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FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

FOR

STATE PROJECT NO.: H.004932 (700-51-0110)
FEDERAL AID PROJECT NO.: DE-5109(501)
INTERCHANGE US 90 @ LA 318
US 90
ST. MARY PARISH

The FHWA has determined that this project will not have any significant impact on
the human environment. This Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is based on
the Environmental Assessment which has been independently evaluated by the
FHWA and determined to adequately and accurately discuss the environmental issues
and impacts of the proposed project. It provides sufficient evidence and analysis for

determining that an environmental impact statement is not required.
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ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION CHECKLIST

State Project No. 700-51-0110

Federal Aid Project No. DE-5109(501)
Name: Interchange at US 90 and LA 318
Route: US 90

Parish: St. Mary Parish

1. General Information

Status: () Conceptual Layout () Plan-in-Hand
(X) Line and Grade () Preliminary Plans
() Survey () Final Design

() Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

(X)  Environmental Assessment (EA)

() Categorical Exclusion (CE)

() Programmatic CE (as defined in letter of agreement dated
03/15/95, does not require FHWA approval)

3. Project Description (use attachment if necessary)

The proposed project includes upgrading the existing US 90 and LA 318 signalized
intersection to a full control of access, grade-separated interchange including the
reconstruction of the US 90 frontage roads to provide local access to LA 318. The
proposed action includes a No-Build Alternative and three build alternatives, either a rural
diamond interchange with US 90 as an overpass, a partial cloverleaf interchange (one loop
ramp) with LA 318 as an overpass, or a a partial cloverleaf interchange (one loop ramp) with
US 90 as an overpass.

4. Public Involvement

(X)  Views were solicited on August 2007. Responses are included in Appendix E.
(X) No adverse comments were received.
() Comments are addressed in attachment.

() Views were not solicited.

() A public hearing (P/H)/Opportunity is not required.

() An opportunity for requesting a P/H will be afforded upon your concurrence.

() Opportunity was afforded, with no requests for P/H.

(X) A Public Hearing was held on July 17, 2012.

(X) A Public Meeting was held on March 22, 2011.
5. Real Estate (If yes, use attachment) No Yes
a. Will additional right-of-way be required? See Appendix A () X)
b. Will any relocations be required? () X)
C. Are construction or drainage servitudes required? X) ()
d. Will right-of-way be required from a Wetland Reserve X) ()

Program (WRP) property?
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6. Cultural and 106 Impacts (If yes, use attachment) No Yes
a. Section 4(f) or 6(f) lands

Are any impacted by the project? (if so, list below) X) ()

Are any adjacent to the project? (If so, list below) X) ()
b. Known Historic sites/structures

Are any impacted by the project? (If so, list below) X) ()

Are any adjacent to the project? (If so, list below) () X)
C. Known Archaeological sites

Are any impacted by the project? (If so, list below) X) ()

Are any adjacent to the project? (If so, list below) X) ()
d. Cemeteries

Are any impacted by the project? (if so, list below) X) ()

Are any adjacent to the project? (If so, list below) X) ()
e. Historic Bridges X) ()
7. Wetlands (Attach wetlands finding, if applicable) No Yes
a. Are wetlands being affected? () X)
b. Are other waters of the U.S. being affected? () X)
C. Can C.O.E. Nationwide Permit be used? () X)
8. Natural Environment (use attachment if necessary) No Yes
a. Endangered/Threatened Species/Habitat X) ()
b. Within 100 Year Floodplain? () X)

Is project a significant encroachment in Floodplain? X) ()
C. In Coastal Zone Management Area? () X)

Is the project consistent with the Coastal Management

Program? () X)

Will a Coastal Use Permit be required? () X)
d. Coastal Barrier Island (Grand Isle only) X) ()
e. Farmlands (use form AD 1006 if necessary) () X)
f. Is project on Sole Source Aquifer? () X)

Is coordination with EPA necessary? (On-going) () (X)
g. Natural & Scenic Stream Permit required X) ()
h. Is project impacting a waterway? () X)

Has navigability determination been made? X) ()

Will a U.S. Coast Guard permit or amended permit be

required? X) ()
9. Physical Impacts (use attachment if necessary) No Yes
a. Is a noise analysis warranted (Type | project) () X)

Are there noise impacts based on violation of the (NAC)? () X)

Are there noise impacts based on the 10 dBA increase? () X)

Are noise abatement measures reasonable and feasible? X) ()
b. Is an air quality study warranted? () X)

Do project level air quality levels exceed the NAAQS for

CO? X) ()
C. Is project in a non-attainment area for Carbon monoxide

(CO), Ozone (0O3), Nitrogen dioxide (NO,), or Particulates

(PM-10)? (X) ()

CL -2



d. Is project in an approved Transportation Plan,

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and State () X)

Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)?
e. Are construction air, noise, & water impacts major? X) ()
f. Are there any known waste sites or USTs? (Site () X)

Remediated — not within required right-of-way)

Will these sites be tested prior to purchase of right-of-way? (X) ()
10. Social Impacts (use attachment if necessary) No Yes
a. Land use changes () X)
b. Churches and Schools

Are any impacted by the project? (If so, list below) X) ()

Are any adjacent to the project? (If so, list below) X) ()
c. Title VI Considerations X) ()
d. Will any specific groups be adversely affected X) 0)

(i.e., minorities, low-income, elderly, disabled, etc.)?
e. Hospitals, medical facilities, fire police

Are any impacted by the project? (If so, list below) X) ()

Are any adjacent to the project? (If so, list below) X) ()
f. Transportation pattern changes () X)
g. Community cohesion X) ()
h. Are short-term social/leconomic impacts due to

(X) ()

construction considered major?

i. Do conditions warrant special construction times
(i.e., school in session, congestion, tourist season,
harvest)? LA 318 shall remain open to traffic during the

harvest season () X)

j- Were Context Sensitive Solutions considered?

(If so, explain below) Frontage Road alignment on NW

guadrant shifted to minimize residential impacts () X)
K. Will the roadway/bridge be closed? (If yes, answer

guestions below) X) ()

Will a detour bridge be provided? X) ()

Will a detour route be signed? X) ()
11. Other

Preparer: URS Corporation
Date: October 2013

Attachments

X) S.0.V. and Responses (Appendix E)

X) Project Description Sheet (Chapters 1.0, 2.0, & 3.0)

X) Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan, November 2011 (Stand-alone document)
X) Traffic Study Report, September 2011 (Stand-alone document)

X) Noise Technical Report, November 2011 (Stand-alone document)

X) Draft Wetland Findings Report, September 2011 (Stand-alone document)
X) Exhibits and/or Maps (included in EA Document)

X) Map Atlas (Appendix A / Conceptual Plan - Profiles)

X) Farmlands Form AD 1006 (Appendix C)

X) Standing Structures Survey, September 2011 (Stand-alone document)
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X) Other Public Meeting Information (April 22, 2011 Public Meeting Record - Stand-alone
document on file with LADOTD, April 2011)

X) Other Public Hearing Record / Transcript (July 17, 2012 Public Hearing Record — Stand-
alone document on file with LADOTD, August 2012)

X) Archaeological Survey completed and submitted to the SHPO, a finding of no impact
received August 5, 2013.
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