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1.0 Introduction:

The Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development (LA DOTD) is conducting a Stage 0
Feasibility Study/Environmental Inventory and a Stage 1 Environmental Assessment for a proposed bypass
route on Louisiana Highway 70 (LA 70). The proposed project will provide an alternative route for
commuters traveling along the highway in the event of a closure of the roadway associated with the
Napoleonville Salt Dome. This report covers the tasks completed as part of the Stage 0 Feasibility

Study/Environmental Inventory. Exhibit 1 shows the project vicinity.

Three (3) proposed Bypass Routes, as shown in Exhibit 2, were considered in the study to serve as long-
term solutions should LA 70 be closed. The proposed Bypass Routes vary in length; Bypass Route 1 is
approximately 4 miles in length and Bypass Routes 2 and 3 are both approximately 2 miles in length. As a
separate part of this project, the construction of a Detour Route for LA 70 is considered. This route,

covered in a separate report, will provide a solution in the event of an emergency closure of the roadway.

This report will also consider the required improvements to bring two (2) Traffic Contingency Plan detour
routes (Local Detour and Primary Detour) which are located on existing roadways up to current design

criteria.
2.0  Purpose and Need:

The purpose and need of this project is to protect human welfare and provide system linkage in the event
that LA 70 is closed to local responders and residents due to activities associated with the Napoleonville
Salt Dome. LA 70 is also currently listed as a state emergency evacuation route. Traffic counts taken in
early April 2013 determined that the average daily traffic (ADT) totaled 7,517 on LA 70 (immediately west
of the intersection of LA 69 and LA 70).

3.0 Background:
3.1  Past Highway Closures

LA 70 serves as a major connector for the southern portions of Louisiana and is listed as a Louisiana State
Emergency Evacuation Route. It is frequently utilized by motorists and school buses traveling between
Pierre Part and Napoleonville. Due to public safety concerns related to oil and gas well blowouts, LA 70

has been closed three (3) times since 2003. The potential exists that future closures may be required due to
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long-term subsidence associated with the nearby sinkhole and activity related to the Napoleonville Salt

Dome.
3.2 Bayou Corne Sinkhole

The sinkhole was discovered on August 3, 2012 over two months after bubbles were seen rising up from
Bayou Corne. As of July 2013, it is located approximately 1100 ft. south of the existing LA 70 highway.
The sinkhole resulted from a collapsed brine cavern near the Napoleonville Salt Dome in Bayou Corne, LA.
Since the formation of the sinkhole, there has been a statewide emergency declaration issued by the
Governor as a result of subsidence and subsurface instability of the area. There are other caverns of concern
near the initial salt dome cavern failure that are even closer to LA 70. LA DOTD has been actively
monitoring LA 70 in the vicinity of the sinkhole to ensure the public’s safety and as part of the detection

and motorist warning system.
3.3  Potential Future Closures

Although at this time LA DOTD has no concerns related to the integrity of LA 70, this study is being
conducted out of an abundance of caution to determine the feasibility of constructing a bypass route should
the closure of LA 70 be required due to long-term subsidence related to the sinkhole or other activities
associated with the Napoleonville Salt Dome. Currently when the highway is closed, motorists are forced to

utilize existing detour routes, which add an extra hour on to their commute.

Should such a closure be required, this project could provide access for motorists without the significant
increase in commute time. Motorists utilizing this corridor as an emergency evacuation route, traveling
from Morgan City to northern portions of our state and local commuters traveling between Pierre Part and
Napoleonville, will maintain linkage within the general vicinity of the existing roadway corridor but outside

of the long term area of concern.
4.0 Existing Facility Description:

LA 70 begins as an undivided two (2) lane roadway at US Highway 90 in Morgan City and runs north along
the Atchafalaya River before passing through Pierre Part. LA 70 takes an eastern turn near its crossing with
Bayou Pierre Part before passing through the Bayou Corne community. Near LA 1 and Paincourtville, LA
70 continues back in a more northern direction. It becomes a four (4) lane divided roadway with median
near its intersection with Louisiana Highway 3089 (LA 3089). After crossing the Mississippi River by way
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of the Sunshine Bridge it narrows back to an undivided two (2) lane roadway. LA 70 ends where it

intersects Louisiana Highway 22 (LA 22) near the Interstate 10 interchange in Ascension Parish.

This project will focus on the section of LA 70 near its intersection with LA 69. This segment runs east-
west and is an existing two (2) way undivided highway with ditches. It has 12 ft. travel lanes and shoulder
widths which vary between 6 and 10 ft. The posted speed for LA 70 is 45 miles per hour (mph) west of the
intersection of LA 69 and 55 mph east of LA 69. LA 69 is an existing two (2) lane undivided highway with
a posted speed of 55 mph.

Additional highways within the project area include Louisiana Highway 996 (LA 996) and Louisiana
Highway 1000 (LA 1000). LA 996 is an existing two (2) lane undivided highway with posted speeds of 45
mph and 55 mph which runs north-south at its intersection with LA 70. LA 996 changes to an east-west
alignment north of LA 1000 before intersecting with LA 69. LA 1000 is an existing two (2) lane undivided
highway which runs east-west with a posted speed of 50 mph.

There are four (4) unsignalized intersections located within the project study area. They each are stop

controlled and are listed below:
s LA 70 at LA 69 - stop control on LA 69
s LA 70 at LA 996 — stop control on LA 996
« LA 996 at LA 1000 - stop control on LA 1000
« LA 996 at LA 69 — stop control on LA 996
5.0 Proposed Concepts:

This report evaluates three (3) proposed Bypass Routes: Bypass Routes 1, 2 and 3. These routes are shown
in aerial view in Exhibit 2. Each of these routes was based on stakeholder input and is located within the
general vicinity but outside of the area of long-term subsidence for the sinkhole. These routes are also

outside of the Napoleonville Salt Dome (as defined by the contour -1000 below ground surface).

Bypass Route 1 begins on LA 70 near Rue De Kajun and ends at LA 69 south of its intersection with LA
996 and is approximately 4 miles long. Bypass Route 2 begins on LA 69 north of LA 70 and ends at the
intersection of LA 996 and LA 1000 and is approximately 2 miles long. Bypass Route 3 begins on LA 69
north of LA 70 and ends on LA 996 between LA 1000 and LA 70. Bypass Route 3 is approximately 2

LA 70 Bypass Stage 0 Feasibility Study




miles long. Each of the Bypass Routes are two (2) lane roadways with 12 ft. travel lanes, 8 ft. shoulders and

roadside ditches. The typical sections for the bypass routes are shown in Exhibit 2.

The construction of each Bypass Route will have considerable impacts on wetlands. In order to mitigate
these impacts, it was determined that the routes would be elevated over most of the wetland areas. This
would reduce the direct impacts to the environment. For comparison purposes only, each route is shown in
two forms: one mostly elevated and on mostly at-grade. The designation of Bypass Routes 1, 2 and 3 are
used for the routes which are elevated over wetland areas. These routes are recommended for construction
and are mostly elevated. The designation of Bypass Routes 1A, 2A and 3A are used for the routes which
are elevated only over waterways shown in GIS. These routes are shown to compare the impacts to wetlands
due to at-grade construction and are not recommended due to the increased environmental impacts. Table 1
shows a comparison of the bridge and roadway lengths for each route. The plan sheets for each route is
shown in Exhibit 2.

Table 1

Bypass Routes Bridge and Roadway Lengths

Route Bridge_Length Roadway Length Total !_ength
(Miles) (Miles) (Miles)
vty 28 o ‘
Rl 4
Y ated) e o :
sy | o3 :
" vated) e o :
M| o :

The original Bypass Route 1 alignment was developed to provide a direct connection to LA 996 at its
intersection with LA 69. This route was shifted south to avoid a historical/archeological site located west of
the intersection of LA 996 and LA 69. It was later suggested that Bypass Route 1 be extended past LA 69

to provide a more direct connection to LA 996. This proposed segment of Bypass Route 1 from LA 69 to
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LA 996 would conflict with approximately nineteen (19) pipelines and one buried telephone line. In
addition, this segment would require the construction of two (2) additional bridges and impact three (3)
additional acres of wetlands. The preliminary conceptual construction cost estimate for this 0.7 mile
segment alone would total approximately $24 million. Taking all of this into consideration, it was
determined that the segment of Bypass Route 1 between LA 69 and LA 996 would not be feasible.

In order to provide an alternative route west of LA 69, Bypass Route 1 will need to be constructed or the
Detour Route would have to serve as a permanent alternative. Bypass Routes 2 and 3 provide a connection
east of LA 69 only and to satisfy the purpose and need, must function with either the Detour Route or
Bypass Route 1.

6.0 Environmental Documentation:

The Stage 0 Environmental Inventory includes a preliminary environmental review of the project to identify
any and all project-stopping issues or constraints that could potentially influence early determination of the
project’s feasibility, timing and cost. This includes researching and addressing each item on the enclosed
Stage 0 Environmental Checklist. This project is very sensitive to the Bayou Corne community and has
been highly publicized due to the residents being displaced because of the sinkhole for over a year. No
environmental, socioeconomic or cultural resource constraints, or context sensitive issues that would be
considered as “show stopping” constraints for the progression of this project were identified. However, a
few items to be noted are described below. A more detailed evaluation of these issues is being conducted in

the Stage 1 process. All environmental documentation can be found in Appendix C.

Wetlands: One item of concern is the potential impact to various wetland areas. All three of the bypass
routes will potentially impact high quality wetland areas. Direct and indirect wetland impacts were
calculated for all three routes. Direct impacts are defined by at-grade construction as well as including
bridge pile acreage for elevated sections of the routes. Indirect impacts were calculated by subtracting the
bridge pile acreage from the elevated section acreage of each route. Elevated sections of roadway will
prevent the complete loss of wetlands; however, shading effects will effectively convert the wetland habitat
below the bridge superstructure to a potentially lower quality. The following three (3) Bypass Routes with
just a numeric designation, assumes minimal at-grade construction and mostly elevated portions along the
route. Bypass Route 1 includes approximately 2 acres of direct wetland impact and 76 acres of indirect

wetland impacts. Bypass Route 2 includes approximately 12 acres of direct impacts and 41 acres of indirect
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impacts. Bypass Route 3 includes approximately 3 acres of direct impacts and 33 acres of indirect impacts.
The designation of “A” after the Bypass Route number assumes at-grade construction for almost the entire
length of the route with minimal elevated portions. Bypass Route 1A will have direct impacts to
approximately 79 acres, Bypass Route 2A will directly impact approximately 53 acres, and Bypass Route
3A will directly impact approximately 36 acres of wetlands. The wetland mitigation costs depicted in this

report assume direct impacts for at-grade construction only for all six (6) Bypass Routes.

Significant Trees: There were potential Significant Trees, as defined by Engineering Directives and
Standards Manual (EDSM) No. 1.1.1.21 dated 9/3/2004, identified in several areas of the proposed right-of-
way (ROW) for all three bypass routes. A more detailed field verification will need to be conducted during

Stage 1 due to limited access to some of the heavily wooded areas.

Wells: There are numerous water wells and oil and gas wells within the vicinity of Bypass Routes 2 and 3.
Maps for all of these wells can be found in Exhibit 1.

Historic Sites: There are potential historical sites located north of Bypass Route 1 where it ties into LA 69
and west of where it goes near Bayou Corne. Bypass Route 3 is also adjacent to documented sites near its
intersection with LA 996. From records and information received from the Louisiana State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO), most of the area and the previously recorded sites have never been
systematically surveyed and these sites have not been assessed for eligibility for nomination to the National
Register of Historic Places. These areas would need to be surveyed in order determine if cultural resources

are present.
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7.0  Meetings and Coordination:

There were several meetings conducted as part of this study. Collectively these meetings helped to ensure
that input was obtained from the public, stakeholders and agencies. They also assisted with coordination
between agencies which would ultimately have to approve the required permits for the Bypass Route’s
construction. A synopsis of the meetings can also be found in the Scope & Budget Checklist. Please refer
to Appendices D and E for all backup documentation regarding meetings held for the Bypass Routes.

Table 2 provides a brief description of all coordination meetings on record.
Table 2

Coordination Meetings

Type of Meeting: Date Meeting Held: Location of Meeting:

Project Initiation Meeting March 27, 2013 LA DOTD

Stakeholder Meeting #1 April 11, 2013 Assumption Parish OEP Office
Well Avoidance Meeting April 25, 2013 LA DOTD

Progress Meeting July 9, 2013 LA DOTD

Permit Coordination Meeting July 19, 2013 LDNR

Stakeholder Meeting #2 July 31, 2013 LA DOTD Auditorium

Public Involvement Meeting August 13, 2013 Napoleonville Community Center

8.0 Public Involvement:

A public involvement meeting was held on August 13, 2013 at the Napoleonville Community Center from 6
— 8 pm. This meeting was advertised in three (3) newspapers in the immediate area. Such newspapers were
The Advocate, The Assumption Pioneer, and The Bayou Journal. An announcement was also posted on the

Assumption Parish Blog, Bayou Corne Facebook pages related to the sinkhole, and on LA DOTD’s website.

The meeting focus was more towards the two (2) Detour Route alternatives which were being considered in

the event that an emergency closure of LA 70 takes place. However, the three bypass alignments, which
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would provide a more permanent solution should the highway be closed, were introduced as an exhibit at

the public meeting.

The meeting was conducted in an open-house format in which a brief PowerPoint presentation ran
continuously on a “loop” and exhibits were set up around the room for attendees to view at their discretion.
Team members were positioned around the room to answer any questions. A comment table was positioned
near the entrance for written comments and at a second table, verbal comments were recorded by a court

reporter. A total of 33 residents attended the meeting as well as 22 additional attendees which were

representative of team members and various agencies.

The public had ten (10) days following the meeting to send comments in which would become part of the
official record. Several comments were received and one potential new bypass alignment was discussed by
several participants at the meeting. This alignment is documented in Appendix E with the backup
documentation for the Public Meeting and should possibly be considered in Stage 1. Several residents also
expressed concerns over the safety of LA 996 being used as a connection point of the Bypass Routes. A
future public meeting and a public hearing are planned as part of the Stage 1 process in regards to the
Bypass Routes. A complete list of interested parties to date can be found in Appendix F.

9.0  Design Criteria:

All concepts developed for this project are based on the appropriate LA DOTD Design Criteria. The
Bypass Routes meet the Rural Arterial (RA-2) design criteria for roadways. Each of the Bypass Route
alignments consists of a two (2) lane roadway with 12 ft. lanes and 8 ft. shoulders and has a design speed of

60 mph. The bridges will be a combination of slab span and girder span bridge types and are designed to
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match the roadway width. Slab span bridges were assumed for bridge structures less than 1200 ft. long. For
structures greater than 1200 ft. in length, slab spans were assumed at the bridge ends and girder spans for

the inner bridge spans.

Superelevation will likely be required for each of the proposed Bypass Routes. Therefore, the appropriate
tangent lengths are provided within the horizontal alignment to allow for transitions with an emax = 10%

under the assumption that the 80/20 rule applies.

Bypass Route 2 encroaches onto an existing ditch close to its intersection with LA 1000. It has been
assumed that the required capacity of this ditch can be obtained within a relocated ditch or with the use of
drainage structures. The construction cost estimate was completed with the assumption that subsurfacing is

required which would provide for the worst case scenario.

The LA DOTD Minimum Design Guidelines for Rural Arterial Roads indicates that if design volumes are
greater than 6,000 vehicles per day consideration should be given to increasing from a two (2) lane roadway
to a four (4) lane facility. The four lane section was considered by LA DOTD but due to the number of
impacts to wetlands, construction costs, and tie-ins with existing 2-lane facilities at both ends it was
determined that a two (2) lane roadway would be recommended. A copy of the LA DOTD Minimum
Design Guidelines for Rural Arterial Roads is provided in Appendix H.

Each of the Bypass Routes will impact wetland areas. In order to reduce these impacts, it has been
suggested that the bridges be constructed using end-on bridge construction techniques and the cost for the

bridge estimates have been inflated to absorb this method of construction.

It may be worth considering the realignment of the existing LA 69 highway as part of the turn lane
improvements at each of the Bypass Routes. This realignment would improve the intersection sight
distances where the existing LA 69 intersects the Bypass Routes and would help accommodate the proposed
Grand Bayou Bridge for Bypass Routes 2 and 3. The cost estimates presented in this study do not include
the construction costs associated with these improvements.

The concepts shown in this report are in accordance with the current applicable design criteria; however,
final approvals and acceptance of any design will rest with LA DOTD. The information presented in this
study is solid for a feasibility study but it should not be treated as anything more than a conservative
conceptual concept.
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10.0 Existing Utilities:

As part of this study, T Baker Smith, LLC (T-Baker) completed a utility location survey and estimated the
required utility relocation costs associated with each of the Bypass Routes. This survey was necessary due
to the numerous pipeline facilities in the project area and the significant utility relocation costs associated
with potential conflicts with the proposed Bypass Routes. These services included a Utility Quality Level B
service for utilities which cross the proposed route and a Utility Quality Level D service for utilities which

are located along the route. The full utility report is provided in Appendix I.
10.1 Bypass Route 1

The estimated utility relocation cost for Bypass Route 1 was determined to be a total of approximately
$2.25* million. The utilities which were identified in close proximity of Bypass Route 1 are shown in

Table 3 and are discussed in detail in the utility relocation report provided in Appendix I.
Table 3

Existing Utilities Bypass Route 1*

Utility Owner Utility Description
Acadian Gas, L.L.C. 36" natural gas pipeline
Bridgeline Holdings, L.P. 20” natural gas pipeline
Bridgeline Holdings, L.P. 30" natural gas pipeline
Entergy/Allen’s Cable Overhead Electric/Telecomm

Enterprise Products Partners, L.P. 8” highly volatile liquid pipeline
Enterprise Products Partners, L.P. 12 highly volatile liquid pipeline
Florida Gas Transmission, L.L.C. 12” Methane pipeline

NuStar Energy 8” highly volatile liquid pipeline

*Existing Utilities table and Relocation Costs are shown only for the segment of
Bypass Route 1 which is west of LA 69.
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10.2

Bypass Route 2

The estimated utility relocation cost for Bypass Route 2 was determined to be a total of approximately $6.87
million. The utilities which were identified in close proximity of Bypass Route 2 are shown in Table 4 and
are discussed in detail in the utility relocation report provided in Appendix 1.

Table 4

Existing Utilities Bypass Route 2

Utility Owner

Utility Description

Assumption Parish Water

2-4” waterlines

Assumption Parish Water

2-2” waterlines

AT&T

Overhead/buried telephone lines

Boardwalk Pipeline Partners

12” ethane pipeline

Boardwalk Pipeline Partners

6” propylene pipeline

Charter Communications

Overhead cable

Chevron 4” highly volatile liquid pipeline
Chevron 6” highly volatile liquid pipeline
Chevron 8” highly volatile liquid pipeline
Crosstex Energy 2-4” highly volatile liquid pipelines
DOW 2-8” butane pipelines

DOW 2-8” liquid petroleum gas pipelines
DOW 24” Brine pipeline

DOW 12” propane pipeline

DOW 16” ethylene pipeline

DOW 20” butane pipeline

DOW 12” propylene pipeline

Entergy Overhead electric lines along West Star Rd.

Entergy/Charter Communications

Along Hwy 996

Enterprise Products Partners, L.P.

2-8” highly volatile liquid pipelines

Enterprise Products Partners, L.P.

6” highly volatile liquid pipeline

Enterprise Products Partners, L.P.

12” highly volatile liquid pipeline

Exxon Mobil 8” highly volatile liquid pipeline
NusStar Energy, L.P. 8” highly volatile liquid pipeline
Shell 12” highly volatile liquid pipeline
Shell 10” highly volatile liquid pipeline
Unknown Gas line

LA 70 Bypass

Stage 0 Feasibility Study
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10.3 Bypass Route 3

are discussed in detail in the utility relocation report provided in Appendix 1.

Table 5

Existing Utilities Bypass Route 3

Utility Owner

Utility Description

Acadian Gas, L.L.C.

2-20” natural gas pipelines

Assumption Parish Water

4” waterline

Boardwalk Pipeline Partners

12" ethane pipeline

Boardwalk Pipeline Partners

6” propylene pipeline

Bridgeline Holdings, L.P.

24” natural gas pipeline

Chevron 4” highly volatile liquid pipeline
Chevron 6” highly volatile liquid pipeline
Chevron 8” highly volatile liquid pipeline

Crosstex Energy

2-4” highly volatile liquid pipelines

Crosstex Energy

2-36” natural gas pipeline (1 abandoned)

DOW 2-8” butane pipelines

DOW 2-8” liquid petroleum gas pipelines

DOW 24” Brine pipeline

DOW 12” propane pipeline

DOW 16” ethylene pipeline

DOW 20" butane pipeline

DOW 12” propylene pipeline

Entergy Overhead electric lines along West Star Rd.

Enterprise Products Partners, L.P.

2-8” highly volatile liquid pipelines

Enterprise Products Partners, L.P.

6” highly volatile liquid pipeline

Exxon Mobil 8” highly volatile liquid pipeline
Shell 12” highly volatile liquid pipeline
Shell 10” highly volatile liquid pipeline

The estimated utility relocation cost for Bypass Route 3 was determined to be a total of approximately $7.56

million. The utilities which were identified in close proximity of Bypass Route 3 are shown in Table 5 and

LA 70 Bypass
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11.0 Traffic Analysis:

A traffic study was completed by Neel-Schaffer, Inc. (NSI) as part of this project to determine the existing
traffic conditions, as well as to assess the future transportation impacts associated with both the No Build
scenario and the proposed LA 70 Bypass Routes. The traffic analysis assumed that the LA 70 Bypass
Routes would be completed and operational by the year 2018. Design year (2038) analyses were performed
for the LA 70 Bypass Routes.

In addition, due to the potential combination of the proposed bypass routes and existing routes to maintain
network connectivity, four (4) traffic analysis scenarios are evaluated as part of this study. These traffic
analysis scenarios are shown in Appendix B and are described as follows:

Traffic Analysis Scenario 1A - Utilizes LA 70 Bypass Route 1 and existing routes LA 69, LA 70 (east
of LA 69) and LA 996.

Traffic Analysis Scenario 1B - Utilizes LA 70 Bypass Routes 1 and 3; and existing routes LA 996,
LA 1000 and LA 70 (east of LA 996).

Traffic Analysis Scenario 2 - Utilizes existing LA 70 (east of LA 69) and LA 70 Bypass Route 3 to
LA 996.

Traffic Analysis Scenario 3 - Utilizes existing LA 70 (east of LA 996) and LA 70 Bypass Route 2 to

LA 996 at LA 1000.
11.1  Existing Traffic Conditions

The existing traffic data was collected in March and April 2013 to identify travel demand and travel patterns
within the project vicinity. Seven (7) day, 24-hour and 48-hour machine counts were collected at various
locations within the study area. The ADT and count locations within the project limits are shown in Figure
7 of the traffic report and the existing AM and PM counts are provided in Figure 8 of the traffic report in

Appendix B.
11.2  Volume Forecasting

A growth rate of two (2) percent was used to estimate the 2018 and 2038 volumes for both the Build and No
Build scenarios. The projected volumes reflect the existing roadway for the No Build condition and the

proposed LA 70 Bypass Route for the Build condition in each of the future years considered. The AM and
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PM peak hours for 2018 and 2038 are shown in Figures 9 through 18 of the traffic report for various traffic

analysis scenarios.
11.3  Turn Lane Warrant Analyses

A turn lane warrant analysis was performed using the methods outlined in the National Cooperative
Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report Number 457 entitled “Evaluating Intersection
Improvements”. By using the build volumes for the LA 70 Bypass Routes, turn-lane warrant analyses were

performed for the following intersections

« LA 69 at LA 70 Bypass Route 1

« LA 69 at LA 70 Bypass Route 2

«» LA 69 at LA 70 Bypass Route 3

s LAT70atLA69

« LA 996/ LA 1000 at LA 70 Bypass Route 2
« LA 996 at LA 70 Bypass Route 3

s LA T70at LA 996

The analyses were performed for the left turn lanes, right turn lanes and the side street approaches for the
2018 and 2038 AM and PM peaks. The turn lane warrant analyses performed on the LA 70 Bypass Routes
are summarized in Table 6. The detailed turn-lane analyses are provided in electronic form.

LA 70 Bypass Stage 0 Feasibility Study
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Table 6

Turn Lane Warrant Analyses*

Bypass Route 1

Movermnents 2018 Alternative 1A 2038 Alternative 1A
AM PM AM PM
NBL Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted Warranted
LA 69 at LA 70 Bypass SBR Not Warranted Warranted Not Warranted Warranted
Route 1 Side Street Single Lane Single Lane Consider 2 Approach Single Lane
Lanes
Bypass Route 1
2018 Alternative 1B 2038 Alternative 1B
Movements AN M AN M
NBL Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted Warranted
LA 69 at SBR Not Warranted Warranted Not Warranted Warranted
LA 70 Bypass Route 1 Side Street Single Lane Single Lane Consider 2 Approach Single Lane
Lanes
Bypass Route 2
Movemnents 2018 Alternative 3 2038 Alternative 3
AM PM AM PM
SBL Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted
LA 69 at Bypass Route 2 NBR Warranted Warranted Warranted Warranted
Side Street Single Lane ConSIde[:n:Spproach Single Lane Consider 2 Approach Lanes
Bypass Route 2
2018 Alternative 3 2038 Alternative 3
Movements AN M AN M
EBL Warranted Not Warranted Warranted Not Warranted
LA 70 at LA 69 WBR Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted
Minor Street Single Lane Single Lane Single Lane Consider 2 Approach Lanes
Bypass Route 2
Movements 2018 Alternative 3 2038 Alternative 3
AM PM AM PM
WBL Not Warranted Warranted Not Warranted Warranted
LA 996 at Bypass Routte 2 Side Street Single Lane Single Lane Single Lane Single Lane
Bypass Route 3
2018 Alternative 1B 2038 Alternative 1B
Movements M M M M
NBL Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted
LA 996 at Bypass Route 3 SBR Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted
Side Street Single Lane Single Lane Single Lane Single Lane
Bypass Route 3
2018 Alternative 2 2038 Alternative 2
Movements AN M AN M
SBL Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted Warranted
LA 69 at Bypass Route 3 NBR Warranted Warranted Warranted Warranted
Side Street Single Lane Con5|dei:n,:spproach Single Lane Consider 2 Approach Lanes
Bypass Route 3
Movermnents 2018 Alternative 2 2038 Alternative 2
AM PM AM PM
NBL Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted
LA 996 at Bypass Route 3 SBR Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted
Side Street Single Lane Single Lane Single Lane Single Lane
Movermnents 2018 Alternative 2 2038 Alternative 2
AM PM AM PM
EBL Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted
LA 996 at LA 70 WBR Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted
Side Street Single Lane Single Lane Single Lane Consider 2 Approach Lanes

*Table provided by NSI
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11.4 Intersection Analyses

In order to evaluate the existing conditions, identify operational deficiencies and define future facility
requirements, an intersection analysis was completed for the four (4) existing and five (5) proposed
intersections. The four (4) existing intersections were evaluated for the existing 2013, 2018 and 2038 No
Build and Build conditions for the various traffic analysis scenarios. The five (5) proposed intersections
were evaluated for the 2018 and 2038 Build conditions for the various traffic analysis scenarios. This
analysis was completed using the level of service (LOS) concepts which are outlined in the 2010 Highway
Capacity Manual (HCM). The HCM defines LOS as a “quantitative stratification of a performance measure

or measures that represent quality of service”. This concept presents the results of how well a facility
operates based on a scale which ranges from A to F. A LOS of A represents the best operating conditions
and a LOS of F the worst. All of the analyses were evaluated using SIDRA Software Version 5.1.13.

A summary of the resulting delay and LOS for the existing and proposed intersections within the study area

are presented in the traffic report in Appendix B.

11.5 Traffic Analysis Results
The analyses performed for this study indicate that the LA 70 Bypass Routes will have a positive impact on
the transportation network within the project limits. Based on the turn lane warrants and the intersection

analysis, the following intersection recommendations should be considered:

LA 69 at LA 70 Bypass Route 1 (based on Traffic Analysis Scenarios 1A and 1B)

+« LA 69 northbound left turn lane (400 ft. storage length)
s LA 69 southbound right turn lane (270 ft. storage length)
« LA 70 Bypass Route 1 eastbound right turn lane (360 ft. storage length)

LA 69 at LA 70 Bypass Route 2 / Route 3 (based on Traffic Analysis Scenarios 2 and 3)

+« LA 69 northbound right turn lane (270 ft. storage length)
s LA 69 southbound left turn lane (280 ft. storage length)
« LA 70 Bypass Route 2 / Route 3 westbound right turn lane (400 ft. storage length)

LA 996/ LA 1000 at LA 70 Bypass Route 2 (based on Traffic Analysis Scenario 3)

+« LA 1000 westbound left turn lane (170 ft. storage length)
% LA 996 northbound right turn lane (270 ft. storage length)

LA 70 Bypass Stage 0 Feasibility Study
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LA 70 at LA 69 (based on Traffic Analysis Scenario 3)

s LA 70 eastbound left turn lane (330 ft. storage length)
+« LA 69 southbound right turn lane (300 ft. storage length)

LA 70 at LA 996 (based on Traffic Analysis Scenario 1A)

« LA 996 southbound right turn lane (315 ft. storage length)

The storage lengths reflected in the above list are based on the LA DOTD’s Traffic Impact Policy for New
Access Requests. Each of the turn lanes above are recommended to have a taper length of 165 ft. The

detailed calculations associated with these results are provided in digital form.
12.0 Traffic Contingency Plan Detour Routes:

As part of this project, Chicago Bridge & Iron (CB&I) analyzed the required enhancements to bring two (2)
Traffic Contingency Plan detour routes up to current design criteria. These routes would serve as the No
Build alternative to the Bypass Routes 1, 2 and 3. These detour routes consist of a 35 mile Local Detour
Route for vehicular traffic and a 50 mile Primary Detour Route for truck traffic. The two detour routes are
necessary due to the restrictive load rating of the Bayou Pidgeon/Lower Grand River Bridge located on LA
997 along the Local Detour Route. This structure has a posted weight limit of 15 tons for a 2-axle vehicle
and 25 tons for a 3-axle vehicle. This restriction does not allow for all truck traffic. Therefore, the Primary
Detour Route is provided for those vehicles which exceed the limit of the Local Detour Route. Both routes

are shown in Exhibit 3.

12.1  Existing Roadway Analysis — Roadway Widening

The roadway classifications for each corridor were determined using the LA DOTD Highway Functional
Classification Map and the posted speed limits. Exhibit 3 shows the classifications used to determine the
minimum requirements for each existing roadway. The existing roadway widths were determined based on
the as-built plans where possible. Most of the roadways did not meet the current recommended widths for
travel lanes and shoulders when compared to the LA DOTD Minimum Design Guidelines. However, the
routes along the Primary Detour Route were closer to meeting the current design criteria than the others. It
may be worth considering design exceptions for roadways which are close to the required guidelines and
have large impacts associated with widening. The cost estimates in this study assume that each roadway
will be widened to a final roadway section consisting of two (2) 12 ft. lanes with 8 ft. shoulders. Table 7
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shows a summary of the roadways with required improvements associated with widening of travel lanes and

shoulders. Exhibit 3 shows a map with the roadways which require improvements.

Table 7

Summary of Required Roadway Widening

Local & Primary Detour Routes

Route Number

Length (Miles)

Classification

Meets Current Guidelines

LA70

4

UA-2

no

Local De

tour Route

Route Number

Length (Miles)

Classification

Meets Current Guidelines

LA 997 13 RL-3 no
LA 75 4 RC-3 no
LA 404 8 RC-3 no

Primary Detour Route

Route Number

Length (Miles)

Classification

Meets Current Guidelines

LA 70 13 RA-2/UA-2 no
US 90 7 RA-3 yes
LA 662 5 RC-3 no
LA 398 11 RC-3 no

Each of the roadways included in the Traffic Contingency Plan Detours will require additional shoulder
width, with the exception of US 90 and LA 70 in Pierre Part. The additional required lane width varies
from one (1) to two (2) feet and the additional required shoulder width varies from two (2) to eight (8) feet.

LA 70 Bypass
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12.2  Existing Roadway Analysis — Horizontal Curves

The existing horizontal geometry was determined from as-built plans where possible. LA 997 was not
included in this portion of the analysis due to lack of as-built data. However, it was included in the roadway
widening analysis based on visual inspection which determined that the existing roadway has no shoulders.

A comparison of the existing curve lengths and radii was completed to determine which would be
considered for improvements. It was assumed that the 15V rule applies to curve length and the minimum

radius should be met based on the roadway classification.

It was noticed that many of the curve lengths and radii did not meet the current desired criteria and it was
assumed that consideration for minor upgrades would apply at these locations. Based on this criteria, three
roadways were determined to require upgrades and they are LA 662, LA 70 and LA 75. The project
numbers for the as-built plan sets utilized for this determination is provided in the following table.

Table 8

Plan Sets Used for Upgrade Requirements for Roadway Widening

Route Number As-Built Plan Set Project Numbers
LA 75 S.P. 230-03-22
LA 662 S.P. 804-23-05 and S.P. 804-23-11

S.P. 232-01-59, S.P. 230-05-12, S.P. 230-05-10, S.P. 230-05-06, S.P. 230-06-05,
LA70
S.P. 230-05-09, S.P. 230-06-04, & S.P. 230-05-0.

The upgrades associated with the roadways would include possible speed reductions through curves,
warning signs, and pavement striping. The cost estimates presented in this study assume the layout for each
curve is similar to the example shown on page 111 in the 2009 edition of the Manual on Uniform Traffic

Control Devices.
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12.3  Existing Bridge Analysis

The existing bridge analysis was completed based on desktop survey, inspection reports and as-built plans.
There are two (2) bridges which are common to both the Local and Primary Detour Routes, six (6) which
are located along the Local Detour Route, and multiple bridges along the Primary Detour Route, most of
which are along US 90. The overall bridge ratings for these structures vary from 4 (which indicates “meets
minimum tolerable limits to be left in place as is”) to 7 (which means “better than the present minimum
criteria”). Most of the recent inspections are dated 2012 or 2013. The structures along US 90 were
constructed relatively recently and therefore appear not to have had an inspection. A summary of the

existing bridge data is provided in Table 9.

Table 9

Summary of Existing Bridge Data

Local & Primary Detour Routes
Exist
Bridge Route Bridae Tvpe Construction Date of Last Posted Length "Fascia to Cgrt?l}gtl?:;b
Crossing Number ge Typ year Inspection Weight Limit (ft) Fascia" Width (fo)
Width (ft)
Pierre Part Bay LA70 IBSWNG 1936 7/17/2012 N/A 476 39.5 28.5
. 2-Axle: 25T, 3-
Belle River LA70 PONTON 1958 6/20/2012 Axle: 40T 165 315 245
Local Detour Route
Exist
i i m ; Curb to Curb
Bndge Route Bridge Type Construction Date of I'_ast I?osteq _ Length Fasc[a'tlo Structure
Crossing Number year Inspection Weight Limit Fascia Width (ft)
Width (ft)
Bayou .
Pidgeon/Lower | LA 997 PONTON 10n92012 | ZAXEIST.3 1 gy 39.9 2
1957 Axle: 25T
Grand R.
Bayou Weight Limit:

Choctaw LA 404 CIBTTF 1955 3/20/2012 5T 145 28.2 26
Bayou Tigris LA 404 CIBTTF 1955 3/20/2012 Z/X‘;felzsf} s 126 28.3 26
Bayou Daniel LA 404 TTTCOF 1955 1/22/2013 N/A 152 28.3 26.2
Bayou Black LA 404 COPCSS 1970 712412012 N/A 38 28 26

Levy Canal LA 404 COPCSS 1962 1/22/2013 N/A 57 285 24
Primary Detour Route
. . - Exist "Fascia Curb to Curb
C?(:gjsgis NFE?#;; Bridge Type Conster;::non [i?];e gfztli_:nst Postelz_cijn\‘l?(mght Length to Fascia" Structure Width

9 Y P Width (ff) (f)

Multiple Hwy .
90 Bridges Hwy 90 Multiple 1977-1998, N/A N/A Mult. 81 80
L g%“rse LA 398 COSALB 1969 212212013 NIA 120 337 30
Morgan City LA 398 COSALB 1969 212212013 N/A 140 337 30

Bayou Bridge
Bridge Type List of Acronyms

CIBTFF Timber Trestle w/ I-Beam Stringers (w/ Timber Deck) COPCSS Concrete Precast Slab units

COSLAB  Concrete Slab IBSWNG Steel I-Beam (Swing Span)

PONTON  Pontoon Bridge TTTCOF Treated Timber Trestle (w/ Concrete Deck)
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The Overall Structural Ratings indicated on the inspection reports were used to identify structures for
replacement. Structures with an Overall Structure Rating of 5 or below were designated as in need of
replacement. A rating of 5 indicates “somewhat better than minimum adequacy to tolerate being left in
place as is”. Additionally, the feasibility of replacing the structure was considered in the case of the Pierre

Part Bay Bridge.

With an overall rating of 5, the Pierre Part Bay Bridge is recommended for repair rather than replacement
due to the excessive financial cost of replacement in addition to the location of the structure along the detour
routes. The structure is located within the portion of LA 70 which is common to both the Local and the
Primary Detour Routes. Due to this location, replacement of the structure would necessitate all traffic
originating on Hwy 70 between the sinkhole and the structure to utilize the recently constructed Detour
Route 1 or 2 as referenced in “LA 70 Bypass (Detour Route) Stage O Feasibility Study” for the entire
construction duration of the Pierre Part Bay Bridge. As the primary purpose of the Local and Primary
Detour Routes is a safe alternative to the recently constructed Detour Route 1 or 2, additional routing of

traffic over this road for the duration of the bridge replacement proves counter-productive.

The Bayou Pidgeon/Lower Grand River Bridge was not recommended for replacement based on the Overall
Structural Ratings but it could be considered due to its impacts on truck traffic along the Local Detour
Route. Preliminary conceptual cost estimates show that it would cost approximately $18,900,000 to replace
this structure. Included in this cost is a 35% contingency but it does not consider ROW, engineering,

mitigation or construction inspection.

Recommended improvements for the existing bridge analyses vary from replacement to upgrades. It is
assumed that replacement bridges will be constructed without changes to the existing bridge lengths or
finished grade elevations. It is also assumed that the posted weight limits will remain in place for bridges
not called for replacement which will effect and limit overweight vehicles and truck traffic using these
routes. The final section for the new bridges consists of two (2) 12 ft. travel lanes and 8 ft. shoulders to
match approach roadway sections. Suggested repairs should be coordinated with and executed in concert
with the Bridge Preventive Maintenance Program which is responsible for continued monitoring of the
structures. A summary of the bridge improvements is provided in Table 10. Exhibit 3 shows a map with
the bridges which require replacement and upgrades and improvements.
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Table 10

Summary of Bridge Improvements

Local & Primary Detour Routes

Curb to “Fascia to
. : Route No : Length etz FESER I
Bridge Crossing ‘ Recommendation Structure (ft)”
(SR 15 (ft) Width Replacement
(ft) Width
LA 70 Replacing guardrails, re_placing b_ridge railings, repair cracking _and spalling of deck_, repair paint failure
Pierre Part Bay (61042320113011) and corrosion of steel girders, stringers, and floor beams, repair spalling and cracking of concrete 476 28.5 N/A
caps, repair cracking of concrete piers, and repair scaling of concrete columns at waterline.
Belle River LA70 Replacing guardrails, replacing bridge railings, repair of paint failure and corrosion of steel stringers 165 205 N/A
(61042320116621) | and floor beams, repair corrosion of pins, repair spalling and cracking of concrete caps. '
Local Detour Route
“Fascia to
Curb to oo
Bridge Crossing Route No. Recommendation Length Curb Fasc(|fat1)\'/,v|dth
(Structure No.) (ft) Structure Replacement
Width (ft) :
Width
Bayou LA 997 Replace bridge railings, replace corrosion of deck, repair pontoon, repair paint failure and corrosion of
Pidgeon/Lower (61242300309551) steel stringers and floor beams, repair corrosion of pins, repair spalling and cracking of concrete caps 341 24 N/A
Grand R. and repair scaling of concrete columns at waterline.
LA 404 Complete Bridge Replacement, including bridge removal/demo in addition to construction of new
Bayou Choctaw structure of same width as the design detour roadway, with concrete railing and applicable guard rails 145 26 42,5
(12 EIIn e and safety features.
LA 404 Complete Bridge Replacement, including bridge removal/demo in addition to construction of new
Bayou Tigris structure of same width as the design detour roadway, with concrete railing and applicable guard rails 126 26 425
(61244050103781) and safety features.
LA 404 Complete Bridge Replacement, including bridge removal/demo in addition to construction of new
Bayou Daniel structure of same width as the design detour roadway, with concrete railing and applicable guard rails 152 26.2 42,5
(12T and safety features.
LA 404 Repair guardrail, replace bridge railings, and repair spalling of deck.
Bayou Black (61244050106431) 38 26 N/A
LA 404 Complete Bridge Replacement, including bridge removal/demo in addition to construction of new
Levy Canal (61244050107601) structure of same width as the design detour roadway, with concrete railing and applicable guard rails 57 24 425

and safety features.
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Primary Detour Route

“Fascia to
. . Route No. . Cg{ﬁk:o P \,’,Vidth
Bridge Crossing (Structure No.) Recommendation Length Structure (ft)
Width (ft) Replapement
Width
Hwy 90
(4240533051, 4240533885, 4240533928,
4240535356, 4240535377, 4240535638,
4240535655, 4240536941, 4240536942,
. . 4240537201, 4240537202, 4240538741,
Multiple Hwy 90 Bridges 4240538742, 4240600001, 4240600018, None Mult 80 NIA
4240600907, 4240600015, 4240600018,
4240600907, 4240601001, 4240601002,
4240601006, 4240601035, 4240601038,
4240700051, 4240700052)
LA 398
Bayou L'Ourse Bridge (61048041510331) None 120 30 N/A
LA 398
Morgan City Bayou Bridge (61048041508611) None 140 30 N/A
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12.4 Construction Cost Estimates for Detour Routes

The following tables provide a summary of the probable cost for the roadway widening, upgrades to
horizontal curves, and the bridge upgrades and replacements. Preliminary construction cost estimates for
roadway widening and horizontal curve upgrades were completed utilizing the LA DOTD Unit Cost Bid

Summaries for the 2" quarter of 2013 where possible.

Site visits were not conduced for the Primary and Local Detour Routes; instead the estimates were
completed based on a combination of desktop survey, as-built plans and bridge inspection reports. Each
Preliminary Construction Cost estimate along the detour route has a 35% contingency to reflect the higher

risk and potential for unknown conditions.

The bridge improvements and horizontal curve improvement costs are for construction only and do not
include costs for items such as permitting, engineering, construction inspections, ROW, or wetland

mitigation. Pipeline relocation costs are not included in the probable construction cost estimate.

The probable cost for roadway widening includes the relocation of utilities (with the exception of pipelines)
and removal of structures and obstructions which appear to be in the new clear zone based on desktop
survey. In more densely populated areas, removals consist of homes and industrial buildings. Most of the
roadways require the relocation of several utilities along the roadway segment. A small number of conflicts
exist with major utility structures and obstructions such as a power substation for example. These
relocation costs are included in the probable cost estimates but are itemized to allow for their removal

should design exceptions allow for a section with fewer conflicts.
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Table 11
Preliminary Conceptual Cost Estimate Roadway Widening
LA 70 (LA 997 to Pierre Part ; 4 Miles)

- Construction Cost $10,882,000
o3 E ” Removal of Structures and Obstructions $8,250,000
ogs Utility Relocation Cost $5,327,000
ET C\C% Subtotal $24,459,000
a § Contingency (35%) $8,561,000

LA 70 Total Preliminary Conceptual Cost Estimate $33,020,000

LA 404 (LA 69 to LA 75 ; 8 Miles)
= Construction Cost $28,612,000
2 Removal of Structures and Obstructions $1,500,000
2 e Utility Relocation Cost $10,449,000
= @ Subtotal $40,561,000
§ Contingency (35%) $14,197,000
LA 404 Total Preliminary Conceptual Cost Estimate $54,758,000

LA 75 (LA 404 to LA 997 ; 4 Miles)
o Construction Cost $13,220,000
3 Removal of Structures and Obstructions $350,000
ze Utility Relocation Cost $4,802,000
<& Subtotal $18,372,000
g Contingency (35%) $6,431,000
LA 75 Total Preliminary Conceptual Cost Estimate $24,803,000

LA 997 (LA 75 to LA 70 ; 13 Miles)
= Construction Cost $47,226,000
2 Removal of Structures and Obstructions $6,500,000
2 e Utility Relocation Cost $16,966,000
=2 Subtotal $70,692,000
§ Contingency (35%) $24,743,000
LA 997 Total Preliminary Conceptual Cost Estimate $95,435,000

LA 70 (LA 997to 1.5 miles south of LA 997; 1 Miles)
- Construction Cost $2,957,000
3 Removal of Structures and Obstructions $6,500,000
22 Utility Relocation Cost $1,921,000
s Subtotal $11,378,000
S Contingency (35%) $3,983,000
LA 70 Total Preliminary Conceptual Cost Estimate $15,361,000
Total Local Detour Route Conceptual Cost Estimate (Includes cost estimate for LA 70 between LA 997 and Pierre Part) $223,377,000
LA 70 (1 mile south of LA 997to 1.85 mile north of US 90; 11 Miles)

® Construction Cost $20,620,000
> § Removal of Structures and Obstructions $2,500,000
E !E Utility Relocation Cost $14,725,000
< 32 Subtotal $37,845,000
o z Contingency (35%) $13,246,000

LA 70 Total Preliminary Conceptual Cost Estimate $51,091,000
LA 70 (1.85 mile north of US 90 to US 90; 2 Miles)

° Construction Cost $5,645,000
> ‘g’ Removal of Structures and Obstructions $750,000
E !E Utility Relocation Cost $2,369,000
< 32 Subtotal $8,764,000
o z Contingency (35%) $3,068,000

LA 70 Total Preliminary Conceptual Cost Estimate $11,832,000
LA 662 (US 90 to LA 398; 5 Miles)

° Construction Cost $9,350,000
- § Removal of Structures and Obstructions $250,000
S X Utility Relocation Cost $5,954,000
S5 [Subow $15,554,000
e z Contingency (35%) $5,444,000

LA 662 Total Preliminary Conceptual Cost Estimate $20,998,000
LA 398 (US 662 to LA 1; 10 Miles)

° Construction Cost $25,897,000
. ‘é’ Removal of Structures and Obstructions $0
G Utility Relocation Cost $13,445,000
E5 [Swwoul $39,342,000
o z Contingency (35%) $13,770,000

LA 398 Total Preliminary Conceptual Cost Estimate $53,112,000
Primary Detour Routes Conceptual Cost Estimate (Includes cost estimate for LA 70 between LA 997 and Pierre Part) $170,053,000
LA 70 Bypass Stage 0 Feasibility Study
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Table 12
Preliminary Conceptual Cost Estimate Horizontal Curve Upgrades

Local Detour Route
Roadway Corridor Estimated Cost
LA 75 $114,000
Total Local Detour Route $114,000
Primary Detour Route
Roadway Corridor Estimated Cost
LA 70 $135,000
LA 662 $40,000
Total Primary Detour Route $175,000

For bridge probable cost estimates, LA DOTD Unit Cost Bid Summaries were utilized where possible.
When Unit Cost Bid Summaries did not cover the recommended rehabilitation, a factor was applied to the
construction cost for the associated material. It is anticipated that rehabilitation is more tedious and labor
intensive than new construction utilizing the same material. The material cost was inflated by a factor to
represent the additional cost associated with rehabilitation versus new construction. Table 13 shows the
results of these calculations.

Table 13
Preliminary Conceptual Cost Estimate Bridge Improvements

Local & Primary Detour Routes
. . Estimated Estimated
Bridge Crossing Route Number Cost per f Cost
Pierre Part Bay LA70 $68 $924,000
Belle River LA 70 $79 $319,000
Local Detour Route
. . Estimated Estimated
Bridge Crossing Route Number Cost per f Cost
Bayou Pidgeon/Lower Grand R. LA 997 $70 $574,000
Bayou Choctaw LA 404 $269 $1,013,000
Bayou Tigris LA 404 $278 $910,000
Bayou Daniel LA 404 $254 $1,013,000
Bayou Black LA 404 $112 $111,000
Levy Canal LA 404 $365 $499,000
Total Cost Local Detour Route® $5,363,000
Primary Detour Route
. . Estimated Estimated
Bridge Crossing Route Number Cost per f Cost
Multiple Hwy 90 Bridges Hwy 90 N/A N/A
Bayou L'Ourse Bridge LA 398 N/A N/A
Morgan City Bayou Bridge LA 398 N/A N/A
Total Cost Primary Detour Route® $1,243,000
1. Includes cost for Pierre Part Bay and Belle River Bridge Crossings.
LA 70 Bypass Stage 0 Feasibility Study
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Table 14
Total Estimated Construction Cost

(Bridge Improvements, Roadway Widening and Horizontal Curve Upgrades)

Route Total Estimated Construction Cost

Local Detour Route $228,854,000

Primary Detour Route $171,471,000
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13.0 Bypass Routes Preliminary Construction Cost Estimates:

Due to the large amount of wetlands impacted by each bypass route, it has been assumed that
environmentally sensitive bridge construction will be required. Conventional construction allows for ease
and speed of construction but typically is accomplished in part from the ground which leads to disturbance
to the vegetation and potentially the destruction of sensitive wetlands. End-On Construction allows for the
erection of the superstructure from the substructure and/or previously erected superstructure. These
techniques avoid and minimize environmental impacts but have extensive impacts on the construction cost

and time.

To address the increase in cost associated with these bridge construction methods, the probable construction
cost estimates for all bridges along the Bypass Routes were increased by 60%. This adjustment was applied
to estimate the difference between conventional construction costs and environmentally sensitive bridge

construction costs.

As previously mentioned, two versions of each alignment are shown for comparison purposes. The

designations are as follows:

% Bypass Routes 1, 2 and 3 consist of mostly bridges due to the fact that these routes are elevated
over wetland areas. These routes are recommended for construction. These routes are presented
throughout the entirety of this report.

+ Bypass Routes 1A, 2A and 3A are elevated only over waterways based on GIS mapping. This
results in routes with only a small segment of elevated portions. These routes are shown only to
allow for a comparison of the direct and indirect environmental impacts and as justification for
the recommended elevated routes. These at-grade routes are only presented in sections of the

report where it is beneficial for comparison purposes.

Wetland mitigation costs and utility relocation costs were calculated to consider the worst case scenario
which assumes that each route is at-grade for the entire length. If the bridges are designed to span over
utility crossings, the utility relocation costs shown in this report would likely be reduced. Each Bypass
Route and the associated utility conflicts are shown in plan view in Appendix I. Reference Appendix C
and Appendix | for wetland mitigation quotes and Utility Location Survey and Relocation Cost Estimate

utilized in the preliminary conceptual cost estimates.
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Bridge Costs assume a combination of slab span and girder span bridge types. For bridges less than 1200 ft.
in length, slab spans are assumed. For longer bridges, slab spans are assumed at the bridge ends and girder

spans for inner spans. Table 15 shows the estimated bridge costs per square foot.
Table 15

Preliminary Conceptual Cost Estimate Bypass Route Bridge Structures

(Structures are listed from west to east along each route. See exhibit 2 for additional information.)

Route Bridge Type Length Structure Total Cost Estimated
(Ft) Width Cost per ft?
(Ft)
COSALB & COPSGR | 14540 42.5 $67,019,000.00 $174
Bypass Route 1 COSALB 80 425 $500,000.00 $235
Bridge Type Length Structure Total Cost Estimated
Route (Ft) Width Cost per ft?
(Ft)
Bypass Route 2 COSALB & COPSGR | 8390 425 $38,760,000.00 $174
Bridge Type Length Structure Total Cost Estimated
Route (Ft) Width Cost per ft*
(Ft)
Bridge Type Length Structure Total Cost Estimated
Route (Ft) Width Cost per ft?
(Ft)
COSALB 200 42.5 $1,037,000.00 $195
COSALB 220 425 $1,122,000.00 $192
COSALB 120 42.5 $696,000.00 $218
Bypass Route 1A COSALB 100 425 $611,000.00 $230
COSALB 180 425 $954,000.00 $200
COSALB 80 42.5 $532,000.00 $251
Bridge Type Length Structure Total Cost Estimated
Route (Ft) Width Cost per ft*
(Ft)
COSALB 220 425 $1,141,000.00 $195
Bypass Route 2A COSALB 1100 425 $4,924,000.00 $169
COSALB 160 425 $876,000.00 $206
Bridge Type Length Structure Total Cost Estimated
Route (Ft) Width Cost per ft?
(Ft)
COSALB 220 42.5 $1,129,000.00 $193
Bypass Route 3A COSALB 220 425 $1,129,000.00 $193

Bridge Type List of Acronyms

COPSGR Concrete Prestressed Girders
COSLAB Concrete Slab
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Preliminary construction cost estimates were completed utilizing the LA DOTD Unit Cost Bid Summaries

for the 2" quarter of 2013 where possible.
13.1 Cost Estimates:

The preliminary conceptual cost estimates for the Bypass Routes are provided in Table 16. These
conceptual cost estimates were based on the assumptions stated throughout this report. As a more detailed

design is completed, these costs should be refined and revised.
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Table 16
Preliminary Conceptual Cost Estimate Bypass Routes
Bypass Route 1 Bypass Route 1A Bypass Route 2 Bypass Route 2A Bypass Route 3 Bypass Route 3A
Cost Category (Elevated Route) (At-Grade Route) (Elevated Route) (At-Grade Route) (Elevated Route) (At-Grade Route)
Estimated Cost Estimated Cost Estimated Cost Estimated Cost Estimated Cost Estimated Cost
Engineering Design' $12,167,000 $4,778,000 $7,200,000 $3,553,000 $6,100,000 $2,878,000
Mitigationz $9,105,000 $9,105,000 $5,770,000 $5,770,000 $3,880,000 $3,880,000
R/W Acquisition ° $69,000 $108,000 $39,000 $66,000 $40,000 $60,000
Utility Relocations $2,248,000 $2,248,000 $6,879,000 $6,879,000 $7,563,000 $7,563,000
Roadway Construction
Cost $11,719,000 $39,095,000 $8,841,000 $23,860,000 $9,507,000 $24,711,000
Bridge Construction Cost® $108,031,000 $7,927,000 $62,016,000 $11,107,000 $50,525,000 $3,614,000
Mobilization® $23,950,000 $9,405,000 $14,172,000 $6,994,000 $12,007,000 $5,665,000
Traffic Control’ $8,383,000 $3,292,000 $4,960,000 $2,448,000 $4,203,000 $1,983,000
Subtotal $175,672,000 $75,958,000 $109,877,000 $60,677,000 $93,825,000 $50,354,000
Contingency (20%) $35,135,000 $15,192,000 $21,976,000 $12,136,000 $18,765,000 $10,071,000
Total Project Cost $210,807,000 $91,150,000 $131,853,000 $72,813,000 $112,590,000 $60,425,000
Notes:

1. Calculated as 8% of the roadway construction, bridge construction, mobilization and traffic control costs.

2. See Appendix C for wetland mitigation quotes. The wetland mitigation costs depicted in this report assume direct impacts for at-grade construction only for all Bypass Routes.

3. ROW costs were assumed to be $1000 per acre based on local sales and the assessed property values.

4. See Appendix | for Utility Relocation Cost Estimates. Relocation Cost Estimates depicted in this report assume equal cost for elevated and at-grade Bypass Routes. Bypass Route 1 costs are

shown for segment between LA 70 and LA 69 only.
5. Calculated bridge construction costs include a 60% adjustment to account for additional cost associated with end-on bridge construction.
6. Calculated as 20% of roadway and bridge construction cost. It is assumed that the contractor will mobilize twice due to roadway surcharge construction.

7.  Calculated as 7% of roadway and bridge construction cost.
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14.0 Conclusions:

Taking into consideration the major impacts to wetlands that at-grade construction poses and the poor soil
conditions, it was determined that each of the Bypass Routes shall consist of mostly elevated segments.
These routes are designated as Bypass Routes 1, 2 and 3. A dramatic reduction of direct wetland impacts
will allow for a more viable justification when presenting the alternatives to agencies during the permitting
process as well as providing for a larger reduction of mitigation costs. The following table provides a

summary of the findings for each of the mostly elevated Bypass Routes.

Table 17

Summary of Findings

Evaluation Criteria Bypass Route 1 Bypass Route 2 Bypass Route 3
(Elevated Route) (Elevated Route) (Elevated Route)
Impact to Business(es) no no no
Direct Impact to Wetlands® 2 Acres 12 Acres 3 Acres
Indirect Impact to Wetlands' 76 Acres 41 Acres 33 Acres
Impact to Significant Tree(s) yes yes yes
Impact to no no no
Historical/Archeological : : : :
Site(s) (adjacent sites-yes) (adjacent sites-yes)
Utility Relocation Cost $2,248,000 $6,879,000 $7,563,000
Roadway Construction Cost $11,719,000 $8,841,000 $9,507,000
Bridge Construction Cost $108,031,000 $62,016,000 $50,525,000
Right-of-Way $69,000 $39,000 $40,000
Total Project Cost $210,807,000 $131,853,000 $112,590,000

1. Direct and indirect wetland impacts were calculated for all three routes. Direct impacts are defined by at-grade
construction as well as including bridge pile acreage for elevated sections of the routes. Indirect impacts were calculated
by subtracting the bridge pile acreage from the elevated section acreage of each route.
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STAGE 0
Preliminary Scope and Budget Checklist

The information presented on this checklist applies only to the LA 70 Bypass Routes. There is a
Detour Route which is also being considered as part of this contract but this route is covered in a
separate report.

A Project Background
District 61 Parish Assumption

Bypass Route 1: Begin C.S. and Log mile 232-01; 5.8 End C.S. and Log mile 406-01; 2.64

Bypass Route 2: Begin C.S. and Log mile 406-01; 0.43 End C.S. and Log mile 804-08; 2.44
Bypass Route 3: Begin C.S. and Log mile 406-01; 0.43 End C.S. and Log mile 804-08; 0.72

Project Category (Safety, Capacity, etc.): Capacity
Date Study Completed: October 2013

Describe the existing facility (number and width of lanes, shoulder width and type, posted speed:

Functional classification: The Louisiana Department of Transportation & Development (LA DOTD) Statewide
Rural Functional Systems Classification Map classifies LA 70 as a minor arterial. It is a two-lane undivided
roadway. LA 70 has 12 ft. wide travel lanes with paved shoulders which vary from 6ft to 10ft in width. There are
open ditches on both sides of LA 70 and LA 70 has posted speeds which vary from 45 mph to 55 mph. A
summary of the historical traffic count data is shown below. For additional data please refer to Appendix B.

LADOTD Historical Traffic Count Data (ADT)*

Year LA 70 LA 69
2012 6891 2295
2009 6011 2407
2006 6013 2588
2003 6048 2434
2000 6780 2783
1995 4556 1957
1992 3847 1939

*LA 70 (2013 ADT =7517) and LA 69 (2013 ADT = 2515) as collected by Neel-Schaffer, Inc.

Describe any existing pedestrian facilities (ADA compliance should be considered for all improvements
that include pedestrian facilities): There are no existing pedestrian facilities within the project area.

Describe the adjacent land use: Residential, Industrial, Commercial, Timber, Agricultural and Wetlands
Who is the sponsor of the study? LA DOTD

List study team members: CB&lI (Dishili Young & Kara Moree); Neel-Schaffer, Inc. - Traffic (Nick Ferlito);
T. Baker Smith, LLC — Utilities (Dennis Hymel, Jr.)

Will this project be adding miles to the state highway system (new alignment, new facility)? If yes, has a
transfer of ownership been initiated with the appropriate entity? Yes, not to date
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STAGE 0
Preliminary Scope and Budget Checklist

Are there recent, current or near future planning studies or projects in the vicinity? Yes, LA 70 Detour
Stage 1 Environmental Assessment (EA) which is currently being completed by Providence Engineering and
Environmental Group, LLC. A Stage 1 EA (Providence) is being conducted for the Bypass as well. Anticipated
completion date for the Detour Route EA is Spring 2014 and the EA for the Bypass Route is scheduled to be
completed by Summer 2014.

If yes, please describe the relationship of this project to those studies/projects. Stage 1 for the LA 70
Bypass is the next stage in project delivery process. Stage 1 will include the completion of the detailed planning
and environmental analysis for the concepts presented in this project. This Stage 0 and Stage 1 will provide a
more permanent bypass solution associated with the Napoleonville Salt Dome.

Provide a brief chronology of these planning study activities: The activities included in the Stage 1 EA will
follow this Stage 0 within as close proximity as possible. It is anticipated that the activities associated with the
Detour Route will progress ahead of the Bypass Route Alternates 1-3.

B. Purpose and Need

State the Purpose (reason for proposing the project) and Need (problem or issue)/Corridor Vision and a
brief scope of the project. Also, identify any additional goals and objectives for the project.

The purpose and need of this project is to protect human welfare and provide system linkage in the event that LA
70 is closed to local responders and residents due to activities associated with the Napoleonville Salt Dome.
LA 70 is also currently listed as a state emergency evacuation route. Traffic counts taken in early April 2013
determined that the average daily traffic (ADT) totaled 7,517 on LA 70 (immediately west of the intersection of
LA 69 and LA 70).

C. Agency Coordination

Provide a brief synopsis of coordination with federal, tribal, state and local environmental, regulatory and
resource agencies.

Two stakeholder meetings and a well avoidance meeting were held in which agencies such as the United States
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Louisiana Department of Natural Resources (LDNR), Louisiana
Department of Environmental Quality (LDEQ), United States Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS), Louisiana
Department of Wildlife & Fisheries (LDWF), Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Governor’s Office of
Homeland Security & Emergency Preparedness (GOHSEP), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Tribes, Assumption Parish Government, and state legislators were invited
to attend and participate in discussions regarding alternatives and avoidance wells in the immediate vicinity of
the project. Please refer to Appendix D for copies of sign-in sheets and attendance records.

What transportation agencies were included in the agency coordination effort?
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and LA DOTD

Describe the level of participation of other agencies and how the coordination effort was implemented.
Two stakeholder meetings and a project initiation meeting were held where elected officials, local, federal and
state organizations and agencies were invited and allowed to provide input on their preferred corridors. In
addition, these agencies were allowed to provide comments regarding the proposed alternatives.

What steps will need to be taken with each agency during NEPA scoping?
NEPA scoping will occur as part of Stage 1 (Environmental & Planning), currently being conducted by
Providence.
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STAGE 0
Preliminary Scope and Budget Checklist

D. Public Coordination

Provide a synopsis of the coordination effort with the public and stakeholders; include specific timelines,
meeting details, agendas, sign-in sheets, etc. (if applicable).

A project initiation meeting was held at LA DOTD on March 27, 2013 in which state and parish officials were in
attendance (ex: Parish Police Jurors, State Senators and Representatives of the area). A stakeholder meeting was
then held in Napoleonville on April 11, 2013 in which the local Police Jurors and agencies such as LDNR,
FHWA, and the USACE were in attendance to discuss possible alternative alignments and issues regarding
permitting. Agencies such as EPA, USFWS, LDWF, and GOHSEP were invited but did not attend. Another
meeting was then held on April 25, 2013 to discuss the issue of observation relief wells in the immediate vicinity

of the project and representatives from Assumption OEP, LDNR, LDEQ, and FHWA were in attendance. On
7/19/13, a meeting was held at LDNR with the USACE also in attendance to discuss timelines for permitting in
the event of an emergency situation. A second stakeholder meeting was then held in the LA DOTD Auditorium
on 7/31/13 where the alternatives were presented. Representatives from LA DOTD, LDNR, USFWS, FHWA,
and a State Representative were in attendance and comments were received. Agencies such as the USACE,
LDEQ, SHPO, EPA, LDWEF, Tribes, Assumption Parish, and GOHSEP were invited but did not attend. Finally,

a public meeting was held on 8/13/13 at the Napoleonville Community Center to present the two detour
alignments. Several verbal and written comments were received. More information regarding these meetings can
be found in Appendices D and E.

E. Range of Alternatives — Evaluation and Screening

Give a description of the project concept for each alternative studied. What are the major design features
of the proposed facility (attach aerial photo with concept layout, if applicable).

This study evaluates three (3) Bypass Routes. Each of these routes is shown in aerial view on Exhibit 2. These
routes consist of a two (2) lane roadways with 12 ft. travel lanes, 8 ft. shoulders and roadside ditches. Each route

has a design speed of 60 MPH which is above the posted speed for the segment of LA 70 it bypasses. Bypass
Route 1 begins on LA 70 close to Rue De Kajun and ends at LA 69 south of its intersection with LA 996. Bypass
Route 2 begins on LA 69 north of LA 70 and ends at the intersection of LA 996 and LA 1000. Bypass Route 3
begins on LA 69 north of LA 70 and ends on LA 996 between LA 1000 and LA 70. Each route is a two lane
roadway with 12 ft. travel lanes, 8 ft. shoulders and roadside ditches.

For the purpose of comparing the wetland impacts, two versions of each bypass route are shown. Bypass Routes
1, 2 and 3 are mostly elevated and Bypass Routes 1A, 2A and 3A are mostly at-grade. However, only the mostly
elevated routes are recommended for construction due to the substantial impact at-grade construction has on the
wetland areas. The typical sections for the Bypass Routes are shown in Exhibit 2. Please refer to the Proposed
Concepts section of the report for additional information.

Will design exceptions be required? No

What impact would this project have on freight movements? This project will require that freight movement
utilize the Traffic Contingency Plan detour routes instead of the existing LA 70 roadway should the existing
roadway be closed.

Does this project cross or is it near a railroad crossing? No

DOTD’s “Complete Streets” policy should be taken into consideration. Per the policy, any exception for
not accommodating bicyclists, pedestrians and transit users will require the approval of the DOTD chief
engineer. For exceptions on Federal-aid highway projects, concurrence from FHWA must also be
obtained. In addition any exception in an urbanized area, concurrence from the MPO must also be
obtained.
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STAGE 0
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Describe how the project will implement the policy or include a brief explanation of why implementing the
policy would not be feasible. According to the LA DOTD complete streets policy, there are conditions
where it is generally inappropriate to provide bicycle and pedestrian facilities. This concept may qualify for an
exception under one of the conditions: this project is located in a rural area where future development is not
anticipated. However, final approval for this exception will need to be obtained by the LA DOTD Chief
Engineer with concurrence from FHWA should federal aid be provided for this project.

How are Context Sensitive Solutions being incorporated into the project? Context Sensitive Solutions were

incorporated into this project by involving the federal, state and local agencies, organizations and individuals
early in the phase of the concepts development and often as alternatives were refined. The needs of the
community were expressed by way of the Assumption Parish OEP, Assumption Parish Police Jury and elected
state officials. A collaborative and interdisciplinary approach was taken by involving agencies such as the
USACE, LDNR, GOHSEP, FHWA and various sections within the LA DOTD. This approach provided a
collaborative approach to analyzing the needs of the community and determining solutions which address the
unigue issues that the Bayou Corne community faces.

Was the DOTD’s “Access Management” policy taken into consideration? If so, describe how. _N/A

Were any safety analyses performed? If so describe results. No

Are there any abnormal crash locations or overrepresented crashes within the project limits? _ No

What future traffic analyses are anticipated? __ A traffic study was conducted on existing and future traffic
conditions as part of this study. No additional analyses are anticipated.

Will fiber optics be required? If so, are there existing lines to tie into? _No

Are there any future ITS/traffic considerations? No

What is the required Transportation Management Plan (TMP) level as defined by EDSM No. VI1.1.1.8?
Level 2 although the existing LA 70 will be impacted, construction of the Bypass Routes will only be completed
should LA 70 be closed. This will require that the documentation in the form of TTC details during the Stage 3
process and basic public information release which was started during this process with the public meeting and
will be completed by the public information officer prior to PDD per EDSM No. VI1.1.1.8.

Please attach documentation required for Stage O for this level TMP.
Was Construction Transportation Management/Property Access taken into consideration? N/A

Were alternative construction methods considered to mitigate work zone impacts? 1t is not anticipated that
the construction of this roadway will cause motorist delays because it will only be constructed should LA 70 be
closed. Motorists will already be redirected to the local and primary detour routes as outlined in the LA DOTD
Traffic Contingency Plan . In addition the residential properties along Bypass Route 2 would be provided access

because the roadway widening could be constructed while keeping a minimum of one lane open to traffic.

Describe screening criteria used to compare alternatives and from what agency the criteria were defined.
The major criteria for determining the desired alternatives were the environmental impacts and avoidance of
utility pipeline conflicts.
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Give an explanation for any alternative that was eliminated based on the screening criteria.

The original alignment for Bypass Route 1 intersected LA 69 at LA 996. It was later determined that a
historical/archeological site was located at the location where the Bypass Route would meet LA 69. The
alignment was then shifted south to avoid the site and an extension was added between LA 69 and LA 996 to
provide a connection to LA 996 away from the site. The utility survey determined that the extension would cost
over $4 million in relocation costs. Additional analysis revealed that two bridge structures would be required and
3 acres of wetlands impacted. Taking these issues into consideration, it was determined that the extension would
be removed from further consideration.

Which alternatives should be brought forward into NEPA and why? __ Bypass Routes 1, 2 and 3

Did the public, stakeholders and agencies have an opportunity to comment during the alternative
screening process? Yes

Describe any unresolved issues with the public, stakeholders and/or agencies. During some of the
stakeholder meetings, concerns were expressed by the representatives of LDNR and USFWS about the amount
of wetland acreage that Bypass Route 1 would impact.

F. Planning Assumptions and Analytical Methods
What is the forecast year used in the study? 2018 & 2038

What method was used for forecasting traffic volumes? __ The volumes were forecasted utilizing a 2% growth
rate which was determined based on historical data. The turn lane warrant analyses were performed using the
National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report Number 457 entitled “Evaluating
Intersection Improvements”. The intersection analyses were completed utilizing SIDRA Software Version
5.1.13.

Are the planning assumptions and the corridor vision/purpose and need statement consistent with the long
range transportation plan? N/A

What future year policy and/or data assumptions were used in the transportation planning process as they
are related to land use, economic development, transportation costs and network expansion? _ Reference
the Traffic Study for future growth assumptions.

G. Potential Environmental Impacts
See the attached Stage 0 Environmental Checklist
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STAGE 0
Preliminary Scope and Budget Checklist

H. Cost Estimate
Provide a cost estimate for each feasible alternative:

Below are the cost estimates for the elevated routes only. These are recommended for construction and are
considered the most feasible option due to the drastic reduction in wetland impacts.

Cost Category Bypass Route 1 Bypass Route 2 Bypass Route 3

(Elevated Route) (Elevated Route) (Elevated Route)

Estimated Cost Estimated Cost Estimated Cost
Engineering Design $12,167,000 $7,200,000 $6,100,000
Mitigation? $9,105,000 $5,770,000 $3,880,000
RIW Acquisition * $69,000 $39,000 $40,000
Utility Relocations* $2,248,000 $6,879,000 $7,563,000
Roadway Construction Cost $11,719,000 $8,841,000 9,507,000
Bridge Construction Cost® $108,031,000 $62,016,000 $50,525,000
Mobilization® $23,950,000 $14,172,000 $12,007,000
Traffic Control’ $8,383,000 $4,960,000 $4,203,000
Subtotal $175,672,000 $109,877,000 $93,825,000
Contingency (20%) $35,135,000 $21,976,000 $18,765,000
Total Project Cost $210,807,000 $131,853,000 $112,590,000
Notes:

1.  Calculated as 8% of the roadway construction, bridge construction, mobilization and traffic control costs.

2. See Appendix C for wetland mitigation quotes. The wetland mitigation costs depicted in this report assume direct impacts for at-grade construction only
for all Bypass Routes.

3. ROW costs were assumed to be $1000 per acre based on local sales and the assessed property values.

4. See Appendix | for Utility Relocation Cost Estimates. Relocation Cost Estimates depicted in this report assume equal cost for elevated and at-grade
Bypass Routes. Bypass Route 1 costs are shown for segment between LA 70 and LA 69 only.

5. Calculated bridge construction costs include a 60% adjustment to account for additional cost associated with end-on bridge construction.

6.  Calculated as 20% of roadway and bridge construction cost. It is assumed that the contractor will mobilize twice due to roadway surcharge
construction.

7.  Calculated as 7% of roadway and bridge construction cost.

l. Expected Funding Source(s) (Highway Priority Program, CMAQ, Urban Systems, Fed/State
earmarks, etc.) Unidentified

ATTACH ANY ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTATION
Disposition (circle one):((1) Advance to Stage 1) (2) Hold for Reconsideration  (3) Shelve
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STAGEDO0
Environmental Checklist

Route _ LA 70 Bypass Routes 1, 2, and 3 Parish: Assumption
Bypass Route 1: Begin C.S. and Log mile 232-01; 5.8 End C.S. and Log mile 406-01; 2.64
Bypass Route 2: Begin C.S. and Log mile 406-01; 0.43 End C.S. and Log mile 804-08; 2.44
Bypass Route 3: Begin C.S. and Log mile 406-01; 0.43 End C.S. and Log mile 804-08; 0.72

ADJACENT LAND USE: Residential, Industrial, Commercial, Forested Wetlands, Agriculture

Any property owned by a Native American Tribe?
(Y or N or Unknown) If so, which Tribe? _ No

Any property enrolled into the Wetland Reserve Program?
(Y or N or Unknown) If so, give the location No, per coordination email and map received from NRCS on
July 29, 2013. The closest WRP easement is over 5 miles away from the project area.

Are there any other known wetlands in the area?

(Y or N) If so, give the location __Yes - see Exhibit 1 — Wetland Maps; Bypass Route 1 Area of Impact
totals approximately 2 acres of direct wetland impacts and 76 acres of indirect wetland impacts. Bypass
Route 2 Area of Impact totals approximately 12 acres of direct impacts and 41 acres of indirect impacts.
Bypass Route 3 Area of Impact totals approximately 3 acres of direct impacts and 33 acres of indirect
impacts. Bypass Route 1-A Area of Impact contains approximately 79 acres of wetlands; Bypass Route 2-
A Area of Impact contains approximately 53 acres of wetlands; and Bypass Route 3-A Area of Impact
contains approximately 36 acres of wetlands. A more detailed wetland assessment will be conducted in
Stage 1 to produce exact acreage totals. Note: The “A’ designation assumes at-grade construction for
almost entire length of route with minimal elevated portions.

Community Elements: Is the project impacting or adjacent to any (if the answer is yes, list names and
locations):

(Y or N) Cemeteries Yes; St. Martin’s Cemetery is located 0.5 miles north of Bypass Route 2 on LA
996. (verified per field review and la-cemeteries.com)

(Y or N) Churches Yes; St. Martin’s Chapel is located 0.5 miles north of Bypass Route 2 on LA
996. (verified per field review and database search)

(Y or N) Schools No (verified per field review and database search)

(Y or N) Public Facilities (i.e., fire station, library, etc.) No; the closest public facility is the

Paincourtville Volunteer Fire Department located near the intersection of LA 70 and LA 996
(approximately 0.7 miles southwest of where Bypass Route 3 ties into LA 996).

(Y or N) Community water well/supply Yes; Per the LDNR SONRIS database, there is 1 Plugged &
Abandoned Piezometer well located within the Area of Impact of Bypass Route 2 (30.030, -91.110).

Section 4(f) issue: Is the project impacting or adjacent to any (if the answer is yes, list names and
locations):
(Y or N) Public recreation areas __No

(Y or N) Public parks No
(Y or N) Wildlife Refuges No

(Y or N) Historic Sites __Yes; there are several sites listed in the State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) database. Bypass Route 1 is adjacent to site numbers 161V6 (Brusly St. Martin Mound), 16AS44
(Assumption A), and 16AS107 (DOW-F-1) close to where it intersects LA 69. Site numbers 16AS31 and
16AS32 are also both adjacent to Bypass Route 1 in the vicinity of where the alignment comes close to
Bayou Corne. Bypass Route 3 is adjacent to site numbers 16AS108 (Simmoneaux Historic Scatter),
16AS109 (Clifton Historic Scatter), and 16AS113 (Dow-Sorr/10) near where it intersects LA 996.

Is the project impacting, or adjacent to, a property listed on the National Register of Historic Places?
(Y or N) Is the project within a historic district or a national landmark district? (Y or N) If the
answer is yes to either question, list names and locations below:

No to both questions.
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Do you know of any threatened or endangered species in the area? (Y or N)

If so, list species and location. No; per USFWS Coordination letter and SOV response letter (from
Detour Route report), both dated 6/20/13, Assumption Parish is not inhabited by federally listed threatened
or_endangered species; nor is there proposed or designated critical habitat present within the Parish. A
SOV response letter received on 6/13/13 from LDWF’s Natural Heritage Program (associated with the
Detour Route report) also confirmed that no impacts to rare, threatened, or endangered species or critical
habitats are anticipated for the proposed project. However, bird nesting colonies have been identified in the
past within the vicinity. If any work was to be done within the nesting season, a field visit, no later than 2
weeks before the beginning of the project, would be necessary to identify any evidence of active nesting
colonies within 400 meters (700 meters for brown pelicans) of project activities.

Does the project impact or adjacent to a stream protected by the Louisiana Scenic Rivers Act? (Y or
N) If yes, name the stream. No; per the LDWEF Scenic Rivers System Map, there are none shown in
Assumption Parish.

Are there any Significant Trees as defined by EDSM 1.1.1.21 within proposed ROW? (Y or N) If so,
where? Yes, all three alignments pass through several heavily wooded areas so a more detailed field
verification will need to be performed in Stage 1.

What year was the existing bridge built? N/A

Are any waterways impacted by the project considered navigable? (Y or N) If unknown, state so, list
the waterways: _Yes; A correspondence letter was submitted to the USACE on June 21, 2013 and a
response_was received on 9/17/13; email correspondence was also received (dated 8/19/13) from the
USACE verifying that parts of Grand Bayou and Bayou Corne would fall under jurisdiction of Section 10
of the Rivers & Harbors Act. In addition, all 3 routes impact several drainage features which are unnamed.

Hazardous Material: Have you checked the following DEQ and EPA databases for potential
problems? (If the answer is yes, list names and locations.)
(Y or N) Leaking Underground Storage Tanks No LUST’s reported within 2.5 miles of any
of the Bypass Routes per EDR Radius Map Reports.

(Y or N) CERCLIS Per the EDR Radius Map Reports and EPA EnviroMapper, nothing of
concern was found.

(Y or N) ERNS _Yes per the EDR Radius Map Reports, there are 7 ERNS sites within approx. 2
miles of the bypass routes; 1282 Hwy 70 S, Belle Rose (1997 and 2007); 1432 Jambalaya St.,
Belle Rose (2012); 1443 Hwy 70 S, Belle Rose (2012); 875 Hwy 70, Belle Rose (1994); 1912
Hwy 70, Pierre Part (1999); 6225 Hwy 996, Belle Rose (various years)

(Y or N) Enforcement and Compliance History ECHO database was checked. Nothing of concern

was found. However, there have been several documented incidents concerning DOW Chemical
releases over the past several years which have caused the closure of LA 70 multiple times.

Underground Storage Tanks (UST): Are there any Gasoline Stations or other facilities that may
have UST on or adjacent to the project? (Y or N) _Yes; in addition please refer to EDR Radius Map
Reports for entire information.

If so, give the name and location: _Gator Super Stop Truck Stop (1230 Hwy 70, Belle Rose); A la Carte
Foods (1177 Hwy 70 S, Belle Rose); Stazione #3 (2502 Hwy 70 S, Pierre Part); possibly DOW Chemical
(875 Hwy 70, Belle Rose), Bayou Cajun Engine Repair (113 Edmond Ln., Belle Rose), K/D/S Promix
(6225 Hwy 996, Belle Rose), and No Problem Raceway Park (6470 Hwy 996, Belle Rose); There are also
several facilities listed as Historical Auto Stations on the EDR Radius Map Reports and may have or still
might contain UST’s - Chevron Gas Storage Facility (1282 Hwy 70 S, Bell Rose, LA), Chevron (1265
Hwy 70 S, Belle Rose), Vedros Motors (6220 Hwy 69, Belle Rose), Automotive Remodeling Service (1130
Hwy 70 S, Belle Rose), Acadian Gas Pipeline (6326 Hwy 996, Belle Rose), Chevron (7486 Hwy 996, Belle
Rose), Mike’s Automotive (6659 Hwy 996, Belle Rose), D&M Transmission Service (635 Genevieve St.,
Belle Rose), and Waguespack Motors (117 Oak Ln., Pierre Part).
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STAGEDO0
Environmental Checklist

Any chemical plants, refineries or landfills adjacent to the project? (Y or N) Any large
manufacturing facilities adjacent to the project? (Y or N) Dry Cleaners? (Y or N) If yes to any, give
names and locations: Yes; there are several chemical plants/refineries/manufacturing facilities in the
vicinity of all 3 Bypass Routes. Chevron Gas Storage Facility (or also called Bridgeline Holdings) (1282
Hwy 70 S, Belle Rose), Crosstex Storage (1285 Hwy 70 S, Belle Rose), DOW Chemical (875 Hwy 70,
Belle Rose), Shell Pipeline Co. (158 Shell Pipe Line Rd., Belle Rose), Occidental Chemical-Grand
Bayou/Texas Brine Co. (165 Grand Bayou, Belle Rose), Acadian Gas Pipeline System (6326 Hwy 996,
Belle Rose), KDS Promix (6225 Hwy 996, Belle Rose), Gulf South Pipeline (6283 Hwy 996, Belle Rose),
UCAR Pipeline (245 Ucar Rd., Belle Rose) and PB Energy Storage Services, Inc. (165 Grand Bayou St.,
Belle Rose);  Georgia Gulf Corp. — Mixing Tank Facility (1159 Hwy 70, Belle Rose) is listed as a Solid
Waste Facility/Landfill (SWF/LF) on the EDR Radius Map Reports; There are no Dry Cleaner facilities
(current or historical) listed on the EDR Radius Map Reports.

Oil/Gas wells: Have you checked DNR database for registered oil and gas wells? (Y or N) List the
type and location of wells being impacted by the project. Yes, database was checked; there is 1
Plugged & Abandoned Oil Producing well (30.026, -91.120) and 1 Plugged & Abandoned Gas and
Condensate Producing well (30.030, -91.111) within the Area of Impact of Bypass Route 2; The Area of
Impact for Bypass Route 3 contains 2 Plugged & Abandoned Dry Hole wells (30.023, -91.114; and 30.017,
-91.102) ; The Napoleonville Oil & Gas Field is located southeast of where Bypass Route 3 ties into LA
996. Please see the Environmental Avoidance Map for locations of all wells in the area.

Are there any possible residential or commercial relocations/displacements? (Y or N)

How many? No; however there are 5 residential homes located within the Area of Impact for Bypass
Route 2 near the intersection of Star Rd. and LA 996. These homes will not need to be relocated due to the
alignment following the existing roadway as much as possible.

Do you know of any sensitive community or cultural issues related to the project? (Y or N)

If so, explain Yes; A sinkhole formed in August 2012 due to issues associated with the Napoleonville Salt
Dome approximately 1,100 feet south of LA 70. The sinkhole has evolved over the past year and has daily
activities which cause concern due to the close proximity of the highway and public welfare of traveling
vehicular traffic. There have also been several closures of LA 70 since 2003 associated with activities from
nearby chemical plants.

Is the project area population minority or low income? (Y or N) __No; according to EPA EJView and
Demographic information from the 2010 ACS, 0-10% of the area is minority and 10-20% is below poverty
level for all three Bypass Routes.

What type of detour/closures could be used on the job? _ Standard LA DOTD detours will be utilized.

Did you notice anything of environmental concern during your site/windshield survey of the area? If
so, explain below.
N/A

Kara K. Moree, Project Manager — CB&lI
Point of Contact

(225) 932-5803
Phone Number

October 21, 2013
Date
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Exhibit 1
Maps

Vicinity Map

Environmental Avoidance (11 X 17)
Bypass Route 1 Wetlands (11 X 17)
Bypass Route 2 Wetlands (11 X 17)
Bypass Route 3 Wetlands (11 X 17)
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Bypass Route 1 Area of Impact

Wetlands

Bypass Route 1 (minimal at-grade and
mostly elevated construction):

Direct Wetland Impacts = Approx. 2 Acres
Indirect Wetland Impacts = Approx. 76 Acres

Bypass Route 1-A (mostly at-grade construction
with minimal elevated portions):
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— Bypass Route 2 Area of Impact

Wetlands

Bypass Route 2 (minimal at-grade and
mostly elevated construction):

Direct Weltand Impacts = Approx. 12 Acres
Indirect Wetland Impacts = Approx. 41 Acres
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Bypass Route 3 Area of Impact

Wetlands

Bypass Route 3 (minimal at-grade and
mostly elevated construction):

Direct Wetland Impacts = Approx. 3 Acres
Indirect Wetland Impacts = Approx. 33 Acres

Bypass Route 3-A (mostly at-grade construction
with minimal elevated portions):

Direct Wetland Impacts = Approx. 36 Acres
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Exhibit 2
Typical Sections and Plan Sheets

2.1 Bypass Route Typical Section (11 x 17)
2.2 Bypass Route Bridge Typical Section (11x17)
2.3 Bypass Route Plan Sheet (11x 17)
Elevated Routes — Recommended for Construction
e Bypass Route 1 Plan Sheets (5 pages)
e Bypass Route 2 Plan Sheets (3 pages)
e Bypass Route 3 Plan Sheets (3 pages)
2.4 Bypass Route Plan Sheet (11x 17)
At-Grade Routes — For Comparison Purposes Only
e Bypass Route 1A Plan Sheets (5 pages)
e Bypass Route 2A Plan Sheets (3 pages)
e Bypass Route 3A Plan Sheets (3 pages)
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Exhibit 3

Traffic Contingency Plan Detour Routes

3.1 Vicinity Map
3.2 Roadway Classifications
3.3 Recommended Roadway and Bridge Improvements
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Existing Site Photos
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Bypass Routes 1, 2, & 3




Photographic Documentation

Client: LADOTD

Location: Assumption Parish

Prepared by: Shaw E&I (A CB&I Company)
Photograph Dates: April - August 2013

Project No: 14816604

Photograph No. 1

Direction: West

Description:

Aerial view of LA 70
with the sinkhole to the
left

Photograph No. 2

Direction: East

Description:

Aerial View of where
Bypass Routes 2 and 3
would begin on LA 69
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Photographic Documentation

Client: LADOTD

Location: Assumption Parish

Prepared by: Shaw E&I (A CB&I Company)
Photograph Dates: April - August 2013
Project No: 14816604

Photograph No. 3

Direction: North

Description: Aerial
View of LA 69 (close to
where Bypass Routes 2
and 3 would tie into LA
69)

Photograph No. 4

Direction: Northeast

Description: Aerial
View of where Bypass
Routes 2 and 3 would
tie into LA 69 and view
of typical heavily
forested wetland areas
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Photographic Documentation

Client;: LADOTD Prepared by: Shaw E&I (A CB&I Company)
Photograph Dates: April - August 2013
Location: Assumption Parish Project No: 14816604

Photograph No. 5

Direction: West

Description: View of
area where Bypass
Route 1 would tie into
LA 69

Photograph No. 6

Direction: East

Description: Looking
towards LA 69 where
Bypass Route 1would
tie in to highway
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Photographic Documentation

Client: LADOTD

Location: Assumption Parish

Photograph No. 7

Direction: East

Description: View of
intersection of LA 70
and Rue de Kajun Rd.
near where Bypass
Route 1 ties into LA 70

Prepared by: Shaw E&I (A CB&I Company)
Photograph Dates: April - August 2013
Project No: 14816604

Photograph No. 8

Direction: East

Description: View of
existing pond area
adjacent to Rue de
Kajun Rd. and LA 70
near where Bypass
Route 1 will tie in
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Photographic Documentation

Client: LADOTD

Location: Assumption Parish

Photograph No. 9

Direction: N/A

Description: Aerial
View of typical heavily
forested wetland areas
for all 3 Bypass Routes

Prepared by: Shaw E&I (A CB&I Company)
Photograph Dates: April - August 2013
Project No: 14816604

Photograph No. 10

Direction: East

Description: View of
typical heavily forested
wetland areas for all 3
Bypass Routes
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Photographic Documentation

Client;: LADOTD Prepared by: Shaw E&I (A CB&I Company)
Photograph Dates: April - August 2013
Location: Assumption Parish Project No: 14816604

Photograph No. 11

Direction: North

Description: Standing
on LA 69 looking
towards intersection of
LA 996. View of where
Bypass Route 1 would
tie into LA 69

Photograph No. 12

Direction: South

Description: Standing
on LA 69. View of where
Bypass Route 1 would
tie into LA 69
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Photographic Documentation

Client: LADOTD

Prepared by: Shaw E&I (A CB&I Company)
Photograph Dates: April - August 2013

Location: Assumption Parish Project No: 14816604

Photograph No. 13

Direction: North

Description: Standing
on LA 996 at
intersection of W. Star
Rd. where Bypass
Route 2 will tie in

Photograph No. 14

Direction: South

Description: Standing
on LA 996 at
intersection of W. Star
Rd. where Bypass
Route 2 would tie in
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Photographic Documentation

Client: LADOTD

Location: Assumption Parish

Prepared by: Shaw E&I (A CB&I Company)
Photograph Dates: April - August 2013
Project No: 14816604

Photograph No. 15

Direction: East

Description: Standing
on W. Star Rd. facing
LA 996 — Bypass Route
2 would follow this
alignment

Photograph No. 16

Direction: West

Description: Standing
on W. Star Rd. after
pavement section ends.
Bypass Route 2 will
follow this existing
alignment
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Photographic Documentation

Client: LADOTD

Location: Assumption Parish

Photograph No. 17

Direction: Southwest

Description: View of St.
Martin’s Chapel and
Cemetery (0.5 miles
north of Bypass Route 2
ties into LA 996)

Photograph No. 18

Direction: West

Description: View of
Mike’s Automotive (6659
Hwy 996) which is south
of where Bypass Route
2 will tie into LA 996

Prepared by: Shaw E&I (A CB&I Company)
Photograph Dates: April - August 2013
Project No: 14816604
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Photographic Documentation

Client;: LADOTD Prepared by: Shaw E&I (A CB&I Company)
Photograph Dates: April - August 2013
Location: Assumption Parish Project No: 14816604

Photograph No. 19

Direction: North

Description: View of LA
996 near where Bypass
Route 3 will tie in

Photograph No. 20

Direction: South

Description: View of LA
996 near where Bypass
Route 3 will tie in
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Photographic Documentation

Client: LADOTD

Location: Assumption Parish

Photograph No. 21

Direction: East

Description: View of
Agricultural area where
Bypass Route 3 will tie
in to LA 996

Prepared by: Shaw E&I (A CB&I Company)
Photograph Dates: April - August 2013
Project No: 14816604

Photograph No. 22

Direction: West

Description: View of
where agricultural land
ends along Bypass
Route 3
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1.1 Introduction/Overview

1.1.1 Project Purpose

The Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development (LA DOTD) is conducting a
Stage 0 Feasibility Study/Environmental Inventory and a Stage 1 Environmental Assessment for
bypass routes on Louisiana Highway 70 (LA 70). The proposed project will provide an
alternative route for commuters traveling along the highway in the event of a closure of the
roadway associated with the Napoleonville Salt Dome. This report covers the tasks completed as
part of the Stage 0 Feasibility Study/Environmental Inventory. Figure 1 shows the project
vicinity.

Three (3) proposed Bypass Routes, as shown in Figure 2, were considered in the study to serve
as long-term solutions should LA 70 be closed. The proposed Bypass Routes vary in length;
Bypass Route 1 is approximately 4 miles in length and Bypass Routes 2 and 3 are both
approximately 2 miles in length. As a separate part of this project, the construction of a Detour
Route for LA 70 is considered. This route, covered in a separate report, will provide a solution
in the event of an emergency closure of the roadway.

This report will also consider the required improvements to bring two (2) Traffic Contingency
Plan routes which are located on existing roadways up to current design criteria.

The purpose and need of this project is to protect human welfare and provide system linkage in
the event that LA 70 is closed to local responders and residents due to activities associated with
the Napoleonville Salt Dome. LA 70 is also currently listed as a state emergency evacuation
route. Traffic counts taken in early April 2013 determined that the average daily traffic (ADT)
totaled 7,517 on LA 70 (immediately west of the intersection of LA 69 and LA 70).

1.1.2 Project Background

LA 70 serves as a major connector for the southern portions of Louisiana and is listed as a
Louisiana State Emergency Evacuation Route. It is frequently utilized by motorists and school
buses traveling between Pierre Part and Napoleonville. Due to public safety concerns related to
oil and gas well blowouts, LA 70 has been closed three (3) times since 2003. The potential exist
that future closures may be required due to long-term subsidence associated with the nearby
sinkhole and activity related to the Napoleonville Salt Dome.

The sinkhole was discovered on August 3, 2012 over two months after bubbles were seen rising
up from Bayou Corne. As of July 2013, it is located approximately 1100 ft. south of the existing
LA 70 highway. The sinkhole resulted from a collapsed brine cavern near the Napoleonville Salt
Dome in Bayou Corne, LA. Since the formation of the sinkhole, there has been a statewide
emergency declaration issued by the Governor as a result of subsidence and subsurface
instability of the area. There are other caverns of concern near the initial salt dome cavern
failure that are even closer to LA 70. LA DOTD has been actively monitoring LA 70 in the
vicinity of the sinkhole to ensure the public’s safety and as part of the detection and motorist
warning system.

Neel-Schaffer, Inc. LA 70 Bypass Traffic Study
Baton Rouge, LA 1 September 2013



Although at this time LA DOTD has no concerns related to the integrity of LA 70, this study is
being conducted out of an abundance of caution to determine the feasibility of constructing a
bypass route should the closure of LA 70 be required due to long-term subsidence related to the
sinkhole or other activity associated with the Napoleonville Salt Dome. Currently when the
highway is closed, motorists are forced to utilize existing detour routes, which add an extra hour
on to their commute.

Should such a closure be required, this project could provide access for motorists without the
significant increase in commute time. Motorists utilizing this corridor as an emergency
evacuation route, traveling from Morgan City to northern portions of our state and local
commuters traveling between Pierre Part and Napoleonville, will maintain linkage within the
general vicinity of the existing roadway corridor but outside of the long term area of concern.

1.1.3 Study Purpose

This report evaluates three (3) proposed Bypass Routes: Bypass Routes 1, 2 and 3. These routes
are shown in aerial view in Figure 2. Each of these routes were based on stakeholder input and
are located within the general vicinity but outside of the area of long-term subsidence for the
sinkhole. These routes are also outside of the Napoleonville Salt Dome (as defined by the
contour -1000 below ground surface).

Bypass Route 1 begins on LA 70 near Rue De Kajun and ends at LA 69 south of its intersection
with LA 996. This route is approximately 4 miles long which includes 0.17 miles of bridge
structures. Bypass Route 2 begins on LA 69 north of LA 70 and ends at the intersection of LA
996 and LA 1000. Bypass Route 2 has a total length of approximately 2 miles with 0.28 miles of
bridge structures. Bypass Route 3 begins on LA 69 north of LA 70 and ends on LA 996 between
LA 1000 and LA 70. Bypass Route 3 is approximately 2 miles long with 0.08 miles of bridge
structures. Bypass Routes 1, 2 and 3 are all two (2) lane roadways with 12 ft. travel lanes, 8 ft.
shoulders and roadside ditches.

The original Bypass Route 1 alignment was developed to provide a direct connection to LA 996
at its intersection with LA 69. This route was shifted south to avoid a historical/archeological
site located west of the intersection of LA 996 and LA 69. It was later suggested that Bypass
Route 1 be extended past LA 69 to provide a more direct connection to LA 996. This proposed
segment of Bypass Route 1 from LA 69 to LA 996 would conflict with approximately nineteen
(19) pipelines and one buried telephone line. In addition, this segment would require the
construction of two (2) additional bridges and impact three (3) additional acres of wetlands. The
preliminary conceptual construction cost estimate for this 0.7 mile segment alone would total
approximately $24 million. Taking all of this into consideration, it was determined that the
segment of Bypass Route 1 between LA 69 and LA 996 would not be feasible.

In order to provide an alternative route west of LA 69, Bypass Route 1 will need to be
constructed or the Detour Route would have to serve as a permanent alternative. Bypass Routes
2 and 3 provide a connection east of LA 69 only and to satisfy the purpose and need, must
function with either the Detour Route or Bypass Route 1.

Neel-Schaffer, Inc. LA 70 Bypass Traffic Study
Baton Rouge, LA 2 September 2013



The purpose of this Traffic Study is to document existing traffic conditions and to assess future
transportation impacts associated with and without the construction of the LA 70 Bypass Routes
1, 2 and 3 in Assumption Parish, Louisiana. This report analyzes four (4) existing intersections
and five (5) proposed intersections located within the study area as shown in Figure 1. In
addition, due to the potential combination of the proposed bypass routes and existing routes to
maintain network connectivity, four (4) traffic analysis scenarios are evaluated as part of this
study. These traffic analysis scenarios are shown in Figures 3-6 and are described as follows.

Traffic Analysis Scenario 1A - Utilizes LA 70 Bypass Route 1 and existing routes LA 69,
LA 70 (east of LA 69) and LA 996.

Traffic Analysis Scenario 1B - Utilizes LA 70 Bypass Routes 1 and 3; and existing routes
LA 996, LA 1000 and LA 70 (east of LA 996).

Traffic Analysis Scenario 2 - Utilizes existing LA 70 (east of LA 69) and LA 70 Bypass
Route 3 to LA 996.

Traffic Analysis Scenario 3 - Utilizes existing LA 70 (east of LA 996) and LA 70 Bypass
Route 2 to LA 996 at LA 1000.

Neel-Schaffer, Inc. LA 70 Bypass Traffic Study
Baton Rouge, LA 3 September 2013
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1.1.4 Study Area

The roadways within the study area include LA 70, LA 69, LA 996, LA 1000, LA 997, US 90,
LA 662, LA 398, LA 1, LA 75 and LA 404 located in Assumption Parish, Louisiana. The
intersections within the study area:

1. LA70atLA 69 Existing/Unsignalized
2. LA70atLA996 Existing / Unsignalized
3. LA 996 at LA 1000 Existing / Unsignalized
4. LA 69 at LA 996 Existing / Unsignalized
5. LA69at LA 70 Bypass Route 1 Proposed / Unsignalized
6. LA 69 at LA 70 Bypass Route 2 / Route 3 Proposed / Unsignalized
7. LA 996/LA 1000 at LA 70 Bypass Route 2 Proposed / Unsignalized
8. LA 996 at LA 70 Bypass Route 3 Proposed / Unsiganlized

1.1.5 Scope of Work

The scope of work conducted as part of this study included data acquisition, traffic assignments
and forecasting and intersection analyses. Initially, traffic assignments and forecasting were
completed for the base year (2013), implementation year (2018) and design year (2038) for both
AM and PM peak hours. Subsequently, delay and level of service (LOS) determinations were
performed for the intersections within the project limits using SIDRA Software Version 5.1.13.
The following 2013 traffic counts were collected by Neel-Schaffer, Inc. in March and April 2013
to successfully perform these tasks:

1) Seven (7) Day 24-Hour Machine Counts (directional), at the following locations:
a) LA 70 west of LA 69
b) LA 69 between LA 996 and LA 70
c) LA 69 north of LA 996
d) LA 70 between LA 69 and LA 996
e) LA 996 between LA 69 and LA 1000
f) LA 996 between LA 1000 and LA 70
g) LA 1000 east of LA 996
h) LA 70 east of LA 996

2) Existing AM/PM peak Turning Movement Counts (TMC), at the following locations:
a) LAG69atLA996
b) LA 70atLA 69
c) LA70atLA996
d) LA 996 at LA 1000

3) 48-Hour Machine Counts (directional):
a) LA 70 between LA 997 and US 90
b) US 90 between LA 70 and LA 662
c) LA 662 between US 90 and LA 398
d) LA 398 between LA 662 and LA 1
e) LA 997 between LA 70 and LA 75
f) LA 75 between LA 997 and LA 404
g) LA 404 between LA 75 and LA 69

Neel-Schaffer, Inc. LA 70 Bypass Traffic Study
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1.1.6 Study Analysis Period

For planning purposes, it is anticipated that construction of the LA 70 bypass routes will be
completed and operational by the year 2018. In addition, design year (2038) analyses were
performed for the LA 70 Bypass Routes. All delay and level of service (LOS) analyses
presented in this report are based on the AM and PM peak hours determined from the evaluation
of existing and forecasted traffic data.

1.2 Facility Conditions
1.2.1 Existing Conditions

1.2.1.1 Physical Features

LA 70 is an existing two (2) lane undivided highway aligned east-west with a posted speed of 45
mph west of LA 69 and 55 mph east of LA 996. LA 69 is an existing two (2) lane undivided
highway aligned north-south with a posted speed of 55 mph. LA 996 is an existing two (2) lane
undivided highway with a posted speed of 45 mph. LA 1000 is an existing two (2) lane
undivided highway aligned east-west with a posted speed of 50 mph.

Additionally, within the study area, there are four (4) existing unsignalized intersections. LA 70
at LA 69 is an existing unsignalized intersection with a stop control on LA 69. LA 70 at LA 996
is an existing unsignalized intersection with a stop control on LA 996. LA 996 at LA 1000 is an
existing unsignalized intersection with a stop control on LA 1000. LA 996 at LA 69 is an
existing unsignalized intersection with a stop control on LA 996. The AM and PM peak hour
times, peak hour factors and heavy vehicle percentages at these intersections are shown in
Figure 7.

1.3 Traffic Volumes

1.3.1 Existing Volumes

Traffic data was collected by Neel-Schaffer, Inc. in March and April 2013. These counts were
obtained to identify travel demand and travel patterns within the project limits. Seven (7) day,
24-hour and 48-hour machine counts were collected at various locations within the study area.
The average daily traffic (ADT) and count locations within the project limits are shown in
Figure 7. Intersection TMC were collected at the four (4) existing intersections over a three (3)
hour period during the AM and PM peaks. From this data, AM and PM peak hour traffic
volumes were derived for the existing conditions. The existing 2013 AM and PM peak volumes
are shown in Figure 8.

1.3.2 Volume Forecasting (Projection)

Based on historical data, a growth rate of two (2) percent was used in order to estimate the 2018
and 2038 volumes. A copy of the historical data calculations is included in the Appendix. For
comparison purposes, No Build and Build volumes were determined. The No Build volumes
reflect the volumes with existing geometry. The Build volumes reflect the volumes with the LA
70 Bypass Routes in place. The No Build and Build volumes for the AM and PM peak hours for
various traffic analysis scenarios for 2018 and 2038 are shown in Figures 9-18.

Neel-Schaffer, Inc. LA 70 Bypass Traffic Study
Baton Rouge, LA 11 September 2013
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1.4 Analyses

1.4.1 Turn Lane Warrant Analyses

By using the build volumes for the LA 70 Bypass Routes, turn-lane warrant analyses were
performed for the following intersections

LA 69 at LA 70 Bypass Route 1

LA 69 at LA 70 Bypass Route 2

LA 69 at LA 70 Bypass Route 3

LA 70 at LA 69

LA 996/ LA 1000 at LA 70 Bypass Route 2
LA 996 at LA 70 Bypass Route 3

LA 70 at LA 996

The turn-lane warrant analyses were performed using the National Cooperative Highway
Research Program (NCHRP) Report Number 457 entitled “Evaluating Intersection
Improvements.” The analyses were performed for the left turn lanes, right turn lanes and the side
street approaches for the 2018 and 2038 AM and PM peaks. The turn lane warrant analyses
performed on the LA 70 Bypass Routes are summarized in Table 1. The detailed turn-lane
analyses are provided in the Appendix.
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Table 1

Turn Lane Warrant Analyses

Bypass Route 1

Movements

2018 Alternative 1A

2038 Alternative 1A

AM PM AM PM
NBL Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted Warranted
LA 69 at LA 70 Bypass SBR Not Warranted Warranted Not Warranted Warranted
Route 1 i
Side Street Single Lane Single Lane Con5|deliazn,;pproach Single Lane
Bypass Route 1
2018 Alternative 1B 2038 Alternative 1B
Movements M M M M
NBL Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted Warranted
LA 69 at SBR Not Warranted Warranted Not Warranted Warranted
LA 70 Bypass Route 1 . . . i .
P Side Street Single Lane Single Lane Con3|de[:n,:\spproach Single Lane
Bypass Route 2
2018 Alternative 3 2038 Alternative 3
Movements M M M M
SBL Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted
LA 69 at Bypass Route NBR Warranted Warranted Warranted Warranted
5 : _ - : -
Side Street Single Lane ConSIde[:n,:Spproach Single Lane ConSIdeli;n,:Spproach
Bypass Route 2
2018 Alternative 3 2038 Alternative 3
Movements M =Y M =]
EBL Warranted Not Warranted Warranted Not Warranted
LA 70 at LA 69 WBR Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted
Minor Single Lane Single Lane Single Lane Consider 2 Approach
Street g Y 9 Lanes
Bypass Route 2
2018 Alternative 3 2038 Alternative 3
Movements M =] M =]
LA 996 at Bypass Route WBL Not Warranted Warranted Not Warranted Warranted
2 Side Street Single Lane Single Lane Single Lane Single Lane
Bypass Route 3
2018 Alternative 1B 2038 Alternative 1B
Movements M M M M
LA 996 at B Rout NBL Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted
a 3ypass oute SBR Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted
Side Street Single Lane Single Lane Single Lane Single Lane
Bypass Route 3
2018 Alternative 2 2038 Alternative 2
Movements M =Y M =Y
SBL Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted Warranted
LA 69 at Bypass Route NBR Warranted Warranted Warranted Warranted
3 : _ - : -
Side Street Single Lane Con5|de[aZneAspproach Single Lane Con5|de[aZneAspproach
Bypass Route 3
2018 Alternative 2 2038 Alternative 2
Movements M M M M
LA 996 at B Rout NBL Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted
a 3ypass oute SBR Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted
Side Street Single Lane Single Lane Single Lane Single Lane
2018 Alternative 2 2038 Alternative 2
Movements M =] M =]
EBL Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted
LA 996 at LA 70 WBR Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted Not Warranted
Side Street Single Lane Single Lane Single Lane Con5|de[aanppr0ach
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1.4.2 Intersection Analyses

As described within the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual, “vehicle capacity represents the
maximum number of vehicles that can pass a given point during a specified period under
prevailing roadway, traffic and control conditions,” for a given facility. *“Levels of service
identify ranges of operation conditions. The concept of levels of service is defined “as a
qualitative measure of the operational conditions include such factors and travel time, freedom to
maneuver, traffic interruption, comfort and convenience, and safety.” “Six levels of service are
defined for each type of facility. They are given letter designations, from A to F, with level-of-
service A (LOS A) representing the best operating conditions and level-of-service F (LOS F), the
worst.”

Intersection analyses were conducted to evaluate existing conditions, identify operational
deficiencies, and to define future facility requirements. These analyses include the identification
of design AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes, capacity, delay, and intersection level of
service. The four (4) existing intersections were evaluated for the existing 2013, 2018 and 2038
No Build and Build conditions for the various traffic analysis scenarios. The five (5) proposed
intersections were evaluated for the 2018 and 2038 Build conditions for the various traffic
analysis scenarios. All of the analyses were evaluated using SIDRA Software Version 5.1.13.

A summary of the resulting delay and LOS for the existing and proposed intersections within the
study area are presented in Table 2. These analyses are included in the Appendix.

Neel-Schaffer, Inc. LA 70 Bypass Traffic Study
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Table 2 - Summary of SIDRA Analyses
Delay (sec/veh) & LOS

LA B9 at LA 996 at
Intersection LA70 |LAG69at|LAGB9at| LA996 at LA 996 at LA LA 70 at Bypass LA 69 at Bypass LA 69 at Bypass
Bypass | LA70 | LA996 | LA 1000 1000/Bypass Route 2 LA 996 Route 3 Route 3 Route 2
Route 1
Stop Controlled Approach EB SB WB WB SB NB SB EB WB SB WB SB
AM Delay - 15.9 7.8 7.4 -- -- 12.9 - -- -- - -
2013 Existing LOS - B A A - - B - - - - -
PM Delay - 21.0 7.7 7.5 - - 19.6 - - - - -
LOS - C A A - - B - - - - -
AM Delay - 17.7 7.8 7.5 -~ -~ 13.8 - -~ -~ - -
2018 No Build LOS - c A A - - B - - - - -
PM Delay - 26.0 7.7 7.5 - - 21.8 - - - - -
LOS - D A A - - C - - - - -
AM Delay 13.8 - 7.8 7.5 -~ -~ 13.5 - -~ -~ - -
2018 LOS B - A A - - B - - - - -
Alternative 1A M Delay 13.8 - 7.7 7.6 -- -- 21.2 - - -- - -
LOS B -- A A - - C -- - - - -
2018 Alternative AM Delay 115 -- -- - -- -- 13.2 -- - -- -- --
1A with L0S B - -- — - - B - — - - ..
Recommended Delay 11.9 - - - - - 18.9 - - - - -
Geometry PM LOS B - - - - - C - - - - -
AM Delay 15.2 - 7.9 7.6 - - - 10.7 - - - -
2018 LOS C — A A — — — B - — — —
Alternative 1B PM Delay 153 - 7.7 7.6 - - - 109 - - - -
L0S C - A A — — — B - — — -
2018 Alternative AM Delay 11.7 - - - - - - - - - - -
1B with LOS B - - - - - - - - -- - -
Recommended M Delay 12.9 - - - - - - - - - - -
Geometry LOS B - - - - - - - - - = =
AM Delay - - 7.9 7.5 -- -- - 11.2 12.9 12.3 - -
2018 LOS - - A A - - - B B B - -
Alternative 2 M Delay - - 7.7 75 - - - 107 155 9.6 - -
LOS - - A A - - - B C A - -
2018 AM Delay - - - - - - - - 11.6 9.1 - -
Alternative 2 LOS - - - - - - - - B A - -
with M Delay - - - - - - - - 13.8 5.2 - -
Recommended LOS - - - - - - - - B A - -
AM Delay - 10.2 7.9 -~ 20.9 14.7 - - -~ -~ 11.8 10.0
2018 LOS - B A - C B - - - - B A
Alternative 3 M Delay - 13.3 7.7 - 22.7 12.4 - - - - 13.5 8.5
LOS - B A - C B - - - - B A
2018 AM Delay - 9.9 - -~ 21.0 14.7 - - - - 11.0 10.0
Alternative 3 LOS - A - - C B - - - - B A
with M Delay - 12.6 - - 22.9 125 - - - -- 127 85
Recommended LOS - B - - C B - - - - B A
AM Delay - 311 8.0 7.5 - - 17.8 - - - - -
2038 No Build LOS - D A A - - c - - - - -
M Delay - 111.4 7.9 7.6 -- -- 46.0 - - -- - -
LOS - F A A - - E - - - - -
AM Delay 21.4 - 8.0 7.5 - - 17.0 - - -- - -
2038 LOS C — A A — — C — - — — —
Alternative 1A M Delay 21.2 - 7.8 7.7 - - 42.9 - - -- - -
L0S C - A A — — E — - — - —
2038 Alternative AM Delay 13.2 - - - - - 16.2 - - - - -
1A with LOS B — — — — — C — — — — —
Recommended M Delay 14.8 - - - - - 31.0 - - - - -
Geometry LOS B - - - - - D - - - - =
AM Delay 27.9 - 8.0 7.6 -- -- - 12.1 -- -- - -
2038 LOS D -- A A - -- - B - - -- -
Alternative 1B M Delay 27.3 - 7.8 7.7 - - - 12.6 - - - -
LOS D - A A - - - B - - - -
2038 Alternative(  Ans Delay 13.8 - - - - - - - - - - -
1B with LOS B - - - - - - - -- -- -- -
Recommended PM Delay 17.8 - - - - - - - - - - -
Geometry LOS C - - - - - - - - - - -
AM Delay - - 8.1 7.5 -~ -~ - 13.0 17.9 16.3 - -
2038 LOS - - A A - - - B C C - -
Alternative 2 M Delay - - 7.9 76 - - - 122 313 115 - -
LOS - - A A - - - B D B - -
2038 Alternative| 5y Delay - - - - - - -- -- 14.1 12.7 -- -
2 with LOS -- -- -- - - - - - B B - -
Recommended Delay - - - - - - - - 225 6.6 - -
Geometry PM LOS - - - - - - - - C A - -
AM Delay - 113 8.0 - 35.3 20.4 - - - - 14.6 114
2038 LOS - B A - E C - - - - B B
Alternative 3 M Delay - 19.8 7.8 -- 36.3 18 - - - - 20.7 9.4
LOS - C A - E C - - - - C A
2038 Alternative AM Delay - 10.6 - - 35.5 20.4 - - - - 12.8 11.4
3with LOS - B - - E C - - - - B B
Recommended PM Delay - 126 - - 36.7 18.1 - - - - 17.8 94
Geometry LOS - B - - E C - - - - C A
Neel-Schaffer, Inc. LA 70 Bypass Traffic Study
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1.5 Conclusions

The analyses performed for this study indicate that the LA 70 Bypass Routes will have a positive
impact on the transportation network within the project limits. Based on the turn lane warrants
and the intersection analysis, the following intersection recommendations should be considered.

LA 69 at LA 70 Bypass Route 1 (based on Traffic Analysis Scenarios 1A and 1B)

e LA 69 northbound left turn lane (400 ft. storage length)
LA 69 southbound right turn lane (270 ft. storage length)
e LA 70 Bypass Route leastbound right turn lane (360 ft. storage length)

LA 69 at LA 70 Bypass Route 2 / Route 3 (based on Traffic Analysis Scenarios 2 and 3)

e LA 69 northbound right turn lane (270 ft. storage length)
e LA 69 southbound left turn lane (280 ft. storage length)
e LA 70 Bypass Route 2 / Route 3 westbound right turn lane (400 ft. storage length)

LA 996/ LA 1000 at LA 70 Bypass Route 2 (based on Traffic Analysis Scenario 3)

e LA 1000 westbound left turn lane (170 ft. storage length)
e LA 996 northbound right turn lane (270 ft. storage length)

LA 70 at LA 69 (based on Traffic Analysis Scenario 3)

e LA 70 eastbound left turn lane (330 ft. storage length)
e LA 69 southbound right turn lane (300 ft. storage length)

LA 70 at LA 996 (based on Traffic Analysis Senario 1A)

e LA 996 southbound right turn lane (315 ft. storage length)

The storage lengths were calculated based on LADOTD’s Traffic Impact Policy for New Access
Requests. The storage lengths include both the queue length (obtained from the SIDRA analyses)
and the deceleration length (obtained from the above mentioned policy.) Additionally, the
recommended taper length is 165 feet. Detailed calculations have been provided in the
Appendix.

Neel-Schaffer, Inc. LA 70 Bypass Traffic Study
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Appendix C

Environmental Inventory Backup Documentation

Wetland Reserve Program Correspondence - NRCS

Base Flood Elevation Correspondence from Assumption OEP and FIRMs
Navigable Waterway Correspondence & Section 10 Waters - USACE

Wetland Mitigation Quotes from RES and Supple’s Wetlands

2013 Tax Parcel Maps and NRCS land classifications — Assumption Tax Assessor
EDR Radius Map Reports (Digital Copies on CD)




From: Earmer, Dustin - NRCS, Alexandria, LA

To: Moree, Kara

Cc: Cruse, Steve - NRCS, Alexandria, LA

Subject: RE: LA 70 Bypass Feasibility Study - WRP properties
Date: Monday, July 29, 2013 8:23:56 AM

Attachments: image001.jpa

LA-90 bypass map.pdf

Kara,

Attached is a copy of the project area showing no WRP easements in the area. The closest
easement is 5 miles away as shown on the attached map.

Thanks

Dustin Farmer

Easement Program Specialist
USDA-NRCS

(318) 473-7773

From: Moree, Kara [mailto:kara.moree@chi.com]

Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2013 4:22 PM

To: Farmer, Dustin - NRCS, Alexandria, LA; Cruse, Steve - NRCS, Alexandria, LA; Millicks, Jackie - NRCS,
Alexandria, LA

Subject: RE: LA 70 Bypass Feasibility Study - WRP properties

Perfect.
Thanks!

Kara K. Moree, CFM

Project Manager

Environmental & Infrastructure Group
Tel: +1 225 932 5803

Cell: +1 337 501 8211

Fax: +1 225 213 1244 fax

kara.moree@CBl.com

CBa&il

4171 Essen Lane
Baton Rouge, LA 70809
www.CBIl.com

From: Farmer, Dustin - NRCS, Alexandria, LA [mailto:dustin.farmer@Ia.usda.gov]

Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2013 4:13 PM

To: Moree, Kara; Cruse, Steve - NRCS, Alexandria, LA; Millicks, Jackie - NRCS, Alexandria, LA
Subject: RE: LA 70 Bypass Feasibility Study - WRP properties


mailto:dustin.farmer@la.usda.gov
mailto:kara.moree@cbi.com
mailto:Steve.Cruse@la.usda.gov
mailto:kara.moree@CBI.com
http://www.cbi.com/
mailto:dustin.farmer@la.usda.gov
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From: John Boudreaux

To: Moree, Kara

Cc: Young, Dishili S.

Subject: Re: LA 70 Bypass Study - Base Flood Elevation needed
Date: Wednesday, September 04, 2013 2:35:24 PM

Sent from my iPad

On Sep 4, 2013, at 12:04 PM, "John Boudreaux"
<johnboudreaux@assumptionoep.com=> wrote:

Kara,
I'll have to give you two different determinations.

Areas near Hwy 70 have been determined to be a BFE of 6.0, however the area on Hwy
69 near Parish line has a BFE of 6.5.

Hope this helps...

Thanks.
John Boudreaux, LEM
Assumption Parish OHSEP

From: Moree, Kara
Sent: Wed 9/4/2013 11:45 AM

To: johnboudreaux@assumptionoep.com
Cc: Young, Dishili S.
Subject: LA 70 Bypass Study - Base Flood Elevation needed

Hey John,

Hope you are doing well! Could you provide me with the BFE for the areas around all 3
bypass alignments and the 2 emergency detour routes?? | took a look at the
Preliminary Flood maps dated 2009 and it looks like the entire area is a Zone A where
all of our alignments fall. | attached a map which has the alignments on it. Let me
know if you need any more information.

Thanks!

<image001.jpg>

Kara K. Moree, CFM

Project Manager

Environmental & Infrastructure Group
Tel: +1 225 932 5803

Cell: +1 337 501 8211

Fax: +1 225 213 1244 fax

kara.moree@CBIl.com


mailto:johnboudreaux@assumptionoep.com
mailto:kara.moree@cbi.com
mailto:dishili.young@cbi.com
mailto:johnboudreaux@assumptionoep.com
mailto:johnboudreaux@assumptionoep.com
mailto:kara.moree@CBI.com
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CB&il

4171 Essen Lane
Baton Rouge, LA 70809
Tel: +1 225 932 2500
Fax: +1 225 987 7300
www.CBl.com

June 21, 2013 Project No. 14816604

Karen L. Clement

Solicitation of Views Manager
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P. O. Box 60267

New Orleans, LA 70160-0267

State Project No. H.010571.1
Stage 0 Feasibility Study &
Environmental Inventory for
LA 70 Bypass

Assumption Parish, Louisiana

Re: Navigable Waterway & Flood Control Levee System Information Request

Dear Ms. Clement:

This letter is to request a determination as to whether or not any waterways that cross or come within
500 feet of the above referenced project are considered “navigable” as well as if there are any flood
control levee systems within the project area. The preliminary project alternatives are to investigate the
addition of an emergency bypass route as well as a permanent bypass route on Louisiana Highway 70
in Assumption Parish around the Napoleonville Salt Dome. The purpose of a Stage 0 Feasibility
Study/Environmental Inventory is to identify any potential “project showstoppers” and to reach a “go/no-
go” decision as to whether or not the project proceeds to Stage 1, Planning and Environmental. CB&lI
will be accomplishing the Study under contract to LA DOTD.

The project is located in northern Assumption Parish near the Iberville and Ascension Parish lines and
a total of four (4) preliminary alternative alignments have been identified. Potential waterway crossings
within the study area consist of Bayou Come, Grand Bayou, Bayou Choupique, Bayou Pierre Part,
Bayou Crouix, Muddy Bayou, and several unnamed tributaries that snake throughout the area. | have
attached a map which includes the preliminary alignments and coordinates in various places to help
with location orientation. In order to maintain our contract schedule, your help in responding by July 12,
2013 would be greatly appreciated. Should you have any questions or require any additional
information please do not hesitate to contact me at (225) 932-5803 or via email at
kara.moree(@cbi.com.

Sincerely,

/( WCU\C\ QY \gu»&

Kara K. Moree, CFM
Project Manager
cB&l

Attachment
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From: Nethery, William R MVN

To: Moree. Kara
Subject: RE: LA 70 Bypass Stage 0 Study (UNCLASSIFIED)
Date: Monday, August 19, 2013 12:36:40 PM

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE

All is well, thanks. FYI, looks like there will definitely be some Section 10 jurisdiction in Grand Bayou,
etc., especially in the project areas closer to Hwy 70

William R. Nethery

US Army Corps of Engineers, N.O. District
Regulatory Branch,

Surveillance and Enforcement Section

(504) 862-1267

In order to assist us in improving our service to you, please complete the survey found at
http://per2.nwp.usace.army.mil/survey.html

————— Original Message-----

From: Moree, Kara [mailto:kara.moree@chi.com]

Sent: Monday, August 19, 2013 11:53 AM

To: Nethery, William R MVN

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: LA 70 Bypass Stage 0 Study (UNCLASSIFIED)

Ok. Great news. Thanks so much for your help with this. | know you guys have been slammed lately.
Our due date is coming up fast for this study and | was starting to get a little worried when | didn't get
anything back.

Hope everything is going well!

Kara K. Moree, CFM

Project Manager

Environmental & Infrastructure Group
Tel: +1 225 932 5803

Cell: +1 337 501 8211

Fax: +1 225 213 1244 fax
kara.moree@CBIl.com

CB&l

4171 Essen Lane

Baton Rouge, LA 70809
www.CBI.com

----- Original Message-----

From: Nethery, William R MVN [mailto:William.R.Nethery@usace.army.mil]
Sent: Monday, August 19, 2013 6:59 AM

To: Moree, Kara

Subject: LA 70 Bypass Stage 0 Study (UNCLASSIFIED)


mailto:William.R.Nethery@usace.army.mil
mailto:kara.moree@cbi.com
http://per2.nwp.usace.army.mil/survey.html
mailto:kara.moree@cbi.com
mailto:William.R.Nethery@usace.army.mil

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE

Hi Kara, James Little asked me to try to assist you tracking this request down. | know that Karen
Oberlies' group has a large stack of SOV requests they are about to push. | expect your request is in
that stack and we'll be addressing it shortly. I'll root around and see if we've logged it in our shop yet.

I'll also look at this request to see if there will be any Section 10 jurisdiction.
Thanks, Bill

William R. Nethery
US Army Corps of Engineers, N.O. District Regulatory Branch, Surveillance and Enforcement Section

(504) 862-1267

In order to assist us in improving our service to you, please complete the survey found at
http://per2.nwp.usace.army.mil/survey.html

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE

This e-mail and any attached files may contain CB&I (or its

affiliates) confidential and privileged information. This

information is protected by law and/or agreements between CB&I (or
its affiliates) and either you, your employer or any contract

provider with which you or your employer are associated. If you are
not an intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply

e-mail and delete all copies of this e-mail; further, you are

notified that disclosing, copying, distributing or taking any

action in reliance on the contents of this information is strictly
prohibited.

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE


http://per2.nwp.usace.army.mil/survey.html

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ORLEANS DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P. O. BOX 60267
NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA 70160-0267

SEP 17 2013

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

Operations Division
Operations Manager,
Completed Works

Ms. Kara Moree

CB&l

4171 Essen Lane

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70809

Dear Ms. Moree:

This is in response to your Solicitation of Views request dated June 21, 2013,
concerning the Stage 0 Feasibility Study and Environmental Inventory for LA 70 Bypass
in Assumption Parish, Louisiana.

We have reviewed your request for potential Department of the Army regulatory
requirements and impacts on any Department of the Army projects.

We do not anticipate any adverse impacts to any Corps of Engineers projects.

Based on review of recent maps, aerial photography, and soils data, we have
determined that waters of the US, including navigable waters and wetland areas subject
to Corps' jurisdiction occur in this project area. However, these waters of the US,
including wetlands, cannot be accurately delineated without a field investigation. If an
accurate delineation is needed, please furnish us with the field data concerning
vegetation, soils, and hydrology that we require for all jurisdictional decisions. A
Department of the Army (DA) permit under Section 10 Rivers and Harbors Act and/or
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act will be required prior to the deposition or
redistribution of dredged or fill material into these waters of the US.

You are advised that this approved jurisdictional determination is valid for a period
of 5 years from the date of this letter unless new information warrants revision prior to
the expiration date or the District Commander has identified, after public notice and
comment, that specific geographic areas with rapidly changing environmental conditions
merit re-verification on a more frequent basis.



Off-site locations of activities such as borrow, disposals, haul-and detour-roads and
work mobilization site developments may be subject to Department of the Army
regulatory requirements and may have an impact on a Department of the Army project.

You should apply for said permit well in advance of the work to be performed. The
application should include sufficiently detailed maps, drawings, photographs, and
descriptive text for accurate evaluation of the proposal.

Please contact Mr. Robert Heffner, of our Regulatory Branch by telephone at (504)
862-1288, or by e-mail at Robert.A.Heffner@usace.army.mil for questions concerning
wetlands determinations or need for on-site evaluations. Questions concerning
regulatory permit requirements may be addressed to Mr. Darrell Barbara by telephone
at (504) 862-2260 or by email at Darrell.Barbara@usace.army.mil.

Future correspondence concerning this matter should reference our account
number MVN-2013-02117-SQ. This will allow us to more easily locate records of
previous correspondence, and thus provide a quicker response.

We apologize for missing the target date of July 12, 2013 listed in your request;
Thank you for your patience in this matter.

Sincerely,

Karen L. Clement
Solicitation of Views Manager

Copy Furnished:

Ms. Christine Charrier

Coastal Zone Management
Department of Natural Resources
Post Office Box 44487

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-4487
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NOTE: Mitigation Quotes are for Bypass Routes
1-A, 2-A, and 3-A only (mostly at-grade
construction with direct impacts)

From: Erankie Savoy

To: Moree, Kara

Subject: Re: Quick Quote for LA 70 Feasibility Study - Bypass Routes 1 - 3
Date: Thursday, October 03, 2013 2:49:30 PM

Kara,

The following estimates are based upon how the MCM has been run recently for
projects in very close vicinity to the sinkhole, or similar habitat types to those on
your two routes. | would said that these could be considered realistic, but close to
worst case scenarios, as the areas from which these MCM examples are pulled were
very wet, and pretty mature. Any significant variance to these figures would likely be
in the lower direction.

For Bypass Route 1 (78.697 acres of impact) -- estimated MCM credit (not
acre) requirement -- 1138.1 credits

For Bypass Route 1 Expansion (3.306 acres of impact) -- estimated MCM
credit (not acre) requirement -- 38.5 credits

For Bypass Route 2 (52.846 acres of impact) -- estimated MCM credit (not
acre) requirement -- 721.2 credits

For Bypass Route 3 (36.307 acres of impact) -- estimated MCM credit (not
acre) requirement -- 484.9 credits

The following pricing range is also derived from what mitigation has been provided
for both via mitigation bank and PRM in this watershed in the last 12 months.

MCM Credit = $6,000 - $8,000

Note that this takes into account projects with which RES has been involved, and
does not account for pricing ranges other providers may offer. Also note that if RES
were to be involved with this mitigation solution, we would make every effort to
decrease pricing as much as possible. While this range is realistic, there could be
opportunity for improvement.

Bypass Route 1 estimated price range: $6,828,600 - $9,104,800
Bypass Route 1 Expasion estimated price range: $231,000 - $308,000
Bypass Route 2 estimated price range: $4,327,200 - $5,769,600
Bypass Route 3 estimated price range: $2,909,400 - $3,879,200

All things considered, with the MCM run nearly as high as possible, and the price
range given at a realistic but preliminary level, I wouldn't think total mitigation costs
for these scenarios would exceed the ranges above, and there are a few different
avenues through which total cost could be reduced.

I'm giving you a quick call to discuss - if I miss you, please call me when you have a
moment.

Thanks!
Frankie

Frankie Savoy
Regional Program Manager


x-msg://6294/frankie@res.us
x-msg://6294/kara.moree@cbi.com
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Resource Environmental Solutions, LLC
1200 Camellia Blvd, Suite 101

Lafayette, LA 70508

225.372.6106 - Direct

337.580.2781 - Mobile

frankie@res.us

WWW.res.us

On Oct 3, 2013, at 10:01 AM, Moree, Kara wrote:

Hi Frankie,

Just wanted to check in with you to see if you still had time to do a quick quote for me
on these?

Let me know.
Thanks!

<image001.jpg>

Kara K. Moree, CFM

Project Manager

Environmental & Infrastructure Group
Tel: +1 225 932 5803

Cell: +1 337 501 8211

Fax: +1 225 213 1244 fax

kara.moree@CBl.com

CB&l

4171 Essen Lane
Baton Rouge, LA 70809
www.CBl.com

From: Moree, Kara
Sent: Wednesday, September 18, 2013 3:08 PM

To: Frankie Savoy, (frankie@res.us)
Subject: Quick Quote for LA 70 Feasibility Study - Bypass Routes 1 - 3

Hey Frankie,
Hope you are doing well!

If possible, would you mind giving me a quick quote for the bypass routes that we are


x-msg://6294/frankie@res.us
http://www.res.us/
x-msg://6294/kara.moree@CBI.com
http://www.cbi.com/
x-msg://6294/frankie@res.us

doing a feasibility study on near the sinkhole.

Kind of the same thing that you gave me a couple of weeks ago. That one was for 2
emergency detour routes and this one would be for 3 potential alternative alignments
which would be more permanent solution to the Salt Dome area.

| attached maps of the alignments as well as acreage tables with habitats.
Let me know if you have time to work on this.

I’'m sure | will see you in the morning anyway!
Thanks.

<image001.jpg>

Kara K. Moree, CFM

Project Manager

Environmental & Infrastructure Group
Tel: +1 225 932 5803

Cell: +1 337 501 8211

Fax: +1 225 213 1244 fax

kara.moree@CBl.com

CB&l

4171 Essen Lane
Baton Rouge, LA 70809
www.CBIl.com

This e-mail and any attached files may contain CB&l (or its affiliates)
confidential and privileged information. This information is protected by
law and/or agreements between CB&l (or its affiliates) and either you,
your employer or any contract provider with which you or your employer
are associated. If you are not an intended recipient, please contact the
sender by reply e-mail and delete all copies of this e-mail; further, you are
notified that disclosing, copying, distributing or taking any action in
reliance on the contents of this information is strictly
prohibited.<Bypass_Wetland Acreage Tables.pdf><Maps of Bypass
Routes.pdf>
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Bypass Route 1-A Wetlands

Elevated # Acres Habitat Type
N 76.425 CT
N 1.037 CT
N 0.535 CT
N 0.646 BLH
N 0.054 BLH

Total Acres: 78.697

Direct Impacts = 78.70 acres

Bypass Route 2-A Wetlands

Elevated # Acres Habitat Type
0.352 CT
13.703 CT
7.163 CT
2.027 CT
0.272 CT
14.026 CT
3.553 BLH
4.815 BLH
6.277 BLH
0.401 BLH
0.257 BLH

Total Acres: 52.846

22 222222222

Direct Impacts = 52.85 acres

Bypass Route 1-A Extension Wetlands

Elevated # Acres Habitat Type
N 0.295 CT

N 0.327 CT

N 0.564 Scrub-Shrub
N 1.594 BLH

N 0.526 Scrub-Shrub

Total Acres: 3.306

Direct Impacts = 3.31 acres

Bypass Route 3-A Wetlands

Elevated # Acres Habitat Type
0.403 CT
13.848 CT
16.864 CT

0.477 CT

1.532 CT

0.226 BLH

1.389 BLH

1.145 BLH

0.423 BLH

Total Acres: 36.307

222222222

Direct Impacts = 36.31 acres

CT = Cypress Tupelo
BLH = Bottomland Hardwood
Direct Impacts = Non-Elevated Roadway



Bypass 2

prare
s aidn | IS

€ % B - e
e TR i
B e R B




Bypass 2

z
7
%
B

" ;'Jt

_Graf;i‘ﬂaynu i




Bypass Route 1 Wetlands

Habitat Bridge Pile
Elevated # Acres Type Acres
Y 76.425 CT 0.09
N 1.037 CT
N 0.535 CT
N 0.646 BLH
N 0.054 BLH

Total Acres: 78.697

Direct Impacts = 2.36 acres
Indirect Impacts = 76.34 acres

Bypass Route 2 Wetlands Bypass Route 3 Wetlands
Habitat Bridge Pile Bridge Pile

Elevated # Acres  Type Acres Elevated # Acres Habitat Type Acres
Y 0.352 CT 0.052 Y 0.403 CT 0.042
Y 13.703 CT Y 13.848 CT
Y 7.163 CT Y 16.864 CT
Y 2.027 CT Y 0.477 CT
Y 0.272 CT Y 1.532 CT
Y 14.026 CT N 0.226 BLH
Y 3.553 BLH N 1.389 BLH
N 4.815 BLH N 1.145 BLH
N 6.277 BLH N 0.423 BLH
N 0.401 BLH Total Acres: 36.307
N 0.257 BLH
Total Acres: 52.846

Direct Impacts = 11.80 acres Direct Impacts = 3.23 acres

Indirect Impacts = 41.04 acres Indirect Impacts = 33.08 acres

CT = Cypress Tupelo

BLH = Bottomland Hardwood

Direct Impacts = Non-Elevated + Bridge Pile Acres
Indirect Impacts = Elevated - Bridge Pile Acres
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Appendix D

Meetings and Coordination

Agendas/Meeting Minutes/Sign-In Sheets




From: Moree, Kara

To: connie.porter@la.gov; rhett.desselle@la.gov; kevin.szatmary@la.gov; cheryl.duvieilh@la.gov;
chad.winchester@la.gov; mike.vosburg@la.gov; jeffrey.burst@la.gov; ann.wills@la.gov; noel.ardoin@la.gov;
edward.wedge@la.gov; paul.fossier@la.gov; chris.knotts@la.gov; robin.romeo@la.gov; dennis.decker@la.gov;
steve.meunier@la.gov; joey.tureau@la.gov; roy.schmidt@la.gov; ronnie.l.robinson@Ia.gov; bert.moore@la.gov;
karenholden@providenceeng.com; kerryoriol@providenceeng.com; paulariggs@providenceeng.com;
leewomack@providenceeng.com; johnboudreaux@assumptionoep.com; martin@trichelaw.com;
henrydupre@charter.net; myronmatherne@yahoo.com; boosterbreaux@yahoo.com;
bobbynagquin@assumptionla.com; bjfrancis@apwwla.com; harrisoj@leqis.la.gov; larep060@leqis.la.gov;
wardr@legis.la.gov; LeBas, Luke E; Young, Dishili S.; james.ballow@Ila.gov; jkent4@Isu.edu;
robert.mahoney@dot.gov; scott.nelson@dot.gov; brownte@legis.la.gov

Cc: sherri.lebas@la.gov; eric.kalivoda@la.gov
Subject: State Project No. H.010571.1 LA 70 Bypass (Stage O Feasibility Study) Project Initiation Meeting

You are invited to the Project Initiation Meeting for the following project:

State Project No. H.010571.1
LA 70 Bypass

Stage 0 Feasibility Study
Assumption Parish, LA

Project Overview:

This study will examine the feasibility of creating a temporary emergency bypass and a new permanent alternative route for traffic
along LA 70 (Pierre Part Rd.) near its intersection with LA 69 in Assumption Parish, LA. This study will consider the relocation of
existing utilities along the impacted portion of LA 70. In addition, this study will analyze and compare the benefits of completing
enhancement for two Traffic Contingency Plan detour routes in lieu of the new permanent corridor construction. The required
improvements to bring existing corridors up to current design standards will be analyzed if they are utilized as part of an alternative
route.
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SAP Contract No. 4400001862
State Project No. H.010571.1
LA 70 Bypass
Stage 0 Feasibility Study

Assumption Parish, LA

Project Initiation Meeting

Agenda

March 27, 2013 - 3:00 PM

LA DOTD Executive Classroom 302-AA

Introductions
Purpose of Meeting

a. Current update on Sinkhole Activities
b. Immediate needs and challenges

Scope and Alternatives

Purpose and Need

a. History of project/area

b. Previous studies

c. Public Meeting

Stage 0 Feasibility Process

a. Role of Providence — Environmental Assessment (EA) — Stage 1

VI. Schedule

VII.  Questions and Comments

Note: Input from all meeting attendees is strongly encouraged and welcomed at any point during the
discussion.
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SAP Contract No. 4400001862
State Project No. H.010571.1
LA 70 Bypass
Stage 0 Feasibility Study
Assumption Parish, LA
Project Initiation Meeting

Meeting Date: Wednesday, March 27, 2013
Meeting Time: 3:00 p.m.
Location: Louisiana DOTD Headquarters — Executive Classroom Room 302-AA

RESUME OF MEETING
Attendees:

Xl Sherri LeBas, LA DOTD Secretary
X Ed Wedge, LA DOTD Project Management
XI Robin Romeo, LA DOTD Planning
XI Connie Porter Betts, LA DOTD Planning
XI Joey Tureau, LA DOTD Dist. 61
Xl Roy Schmidt, LA DOTD

X Bert Moore, LA DOTD Dist. 61
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Karen St. Germain, State Representative
Troy Brown, Senator

Henry Dupre, APPJ

Booster Breaux, APPJ

John Boudreaux, Assumption Parish OHSEP
Luke LeBas, CB&l

Dishili Young, CB&lI

Kara Moree, CB&lI

Nick Ferlito, Neel-Schaffer

Paul Griggs, Providence

Monica Herrera, Providence

Rob Williams, Providence

Jeff Burst, LA DOTD Project Management
Noel Ardoin, LA DOTD Environmental
Paul Fossier, LA DOTD Bridge Design
Kevin Szatmary, LA DOTD ROW

Rhett Desselle, LA DOTD

Steve Meunier, LA DOTD

Chris Knotts, LA DOTD Public Works

KKK XX

Ms. Dishili Young started off the meeting by introducing the CB&I team and allowing
everyone else in attendance to introduce themselves. Ms. Young gave a brief description of the
project and explained the extent and scope of the project. She explained the complexities
involving this particular Stage 0 due to the emergency nature of the project associated with the
sinkhole in Assumption Parish. Mr. Luke LeBas then explained that CB&I is supporting the
LDNR in a science and advisory role related to ongoing sinkhole activities. He provided a brief
update on recent activities that have occurred and explained that it is evolving daily. Mr. John
Boudreaux stated that the 3-D seismic modeling was completed over the weekend and more land
has sloughed off. The Oxy-1 cavern is closer to the edge of the salt dome than previously
thought and this cavern is also closer to LA 70 than Oxy-3. Oxy-1 is currently stabilized and he
made the point LA 70 is not in jeopardy at this time but if something were to happen to Oxy-1
causing LA 70 to be closed, that it would be a major problem for area users to travel to and from
the area.

Mr. LeBas reiterated the fact that LA 70 is an important artery and we will be identifying
some immediate needs regarding how far away a bypass would need to be. There may also be
subsidence and settlement issues associated with this area and these would need to be factored
in when considering a long-term solution as well. Mr. Henry Dupre also wanted to remind
everyone that LA 70 is also an evacuation route for all of the people who live south of the area in
question.

Ms. Young explained that LA 70 has been closed 3 times in the past 8 years due to

issues associated with the Napoleonville Salt Dome. When this happens, it adds almost an hour
commute time for residents to be re-routed, including school buses, etc.

Page 1 of 4



She then presented a list of the Scope of Work items and mentioned that CB&lI is
currently in the Project Research and Data Collection phase. A more detailed site investigation
will be conducted for this study due to the unusual circumstances. Concept Development and
Alternatives will include 3 permanent alternatives as well as an emergency bypass. The two
current detour routes will also be evaluated and considered in this study. Traffic Analysis will be
completed by Neel-Schaffer. Mr. Nick Ferlito asked if there were any lane closures involved in
some of the sinkhole tests that were performed last week. He explained that Neel-Schaffer
started their data collection last week including turning movement counts at LA 70 and LA 69 and
surrounding intersections that could be impacted by a new alignment or bypass. The Assumption
Parish attendees at the meeting responded that the lane closure was very late Sunday evening
(between 9 pm and 2 am). Mr. Ferlito then stated that they are also looking at detour routes from
a volume standpoint and those counts were started last week as well on both the commercial and
local detour traffic routes. These counts were suspended this week due to the schools being out
for spring break. The counts will resume next week. They will also be completing the 7-day week
long counts in that area. The counts will be used to project and/or predict future volumes and
based on the alternatives that are developed; they will evaluate roadway segments and
intersections for Level of Service and make sure they operate acceptably. Mr. Breaux also
mentioned that all utilities (water, gas, electricity) follow LA 70 and if there were any type of
catastrophic failure of the highway, it would affect all residents in the communities of Pierre Part
and Belle River. Ms. Young then mentioned that relocation of all utilities around the salt dome is
part of the scope for this study. There will be one public meeting held in Assumption Parish as
well as an Environmental Inventory which will include preliminary mitigation costs for wetlands.

Ms. Young referenced the maps that were brought to the meeting and asked that the
Assumption Parish attendees feel free to draw any ideas for alternatives on the maps that they
may have and let CB&I know.

Ms. Moree then gave a brief description of purpose and need. She stated that capacity is
usually a major issue when crafting a purpose and need. For this study, there will be many more
issues that we can include such as the emergency situation of the sinkhole and the fact that LA
70 is a hurricane evacuation route. Representative St. Germain stated that the last closure that
happened (Gulf South/DOW) was fortunately in an area where traffic could be re-routed a little
easier around another community (LA 69 and LA 1000 and on back to LA 1). She said this option
by itself would not be a good alternative because these roads are very rural (curvy and not
lighted). There were many accidents during that time and LA DOTD did repave these roads at
that time. In 2003, the highway was closed Christmas Day and not reopened until February 2004
and there was also a well blowout which caused a closure in 2010. LA 69 has been troublesome
with tanker truck crashes. There have been at least 6 tanker trucks that have rolled over recently
on LA 69 by the Assumption/lberville Parish line and shut the road completely down. LA 69 has a
very curvy alignment (follows the bayou) in this area near the parish line and there is no shoulder
so there is very little room for error when traveling. Also on LA 70 (past DOW heading towards
Pierre Part), the road was raised a few years ago due to water creeping up and now water is
again approaching up to the side due to subsidence in the area. Subsidence could be another
reason to include in the purpose and need. Representative St. Germain stated that the road was
originally put in its current alignment because of the higher elevation of the land due to the salt
dome (between Napoleonville and Pierre Part). The subsidence could actually be because of the
salt dome and associated factors and activities such as drilling.

There will be one public meeting in Assumption Parish and CB&I has received price
guotes from the Assumption Parish Community Center in Napoleonville. The original public
meetings regarding the sinkhole were held at St. Joseph’s Church hall until the community center
was opened. It was decided that the community center is the best option to hold the public
meeting.

Senator Troy Brown asked if the local representatives and Police Jury be allowed to
comment on the permanent alignment before it is presented to the public. It was decided that we
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will plan to have a “Stakeholder Meeting” to include the affected Police Jurors, local officials, and
resource agencies such as USACE and LDNR to discuss the project and possible routes within
the next two weeks if possible.

Mr. Breaux stated that a possible route would be to come off of the intersection of LA
996 and LA 69 and go to LA 70 on southwest side. It was also reiterated that the routes are
pretty limited to where they can be placed. Ms. Moree stated that we would not pick a preferred
alternative at the public meeting — we would just present 3 permanent alternatives, 1 emergency,
and detour routes. Providence would then hold a second public meeting because this project is
going straight to Stage 1.

Questions about project timeline were then posed. Secretary LeBas explained that the
Feasibility Study is scheduled to be completed in 6 months and the Environmental Assessment
(Stage 1) within 1 year after that. For the permanent alternative, choices will then have to be
made about how the project will be handled (for example Design-Build [DB] or Design-Bid-Build
[DBB]). DB would take approximately 4 — 4 ¥ years for completion (which includes buying the
Right-of-Way during the DB process) and DBB has a completion timeline of about 7 years. The
emergency bypass route is anticipated to have a shorter completion time. DBB model allows you
to separate your cash flow over a longer period of time and project can be broken into segments
to build.

Mr. Dupre asked about commitment to the project being done and the future of the
project with upcoming administration changes. LA DOTD responded by saying at this moment,
LA DOTD is committed and moving full speed ahead with this project. However, more monitoring
and testing will need to be done on the sinkhole as this project evolves.

Senator Brown then asked if an emergency were to happen, whether or not a mechanism
is in place to move the project along expeditiously. Secretary LeBas mentioned that she has had
conversations with the USACE and has received confirmation that things would be done as
expeditiously as possible in the event of an emergency. It was also asked if we could possibly, at
this point, try to get this project done under an emergency authorization. LA DOTD response was
that justification and backup data from expert sources would need to be provided to pursue this
avenue from an environmental permitting standpoint. Ms. Ardoin stated that this project is in the
Louisiana Coastal Zone and that she would have to show that there is an “imminent danger” that
the road is in jeopardy and all agencies involved would have to agree. In addition, all permits and
mitigation would still have to be done, but would be allowed to be done after the fact. Secretary
LeBas reiterated the fact that in this Stage 0 Feasibility study, the emergency bypass route will be
the main priority to focus on so that in the event that an actual emergency does occur, we have
the information readily available and can proceed with making informed decisions on what needs
to be built, where it could be built, and how much that might cost. The long term bypass
alternative will also be studied concurrently. Mr. Breaux stated that we need to be proactive
rather than reactive. LA DOTD responded by explaining that part of the Stage 0 Feasibility study
consists of coordination with agencies and these concerns can be expressed during this process.
Extensive monitoring is currently taking place on LA 70. The monitoring will also give us a
timeframe and an early indication (could be as many as several weeks) if there might be an
emergency situation in regards to the roadway and the sinkhole and subsidence. The monitoring
system will help with tracking movements and give us an idea as to whether or not this project
needs to be moved at a quicker pace. Representative St. Germain asked how long it would take
to actually get the emergency bypass route done. LA DOTD responded that it is early in this
process to project a completion date. Data is needed on how much material to bring and where it
would come from in addition to alignment options and terrain issues that currently exist. The
Assumption Parish attendees expressed concerns with public frustration over more studies and
planning and for LA DOTD to expect this at the public meeting because the anniversary date of
the sinkhole is rapidly approaching.
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Mr. Breaux stated that we should not wait until an emergency happens and that this
project is something that is necessary. The Assumption Parish attendees were again
encouraged to share their ideas with CB&lI.

CB&l reiterated the fact that the emergency bypass is the main focus for now and
everything will be done as expeditiously as possible. The Advanced Notice-to-Proceed was
issued on March 7, 2013 and Providence will be working with CB&I to get started on the
Environmental Assessment as soon as possible. It was stated again that Stage 0 Feasibility
studies normally take from 1 — 2 years and this one is anticipated to be completed within 6
months (September/October 2013). Mr. Dupre then asked about how Right-of-Way is handled
and purchased. Mr. Szatmary explained that properties are appraised and evaluated at current
market value and there are legal instruments in place to purchase property in a timely manner.
Mitigation of wetland areas will be handled as a separate cost. Discussion then ensued
regarding mineral rights of purchased land because there is a lot of activity in this area. Mineral
rights stay with the grantor (seller). Meeting Adjourned.
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From: Moree, Kara

To: brownte@legis.la.gov; wardr@Ileqis.la.gov; larep060@leqis.la.gov; harrisoj@leqis.la.gov; martin@trichelaw.com;
henrydupre@charter.net; myronmatherne@yahoo.com; boosterbreaux@yahoo.com; plawlesswl@charter.net;
johnboudreaux@assumptionoep.com; sherri.lebas@la.gov; eric.kalivoda@la.gov; rhett.desselle@la.gov;
ann.wills@la.gov; dennis.decker@la.gov; robin.romeo@la.gov; PE Connie Porter-Betts (Connie.Porter@la.gov);
kevin.szatmary@la.gov; stacie.palmer@la.gov; chad.winchester@la.gov; mike.vosburg@la.gov;
peter.allain@la.gov; jeffrey.burst@la.gov; Noel Ardoin (noel.ardoin@la.gov); edward.wedge@la.gov;
paul.fossier@la.gov; chris.knotts@la.gov; steve.meunier@la.gov; joey.tureau@la.gov; roy.schmidt@la.gov;
ronnie.l.robinson@la.gov; bert.moore@la.gov; robert.mahoney@dot.gov; scott.nelson@dot.gov;
robert.a.heffner@usace.army.mil; Darrell S. Barbara (Darrell.Barbara@usace.army.mil); Karl Morgan
(karl.morgan@la.gov) ; Patti Holland (patti_holland@fws.gov); Kyle Balkum (kbalkum@wlf.la.gov);
ettinger.john@epa.gov; james.ballow@la.gov; LeBas. Luke E; Youna. Dishili S.; PE PTOE Nick J. Ferlito Jr.
(nick.ferlito@neel-schaffer.com); Dennis M. Hymel; paulgriggs@providenceeng.com

Subject: State Project No. H.010571.1 LA 70 Bypass (Stage 0 Feasibility Study) Stakeholder Meeting

You are invited to a Stakeholder Meeting for the following project:

State Project No. H.010571.1
LA 70 Bypass

Stage 0 Feasibility Study
Assumption Parish, LA

Date: Thursday April 11, 2013

Time: 2:30 p.m.

Location: Assumption Parish OEP Office — Police Jury Meeting Room
4813 LA 1
Napoleonville, LA 70390

Project Overview:

This Stage 0 Study will examine the feasibility of creating a temporary emergency bypass and a new permanent alternative route for
traffic along LA 70 (Pierre Part Rd.) near its intersection with LA 69 in Assumption Parish, LA. This study will consider the relocation of
existing utilities along the impacted portion of LA 70 which is in the vicinity of the Napoleonville Salt Dome. In addition, this study will
analyze and compare the benefits of completing enhancement for two Traffic Contingency Plan detour routes in lieu of the new
permanent corridor construction. The required improvements to bring existing corridors up to current design standards will be analyzed
if they are utilized as part of an alternative route.
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