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additional lanes of high speed traffic and hopefully 24 hours of uninhibited high speed traffic for 8 lanes is not 
going to greatly increase the sound impact on this park.  

6) Is there no consideration for the safety of those using the park?  The only thing separating this park from I-
95 is a wire fence that is in disrepair due to fallen trees.  A sound barrier provides more than a reduction of
sound.  It also increases safety and improves the overall aesthetics of the park.  Everyone that visits and works
at this park will benefit from a sound barrier for more reasons than simply reducing the impact of sound.  While
certain safety aspects of noise walls are considered as part of the noise analysis, no additional weighting is
given to a noise barrier for serving purposes other than providing a noise reduction to noise sensitive land uses.

7) A citizens petition to Stafford County is being established at this moment in an effort to make Chichester
Park a safer, quieter, and better place to work and play. This petition is asking for Stafford County to work with
VDOT in order to ensure this park is properly evaluated and that all unused areas of the park are assessed for
future use. This petition will be released in the next couple of weeks.

In closing, there is no reason why VDOT and Stafford County cannot work to ensure a sound barrier is feasible 
and reasonable along Chichester Park.  Both VDOT and Stafford county have an obligation to the citizens it 
serves to thoroughly evaluate and assess Chichester Park for a sound barrier.  If the park is found to be 
ineligible for a sound barrier, VDOT and Stafford County as a courtesy should thoroughly explain to its citizens 
in a public forum why this is the case.  In an effort to ensure that VDOT and Stafford County are transparent to 
the public and thorough in its assessment/evaluation, it is my hopes that the Freelance Star will bring this local 
matter affecting thousands of current residents and many future generations to the public eye. 

Thanks 

Jim Ponticello  
Air Quality & Noise Program Manager 

Environmental Division | Virginia Department of Transportation | 1401 E. Broad Street, Richmond, VA 23219 | (804) 371-6769 phone 
| jim.ponticello@vdot.virginia.gov 
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From: ROBERT SCHUHL <robertschuhl@msn.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 27, 2017 12:57 PM
To: I-95 Fred Ex Project (VDOT)
Subject: I-95 Express Lanes FredEx

I am writing concerning the Express Lanes extension from Rt. 610 to US‐17. As a driver of a commuter bus, I 
have concerns that there are no re‐entry points or exit points to allow commuter buses (current and future) to 
easily exit to 610 then return to the Express Lanes in either direction.  

Our buses currently serve the commuter lots at US‐17 (Falls Run) and Rt. 610 (Staffordboro Blvd). In order to 
use the extension, we would not be able to use the Express Lanes northbound in the AM until after Route 610 
or after Route 610 southbound because there are no exit (northbound) or re‐entry points (southbound). 
Perhaps the addition of gated bus only slip ramps similar to those used between the Dulles Toll Road and the 
Dulles Access Road would be appropriate.  And possibly at Route 630 and Russell Road interchanges as well. 
Otherwise, you eliminate the benefit of one form of mass transportation. 

I submit this for your consideration. 

Regards, 

Robert Schuhl 
Motor Coach Operator 
Martz Commuter Service (Fredericksburg) 
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