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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An Environmental Assessment (EA) has been conducted for a proposed new interchange
between the Earhart Expressway (LA 3139) and Causeway Boulevard (LA 3046) in
Jefferson Parish, LA. The purpose of this project is (1) to assist in congestion relief for
east-west traffic flow in the New Orleans Metro Area, and (2) to provide better
connectivity and access for vehicular traffic in the metro area. The project helps to
further the original intent and vision of the Earhart Expressway, which was designed and
planned to have more access points than it does currently (including an interchange at
Causeway Boulevard).

The current project began with the LADOTD’s completion of an Environmental
Inventory and Feasibility Study (EIFS) for a Proposed Earhart-Causeway Interchange.
The Environmental Inventory Portion of the study identified and mapped all major
categories of environmental concerns, issues and sites within the study area. The
Engineering Feasibility Study included the development and evaluation of alternatives for
a new interchange at Causeway and Earhart. Within the EIFS, 15 initial layouts were
developed and screened into 10 layout alternatives, which were then further screened into
a “final four” set of alternatives, followed by a final refinement and selection of two final
alternatives.  These included Layout 6, a free flow interchange with only four
movements, and Layout 12, a signal-controlled interchange containing all eight
movements. These became the Build Alternatives to be considered in this EA.

Public and agency input was a vital portion of the project. Solicitation of Views (SOV)
were requested both during the EIFS and EA phases, with sixteen responses received
during the EIFS phase and seven received during the EA phase. The majority of
responses to the SOV stated that the agencies had no comment, that the project would not
impact in regards to their respective jurisdiction or that the agency had no objections to
the project. In their responses, both the Office of the Parish President for Jefferson Parish
and the Regional Planning Commission strongly endorsed the proposed project,
specifically Layout No. 12.

Public input for the project was solicited through two public meetings during the EIFS
process and one public meeting during the EA. At these meetings, there was much
support expressed for the project, particularly for Layout 12.

The two build alternatives were updated and evaluated, particularly in regards to traffic
data, traffic impacts, and cost. Based on the update and analysis, it was determined that
both build alternatives were still considered feasible. Layout 6 was eliminated from
further consideration and Layout 12 (with a conceptual cost estimate of $48,820,280) was
selected as the Proposed Action based on several key factors: public support,
accessibility, cost, right-of-way acquisition and relocations, and other potential impacts.
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The affected environment of the project area was then described in the EA document, and
the likely impacts of the two alternatives considered (No Build Alternative and Proposed
Action) were assessed relative to the evaluation categories of transportation and traffic,
human environment, and the natural environment.  Impacts arising from the
implementation of the Proposed Action were generally beneficial. Traffic impacts to the
roadway network for the design year of 2027 with the construction of the proposed
interchange are expected to be favorable. Significant volume reductions are projected on
Airline Drive, West Metairie Avenue, and to a lesser extent on Jefferson Highway,
Clearview Parkway, and sections of Interstate 10 and River Road. The shift of traffic
from existing corridors with little or no remaining capacity to Earhart Expressway, which
has available capacity, is seen as a positive result of the proposed interchange project.
Likewise, the development of the proposed interchange is expected to have a positive
impact on access to community facilities and services. By establishing additional access
to the Earhart Expressway, residents and businesses will be better able to reach necessary
facilities and services. Additionally, emergency vehicle access, including Jefferson
Parish fire and police response and emergency medical service to trauma medical
facilities at area hospitals, would be enhanced. Indirect or secondary impacts should be
limited to some redevelopment occurring in areas surrounding the new interchange, since
sites near the interchange will be very close to an Expressway access point. The overall
cumulative impacts would also be generally beneficial. .

The only impact area category for the proposed interchange that can be considered as
having unavoidable, adverse social, economic, or natural environmental impacts that
require some form of mitigation is construction period impacts. This includes disturbances
such as noise, vibration, excavation, debris as well as short-term construction traffic
impacts. Several mitigation measures are proposed to lessen such construction period
impacts.

A comparative analysis between the No Build Alternative and the Proposed Action
(construction of the new interchange) was then completed. The two stated purposes of
the project were used as criteria to assess the effectiveness of the two alternatives. As a
result of the comparative analysis and due to the consensus shown by local officials and
residents, the Proposed Action was selected as the Preferred Alternative.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE AND SCOPE

A comprehensive study for an Environmental Assessment (EA) has been conducted for a
new interchange between the Earhart Expressway (LA 3139) and Causeway Boulevard
(LA 3046) in Jefferson Parish, LA (see Figure I-1, following page, for a general location
map). Both routes are on the National Highway System (NHS), and the proposed
interchange is part of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan for the New Orleans region.
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is the lead federal agency for this project.
This EA was prepared in accordance with the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) addressing potential social, environmental, and
economic impacts.

The purpose of this EA is the identification, collection of data and mapping of major
categories of social, economic and environmental conditions, and the assessment of the
potential for these conditions to be impacted by either the proposed action or the no build
alternative.

The data presented in the report text and maps characterize conditions for the general
project area as well as the specific project site. Data was collected by document and
records reviews, meetings with the public and local and state officials, and also via field
work (site reconnaissance and field investigations).

ORGANIZATION

CHAPTER I - INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides the purpose and scope of the EA and the organization of the EA
document.

CHAPTER Il - PURPOSE AND NEED FOR PROJECT

The nature of the project is fully described and its need and purpose is explained.
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CHAPTER Il - ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT, REVIEW AND SELECTION

Chapter 111 begins with a brief history of the project and prior studies related to the
proposed project. The Chapter then provides an in-depth look at the development of
project alternatives (including the no-build alternative) under this specific Environmental
Assessment process. The build alternatives considered for evaluation are described and
illustrated. The review and comparison of the build alternatives based on project-relevant
criteria is then chronicled in the chapter, leading to the selection of a proposed action.

CHAPTER IV — DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION

In Chapter 1V, the roadway design criteria (which were used in the development of the
proposed action) and the build alternatives considered are first described. The refined design
concept of the proposed action is then described. Conceptual construction costs, which have
been updated since the Environmental Inventory / Feasibility Study, are described. The
conceptual construction cost section includes the sub-cost determinations and assumptions
used in determining costs for:

Mainline Structure

At-Grade Roadway

Construction Detours and Traffic Control
Utility Relocation

Street Lighting

Right-Of-Way Acquisition

Signalization

Contingencies

A plan view layout, profile sheets, and typical sections of the proposed action are
presented at the end of this chapter.

CHAPTER V - THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

In this chapter, the areas of primary impact and the overall project study are first
delineated and described. The existing transportation system, including existing
highways and roadways, rail, transit and bicycle /pedestrian facilities are presented. The
chapter concludes with an examination of the affected human and natural environment
for the project. For purposes of analysis, the affected environment was divided into the
following categories and sub-categories:

EXISTING TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM
- Roadways
- Railroads
- Transit
- Pedestrian and Bicyclist Conditions




EXISTING HUMAN ENVIRONMENT
- Affected Neighborhoods
- Demographics
- Zoning and Land Use
- Public Facilities and Services
- Visual/Aesthetic Conditions
- Cultural Resources
- Hazardous and Solid Waste Sites
- Flood Zones/Floodplains

EXISTING NATURAL ENVIRONMENT
- Geology and Soils
- Vegetation
- Wildlife
- Water Resources
- Coastal Zone Status
- Scenic Rivers

CHAPTER VI -- ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE CONSIDERED
ALTERNATIVES AND SELECTION OF PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

In this chapter, the impacts of the two alternatives considered (No Build Alternative and
Proposed Action) are assessed relative to the evaluation categories of transportation and
traffic, human environment, and the natural environment. Impact assessment categories
include:

IMPACTS ON TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

IMPACTS ON THE HUMAN ENVIRONMENT
e Community, Social, and Economic Impacts

— Displacements/Relocations

— Neighborhood/Community Cohesion

— Access to Community Facilities/Services

— Environmental Justice

Zoning and Land Use

Parks, Bicycle, Pedestrian and Recreation Facilities
Cultural Resources

Visual/Aesthetic Impacts

Noise Impacts

Hazardous and Solid Waste Sites

IMPACTS ON THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT
e Vegetation
e Wetlands




Wildlife

Endangered Species

Hydrology, Floodplains & Flooding
Water Quality

Geology and Soils

Natural and Scenic Rivers

The chapter then provides a comparative analysis between the two alternatives based on
their ability to meet the project Purpose and Need, and describes the selection of the
Preferred Alternative.

CHAPTER VII - THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE: IMPACT SUMMARY,
MITIGATION MEASURES AND PERMITS

The direct impacts to the transportation system and the human and natural environments as
a result of the implementation of the Preferred Alternative are listed. For unavoidable
adverse impacts, this chapter provides a discussion of mitigation measures recommended to
reduce those adverse effects. The indirect and cumulative impacts of the Preferred
Alternative are also examined in this chapter. Permits required to complete the project are
listed.

CHAPTER VIII - PUBLIC PARTICIPATION, AGENCY COMMENTS AND
COORDINATION

This chapter describes the public participation process for the project, including
documentation of a public meeting and coordination efforts associated with the
development of the project. These efforts include contacts made with LADOTD, FHWA,
other agencies and elected officials through meetings and a Solicitation of Views
requesting written comments on the project.

CHAPTER IX - REFERENCES AND APPENDIX

The Environmental Assessment concludes with this chapter. The References section lists
publications, websites and other sources of information used in the writing of this document.
The Appendix lists the stand-alone documents, correspondence (such as the responses to the
Solicitation of Views) and other data which were completed as part of this EA and are
considered as part of this EA.




CHAPTER II
PURPOSE AND NEED FOR PROJECT

In this chapter, the nature of the project is described and its need and purpose explained.

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT

The project proposes a new interchange between the Earhart Expressway (LA 3139) and
Causeway Boulevard (LA 3046) in Jefferson Parish, LA. The proposed project will
provide at least four movements:

1. Southbound Causeway to eastbound Earhart
2. Eastbound Earhart to northbound Causeway
3. Southbound Causeway to westbound Earhart
4. Westbound Earhart to northbound Causeway

The remaining four movements were considered optional, but desired as per the scope of
the original engineering feasibility study for this project completed in 2005. In essence,
the four required movements focus on traffic coming from or going to the north of the
project area, while the four optional movements focused on traffic coming from or going
to the south of the project area.

PURPOSE OF THE PROJECT

The purpose of this project is:
1. To assist in congestion relief for east-west traffic flow in the New Orleans Metro
2. "?(;e;ovide better connectivity and access for vehicular traffic in the metro area.

NEED FOR THE PROJECT

Currently, over 400,000 daily east-west trips cross the Orleans Parish / Jefferson Parish
Line over primary roadways. These include the following state and federal highways:

e Interstate 10
e Airline Drive (US 61)
o Earhart Expressway (LA 3139)
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By the year 2025, this volume is projected to grow to over 500,000 vehicles per day.

Numerous projects have been completed, undertaken and planned to address this
congestion issue. Most notable of these is the widening and improvement of 1-10.
However, even with the additional capacity and improvements along 1-10, future east-
west traffic demand will still not be fully addressed. Furthermore, 1-10 is located in the
northern section of the travel corridor through St. Charles, Jefferson and Orleans
Parishes, and does little to address east-west mobility for the southern section of the
travel corridor, including travel from the west bank via the soon to be improved Huey P.
Long Bridge.

Within that southern section of the travel corridor, there exists a six-lane, limited-access
highway that is underutilized—the Earhart Expressway (LA 3139). The Expressway’s
underutilization is predominately caused by poor access. Earhart, as it exists today, is
essentially an “unfinished” highway—access points that were originally planned were
never completed (several stub-outs can still be seen today) and its current termini are not
the most beneficial locations to assist with vehicular travel.

With that in mind, the LADOTD, RPC, and Jefferson Parish have begun a series of
projects to improve access along the Earhart Corridor:

e Jefferson Parish has planned an additional access point at Lead Street, primarily
for commercial traffic accessing the EImwood area;

e LADOTD and RPC recently completed an East-West Corridor Study (Highway
Component) - Final Environmental Statement, which examined extending Earhart
Expressway westward to the Airline Drive corridor and improving Airline Drive
west to 1-310;

e Jefferson Parish is in the design stages of several improvements at Earhart
Expressway near the Jefferson Parish / Orleans Parish Line. These include a
Dakin Street extension under Earhart which will link Airline Drive and Jefferson
Highway, at-grade slip ramps connecting Earhart to this new roadway, and a
direct exit ramp from Earhart to Jefferson Hwy (this ramp was originally planned
for the Expressway but never constructed).

The project at hand is another link in these proposed improvements to the Earhart
Corridor. It involves an interchange connecting Causeway Blvd. (LA 3046) to the
Earhart Expressway (LA 3139). It should be noted that an interchange at this location
was originally planned for the Earhart Expressway, but never constructed. The project
will provide improved connectivity for both trucks and commuter traffic between major
regional employment centers located in the metro New Orleans area (including the
Labarre Business Park, EImwood Industrial Park, Metairie CBD, the New Orleans CBD,
and local universities). The project will also improve traffic flow along the primary east-
west traffic axis in the metro area, and will provide enhanced accessibility to commuters
and commercial traffic. Finally, the project will provide an alternate route for regional

! Final Environmental Impact Statement, East-West Corridor Highway Component, p. 1-12
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commuter and local trips which now occur on 1-10 or other roadways, thereby lessening
congestion on those roadways.
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CHAPTER I

ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT,
REVIEW AND SELECTION

Chapter 111 begins with a brief history of the project and prior studies related to the
proposed project. The Chapter then provides an in-depth look at the development of
project alternatives (including the no-build alternative) under this specific
Environmental Assessment process. The build alternatives considered for evaluation
are described and illustrated. The review and comparison of the build alternatives based
on project-relevant criteria is then chronicled in the chapter, leading to the selection of a
proposed action.

HISTORY AND PRIOR STUDIES
HISTORY

As noted in Chapter |1, one of the reasons for the Earhart Expressway operating under
capacity is that it is essentially an unfinished highway—many more access points were
planned, but never constructed. To gain a further appreciation for the project’s need, it
is useful to examine the history of its development:

In November 1964 the Jefferson Parish Council authorized the joint venture of the
Jefferson Corporation and René A. Harris to prepare preliminary studies, preliminary
design and preliminary plans for a proposed expressway extending across Jefferson
Parish, Louisiana. The study was entitled Preliminary Report to Parish of Jefferson
State of Louisiana for Earhart Expressway from Orleans Parish to Williams Boulevard,
dated January 20, 1966 by G.A. Heft and Co., Consulting Engineers.

This document was a preliminary report for the development of the Earhart Expressway
from the Orleans-Jefferson Parish line to Williams Boulevard in Kenner. Prior to
preparing the final plans for the project, the financing and oversight of the project was
reassigned from parish to state jurisdiction.

The consultants analyzed numerous preliminary studies of alternative routes and various
intersection arrangements. After a thorough review of the alternatives, the consultants
recommended an expressway-type roadway and the specific route location and layout in
their report. The final layout was a 7.36 mile four and six-lane divided, controlled-
access roadway with entrances and exits for access to abutting property at locations the
consultants found were warranted. These included Deckbar Avenue, Causeway
Boulevard, Cleary Avenue, Central Avenue, Clearview Parkway, Hickory Avenue, and
Fillmore Street.
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The report argued the need for an expressway was due to the documented population
increases on the East Bank of Jefferson Parish and the fact that these citizens were
employed in other portions of the New Orleans metropolitan area. The report noted that
the population of Jefferson Parish had increased from 40,031 in 1930 to 208,769 in
1960. The population of the East Bank of Jefferson Parish had also increased from
13,397 to 132,950 between the years 1930 and 1960 and would most likely continue to
increase. The report also addressed the increased access the proposed expressway
would provide to facilitate the development of large unimproved industrial areas, such
as the area between the Illinois Central tracks and Jefferson Highway west of Central
Avenue to the vicinity of Hickory Avenue (now the EImwood Business Park) and the
area between the Kansas City Southern and Illinois Central Railroads lying east of
Causeway Boulevard (now the Labarre Business Park).

The report discussed the capacity of the area’s east-west arterial roadways including
Metairie Road, River Road, Jefferson Highway, Airline Highway, Veterans Highway,
and the still to be completed Interstate 1-10. At the time of the Heft study, most of these
arterial roadways were at or near capacity.

The report stated that the decision to construct the extension of Earhart Boulevard in
Jefferson Parish as a limited-access expressway was based on several factors “primarily
relating to convenience of all traffic, overall economic benefits as related to construction
and rights-of-way cost and ultimate capacity of all east-west urban highways and major
streets within the East Bank of Jefferson Parish beyond the projected date of 1980.”

The general route of the proposed Earhart Expressway evolved over a number of years
with input from both Jefferson Parish and the Louisiana Department of Highways.
However, an actual alignment was developed in the Heft report. The alignment as
designed was very similar to the existing Earhart Expressway. Three variations of note
are the deletion of the Causeway Boulevard interchange, the deletion of the Central
Avenue interchange and the realignment of the expressway south of the former K&B
warehouse in the Labarre Business Park. But the biggest variation from the original
plan was that by the end of the 1960s, the decision had been made to not continue
Earhart Expressway past Hickory Avenue.

The final Earhart Expressway as we know it today was completed in phases. The first
phase of construction, the Clearview Overpass, was completed in the early 1970s. The
second phase was the Dickory Overpass in 1973. In the late 70s/early 80s, the
Clearview Boulevard to Dickory Avenue section of the Expressway was completed. In
1983 the Orleans/Jefferson Parish line to Deckbar Avenue was completed. In 1984 the
Deckbar Avenue to Cleary Avenue section was completed. By 1986 the entire route as
it exists today had been completed.
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PRIOR STUDIES

In April of 2005, the LADOTD completed an Environmental Inventory and Feasibility
Study (EIFS) for a Proposed Earhart-Causeway Interchange. The Environmental
Inventory Portion of the study identified and mapped all major categories of
environmental concerns, issues and sites within the study area. The Engineering
Feasibility Study included the development and evaluation of alternatives for a new
interchange at Causeway and Earhart and geometric, structural, and traffic analysis to
determine their feasibility. This work formed much of the basis for this Environmental
Assessment document.

As a supplement to the above study, the LADOTD in July of 2005 completed an
Environmental Inventory and Feasibility Study for a set of Airline Highway Connectors
and a Jefferson Highway On-Ramp. This study was organized similar to the first study.

It should be noted that the two engineering feasibility studies considered the work of
each other and related to each other. The Earhart-Causeway Interchange feasibility
study assumed the Airline Highway Connectors and Jefferson Highway on-ramps were
in place, while the Airline Connectors study assumed the Earhart-Causeway Interchange
was in place.

The LADOTD and RPC recently completed an East-West Corridor Study (Highway
Component) - Final Environmental Statement, which examined extending Earhart
Expressway westward to the Airline Drive corridor and improving Airline Drive west to
1-310.

Current efforts on this project were activated by the LADOTD in 2006 with N-Y
Associates, Inc. being awarded a contract to complete an Environmental Assessment
(EA) for a new Earhart-Causeway Interchange.

DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVES

NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE

The “no build” alternative looks at the project study area without the project but with
the planned improvements that would take place regardless of whether the project is

constructed.

Several projects that will impact the study area are proposed, currently underway, or
have been recently completed. These projects are described in detail below:

Dakin Street Improvements

Jefferson Parish recently began construction on a series of improvements just east of the
project area, collectively called the Dakin Street improvements. The primary
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improvement is an extension of Dakin Street from Jefferson Highway to Airline Drive.
The new roadway runs along the 17th Street canal and passes under the existing Earhart
Expressway overpass, and then elevates over the Union Passenger Terminal (UPT)
railroad tracks before returning to ground level just south of the Cold Storage road
underpass. Associated with this roadway is a reconstruction of the Cold Storage Road
underpass at the Kansas City Southern (KCS) railroad (which has recently been
completed), a realignment and reconstruction of L&A road, and construction of a new
Hoey’s Bypass Canal.

Jefferson Highway On- And Off-Ramps

Related to the Dakin Street improvements described above, a new off-ramp for
eastbound Earhart traffic to access Jefferson Highway is being planned along the
Jefferson/Orleans Parish line. This ramp was included in the original Earhart plans, and
would use an existing ramp stub-out along Earhart. This off-ramp has gone through the
environmental process and is currently listed in the Regional Planning Commission’s
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) as a fiscal year 2008-2010 project.

In addition to the Jefferson Highway off-ramp, an on-ramp was studied in the afore-
mentioned Environmental Inventory and Feasibility Study for a set of Airline Highway
Connectors and a Jefferson Highway On-Ramp. Although a conceptual design for the
on-ramp was completed, the on-ramp project has not yet gone through the
environmental process.

L&A Road Ramps

A “temporary” westbound entrance ramp from L&A Road to the Earhart Expressway
was installed a few years before this EA commenced. The permit for this access was
given to Jefferson Parish as part of the Dakin Street Improvements project, with the
understanding that this temporary ramp would be removed as soon as the new Cold
Storage road underpass was complete. The Parish, the RPC and the LADOTD District
office, however, desired that this access point be maintained permanently, and as such
both an on- and off-ramp at this location were included both in the TIP and the
Metropolitan Transportation Plan for the New Orleans Urbanized Area - Fiscal Year
2027 (MTP).

Improvements To Earhart Boulevard

A three-mile section of Earhart Boulevard in New Orleans (which directly links to the
Earhart Expressway) is being improved under the state’s Transportation Infrastructure
Model for Economic Development (TIMED) program. The project is divided into five
segments that will be repaved and widened to four lanes. The Earhart Boulevard
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TIMED project is 88 percent complete, and improvement of the entire corridor is
scheduled for completion in late 2010.

Huey P. Long Bridge Improvement

The Huey P. Long Mississippi River Bridge Widening Project began construction in the
spring of 2006. The project will be constructed in four phases and will be completed by
the end of 2012. The project involves a major reconstruction of the bridge, with three
11-foot wide travel lanes in each direction replacing the current two 9-foot wide travel
lanes in each direction. Inside and outside shoulders will also be installed on the
bridge, and new signalized intersections will replace the traffic circles at Jefferson
Highway and Bridge City Avenue.

1-10 Improvements

The 1-10 widening project is an ongoing project which adds new lane capacity and
geometric improvements at interchanges in order to alleviate congestion problems on
I-10, the major western access route to the New Orleans urbanized area. The project is a
multi-phase one occurring over several years. To date, several segments and
interchanges have been completed, including the Williams Blvd. interchange, the
Clearview to Causeway segment, and the 17" Street Canal to Metairie Road segment.
Construction is now underway on the 17" Street Canal to Causeway Blvd. segment.
The Causeway Interchange and Clearview to Veterans segment are under design. The
last phase of the improvements - the Veterans to Williams Blvd segment - is scheduled
to be let for construction in 2012.

East-West Corridor Highway Component

The Final Environmental Impact Statement for this project has been completed, and a
Record of Decision was issued in May 2007. The project proposes a northwestward
extension of the Earhart Expressway to a merge condition with Airline Drive just west
of David Drive as well as widening and other improvements to Airline Drive from this
merge to 1-310. This highway project is included in the Year 2027 MTP.

East West Corridor Transit Component

This project is currently in the Environmental Impact Statement process. The project
involves reviewing the impacts of a transit corridor between the Louis Armstrong New
Orleans International Airport and the New Orleans CBD. Several different methods are
being considered, including commuter rail, light rail and bus rapid transit. The proposed
alignment for the transit project uses portions of the KCS rail right-of-way along the
south side of Airline Drive. This transit project is also included in the Year 2027 MTP.
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Causeway Widening

The RPC’s Year 2027 MTP includes the widening of Causeway Boulevard from US 61 to
West Napoleon Avenue. The current roadway is only four lanes wide; the proposed
widening would entail a widening to six or more lanes. Although the project is described
in the MTP as being under design as part of a Parishwide bond issue, no environmental
work or study for the project has been initiated.

BUILD ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED
Previous Study

In any development of project alternatives, previously developed alternatives are one
source to be considered. This Environmental Assessment had the benefit of the previous
EIFS, which included the development and screening of 15 initial layouts into 10 layout
alternatives, further screening of the 10 layout alternatives into a “final four” set of
alternatives, and a final refinement and selection of two final alternatives. These were
known as Layout 6 and Layout 12. These two final alternatives are the basis for the build
alternatives to be considered in this EA.

Figure 111-1 on the following page presents these two alternatives as they were presented in
the EIFS.

Update of Alternatives via Traffic Analysis

The first step in considering the two build alternatives was to update and evaluate them,
particularly in regards to traffic data and traffic impacts. Since the time of the completion
of the EIFS, the traffic volume projection model had been updated from a year 2025
horizon to a 2027 horizon. The LADOTD wanted to ensure that the feasibility of the two
alternatives selected in the EIFS still held true with the new traffic volume projections.

A second consideration was that volumes used in the previous EIFS assumed the Airline
Highway connectors and Jefferson highway on-ramps were in place. This was done as
part of an engineering feasibility study to ensure that the two improvements could co-
exist. However, as the Airline Connector is NOT on the Year 2027 MTP, it is not
considered as a condition under the No Build Alternative, and conversely, the 2027
traffic volume projections do not consider its presence.

Additionally, due to traffic considerations, the northbound Causeway to east bound Earhart
movement in Layout 12 of the EIFS had been eliminated, reducing that alternative to only
seven (7) movements. The ramp was restored in this analysis, in order to ascertain if this
ramp movement would, in fact, be feasible based on the new volume projections.
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FIGURE I11-1 EIFS FINAL ALTERNATIVES

Layout 6

Layout 12

Traffic Volumes

Historical traffic volume data was reviewed for the major corridors in the vicinity of the
proposed interchange. The major east-west corridors include Airline Drive, Earhart
Expressway, and Jefferson Hwy. The major north-south corridor is Causeway Boulevard.
Based on the historical data reviewed, the peak hour of traffic volumes along the corridors
represented approximately 8-10% of the average daily volume. The AM peak hour
directional distribution of traffic along the east-west corridors was found to be
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approximately 60% inbound (eastbound) and 40% outbound (westbound). The PM peak
hour represented a reverse in directional distributions of approximately 40% inbound and
60% outbound. The AM and PM peak hour directional distributions for Causeway Blvd.
were found to be more evenly split, with 50% of traffic traveling northbound and 50% of
traffic traveling southbound during these time periods.

Vehicles classification counts were conducted in December 2006 and January 2007 to
determine current percentage of trucks along the subject corridors. This data indicated that
truck traffic accounted for approximately 14% of the vehicles on Airline Drive, 18% of
vehicles on Causeway Boulevard, and 24% of vehicles on Earhart Expressway.

The peak hour percentages, directional distributions, and percentage of trucks described
above were also used to estimate Year 2027 capacity and level of service projections.

Capacity and Level of Service

The capacities of the No Build Alternative and the two (2) final layouts were evaluated
using Level of Service (LOS) analyses. Design Year 2027 traffic projections were
developed for the no build alternative and for both layouts using the data obtained from the
RPC’s long-range travel demand model and used in these analyses.

No Build Alternative

Capacity analyses were conducted for the No Build Alternative using the projected Year
2027 volume conditions provided by the RPC.

A review of Figure I11-2, on the following page, indicates that Causeway Boulevard north
of Airline Drive (US 61) is expected to operate with a two-way daily volume of
approximately 52,600 vehicles. South of Earhart Expressway, Causeway Boulevard is
expected to operate with a two-way daily volume of approximately 66,400 vehicles.
Earhart Expressway is expected to operate with a two-way daily volume of approximately
88,100 vehicles.

Basic freeway segment analyses were performed on the section of Earhart Expressway
between Causeway Boulevard and the Cleary ramps with a free flow speed of 60 mph.
The analyses indicated LOS D conditions for both eastbound and westbound directions of
Earhart Expressway. Basic freeway segment analyses were performed on the section of
Causeway Boulevard between Jefferson Highway and Airline Drive. The analyses
indicated LOS D conditions for northbound Causeway Boulevard and LOS E for
southbound Causeway Boulevard. Figure I11-3, on the second page following, shows the
LOS levels at each location.
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Layout 6

Capacity analyses were conducted for the Layout No. 6 Alternative using the projected
Year 2027 volume conditions provided by the RPC.

A review of Figure 1ll1-4 on the following page indicates that under this scenario,
Causeway Boulevard north of Airline Drive (US 61) is expected to operate with a two-way
daily volume of approximately 56,600 vehicles. South of Earhart Expressway, Causeway
Boulevard is expected to operate with a two-way daily volume of approximately 43,800
vehicles. With the addition of the proposed interchange, Earhart Expressway is expected
to operate east of Causeway Boulevard with a two-way daily volume of approximately
90,000 vehicles. West of Causeway Boulevard Earhart Expressway is expected to operate
with a two-way daily volume of approximately 88,300.

Figure 111-4 also indicates that Airline Drive west of Causeway Boulevard is expected to
operate with a two-way daily volume of approximately 34,000 vehicles. East of Causeway
Boulevard, Airline Drive is expected to operate with a two-way daily volume of
approximately 40,000 vehicles.

The configuration of Layout 6 provides four, free-flow directional movements.

Earhart Westbound to Causeway Northbound —Ramp A
Earhart Eastbound to Causeway Northbound — Ramp B
Causeway Southbound to Earhart Westbound — Ramp C
Causeway Southbound to Earhart Eastbound — Ramp D

Capacity analyses were performed for:

Basic freeway sections (six locations)

Freeway weave sections (one location)
Ramp merge sections (three locations)
Ramp diverge sections (four locations)

Figure 111-5, on the second page following, presents a schematic drawing identifying the
projected Level of Service conditions for Layout No. 6.

Two of the basic freeway sections are located on Causeway Boulevard above Earhart
Expressway with a free flow speed of 45 mph. The analysis indicated LOS C for
northbound Causeway and LOS D for southbound Causeway. The other four basic
freeway sections are located on Earhart Expressway, two at the Causeway overpass, and
two east of Causeway, all with a free flow speed of 60 mph. The analysis indicated LOS D
for all four locations on Earhart.

The freeway weave section is approximately 1,900 feet long with a freeway free flow
speed of 60 mph. It is located on westbound Earhart Expressway between the Causeway
overpass and the Cleary exit ramp. The analysis indicated LOS C conditions.
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Of the three ramp merge sections, two are located on Causeway Boulevard and one is
located on Earhart Expressway. The first ramp merge section is “Ramp B”, Earhart
westbound to Causeway northbound with a merge distance of approximately 665 feet and a
ramp free flow speed of 45 mph. The second ramp merge section is “Ramp C-D West” to
Causeway southbound with a merge distance of approximately 775 feet and a ramp free
flow speed of 45 mph. The third ramp merge is “Ramp D”, Causeway southbound to
Earhart eastbound with a merge distance of approximately 1260 feet and a ramp free flow
speed of 45 mph. The analysis for all ramp merge locations indicated LOS C conditions.

Of the four ramp diverge sections, two are located on Causeway Boulevard and two are
located on Earhart Expressway. The first ramp diverge section is “Ramp C-D West” from
Causeway southbound with a diverge distance of approximately 625 feet and a ramp free
flow speed of 40 mph. The second ramp diverge section is “Ramp C-D East” from
Causeway northbound with a diverge distance of approximately 690 feet and a ramp free
flow speed of 40 mph. The third ramp diverge section is “Ramp A” from Earhart
westbound with a diverge distance of approximately 750 feet and a ramp free flow speed
of 45 mph. The fourth ramp diverge section is “Ramp B” from Earhart eastbound with a
diverge distance of approximately 700 feet and a ramp free flow speed of 45 mph. The
analysis indicated LOS D for “Ramp C-D West”, LOS C for “Ramp C-D East”, LOS C for
“Ramp A” and LOS C for “Ramp B”.
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Layout 12

Capacity analyses were conducted for the Layout No. 12 Alternative using the projected
Year 2027 volume conditions provided by the RPC.

A review of Figure I11-6 on the following page indicates that Causeway Boulevard north of
Airline Drive (US 61) is expected to operate with a two-way daily volume of
approximately 50,500 vehicles. South of Earhart Expressway, Causeway Boulevard is
expected to operate with a two-way daily volume of approximately 51,800 vehicles. With
the addition of the proposed interchange, Earhart Expressway is expected to operate east of
Causeway Boulevard with a two-way daily volume of approximately 92,600 vehicles.
West of Causeway Boulevard Earhart Expressway is expected to operate with a two-way
daily volume of approximately 105,600.

Figure 111-6 also indicates that Airline Drive west of Causeway Boulevard is expected to
operate with a two-way daily volume of approximately 30,200 vehicles. East of Causeway
Boulevard, Airline Drive is expected to operate with a two-way daily volume of
approximately 42,600 vehicles.

The configuration of Layout 12 provides six, free-flow directional movements:

Earhart Eastbound to Causeway Southbound —Ramp A
Causeway Southbound to Earhart Eastbound — Ramp B/Ramp F
Causeway Southbound to Earhart Westbound — Ramp B
Earhart Westbound to Causeway Northbound — Ramp C
Causeway Northbound to Earhart Eastbound — Ramp D
Causeway Northbound to Earhart Westbound — Ramp E

and four signalized directional movements:

Earhart Eastbound to Causeway Northbound — Ramp A (proposed)
Earhart Westbound to Causeway Southbound — Ramp C (proposed)
Causeway Northbound (existing)
Causeway Southbound (existing)

Capacity analyses were performed for:

Signalized approaches (four locations)
Basic freeway sections (four locations)
Freeway weave sections (one location)
Ramp merge sections (two locations)

Ramp diverge sections (four locations)

Figure 111-7, on the second page following, presents a schematic drawing identifying the
projected Level of Service conditions for Layout No. 12.
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The signalized analysis considered a two-phase, 110 second cycle length allowing 60
seconds of green time for the Causeway approaches and 40 seconds of green time for the
Earhart ramp approaches (with 10 seconds for yellow/red time). The analysis indicated
LOS D conditions for both directions of Causeway Boulevard. The analysis indicated
LOS D conditions for Earhart eastbound to Causeway northbound (“Ramp A”) and LOS C
conditions for Earhart westbound to Causeway southbound (“Ramp C).

Two of the basic freeway sections are located on Earhart Expressway at the Causeway
Boulevard overpass with a free flow speed of 60 mph. The analysis indicated LOS C for
eastbound Earhart and LOS D for westbound Earhart. The other two basic freeway
sections are located on Earhart Expressway east of Causeway with a free flow speed of 60
mph. The analysis indicated LOS D for both directions on Earhart.

The freeway weave section is approximately 1,900 feet long with a freeway free flow
speed of 60 mph. It is located on westbound Earhart Expressway between the Causeway
overpass and the Cleary exit ramp. The analysis indicated LOS D conditions.

The two ramp merge sections are located on Earhart Expressway. The first ramp merge
section is “Ramp E”, Causeway northbound to Earhart westbound, with a merge distance
of approximately 1,220 feet and a ramp free flow speed of 45 mph. The second ramp
merge section is “Ramp F”, Causeway southbound to Earhart eastbound, with a merge
distance of approximately 1,250 feet and a ramp free flow speed of 45 mph. The analysis
for both ramp merge locations indicated LOS C conditions.

Of the four ramp diverge sections, two are located on Causeway Boulevard and two are
located on Earhart Expressway. The first ramp diverge section is “Ramp B” from
Causeway southbound with a diverge distance of approximately 400 feet and a ramp free
flow speed of 35 mph. The second ramp diverge section is “Ramp E” from Causeway
northbound with a diverge distance of approximately 340 feet and a ramp free flow speed
of 35 mph. The third ramp diverge section is “Ramp A” from Earhart eastbound with a
diverge distance of approximately 1,600 feet and a ramp free flow speed of 45 mph. The
fourth ramp diverge section is “Ramp C” from Earhart westbound with a diverge distance
of approximately 710 feet and a ramp free flow speed of 45 mph. The analysis indicated
LOS D for “Ramp B”, LOS C for “Ramp E”, LOS B for “Ramp A” and LOS C for “Ramp
C”.

Final Determination
Based on the analysis above, it was determined that (1) Ramp “D” could be returned to

Layout 12, allowing that alternative to have all eight movements, and (2) that both Build
Alternatives were still considered feasible.
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Update of Analysis Cost Estimates

A second task in the update of the alternatives was an update of the cost estimates
originally included in the EIFS document. Unit costs for bridge construction have been
volatile since Hurricane Katrina in 2005, but overall seem to have increased 35% to 45%.
Some specific items seem to have stabilized, others are still rising, and some seem to be
falling in the direction of the pre-Katrina levels. For updating this estimate, a nominal 1.40
increase factor for the unit costs or the lump sum costs was used, except for a few specific
cost items that are known to have increased either more than or less than 40%.

As a result, the costs have increased as follows:

Current Estimate

EIFS Estimate (post-Katrina, revised
(pre-Katrina) to include Ramp D in Layout 12)
Layout 6: $44,661,535 $59,490,164
Layout 12: $35,405,514 $48,820,280

BUILD ALTERNATIVES REVIEW

The build alternatives were presented to various agencies, the general public and elected
officials which allowed for a review of the alternatives, a comparison of their attributes,
and eventually a decision on a proposed action for analysis.

Solicitation of Views Responses

In October of 2006, a Solicitation of Views was sent to federal, state and local agencies,
organizations, and individuals. Two responses from that Solicitation indicated a
preference for Layout 12. Jefferson Parish President Aaron Broussard, in a letter dater
November 9, 2006, stressed several reasons behind his strong support for that
alternative, as did RPC executive director Walter Brooks in a letter dated November 6,
2006.

Public Meeting Response

The first indicator of public preference between the two alternatives occurred during the
final public meeting held under the EIFS process, wherein the two final alternatives —
Layout 6 and Layout 12—were presented to the public. At that meeting, held on
October 26, 2004, three (3) persons spoke for the record, and each voiced a measure of
support for Layout 12 and/or non-support of Layout 6. The first of these speakers actually
asked for a show of hands for each of the two projects; all hands were raised in favor of
Layout 12, none were raised in favor of Layout 6. The second speaker voiced his
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opposition against Layout 6 as he claimed it would have the most devastating impact for
the African-American community south of Airline, and that it was not as cost-effective as
Layout 12. The third speaker voiced his belief that it would be “an extremely bad
development” to adopt Layout 6.

After that meeting, several comment forms were received. One was from a commercial
property owner in the area, who strongly opposed Layout 6 and strongly supported Layout
12. One letter offered support for Layout 6, stating that while it would impact more
homes, there was a greater need for free-flow traffic. A final comment came from
Jefferson Parish, which announced their strong support for Layout 12 for reasons of traffic,
right-of-way acquisition, and constructability.

A public meeting associated with this EA was held on November 8, 2006 in the project
area to provide information and to obtain public input on the two revised design
alternatives. Only one commenter stated a preference for the record and that was for
Layout 12. During the recess period, when attendees spoke with project representatives
one on one, several attendees expressed their preference for Layout 12. Following the
meeting, 4 written comments were received that were in the same handwriting, all from
homeowners under Causeway wanting to be bought out and expressing preference for
Layout 6 simply because it would require them to be bought out (some of their homes
were apparently damaged as a result of Hurricane Katrina).

SELECTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

At a project meeting held on December 5, 2006, to review the results of the public
meeting, the LADOTD, RPC, FHWA and the project consultant decided to eliminate
Layout 6 from further consideration and select Layout 12 as the Proposed Action to be
examined (along with the No-Build Alternative) in the impact analysis.

This decision was based on several key factors:

e Support. Layout 12 had overwhelming support from the general public, from
Jefferson Parish (as expressed by its elected leaders and representatives) and
local and regional agencies (such as the Regional Planning Commission).

e Accessibility. Layout 12 provided total connectivity, with all eight possible
movements being allowed, while Layout 6 only allowed half of the possible
movements.

e Cost. Layout 6 costs roughly eleven million dollars more than Layout 12.
e Right of Way Acquisition and Relocations. Layout 6 required twenty-four (24)

residential and six (6) commercial relocations, while Layout 12 required no
residential relocations and five (5) commercial relocations.
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e Other Potential Impacts. Cursory analysis already performed as part of the
EIFS process and to date as part of the EA process revealed that Layout 6 would
likely have more potential impacts than would Layout 12. Layout 6, for
instance, involved acquisition of right-of-way in areas of hazardous material
environmental concern, such as the Delta Petroleum Company Site and asbestos
containing sites along Lausat Street west of Causeway. Additionally Layout 6,
due to its Ramp “B” having closer proximity to residential areas south of the
interchange, would be expected to have higher noise and visual impacts to those
areas.

The Proposed Action (Layout 12) is more fully described in the following chapter,
Chapter IV - Description of the Proposed Action.
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CHAPTER IV
DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

In Chapter IV, roadway design criteria, which were used in the development of the proposed
action, and the build alternatives considered, are first described. The refined design concept
of the proposed action is then described. Conceptual construction costs, which have been
updated since the Environmental Inventory / Feasibility Study, are described. The
conceptual construction cost section includes the sub-cost determinations and assumptions
used in determining costs for:

Mainline Structure

At-Grade Roadway

Construction Detours and Traffic Control
Utility Relocation

Street Lighting

Right-Of-Way Acquisition

Signalization

Contingencies

A plan view layout, profile sheets, and typical sections of the proposed action are
presented at the end of this chapter.

DESIGN CRITERIA

The concept design of the roadway, ramps and bridges of the proposed action meet
LADOTD criteria for roadway design. The Earhart Expressway portion of the project uses
the F-1 LADOTD design standard, while the Causeway Blvd. portion uses the UC-2 design

standard.

Table 1V-1, on the following page, lists the design criteria.
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TABLE IV-1

EARHART/CAUSEWAY INTERCHANGE
DESIGN CRITERIA

DESIGN FEATURES EARHART CAUSEWAY 1 LANE RAMP 1 LANE RAMP
MAINLINE ( F-1) MAINLINE (UC-2) (LOOP) (PARALLEL)
Design Speed 50 mph 45 mph 25 mph 30 mph
Pavement Cross Slope (Ft. per Ft.) 0.025 1/8” per foot to match | 0.025 0.025
existing
Stopping Sight Distance 425’ 360’ 155’ 200’
Horizontal Curvature (Minimum with Superelevation) 700’ radius 7,640’ radius (0°45”) 150’ radius 250’ radius

Roadway Grades

Superelevation
Pavement Width

Shoulder Widths

Required Right-of-Way Width

Fore Slope Ratio

Back Slope Ratio

Minimum Vertical Clearance
Minimum Vertical Clearance
Bridge Roadway Width

Design Bridge Loading

(Maximum)

(Maximum ft. per ft.)

Outside (right side)
Inside (left side)

From C/L

From Edge of Travel Lane
From Edge of Bridge Structure

(Roadway)
(Railroad)

(Face to Face Bridge Rail, Min.)

4% % or match
existing

0.10
2-36" Roadways

Match Existing
Match Existing

As Needed

As Needed

15

Match Existing
Match Existing
16.5’

23.0°

Match Existing

HS-20

w/o Superelevation

Match existing

N/A
2-24’ Roadways

Match Existing
Match Existing

As Needed
As Needed
15’

N/A

N/A

16.5’

23.0°

Match Existing

HS-20

5% up — 6% down

0.08
15’ Roadway

6’ Minimum
41

As Needed
As Needed
15’

6:1

4:1

16.5’

23.0°

Shldr. Width

HS-20

5% up — 6% down

0.08
15’ Roadway

61
41

As Needed
As Needed
15’

6:1

4:1

16.5’

23.0°

Shldr. Width

HS-20

V-2




DESIGN CONCEPT

The proposed action has a very compact design and begins in the vicinity of the elevated
structure of Causeway Boulevard above Earhart Expressway. This alternative is designed
to accommodate all eight possible directional movements; six are proposed to function
under free-flow conditions and two are proposed to function under signal controlled
conditions. Six new ramps are proposed.

Beginning with southbound Causeway traffic, the first ramp described is Ramp “B”.
Vehicles traveling southbound on Causeway could utilize this ramp to access Earhart
headed westbound. Ramp “B” ties in to an existing ramp structure as Earhart transitions
to an elevated section to cross the Norfolk Southern Railroad tracks. Between mainline
Earhart and the CNIC Railroad, Ramp “F” splits off from Ramp “B” to provide motorists
with access to Earhart eastbound. Ramp “B” is a two-lane exit off of Causeway and
widens to three lanes near the split of Ramp “F”. Ramp “B” merges with Earhart as a
one-lane facility. Ramp “F” merges with Earhart as a one-lane facility.

For northbound Causeway traffic, Ramp “E” provides access to westbound Earhart
Expressway. It curves over the Earhart mainline and under Ramp “C” before merging
with Earhart. Ramp “E” is a one-lane exit off of Causeway. Shortly after Ramp “E”
splits from northbound Causeway, Ramp “D” splits off of Ramp “E”, descending from an
elevated status to ground level, where it merges with Ramp “F” to provide access to
eastbound Earhart.

For eastbound Earhart traffic seeking access to Causeway, Ramp “A” is proposed. Ramp
“A” is a one-lane exit off of Earhart and widens to three lanes near its intersection with
Causeway. At this point, vehicles headed toward southbound Causeway exit Ramp “A”
via a one-lane merge section. Vehicles headed towards northbound Causeway exit Ramp
“A” with a two-lane left-turn section controlled by a new traffic signal on mainline
Causeway.

For westbound Earhart traffic seeking access to Causeway, Ramp “C” is proposed. The
intersection of Ramp “C” with Causeway is similar to the intersection of Ramp “A” with
Causeway. Ramp “C” is a one-lane exit off of Earhart and widens to three lanes near
Causeway. Vehicles headed towards northbound Causeway exit Ramp “C” via a one-
lane merge section. Vehicles headed towards southbound Causeway exit Ramp “C” with
a two-lane left-turn section controlled by the new traffic signal on mainline Causeway.

Layout No. 12 does not impact the traffic circle above Airline Drive; therefore, no
modifications to existing exit/entrance ramps are necessary.

This alternative requires approximately 3 acres of new right-of-way and impacts 1.7 acres
of existing servitudes. Five (5) commercial relocations/modifications would be required.
No residential relocations are necessary.
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A plan view layout, roadway geometry (including apparent right-of-way), profile sheets,
and typical sections for this alternative which better illustrate the design concept are
presented at the end of this chapter.

CONCEPTUAL CONSTRUCTION COST
GENERAL

Construction quantities for the proposed action were derived from the typical sections
shown at the end of this chapter. Unit prices were based on Louisiana Department of
Transportation and Development (LADOTD) 2006 unit prices.

Construction costs were divided into ten basic groups: Mainline Structure, Causeway
Widening, At Grade Roadway, Utilities, Mast Lighting, Right-of-Way Acquisition,
Servitudes, Residential and Commercial Relocations/Modifications, and Contingencies.
These are described below:

Mainline Structure

The mainline structure includes the elevated sections of all proposed ramps including tie-
ins to the Causeway mainline, but excluding the traffic circle ramps. Using quantities
from the typical sections and LADOTD unit costs, a square foot unit construction cost
was calculated. The cost of bridge drainage was included in the average square foot unit
costs. The square foot unit costs varied due to changes in the average height of the bents,
estimated footing sizes and structure type. The square foot costs were used to estimate
the cost of the Mainline Structure.

Causeway Widening

Costs associated with widening mainline Causeway were also calculated using square
foot unit costs. This cost excludes the traffic circle ramps. The average height of the
structure, the typical sections and the structure type were used to determine the square
foot costs.

At-Grade Roadway

The at-grade roadway cost estimate includes earthwork, construction of the roadway
pavement section, and miscellaneous construction. In areas of new construction, clearing
and grubbing will be required. The area of proposed construction is mostly flat.
Excavation and embankment are needed to provide drainage and to raise the roadbed.
The estimated earthwork quantities for excavation and embankment were based on the
proposed cross sections and field observations of the existing terrain. Portland cement
concrete pavement was assumed for estimating purposes along the Earhart Expressway
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Corridor. At-grade roadway costs include minor roadway drainage, erosion control,
seeding, signage, striping, fences and guardrails if required.

Utilities

Costs for utility relocations were estimated based on aerial photographs and site visits.
The utility relocation cost estimate was based on an estimated lump sum cost per each
utility relocation required.

Signalization

The proposed action includes a new traffic signal on the elevated portion of Causeway
Blvd. where the eastbound to northbound ramps and westbound to southbound ramps
connect to Causeway.

Lighting

Tall mast lighting, which covers a wide area, is assumed for this project, similar to other
new LADOTD interchanges being constructed or reconstructed. It was determined that
seven (7) mast lights structures would be needed to illuminate the interchange area.

Right-of-Way Acquisition
Methodology

The right-of-way likely to be acquired for this project includes both vacant and developed
parcels. The developed parcels include only commercial/industrial uses and industrial
zonings.

A web search was undertaken in the industrial-zoned areas near the proposed project
(such as those in LaBarre Industrial Park and ElImwood Industrial Park) to search “for
sale” properties for pricing. The following table documents recent asking price data
examined in this analysis of industrial property
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Table IV-2
For Sale Listings of Prices of Industrial Property in East Jefferson Parish

LOCATION IMPROVEMENTS LAND PRICE PER

AREA SQUARE
FOOT

1000 Dakin Parcel with warehouse & office 109,072 sf $17.42

Street

1820 L&A Parcel with warehouse and office 33,357 sf $37.47

Road

210 Industrial | Vacant Parcel 22,200 sf $9.46

Ave,

Lausat St. near | Redevelopment Parcel 12,156 sf $18.10

Shrewsbury

124 Airline Dr. | Acreage with warehouse and office 6.38 acres $10.43

Determination of Right-of-Way and Servitude Costs

The active industrial parks in the study area provided a basis for the cost estimates for
possible right of way acquisition and Servitude costs associated with the project, as
described below:

Unimproved ROW Acaquisition Cost Estimate

There were only two listings available for vacant industrial land or industrially-zoned
redevelopment parcels. The prices were somewhat different in nature. The vacant parcel
had a square foot figure of $9.46 while the smaller redevelopment parcel had a square
foot cost of $18.10. Bearing in mind that the EIFS study two years ago used an average
of $9.00/sq. ft., the $9.46 figure was seen as the more accurate of the two and chosen.
Calculated in terms of acreage, this computes to $412,078/ acre, which was rounded up to
a $420,000 per acre for vacant or residential property in the Earhart/Causeway area.

Improved ROW Acquisition Cost Estimate

Improved commercial/industrial properties, similar to the ones that might be acquired
under this project, sold for between $10.43 to $37.47 per square foot in east Jefferson
Parish. This averages to a figure of $21.77 / sqg. ft. Calculated in terms of acreage, this
computes to $948,446 / acre. Bearing in mind the EIFS study two years ago used a
similar price of $900,000 /acre, this was rounded up to an even $950,000 per acre cost
figure for improved commercial/industrial property in the Earhart/Causeway area.
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Calculation of Servitude Costs

The Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development (LADOTD) policy on
servitudes is based on appraisals conducted on the project property as follows":

e The cost allowed for servitudes extending across railroad tracks and pipelines
is set at 50% of the appraised value of the property. The appraisal is usually
determined following the design phase of the project.

As a result of the right-of-way cost determination being $420,000 per acre, and servitudes
being 50% of appraised value, the conceptual cost for servitude is an estimated $210,000
per acre.

Costs for Commercial Relocations/Modifications

Relocation would occur when the majority of a building needs to be acquired and the
tenants or owner relocated. Modifications were defined as those instances where only a
portion of a commercial building may be required, and the building modified while the
owner or tenant remains. A review of the layouts on aerial photography was used to
determine the type of and amount of relocations and modifications. Under the proposed
Action only commercial relocations/modifications would occur. Costs for such actions
were taken from a recent similar analysis in east Jefferson Parish, the East-West Corridor
Study — Highway Component Final Environmental Statement (February, 2007). The
amount used was $37,000 for each commercial relocation/modification.

Contingencies

A 25% construction cost contingency was included for this concept-level study.

COST ESTIMATES

A cost estimate for the Proposed Action is presented in Table V-3 on the following two
pages.

! Mr. David Pourciau, LADOTD Appraisal Division (1-225-237-1247), and Mr. Paul Charron, LADOTD (465-3468),
March 31, 2004 and April 1, 2004.
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EARHART / CAUSEWAY INTERCHANGE

TABLE 1V-3

CONCEPTUAL COST ESTIMATE - PROPOSED ACTION

ITEM ITEM UNIT UNIT |QUANTITY] AMOUNT |AMOUNT IN YEAR
NO. PRICE OF EXPENDITURE
CONSTRUCTION:

1 |Roadway at Grade SQ. FT. $29.00 149,458 $4,334,282
2 |Type Il PPC Girder Span (< 40" ht.) SQ. FT. $75.00 34,205 $2,565,375
3 |Type Il PPC Girder Span (> 40" ht.) SQ. FT. $85.00 0 $0
4 |Type Il PPC Girder Span (< 40' ht.) SQ. FT. $74.00 110,035 $8,142,590
4 |Type Il PPC Girder Span (> 40' ht.) SQ. FT. $84.00 0 $0
5 |Type IV-S PPC Girder Span (< 40' ht.) SQ. FT. $83.00 0 $0
5 |Type IV-S PPC Girder Span (> 40' ht.) SQ. FT. $98.00 0 $0
6 |Steel Girder Spans-4' Depth (<40' ht.) SQ. FT. $98.00 0 $0
7 |Curved Steel Girder Spans-4' Depth (<40'ht.) |SQ.FT.| $113.00 59,108 $6,679,204
8 |Curved Steel Girder Spans-4' Depth (>40'ht.) |SQ.FT.|] $123.00 0 $0
9 |Steel Girder Spans-5' Depth (<40’ ht.) SQ.FT.| $112.00 18,447 $2,066,064
10 |[Steel Girder Spans-5' Depth (>40' ht.) SQ.FT.| $112.00 0 $0
11 |Curved Steel Girder Spans-5' Depth (<40'ht.) |SQ.FT.| $125.00 0 $0
11 |Curved Steel Girder Spans-5' Depth (>40'ht.) |SQ.FT.| $140.00 0 $0
12 |Steel Girder Spans-6' Depth (>40' ht.) SQ.FT.| $148.00 0 $0
8 |Curved Steel Girder Spans-6' Depth (<40'ht.) |SQ.FT.|] $163.00 0 $0
13 |[Slab Spans w/Curtain Walls SQ. FT. $70.00 13,175 $922,250
14 [Structure Widening (Earhart) Type IV Girders | SQ. FT. $99.00 37,365 $3,699,135
15 |Widening Causeway (Rolled Girders) SQ.FT.| $130.00 39,365 $5,117,450
16 |Pile Supported Approach Slab SQ. FT. $41.00 8,074 $331,034
17 |Remove Causeway Median Lin. Ft. $64.00 200 $12,800
18 [Signalization LUMP | LUMP 0 $140,000
19 [Mast Lighting EACH $49,000 7 $343,000

SUBTOTAL: $34,353,184 $41,795,901

(in 2012)
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TABLE IV-3 (continued)

EARHART / CAUSEWAY INTERCHANGE

CONCEPTUAL COST ESTIMATE - PROPOSED ACTION

ITEM ITEM UNIT UNIT JQUANTITY] AMOUNT |AMOUNT IN YEAR
NO. PRICE OF EXPENDITURE
UTILITIES:
Sewer LUMP LUMP 1 $78,700
Water LUMP LUMP 1 $527,200
Drainage LUMP| LUMP 1 $367,100
Natural Gas (Atmos)** LUMP | LUMP 0 $0
Natural Gas (Gulf South) LUMP| LUMP 1 $189,000
Power Lines (Entergy) LUMP | LUMP 1 $133,000
Cable (TV)** LUMP LUMP 0 $0
Telephone (Bell South) ** LUMP| LUMP 0 $0
Fiber Optic Communication Lines * LUMP | LUMP 0 $0
SUBTOTAL: $1,295,000 1,575,566
(in 2012)
*  |Avoid lines during design & construction
** |To be relocated by owner if necessary
RIGHT-OF-WAY, SERVITUDES & RELOCATIONS:
Unimproved Commercial / Industrial ROW ACRES| $420,000 0.000 $0
Improved Commercial / Industrial ROW ACRES| $950,000 3.016 $2,865,200
Servitudes: ACRES| $210,000 1.704 $357,840
Commercial Relocations / Modifications EACH $37,000 5 $185,000
SUBTOTAL: $3,408,040 3,833,582
(in 2010)
SUBTOTAL $39,056,224 $47,205,048
25% CONTINGENCY $9,764,056 $11,801,262
TOTAL $48,820,280 $59,006,310

YEAR OF EXPENDITURE ESTIMATE

The Estimate of Conceptual Construction Cost, which is given in Year 2007 dollars, was used as a basis for a Year of Expenditure

Estimate (YOE). The YOE is based on estimated durations for tasks and estimated date of completion for those tasks, as outlined in
Table IV-4 on the following page. It should be noted that this is only a projected timeline based on the assumption that funding will
be available. The actual implementation of the project will vary depending on funding availability.

An annual escalation of 4% was used to calculate future costs, and the project is assumed to have funding available for each task at
the time each task can reasonably commence. Acquisition is projected to occur in 2010, and as such the costs for that amount will

be escalated three (3) years, while utility work and construction are slated to occur between the years 2011-2013. As the midpoint
of construction will occur in 2012, costs will be escalated five 5 years.
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TABLE V-4

EARHART-CAUSEWAY INTERCHANGE PROJECTED TIMELINE

Estimated Estimated
Task Completion Duration
FONSI: Early 2008
TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY: Mid 2008 6 months

PRELIMINARY PLANS:

PROPERTY SURVEY
& ROW MAPS:

FINAL PLANS:

ROW & SERVITUDE

APPRAISALS & ACQUISITION:

ADVERTISE, BID & AWARD:

CONSTRUCTION:

First quarter
2008

Mid 2009

First quarter

2010

End of 2010

First quarter
2011

First quarter
2011 to first
quarter 2013

(Start with issuance of FONSI)

9 months
(Start with completion of
topographic survey)

6 months

(3 months concurrent with
Prel. Plans & 3 months
concurrent with Final Plans)

12 months
(Start with completion of
Preliminary Plans)

18 months
(Begin with end of ROW Maps
and continue during Final Plans

3 months
(Start with completion of
ROW acquisition)

26 months

NOTES:

» The anticipated time for completion of construction is sixty-five (65) months following the issuance of

the FONSI.

= Thisis only a projected timeline based on the assumption that funding will be available. The actual

implementation of the project will vary depending on funding availability.
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CHAPTER V

THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

In this chapter, the areas of primary impact and the overall project study are first delineated and
described. The existing transportation system, including existing highways and roadways, rail,
transit and pedestrian facilities are presented. The Chapter concludes with an examination of the
affected human and natural environment for the project. For purposes of analysis, the affected
environment was divided into the following categories and sub-categories:

EXISTING TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM
- Roadways
- Railroads
- Transit
- Pedestrian and Bicyclist Conditions

EXISTING HUMAN ENVIRONMENT
- Affected Neighborhoods
- Demographics
- Zoning and Land Use
- Public Facilities and Services
- Visual/Aesthetic Conditions
- Cultural Resources
- Hazardous and Solid Waste Sites
- Flood Zones/Floodplains

EXISTING NATURAL ENVIRONMENT
- Geology and Soils
- Vegetation
- Wildlife
- Water Resources
- Coastal Zone Status
- Scenic Rivers

AREA OF PRIMARY IMPACT

The area of primary impact deals with the “footprint” of the project. The area includes the
immediate area around the intersection of Causeway Boulevard and the Earhart Expressway as
well as the area around the existing Airline Drive/ Causeway Boulevard interchange. The Area
of Primary Impact encompasses an irregular, cross-shaped region, bounded by Bauvais and Bore




Streets, and Manley Avenue on the north; Metairie Lawn, Gruner Street, Labarre Road, and
Santa Ana Avenue on the east; Clara and Clermont Streets, Morris Place, and San Mateo Avenue
on the south; and Hyman Drive, Lillian Street, and Shrewsbury Road on the west. Figure V-1
provides a visual display of the Area of Primary Impact.

Within the primary area of impact, environmental categories associated with the project
“footprint” will be assessed and explored. These include such categories as hazardous and solid
waste sites, cultural resources, and most natural environmental impacts.

PROJECT STUDY AREA

The Project Study Area is a larger area surrounding the area of primary impact, and will be
examined in order to categorize and list environmental aspects that would be less directly
affected by project construction and more influenced by project implementation (these include
traffic impacts and community, social and economic impacts). Exploration of the project study
area also provides an accurate picture of surrounding neighborhoods.

The Project Study Area essentially mirrors the boundaries of the US census tracts and block
groups used in the social-economic analysis. The southern boundary is static, comprising the
Mississippi River. However, the northern study area boundary is uneven and varied, including
W. Metairie Avenue, 47th Street / Fagot Avenue, and the Norfolk Southern Railroad. The
eastern boundary includes Jefferson Avenue, the western boundary of Pontiff Playground and the
Metairie Country Club, and Deckbar Avenue; the western boundary consists of Central Avenue
and Manson Avenue.

Figure V-1 also provides a visual display of the overall Project Study Area.

EXISTING TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

This section discusses the existing transportation system within the study area, including the
existing roadway, rail and transit systems.

METHODOLOGY

The LADOTD highway map was reviewed to locate state and federal roadways in the project
study area. The New Orleans Railroads and Intermodal Facilities map was utilized to identify
the railroads that traverse the project study area. The Jefferson Parish website was consulted to
determine the bus routes that service the project area.
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FINDINGS
Roads

Numerous state and federal roadways are located in the vicinity of the intersection of Earhart
Expressway (LA 3139) and Causeway Boulevard (LA 3046). Both Jefferson Highway (US 90)
and Airline Drive (US 61) are federal roadways running approximately parallel to Earhart
Expressway to the south and north respectively. The state highways in the vicinity are Metairie
Road (LA 611-9), Shrewsbury Road (LA 611-3), Labarre Road (LA 611-4) and River Road (LA
611-1).

Railroads

There are numerous railroad tracks that traverse the project study area. Both the Canadian
National / Illinois Central (CNIC) and the New Orleans Public Belt (NOPB) railroads run east-
west through the project area, south of Earhart Boulevard. A Norfolk-Southern (NS) spur line
begins west of the intersection of the Earhart Expressway and Causeway Boulevard and travels
northeasterly. A Kansas City Southern (KCS) Railroad spur begins just east of Severn Avenue
and travels to the Jefferson/Orleans parish line south of Airline Drive.

Transit

There are 3 major bus routes that traverse the study area. These routes are the Causeway Blvd.
route, the Kenner Local and the Airport Downtown Express. The Causeway Blvd. route is a
north/south route from Jefferson Highway along Causeway Blvd. to West Esplanade Avenue and
intersects with both the Kenner Local and the Airport Downtown Express. The Kenner Local
operates on Jefferson Highway from the City of Kenner to the intersection of Carrolton Avenue
and Claiborne Avenue in New Orleans. The Airport Downtown Express provides service from
the Louis Armstrong New Orleans International Airport along Airline Drive to Tulane and
Carrollton Avenues'. This is the only bus route on the east bank of Jefferson Parish that
provides direct access to New Orleans.

Pedestrian and Bicyclist Conditions

The Primary Impact area is a congested, heavily-traveled area for vehicular traffic, containing
two multi-lane federal highways (US 61 and US 90), a state-owned, limited-access expressway
(Earhart Expressway), and a major state highway (Causeway Boulevard). Add to this mix a
convergence of three sets of railroad tracks, and the study area can best be described as

! The Airport Downtown Express currently terminates at Tulane and Carrollton Avenues in New Orleans, La. and
does not go to the CBD. Jefferson Parish Transit, September 5, 2006.




uninviting to pedestrians and bicyclists. While local streets in the project area are much more
conducive to bicycle travel and walking, the other transportation facilities listed above present
barriers to expanded bicycle and pedestrian travel.

It should be noted that there is, however, a dedicated bicycle and pedestrian facility along the
southern edge of the project study area, the Mississippi River Trail. The trail includes a paved
path along the crown of the river levee dedicated to bicyclists, pedestrians and such.

EXISTING HUMAN ENVIRONMENT
AFFECTED NEIGHBORHOODS

The Earhart-Causeway study area is part of the large suburban Parish of Jefferson, and located
within the unincorporated areas of Metairie and Jefferson. The unincorporated areas contain a
multiplicity of subdivisions that comprise neighborhoods. Neighborhood identity is derived
from the subdivision name, major streets, canals, and natural features such as the Mississippi
River. The neighborhoods within the study area are composed primarily of single family
residential development. Support facilities such as schools, churches and commercial services
also contribute to the feeling of place in the neighborhood.

Some of the major residential neighborhoods in the Earhart Causeway study area include:

e Greater Old Metairie (those neighborhoods located north and south of and directly on
Metairie Road)

Beverly Garden

Beverly Knoll

Gilmore

Jefferson Heights

Metairie Club Gardens

Rio Vista

Shrewsbury

Industrial areas are also defined by their subdivision names:
e Labarre Business Park
e Elmwood Industrial Park

DEMOGRAPHICS

The demographics section describes the population characteristics and trends/ housing and
household characteristics and business and economy characteristics of the project study area.




Population Characteristics and Trends / Housing and Household Characteristics
Methodology

Population, household, and housing characteristics demographics and socio-economic data were
derived from U.S. Census Bureau 1990 and 2000 census records for census block groups 226.03,
227.02, 228.03, 229.01, 229.02, 242.01, 244.01, 244.02, 244.03, 245.01, 245.02, 246.01, 246.02,
246.03, 246.04, 246.05, 247.01, 247.02, 247.03, and 248.05. These are shown on Figure V-2. It
should be noted that block group 248.03, which is located just to the east of the intersection of
Causeway and Earhart, is a commercial/industrial area and has no resident population.

Findings

The project area has shown a rather high percentage of population growth considering its
location. The total population of Louisiana in 2000 was 4,468,976—this represents an increase
of 5.9% over 1990. In 2000, the total population in the Jefferson Parish was 455,466, which was
a 1.59% increase over the 1990 population of 448,306.

As indicated in Table V-1, a 7.23% population increase occurred in the Project Study areas from
1990 to 2000, which was greater than either the parish or state population percentage increase.

Table V-1
Total Population
1990 2000 Change 1990 | % Change
to 2000
Louisiana | 4,219,973 | 4,468,976 249,003 5.9%
Jefferson 448,306 455,466 7,160 1.59%
Parish
Study area 15,359 16,469 1,110 7.23%

As can be seen in the table below, the project area’s age distribution indicates that most of the
population falls within the age range of 21 to 59 years.

Table V-2
Age of Population — Total Numbers for Year 2000
Total Population | 0-20 | 21-39 | 40-59 | 60-84 85
Years | Years | Years | Years | Years
& Over
16,469 3,731 | 4,460 | 4,559 | 2,164 461
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As seen in Table V-3, below, The study area experienced a 9.5% increase in occupied housing
units from 1990 to 2000. Relative to vacant housing units, a significant percentage decrease
occurred from 1990 to 2000. Thus, an overall increase in occupied housing units occurred in the
study areas along with a decrease in the amount of vacant housing units during the ten-year
period.

Table V-3
Housing Units Occupancy Status — Project Area
1990 2000 Change % 1990 2000 Change %
Total Total 1990- | Change Total Total 1990- | Change
Occupied | Occupied | 2000 Vacant | Vacant 2000
6,819 7,470 651 9.5% 644 536 -108 -16.8%

As can be seen in Table V-4 below, the number of owner-occupied housing units increased by
11.8% and the number of renter-occupied housing units increased by 5.6% from 1990 to 2000.
The trend from 1990 to 2000 indicated a higher rate of homeownership within the study area.

Table V-4
Tenure — Occupied Housing Units
_ 1990 2000 Change % Change
1990-2000
Total Owner-Occupied 4,290 4,798 508 11.8%
Housing Units
Total Renter-Occupied 2,529 2,672 143 5.6%
Housing Units

Economic characteristics are important factors that assist with the characterization of
neighborhoods. Economic characteristics also assist in the assessment of services and amenities
that are required to maintain and sustain neighborhoods, especially relative to infrastructure. The
following economic characteristics include income, and median values of specified owner-
occupied housing units. As indicated in Table V-5 on the following page, the project study area
ranges in per capita income from $8,800 to $47,332. The average per capita income is
approximately $20,988.
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Table V-5
Per Capita Income in 1999

Census Tract Per Capita Income
226.03 $47,332
227.02 $34,842
228.03 $25,821
229.01 $23,590
229.02 $17,626
242.01 $20,059
244.01 $20,391
244.02 $16,896
244.03 $16,922
245.01 $15,110
245.02 $30,435
246.01 $20,274
246.02 $8,800
246.03 $13,051
246.04 $11,811
246.05 $12,432
247.01 $21,011
247.02 $18,407
247.03 $14,533
248.05 $30,422

Study Area Average $20,988

Table V-6, below presents ranged figures on household income in the aggregated study area:

Table V-6
Study Area Household Income in 1999
Total 7,386 Percentage of Total
Less than $10,000 to $24,999 2,500 33.8%
$25,000 to $44,999 1,988 26.9%
$45,000 to $99,999 2,255 30.5%
$100,000 or more 643 8.7%

As can be seen in Table V-7 on the following page, the median Year 2000 household incomes in
the project area ranged from just over $21,000 to just over $48,000, with the average median
household income for the study area at about $34,000.
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Table V-7
Median Household Income

Census 1990 2000 Change 1990 % Change
Tract - 2000
I A R R B
226.03 $37,206 $48,571 $11,365 30.5%
227.02 $24,575 $34,779 $10,204 41.5%
228.03 $19,569 $40,625 $21,056 107.6%
229.01 $19,853 $43,646 $23,793 119.8%
229.02 $27,195 $27,778 $583 2.14%
242.01 $25,921 $42,222 $16,301 62.9%
244.01 $21,193 $36,176 $14,983 70.7%
244.02 $19,792 $31,328 $11,536 58.3%
244.03 $14,868 $21,356 $6,488 43.6%
245.01 $21,985 $32,292 $10,307 46.9%
245.02 $35,208 $46,513 $11,305 32.1%
246.01 $10,568 $41,089 $30,521 288.8%
246.02 $8,730 $23,750 $15,020 172.0%
246.03 $15,250 $22,589 $7,339 48.1%
246.04 $11,776 $21,058 $9,282 78.8%
246.05 $29,167 $35,455 $6,288 21.56%
247.01 $23,068 $28,833 $5,765 25.0%
247.02 $18,971 $30,781 $11,810 62.2%
247.03 $26,333 $30,160 $3,827 14.5%
248.05 $30,598 $46,173 $15,575 50.9%
Study Area
Average $22,091 $34,259 $12,167 55.08%

note: no residential population present in block group 248.03

All tracts in the study area had median income increases between 1990 and 2000, with the
average increase being an impressive 55%. Census tract 246.01 experienced the largest increase
from 1990 to 2000 (289%); however, it had a very low median income in 1990. The smallest
increase in median household income from 1990 to 2000 was experienced by census tract 229.02
(2%).

For the most part, the median values of the study area’s owner-occupied housing units have also
increased significantly for that ten-year period. With the exception of census tract 246.01, all
tracts within the study area experienced an increase in the median values of owner-occupied
housing units. The increases could be a result of the area’s sustainable and growing business
activity, while the significant decrease for census tract 246.01 could be due to various factors,
including its isolation and surrounding industrial uses. Census tract 248.05 experienced the
largest percentage increase from 1990 to 2000.
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Table V-8, below, presents these figures by census tract. Figures V-3 and V-4 show these
figures graphically.

Table V-8
Median Value of Owner-Occupied Housing Units
Census Tract 1990 2000 Change 1990 | % Change
- 2000
226.03 $201,100 $288,000 $86,900 43.2%
227.02 $77,100 $141,100 $64,000 83.0%
228.03 $67,500 $135,000 $67,500 100%
229.01 $70,000 $101,700 $31,700 45.3%
229.02 $63,400 $108,800 $45,400 71.6%
242.01 $63,500 $94,600 $31,100 48.9%
244.01 $66,800 $103,900 $37,100 55.5%
244.02 $67,000 $106,800 $39,800 59.4%
244.03 $64,600 $96,900 $31,400 48.6%
245.01 $57,600 $108,300 $50,700 88.0%
245.02 $86,500 $112,800 $26,300 30.4%
246.01 $37,700 $24,800 -$12,900 -34.2%
246.02 $54,000 $55,000 $1,000 1.8%
246.03 $57,600 $83,800 $26,200 45.5%
246.04 $40,900 $72,300 $31,400 76.8%
246.05 $62,300 $68,400 $6,100 9.79%
247.01 $62,300 $88,100 $25,800 41.4%
247.02 $56,300 $89,500 $33,200 58.9%
247.03 $67,000 $117,500 $50,500 75.4%
248.05 $71,500 $140,900 $69,400 97.1%
Study Area

Average $69,735 $106,910 $37,175 53.31%

note: no owner-occupied housing units specified for block group 248.03
Business and Economy
Methodology

The business and economy discussion is based on field reconnaissance of the project study area’s
existing land use activity and input from the “The Jefferson EDGE” (published by the Jefferson
Parish Economic Development Council, or JEDCO, and adopted by the Jefferson Parish Council
on May 17, 2000). The employment status analysis is based on data obtained for the year 2000
from the U.S. Census Bureau.
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Findings

Jefferson Parish and, in particular, the project study area, has historically experienced
employment growth, and it continues to do so. The Parish continues to create new jobs even in
the midst of periods of population decline. Approximately 34,000 new jobs have been created in
Jefferson Parish since 1990, while over 100,000 new residents have been added. In addition,
employment and wage growth rates have increased since 1990, especially with a shift from
manufacturing toward service and construction industries.

However, a hindrance to development within the project study area has been the limitation of
developable land for the development of major commercial, residential, or industrial projects.
Redevelopment is a necessary factor to attract new investment. Business opportunities and a
subsequent growing micro-economy within the project study area will be driven first by land use
considerations.

The project study area contains retail strip centers, nightclubs and bars, restaurants, small and
large businesses, warehouses, multi-family and single family residences, government buildings
(i.e. U.S. Post Office), and office uses. Scattered vacant lots are interspersed and represent
development potential. The project study area is well-positioned to capture new business, which
would enhance its micro-economy and the entire Parish economy.

In terms of smaller scale commercial development, opportunities exist within the project study
area and/or adjacent areas. Vacant lots for new construction and the infill of existing vacant
commercial structures provide commercial development and redevelopment opportunities.
Vacant “big boxes,” located on large parcels or in older shopping centers with adequate parking,
have provided redevelopment opportunities. For example, the former Real Superstore at Airline
Drive and Cleary was adaptively reused as a Sam’s Warehouse Club retail facility.

New land use activity has occurred along the Airline Drive Corridor. Hurwitz-Mintz Furniture
Co. relocated its warehouse and showroom from Orleans Parish to Jefferson Parish on Airline
Drive. Other recent land use activity along the Airline Drive Corridor, within the project study
area or within near vicinity to it, includes a new Winn-Dixie Marketplace, Walgreen’s, Auto
Zone, Regions Bank, Regions Mortgage Company. To further enhance business opportunities,
the Parish Council adopted the Commercial Parkway Overlay District in 1999, in order to
provide guidelines for enhanced landscaping, set-back requirements, curb cuts and signage along
Airline Drive. In addition, the Airline Drive corridor is a designated Economic Development
District and it provides ad valorem tax benefits to property owners who substantially improve
their buildings.

Thus, limited development opportunities are not insurmountable. Sustaining the project area’s
current business growth, as well as attracting new development and redevelopment, is vital to the
project study area’s continued business and economic success. Economic opportunities are also
available in conjunction with effective transportation and telecommunications infrastructure.
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Along with development opportunities, employment status is important in the analysis of
business and economy. Employment status could be an indicator of the state of a particular
area’s business growth and economy. The following table presents the employment status of the
project study area:

Table V-9
Employment Status

Percentage of Total

In the Labor Force 8,240
- Employed 7,901

- Unemployed 339 4.1%
Not in the Labor Force 5,144

As indicated above, the project study area has a high percentage of employment. This
percentage could be an indicator of the project study area’s business and economic status.

ZONING AND LAND USE
Methodology

The methodology employed in this analysis consists of an examination of the official
zoning/land use maps for the Parish of Jefferson, a review of the text of the Comprehensive
Zoning Ordinance and windshield surveys of the study area.

Zoning is discussed first, being the determining factor for land use. An overview for each zoning
district is presented including the purpose of the district, the kinds of permitted uses allowed and
height restrictions. In the best case, land use matches the permitted uses in the zoning district in
which the property is located.

A consideration of the land use and prevailing development patterns follows the zoning analysis.
The land use in the study area is reviewed in geographic segments from west to east and north to
south and separated by major thoroughfares present in the study area including West Metairie
Avenue, Airline Drive, Earhart Expressway, Jefferson Highway, Cleary Avenue, Shrewsbury
Road and Causeway Boulevard. These major thoroughfares often function as physical barriers in
land use and frequently demarcate changes in development patterns.

Zoning and land use in the Earhart Causeway study corridor is under the jurisdiction of the
Jefferson Parish Council. Boundaries for the purposes of this analysis are West Metairie Avenue
and Fagot Avenue on the north, Central Avenue on the west, Deckbar Avenue on the east, and
the Mississippi River on the south.

A zoning map of the area is illustrated in Figure V-5.
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Zoning
Zoning? in the study area contains a variety of classifications including:

Single Family Residential (R-1A)
Two-Family Residential (R-2)

Three and Four Family Residential (RR-3) Townhouse District (R-1TH)
Condominium (R-1CO)

Multiple Family Residential (R-3)
General Office (GO-2)

General Office (GO-1)

Medical Services District (H-1)
Medical Services District (H-2)
Neighborhood Commercial (C-1)
General Commercial (C-2)

Office Warehouse (OW-1)

Mixed Use Corridor District (MUCD)
Light Industrial (M-1)

Heavy Industrial (M-2)

The Single Family Residential District (R-1A) is intended for low density single family
residential development. Permitted uses include single family residential dwellings and
associated uses such as churches. The maximum height for structures in R-1A is 35 feet.

The Two-Family Residential District (R-2) recognizes a greater density of land use for
residential development. R-2 allows two-family dwellings, any use permitted in R-1A as well as
condominiums. The maximum height for structures in R-2 is 35 feet.

The Three and Four-Family Residential District (RR-3) provides for areas of multiple family
dwellings of low and intermediate density with proper design and landscape standards. RR-3 is
intended to provide a transition zone between high density and low density residential
development, and between commercial and residential development. RR-3 allows three and four
family dwellings and associated uses. The maximum height for structures in RR-3 is 35 feet.

The Townhouse District (R-1TH) allows attached family dwellings in groups of twelve or less.
R-1TH allows townhouses and any permitted use in R-1A. The maximum height for structures
in R-1TH is 35 feet.

2 Jefferson Parish Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance, June 2000.
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The Condominium District (R-1CO) provides for greater density in residential development
with common ownership of open space and amenities and individual private ownership of a
townhouse or apartment. The condominium unit owners share the responsibility for maintenance
of common areas such as landscaped open areas, swimming pool and other recreational facilities,
entrance lobbies, elevators, halls, etc. R-1CO allows condominiums, and any of the permitted
uses in the RR-3 and R-1TH Districts. The maximum height of structures in R-1CO is 60 feet.

The Three Family Residential District (R-3) recognizes a higher density of traditional rental
residential use. Due to the greater density of population and concentration of vehicles, these
districts are situated on collector streets where they may be more easily served by public and
commercial services. R-3 allows multiple family dwellings, any use permitted in RR-3, mobile
home parks, and elderly housing and assisted living facilities. The maximum height for
structures allowable by right in R-3 is 60 feet. Under certain conditions and criteria, multiple
family structures may go up a maximum of 90 feet.

The General Office District (GO-2) is intended for professional office development with some
commercial uses to serve employees in the district and designed to protect adjacent residential
and commercial uses. GO-2 allows professional offices, banks, clinics and related uses, as well
as single family and two family dwellings. The maximum height for structures in GO-2 is 35
feet.

The General Office District (GO-1) is intended for professional offices and some commercial
services with a greater density than permitted in GO-2. GO-1 allows professional offices, banks,
clinics and related uses as well as multiple family dwellings. The maximum height for structures
allowable by right in GO-1 is 65 feet. Under certain conditions and criteria, multiple family
structures in GO-1 may go up a maximum of 90 feet.

The Medical Services District (H-1) is intended for low density land uses related to hospitals.
H-1 allows hospitals, medical and dental offices, elderly housing, nursing and convalescent
homes and any use permitted in the R-1A District. The maximum height for structures in H-1 is
35 feet.

The Medical Services District (H-2) is composed of lands and structures used to support
hospitals of a greater density than in H-1. H-2 allows hospitals, medical offices, institutions,
pharmacies and stores, retail shops, health and athletic clubs, and any use permitted in R-3. The
maximum height for structures allowable by right in H-2 is 75 feet. Under certain conditions and
criteria, multiple family structures in H-2 may go up a maximum of 100 feet.

The Neighborhood Commercial District (C-1) provides for light retail goods and services
serving adjacent residential districts. C-1 allows retail stores with not more than 25,000 square
feet in area, banks, clinics, dry cleaning and laundries and residential uses comprising no more
than 50% of the commercial structure. The maximum height for structures allowable by right
in C-1 is 45 feet. Under certain conditions and criteria, multiple family structures in C-1 may go
up a maximum of 70 feet.
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The General Commercial District (C-2) is intended for dense commercial uses providing retail
goods and major services. C-2 allows retail uses greater than 25,000 square feet in area, any use
permitted in C-1, adult establishments, amusement enterprises, animal hospitals, automobile
sales and repair, bars, offices, and trade service and repair. The maximum height for structures
allowable by right in C-2 is 65 feet. Under certain conditions and criteria, the height of
structures in C-2 is unlimited.

The Office Warehouse District (OW-1) provides employment opportunities for business and
wholesaling activities close to residences to reduce travel time from home to work. Typical
development in OW-1 is an office-warehouse park. OW-1 allows office and warehouse facilities
for distribution of goods and commodities, trade service and repair establishments, laundries and
dry cleaning and any use permitted in C-2. The maximum height for structures in OW-1 is 65
feet.

The Mixed Use Corridor District (MUCD) is a special district that encourages mixed land uses
along major transportation corridors with landscape, design and sign requirements. MUCD
allows residential and commercial uses and mixtures thereof ranging from the single family
residential districts through the OW-1. The maximum height for structures in MUCD is 65 feet,
with restrictions on height when abutting residential development.

The Light Industrial District (M-1) is intended for light industrial land uses while protecting
adjacent industrial, commercial and residential development. M-1 allows gaming
establishments, truck stops and industrial uses not otherwise prohibited or restricted. The
maximum height for structures in M-1 is not limited unless the property abuts a residential
district in which case there are limitations based on the height set in the residential district with
additional setbacks.

The Heavy Industrial District (M-2) is situated for heavy industrial development. M-2 allows
manufacturing of chemicals, oil, paint, paper, wholesale storage of chemicals and oil and all uses
not otherwise prohibited by law. The maximum height for structures in M-2 is not limited unless
the property abuts a residential district in which case there are limitations based on the height set
in the residential district with additional setbacks.

Land Use

Beginning in the northwest quadrant of the study area, the land use consists of single family
residential development from Central Avenue on the west to North Causeway Boulevard on
the east and between Airline Drive on the south and West Metairie Avenue on the north.
Airline Drive is developed with heavy commercial uses on the north side and primarily light
industrial and commercial uses on the south side. Small portions of single family residential
development are present on the south side of Airline Drive near Bellevue Parkway. North
Causeway Boulevard between West Metairie Avenue and Airline Drive contains a mixture of
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commercial and office uses with some single family residential uses. A small number of multiple
family dwellings are present between Shrewsbury Road and North Causeway Boulevard.

Continuing east of North Causeway Boulevard and north of Airline Drive is primarily single
family residential development with a mixture of heavy and light commercial uses on Metairie
Road. The light commercial uses extend from Metairie Road north on Metairie Heights to Fagot
Street, which is developed primarily as single family residential. Most of Metairie Road east of
North LaBarre Road consists of single family residences, with a small amount of commercial
uses at the intersection. North LaBarre Road between Metairie Road and Loumor Avenue
consists of single family residences, with the exception of some townhouses on the corner just
before Airline Drive. The remaining portion of the study area east of North LaBarre Avenue and
north of Airline Drive is almost entirely single family residential with the exception of a
substantial townhouse condominium development south of Edinburg Street.

Moving back to Central Avenue between Airline Drive on the north and Earhart
Expressway on the south, the area is developed as light industrial and heavy commercial, with
the exception of a small amount of single family residential on Heaslip Avenue. A block of
single family residences is situated between the commercial uses on Central Avenue and a large
wholesale warehouse on the south side of Airline Drive at Cleary Avenue.

East of Cleary Avenue, the heavy commercial uses on Airline Drive continue to Shrewsbury
Road, where the development pattern turns to light industrial uses. South of Airline Drive and
beginning on the south side of Robertson Street there is a large area of single family residences,
turning into commercial and industrial uses halfway to Shrewsbury Road to the east. A mixture
of residential development is present south of the industrial property, including single family,
two family and some small apartment complexes on and near Arnoult Road.

East of Shrewsbury Road is a mixture of industrial uses, vacant property and single family
residences some of which front on Causeway Boulevard. East of Causeway Boulevard and south
of Airline Drive, the area is developed in industrial uses to Deckbar Avenue.

Going back to Central Avenue on the west between the Earhart Expressway on the north
and Jefferson Highway on the south, commercial and light industrial development is present
on Central Avenue to Karen Avenue. Central Avenue south of Karen Avenue primarily consists
of multiple family dwellings with some heavy commercial installations such as construction
companies as well as offices. East of Central Avenue is single family residential development
with some duplexes to Lauricella Road, which begins two family development to the east side of
Arnoult Road.

Between Arnoult Road and Shrewsbury is a school, with some residences. East of Shrewsbury
and Saia Lane just south of the Earhart Expressway is a large commercial industrial complex. A
playground is located adjacent to the complex. Between Saia and Claiborne Drive are a variety
of land uses with a cemetery, single family and two family dwellings, mobile homes, four plexes
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and a playground. A distinct and large block of single family residential begins east of this area
on Lurline Street and extends to Deckbar Avenue on the west.

The north side of Jefferson Highway between Central Avenue and Deckbar Avenue is almost
entirely in commercial use, with some residential development near Causeway Boulevard and
Rio Vista Avenue.

The south side of Jefferson Highway contains a small amount of light commercial uses with
some vacant commercial property. A library and public school are situated on the south side of
Jefferson Highway near Arnoult Avenue, followed by the Jefferson Parish East Bank
Waterworks Plant. East of Arnoult Avenue, commercial uses continue with some residential
development beginning on Rio Vista Avenue. Several schools are also present on the south side
of Jefferson Highway.

Beginning back at Central Avenue and south of Jefferson Highway to the Mississippi River,
single family residences are present to Arnoult Road, with the exception of a large townhouse
community east of Highway Drive. Industrial and commercial land uses are present on Arnoult
Road. Single family residential development with some duplexes is located between Shrewsbury
Road and Maine Street to the east. Between Maine Street and LaBarre to the east is commercial
development including strip malls, various retail outlets, a bank and parking lots. Apartments
and a school are located to the east, with single family development present on Rio Vista
Avenue. A large number of apartments and parking exist to the east on Deckbar Avenue.

The property south of River Road and extending south to the Mississippi River is largely vacant.
The exception is a multistory office supply complex west of Arnoult Road.

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES

Methodology

Locations for and lists of addresses for public facilities were obtained from the Rand McNally
New Orleans & Vicinity Map, TerraServer-USA topographic digital maps, and the Eatel
Sunshine Pages Telephone Book and field reconnaissance, including site visit confirmation.
Findings

Figure V-6, on the following page, provides a map of public facilities within the study area and
vicinity.
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There are numerous public services and facilities available to serve the project study area.
Analysis of the study area indicates that there are eight (8) Community Centers and
parks/playgrounds, nine (9) schools/learning institutions, one (1) police station, two (2) fire
stations, one (1) waterworks plant, two (2) libraries, thirteen (13) churches, one (1) cemetery,
and one (1) U.S. Post Office. The following is a list of public facilities and services located
within the project area:

Schools

Ella Dolhonde Elementary School — 219 Severn Avenue

Jefferson Community School — 3528 Montford Street

John H. Martyn Transitional School — 1108 Shrewsbury Road
Patrick Taylor Science & Technology School — 2012 Jefferson Hwy
Riverdale Middle School — 3900 Jefferson Hwy

Riverdale High School — 240 Riverdale Drive

St. Agnes School — 3410 Jefferson Highway

St. Christopher School — 3900 Derbigny Street

Churches

Celebration Church — 2001 Airline Drive

Conquering Word Ministries — 3439 Metairie Road

First Zion Baptist Church — 1221 South Causeway Boulevard

Jefferson United Methodist Church — 3828 Leila Place

Marine and Mount Moriah Ministries, Marine Baptist Church — 3034 Andover Street
Mount Olive Lutheran Church — 315 Ridgelake Drive

Rio Vista Baptist Church — 3800 Jefferson Highway

St. Agnes Church — 3310 Jefferson Highway

St. Christopher Church — 309 Manson Avenue

Second House of Prayer Baptist Church — 1634 Arnoult Road

Cemeteries

There is a small cemetery located between Scott Street and the New Orleans Public Belt
Railroad, and between S. Causeway Boulevard and Saia Street. This cemetery is associated with
the First Zion Baptist Church.

Parks, Playgrounds, Recreational Facilities, Community Centers

e Cleary Playground — 3700 Civic Street
e Frank Lemon Playground — 1307 South Causeway Boulevard
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e Kiddie Playground, also called “Little Jefferson” — north side of Jefferson Highway
between Jefferson Park and Julius Avenue

e Metairie Road Play Lot, also called * Little Metairie” — North side of Metairie Road
between Labarre and Metairie Lawn Drives

e Jefferson Playground — bounded by Highway, Riverdale, and South Drives, and River
Road

e Pontiff Playground/Metairie Golden Age Center/Metairie Handicap Programs — 1521
Palm Street

e Hazel Rhea Hurst Multi-Purpose Center — 1121 S. Causeway Blvd

e Airline Tot Lot — Tot Play area and outdoor (covered) basketball court. Located under
Causeway overpass on the corner of Causeway Blvd. and Lausat Street)

e Unnamed basketball courts under Causeway Blvd. south of Scott Street.

Fire and Police Stations
e Jefferson Parish Sheriff’s Office, bounded by South Causeway Boulevard, Johnson
Street, and Airline Drive
e Jefferson Parish Fire Station Number 11,on Jefferson Highway between Brown Street
and William Avenue
e Jefferson Parish Fire Station Number 14, 1714 Edinburg Street (currently being rebuilt
and is now operating out of temporay facility at Pontiff Playground, several blocks away)
Libraries
e Old Metairie Branch — 2350 Metairie Road
e Rosedale Branch — 4036 Jefferson Highway
U.S. Post Offices
e 3517 Johnson Street

Hospitals

There are no hospitals located within the boundaries of the study area but Ochsner Hospital,
which is just outside the study area’s boundaries, is located on Jefferson Highway.
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Utility Facilities

The East Jefferson Parish Waterworks Facility is located at 3600 Jefferson Highway. The
facility extends south to River Road, and also includes fresh water intakes south on the river side
of the Mississippi River levee.

Jefferson Parish has recently established a detention pond within the rights-of-way at the
interchange of Causeway Boulevard and the Earhart Expressway for the purpose of enhancing
drainage service in the area.

VISUAL /AESTHETIC CONDITIONS

The Area of Primary Impact for this project is characterized by very flat terrain of highly
developed land, with interspersed trees and greenery and mostly small-scale structures (1-2
stories). Structure types are varied, with the predominate type being commercial and industrial
buildings, with some residential uses interspersed on either side of Causeway Boulevard.
Billboard structures are interspersed in the primary impact area, and these are usually very tall so
that their advertisements can easily be seen from the elevated Causeway roadway and the Airline
traffic circle.

The visual and aesthetic conditions of the Area of Primary Impact are described in more detail
below, proceeding from north to south through the area.

North of Earhart Expressway

The area immediately north of the Expressway is primarily commercial and industrial in nature
and appearance, on both sides of Causeway Boulevard. Numerous industrial buildings and
warehouses, storage facilities, a concrete plant and an oil facility, active railroads, and the
Causeway overpass itself are the main visual features in the area between Airline and Earhart.
However, in the immediate vicinity of the overpass is a small residential section which is barely
visible to the travelers on the overpass. North of Airline, there is a less industrial look as more
commercial uses are located on major streets—stores, retail centers, and offices—with
residential areas containing a more wooded and vegetated aspect located behind the commercial
areas. Other than the peak of the Causeway overpass at Airline, the tallest structures in this area
are the billboards located throughout the north side of Earhart and the electrical transmission
towers which run along Lausat Street.

South of Earhart Expressway
The area immediately south of Earhart until recently was a heavily wooded section stretching

south to the CNIC rail lines, an almost visual treat for travelers on the Causeway overpass who
crossed over a stretch of overgrown thicket. Since Hurricane Katrina, however, the area has
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been completely cleared of trees, had berms installed along its perimeter, and will serve as a
detention pond in heavy rain or tropical storm events. The changed landscape provides a much
wider and longer vista for travelers on both Earhart and Causeway.

The CNIC and NOPB rail lines are a second major visual feature of the area. Trains can often be
seen parked on side tracks or traveling through the area, providing a visual screen between
developed areas on either side of rail lines. A thin line of trees stretching both along the north
side of the set of CNIC tracks and between the tracks also provides a semblance of visual
screening, particularly for residents along Scott Street.

The area south of the railroad tracks is primarily residential in make-up, with modest homes and
apartments. Along Causeway Boulevard, these residences are interspersed with commercial uses
community facilities and churches. The large Saia trucking facility, located one block west of
Causeway, is a noticeable part of the visual landscape for travelers on the Causeway overpass.
The most prominent visual feature in the area is Causeway Boulevard itself, which includes
approaches to two overpasses (the link to the Airline traffic circle and the Jefferson Highway
overpass) and an unattractive ground level section. The ground level section contains a paved,
unlandscaped median containing a chain link fence barrier meant to dissuade pedestrian
crossings. Again, as on the north side of Earhart, the tallest structures in this area other than the
Causeway overpasses are the numerous billboards located along Causeway and the other
thoroughfares, and the line of electrical transmission towers which run in the area between the
NOPB and CNIC railroad tracks.

CULTURAL RESOURCES
Archaeology

A records search was conducted at the Division of Archaeology (DOA), Department of Culture,
Recreation and Tourism. The DOA maintains archaeological site information for the State of
Louisiana, assigning a trinomial number (e.g., 16JE5 [State Number + Parish Abbreviation +
Site Number]) to each site. The DOA also maintains United States Geological Survey (USGS)
7.5-minute quadrangle maps depicting the locations of all recorded archaeological sites, site
forms and corresponding reports. Examination of these records indicates that there are no
previously recorded archaeological sites within the proposed project area.

The vast majority of the project area has been heavily disturbed by twentieth century
construction activities related to transportation (e.g., construction of Causeway Boulevard and
the Illinois Central Railroad) and consists of highway and railroad embankments. Much of the
remaining area has been impacted by twentieth century industrial construction. The only large,
undeveloped area within the current project corridor is located between the existing Earhart
Expressway and the CNIC right-of-way. Immediately prior to the initiation of the archaeological
investigations to be conducted for the proposed project, however, the Jefferson Parish Council
undertook the construction of a large drainage project in the vicinity of Earhart Expressway. As
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part of that project, unrelated to the currently proposed action, virtually the entire area in the
vicinity of Causeway Boulevard between Earhart Expressway and the CNIC right-of-way was
mechanically excavated to serve as a retention pond for surface runoff. Those excavations
resulted in the removal of any cultural resources that may have existed in that area. As a result,
less than 5 percent (1.34 ac or 0.54 ha) of the overall project area was amenable to
archaeological survey. Even that area, however, was occupied by a number of private residences
for which there was no access. Consequently, an archaeological survey of the project area has
not been undertaken.

Standing Structures

As part of the EIFS, the Scott Street Cemetery (located in the southwest corner of the
intersection of the Public Belt Railroad and South Causeway Boulevard) was noted as an area of
concern. The report recommended that the Scott Street cemetery should be avoided, and the
proposed action avoids that cemetery, with all proposed construction in that immediate area
occurring within the existing Causeway Blvd. right-of-way.

A records search was also conducted at the Division of Historic Preservation (DHP), Department
of Culture, Recreation and Tourism. Standing structure and NRHP files for the State of
Louisiana are maintained by the DHP. Each recorded standing structure over fifty years of age is
assigned a binomial number (e.g., 26-112 [Parish Number + Structure Number]) by the DHP.
The DHP also maintains USGS 7.5-minute and 15-minute quadrangle maps, and DOTD city
maps depicting the location of each recorded structure, Louisiana Historic Resource Inventory
forms, and corresponding reports. Only a small area of Jefferson Parish has been previously
surveyed. No previously recorded standing structures have been recorded within the Area of
Potential Effect (APE) for the Earhart-Causeway Interchange.

In addition to the records search, a standing structure survey was conducted within the APE for
the proposed project. The APE, which encompasses the project area, extends outward from the
proposed ROW approximately 100 to 250 m (328 to 820 ft)}—the distance varies relative to the
proposed structure height (see Figure V-7 on the following page for a graphic representation of
the APE). North of Airline Drive, the APE is bound by Cypress Street on the north, Gennaro
Place on the west and Estes Street on the east. Between Airline Drive and Earhart Expressway,
the APE extends westward from Causeway Boulevard in a step-like manner beginning at Severn
Avenue and ending at Alura Avenue. East of Causeway Boulevard, the APE extends outward
beginning at the intersection of Labarre Road and the Illinois Central Railroad and continuing
eastward for approximately 544 m (1,785 ft). South of Earhart Expressway and east of
Causeway Boulevard, the APE is stepped out and bound by Andover Street on the south side and
Santa Rosa Avenue on the east side. On the west side of Causeway Boulevard, the APE extends
in a step-like manner beginning at the intersection of Causeway Boulevard and Andover Street
and ending approximately at Hyman Drive and Earhart Expressway. A total of 490 structures—
located on 481 properties—constructed before 1961 were recorded within the APE. One group
of 11 properties (26-0714 to 26-0724), which are located within the Azalea Gardens subdivision,
are recommended as eligible for listing on the NRHP as part of the Azalea Gardens subdivision.
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Azalea Gardens was purposely built as an all-rental subdivision between 1947 and 1950 and has
remained as such, with few exceptions, to the present. Importantly, the housing stock of the
subdivision, including that part within the APE, retains its period characteristics. It is
recommended that Azalea Gardens is eligible for inclusion on the NRHP under Criterion A as
the first, and only, purpose built all-rental subdivision in Jefferson Parish and for its contribution
to the growth of Jefferson Parish by providing much needed housing immediately after World
War I1.

HAZARDOUS AND SOLID WASTES SITES
Methodology

Project sub-consultant Coastal Environments, Inc. (CEI) conducted an Environmental Site
Assessment, Phase 1 (ESA 1) on the designated Earhart Expressway (LA 3139) and Causeway
Blvd (LA 3046) Interchange tract, hereafter referred to as “the LADOTD ESA 1 property.” The
LADOTD ESA 1 property includes portions of Metairie and Old Jefferson, two unincorporated
communities of Jefferson Parish on the east side of the Mississippi River. The LADOTD ESA 1
property is more formally described as being located in Secs. 45, 46, and 47, T-12-S, R-10-E.
The LADOTD wishes to investigate the tract of land designated in this ESA 1 in conjunction
with the proposed Earhart Expressway (LA 3139) and Causeway Blvd (LA 3046) Interchange
and improvements associated with the approaches.

The study was conducted in compliance with the standards of the American Society for Testin%
and Materials (ASTM) for Environmental Site Assessment for Commercial Real Estate, 4'
edition, ASTM E 1527-05 Standards 2005. Procedures described in this document were used to
determine if any recognized environmental conditions, including hazardous waste generators and
underground storage tank facilities/sites, are present on the subject property. The investigation
was conducted over a thirteen-month period from February 2006 through March 2007 with site
inspections made on portions of the LDOTD ESA 1 property and adjacent areas on April 3 and
December 29, 2006, and February 5, 2007.

Findings

Table V-10, on the following two pages, lists hazardous waste sites, underground and above
ground storage tanks and dumpsites in the area. Figure V-8 (following Table V-10) shows the
location of these sites on a USGS composite base map in reference to the project footprint, zip
codes and search radii (one mile and one half mile). Figure V-9 (following Figure V-8) shows
the identified sites on an aerial photobase map in reference to the project footprint. This ESA 1
investigation identified no facilities/sites with recognized environmental conditions, located
within or adjacent to the LADOTD ESA 1 property.
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FLOOD ZONES / FLOODPLAINS
Methodology

The Earhart-Causeway study area and most of the New Orleans region is considered to be a
flood hazard area. The National Flood Insurance Program requires flood insurance in flood
hazard areas as a condition for federally sponsored financing of homes and other buildings.

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) administers the flood insurance program
and determines base flood elevations and flood risk zones for participating communities.

Flood zone maps were obtained from Jefferson Parish® to determine the flood zones contained in
the Earhart Causeway Study area. These flood zones are delineated in Figure V-10.

Findings

The Earhart Causeway study area contains two distinct flood zones, “X” and “AE”. The
majority of the study area falls in flood zone X. No base flood elevations or depths have been
determined for flood zone X and the purchase of flood insurance is not required®. Property
within flood zone X was likely located adjacent to a river, bayou or former tributary at some
point in history, the overflow of which contributed to deltaic ridge formation and higher
elevations. Flood zone X is defined as areas in a 500 year flood (occurring once every 500
years), areas in a 100 year flood (occurring once every 100 years) with average depths of less
than 1 foot or with drainage areas less than 1 square mile, and areas protected by levees from a
100 year flood.

The reminder of the Earhart Causeway study area is rated flood zone AE. Flood zone AE is
defined as a special flood hazard area. Mandatory flood insurance purchase is required in flood
zone AE°. Although protected by levees, portions of the study area within flood zone AE are
subject to inundation by a 100 year flood.

® Mr. Rene’ Maggio, Jefferson Parish Planning Department. May 2004.
* http://www.fema.gov/fhm/fq_gen13.shtm
> http:/iwww.fema.gov/fhm/fq_gen13.shtm
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EXISTING NATURAL ENVIRONMENT
GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Methodology

The geology and soils assessment occurred via data and map information provided by the Soil
Survey of Jefferson Parish, Louisiana (U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation
Service, current version).

Findings

The primary impact area for the proposed new Earhart-Causeway interchange is composed of
three (3) different soil types:

e Commerce silty clay loam
e Commerce silt loam
e Sharkey clay

These types are described below further.
Commerce silt loam

This somewhat poorly drained soil is located on the natural levees of the Mississippi River and
its distributaries. The soil’s slope is less than one percent (1%). Typically, the surface layer is a
dark grayish-brown silt loam approximately ten inches (10”) in thickness. The subsoil extends to
a depth of approximately thirty-four inches (34”). The upper portion of the subsoil is dark
grayish-brown silty clay loam while the middle and lower portions consist of grayish-brown silty
clay loam. The underlying material, which extends to a depth of approximately sixty inches
(60™), consists of grayish-brown silt loam.

Commerce silty clay loam

Commerce silty clay loam soil is also somewhat poorly drained and is located on the natural
levees of the Mississippi River and its distributaries. The soil’s slope is less than one percent
(1%). The surface layer is dark grayish-brown silty clay loam of approximately twelve inches
(12”) thick. The subsoil and underlying material consists of grayish-brown silty clay loam
extending to a depth of approximately sixty inches (60”).

Sharkey clay

Sharkey clay is a firm but poorly-drained mineral soil located in low positions on the natural
levees of the Mississippi River and its distributaries. Similar to the commerce silt loam and
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commerce silty clay loam soils, the Sharkey clay soil’s slope is less than one percent (1%). The
soil has a dark gray, clay surface layer of approximately five inches (5”) thick. The subsoil,
extending to a depth of approximately thirty-seven (37”) inches, consists of dark gray clay in its
upper portion and gray clay in its lower portion. The soil’s substratum consists of gray clay to a
depth of approximately sixty inches (60”).

VEGETATION

The Primary Impact Area consists of developed/unforested upland. Deciduous forest vegetation
is found in the upper elevations of the study area, and is also found to a limited extent in the
developed lands of the study area. Grasses and shrubs are also found in the developed areas.

WILDLIFE

The Area of Primary Impact, as well as the entire Project Study Area, is almost completely
urbanized. Undeveloped lots, wooded right of ways, banks along canals and other drainage
ways, and parklands and lawns in the Study Area provide the only potential wildlife habitat in
this area. These areas have limited wildlife habitat potential because of their location within a
broad urban setting. The habitat within the parks and lawns is further minimized because of
regular maintenance (i.e. mowing). They do provide habitat to wildlife such as small mammals
and songbirds, which have adapted to an urban environment.

Undeveloped vegetated areas are described below:

e The undeveloped lots and rights of ways, mainly along railroad tracks, range from densely
wooded to uncut grass lots. The areas provide habitat for birds (songbirds, owls, crows, etc.)
small mammals (opossum, raccoon, rabbit, rats and mice, and feral dogs and cats) as well as
various reptiles and amphibians.

e In the Study Area, there are several small drainage canals and ditches. These areas provide
habitat for several bird and reptile species, as well as nutria and other mammals.

e Potential habitat provided by urban parkland and lawns includes maintained grasses, trees,
and/or shrubs associated with parks, and residential, commercial, or industrial lots. These
areas provide low quality habitat for small mammals and birds.

Additionally, the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) office in Lafayette, Louisiana and the
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) were contacted during both the EIFS and EA
Solicitation of Views phases for information on fish and wildlife species and the critical habitat
needed to support these species, as well as documented locations of threatened and endangered
species. Responses from both agencies stated that no critical habitat had been recorded for the
project area, and that the proposed activities would not significantly affect listed or proposed
threatened or endangered species.
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WATER RESOURCES: SOLE SOURCE AQUIFERS AND STATE OWNED WATER BODY
CROSSINGS

Methodology

Data on sole source aquifers were obtained from the Water Resources Branch of the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in Dallas, Texas, and the EPA Internet web site. A
Solicitation of Views was also sent to the EPA. Data on the names and locations of state-owned
navigable waterways were obtained by the Louisiana Department of Natural Resources (DNR),
Office of State Land (OSL).

Findings

According to a SOV response received from the EPA, the project does not lie within the
boundaries of a sole source aquifer. Based upon a review of data, the project does not affect any
state-owned navigable waterways.

COASTAL ZONE STATUS

Methodology

The Coastal Management Division of the Louisiana Department of Natural Resources (DNR)
was contacted during the Solicitation of Views of the EIFS in order to obtain the project’s status
within the Louisiana Coastal Zone.

Findings

According to two SOV responses received from the DNR, the project is located within the
Louisiana Coastal Zone. However, following a thorough review of the Coastal Management
Division database and an evaluation of the activity’s conformance with the Coastal Use
Guidelines, in accordance with the Rules and Procedures for Coastal Use Permits, Chapter 7,
Part 1, § 723.B.2, the proposed activity was determined by the Division to be exempt and a
Coastal Use Permit will not be required.

SCENIC RIVERS

Methodology

The Scenic Rivers Program is authorized by Louisiana Revised Statutes (LRS) Title 56, Chapter
9, Part Il and it requires permits authorizing activities in or affecting rivers that have been

V-38



designated by the Louisiana Legislature as Natural and Scenic. The Louisiana Constitution
(Article 1X, Section 1) and the Louisiana Scenic Rivers Act (Act 1988, No. 947, 81, effective

July 27, 1988) provided the information necessary to analyze this section of the Environmental
Inventory.

Findings

No designated scenic rivers or streams are present in the study area.
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CHAPTER VI

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE
CONSIDERED ALTERNATIVES AND SELECTION OF
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

In this chapter, the impacts of the two alternatives considered (No Build Alternative and
Proposed Action) are assessed relative to the evaluation categories of transportation and
traffic, human environment, and the natural environment. Impact assessment categories
include:

IMPACTS ON TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

IMPACTS ON THE HUMAN ENVIRONMENT
e Community, Social, and Economic Impacts
— Displacements/Relocations

— Neighborhood/Community Cohesion

— Access to Community Facilities/Services
— Environmental Justice

Zoning and Land Use

Parks and Recreation Facilities
Historic/Cultural Resources
Visual/Aesthetic Impacts

Air Quality Impacts

Noise Impacts

Hazardous and Solid Waste Sites

IMPACTS ON THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT
Vegetation

Wetlands

Wildlife

Endangered Species

Hydrology, Floodplains & Flooding

Water Quality

Geology and Soils

Natural and Scenic Rivers

The chapter then provides a comparative analysis between the two alternatives based on
their ability to meet the project Purpose and Need, and describes the selection of the
Preferred Alternative.
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IMPACTS ON TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
TRAFFIC IMPACTS
Traffic Modeling

The New Orleans Regional Transportation Model (NORTM), which the Regional Planning
Commission (RPC) maintains, was used to project future traffic volumes in order to gauge
impacts to the regional roadway network associated with the proposed improvements in the
project area. The benefit of using this model to predict traffic is its ability to help identify
initial impacts on traffic flow at a regional level. The model uses a combination of factors
including land use information, population, employment, and school enroliment to develop
a baseline number of “trips” which are then added to the roadway network in question. All
of the parishes within the model include sub-areas of traffic zones, which serve as the base
for trip origins and destinations.

An analysis of the final two build alternatives was performed to determine traffic related
impacts to the surrounding roadway network. Design Year 2027 traffic projections were
developed for both the No Build alternative and the Layout 12 alternative using the data
obtained from the RPC’s long-range travel demand model.

REVIEW OF CAPACITY ANALYSIS

A review of the capacity analyses discussed in Chapter Il — Alternative Development
Section indicated the following conditions:

e For the No Build Alternative, basic freeway segment analyses were performed on
the section of Earhart Expressway between Causeway Boulevard and the Cleary
ramps with a free flow speed of 60 mph. The analyses indicated LOS D
conditions for both eastbound and westbound directions of Earhart Expressway.
Basic freeway segment analyses were performed on the section of Causeway
Boulevard between Jefferson Highway and Airline Drive. The analyses indicated
LOS D conditions for northbound Causeway Boulevard and LOS E for
southbound Causeway Boulevard.

e For the Layout 12 alternative multiple analyses were conducted. The signalized
analysis indicated LOS C and LOS D conditions. The basic freeway segment
analyses indicated LOS C and LOS D conditions. The freeway weave section
analysis indicated LOS D conditions. The ramp merge section analyses indicated
LOS C conditions. The ramp diverge section analyses indicated LOS B, LOS C,
and LOS D conditions.

In summation, projected level of service conditions for both alternatives is acceptable.
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COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE VS. PROPOSED
ACTION

Design year traffic volumes for the project study area were developed using the RPC’s
long-range travel demand model. A comparison of area-wide impacts on major roadway
corridors for the Layout 12 alternative versus the No Build alternative is discussed below.
See Figure VI-1 on the following page for an illustration of the volume comparisons.

e Earhart Expressway — Traffic volumes on Earhart Expressway and Earhart
Boulevard in Orleans Parish are expected to be significantly higher for the Layout 12
alternative versus the no build alternative. Volumes between Clearview Parkway and
Causeway Boulevard are expected to be 20% higher in the eastbound direction and
15% higher in the westbound direction. Between Causeway Boulevard and
Carrollton Avenue, volumes are expected to be approximately 5% higher in the
eastbound direction and 4% higher in the westbound direction. At Carrollton
Avenue, volumes are expected to be 10% higher in the westbound direction and 3%
higher in the eastbound direction. This overall volume increase would indicate that a
significant number of vehicles are expected to utilize the proposed interchange. The
greatest impact is from vehicles on Causeway seeking access to Earhart westbound
and from vehicles on Earhart eastbound seeking access to Causeway.

e Causeway Boulevard — Traffic volumes on Causeway Boulevard are expected to be
lower for the Layout 12 alternative versus the no build alternative. Volumes between
Interstate 10 and Airline Drive are expected to be 3% lower in the southbound
direction and 1% higher in the northbound direction. Volumes between Earhart and
Jefferson Highway are expected to be 22% lower in both travel directions.

e Airline Drive — Traffic volumes on Airline Drive are expected to be significantly
lower for the Layout 12 alternative versus the no build alternative. VVolumes between
Clearview Parkway and Causeway Boulevard are projected to be 15% lower in the
eastbound direction and 14% lower in the westbound direction. These numbers
correspond closely to the increases projected for Earhart Expressway in the same
area. Between Causeway Boulevard and Carrollton Avenue volumes are expected to
be approximately 7% lower in the eastbound direction and 12% lower in the
westbound direction. The larger volume reduction in the westbound direction is
likely absorbed by increases in westbound volumes on 1-10 and Jefferson Highway,
in addition to Earhart Expressway.

e Jefferson Highway/Claiborne Avenue — Traffic volumes on Jefferson Highway
experience a variety of impacts for the Layout 12 alternative versus the no build
alternative. Volumes between Clearview Parkway and Causeway Boulevard are
expected to be 7% lower in the eastbound direction and 5% lower in the westbound
direction. However volumes between Causeway Boulevard and Carrollton Avenue
are expected to be 5% lower in the eastbound direction but 8% higher in the
westbound direction. This can be attributed to the proposed interchange that would
provide connectivity from northbound Causeway to westbound Earhart.
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Carrollton Avenue — Traffic volumes on Carrollton Avenue are expected to be
higher for the Layout 12 alternative versus the no build alternative. VVolumes between
Claiborne Avenue and Earhart Boulevard are expected to be 8% higher in the
northbound (lake bound) direction and 18% higher in the southbound (river bound)
direction. Volumes between Claiborne Avenue and 1-10 are expected to be 6%
higher in the northbound direction and 10% higher in the southbound direction.
These volume increases can be attributed to overall increases on Earhart Expressway.
Morning volumes from Earhart eastbound are expected to access Carrollton
southbound, while evening volumes from I-10 are expected to access Carrollton
southbound to Earhart westbound.

Volumes on Carrollton Avenue between Claiborne Avenue and St. Charles Avenue
for the Layout 12 alternative are expected to be within 1% of volumes projected
under the no build alternative. Volumes between Claiborne and Willow Street are
expected to be approximately 1% higher in both directions, while volumes between
Willow Street and St. Charles Avenue are expected to be approximately 1% lower in
both directions.

River Road — Traffic volumes on River Road aren’t expected to change much for the
Layout 12 alternative versus the no build alternative. Between Clearview Parkway
and Shrewsbury Road overall volumes are expected to be 1% lower. Between
Shrewsbury and Dakin Street overall volumes are expected to be 2% higher.
Between Dakin and Carrollton Avenue overall volumes are expected to be 2% lower.

Interstate 10 — Traffic volumes on Interstate 10 are expected to change slightly for
the Layout 12 alternative versus the no build alternative. Volumes between
Carrollton Avenue and 1-610 are expected to be 1% higher in the westbound direction
and 1% lower in the eastbound direction. Volumes between the 1-610 interchange
and Causeway Boulevard are expected to be 1% higher in the westbound direction
and 2% lower in the eastbound direction. Volumes between Causeway Boulevard
and Clearview Parkway are expected to be 1% higher in both travel directions.

Clearview Parkway — Traffic volumes on Clearview Parkway are expected to
increase south of Earhart and decrease north of Earhart for the Layout 12 alternative
versus the no build alternative. Volumes between Jefferson Highway and Earhart
Expressway are expected to be 2% higher in both travel directions. Volumes between
Earhart and Airline Drive are expected to be 4% lower for the northbound direction
and 15% lower for the southbound direction. Volumes between Airline and West
Metairie Avenue are expected to be 4% lower in the northbound direction and 1%
lower in the southbound direction.

West Metairie Avenue — Traffic volumes on West Metairie Avenue are expected to
decrease significantly for the Layout 12 alternative versus the no build alternative.
Overall volumes between Clearview and Causeway are expected to be 30% lower.
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In summary, impacts to the roadway network for year 2027 with the construction of the
Layout 12 alternative interchange are expected to be favorable. Significant volume
reductions are projected on Airline Drive, West Metairie Avenue, and to a lesser extent
on Jefferson Highway, Clearview Parkway, and sections of Interstate 10 and River Road.
The shift of traffic from existing corridors with little or no remaining capacity to Earhart
Expressway, which has available capacity, is a positive result of the proposed interchange
project.

CORSIM COMPUTER SIMULATION ANALYSES

Data from the final HCS analyses was assembled and input into two CORSIM traffic
simulation models to illustrate projected “real time” traffic conditions during peak hour
periods. The first model was developed to simulate traffic conditions under the “no
build” scenario for design year 2027. The second model was developed to simulate
traffic conditions for the Layout 12 scenario for design year 2027. The study area for the
CORSIM model includes the section of Earhart Boulevard from the Cleary ramp to just
east of Causeway Boulevard; the section of Causeway Boulevard from the north side of
West Metairie to Jefferson Hwy; the section of Jefferson Hwy from just west of
Causeway Blvd to Claiborne Ave; and the section of Airline Drive from Severn Ave to
Labarre Road.

The model input included current posted speed limits along the Earhart Expressway (50
mph), Airline Hwy (40 mph), and Causeway Blvd (45 mph) roadway segments. For new
ramp segments, a range of 30-45 mph was input based on design speed data for a
particular ramp and engineering judgment.

The model input also included estimated AM and PM Peak Hour traffic volumes along
the corridors within the study area. These peak hour volumes were derived from the Year
2027 daily traffic volume projections provided by the NORPC and based on the peak
hour percentages, directional distribution factors, and truck percentages as described in
the traffic analysis section of Chapter IlI.

Output from the simulated model was compared to the RPC projected volumes and
adjustments to the model were made, as needed, to match the output with the projected
volumes.

No Build
Design year conditions under the no build scenario illustrated the current free flow

movements on Causeway and Earhart with the heavier volumes occurring on southbound
Causeway between Airline Drive and Jefferson Highway.
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Layout No. 12

The “real time” illustration of design year volumes for the Layout 12 scenario depicted
acceptable operations. The proposed two-phase signal at the intersection of Causeway
and the new interchange exit ramps provided good vehicular movement with minimal
delays.

TRUCK TRAFFIC AND ACCESS

The Earhart Expressway, Causeway Boulevard, Jefferson Highway, Airline Highway,
River Road, Shrewsbury Road, Labarre Road, Metairie Road, Central Avenue and
Deckbar Avenue are currently designated as truck routes in the Project Study Areas. 1-10
is also a major truck route outside of the project study area, and the Clearview Parkway /
Huey P. Long Bridge is a major truck route just outside of the study area. The Labarre
Business Park in the northwestern section of the project area is a major truck
origin/destination point, as is the EImwood Industrial Park located to the west of the
project study area. There are also some industrial areas in the southeast corner of
Jefferson Parish’s east bank that generate noticeable truck traffic.

Projected Changes

Under the No Build Condition, the L&A road ramps leading to and from the Labarre
Business Park would be completed, as would the Dakin Street extension and on-and off-
ramps from Jefferson Highway to Earhart Expressway. The Huey P. Long Bridge will be
widened and improved, making that crossing more amenable for truck traffic. Finally, the
East West Corridor project would be constructed, which should help truck movements to
and from the west (via Airline Drive, US 61) occur more efficiently. Overall, it is
anticipated that with these improved access improvements to Earhart and improvements to
linkage routes with Earhart, more commercial truck traffic will utilize the route for
movements within the metro area. Truck traffic on this established truck route will
increase.

As all access routes to and from the Earhart Expressway are existing truck routes, and as
the proposed interchange links two (2) major truck routes, the implementation of the
Proposed Action can only help to make truck operations in the area more efficient by
providing better access and reduce truck travel times.

RAIL IMPACTS

The Canadian National / Illinois Central (CNIC) and the New Orleans Public Belt
(NOPB) railroads run east-west through the area of Primary Impact, south of the Earhart
Expressway. A Norfolk-Southern (NS) line begins west of the intersection of the Earhart
Expressway and Causeway Boulevard and travels northeasterly. A Kansas City Southern
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(KCS) Railroad spur begins just east of Severn Avenue and travels to the
Jefferson/Orleans parish line south of Airline Drive

No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would have no direct or indirect impact on existing railroad
traffic in the project study area.

Proposed Action

Although the proposed action will require some purchase or shared use of right-of-way
with the northernmost CNIC rail line, there should be little impact on the operation of the
rail line as the new ramps have been designed to provide adequate clear operation space
between the two facilities. Additionally, the only impact anticipated with the widening of
Causeway Boulevard over the CNIC and NOPB rail lines would be the need for
coordination between the LADOTD and rail lines during construction. The widened part
of the bridge will cross these rail lines at an adequate clearance (23” minimum).
TRANSIT IMPACTS

No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would have no direct or indirect impact on existing transit
operations in the project study area.

Proposed Action

The Proposed Action would have no direct or indirect impact on existing transit
operations in the project study area.

IMPACTS ON THE HUMAN ENVIRONMENT

COMMUNITY, SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS

Displacements/Relocations

Legal Requirements

Various federal statutes have been enacted to establish a uniform policy for the fair and

equitable treatment of persons displaced, and from whom land is acquired as a result of
programs designed and funded for the benefit of the public as a whole. Some of the
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applicable laws that guide government actions for acquisitions, displacements and
relocations are:
e 49 CFR Part 24, Department of Transportation implementing regulations for:
“The Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisitions Policies
Act of 1970,” as amended.
e National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)

These laws provide for a process that is fair and require practical and financial assistance in
helping individuals and businesses transition into a comparable situation. Any private
property acquisition required for this project would be in compliance with the identified
laws and statutes.

For housing units, these laws require that replacement housing must be “decent, safe and
sanitary” and must be functionally equivalent to the number of rooms, living space,
location, and general improvements of the displaced units. Replacement dwellings must
also meet all of the minimum housing requirements established by federal regulations and
conform to occupancy codes.

Relocation benefits may also be available for businesses, farms, and non-profit
organizations. Payment may be made for:

e Moving costs

e Tangible personal property loss as a result of relocation or discontinuance of an
operation

e Re-establishment expenses

e Costs incurred in identifying a replacement site

Businesses, farms or non-profit organizations may be eligible for fixed payments in lieu of
moving and reestablishment costs.

No Build Alternative

Under the No Build alternative, existing conditions would be maintained. The No Build
Alternative would not require any displacements or relocations and, thus, would not
result in any direct or indirect impact(s) to the study area. In addition, no property
acquisitions would be required with the No Build Alternative.

Proposed Action

Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in some right-of-way property
acquisitions along the project corridor. No relocations of existing residential
developments are foreseen. The Proposed Action will be largely constructed within
existing rights-of-way or vacant property.
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However, the proposed at-grade roadway of the Proposed Action is proposed in close
proximity or infringes on a portion of five industrial structures between Lausat Street and
the north side of the Earhart Expressway. Acquisition and or alterations to some
structures will likely be necessary to accommodate the Proposed Action.

A separate Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan has been completed as part of this EA, and
describes these impacts in detail. Copies of the plan are available from the LADOTD
headquarters.

Neighborhood and Community Cohesion

The distinct and unique neighborhood areas encompassed within the project study area
are composed of a series of suburban subdivisions supported by commercial and
industrial areas making up the larger unincorporated area of East Jefferson Parish.
Although each neighborhood is distinctive in character, each shares common aspects of
pride, unity, and activism. Those aforementioned aspects essentially characterize
neighborhood and community cohesion. In addition, those communities’ “sense of
place” contributes to their identity.

Neighborhood identity is derived from the subdivision name, major streets, canals and
natural features. Support facilities such as schools, churches and commercial services
also contribute to the neighborhood identity. Industrial development also supports the
population by providing employment, goods and services separated from residential
neighborhoods.

Several major roadways within the study area present a physical barrier to residential
neighborhoods, such as Earhart Expressway, Causeway Boulevard and Airline Drive.
Rail lines and drainage canals also present physical barriers in the area.

No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative will maintain the status quo and should have no impact on
neighborhood and community cohesion.

Proposed Action

It is anticipated that the Proposed Action would have no negative impact on
neighborhood and community cohesion in the study area.

Neighborhood and community cohesion of the neighborhoods in the study area may
increase with improved access to a vital east-west transportation artery.
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Access to Community Facilities & Services

Community facilities and services define a community and further characterize its
cohesion and sense of place. A vital factor in the utilization of these facilities and
distribution of services is their access.

No Build Alternative

Existing roadway capacities in the area are at times strained to provide adequate service.
The No Build Alternative will not contribute to enhancing service levels of the road
network or increasing access to existing transportation corridors.

Proposed Action

The development of the Proposed Action is expected to have a positive impact on access
to community facilities and services. By establishing additional access to the Earhart
Expressway, residents and businesses will be better able to reach necessary facilities and
services. Additionally, emergency vehicle access, including Jefferson Parish fire and
police response and emergency medical service to trauma medical facilities at area
hospitals, will be enhanced.

The Proposed Action would also provide additional access to area amenities, such as
parks, playgrounds, other recreation facilities and services, and community centers.
Those amenities are vital to the quality of life a community needs to sustain itself.

Environmental Justice

Background

Requirements for environmental justice originated in 1994 with adoption of Executive
Order 12898, entitled Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low Income Populations.  This order directed federal agencies to
identify and address disproportionately high and adverse human health and
environmental effects, including social and economic effects of their programs, policies
and activities on minority populations and low income populations in the United States.*

In 1998, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) formulated Order 6640.23 to
establish agency policies and procedures to address environmental justice as follows:?

e |dentify and evaluate environmental, public health and interrelated social and
economic effects for FHWA programs, policies and activities;

L http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/legsregs/directives/orders/6640_23.thm
2 FHWA Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low Income Population,
Order 6640.23. 1998.
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e Propose measures to avoid minimize and/or mitigate disproportionately high and
adverse environmental and public health effects and interrelated social and
economic effects;

e Provide mitigation and opportunities to enhance communities, neighborhoods and
individuals affected by FHWA programs, policies and activities, where permitted
by law and consistent with Executive Order 12898. Other factors may be taken
into account include design, comparative impacts and the relevant number of
similar existing system elements in nonminority and non low income areas.

e Consider alternatives to proposed programs, policies and activities, where such
alternatives would result in avoiding and/or minimizing disproportionately high
and adverse human health or environmental impacts, consistent with Executive
Order 12898;

e Provide public involvement opportunities and meaningful access to public
information concerning project impacts and solicit input from affected minority
and low-income populations in considering alternatives during the planning and
development of alternatives and decisions.

Additionally, FHWA policy takes into account issues as aesthetic values, traffic
congestion and community isolation or displacement in determining environmental
- - 3
justice.

Methodology

The methodology employed in this section adheres to the previously noted FHWA policy
in addressing environmental justice for the project in identifying concentrations of
minority and low-income populations for the Earhart Causeway study area.

The key demographic elements measured are:

e Race, which examines the racial breakdown in the study area including:
- White
- Black or African American
- American Indian or Alaska Native
- Asian
- Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
- Some other race

e Poverty status, which analyzes a number of economic factors:
- Population living below the poverty level
- Per capita income

® http://www.its.berkeley.edu/publications/ejhandbook.html.
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- Households with public assistance income

Percentages for the key demographic elements are determined for each census tract
identified in the study area and compared to Louisiana State levels. Census tracts that
exceed state thresholds are highlighted and considered for avoidance or minimizing
impacts to minority and low income areas early in the planning process of project
alternatives.

The Earhart Causeway study area contains 21 census tracts in Jefferson Parish, as shown
earlier in Figure V-2,
Findings

Race and Minority Composition

The study area is comprised of 81% White and 15% Black or African American. The
total minority population for the study area is 17%, the majority of which is Black or
African American. Six of the 20 census tracts in the study area exceed the Louisiana
state percentage of 19% for minority population. The minority population identified in
these census tracts consists primarily of Black or African American.

Figure VI-2, on the following page, presents a graphic representation of minorities as a
percent of population in the project study area.

Poverty Levels

Poverty status in the study area is low across the three major economic indicators
examined. The population living below the poverty level stands at 11% for the study
area, as compared to 19% statewide. The average per capita income is $20,988,
significantly higher than the $16,912 state average. The number of households with
public assistance in the study area is 2%, slightly lower than the 3% state level.

However, a number of census tracts within the study area do exceed state thresholds for
poverty. Four of the 20 census tracts have populations living below the poverty level at
higher levels than the state average. Six of the census tracts in the study area earn per
capita income lower than the state average. Seven of the census tracts have larger
numbers of households with public assistance than the state level.

Figure VI-3, on the second page following, presents a graphic representation of the
percent of population living below the poverty level within the project study area.
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Conclusions

The Earhart-Causeway Interchange project study area does not contain a large amount of
minority or low-income populations. The analysis conducted in this section does indicate
some concentrations of minority and low-income populations. So as to not
disproportionately impact minority and low-income populations, identified
concentrations were taken into consideration to the greatest extent practical in the
development of project alternatives and the selection of the Proposed Action.

The Proposed Action intersects 2 of the 21 census tracts that are consistent across all
indicators for environmental justice described in the methodology above. Census tracts
246.02 and 246.04 exceed Louisiana state levels for concentrations of racial minority
population and poverty status, including population living below the poverty level,
income below the average per capita and households with public assistance.

These two census tracts are included in that portion of the Proposed Action on the west
side of Causeway Boulevard south of the railroad tracks. The project in this area consists
of an existing elevated bridge which is slated for a small amount of roadway widening
within existing rights-of-way. The Proposed Action requires no displacements in this
area and will have minimal impact on these 2 census tracts. Moreover, the Proposed
Action will provide positive benefits to the study area (including these 2 census tracts) by
increasing access and improving circulation in this area.

ZONING AND LAND USE

No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative will have no impact on land use or the zoning classification(s)
of the area presented earlier in this document.

Proposed Action

The Proposed Action will have no direct impact on land use. The Build Alternative also
will have no direct impact on zoning classification(s) and will not require reclassification
from one zoning district to another for project implementation.

PARKS, BICYCLE, PEDESTRIAN AND RECREATIONAL FACILITIES

No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative will have no direct impacts on parks, bicycle, pedestrian and
recreational facilities in the study area.
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Proposed Action

The Proposed Action will have no direct impacts on parks, bicycle, pedestrian and
recreational facilities in the study area.

HISTORIC / CULTURAL RESOURCES
No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would have no impact on the historic/cultural resources of the
project area.

Proposed Action

An archaeological survey of the proposed project area was not undertaken as virtually the
entire corridor has been heavily disturbed by past construction activities. There are no
known archaeological sites within the proposed project area. A standing structure survey
of the project APE recorded 490 structures located on 481 properties. Of these, a group
of 11 properties (26-0714 to 26-0724) is recommended as eligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as part of the Azalea Gardens subdivision.
The subdivision is recommended as eligible for listing on the NRHP under Criterion A as
the first and only purpose-built and continuously operated, all-rental subdivision in
Jefferson Parish and for its contribution to the growth of Jefferson Parish by providing
much needed housing after World War Il. The Azalea Gardens Subdivision—only
eleven houses of which are located within the Earhart-Causeway APE—will not be
directly affected by the proposed interchange. Any visual, audible and atmospheric
effects will be assessed if the Azalea Gardens Subdivision is determined eligible for
listing on the NRHP.

VISUAL / AESTHETIC IMPACTS

No Build Alternative

Under the No Build Alternative, there will be little if any visual and aesthetic impacts
related to the completion of some planned projects and projects under construction, as
most of these are not in the vistas or sightlines of the area of primary impact.

Proposed Action

The Proposed Action will also have little, if any visual impact on the primary impact

area. The project involves construction of an elevated interchange, containing ramps and
intersection improvements built on structure, the widening of the Causeway overpass
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mainline, as well as some ground level ramp roadway. Normally, the nature of a ramp or
bridge structure itself means that the project will be seen, and that there will be an impact.
However, two main factors will serve to make this interchange very unobtrusive to the
various viewpoints in the area:

e The relative isolation of the interchange structures and their distance from
residential properties. The closest that a ramp on structure comes to any residence
is roughly 300° (near Shrewsbury Road on the northwestern side), and this is a
point where the ramp would join an existing overpass structure. Along the south
side (Scott Street) new ramps structures are, at a minimum, 400’ from any
existing residential structure.

e Intervening uses and landscaping. On the south side of the interchange, the very
active NOPB and CNIC rail lines, consisting of four sets of parallel tracks, lie
between the ramps and the residential areas. More often than not, these tracks are
home to moving or stopped trains, which block the view north. Additionally,
there is a line of trees on the north side of and between the CNIC tracks which
also helps to visually screen views north, where the interchange structure will be
located.

NOISE IMPACTS

A quantitative, computer-based analysis of the effects of the proposed interchange at
Earhart Expressway (LA 3139) and Causeway Boulevard (LA 3046) on ambient noise
levels was performed following the procedures of the Louisiana Department of
Transportation and Development (LADOTD) and the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA). This analysis consisted of the evaluation of impacts on potentially noise-
sensitive sites in the project area. The general procedure used to assess these impacts
included the following activities:

1) Determining the location of potential noise sensitivities of properties along the
route taking into account existing ambient noise as well as future development.

2) Characterizing the existing ambient noise environment by obtaining measurements
at selected sites.

3) Determining existing and future noise levels with project construction through
computer modeling and assessing impacts by comparing future modeled noise
levels to the LADOTD criteria and by examining the expected difference between
future noise levels after project construction and existing noise levels.

4) Evaluating the feasibility of mitigation measures at sites where an impact was
modeled.

Each of these steps is described in detail below.
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Characteristics of Noise

Before the influence of the aforementioned project on ambient noise levels can be
understood, it is necessary to understand how noise is quantified and which noise
descriptors are commonly used to explain varying environmental sounds. Noise and
sound are usually synonymous, although noise generally connotes unwanted sound.
Noise is equivalent to the "sound pressure level." Sound is the physical manifestation of
variations in pressure in a medium such as air. Humans perceive sound as a pressure on
the ear, and most people are capable of responding to a wide range of sound pressures.
At the threshold of pain, the sound pressure is one million times greater than the sound
pressure at the threshold of hearing. Because of the large range of acoustic pressure, the
decibel (dB) scale is used to logarithmically compress the range of numeric values. By
using the decibel scale, the range of sounds can be expressed as 0 to 120 dB rather than 1
to 1,000,000.

Sound frequency refers to the rate at which a complete cycle of high-pressure and low-
pressure regions is produced by the source. This is measured in hertz (Hz). One Hz is
one complete cycle per second. The range of audible frequencies for a young person is
from 20 Hz to 20 kHz. As a person ages or is exposed to excessive noise, the ability to
hear the higher frequencies becomes reduced. Older adults may have an effective high
frequency cutoff of 10 kHz or less. Sounds at frequencies below 16 Hz is termed
infrasound and is more felt than heard. Frequencies above 20 kHz are termed ultrasound
and are not audible.

For highway traffic and other noises, an adjustment or weighting of the high-pitched and
low-pitched sounds is made to approximate the way that an average person hears sound.
The adjusted sounds are called "A-weighted levels" (dBA). The A-weighted decibel
scale begins at zero. This represents the faintest sound that can be heard by humans with
very good hearing. The loudness of sounds varies from person to person. There is no
precise definition of loudness; however, based on many tests on large numbers of people,
a sound level of 70 dB is twice as loud to the listener as a level of 60 dB. In addition,
noise is three dimensional in nature because of its sound wave characteristics.
Consequently, in projecting noise effects on a specific setting, such as from a highway
onto different levels of a nearby house, a model of three dimensions and a time of day
factor must be analyzed. The noise levels change with the number, type, and speed of the
vehicles that produce it. Traffic noise variations can be plotted as a function of time;
however, it is usually converted to a single representative number, which is the sum of all
the noise occurring during the time period.

Statistical descriptors are almost always used as a single number to describe varying
traffic noise levels. The most common statistical descriptor used for traffic noise is Leg.
Leg is the constant, average sound level, which over a period of time contains the same
amount of sound energy as the varying levels of the traffic noise. The usual period of
interest for the Leg is hourly, referred to as the Leq (h). The LADOTD Noise Abatement
Criteria (NAC) for different land uses close to highways are described in Table VI-1 on
the following page.
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Table VI-1 —Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) Hourly A-weighted Sound Level'

Activity

Category Leq(h) Description of Activity Category

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of
extraordinary significance and serve an important
A 56 (external) | public need and where the preservation of those
qualities is essential if the area is to continue to
serve its intended purpose.

Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active
B 66 (external) | sports areas, parks, residences, motels, hotels,
schools, churches, libraries, and hospitals.

Developed lands, properties, or activities not

C 71 (external) included in Categories A or B above.
D Undeveloped lands.

Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms,
E 51 (internal) | schools, churches, libraries, hospitals, and

auditoriums.

These criteria are consistent with the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (23 CFR 772)
allowing for consideration of traffic noise impacts 1 dBA below the FHWA criteria.

Characterization of Existing Land Uses and Activities in the Project Corridor

Different types of land uses and the human activities associated with them have different
sensitivities to changes in ambient noise levels. In order to characterize these parameters,
a visual survey of the project corridor was performed. The intersection is situated in an
urban setting. The properties along the roadway are typically a mix of commercial, retail,
and, residential. There are four residential areas near the project that present a potential
for impact. Although much of the area has been built up, there are still some
undeveloped parcels along the project corridor that were investigated as part of this noise
analysis. There is also a major railroad system in the area.

Determination of Existing Ambient Noise Levels

Following identification of activities and land uses in the project corridor and their
potential sensitivities to noise level changes, it was necessary to select specific sites at
which measurements of existing ambient noise levels would be taken. Locations were
chosen that would provide a good representation of areas that may be affected by changes
in noise levels. These locations were spaced throughout the project area.

Four sites were selected for ambient noise measurements, which are shown later in this
section on Figure VI-4. Measurements were taken on a single day between rush-hour
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traffic times, which correspond to off-peak times. According to the LADOTD Highway
Traffic Noise Policy (revised 3/04), peak hour noise levels will be the hour with the
highest noise levels, not necessarily those with the highest traffic volumes. During rush-
hour traffic, there is a higher volume of automobiles and a lower volume of medium-
sized and heavy trucks, which tend to avoid this type of traffic. A higher volume of
automobiles would mean slower speeds and less noise. Between rush-hour times, there
will be more medium-sized and heavy trucks and fewer automobiles resulting in faster
speeds for all types of vehicles and higher noise levels.

Noise measurement levels at these times were taken once at each location with a Larson-
Davis Model 824 Sound Level Meter for intervals of 15 minutes. The Larson-Davis
Model 814 meets the standards promulgated by the American National Standards
Institute (ANSI) for a Type | Sound Level Meter.

Before each measurement, a microphone was mounted on a tripod and was connected to
the sound level meter with a cable. The meter continuously read and recorded the
ambient noise level and integrated these values into a Leq. During these intervals, the
time, date, wind speed, cloud cover, sound level, and traffic count were recorded.
Specifically, the number of automobiles, medium-sized trucks, heavy trucks, buses, and
motorcycles was noted. In a few cases, traffic counts were not indicated because the
view was obstructed. The road was elevated and the traffic could not be visibly counted.
After each measurement, the meter was calibrated and the measurement team moved on
to the next site. The results of the ambient noise measurement levels are presented in
TableVI-2. The measured values were compared to the appropriate LADOTD NAC for
the site activity category.

Table VI-2 — Ambient Noise Measurement Levels

Dicstance Traffic Volumes' L)

. rom .

Site Time i . o
Road Auto Large | Medium BUS Motor- | (NAC)?
(feet) Truck Truck cycle

Site 1 1:43-

Residences 40 1:58 ((36?6;
Category B p.m.

Site 2 2:08- 24.4
Residences 20 2:23 234 1 2 1 1 (66)
Category B p.m.

Site 3 2:39-

Residences 410 2:54 57.3
Category B p.m. (66)

Site 4 3:03-

Residences 405 3:18 ?gé
Category B p.m.

! Traffic counts were taken in the field during 15-minute recording intervals.
% Values in parentheses represent Noise Abatement Criteria.
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Model Results

After the measurements had been compared to the LADOTD NAC, TNM 2.5 was
executed to determine the future predicted noise levels for the impact assessment.

Validation of Model

Validation of the model TNM 2.5 was performed. The model calculates noise levels
based on user-supplied data for hourly traffic volumes, roadway geometry, operational
speeds, and site parameters that affect transmission and dissipation of acoustic energy.
TNM 2.5 was executed to determine noise levels at each of the ambient measurement
sites, which had traffic count data. For validation purposes, model receivers were chosen
that were closest to the measurement sites in the field. The results are shown in Table
VI-3:

Table VI-3 - Validation of Model
Measurement Difference
Site Measured _ M_odel Between Measured
Value (dBA) Validation (dBA) and Modeled
Value (dBA)
Site 1
Residences 66.7 67.6 0.9
Category B
Site 2
Residences 74.4 74.5 0.1
Category B
Site 3
Residences 57.3 58.8 15
Category B
Site 4
Residences 58.2 59.9 1.7
Category B

In all cases, the model was validated by the field measurements. The deviations in the
modeled value and the measured value resulted from differences in the actual vehicle
speed, and/or numerical errors such as round off or truncation errors.

Determination of Predicted Future Noise Levels

Future noise level predictions were performed. Traffic projections for the year 2027 were
provided by N-Y Associates, Inc. The results of this analysis were evaluated in the
context of established criteria. A comparison of existing noise levels to future noise
levels is given in Table VI-4.
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Table VI-4 — Comparison of Future Build and Future No-Build Noise Levels
Predicted Future Noise Predicted Future Noise
Site Level Build Scenario Level No-Build Scenario
(2027) (2027)
Site 1
Residences Category B 69.9 69.8
Site 2
Residences Category B [ 71.0
Site 3
Residences Category B 654 64.6
Site 4
Residences Category B 64.2 63.2

The 66 Leq (h) noise contours are illustrated in Figures VI-4, presented on the following
page. For a given noise contour, numerous points exist that define its location. These
points may be defined as vectors, which are three-dimensional in nature. The receiver
coordinates were entered into TNM 2.5 to facilitate modeling. In contrast to older
models, i.e. STAMINA, where coordinates of receivers must be entered sequentially to
ease calculations, TNM 2.5 takes coordinates in any order and models accordingly.

It is important to note that in order to properly execute the contour routine in the FHWA
version of TNM 2.5, there must be at least one barrier present in the model. Traditionally
a ground line barrier (i.e. a barrier with no elevation) would be created in order for TNM
2.5 to run correctly. Generally, the topography is flat in southern Louisiana, however,
some attenuation may occur due to differences in elevation between the roadway and the
receiver location.

Another important aspect of the modeling tasks conducted for this analysis includes the
importation of AutoCAD drawing interchange format (dxf) files. Road alignments were
drawn in AutoCAD and then converted to a dxf file. Then the dxf files were imported
into TNM 2.5. Once imported into TNM 2.5 in a dxf file, the alignment was converted to
a TNM roadway. The model runs were then performed in TNM 2.5. The resulting noise
contours were then exported as a dxf file and then imported into AutoCAD. Once
imported into AutoCAD the results were overlaid on top of existing data layers.

Determination of Future No-Build Noise Levels

The future no-build condition was also modeled. Traffic projections for the no-build
scenario were provided for the year 2027 by N-Y Associates, Inc. The model results for
the future no-build scenario, traffic data and calculations can be found in the Noise
Impact Report, available under separate cover. Table VI-4 (above) compares the noise
levels for the future build and future no-build scenarios.
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Impact Assessment

As previously discussed, LADOTD has adopted NAC for different activity categories to
assess the effects of changes in ambient noise levels caused by roadway improvements.
Each category designates noise levels that indicate a traffic noise impact if equaled or
exceeded at a sensitive receiver. In addition, LADOTD has also specified that a traffic
noise impact occurs at any sensitive receiver if the predicted noise levels under any build
alternative exceed existing noise levels by 10 dBA or more, irrespective of whether these
levels are below, at, or above the LADOTD NAC. When an impact is identified under
either or both of these conditions, the feasibility of mitigation measures must be
examined. The results of the existing and future year analyses were evaluated with
regard to LADOTD criteria and policies to determine whether project impacts on noise
levels are expected. Table VI-5 presents a list of the four measurement sites, the NAC
applicable to each site, and the measured and future predicted noise levels at receptors
near the field measurement sites:

Table VI-5 — Comparison of Existing Measured Noise Levels to
Predicted Future Noise Levels
Measured | Predicted Future Increase Above Existing
Site NAC Noise Noise Level — Build o
" Conditions
Level Condition

Site 1
Residences 66 66.7 69.9 3.2
Category B

Site 2
Residences 66 74.4 71.8 -2.6
Category B

Site 3
Residences 66 57.3 65.4 8.1
Category B

Site 4
Residences 66 58.2 64.2 6.0
Category B

Impact Summary

As shown in the above table, two of the locations (Site 1 in the northeast quadrant of the
proposed interchange and Site 2 in the northwest quadrant of the interchange) both
currently and in the future will exceed the LADOTD NAC. Sites 3 and 4, in the
southwest and southeast quadrants do not currently exceed the NAC and will not do so
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under the Build Condition. At no locations is the existing noise level being increased by
10 dBA or more.

As a result, sites 1 and 2 were determined to have traffic noise impacts under the build
condition.

Mitigation Measures

Due to the exceedances of the LADOTD NAC, noise abatement measures must be
considered for areas north of the Earhart Expressway. In order to be evaluated for
implementation, a potential mitigation measure must be determined to be both feasible
and reasonable. Reasonableness includes such considerations as cost, the number of
benefited receptors, and the effectiveness of the measure in attaining specified reductions
in ambient noise levels. Feasibility considerations can include overall environmental
effects, community desirability, the degree that future build noise levels exceed existing
levels, the degree that future build levels exceed future no build levels, and the
effectiveness of local land use controls to prevent future incompatible development.
Issues related to community desirability and the views of affected residents and local
officials will be ascertained from comments on the draft Environmental Assessment.

Noise Barriers

The LADOTD’s Environmental Impact Procedures were consulted in order to determine
the feasibility and reasonableness of noise barriers. According to these procedures, every
effort should be made to obtain noise reductions of at least 8 dBA, which is considered to
be a substantial reduction by LADOTD. Noise barriers should, at a minimum, provide
this substantial reduction for at least one receptor. If proposed barriers cannot provide
substantial noise reductions, they are determined to be infeasible. These procedures also
mention that a sensitive receptor must receive a 5 dBA reduction in noise levels to be
counted as benefited by the abatement measure, and the cost of the abatement measure
(including the costs of real estate acquisition, construction servitude, or utility relocation)
must be equal to or less than $25,000 per benefited receptor. Receptors may be counted
as benefited even if they are not impacted. When calculating the cost of noise barriers to
determine the reasonableness of providing this abatement measure, the following cost
criterion was used based on the area of the barrier (length times height) - ground
installation: $25 per square foot. Table VI-6, on the following page, shows the square
footage calculated by TNM 2.5 to obtain a 5 dBA noise reduction, the maximum cost of
the abatement measure, the cost per benefited receptor, and the cost of barrier installation.
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Table VI-6 — Estimated Noise Barrier Cost
Barrier | Barrier Square Barrier | Receivers | Cost per
Segment h iah Footage
(Receiver #) Lengt Height (square Cost per Receptor
(feet) (feet) feet) (dollars) | Segment | (dollars)
Northeast side of
Earhart/Causeway | g5, 17 14491 | $362,287 4 $90,572
Interchange
(Receiver #1)
Northwest side of
Earhart/Causeway | g 20 17938 | $448,446 8 $56,056
Interchange
(Receiver # 2)
The following conclusions were drawn after executing TNM 2.5 and evaluating Table
VI-6:
1. A barrier on the north side of the Earhart/Causeway Interchange located along the

2.

right-of-way line, centered on the Causeway Blvd. overpass and extending
roughly 425 feet both east and west would be feasible because it provided a noise
reduction of 8 dBA for those receivers located immediately north of the
interchange. It would not be reasonable, however, because the cost per receiver
benefited, $90,572, is much greater than the $25,000 criterion.

A 448 ft. long structure-mounted barrier on the northwest side of the
Earhart/Causeway Interchange, located on the peak of the highway overpass of
the Norfolk-Southern railroad, would not be feasible because it provided a noise
reduction of 4.1 dBA for those receivers north of the overpass. It would not be
reasonable either because the cost per receiver benefited, $56,056, is much greater
than the $25,000 criterion.

Traffic Management Measures

Traffic Management Measures may include such actions as using traffic control devices
and signing for prevention of certain vehicle types. These measures may also include
time-use restrictions for specific vehicle types, modified speed limits, or exclusive lane
designations. These measures were considered and found to not be reasonable due to the
limited number of impacted receivers.

Alteration of Vertical and Horizontal Alignments

No alterations of vertical or horizontal alignments were considered due to the limited
number of impacted receivers.
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Building Insulation

Noise insulation typically is limited to public use facilities or non-profit institutional
buildings such as schools and hospitals. There were no impacted schools or hospitals for
this proposed project. Therefore, noise insulation does not apply to this project.

Construction Period Noise

The construction of the proposed project would result in temporary noise level increases
within the study area. The noise would be generated primarily from heavy equipment used
in hauling materials and building the roadway. Sensitive areas located close to the
construction alignment may temporarily experience increased noise levels; however, there
are no areas within the Study Area where quiet is of extraordinary significance, and
therefore no such areas would be significantly impacted by construction noise.

The construction contractor has the responsibility to protect the general public from all
aspects of construction. All construction equipment will be required to comply with
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) Regulations as they apply to the
employees' safety, and in accordance with the DOTD Standard Specifications. All
construction equipment used in the construction phase of the project should be properly
muffled and all motor panels should be shut during operation.

AIR QUALITY IMPACTS
Existing Conditions

In 1990, Congress amended the Clean Air Act of 1970 requiring the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) to create standards for pollutants that were considered harmful to
the health and well being of the public at-large. These standards, titled National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) established limits for six principal air pollutants. These
six pollutants, CO, Pb, NO,, PMy, O3, and SOy are also known as criteria pollutants. As of
April 30, 2004, Jefferson Parish is in attainment status for all criteria pollutants (USEPA
2004). Because this project is located within an attainment parish with regard to the criteria
pollutants, it is not subject to more stringent air quality requirements.

Standards

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and Louisiana State standards have
been issued for criteria pollutants as shown in Table VI-7. Primary standards have been
established to protect the general public health, while secondary standards are intended to
protect public welfare including effects on materials and buildings, vegetation, soil, and
other considerations.
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Table VI-7
National and Louisiana Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant Primary Stds. |Averaging Times Secondary Standards
Carbon Monoxide 9 ppm 8-hourt None
(10 mg/m®)
35 ppm 1-hour® None
(40 mg/m®)
Lead 1.5 pg/m® Quarterly Average Same as Primary
Nitrogen Dioxide 0.053 ppm Annual (Arithmetic Mean) Same as Primary
(100 pg/m?)
Particulate Matter (PMg) Revoked®@ Annual@ (Arith. Mean)
150 pg/m?® 24-hour®
Particulate Matter (PM,5) 15.0 ug/m? Annual® (Arith. Mean) Same as Primary
35 pg/m?® 24-hour®
Ozone 0.08 ppm 8-hour® Same as Primary
0.12 ppm 1-hour® Same as Primary
(Applies only in limited areas)
Sulfur Oxides 0.03 ppm Annual (Arith. Mean) | —eeeee
0.14 ppm 24-hour®
——————— 3-hourt 0.5 ppm
(1300 pg/m?

1) Not to be exceeded more than once per year. (2) Due to a lack of evidence linking health problems to long-term
exposure to coarse particle pollution, the agency revoked the annual PM10 standard in 2006 (effective December 17,
2006). (3) Not to be exceeded more than once per year on average over 3 years. (4) To attain this standard, the 3-year
average of the weighted annual mean PM2.5 concentrations from single or multiple community-oriented monitors must
not exceed 15.0 pg/m3. (5) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of 24-hour concentrations at
each population-oriented monitor within an area must not exceed 35 pg/m3 (effective December 17, 2006). (6) To attain
this standard, the 3-year average of the fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour average ozone concentrations measured at
each monitor within an area over each year must not exceed 0.08 ppm. (7) (a) The standard is attained when the expected
number of days per calendar year with maximum hourly average concentrations above 0.12 ppm is < 1, as determined by
appendix H. (b) As of June 15, 2005 EPA revoked the 1-hour ozone standard in all areas except the fourteen 8-hour ozone
nonattainment Early Action Compact (EAC) Areas.

Ambient Air Quality in the Region

Jefferson Parish is in attainment for all NAAQS and Louisiana State air quality standards.
Four parishes surrounding the New Orleans urbanized area, Jefferson, Orleans, St.
Bernard and St. Charles, were designated as an air-quality maintenance area for ozone in
accordance with the Clean Air Act Amendments in 1995. The EPA designated areas for
the eight-hour ozone standard on April 15, 2004 and published its final designation rule
on April 30, 2004 (FR 23858). The four parishes comprising the New Orleans
maintenance area under the one-hour standard were designated as being in attainment of
the eight-hour ozone standard. Attainment of the eight-hour standard for ozone was
based on three consecutive years of air quality monitoring data demonstrating compliance
with the standard. In terms of transportation-related pollutants of greatest concern,
periodic exceedances of the O3 standard have been recorded during the past five years but
not on a basis that was sufficient to cause a violation of the standard. There have been no
violations of either the one-hour or eight-hour CO standard for many years.
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Methods for Evaluation

Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) in Louisiana evaluate ozone (O3) and
nitrogen oxides (NOX), since air quality concerns pertaining to these criteria pollutants are
regional in nature. Nitrogen oxides include nitrogen dioxide (NO2), a highly reactive gas
that forms from reactions in the atmosphere involving the primary pollutant nitric oxide.
Ozone is a product of the photochemical reaction of NOx and volatile organic compounds
(VOC) in the atmosphere. MPOs perform mesoscale analyses for VOC and NOx. Effects
of CO are evaluated on a micro-scale, project-by-project basis. However, FHWA’s
Technical Advisory T 6640.8A Guidance for Preparing and Processing Environmental
and Section 4(f) Documents states “A microscale CO analysis is unnecessary where such
impacts (project CO contribution plus background) can be judged to be well below the one-
and eight-hour NAAQS (or other applicable State or local standards).” Due to the project’s
projected traffic volumes and role in reducing congestion, the project would not result in
CO emissions that could cause an exceedance of the one- or eight-hour CO standard, and,
as a result, a micro-scale analysis was not performed.

Construction Impacts on Air Quality

Construction-related effects of projects under both the No Build Alternative and the
Proposed Action would be limited to minor, localized short-term increases in fugitive dust
and mobile source emissions. Feasible and appropriate measures would be incorporated
into project planning during the design stage to minimize air quality impacts of project
construction activities.

Fugitive Dust Emissions

Fugitive dust is airborne particulate matter, generally of a relatively large particulate size.
Fugitive dust is primarily caused by particulate matter re-suspended by vehicle movement
over paved and unpaved roads, dirt tracked onto paved surfaces from unpaved areas at
access points, earth moving operations, and material blown from uncovered haul trucks.
Best Management Practices (BMP) would be employed during construction to minimize
the amount of dust generated by construction activities. The guidelines below address
potential preventative and mitigation measures that should be evaluated for possible
implementation on the proposed project:

Site Preparation Phase:

e Minimize land disturbance;
Use watering trucks to minimize dust;
Cover trucks when hauling dirt;
Stabilize the surface of dirt piles if not removed immediately;
Use windbreaks to prevent any accidental dust pollution;
Limit vehicular paths and stabilize these temporary roads; and
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e Pave all unpaved construction roads and parking areas to road grade for a length no
less than 50 feet from where such roads and parking areas exit the construction site
to prevent dirt from washing onto paved roadways.

Construction Phase
e Cover trucks when transferring materials;
e Use dust suppressants on traveled paths which are not paved;
e Minimize unnecessary vehicular and machinery activities; and
e Minimize dirt track-out by washing or cleaning trucks before leaving the
construction site (an alternative to this strategy is to pave a few hundred feet of the
exit road just before entering the public road).

Post Construction Phase
e Re-vegetate any disturbed land not used for project construction;
e Remove any unused construction materials;
e Remove dirt piles; and
e Re-vegetate all vehicular paths created during construction to avoid possible off-
road vehicular activities.

Mobile Source Emissions

Since emissions of CO from motor vehicles increase with decreasing vehicle speed,
disruption of traffic during construction, such as the temporary reduction of roadway
capacity and travel speeds and increased queuing, could result in short-term elevated
concentrations of CO. A detailed traffic plan that minimizes delays to the greatest extent
feasible, consistent with expeditious completion of construction activities, would be
developed to address these issues during the subsequent design phases of the proposed
project. Best management practices will be used to control excess VOC emissions during
refueling of construction equipment and to prevent spills.

CONSTRUCTION PERIOD IMPACTS

In the construction phase of the Earhart-Causeway interchange project, constructing
roadways and bridge structures and installing signalization would result in the generation of
various construction-related effects. The population that would be most affected includes
local residents whose neighborhoods are located adjacent to the proposed improvements.
Any vehicular traffic along the proposed route would inevitably experience some delays
and minor inconveniences as a result of construction.

No Build Alternative
The No Build Alternative includes projects located within the project study area and along

the Earhart and Causeway corridors in particular. These projects may produce construction
impacts within the Study Area. These projects must be coordinated with the affected
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jurisdictions and authorities to ensure that proper permits are obtained and the potential
construction effects limited.

Proposed Action

The Proposed Action includes construction of a new interchange including bridge and ramp
structures, construction of new at-grade roadways, and the installation of new signalization
and intersection improvements. This construction will produce disturbances such as noise,
vibration, excavation, debris and will require construction staging areas. Short-term
construction traffic impacts will also be present under this alternative.

The construction impacts for the Proposed Action are described for each type of impact
below:

Construction Period Noise and Air Quality

As mentioned in the previous section, the construction of the proposed project would result
in temporary noise level increases within the study area. The noise would be generated
primarily from heavy equipment used in hauling materials and building the roadways and
bridges. Sensitive areas located close to the construction alignments may temporarily
experience increased noise levels; however, there are no areas within the study area where
quiet is of extraordinary significance, and therefore no such areas should be significantly
impacted by construction noise.

The construction contractor has the responsibility to protect the general public from all
aspects of construction. All construction equipment will be required to comply with OSHA
Regulations as they apply to the employees' safety, and in accordance with the LADOTD
Standard Specifications. All construction equipment used in the construction phase of the
project should be properly muffled and all motor panels should be shut during operation.
In order to minimize the impacts of construction noise on the local residents, the contractor
should operate, whenever possible, between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m.

The construction of the proposed project could result in short-term air quality impacts,
particularly related to particulate matter (dust), during project construction. To minimize
potential air quality impacts, particularly related to control of particulate matter, the
contractor shall comply with all relevant State, Federal and local laws and regulations.

Construction Period Vibration

The interchange ramp structures will require pile driving. Pile driving will cause
vibrations that may affect nearby structures, pavements and underground utilities. Peak
particle velocities due to pile driving operations should be monitored with a seismograph
at critical structures, pavements and utilities. The record of peak particle velocities will
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provide information in assessing potential damage and the need for changes in the pile
driving operations.

Peak particle velocities of 0.25 in./sec, as measured by a seismograph, are generally
regarded as the minimum vibration level uncomfortable to humans. In addition,
sustained peak particle velocities of 0.25 in./sec may densify cohesionless fill materials.
This densification may result in settlement and damage to structures, pavements or
utilities founded in or over these types of materials. Peak particle velocities in excess of
0.5 in./sec, as measured at a structure, may induce damage to the structure.

Excavations, Fill Material, Debris and Spoil

Excavated material for roadway and foundation is not anticipated to require specialized
disposal. A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was conducted for this study
and a summary of this report is included as a part of this document.

Fill material for the project is readily available locally.

Construction debris from the project will require disposal. No anticipated construction
debris is anticipated to require specialized disposal.

Construction Staging Areas

A construction staging area will be needed for construction. Right-of-way under the
Earhart Expressway’s adjacent Norfolk-Southern overpass may be used for such a site.
Alternatively, vacant privately-held land along Scott Street east of Causeway and/or
similar lands between Lausat St. and the expressway west of Causeway could possibly be
used as staging areas.

HAZARDOUS AND SOLID WASTE SITES

No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would have no impact on facilities/sites with recognized
environmental conditions.

Proposed Action

The proposed action would have no impact on facilities/sites with recognized
environmental conditions.
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IMPACTS ON THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT
VEGETATION
No Build Alternative

No impacts to vegetation in the Area of Primary Impact are foreseen under the No Build
Alternative.

Proposed Action

The construction of the project will have little impact on existing vegetation, other than
the possible removal of a thin line of trees alongside the north side of the CNIC railroad
line. Most of the area surrounding the construction of the proposed interchange has been
cleared of trees as part of the detention pond project.

WETLANDS

As part of the EIFS phase of the project, Coastal Environments, Inc. (CEI) conducted a
preliminary investigation to determine the presence of wetlands within an area designated
by the Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development (LADOTD) for
construction of the proposed interchange and improvements associated with approaches.
In addition, the US Army Corps of Engineers, (New Orleans District) was contacted
during the Solicitation of Views process for information on the wetland status of the
project area. The preliminary investigation determined that while there were no wetlands
within the developed portions of the project area, the undeveloped, previously forested
area located between the railroad tracks the expressway could potentially be defined as
containing approximately 13.01 acres of jurisdictional wetlands.

However, an EIFS Solicitation of Views response from the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers,
New Orleans District, which has final authority for determining jurisdictional wetlands,
stated that based on a review of recent maps, aerial photography, and soils data, they have
determined that the property is not in a wetland subject to Corps of Engineers jurisdiction,
and that a Department of the Army permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act will
not be required for the project.

No Build Alternative
The No-Build Alternative should not adversely affect any wetlands as the US Army

Corps of Engineers have stated that there is no wetlands present in the area of primary
impact.
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Proposed Action

Construction of the Proposed Action should not adversely affect any wetlands as the US
Army Corps of Engineers have stated that there is no wetlands present in the area of
primary impact.

WILDLIFE
No Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative should not adversely affect the native wildlife types as they are
abundant in number and are adaptable on an individual basis. Any wildlife present should
be able to re-establish itself in new locations rather easily.

Proposed Action

Construction of the Proposed Action should not adversely affect the native wildlife types
as they are abundant in number and are adaptable on an individual basis. Any wildlife
present should be able to re-establish itself in new locations rather easily.

ENDANGERED SPECIES
No Build Alternative

No impacts to endangered species would occur under the No Build Alternative.

Proposed Action

Potential impacts of the proposed action on threatened species, endangered species, and
critical habitat have been evaluated through site investigations, literature research, and
coordination with the natural resource agencies.

The area of primary impact was surveyed, and online literature research conducted to
evaluate habitat suitability and threatened or endangered species occurrence. During the
site survey, habitat conditions in the impact corridors were found to exhibit low habitat
values as a result of disturbances from residential development, industrial development,
and hydrologic modifications by levees and forced drainage. No evidence of any
threatened or endangered species was found within the impact corridors during the
survey. This finding was supported by online research, which indicated that the habitat
conditions in the area of primary impact are not consistent with the requirements of the
threatened and endangered species listed for Jefferson Parish.
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During both the EIFS and EA phases of the project, solicitation of views were sent and
responded to by US Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service.
Both indicated the proposed action is not likely to adversely affect threatened or
endangered species.

Based upon the findings of the site surveys, literature research and agency coordination,
it has been concluded that no adverse impacts to threatened or endangered species will
occur as a result of the proposed action.

HYDROLOGY, FLOODPLAINS AND FLOODING
No Build Alternative

The area of primary impact is located in a predominantly urban area of Jefferson Parish.
The entire project area in Jefferson Parish is protected from flooding by levees and pump
stations. Storm water drainage from developed areas protected by levees in Jefferson
Parish is pumped by drainage pump stations into waterways outside of the levee system
(such as Lake Pontchartrain). As the entire project area is protected by levees and
drained by pump stations and/or flood gates, the hydrology in the project area is unlikely
to be affected by the construction or operation of the projects included in the No Build
Alternative.

Existing flooding problems may be improved due to ongoing and planned drainage and
flood control improvements to the area, including the construction of the detention pond
in the footprint of the project site.

Proposed Action

Similar to the No-Build Alternative, the hydrology in the project area is unlikely to be
affected by the construction or operation of the projects included in the Proposed Action.

Existing flooding problems may be improved due to ongoing and planned drainage and
flood control improvements to the area. The construction of the Proposed Action should
have no effect on the operation of the detention pond in the footprint of the project site, as
only elevated ramp structures are planned for the footprint of the detention pond. All at-
grade ramps and roadways associated with the interchange occur outside of the detention
basin.
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WATER QUALITY
No Build Alternative

Surface water and ground water quality in the project area would be expected to remain
consistent with existing conditions under the No Build Alternative.

Proposed Action

Surface waters in the project area (ditches, canals) could potentially be subject to short-
term and long-term adverse effects as a result of the construction, use, and maintenance of
the proposed action. Short-term effects could be caused by temporary increases in erosion,
sedimentation, and from equipment-related pollutant emissions during construction. These
discharges would be controlled during construction through the implementation of
preventive measures contained in the Louisiana Department of Transportation and
Development’s (DOTD) Standard Specifications for Roads and Bridges. Additionally, a
Louisiana Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (LPDES) Storm Water General Permit
for Construction Activities from the LDEQ would be required for construction of the
proposed action. This permit mandates the development and implementation of a site-
specific Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) which incorporates best
management practices (BMPs) for spill prevention, erosion control, and sediment control.
Due to the control measure implementation requirements of the DOTD and LDEQ,
construction activities for the proposed action would not be expected to adversely impact
water quality.

Without proper controls, runoff contaminated by vehicular use and maintenance of road
and bridge construction projects can cause long-term adverse water quality impacts by
introducing a variety of pollutants, including sediments, heavy metals, hydrocarbons, and
toxic substances. (EPA, 2005) However, controls for the prevention of storm water
contamination have been implemented in the project area through Jefferson Parish’s
participation in EPA’s Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) permit program.
As a result, contributions of sediment and pollutants from the proposed action would be
minimized by mitigation activities such as road surface cleaning (sweeping), storm drain
cleaning, vegetation maintenance, and best management practices incorporated into
maintenance work. The potential for long-term adverse effects from runoff would be
further mitigated by structural control measures incorporated into the design of the
proposed action. Since pollution control measures are currently in-place in the project area,
operations and maintenance activities associated with the proposed action would not be
expected to adversely impact water quality.
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GEOLOGY AND SOILS

No Build Alternative

There would be no impacts to study area soils or geology if the No Build Alternative is
selected. No mitigation would be proposed or required with this alternative.

Proposed Action

It is not anticipated that the proposed action would have a substantial impact on the
affected soils or study area geography. However, special design consideration may be
warranted to compensate for the possibility of poor soil conditions and/or for construction
limitations within the alignment area. If warranted, construction of the alignment would
be subject to the appropriate criteria and requirements established by all necessary
regulatory agencies prior to the issuance of construction permits.

NATURAL AND SCENIC RIVERS

No Build Alternative

No impacts to the area’s natural or scenic rivers would occur under the No Build
Alternative.

Proposed Action

No scenic rivers are present within a 1-mile radius of the project area. Therefore, the
project will have no adverse impacts on natural and scenic rivers.

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE ALTERNATIVES

EVALUATION MEASURES

The two stated purposes of the project identified in Chapter Il - Purpose and Need are
used as criteria to assess the effectiveness of the two alternatives considered (the No-
Build Alternative and the Proposed Action) in addressing the purpose and need for the
project. A text description of how each alternative meets the purpose and need for the
project is presented below.

Assist in congestion relief for east-west traffic flow in the New Orleans Metro Area.

As noted in this report, the project study area travel corridors have existing traffic
congestion problems, particularly along the east-west axis with routes leading to and
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from the city center. As a result, several new projects are under construction,
programmed or planned in these corridors to address traffic congestion. These are all
included in the No Build Alternative. New capacity will be added along 1-10, Causeway
Blvd., Airline Drive (west of David Drive) and the Huey P. Long Bridge. Additionally,
access improvements to Earhart Expressway such as the westward connection to Airline
Drive, new ramps to Jefferson Highway and additional access at L&A should make that
currently underutilized roadway a more attractive route for east-west trips.

While these improvements will undoubtedly assist in congestion relief for east-west
traffic flow, the proposed action will assist further by providing a centrally-located,
needed, multi-directional access point to the currently underutilized Earhart Expressway.
Perhaps the best indicator of this is the graphic Figure VI-1 near the beginning of this
chapter, which shows a comparison of volume change percentages for the Proposed
Action vs. the No Build Alternative. This charts directly how traffic will be affected with
the interchange. While the interchange appears to have little affect on 1-10 traffic, with
volume changes of within plus or minus 2%, it would definitely lower the traffic volumes
on Airline Drive (between 7% and 15%), West Metairie Avenue (an average of 30%),
and Jefferson Highway (between 5% and 7% in three instances, but with an increase of
8% in the fourth). These are combined with an overall increase of usage along Earhart
Expressway (between 4% and 20% depending on location). By that measure, it would
appear that the Proposed Action is more successful than the No Build Alternative in
assisting in congestion relief for east-west traffic flow in the area.

Provide better connectivity and access for vehicular traffic in the metro area.

Similar to the first criterion above, under this criterion it would appear that while both
alternatives succeed in addressing the criterion, the Proposed Action addresses it more so
than the No Build Alternative. While the projects listed in the No Build Alternative all
provide more connectivity and access than at present and will make an impact, the
Earhart-Causeway interchange is the only one which provides access to Earhart
Expressway in all directions. The interchange is also centrally located between the full-
directional Clearview interchange and the expressway terminus at the Orleans/Jefferson
Parish line. It also connects with a major roadway (Causeway) which leads from the
river to the north shore of Lake Pontchartrain. None of the other new access locations
present in the No Build alternative provide such a major connection in such a prime
location.

SELECTION OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

As a result of the comparative analysis above and due to the consensus shown by local
officials and residents, the Proposed Action is selected as the Preferred Alternative.
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CHAPTER VII

THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE: IMPACT
SUMMARY, MITIGATION MEASURES AND
PERMITS

The Direct Impacts to the transportation system and the human and natural environments as
a result of the implementation of the Preferred Alternative are listed. For unavoidable
adverse impacts, this chapter provides a discussion of mitigation measures recommended to
reduce those adverse effects. The indirect and cumulative impacts of the Preferred
Alternative are also examined in this chapter. Permits required to complete the project are
listed.

DIRECT IMPACTS NOT REQUIRING MITIGATION

As outlined in Chapter VI, implementation of the Preferred Alternative (construction of
the new Earhart — Causeway interchange) will likely have some direct impacts within the
project study area. Two of these impact categories are considered non-
adverse/beneficial, and require no mitigation measures. They include:

e Traffic Impacts
e Access to Community Facilities/Services

DIRECT IMPACTS REQUIRING MITIGATION

The only impact area category that can be considered as having unavoidable, adverse
social, economic, or natural environmental impacts that require some form of mitigation
is Construction Period Impacts. A discussion of the proposed mitigation measures for
those impacts is provided below:

In terms of mitigation of construction period impacts (noise, air quality and vibration),
several mitigation steps shall be taken and proper procedures followed. To minimize
noise impacts, all construction equipment used in the construction phase of the project
should be properly muffled and all motor panels should be shut during operation. In
order to minimize the potential for impacts of construction noise on the local residents,
the contractor should operate, whenever possible, between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and
6:00 p.m. To minimize potential air quality impacts, particularly related to control of
particulate matter, the contractor shall comply with all relevant State, Federal and local
laws and regulations. To minimize vibration impacts, peak particle velocities due to pile
driving operations should be monitored with a seismograph at critical structures,
pavements and utilities during all pile driving operations. The record of peak particle
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velocities will provide information in assessing potential damage and the need for
changes in the pile driving operations.

INDIRECT (SECONDARY) IMPACTS

The indirect or secondary impacts discussed in this section concern possible future
conditions following construction of the new interchange.

The completion of the Preferred Alternative should not present new growth scenarios in
and around the respective neighborhoods contained in the study area as these areas are
almost fully built-out. Some redevelopment may occur in areas surrounding the new
interchange, since sites near the interchange will be very close to an Expressway access
point. Older industrial buildings may be demolished for newer uses, for example. The
improved access may make the existing neighborhoods south of the Expressway more
attractive to potential residents, thereby increasing housing values. Dilapidated or
substandard property in the area may be considered for redevelopment sooner once the
new interchange is completed.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

This section provides a definition of cumulative impacts; the methodology utilized to
determine cumulative impacts, and describes the cumulative impacts for the Preferred
Alternative. In general, the cumulative impact is the impact of this project considered
with all past, present and foreseeable projects together in the area.

METHODOLOGY

The Code of Federal Regulations (Title 40, Section 1508.7), states that cumulative effects
are “*...impacts which result from the incremental consequences of an action when added
to other past and reasonably foreseeable future actions, ...” The assessment will
determine the impact(s) upon quality of life and environmental quality. Consideration of
past, present, and foreseeable future actions in conjunction with anticipated effects of the
Preferred Alternative is required. The point of the assessment is to determine the past
impacts that have occurred, the present impact implications, and future impacts to the
entire study area.

Past Actions

The methodology of assessing the cumulative impacts of the Preferred Alternative also
considers the impacts from past projects within the study area of Jefferson Parish.
Cumulative impacts include the impacts from the existing Causeway Overpass and
Earhart Expressway; residential, commercial, office, and industrial land uses; major area
thoroughfares; and drainage.
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Current Projects

The methodology of assessing the cumulative impacts of the Preferred Alternative also
considers the impacts on other current projects within the study areas of Jefferson Parish.
Current, ongoing projects or developments that are included in the Preferred Alternative’s
cumulative impact analysis include:

e Huey P. Long Bridge Widening and Improvement.

e |-10 widening and Improvement.

e Construction of the Detention Pond at Earhart and Causeway, and
other ongoing drainage projects.

Future Projects

The methodology of assessing the cumulative impacts of the Preferred Alternative also
considers the impacts on future foreseeable projects or developments within the study
areas of Jefferson Parish. Many roadway and highway projects programmed for
development are included as part of the No Build Alterantive and described in detail in
Chapter II1.

Other major foreseeable projects that are included in the Preferred Alternative’s
cumulative impact analysis include construction of The St. Raymond, a proposed high-rise
twin tower development on the site of the former Jefferson Plaza Shopping Center on
Jefferson Highway near Causeway.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS EVALUATION AND SUMMARY
Transportation/Traffic Circulation

The cumulative impact on the roadway system is that the proposed new interchange will
serve as a supplement to that system. The project’s cumulative impact on the
surrounding routes is positive in that it would prevent traffic circulation delays by more
evenly spreading east-west traffic to and from the city center. In addition, the Preferred
Alternative should effectuate a change in transportation utility and capacity, as well as in
traffic circulation and patterns on major roadways within the project study area.

Residual impacts may include right-of-way improvements such as repaving, improved
street lighting, and enhancements such as landscaping.

Land Use Development/Redevelopment

New land use development and redevelopment of uses could be a positive residual effect

as a result of the Preferred Alternative. New land use opportunities could entail
residential, commercial, and office uses. Due to the urban setting, especially in Jefferson
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Parish, it is anticipated that land use patterns would continue in a similar manner as past
development. Substantial change is not anticipated to occur relative to the entire study
area’s land use character.

Summary

The overall cumulative impacts of the Preferred Alternative on past, current, and
foreseeable future projects in the project area would be generally beneficial. The
additional transportation utility and traffic capacity of the Preferred Alternative would
assist in alleviating current traffic circulation problems and could encourage and increase
new land use opportunities.

PERMITS REQUIRED

A Section 401 Permit (Water Quality Certification) will be required from the Louisiana
Department of Environmental Quality.
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CHAPTER VIII

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION,
AGENCY COMMENTS AND COORDINATION

This chapter describes the public participation process for the project, including
documentation of a public meeting and coordination efforts associated with the
development of the project. These efforts include meetings made with LADOTD,
FHWA, other agencies and elected officials and a Solicitation of Views requesting written
comments on the project.

A complete record of all comments and coordination, including all responses from the
Solicitation of Views, agency correspondence, public meeting summary and transcript,
sign-in sheets and handouts from the public meeting and all written comments received
from citizens and interested parties are located in the project files of LADOTD.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
PUBLIC MEETING

One public meeting was conducted on the project on November 8, 2006, The meeting
was held at the Metairie Senior Center located at 265 North Causeway Boulevard, in
Metairie, Louisiana from 6:30 P. M. to 8:30 P. M. near the site of the proposed project.
The meeting was announced in the local newspaper advertisements and mail-outs were
sent to neighborhood associations and community leaders in the area. The meeting was
attended by area residents, concerned citizens and public officials. Comments, concerns
and questions about the project were expressed and discussed at the public meeting.
Written comment forms taken during and after the meeting were compiled.

Meeting Summary

The purpose of the public meeting was to obtain public input on the two design
alternatives for the proposed interchange at Earhart and Causeway Boulevards.
Approximately 43 people attended the public meeting, including 27 citizens, one elected
official, one local agency official, six LADOTD officials and eight members of the
project team.

Mr. Bruce Richards of N-Y Associates, Inc. welcomed the attendees and recognized
elected officials and their representatives, DOTD agency officials and the project team.
Mr. Richards first reviewed the structure of the meeting and began with the need for the
project. He then reviewed the findings from the earlier phase of the project, the
Environmental Inventory and the Feasibility Study (EIFS).
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Mr. Richards summarized the Environmental Inventory, which considered 15 different
alternatives. The results of the inventory generally recommended avoidance of the
Shrewsbury area along South Causeway Boulevard. This phase also indicated some
areas of environmental concern relative to hazardous waste sites.

Mr. Richards also discussed the Feasibility Study, which focused on movements to and
from the north, with movements to and from the south as a secondary concern. A total of
15 alternatives were considered under a number of criteria including level of service,
cost, displacements, environmental constraints and constructability. After analysis and
input from two public meetings conducted during the course of the feasibility study, the
number of alternatives was reduced to two options, Layout 6 and Layout 12.

Mr. Richards then presented the features and attributes of the two final alternatives.
Layout 6 allows for four (4) free-flow movements, operates at acceptable levels of
service even when traffic volumes from future roadway improvements are considered,;
requires nine (9) acres of right-of-way, four (4) acres of servitudes, twenty-four (24)
residential relocations, and six (6) commercial relocations; is adjacent to one known
environmental hazard and was estimated to have a conceptual cost of $45 million (2004
estimate).

Layout 12 allows for all eight (8) possible movements — six (6) under free flow condition
and two (2) signal controlled;, operates at acceptable levels of service even when traffic
volumes from future roadway improvements are considered; requires three (3) acres of
right of way, 1.7 acres of servitudes, no residential relocations and five (5) commercial
relocations; is adjacent to one known environmental hazard and was estimated to have a
conceptual cost of $35 million (2004 estimate).

Mr. Mike Aghayan of LADOTD noted that the project is currently unfunded.

Mr. Richards then recessed the meeting for 30 minutes to allow members of the public to
review the mapped alternatives and ask questions of the project team.

Mr. Richards reconvened the meeting and called for public comments and questions.
Five speakers went on record, asking a variety of questions from effects on cemeteries in
the area, impact analysis, need for improvements to Causeway Boulevard and increasing
traffic levels. One public comment expressed a preference for Layout 12.

After the public meeting, six written comments on the public meeting were received:

e Four of the comments were in the same handwriting, all from homeowners under
Causeway Boulevard requesting to be bought out and expressing preference for
Layout 6 since it would require the homes to be purchased. Some of the homes
were apparently damaged during Hurricane Katrina in August of 2005.

e One comment expressed concerns about the traffic signal and a desire to not to the
move the project until Causeway Boulevard is enlarged to three lanes up to
Interstate-10.
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e One comment was general, stating that the respondent lived four blocks away and
was concerned and wanted to know more about the project.

EA DOCUMENT REVIEW AND PUBLIC HEARING

The Environmental Assessment was distributed to agencies and elected officials for
review and made available to the general public for review in September 2007. Most of
the public comment and input on this Environmental Assessment for the Earhart-
Causeway interchange project came as a result of a weeknight public hearing held in
Metairie near the project site. The Hearing was advertised twice in the Times-Picayune
(distributed throughout the metro area) via large display advertisements on Monday
September 17th, and Thursday, October 11th, 2007. The Times-Picayune also had news
articles on the hearing in its October 17th and October 18" editions, with the October
18th article being a front-page story for the East Bank Metro edition. The Project and
Public Hearing notice was also featured on local television station WGNO ABC-26 on
October 17th, as a lead, in-depth story of the 6:00 PM broadcast and as a smaller piece on
the 10:00 PM broadcast. Meeting notices were also sent to local officials and all project
area neighborhood associations, as well as to those who signed in at the public meetings
held in November 2006.

The Public Hearing was held on October 18, 2007 at the Metairie Senior Center. The
hearing had ample public notice. The public hearing was held in an “open house” format,
with attendees able to visit several “stations” to observe exhibits and ask questions of the
staff manning the stations. The stations were as follows:

Welcome/Sign-In Table

LADOTD Real Estate / Right-of-Way Acquisitions Information

Environmental Impacts Exhibits

Engineering Exhibits (two sets of manned exhibits featuring plan views and cross

sections)

e Traffic Impacts Exhibits (including a graphic showing projected volume changes
under the proposed interchange, and a CORSIM animation showing how traffic
flows would work once the interchange was in place. The CORSIM animation
was projected onto a full-size screen so that several people could view it at once,
and the entire station was manned by the traffic subconsultant).

e 3-D rendering station, showing the interchange modeled in 3-D using the
SketchUp program. The rendering was projected onto a small screen so that
several attendees could view it at the same time. The station was manned by a
member of the project team, who could maneuver the rendering to show attendees
the interchange through various angles and views zooming in or out at the
attendee’s request.

e A narrated PowerPoint presentation briefing on the project, playing on a timed
loop

e Transcriptionist area, for giving oral comments.
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Several copies of the Environmental Assessment document were placed on a table and
available for in-house review during the hearing. An information packet handout was
provided to each attendee upon entering the hearing. The packet included a text
description covering project background, project description and design concept, project
history, and summary of impacts. The handout also included a vicinity map, a printout of
the PowerPoint presentation slides shown during the hearing, and a form for receiving
written comments. After receiving their packets and signing in, attendees were allowed to
examine the exhibits and ask questions of the staff. According to the sign-in sheets, 35
citizens attended the public hearing, along with several local and state agency officials.

Out of the 35 attendees, 10 speakers went on record with the transcriptionist, though two
of these would not leave their names. All of these verbal comments dealt not with the
findings in the document, but with the project in general, with all of them expressing
concerns or opposition. More than half were from persons residing in or associated with
the small residential community along Causeway Blvd. between the Earhart Expressway
and the Kansas City Southern railroad. They had several issues with the project, feeling
that the noise and traffic impacts from the interchange would negatively affect them, and
many of them calling for a buyout of their properties based not only on the possible
future impacts, but also on the impacts from past developments and future conditions.
Two attendees stated that they were concerned about the possible closure of Lausat Street
near Shrewsbury Road, which would leave this neighborhood with less access. Outside of
these neighborhood-specific concerns, one speaker stated that he was opposed due to
traffic concerns, particularly as relating to how the interchange would affect traffic flow
where Earhart Expressway transitions to Earhart Boulevard in Orleans Parish.

Eight (8) written comments were received during the comment period. Similar to the
verbal comments received at the hearing, most of the comments addressed the project in
general, and only one comment received specifically addressed the document and its
findings. All of the written comments were negative regarding the project. Most of the
comments discussed traffic issues along the Earhart mainline. The overwhelming issue
was additional traffic on the Earhart Expressway worsening existing traffic problems at
the eastern terminus of the Expressway (roadway conditions, transition to fewer lanes,
and signalization issues along Earhart Boulevard in Orleans Parish). Other issues raised
included the statement that Earhart’s current speed limit (50 mph) was set too low, that
Earhart flooded and the interchange would worsen drainage problems, and that the
current western terminus of the Expressway (at Hickory) was an existing traffic problem
that would worsen with the interchange’s construction. Some traffic comments focused
on Causeway Boulevard. One comment was that Causeway north of Airline needed to be
widened, another was that an additional stoplight on Causeway would be detrimental to
traffic flow, and another comment worried about effects to traffic at the
Airline/Causeway traffic circle.

The sole non-traffic related written comment dealt with the neighborhood on S.
Causeway between the Expressway and the KCS railroad, re-iterating the need for a
buyout and expressing a preference for eliminated Alternative # 6, which would have
necessitated a buyout.
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Staff members who manned the stations made note of informal comments and questions
received from attendees. These generally followed the themes of the verbal and written
comments that were later received: concerns over traffic, concerns over vibration and
noise impacts, and the desires for a buyout of the Causeway Blvd neighborhood near the
existing Causeway Blvd. overpass. All informal comments and questions were reflected
in the verbal and written comments.

A summary of the formal comments received on the draft EA document (both at the
Public Hearing and outside of the Public Hearing) are presented below:

Issues Raised at Public Hearing
Greg Kampen, River Ridge, LA

Comment: Connection to Causeway is not a good idea due to situation where traffic flow
enters Orleans Parish: lane reduction from three lanes to two lanes, speed change from 50
to 35 miles per hour (20 mph if there is a school zone), and numerous signals on Earhart
Boulevard

Response: Although the limits of the Earhart Expressway/ State Highway 3139 end just
east of the Orleans/Jefferson Parish line, traffic impacts to the surrounding circulation
system were projected and considered within this project. However, just as this project
will not be built for some time, the impacts also considered improvements to the system
which should occur before this project comes on-line.

The situation at the eastern terminus is a case in point. Louisiana State Highway 3139
(the Earhart Expressway) transitions into local street Earhart Boulevard just east of the
Parish line. Earhart Boulevard is a principal arterial roadway that leads directly to the
New Orleans CBD. As noted in Chapter Il of this document, the three-mile section of
Earhart Boulevard in New Orleans which directly links to the Earhart Expressway is
being improved under the state’s Transportation Infrastructure Model for Economic
Development (TIMED) program. The project is divided into five segments that will be
repaved and widened to four lanes. The Earhart Boulevard TIMED project is 88 percent
complete, and improvement of the entire corridor is scheduled for completion in late
2010. Improvement of Earhart Boulevard should assist in traffic flow.

As noted in Chapter 111 of this document, a new off-ramp for eastbound Earhart traffic to
access US Hwy. 90 (Claiborne Avenue / Jefferson Highway) is being planned along the
Jefferson/Orleans Parish line. This ramp was included in the original Earhart plans, and
would use an existing ramp stub-out along Earhart. This off-ramp has gone through the
environmental process and is currently listed in the Regional Planning Commission’s
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) as a fiscal year 2008-2010 project. This off-
ramp effectively eliminates the lane reduction / “bottleneck” that currently exists, as
traffic bound for uptown New Orleans destinations will likely take this route, rather than
proceeding along Earhart Boulevard. Modeling numbers from the traffic analysis showed
that 23% of the eastbound Earhart traffic is expected to take this off-ramp option.
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Another key point is that that purpose and need for this project is not only to assist in
congestion relief for all east-west traffic flow in the New Orleans Metro Area, but also to
provide better connectivity and access for vehicular traffic in the metro area. In some
instances, the two may be perceived as working towards different ends. By providing
additional access to a highway facility, that particular facility may have an increase in
traffic volume, which can be construed as increasing congestion on that highway facility.
However, traffic projections and analysis completed for the Environmental Assessment
have shown that with the interchange in place, there should be no significant impact to
this stretch of roadway as compared to if the interchange is not in place. Addition of the
interchange results in a projected increase of only 1,791 vehicles per day east bound and
2,723 vehicles per day westbound between Causeway and the Parish line. This change
results in no difference in Level of Service along this stretch of the Expressway.

Iris Madere, owner of family property at Lausat Street and South Causeway Boulevard

Comment: Statement that noise levels will not increase is insulting; noise factor is there
already because of trucks in this mostly industrial area.

Response: As stated in Chapter VI, a quantitative, computer-based analysis of the effects
of the proposed interchange on ambient noise levels was performed following the
procedures of the LADOTD and the FHWA. As part of that study, one noise monitoring
station was located in the very neighborhood that Ms. Madere is discussing. Ms. Madere is
correct in stating that the noise level is high there already; this particular area had a model-
validated existing reading of 67.6 dBA, which is above the state’s Noise Abatement Criteria
level of 66 dBA for residential areas. Under projected conditions, the future noise level if
the interchange is not constructed is projected to rise to 69.8 dBA, and with the interchange
in place it would increase only slightly more, to 69.9 dBA. As part of this analysis, this
neighborhood was determined to have traffic noise impacts under the build condition. Noise
mitigation was explored for the neighborhood, and while a noise barrier was determined to
be feasible as it provided an 8 dBA reduction in noise levels, it did not meet the
reasonableness criterion for a sound barrier, as the cost per receiver affected was $90,572,
much greater than the $25,000 per receiver criterion.

Comment: “If this is going to be done (build interchange), that the land should be
purchased at a fair price. And don’t come in there and construct or extend an expressway
around black folks”.

Response: The project does not involve construction or extension of an expressway; it
involves construction of a new expressway interchange. Due to the nature of this as an
interchange project, its location was predetermined, and the analysis conducted in the EA
Document did indicate some concentrations of minority and low-income populations in
the project area. However, as noted in Chapter VI, so as to not disproportionately impact
these minority and low-income populations, the selection of the preferred build
alternative and the design layout of the selected interchange were done in such a way as
to limit impacts on surrounding communities, to the greatest extent practical. This was
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done to address requirements for environmental justice as described in Executive Order
12898, and the FHWA’s Order 6640.23.

It should be noted that no residential properties are to be acquired and visual and noise
impacts are limited in nature. It should also be noted that any property purchased for
completion of this project will be done according to both state and federal rules which
establish the payment of fair market value and may also involve relocation costs.

Louisa Martin, resident along South Causeway Blvd. in project area

Comment: Opposed to project, due to noise and traffic concerns—grandkids cannot
come out of front door due to too much traffic being there.

Response: See above response to Ms. Madere re: noise. Traffic increases associated with
the project will be focused along the mainline of the expressway and elevated Causeway
Boulevard overpass. Additional traffic is not expected to be an issue on ground-level S.
Causeway Boulevard, which is not connected directly to these roadways.

J.C. Dawson, resident of Kenner

Comment: Concerned that Lausat Street is being blocked off, which would deny people
access. There is a chemical plant in the vicinity and access could be critical. Reconsider
blocking off Lausat Street and allowing ingress and egress from the west.

Response: During the Environmental Inventory and Feasibility Study (EIFS) as well as
during the Environmental Assessment process, Parish maps and LADOTD as-builts were
researched to determine right-of way information. Interestingly enough, it was found that
the Lausat Street right-of-way actually extends due-east-west across the Norfolk-
Southern Railroad right-of way. This is evident as west of the railroad, Lausat Street
continues due west several blocks to Lillian Street. The continuation of Lausat Street that
veers to the southwest and connects with Shrewsbury Road just north of the existing
Earhart Expressway appears to be constructed on both state right of way (purchased for
the originally-planned Earhart-Causeway interchange) and across privately-held land
(conversations with the property owners held during the EIFS stage buttressed this
observation).

Regardless of the ownership situation, access to the west for local streets has been present
and will be maintained. During the design engineering phase, the state and Parish will
work to best determine how to maintain this access, be it a shifting of the Lausat Street
extension to the north, or forgoing the Shrewsbury Road railroad crossing for a new
crossing on the existing Lausat Street right-of-way.
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Comment: With roadway moving 12 feet closer in the area along S. Causeway, there will
definitely be a noise impact. Would like consideration for a noise abatement barrier or
perhaps a barrier built for aesthetic purposes in this area.

Response: See response to Ms. Madere re: noise impacts in this area. Although the
neighborhood is and will be impacted by noise, noise barriers do not meet the LADOTD
criteria for reasonableness as it would cost more than $25,000 per benefited receiver to
construct one. In terms of aesthetics, LADOTD is amenable to allowing private property
owners or the Parish to build a solid fence or wall (rather than the standard chain- link
fence) for visual screening along their right-of way boundary; however, LADOTD will
not maintain such a fence or wall.

Jack Mouten, resident along Claiborne Ave in the project area

Comment: Interested in a buyout—the area is now a heavy industrial area, dangerous for
kids because of proximity to Delta Petroleum. There are only 25 people or houses back
there.

Response: A buyout of property would only be necessitated if the property was needed

for the transportation improvement. LADOTD does not buy out properties due to pre-
existing conditions.

Comment: Concern over closure of Lausat Street, one of only a few exits to get out (of
neighborhood). The only other exits from neighborhood are at Labarre, which is subject
to blockages by train, and the underpass close to the Orleans Parish line.

Response: See above response to Mr. Dawson re: access and closure of Lausat. State
and Parish will preserve local street western access during design engineering for project.
Eliza Julian, property owner along S. Causeway Blvd. in the project area

Comment: Would like a buyout—preferred earlier-eliminated Alternative 6, as it would
have entailed acquisition of her property. Buyout needed due to truck traffic in
neighborhood, dust, power wires, local traffic, hard to get out of area during a fire, flood,
or hurricane, etc.

Response: See above response to Mr. Mouten re: buyout of area.

Anonymous male speaker - did not leave name
Comment: Opposed to project — project is ridiculous.

Response: Cannot respond — nothing specific mentioned.

VI1I-8



Maria White, resident along Alura Street along S. Causeway Blvd. in the project area

Comment: Both she and her husband were opposed to project; noise is bad now and will
be worse if project is completed. Vibration from truck traffic on Earhart is ruining the
structure, exterior stucco, and inside of house.

Response: As stated in Chapter VI of the EA document, a quantitative, computer-based
analysis of the effects of the proposed interchange on ambient noise levels was performed
following the procedures of the LADOTD and the FHWA. As part of that study, one
noise monitoring station was located in Ms. White’s neighborhood. Ms. White is correct in
stating that the noise level is high there already; this particular area had a model-validated
existing reading of 74.5 dBA, which is well above the state’s Noise Abatement Criteria level
of 66 dBA for residential areas. Under projected conditions, the future noise level if the
interchange is not constructed is projected to decrease to 71.0 dBA ( this decrease in noise
level is attributable to lower traffic speeds as traffic volumes increase along Earhart Blvd.).
With the interchange in place it would also decrease, to 71.8 dBA. As part of this analysis,
this neighborhood was determined to have traffic noise impacts under the build condition as
the noise condition remained above the 66 dBA level. Noise mitigation was explored for
the neighborhood. The noise barrier was not determined to be feasible, as it only provided a
4.1 dBA reduction in noise level. It also did not meet the LADOTD’s reasonableness
criterion for a sound barrier, as the cost per receiver affected was $56,056, much greater
than the $25,000 per receiver criterion.

Anonymous female speaker - did not leave name

Comment: Opposed to project — don’t think it’s right that they are expecting us to live
like that.

Response: Cannot respond — nothing specific mentioned.

Rita Dawson, resident of Kenner

Comment: Concerned for residents in the area in terms of noise, pollution, and air
quality. Interchange will have a negative effect on quality of life in the area, and that
needs to be considered.

Response: The EA process considered all impacts. See earlier comments regarding noise
impact analysis. Air Quality impacts were also examined during the EA, and should be
limited to minor, localized short-term increases in fugitive dust and mobile source
emissions during construction. As noted in Chapter VI, Best Management Practices
(BMP) would be employed during construction to minimize the amount of dust generated
by construction activities and to control excess VOC emissions during refueling of
construction equipment and to prevent spills. All construction will also be in accordance
with the LADOTD Standard Specifications to limit construction period-related impacts.
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Comment: The presentation (at the Hearing) was very informative

Response: Comment noted.

Issues Raised in Correspondence Received Outside of Public Hearing
Ron Ballestas, resident of Academy Drive in Metairie

Comment: “Need fewer ramps—Southbound Causeway ramps ‘B’ and ‘F’ to eastbound
Earhart and westbound Earhart via Ramp ‘C’ to northbound Causeway are all that is
required.”

Response: The LADOTD began this process with a mandate that a minimum of four (4)
movements were required, linking Earhart to and from the north side of Causeway.
Throughout both the EIFS and EA processes, input was received from both the general
public as well as local and agency officials that overwhelmingly indicated a desire for full
(8 movement) access at the interchange.

Comment: “Pedestrian Bridges — AASHTO and Traffic Engineers require that pedestrian
bridges and bike paths be piggybacked on new road projects.”

Response: Although pedestrian and bicycle facilities are encouraged on new roadways,
no such requirements or regulations exist. LADOTD also prohibits pedestrian and non-
motorized vehicle access on controlled-access facilities. As noted in Chapter V, as
researched through Jefferson Parish and regional plans, the only dedicated bicycle and
pedestrian facility is along the southern edge of the project study area, the Mississippi
River Trail.

Comment: “No provision for future lite (sp) rail-- the Regional Planning Commission
has been studying and recommending light rail from Louis Armstrong Airport to the
CBD.”

Response: The LADOTD still has underway its East-West Corridor Study transit
component and is researching connecting the airport to the CBD via several different
means of transit (including light rail). During both the EIFS and EA process,
coordination with that effort was undertaken. As mentioned on page IlI-5 of this
document, the proposed alignment for the transit project in the vicinity of the interchange
uses portions of the KCS rail right of way along the south side of Airline Drive

Comment: “...definition of “Expressway”... On-ramps and off-ramps violate ALL rules
of practicality... Jefferson Hwy to Earhart along Causeway is 2/10s of a mile, Earhart to
Airline is 2/10s of a mile...Current speed limit, although not posted on the overpass itself
is 45 mph”
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Response: Causeway Boulevard is not controlled access facility, although Earhart
Expressway is.

Comment: “The EImwood Retention basins to solve the flooding along Clearview and
Earhart would be obliterated. A Pump Station the likes of one at Pontchartrain
Expressway and the Railroad overpass will be required to adequately drain both the
existing expressway, Clearview Parkway, and the new ramps. The current drainage
system for the existing Earhart Expressway is inadequate.”

Response: The EImwood retention basins located in the Clearview-Earhart interchange
are located more than a mile and a half away from this project and will not be affected.
As mentioned on page VI-36 of the document in the section on Hydrology, Floodplains
and Flooding, the construction of the interchange should have no effect on the new
detention pond in the footprint of the project site, as only elevated ramp structures are
planned for that area. All drainage for the interchange will be fully addressed during the
design engineering phase.

Comment: Over twenty years ago, a study has been completed saying that there was a
need for an elevated expressway along Causeway Blvd from Airline Hwy to the lake.

Response: Although such a study may have been completed in the past, there are no
plans at present to construct an elevated expressway along Causeway Blvd. The
interchange project does take into account the RPC’s Year 2027 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP), which includes the widening of Causeway Boulevard from US
61 to West Napoleon Avenue. The current roadway is only four lanes wide; the proposed
widening would entail a widening to six or more lanes.

Comment: “In the Design Criteria, the “Required Right-of-Way Width” states “as
needed” How much is needed?”

Response: As this is an interchange project, there is no set width of right-of-way as there
is for a highway mainline. As described in Chapter 1ll, a total of 3.016 acres of right-of-
way and 1.704 acres of servitude area is estimated for the project. Actual amount of
right-of-way will be determined during design.

Comment: “Page IV-3 states that “Layout 12 does not impact the traffic circle above
Airline.” However, the traffic circle mergers onto Causeway are dangerously close to the
proposed new stoplight to be located on the elevated section of the Causeway overpass.”

Response: The statement on page V-3 refers to physical impacts on the circle, thus no
modifications to existing exit/entrance ramps are necessary. The traffic circle is not
located “dangerously close” to the stoplight; all interchange improvements meet or
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exceed AASHTO guidelines, meet LADOTD criteria for roadway design, and have been
developed under review of LADOTD engineering staff.

Comment: “The number of traffic lights along Jefferson and Causeway Blvd. will have
traffic backed up to Ochsner Hospital in the east and the 1-10 Causeway interchange to
the North, especially during rush hour.” (numerous listed signalized intersections) “need
to be accounted for if a signal is to be added on Causeway™.

Response: A full traffic analysis for design year (2027) conditions was completed as part
of the EA. The design year analysis included not only the proposed interchange, but also
planned improvements scheduled to be completed by the design year. The analysis also
included a CORSIM traffic simulation modeling analysis. All analyses showed that
traffic should flow at acceptable levels in the design year once this interchange is
completed.

Comment: “Page IV-4 Mainline structure excludes the traffic circle ramps. I do not think
you can exclude a study on the traffic circle ramps.”

Response: The reference on this page refers only to the conceptual construction cost
section. No cost for construction is anticipated for the traffic circle ramps as they will not
be physically altered. As mentioned above, the traffic circle was examined in terms of
traffic.

Comment: “A more accurate estimate of the roadway may be obtained if you can find
out how much it cost to fix the submerged area of Airline Hwy after the storm.”

Response: The existing cost estimate in Table V-3 uses post-Katrina figures and is
deemed accurate; no portion of the proposed interchange is located below grade and
requires pumps (as the Airline underpass does).

Comment: “Address quality of life impact for residents of Scott and Burns”.

Response: Impacts to the area south of the proposed interchange (including Scott and
Burns Streets) was examined in the EA process and documented in the EA report. The
area should have little if any impacts in terms of “quality of life” categories, as explained
in Chapter VI of the document.

Comment: “At-Grade roadway: “miscellaneous construction”; no figures are given in
estimate for guardrail, metal signs, fencing, landscaping, brick column covers, previous
signage that was removed and never replaced by previous projects, previous signage that
was removed and never replaced by Katrina.”
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Response: The estimate given in the document is a conceptual estimate of construction
cost — not a detailed line item estimate, which wll be developed during design
engineering.

Comment: “Are the railroads affected?”

Response: As described on page VI-8 of the document, there should be little impact on
the operation of the rail line as the new ramps have been designed to provide adequate
clear operation space. The only impact anticipated is the need for coordination between
the LADOTD and the rail lines during the widening of the Causeway overpass.

Comment: *“Mast lighting is ugly and too industrial and not appropriate along a
residential corridor. Mast lights are the first ones to get blown down in a hurricane. Was
a light pollution study done, and for that matter, a noise abatement study? “

Response: Mast lighting is the preferred method of lighting new or reconstructed
interchanges for the LADOTD, and is only mentioned in the document for lighting cost
estimation purposes. The new mast lights at the Causeway and Clearview interchanges
of 1-10 survived Hurricane Katrina without toppling. A “light pollution” study was not
done, and the actual lighting design has not been completed. LADOTD will do all
lighting design in a context-sensitive manner. However, as mentioned in earlier comment
responses, a full noise impact analysis was complete as part of the EA process.

Comment: “Table IV-2 - 210 Industrial Avenue is located neither in Labarre Industrial
Park nor EImwood Industrial Park?”

Response: Neither that address nor 1000 Dakin Street is located in Labarre or EImwood
Industrial Park. The document states that “a web search was undertaken in the industrial
zoned areas near the proposed project (such as those in Labarre Industrial Park and
Elmwood Industrial Park)”. The two parks were given as examples, not limitations of
search area.

Comment: “Contingencies states that a 25% contingency was allowed for construction
costs. What contingencies were allowed for other costs? (i.e. right of way acquisitions?)”

Response: As can be seen on Table 1V-3, the 25% contingency was applied to the sub-
total, including right-of-way acquisitions and all project costs other than engineering.

Comment: “Page I1VV-8, why does the median (neutral ground) have to be removed? Are
the crepe myrtles going to be impacted? These trees were located here by volunteer
organizations in an effort to beautify the strip as well as the calming effects of
landscaping..”
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Response: The removed causeway median section in the cost estimate refers to the raised
concrete median on the Causeway overpass. Sections of this would need to be removed to
allow for the sweeping left turns from the ramps onto Causeway Boulevard. No ground-
level median, nor its landscaping, is to be affected.

Howard Davenport, resident of Jasper Street in Metairie

Comment: Need Causeway exit from Earhart, but how will cars be able to travel north
on Causeway during peak time? The two lanes on Causeway cannot handle the current
traffic, and would become unmanageable with the added cars from the new link. The
only way this would work is if a third lane is added to Causeway.

Response: As was described in Chapter Il and mentioned in an earlier response, the
interchange project does take into account the RPC’s Year 2027 MTP, which includes the
widening of Causeway Boulevard from US 61 to West Napoleon Avenue. The current
roadway is only four lanes wide; the proposed widening would entail a widening to six or
more lanes.

Comment: | don’t like the idea of another traffic light on Causeway, which would slow
traffic down more than what it is now. It would be much better for motorists if this project
could be accomplished without another light on Causeway.

Response: Layout 12 was selected as the preferred alternative primarily due to its balance
of providing all access movements with a minimum amount of signalization disruption of
traffic on Causeway Boulevard. Six (6) of the eight (8) possible movements occur in a free-
flow manner, and the signalized intersection is a brief two-phase signal with short red times
for Causeway traffic. As shown in the CORSIM modeling analysis, under future conditions,
with all planned traffic projects completed, future traffic volumes accounted for, and the
interchange in place, the traffic should flow adequately and meet acceptable Levels of
Service (LOS) even during peak times.

Anne H. Montgomery, Resident of River Ridge, LA and daily commuter on the Earhart
Expressway

Comment: Address the Earhart Expressway consolidation of lanes as it enters Orleans
Parish. This is a common source of congestion that will only be aggravated when the
Causeway connection is completed.

Response: See above response to Mr. Kampen above re: transition at Orleans Parish line
and improvements to Earhart Boulevard.
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Comment: Address the Earhart Expressway consolidation of lanes as it ends at Hickory
and Airline Highway. This is a common source of congestion that will only be
aggravated when the Causeway connection is completed.

Response: As described in Chapter Ill, a Final Environmental Impact Statement and
Record of Decision have recently been completed for the East-West Corridor Project,
Highway Component. The project proposes a northwestward extension of the Earhart
Expressway to a merge condition with Airline Drive just west of David Drive as well as
widening and other improvements to Airline Drive from this merge to 1-310. This
highway project is included in the Year 2027 MTP, and as such was considered in
addressing traffic impacts.

Comment: Address the speed limit of 50 mph on this six-lane expressway. It seems that
60 mph in the body of the expressway would be a more reasonable speed limit.

Response: Earhart was constructed to the LADOTD F-1 design standard, which has a
design speed of 50 mph. This urban freeway section allows for tighter curves, less sight
distances, and less space for merge ramps in exchange for lesser travel speeds. The
standard is used to help develop freeways in tight, land-restricted urban corridors (such as
the Earhart Expressway corridor).

Dewey M. Scandurro, resident of River Ridge, LA and commuter on the Earhart
Expressway

Comment: Adding more commuter traffic to the Earhart Expressway is a terrible idea.
Traffic moves well on the Expressway until it approaches the Parish line. There
commuters encounter a series of red lights that back up traffic from Carrollton Avenue all
the way back into Jefferson Parish... When the traffic lights malfunction, it has taken me
90 minutes to cover the same distance... The afternoon commute is no better, with traffic
stacking up from the east side of Carrollton all the way to the oft-malfunctioning light at
the Jefferson Parish line. And don’t get me started about the condition of the pavement
on Earhart Boulevard in Orleans Parish, which crumbles under the existing traffic faster
than crews can fill the potholes.

Response: See above response to Mr. Kampen above re: transition at Orleans Parish line
and improvements to Earhart Boulevard.

Mark P. Dauer, resident of Harahan, LA and frequent driver on the Earhart Expressway

Comment: Opposed to project. The Expressway cannot handle the extra traffic that
would result from the interchange connecting to Causeway Blvd. due to the severe
bottleneck that arises at peak commuting hours at the Orleans Parish terminus of the
Expressway. At that point the Expressway constricts to two lanes at Earhart Boulevard
and encounters several traffic lights from the Parish line to S. Carrollton Avenue.
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Response: See above response to Mr. Kampen above re: transition at Orleans Parish line
and improvements to Earhart Boulevard.

Eliza Julian, property owner along S. Causeway Blvd. in the project area

Comment: “It is my understanding that the majority of people voted on Project #6, but
the state and local governments voted for project # 12, which doesn’t represent the
people’s interest.”

Response: There was no “voting” to decide between the two final alternatives. As
described in Chapter I11, the selection of Layout 12 over Layout 6 was a result of several
factors including public input. Public input over the life of the project has, in fact,
generally been in favor of Layout 12. At the final public meeting held under the EIFS
process, where the two final alternatives — Layout 6 and Layout 12—were presented to
the public, the response was overwhelmingly for Layout 12. The three speakers who went
on record announced their preference for Layout 12, and after one speaker actually asked
for a show of hands for each of the two projects, all hands were raised in favor of Layout 12,
and none were raised in favor of Layout 6. At the public meeting associated with this EA,
only one commenter stated a preference for the record and that was for Layout 12.
During the recess period, when attendees spoke with project representatives one on one,
several attendees expressed their preference for Layout 12. Following the public
meeting, four (4) written comments were received that were in the same handwriting, all
from homeowners under Causeway wanting to be bought out and expressing preference
for Layout 6 simply because it would require them to be bought out.

Comment: “This is just another project to box the people in and put us in even more in
harm’s way. We are mostly elderly people that are in need of a safer environment to live.
I hope and pray that you reconsider your decision and relocate us to a safer area.”

Response: See above response to Mr. Mouten re: buyout of area.

Cathy T. Slumber, resident of River Ridge, LA

Comment: “The stretch of Earhart near Causeway is already prone to serious flooding
during typical summer thunderstorms. The addition of tons of more concrete will only
exacerbate the problem without some extensive drainage work. Is such drainage
infrastructure part of the proposal? If not, why not?”

Response: There is a known drainage issue with stormwater drainage along Earhart
Expressway; however, it is focused at the Clearview interchange, not the Causeway area.
The LADOTD and Parish have begun implementing measures to deal with this drainage
issue at this location (namely detention ponds in open “cloverleaf” areas of the
interchange) and will continue to work to address drainage issues at this location.
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The area of the proposed Causeway interchange is now the site of a large, levied
detention pond for general drainage. As the majority of the interchange is elevated
ramps, it is anticipated that most runoff from those ramps will be delivered directly into
the detention pond and not overwhelm the local drainage system.

Drainage will be fully addressed during the design engineering phase of the project prior
to construction.

Comment: *“Adding an interchange at Causeway will likely attract far too many north
shore commuters to the never maintained stretch of Earhart Boulevard from Broadway to
the Expressway entrance near the Parish line. Wouldn’t state tax dollars be better spent
on improving that section of Earhart before attracting Causeway Bridge users to the area
with a new interchange?”

Response: See above response to Mr. Kampen above re: transition at Orleans Parish line
and improvements to Earhart Boulevard.

Comment: “There is already gridlock at the exit of the expressway into Orleans Parish
during morning rush hour. Adding hundreds or thousands of north shore commuters to
the mix will not improve anything, and will result in traffic congestion between the
Parish line and the Causeway interchange.”

Response: See above response to Mr. Kampen above re: transition at Orleans Parish line
and improvements to Earhart Boulevard.

Comment: “Traffic already backs up on the Causeway traffic circle during rush hour as
cars try to exit at Airline. Adding a lane of traffic to converge into or cross over the lane
filled with those jockeying for position to exit at Airline will result in more traffic
accidents.”

Response: As mentioned in earlier responses, all interchange improvements meet or
exceed AASHTO guidelines, meet LADOTD criteria for roadway design, and have been
developed under review of LADOTD engineering staff. Also, as shown in the CORSIM
modeling analysis, under future conditions, with all planned traffic projects completed,
future traffic volumes accounted for, and the interchange in place, the traffic should flow
adequately and meet acceptable Levels of Service (LOS) even during peak times.

James Guilbeau, resident of Metairie, LA and transportation Chairperson of Sierra Club

Comment: “We favor Layout 12. The half-century old overpass has no shoulders. Even
if safety shoulders are added, at minimum there should be a full third lane (not a typical
weave lane) from Ramp ‘C’ north and from Ramp ‘A’ southbound. No additional right-
of-way is necessary. To avoid ‘merge congestion’ on the southbound lanes, add a third
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lane full width from Ramp ‘A’ and ‘E’ down to ground level (at Montford Street). The
3" lanes can be used as a safety shoulder until traffic requires a 3" ground level lane.”
(Mr. Guilbeau submitted a sketch illustrating these comments)

Response: Layout 12 does feature a full third lane along the Causeway Blvd. mainline
between the Airline traffic circle ramps and interchange Ramps “B” and “C”. The *third
lane” for Ramps “A” and “E” are deceleration/and acceleration lanes (respectively) for
those particular ramps. Extending the deceleration and acceleration lanes two more
blocks (to Montford Street) may result in more negative impacts on the Shrewsbury
community, and the current lane lengths meet or exceed AASHTO guidelines, meet
LADOTD criteria for roadway design, and have been developed under review of
LADOTD engineering staff.

SOLICITATION OF VIEWS

Early in the planning stages of a transportation project, views from federal, state and local
agencies, organizations and individuals are solicited. The special expertise of these
contacts is invaluable in the early identification of possible adverse economic, social or
environmental impacts and concerns.

In October of 2006, a Solicitation of Views (SOV) package describing the two final
alignments under consideration in the proposed Earhart Causeway Interchange was
distributed by LADOTD. The package included a preliminary project description and
limits, a project location and vicinity map, a schematic of Layout No. 6, a schematic of
Layout No. 12 and a notice of the public meeting scheduled for November 8, 2006. The
SOV was mailed to approximately one hundred agencies, elected officials and
organizations.

Seven responses to the SOV were received from the following agencies:

e Jefferson Parish, Office of the Parish President

e City of New Orleans, Department of Public Works

e Regional Planning Commission for Jefferson, Orleans, Plaguemines, St. Bernard
and St. Tammany Parishes

e State of Louisiana, Department of Natural Resources, Office of Conservation

e State of Louisiana, Department of Natural Resources, Office of Coastal
Restoration and Management

e State of Louisiana, Department of Wildlife & Fisheries

e United States Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

The majority of responses to the SOV stated that the agencies had no comment, that the
project would not impact in regards to their respective jurisdiction or that the agency had
no objections to the project. The exceptions are the Office of the Parish President for
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Jefferson Parish and the Regional Planning Commission, both of which strongly endorsed
the proposed project, specifically Layout No. 12.

It should be noted that a Solicitation of Views was also completed during the EIFS
process and (sixteen) 16 responses were received during that process.

A full copy of the Solicitation of Views packages for both the EA and EIFS processes is
available for review from LADOTD.
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CHAPTER IX

REFERENCES AND APPENDIX

The Environmental Assessment concludes with this chapter. The References section lists
publications, websites and other sources of information used in the writing of this document.
The Appendix lists the stand-alone documents, correspondence (such as the responses to the
Solicitation of Views) and other data which were completed as part of this EA and are
considered as part of this EA.
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APPENDIX:

The following are stand-alone documents which were completed as part of this EA and
are considered as part of this EA. They are available for review from the RPC.

o Noise Impact Report for F.A.P. No. Hp-2601(515) State Project No. 736-26-0001,
Earhart / Causeway Interchange, Jefferson Parish, Louisiana. Prepared by Lambert
Engineers, LLC, March 2007.

o Earhart-Causeway Interchange Environmental Assessment: Meeting Report - Public
Meeting, November 8, 2006. Prepared for the LADOTD by N-Y Associates, Inc.

o Draft Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan - Earhart-Causeway Interchange , March
2007. Prepared for the LADOTD by N-Y Associates, Inc.

« Draft Environmental Site Assessment, Phase | for State Project No. 736-26-0001

F.A.P. No. Hp-2601(515), Earhart / Causeway Interchange, Route LA 3139,
Jefferson Parish, Louisiana. Prepared by Coastal Environments, Inc., March 2007.

On the following pages, the Solicitation of Views responses are presented.
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Farestry .
‘Paul b, Frey Dear Mr. Ardoin:
P.O. Box 1628

Baton Rouge, LA 70821

(225) 9254500 I have no comment at this time regarding the above referenced projects.
At -1356

Management :

& Finance Sincerely,
Skip Rhorer :

PO, Box 3481

Baton Rouge, LA 70821
{225)922-1265

Fax: 825-6012
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Bryce Malone Assistant Commissioner
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Fax: 022-1289 BES:vw

Marketing
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STATE OF LOUISIANA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND DEVELOPMENT
P.O. Box 94245

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-924b
www.dotd.Jouisiana.gov

KATHLEEN ng\&j:zr\;a%uax BLANCO Phone (225) 242-4502 Fax (225) 242-4500 R E CE“‘V E‘@RRY
October 24, 2006 0CT 31 2006
State Project No. 736-26-0001 FISH & WLDL. SERV
F.A.P. Project No. HP-2601(515) LAFAYETTE, LA
Earhart/Causeway Interchange (Environmental Assossmem)
Route LA 3139
Tefferson Parish

RE: Solicitation of Views

Early in the planning stages of a transportation facility, views from federal, state and local
agencies, organizations, and individuals are solicited. The special expertise of these
groups can assist DOTD with the early identification of possible adverse economic,

social, or environmental effects or concerns. Your assistance in this regard will be
appreciated.

Over the last few years, an Environmental Inventory & Feasibility Study has been
completed and public meetings have been held in regards to a proposed interchange
connecting Earhart Expressway to Causeway Boulevard. This process mvolved the
development and screening of alternatives. Two (2) alignment alternatives have been
selected from the original fifteen (15) and are currently under consideration in an
Environniental Assessment. Enclosed with this request is a map showing the location of
the project and drawings of these two alternatives, along with a preliminary project
description.

It is requested that you review the attached information and furnish us with your views

and comments by November 30, 2006. Replies should be addressed to Environmental

Engineer Admimstrator; LA DOTD, P.O. Box 94245; Baton Rouge, Louisiana, 70804-
9245, Please refer to the State Project Number i your reply.

Sincerely,

£ % Noel Ardoin

. : Ezzvzromnental Englneel Admlmstrator
NA/qvn

Attaclhiments

cc: Michael Stack (District Adl“IlinlSiI ator)

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
A DRUG-FREE WORKPLACE
02 53 2010




PRELIMINARY PROGJECT DESCRIPTION AND LIMITS

Farhart/Causeway Interchange
Route LA 3139
Tefferson Parish

State Project No.: 736-26-0001

F.AP. Project No.: HP-2601(515)

The project proposes a new interchange between the Earhart Expressway (LA 3139) and Causeway
Boulevard (LA 3046) in Jefferson Parish. The proposed project is required to provide at least four

movements:

1. Southbound Causeway fo eastbound Earhart
2. Eastbound Earhart to northbound Causeway
3. Southbound Causeway to westbound Earhart
4. Westbound Earhart to northbound Causeway

Two alignments are currently under consideration. The first alignment, Layout #6,
accommmodates the four movements described above in free-flow fashion and requires the
construction of six new ramps. It begins in the vicinity of the elevated structure of Causeway

Boulevard above the Airline Drive traffic circle. Traffic traveling south on Causeway will access

westbound Earhart via Ramp “C.” Between the Norfolk Southern Railroad and Lausat Sireet,
Ramp “D” splits from Ramp “C,” allowing southbound Causeway traffic to also access to
eastbound Earhart. Traffic from the Airline traffic circle would use new Ramp “West C-D” to
merge with the southbound Causeway Blvd. traffic flow. Earhart traffic secking to access
Causeway northbound, would use Ramp “A” when approaching from the east and Ramp “B”
when approaching from the west. Ramps “A” and “B” merge together providing two exit
options - northbound Causeway or the Airline traffic circle. Ramp “East C-D” would allow
northbound Causeway traffic to directly access the Airline traffic circle.

The second alignment, Layout #12, is designed to accommodate eight directional movements; six

are proposed to function under free-flow conditions and two will require a two-phase traffic
signal. Six new ramps would be required. It begins in the vicinity of the elevated structure of
Causeway Boulevard above Earhart Expressway. Southbound Causeway traffic will access
westbound Earhart via Ramp “B” or eastbound Farhart via Ramp “F”. Earhart traffic seeking to
access Causeway (north or southbound) would use Ramp “C” when coming from the east and
Ramp “A” when traveling from the west. Northbound Causeway traffic will use Ramp “E” to
access westbound Earhart and Ramp “D” to access eastbound Earhart.

This project has been reviewed for effects to Federal trust resuurces

- under our jurisdiction and currently protected by the Endangered .+
Sppoies Act of 1973 (Act). The project, as
Mﬂ Will have ne etfect on those resources

1 } 1s not Tikely to adversely affect those resourcas

This i ndsng fulfilis the re

Z\cting Supervizor -
Louisiana Field Office © 71
U.8. Fish and Wildlife Servics

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
A DRUG FREE WORKPLACE
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KATHLEEN BABINEAUX BLANCO SCOTT A, ANGELLE

GOVERNOR SECRETARY
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESQURCES
OFFICE OF COASTAL RESTORATION AND MANAGEMENT
11/02/2006
LA DOTD

P.O. BOX 94245
BATON ROUGE, LA 70804-9245

RE: P20061668, Coastal Use Permit Application
LA DOTD
Description: Proposed interchange at Earhari-Causeway Environmental Assessruent (State
Project No. 736-26-0001)
Location: Lat ' "N/ Long * ' "W,
Jefferson Parisk, LA

Dear Noel Ardoin:

You are hereby advised that your application for 2 Coastal Use Permit (CUP) has been determined to be
complete and review by the State for compliance with the Louisiana Coastal Resource Program (I.CRP)
and consistency with the federal Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA). Additionally, it has been
determined that your proposed activity is a use of state concern in accordance with Louisiana Revised
Statue 49:214.5. This letter also acknowledges receipt of your payment of the application fee.

The Coastal Management Division (CMD) has sent a copy of this permit application to the New Orleans
District Corps of Engineers (NOD/COE), The NOD/COE and CMD will each process this application
separately, Please be advised that if your project is located outside of the New Orleans District, it is your
responsibility to apply to the appropriate COE District. :

All correspondence and calls regarding this application should reference the Coastal Use Permit Number
(P#) indicated above. The analyst responsible for processing your application is Kimberly Arcement and
should be the primary contact with CMD. Please note that all information concerning your application 1s in
our database and can be found on our webpage at http://lamap.dnr.state la.us/permit/index htral. The
information in the database is updated throughout the day as changes to the status of the application occut.

COASTAL MANAGEMENT DIVISION » I 0, BOX 44487 « HATON ROUGIE, LA 708044487
PHONE (225) 342.75¢1 » PAX (225) 3420430 = WER hip/fwwe dorstate laes
AN BQUAL OFPORTONITY EMPLOYER
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P20061668, Coastal Use Permit Application
LA DOTD

11/62/2006

Psge 2

Should you have any questions, please check the online database or contact Kimberly Arcement at (225)
342-8738 or kimberlya@dnr.state.la.us.

Sincerely,
William Pittman
Permit Coordinator
WP
cc: Ron Ventola, NOD/COE
LA DOTD



KATHLEEN BABINEAUX BLANCO SCOTT A. ANGELLE

GOVERNOR SECRETARY
PDEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESQURCES
OFFICE OF COASTAL RESTORATION AND MANAGEMENT
November 9, 2006
Noel Ardoin

Environmental Engineer Administrator

LA Dept. of Transportation & Development
P.O. Box 94245

Baton Rouge, LA 70804

RE: P20061668, Solicitation of Views
LLA Department of Transportation & Development
Description: Proposed interchange at Earhart-Causeway Environmental Assessment
(State Project No. 736-26-0001)
Location: Earhart-Causeway; Metairie;
Jefferson Parish, LA

Dear Mr. Ardoin:

A review has been completed of the referenced application. In accordance with the State and Local
Coastal Resources Management Act of 1978, as amended (La. R.S. 49:214.34.a), the proposed
activity is exempt and a Coastal Use Permit is not required.

This determination is valid for two (2) years from the date of this letter. If the proposed activity is not
initiated within this 2-year period, this determination will expire and the applicant will be required to
submit a new application. This authorization does not eliminate the need to obtain a permit from the
United States Army Corps of Engineers or any other Federal, state, or local approval that may be
required by law.

This determination has been made on the basis of information provided by your application. If it is later
established that you furnished erroneous data, you may be directed to alter or modify your plans, to
remove structures you have installed, and/or to restore the work area to pre-project conditions at your
own expense. Ifif is established that you knowingly furnished erroneous data, you could also be
subject to legal action.

COASTAL MANAGEMENT DIVISION » P. Q. BOX 44487 « BATON ROUGE, LA 70804-4487
PHONE (225) 342-7591 = FAX (225) 342-9439 « WEB http://www.dnr.state.)a,us
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



P26061668, Solicitation of Views
La DOTD
November 9, 2006

The drawings submitted with your referenced application are attached hereto and made a part of the
record.

Sincerely,

1 Rives
Acting Administrator

JR/kaa

cc:  Ron Ventola, COE w/plats
Venise Ortego, LDWF w/plats
Karl Morgan, CMD/SS w/plats
Tim Killeen, CMD/FI w/plats
Jason Smith, Jefferson Ph. w/plats
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November 6, 2006

Noel Ardoin

Environmental Engineer Administrator

Louisiana Department of Transportation
and Development

Post Office Box 94245

Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9245

Re: Solicitation of Views, Earhart Causeway Interchange (Environmental Assessment)
State Project No. 736-26-0001
FAP No. HP-2601 (515)
Route LA 3139, Jefferson Parish

Dear Ms., Ardoin

This project is included in the latest Metropolitan Transportation Plan for the New Orleans
Urbanized Area, dated October 12, 2004. As the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)
for this area, the Regional Planning Commission (RPC) of Jefferson, Orleans, Plaquemines,
St. Bernard, and St. Tammany Parishes wishes to express its support for the project as
described in the Solicitation of Views letter, dated October 24, 2006. We believe this to be
among the most important mobility projects in the New Orleans urbanized area.

We trust this project will be undertaken with minimum disruption and impacts to the
neighboring community and area residents, RPC awaits the results of the environmental
assessment to determine which of the proposed layouts to endorse. However, given the facts
known at this writing, we believe that Layout 12 would be the most cost effective, provide
better mobility, and have the least amount of community disruption of the two alternatives
promulgated by LADOTD.

We believe this to be an important mobility improvement that can improve the economic
viability of the area, and ultimately enbance the quality of life for the people of this area of
Jefferson Parish.

If you have any questions or comments please contact either myself or Jeff Roesel of my staff
at (504) 568-6611.

Sincerely

Wraltis A, forok,

Walter R. Brooks
Executive Director

TRANSPORTATION POLICY COMMITTEE {MPG) Fuit RPC Membership

BRAD A. ADAMS,

L owici

SEAN HUNTER, Interim Dir,, Lowis Armstrong N. O. International Airport

JAMES BRIDGER, General Manager, Naw Orleans Public Belt Railroad
PAT GALLWEY, Chiet Operating Officer, Port of New Orleans
CATHY F. GAUTREAUX, Ex. Dir. Louisiana Motor Transport Assaciation

Airgort Authority
RGBERT J. LAMBERY, Gen. Mgr., Greater N. 0. Expwy. Comm,
ALBERT D, LAQUE, Parish Prosident, St. Charles Parish
BARBARA MAJOR, Chairwoman, Regional Transit Autherity

BEN 0. MORRIS, Mayar, City of Shidell
EDDIE PRICE, Mayor, City of Mandavilla

Telephone {504) 5686611

Fax {604) 568-6643

Email: rpec@norpc.org; Web Site: httpr//www.norpc.org

An Equal Opportunity Employer

REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

JEFFERSON +» ORLEANS » PLAQUEMINES - ST. BERNARD » ST. TAMMANY PARISHES

TERRY McCARTHY, Birector, Jetlerson Farish Transit Adm.
NICKIE MONICA, Parish Prosident, St. John the Baptist Parish

1340 FOYDRAS STREET » SUITE 2100 « NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA » 70112-5276






JEFFERSON PARISH
LOUISIANA '

OFFICE OF PARISH PRESIDENT

AARON F. BROUSSARD
PARISH PRESIDENT November 9, 2006

State of Louisiana ' .
Department of Transportation and Development
PO Box 94245 .

Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9245

Attention: Ms. Noel Ardoin
Environmental Engineer Administrator

Re: State Project No. 736-26-0001
FAP Number: HP-2601 (515)
Earhart/Causeway Interchange (Environmental Assessment)
Route LA 3139
Jeffersoh Parish

Dear Ms. Ardoin:

With regard to your solicitation of views letter dated October 24, 2006 for the referenced project, please be
advised that Jefferson Parish considers the proposed interchange to be of vital importance to the continued -
economic development of the Greater New Orleans Metropolitan Region. The proposed interchange will
grant relief to the 1-10 corridor by providing incoming traffic from St. Tammany Parish. traveling south on
Causeway Blvd. access to Earhart Blvd., an under-utilized east-west route that accesses both downtown
New Orleans and the Elmwood Business District of Jefferson Parish. In addition, upon completion of the
widening of the Huey P. Long Bridge, the amount of traffic on Clearview Parkway, a major north-south
arterial, will increase significantly. Since Earhart Blvd has an existing direct connection to Clearview
Parkway, this interchange has the potential to relieve traffic congestion on Clearview Parkway by distributing
a portion of this north-south traffic onto Causeway Boulevard,

Please be advised that Jefferson Parish has reviewed the Environmental inventory and Feasibility Study for
the referenced project and wishes to express its strong support for the selection of Layout No. 12 from the
two (2) interchange alternates deemed feasible by the study for the following reasons:

1. Traffic: This alternate provides' total connectivity, allowing for all eight possible interchange
movements as opposed to the other feasible alternate, Layout No. 6, which provides only the four
required main movements. In addition, this layout is projected to have a net positive impact on the
existing Airline. Dr./Causeway Blvd. traffic circle as opposed to a negative impact created by the
other aiternate, - ' : :

As opposed to Layout No. 6 which provides a totally free-flow connection between Earhart Blvd. and
Causeway Blvd., Layout No. 12 requires a traffic signal on Causeway Blvd. to regulate the
eastbound Earhart to northbound Causeway movement and the westbound Earhart to southbound
Causeway movement. However, this additional signal is of litle concern to the Parish.. Mainline
Causeway Blvd. is not free-flow in this area. To the south of Earhart Blvd., Causeway Blvd. has
signalized intersections at Jefferson Hwy. approximately 3,200 ft. away and at River Road
approximately 4,500 ft. away. To the north of Earhart Bivd., Causeway Blvd. has signalized
intersections at West Metairie Ave. approximately 3,500 ft. away and West Napoleon Ave.
approximately 7,400 ft. away.

SUITE 6160, JEFFERSON PARISH GENERAL GOVERNMENT BUILDING - P.O. BOX 9~ GRETNA, LOUISIANA 70054 - 504/364-2700

0,
% Printed on Recycled Paper.
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November 9, 2006

Earhart — Causeway Interchange
S.P. No. 736-26-0001

F.A.P. No. HP-2601(515)

Right-of-Way Acquisition: Layout No. 12 reqguires no residential relocations and five (5)
commercial relocations, as opposed to twenty-four (24) residential relocations and six (6) commercial
relocations for the other feasible alternate. Maintaining the existing inteqrity of the surrounding
neighborhood is a major priority of the Parish; therefore, Layout No. 12 is clearly superior to Layout
No. 6 in satisfying this requirement.

Constructabifity: Layout No. 12 is approximately $11,000,000.00 less expensive than Layout No. 6.
Layout No. 12 has no conflicts with the preferred, proposed future light rall fransit alignment. The
Environmental Constraints are determined by the study to be “Medium” for Alternate No. 12 as
opposed to “Major” for Alternate No. 8. Finally, the actual Construction of the interchange and its
effects on existing traffic is reported as “Moderate” for Layout No. 12 as opposed to "Difficult” for
Layout No. 8.

In summary, all the previously referenced factors make implementation of Layout No. 12 a significantly
greater benefit to the residents of Jefferson Parish.

Finally, we wish to thank you for the opportunity to provide relative comments and express our support for
the project. if Jefferson Parish can be of further assistance in advancing these improvements, please do not
hesitate to contact me. ‘

Sincerely,

o]

Aaron F. Broussard
Jefferson Parish President

AFB/MRD/ch

cc.  Honorable Council Chairman John F. Young, Jr. (e-mail}
Honorable Councilman-At-Large Thomas J. Capella (e-mail)
Honorable Councilman Elton M. LaGasse {e-mail)
Honorable Councilwoman Jennifer Sneed (e-mail)
Mr. Tim Whitmer (e-mail)
Mr. Jose Gonzalez {(e-mail)
Mr. Mark Drewes (e-mail)
WM. Walter Brooks (RPC) (e-mail)



City oF NEw ORLEANS
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

13600 PERDIDO ST., ROOM 8WG3 - NEW CRLEANS, LA 70112
658-8000 - FAX: 658-8007

C. RAY NAGIN ROBERT C. MENDOZA
MAYOR DIRECTOR

November 13, 2006

Environmental Engineer Administrator
LADOTD

P.O. Box 94245

Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9245

tate Project No. 736-26-0001
F.A.P. Project No. HP-2601(515)
Earhart/Causeway Inter Change (Environmental Assessment)
Route LA 3139
Jefferson Parish

RE: Solicitation of Views

Dear Sir/Madam:

The City of New Orleans, Department of Public Works has no objections to the captioned project.

Sincerely,

CC. Nguyen D. Phan, Chief Engineer
File.

“An Equal Opportunity Employer”






LINITEER STATES DERPARTMENT OF COMIMERCE
MNational Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

NouS A MAEYE P O REGSERVICE
263 13™ Avenue, South
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701

November 27, 2006  F/SER44/RH:jk
225/389-0508

Mzr. Noel A. Ardoin

Environmental Engineer Administrator

Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development
Post Office Box 94245

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-9245

Pear Mr. Ardoin

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) has reviewed the project information
transmitted in the Solicitation of Views identified below. We anticipate that any adverse effects
that might occur to marine and anadromous fishery resources would be minimal and therefore, do
not object to issuance of the permit.

STATE PROJECT NO. LOCATION NOTICE DATE DUE DATE

736-26-0001 Jefferson 10-24-06 11-30-06

737-99-0799 | Jefferson 11-06-06 . 12-15-06
Sincerely,

ﬁf,_ Miles M. Croom

Assistant Regional Administrator
Habitat Conservation Division







Siute of Wonisiana

Kathleen Babineaux Blanco Department of Wildlife & Fisheries Janice A. Lansing
' Governor Post Office Box 98000 Acting Secretary
Baton Rouge, LA 70898-8000
{225) 765-2800

Date November 30, 2006
Name Noel Ardoin
Company LA DOTD

Street Address P.O. Box 942435

City, State, Zip Baton Rouge, LA 70804

Project State Project No. 736-26-0001; F.A.P. Project No. HP-2601(515)
Earhart/Causeway Interchange (EA) Route LA 3139 Jefferson Parish

Inveice Number 06113001

Personnel of the Habitat Section of the Fur and Refuge Division have reviewed the preliminary data for the captioned
project. After careful review of our database, no impacts to rare, threatened, or endangered species or critical habitats are
anticipated for the proposed project. No state or federal parks, wildlife refuges, scenic streams, or wildlife management
areas are known at the specified site within Louisiana’s boundaries.

The Louisiana Natural Heritage Program (LNHP) has compiled data on rare, endangered, or otherwise significant plant and
animal species, plant communities, and other natural features throughout the state of Louisiana. Heritage reports
swmarize the existing information known at the time of the request regarding the location in question. The quantity and
quality of data collected by the LNHP are dependent on the research and observations of many individuals. In most cases,
this information is not the result of comprehensive or site-specific field surveys; many natural areas in Louisiana have not
been surveyed. This report does not address the occurrence of wetlands at the site in question. Heritage reports should not
be considered final statements on the biological elements or areas being considered, nor should they be substituted for on-
site surveys required for environmental assessments. LNHP requires that this office be acknowledged in all reports as the
source of all data provided here. If at any time Heritage tracked species are encountered within the project area, please

contact the LNHP Data Manager at 225-765-2643. If you have any questions, or need additional information, please call
225-765-2357,

Sincerely,

Gary Lester, Coow
Natural Heritage Program



State of Wonistana

Kathieen Babineaux Blanco - Depariment of Wildlife & Fisheries Janice A, Lansing
Governor Post Office Box 98000 Acting Secretary
Baton Rouge, LA 70898-8000
(225) 765-2800
INVOICE
RETAIN THIS COPY FOR YOUR RECORDS
Date November 30, 2006
Invoice Number 06113001
Project State Project No. 736-26-0001; F.AP. Project No. HP-
2601(515)
Earhart/Causeway Interchange (EA) Route LA 3139
Jefferson Parish
Name Noel Ardoin
Company LA DOTD
Street Address P.0. Box 94245
Ciy, State, Zip Baton Rouge, LA 70804

Number of Quads Reviewed 1
Total Due $0.00

Payment should be made to “Louisiana Department of Wildlife & Fisheries” within 30 days
of the date of this invoice. Please include the invoice number on your check and return a
copy of this invoice with your remittance to the following address:

Louisiana Department of Wildlife & Fisheries
Attn: Nancy Hunter

P.O. Box 80399

Baton Rouge, LA 70898-0399

Should you have any questions regarding this invoice, for review of the Louisiana Natural
Heritage database for information on known sensitive elements at a charge of $20.00 per
quad reviewed, please contact LAHP at (225) 765-2357.
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TO: Ms. Noel Ardoin
- 'LADOTD
Environmental Engineer Administrator
B. O, Box 94245
Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9245

RE: S.P.N.736-26-0001
F. A, P. N, HP-2601(515)
Farhart/Causeway Interchange (Environmental Assessment)
Route LA 3139
Jefferson Parish

Prear Ms. Ardoin:

In response to your letter dated October 24, 2006, regarding the referenced matter,
please be advised that the Office of Conservation collects and maintains many types of
information regarding oil and gas exploration, production, distribution, and other data
relative to the petroleum industry as well as related and non-related injection well
information, surface mining and ground water information and other natural resource related
data. Most information concerning oil, gas and injection wells for any given aven of the state,
including the subject arsa of your letter can be obtained through records search via the
SONRIS data access application available at:

http://ferww.dnr state.la.us/f CONS/Consery. sl

A review of our computer records for the referenced project area indicates no oil, gas,
injection or water wells located in and adjacent to the proposed project area. However, there
are three monitoring wells located within the project area at DC Meteo, Incorporated. Due
care must be taken to accurately locate wells that may have been installed before
registration was required, The proposed project area is not located withis a drinking water
protection area, as designated by the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality.

P. O. BOX 94275 « BATOMN ROUGE, LOUISIANA 70804-9275 ~ 617 NORTH THIRD STREDT + §TH FLOOR = HATON ROUGE, LA 70802

PHONE: (225) 342-5540 » FAX (225) 342.3705 - WEE h:tp:(f’www.dm“,smtc.}a,us/conserva;!ion
AN EQUAL OPRORTUNITY EMFLOYER



S. P. M. 736-26-0001 Page Twa

Addifional information about such designation can be obtained from that agency. The
prevention of groundwater coptarnination should be considered at all times.

“he Office of Conservation maintains records of all activities within its jurisdiction
i either paper, microfilm or ecleotronic format. These records may be accessed during
normal business hours, Monday through Friday, except on State holidays or emergencies that
require the Office to be closed. Please call 795-342-5540 for specific contact information
or for directions to the Office of Conservation, located in the LaSalle Building, 617 North
Third Street, Baton Rouge, Louisiana. For pipelines and other underground hazards, please
contact Lounisiana One Call at 1-800-272-3020 prior to commeneing operations. Should you
need to direct your inquiry to any of our Divisions, you may use the following contact
information:

Division Contact Phone No. E-mail Address
Engineering Jeff Wells 225.342-5638 JeffW@dnr.state la.us
Pipeline Michael Peikert  225-342-2989 Michae!P(@dnr state la.us
Injection & Mining Laurence Bland 225-342-5515 LavrenceBi@dar. state.]a.us
Geological Mike Kline 225-342-3335 MikeKl@dny.state.la.us

Ground Water Tony Duplechin ~ 225-342-5528 TonyDy@dnr.state.la.us

If you have difficulty in accessing the data via the referenced website because of
computer related issues, you may obiain assistance from our technical support section by
selecting “Help” on the SONRIS tool bar and submitting an email describing your problems
and including a telephone number where you may be reached.

Sincerely,

' ; y
.y, R 2
S5, ¥ ey & #
3 o BIEE A/ ;

¢ James H, Wels
MQommissioner of Conservation
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EARHART-CAUSEWAY INTERCHANGE

Environmental Assessment with
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)

Jefferson Parish, LA
State Project No. 736-26-0001
F.A.P. Project No. HP-2601(515)

Prepared for the

Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development

in conjunction with the

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration

January 2008



FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS (FONSI)

FOR

State Project No. 736-26-0001
F.A.P. Project No. HP-2601(515)
Earhart/Causeway Interchange
Route LA 3139
Jefferson Parish

The FHWA has determined that this project will not have any significant impact on the human
environment. This Finding of No Significant Impacts (FONSI) is based on the Environmental
Assessment which has been independently evaluated by the FHWA and determined to adequately
and accurately discussed 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.

FEDERAL HIGHWAY AUMINISTRATION

DATE \ -1-0%




Summary of Mitigation, Commitments and Permits

Mitigation, Commitments and Permits for the impacts associated with the implementation of the
preferred alternative for the Earhart—Causeway Interchange include the following:

e Relocations will be addressed in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act, as amended.

e A Section 401 Permit (Water Quality Certification) will be required from the Office of
Environmental Services, Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality.

e Coordination required with Jefferson Parish Department of Public Works to insure that
all appropriate reviews for the project are obtained at the time of final design.

e During preliminary and final design, representatives of Jefferson Parish will be consulted
relative to coordination between the proposed project and the Parish’s plan for utilities
and drainage, particularly in regards to the detention basin in the project area.

e During construction, the following mitigation measures shall be in effect:

- In order to minimize the potential for impacts of construction noise on the local
residents, all construction equipment used in the construction phase of the project
should be properly muffled and all motor panels should be shut during operation, and
the contractor should operate, whenever possible, between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and
6:00 p.m.

- To minimize potential air quality impacts, particularly related to control of
particulate matter, the contractor shall comply with all relevant State, Federal and
local laws and regulations.

- To minimize vibration impacts, peak particle velocities due to pile driving operations
should be monitored with a seismograph at critical structures, pavements and utilities
during all pile driving operations.



ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION CHECKLIST

State Project No.: 736-26-0001

Federal Aid No.: HP- 2601(515)

Name: Earhart - Causeway Interchange Environmental Assessment
Route: LA Hwy 3139, LA Hwy 3046

Parish: Jefferson

1. General Information

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

2. Class of Action

() Environmental Impact Statement (E.I.S.)

(X) Environmental Assessment (E.A.)

() Categorical Exclusion (C.E.)

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

3. Project Description (use attachment if necessary)

See Document

4. Public Involvement

(X) Views were solicited on __October 24, 2006
Responses are attached.
() No adverse comments were received.
(X) Comments are addressed in attachment.
() 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__October 18, 2007
(X) A Public Meeting was held on__November 8, 2006

5. Real Estate (If yes, use attachment)

NO

a. Will additional right-of-way be required?..........c..ueeviee oo @)

b. Will any relocations be reqUIrEA?.........ccoiiciiiieiie e e e e e e e e e anes )
(Attach conceptual stage relocation plan if yes)

c. Are construction or drainage servitudes requIred?.........ccccveeiiieeeiniiee e X)

Page 1 of 3
Revised 10/21/2005

YES
)
*)

0



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)............coovvviieiiiinnn, xX) @)
Are any adjacent to the project? (If so, list below).............ccooooii i, ) @)
b. Known Historic sites/structures
Are any impacted by the project? (If so, list below)...........c.cooovviieiiiin, xX) @)
Are any adjacent to the project? (If so, list below).............cooooiiiviin i, x) @)
C. Known Archaeological sites
Are any impacted by the project? (If so, list site # below)................ccceeeeneen. x) @)
Are any adjacent to the project? (If so, list site # below)...............ccoee i xX) @)
d. Cemeteries
Are any impacted by the project? (If so, list below)...............cooviiiiiiniini, X) )
Are any adjacent to the project? (If so, list below) (see page V-27)... ...... () X)
e. [ TS o Lo =1 o o = X) )
7. Wetlands (Attach wetlands finding, if applicable)
NO YES
a. Are wetlands being affected?...........ccooe i, X) )
b. Are other waters of the U.S. being affected?..........cccccoviiiiiiiiis X) )
C. Can C.O.E. Nationwide Permit be USed?..........cccurururmiuiirmiiiiiiiiiiieieieennennennnnnennnn. X) @)
8. Natural Environment (use attachment if necessary)
NO YES
a. Endangered/Threatened Species/Habitat...................c.coiiiiii e, X) @)
b. Within 100 Year FIoodplain?..........coovviiiiiiiiii e X) @)
Is project a significant encroachment in Floodplain?.........ccccccvvvvviiviiiiiiennenn, X) )
C. In Coastal Zone Management Area?..........ccccceeeee e ) )
Is the project consistent with the Coastal Management Program?.................. @) x)
d. Coastal Barrier Island (Grand ISle Only)........ccooviiiii it e, X) @)
e. Farmlands (use form AD 1006 if NeCeSSary)........c.vvviieiiiiiieii e e, X) @)
f. Is project on Sole SoUrce AQUITEI?. ... i e e, X) ()
Is coordination with EPA NECESSary?.........cccceeiiiiiiiiieeeee x) )
g. Natural & Scenic Stream Permit required..........c.coovieviiiie i e e X) @)
h. IS project iMpacting @ WaterWay ?..........uuevieeeiiiiiiieieeeeeeiesiireeeeeee e e sssanrneereaeeesannnes (X) @)
Has navigability determination been made?...........ccccvvvveeeei e, (X) @)
..... Will a US 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).......cccoovviieeiiiii i e () X)
Are there noise impacts based on violation of the (NAC)?..........cccvveeveeerninns () (X)
Are there noise impacts based on the 10 dBA inCrease?........ccccccceeevvvivvvnnnnn. @) X)
Are noise abatement measures reasonable and feasible?..............cccccceeeeeen. (X) @)
b. Is an air quality study Warrant@d?..........ccceeviiiiiriiieee e (X) @)
Do project level air quality levels exceed the NAAQS for CO?.....ccoovvvvvvnnennnn. (X) @)
C. Is project in a non-attainment area for Carbon monoxide (CO),
Ozone (0O3), Nitrogen dioxide (NO,), or Particulates (PM-10)? ............ceevenvnnnn. (X) @)
d. Is project in an approved Transportation Plan,Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) and State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP) 2. ... e eeeeiiieiieiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeveseeseessaesssssssesesssessssnnnene ) X)
e. Are construction air, noise, & water impacts Major?..........ccccovvvveiiiine e eenn, X) 0)
f. Are there any Known waste SiteS OF U.S.T.S?.. ... () X)
Will these sites require further investigation prior to purchase? ................... X) )
Page 2 of 3

Revised 10/21/2005



10. Social Impacts (use attachment if necessary)

NO

Land USE ChaNgES ... ittt e e e e e e e X)
Churches and Schools

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

Are any adjacent to the project? (If so, list below)..........c.coooeiiiiinn, X)
Title VI CONSIAEIAtiONS ... cvuee it et e e e e e X)
Will any specific groups be adversely affected

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

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

Are any adjacent to the project? (If so, listbelow)............ccoooiiii. (X)
Transportation pattern Changes. .. ... ()
CoOMMUNILY CONESION.....ui i e e )
Are short-term social/leconomic impacts due to construction
LodoT 0 1] o [=T =T I 1 4 =1 oY S (X)
Do conditions warrant special construction times

(i.e., school in session, congestion, tourist season, harvest)?................. x)
Were Context Sensitive Solutions considered? (If so explain below)........... x)
Will the roadway/bridge be closed? (If yes, answer questions below)........ x)

Will a detour bridge be provided?.........cceoiviiiiiiiiieee e (X)

Will @ detour route be SIgNEA?.........uuiiiiie i (X)

— X — —
[

AN AN AN S
N— N N N N

11. Other (Use this space to explain or expand answers to questions above.)

Preparer:_Bruce J. Richards, AICP
Title:_Project Consultant
Date: _January 3, 2008

Attachments

(X) S.0.V. and Responses

() Wetlands Finding

() Project Description Sheet

(X) Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan
(X) Noise Analysis

() Air Analysis

(X) Exhibits and/or Maps

() 4(f) Evaluation

() Form AD 1006 (Farmlands)

() 106 Documentation

(X) Other_Environmental Assessment Document
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