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JOHN BEL EDWARDS g t̂C flf

GOVERN°R DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE AND RSHER.ES

May 17, 2017

Ms. Noel Ardoin
Louisiana Department Transportation and Development
P.O. Box 92245
Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9245

RE: Project Number: H.003931
Applicant: Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development and the Federal Highway
Administration
Release Date: May 8, 2017

Dear Ms. Ardoin,

The professional staff of the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF) has reviewed the
notice referenced above requesting comments concerning the Draft Alternatives Screening Methodology
for the I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project in Calcasieu Parish, Louisiana. The following
recommendations have been provided by the appropriate biologist(s):

At this time, LDWF has no objection to the Draft Alternatives Screening Methodology provided
for the 1-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project and looks forward to providing additional department
comments once the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is made available for review.

The Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries appreciates the opportunity to review and provide
recommendations to you regarding this proposed activity. Please do not hesitate to contact LDWF
Permits Coordinator Dave Butler at 225-763-3595 should you need further assistance.

Biologist Direc

zc/cm

P.O. BOX 98000 • BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA 70898-9000 • PHONE (225) 765-2800
AN EQUALOPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

ID #1

Attachment D-1, Page 1



ID #2

Attachment D-1, Page 2



From: Linda (Brown) Hardy
To: April English
Cc: Yasoob Zia
Subject: DEQ SOV 170511/0520 I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project
Date: Friday, May 26, 2017 2:27:05 PM

 May 26, 2017

April English
Environmental Planner
Environmental Section
P.O. Box 94245
Baton Rouge, LA   70804-9245
aenglish@hntb.com

RE:170511/0520 I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project
 H.003931 FHA/DOTD Funding

Calcasieu Parish

Dear Ms. English:

The Department of Environmental Quality (LDEQ), Business and Community Outreach Division has
received your request for comments on the above referenced project.

After reviewing your request, the Department has no objections based on the information provided in your
submittal.  However, for your information, the following general comments have been included.  Please
be advised that if you should encounter a problem during the implementation of this project, you should
immediately notify LDEQ’s Single-Point-of-contact (SPOC) at (225) 219-3640.

· Please take any necessary steps to obtain and/or update all necessary approvals and
environmental permits regarding this proposed project.

If your project results in a discharge to waters of the state, submittal of a Louisiana Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (LPDES) application may be necessary.
If the project results in a discharge of wastewater to an existing wastewater treatment system, that
wastewater treatment system may need to modify its LPDES permit before accepting the
additional wastewater.
All precautions should be observed to control nonpoint source pollution from construction activities.
LDEQ has stormwater general permits for construction areas equal to or greater than one acre.  It
is recommended that you contact the LDEQ Water Permits Division at (225) 219-9371 to
determine if your proposed project requires a permit.

· If your project will include a sanitary wastewater treatment facility, a Sewage Sludge and
Biosolids Use or Disposal Permit is required. An application or Notice of Intent will be required if
the sludge management practice includes preparing biosolids for land application or preparing
sewage sludge to be hauled to a landfill.  Additional information may be obtained on the LDEQ
website at http://www.deq.louisiana.gov/portal/tabid/2296/Default.aspx or by contacting the LDEQ
Water Permits Division at (225) 219- 9371.

If any of the proposed work is located in wetlands or other areas subject to the jurisdiction of the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, you should contact the Corps directly regarding permitting issues. 
If a Corps permit is required, part of the application process may involve a water quality
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certification from LDEQ.
All precautions should be observed to protect the groundwater of the region. 
Please be advised that water softeners generate wastewaters that may require special limitations
depending on local water quality considerations. Therefore if your water system improvements
include water softeners, you are advised to contact the LDEQ Water Permits to determine if
special water quality-based limitations will be necessary.
Any renovation or remodeling must comply with LAC 33:III.Chapter 28, Lead-Based Paint
Activities; LAC 33:III.Chapter 27, Asbestos-Containing Materials in Schools and State Buildings
(includes all training and accreditation); and LAC 33:III.5151, Emission Standard for Asbestos for
any renovations or demolitions.
If any solid or hazardous wastes, or soils and/or groundwater contaminated with hazardous
constituents are encountered during the project, notification to LDEQ’s Single-Point-of-Contact
(SPOC) at (225) 219-3640 is required.  Additionally, precautions should be taken to protect
workers from these hazardous constituents.

 
Currently, Calcasieu Parish is classified as attainment with the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards and has no general conformity determination obligations. 
 
Please send all future requests to my attention.  If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me
at (225) 219-3954 or by email at linda.hardy@la.gov.
 
Sincerely,
 

Linda M. Hardy
Environmental Manager
Louisiana Dept. of Environmental Quality
Office of the Secretary
P.O. Box 4301
Baton Rouge, LA   70821-4301
Phone: (225) 219-3954
Fax:      (225) 219-3971
Email:  linda.hardy@la.gov
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From: Brandon Howard - NOAA Federal
To: April English
Subject: Fwd: H.003931 I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project - Request for Stakeholder Agency Comments
Date: Thursday, May 11, 2017 1:57:23 PM
Attachments: ATT00001.htm

20170508_H003931_Calcasieu_ASM.pdf
Hartman_NOAA.pdf
ATT00002.htm

Hi April.

I will be the point of contact for this project.  Please consider the following as technical assistance.  The essential
fish habitat (EFH) consultation process will take place at a future review at which time EFH conservation
recommendations may be provided.  

Water bottoms at the site and associated marsh in and adjacent to the Calcasieu River and Lake Charles have
been identified as EFH for various life stages of federally managed fishery species, including postlarval and
juvenile life stages of red drum and white shrimp.  The primary categories of EFH to be affected by project
implementation include estuarine water column, estuarine water bottoms and estuarine emergent wetlands
depending on the chosen alternative.  Detailed information on federally managed fisheries and their EFH is
provided in the 2005 generic amendment of the Fishery Management Plans for the Gulf of Mexico prepared by the
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council.  The generic amendment was prepared as required by the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.

In addition to being designated as EFH for various federally managed fishery species, water bottoms at the project
site provide foraging habitats for a variety of economically important marine fishery species such as blue crab, gulf
menhaden, and striped mullet.  Some of these species serve as prey for other fish species managed under the
Magnuson-Stevens Act by the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council (e.g., mackerels, snappers, and
groupers) and highly migratory species managed by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) (e.g., billfishes
and sharks).

The NMFS prefers either the HOV, TSM, or PBA 1 - F alternatives.  With TSM or HOV being optimal as they
would not require impacts to EFH or wetlands.  The NMFS does not support the construction of new bridges in the
area. New construction should center on the existing bridge and only include expansion if necessary.  Therefore,
NMFS does not support the other PBAs and their associated sub-alternatives.  As this project progresses, and
EFH assessment should be developed and the NEPA document should include a discussion on EFH or an EFH
Assessment chapter.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments.  Please feel free to contact me if further information is
needed.

Brandon

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Richard Hartman - NOAA Federal <richard.hartman@noaa.gov>
Date: Mon, May 8, 2017 at 7:46 PM
Subject: Fwd: H.003931 I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project - Request for Stakeholder
Agency Comments
To: brandon.howard@noaa.gov

Rick

Sent from my iPhone

ID # 4

Attachment D-1, Page 5

mailto:brandon.howard@noaa.gov
mailto:aenglish@HNTB.com
mailto:richard.hartman@noaa.gov
mailto:brandon.howard@noaa.gov










I-10 CALCASIEU RIVER BRIDGE
I-10/I-210 West End - I-10/I-210 East End


PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES
SCREENING METHODOLOGY


State Project Number: H.003931 
Calcasieu Parish, Louisiana 
May 2017







Preliminary Alternatives Screening Methodology I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge  
 
 


i 
 


TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
1.0 Introduction ............................................................................................................ 1 
2.0 Study Area ............................................................................................................. 1 
3.0 Preliminary Alternatives ......................................................................................... 3 
4.0 Alternatives Screening Framework ........................................................................ 9 
5.0 Purpose and Need Screening ............................................................................. 10 


5.1 System Connectivity ......................................................................................... 10 
5.2 Traffic Congestion ............................................................................................ 10 
5.3 Roadway Deficiencies ...................................................................................... 11 
5.4 Safety Concerns ............................................................................................... 12 
5.5 Purpose and Need Screening Matrices ............................................................ 12 


6.0 Project Objectives Screening .............................................................................. 15 
 


TABLES 
 
Table 1:  Purpose and Need Screening Criteria and Measures .................................... 13 
Table 2:  Example Evaluation Matrix for the Purpose and Need Screening .................. 14 
Table 3:  Project Objectives Screening Criteria and Measures ..................................... 16 
Table 4:  Example Scenario - Thresholds and Evaluation of Potential Impacts ............ 18 
Table 5:  Example Evaluation Matrix for Engineering Objectives .................................. 19 
Table 6:  Example Evaluation Matrix for Traffic Objectives ........................................... 20 
Table 7:  Example Evaluation Matrix for Environmental Objectives .............................. 21 
Table 8:  Example Evaluation Matrix for Public and Agency Involvement Objectives ... 22 
 


FIGURES 
 
Figure 1: Study Area ....................................................................................................... 2 
Figure 2: Preliminary Build Alternatives with Sampson St. Sub-alternatives ................... 4 
Figure 3: Preliminary Build Alternative 1 with Sub-alternative ......................................... 5 
Figure 4: Preliminary Build Alternative 2 with Sub-alternative Options ............................ 6 
Figure 5: Preliminary Build Alternative 3 with Sub-alternative Options ............................ 7 
Figure 6: Preliminary Build Alternative 4 with Sub-alternative Options ............................ 8 
Figure 7: Alternatives Screening Process ....................................................................... 9 
Figure 8: Cracking and Spalling on Bridge Deck ........................................................... 11 
Figure 9: No Shoulders and Steep Bridge Grade .......................................................... 11 
 







Preliminary Alternatives Screening Methodology I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge  
 


1 
 


1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
The purpose of the I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge (I-10/I-210 West End to I-10/I-210 East 
End) project (henceforth referred to as the ‘Project’) Alternative Screening Methodology 
(ASM) is to provide a decision-making framework to determine how well each Preliminary 
Alternative meets the Project’s purpose and need and Project objectives.   
 
The purpose and need of the project is to:  


• Address the lack of system connectivity/lane imbalance inside the project limits 
compared to outside the project limits;  


• Reduce existing and future traffic congestion;    
• Improve structural and functional deficiencies of the existing facility; and 
• Improve safety conditions. 


  
A tiered screening process will be used to identify the alternatives that will best solve the 
transportation problems in the corridor. This document explains the criteria and measures 
used to complete the screenings, overall methodology, and example screening matrices.   
 
2.0 STUDY AREA 
 
The proposed Project is in an urbanized area of Calcasieu Parish, Louisiana. The limits 
of the proposed Project include and follow various natural and man-made structural 
features that are influential to the existing landscape. The study area is large enough to 
encompass the range of alternatives developed to meet the purpose and need of the 
project, and represents the area for assessing direct impacts of the proposed Project. 
 
As shown in Figure 1, the west and east limits of the study area encompass the project’s 
logical termini: I-10/I-210 west end interchange to I-10/I-210 east end interchange. The 
northern study area boundary includes the Lake Charles Chemical Complex 
(Sasol/Phillips 66), portions of the City of Westlake, and Friend Ships Unlimited, a non-
profit organization located on the banks of the Calcasieu River. The southern study area 
boundary encompasses large industrial/chemical complexes west of the lake, and 
generally follows along the banks of the lake to Broad Street (St.), bounding residential 
areas located adjacent to existing I-10.  
 
Lake Charles, Bayou Contraband and the Calcasieu River, along with areas of 
marshland, make up the center portion of the study area. The study area is predominantly 
residential to the east of the lake and industrial to the west of the lake. Other prominent 
features of the study area include the Lake Charles Civic Center on the east bank of the 
lake; the Lake Charles Yacht Club and North Beach on the north bank of the lake; and 
the Isle of Capri Casino Hotel on the west bank of the lake.  
 
There are two at-grade railroad crossings at Sampson St. north of I-10 and one railroad 
spur south of I-10. These are the Union Pacific (UP) and Kansas City Southern (KCS) 
railroad lines north of I-10, and a KCS spur railroad line south of I-10. 
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Figure 1:  Study Area 
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3.0 PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES 
 
The proposed Preliminary Alternatives were identified after various stages of 
development, evaluation and refinement, including a 2002 Feasibility/Stage 0 study, 
multiple bridge height evaluation studies (latest as of 2015), a 2016 draft interchange 
justification report (IJR), and extensive agency coordination. Alternatives development 
was also influenced by the discovery of a hazardous material (ethylene dichloride or EDC) 
contamination area located near the I-10/Sampson St. interchange. Public input has and 
will continue to be solicited throughout the alternative development and screening 
phases. The development and identification of the Preliminary Alternatives will be 
described in greater detail in the Alternatives Analysis Technical Report.1  
 
In summary, the Preliminary Alternatives include a No-Build Alternative, Transportation 
Systems Management (TSM) Alternative, Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM)/Transit Alternative, High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Alternative, and the following 
four Preliminary Build Alternatives (PBA): 
 


• PBA 1 – Includes improvements along the I-10 mainline corridor throughout the 
project limits and Calcasieu River Bridge construction using piles in the EDC 
contamination area. 


• PBA 2 – Includes Improvements along the I-10 mainline corridor throughout the 
project limits and Calcasieu River Bridge construction using compensated 
foundations in the EDC contamination area. 


• PBA 3 – Includes improvements along the I-10 mainline corridor throughout the 
project limits and construction of a long-span Calcasieu River Bridge extending 
over the EDC contamination area. 


• PBA 4 – Includes improvements along the I-10 mainline corridor throughout the 
project limits, but with a new bridge crossing across Lake Charles located south of 
existing I-10 and outside of the known EDC contamination area. 


 
Each of the above PBAs also include access improvements at PPG Dr. and roadway 
widening at the I-10/I-210 west end and east end interchanges: 
 
In addition to the PBAs, there are six Preliminary Sub-alternatives for the design of 
Sampson St. Figure 2 describes each of the Preliminary Sub-alternatives, labeled A 
through F, and presents the Sub-alternative(s) associated with each PBA. Figures 3 – 6 
depict the location of the PBAs and respective Sub-alternatives. These are generalized, 
high-level graphic representations only. The detailed design of PBAs and Sub-
alternatives will be presented in the Alternatives Analysis Technical Report. 
 
 
 
 
  


                                            
1 I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge (I-10/I-210 West End to I-10/I-210 East End) Alternatives Analysis Technical 
Report. 
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Figure 2:  Preliminary Build Alternatives with Sampson St. Sub-alternatives 
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Figure 3:  Preliminary Build Alternative 1 with Sub-alternative Option 
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Figure 4:  Preliminary Build Alternative 2 with Sub-alternative Options 


 
Note:  Sub-alternative A to connect with existing I-10 mainline. 
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Figure 5:  Preliminary Build Alternative 3 with Sub-alternative Options 


 
Note:  Sub-alternative A to connect with existing I-10 mainline. 
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Figure 6:  Preliminary Build Alternative 4 with Sub-alternative Options 


Note:  Sub-alternative A to connect with existing I-10 frontage roads (North Lake Shore Dr.).   
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4.0 ALTERNATIVES SCREENING FRAMEWORK 
 
The alternatives screening process is similar to a funnel, with multiple levels of screening 
blending a varied group of needs and objectives into a set of refined transportation 
alternatives through a ‘filtering’ or evaluation process. The Preliminary Alternatives will 
undergo a two-tiered ‘filtering’ process (Figure 7). 
 


1. Tier 1 will evaluate the ability of the Preliminary Alternatives to meet the purpose 
and need of the Project. This is henceforth referred to as the Purpose and Need 
Screening. 


2. Tier 2 will evaluate the ability of the remaining Preliminary Alternatives to meet the 
objectives of the Project. This is henceforth referred to as the Project Objectives 
Screening. 
 


Each of the Preliminary Alternatives outlined in Section 3.0, including the No-Build 
Alternative, will undergo this screening process. The No-Build Alternative represents the 
baseline condition in the study area as if no improvements are implemented other than 
standard operations and maintenance. 
 
The alternatives remaining at the end of this two-tiered screening are the Reasonable 
Alternatives. This Alternatives Screening Methodology (ASM) focuses on the screening 
of the Preliminary to Reasonable Alternatives. The Reasonable Alternatives will undergo 
a more detailed evaluation of potential impacts in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS), leading to the recommendation of a Preferred Alternative(s). The 
Alternatives Analysis Technical Report will present the entire alternatives screening 
process, from Preliminary to Reasonable to Preferred Alternative(s).   
 


Figure 7:  Alternatives Screening Process 
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5.0 PURPOSE AND NEED SCREENING 
 
In the Purpose and Need Screening, fatal flaw criteria will be utilized to evaluate and 
screen the Preliminary Alternatives against the purpose and need of the Project. 
Alternatives are given a Pass or Fail rating for each of the screening criteria.  By providing 
a “meets” or “fails to meet” response to each category, responses that fall into an 
intermediate area will be avoided; thus, minimizing the degree of subjectivity in the 
process.  This method also avoids having to establish an arbitrary standard for meeting 
the criteria. 
 
Practicable alternatives that meet the purpose and need of the project are advanced to 
the next level of screening. For transportation projects, generally, an alternative is 
practicable if it 1) meets the purpose and need; 2) is available and capable of being done 
(i.e., it can be accomplished within the financial resources that could reasonably be made 
available, and it is feasible from the standpoint of technology and logistics); and 3) will not 
create other unacceptable impacts such as severe operation or safety problems or 
serious socioeconomic or environmental impacts. 
 
The following sections provide high-level summaries for each of the Purpose and Need 
Screening’s evaluation criteria and measures, which are also summarized in Table 1 
(Section 5.5).  Additional details on the purpose and need of the project can be found in 
Purpose and Need Technical Report2.  


 
5.1 System Connectivity 


 
The existing I-10 typical roadway section outside of the I-210 interchanges is a six-lane 
facility (three in each direction), whereas I-10 within the I-210 interchanges, including the 
Calcasieu River Bridge, is a four-lane facility (two lanes in each direction).  The reduction 
of a travel lane on I-10 between the I-210 interchanges does not provide a continuous 
system, resulting in bottlenecks and a reduction in travel time through the Project limits. 
Congestion levels increase as motorists choose to utilize I-10 despite the lane reduction 
because it provides needed access to popular destinations such as Westlake and 
downtown Lake Charles. Alternatives that remedy the lane imbalance problem on I-10 will 
receive a pass rating.   
 


5.2 Traffic Congestion 
 
Alternatives must provide an improvement in mobility and travel time along the I-10 
corridor and at interchanges as compared to the No-Build Alternative. Widening I-10 
within the Project limits to match I-10 outside the Project limits will reduce congestion and 
increase capacity for more reliable local and regional mobility. Alternatives that increase 
capacity on I-10 will receive a pass rating. 
 
The two at-grade railroad crossings at Sampson St. north of I-10 adversely affect local 
                                            
2 I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge (I-10/I-210 West End to I-10/I-210 East End) Purpose and Need Technical 
Report.  
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traffic. Frequent delays at these crossings impede 
not only commercial and passenger vehicles, but 
also emergency response vehicles from entering or 
exiting the community of Westlake. These frequent 
blockages diminish the operational efficiency of 
Sampson St., creating unacceptable levels of 
congestion. Alternatives that reduce queuing and 
blockages at these at-grade railroad crossings will 
receive a pass rating.   
 


5.3 Roadway Deficiencies  
 
Structural Deficiencies 
 
Existing structural integrity issues of the Calcasieu 
River Bridge include, but are not limited to: 
 
• Corrosion and loss of bridge steel sections; 
• Corrosion of pin-type connections on bridge 


approach spans; 
• Damaged electrical wiring; 
• Warping of plates; 
• Inadequate load limit for an interstate 


highway; and 
• Deterioration, cracking, spalling, and 


exposed aggregate on the bridge 
deck (Figure 8). 


 
Alternatives that correct structural 
deficiencies will receive a pass rating. 
  
Functional Deficiencies 
 
Functional deficiencies along existing I-10 
and the Calcasieu River Bridge include, but 
are not limited to:  
 
• Not enough lanes to accommodate traffic flow. 
• Roadway shoulder widths below minimum design criteria throughout the I-10 


corridor; No room for shoulders or sidewalks on bridge (Figure 9).  
• Width of the I-10 median from the PPG Dr. to the Calcasieu River Bridge below 


minimum design criteria.  
• Acceleration lane lengths do not meet design criteria; 
• I-10 exit and entrance ramps at Sampson St. do not meet design criteria for 


horizontal curve radius minimums or acceleration and deceleration lengths. 
• I-10 entrance and exit ramp spacing and weaving distances do not meet design 


criteria. 


Figure 8: Cracking and Spalling on Bridge Deck 


 
Figure 9:  No Shoulders and Steep Bridge Grade  







Preliminary Alternatives Screening Methodology I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge  
 


12 
 


• Steep bridge approach grades (5% on the east approach) exceed the recommended 
3% maximum grade of design criteria (Figure 9). 


• Vertical clearance above the bridge (15 feet 5 inches) does not meet recommended 
16.5-feet vertical clearance design criteria. 


  
Alternatives that correct functional deficiencies will receive a pass rating. 


 
5.4 Safety Concerns 


 
A conflict point is the point at which a motorist crossing, merging with, or diverging from 
a road conflicts with another motorist using the same road. Conflict points are associated 
with increased levels of roadway accidents as motorists can only safely negotiate so 
many points of conflict within a given area. Several points of motorist conflict exist in the 
study area including, but not limited to:   
 


• I-10 at the I-10/I-210 Interchanges (i.e., project limits) – Conflict points result 
when I-10 is reduced from three-lanes in each direction outside of the project limits 
to two-lanes in each direction inside the project limits, thus creating bottleneck 
conditions and an increased possibility for traffic accidents. 


• Weaving Segments on I-10 – Several of the I-10 entrance and exit ramps are 
spaced too close to each other and create conflict points as motorists have little 
room to maneuver across travel lanes.  


• I-10 Frontage Road - The I-10 frontage road located south of I-10 and west of 
Lake Charles is generally bi-directional. Conflict points result when motorists 
traveling west on the frontage road need to turn left across on-coming traffic to 
access the roadways and commercial driveways extending off the frontage road.  


• Sampson St. - Conflict points exist where Sampson St. crosses at-grade with both 
the UP and KCS railroad lines north of existing I-10. Approximately 16 trains a day 
cross Sampson St. on the UP railroad and approximately 2 trains a day cross 
Sampson St. on the KCS railroad.  


 
Functional deficiencies also lead to hazardous driving conditions for motorists. Vehicles 
traveling on the Calcasieu River Bridge that experience difficulties are not able to safely 
pull over due to the lack of shoulders. The steep bridge grades slow traffic on the uphill 
slope and make it more difficult to stop on the downhill slope, leading to an increased 
likelihood of crashes. This is especially the case for heavy trucks that have difficulty 
ascending and descending the steep bridge slope. In addition, low vertical clearance of the 
bridge has resulted in over-height vehicle collisions, damaging the bridge structure.  
Alternatives that reduce points of conflict and improve unsafe functional roadway and 
deficiencies will receive a pass rating.  
 


5.5 Purpose and Need Screening Matrices 
 
The criteria and measures for the Purpose and Need Screening are summarized in Table 
1. An example results matrix for the Tier 1 Purpose and Need Screening of the Preliminary 
Alternatives is shown in Table 2. 
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Table 1:  Purpose and Need Screening Criteria and Measures 1 
Need  


(Problem) 
Purpose  


(Solution) Criteria Measure 


Lack of 
system 
connectivity  


Improve system 
connectivity 


Does the alternative balance the number of lanes 
along I-10 inside and outside the project limits? 


Alternatives that remedy the lane imbalance problem on I-10 
will receive a pass rating. 


Inadequate 
capacity and 
increased 
congestion  


Reduce 
congestion and 
improve mobility  


Does the alternative increase capacity and 
reduce congestion of the major east-west I-10 
system? 


Alternatives that increase capacity on I-10 will receive a pass 
rating. 


Does the alternative reduce congestion at the 
Sampson St. at-grade railroad crossings? 


Alternatives that reduce queuing and blockages at the at-
grade railroad crossings will receive a pass rating. 


Roadway 
Deficiencies 


Improve 
structural 
deficiencies of 
the facility  


Does the alternative provide physical 
improvements that are predictive of longer useful 
life and reduced operational and maintenance 
costs of the facility?  


Alternatives that improve the structural integrity of the bridge 
will receive a pass rating.  


Improve 
functional 
deficiencies of 
the facility 


Does the alternative improve functional 
conditions of the facility? 


Alternatives that improve the facility to meet current design 
criteria will receive a pass rating. 


Safety 
Concerns  


Enhance safety 
conditions on 
facility 


Does the alternative reduce conflict points and 
improve hazardous functional deficiencies (such 
as the lack of shoulders and low vertical bridge 
clearance) of the facility?  


Alternatives that reduce conflict points and improve 
hazardous functional deficiencies will receive a pass rating.  


Note:   
1. Practicable alternatives that meet the purpose and need of the project are advanced to the next level of screening. For transportation projects, 


generally, an alternative is practicable if it 1) meets the purpose and need; 2) is available and capable of being done (i.e., it can be accomplished 
within the financial resources that could reasonably be made available, and it is feasible from the standpoint of technology and logistics); and 3) 
will not create other unacceptable impacts such as severe operation or safety problems or serious socioeconomic or environmental impacts. 
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Table 2:  Example Evaluation Matrix for the Purpose and Need Screening 


Preliminary 
Alts Sub-alts System 


Connect. Congestion Roadway 
Deficiencies 


Safety 
Concerns Practicality 2 


Overall Pass 
or Fail 


Screening 
Reasoning 


No-Build 1 N/A Fail Fail Fail Fail Fail Fail 


• No added capacity or other physical improvements that 
address system connectivity or congestion I-10 or at 
Sampson St. interchange.  


• No physical improvements to facility structural integrity.  
• No physical improvements that result in a facility that   


meets current design criteria. 


TSM N/A 
       


TDM/ 
Transit N/A 


       


HOV N/A 
       


PBA 1 F 
       


PBA 2 A-E 
       


PBA 3 A-E 
       


PBA 4 A & B 
       


Notes:   
1. Although the No-Build Alternative does not meet the purpose and need of the project, it serves as the baseline condition against which other alternatives are 


compared. Accordingly, the No-Build Alternative will be carried forward throughout the NEPA evaluation process.   
2. Practicable alternatives that meet the purpose and need of the project are advanced to the next level of screening. For transportation projects, generally, an 


alternative is practicable if it 1) meets the purpose and need; 2) is available and capable of being done (i.e., it can be accomplished within the financial resources 
that could reasonably be made available, and it is feasible from the standpoint of technology and logistics); and 3) will not create other unacceptable impacts 
such as severe operation or safety problems or serious socioeconomic or environmental impacts. 
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6.0 PROJECT OBJECTIVES SCREENING 
 
In this level of screening (Tier 2), the Preliminary Alternatives that passed the Purpose 
and Need Screening are further evaluated using other objectives of the Project. Other 
objectives can be used to sharpen the decision framework when two or more alternatives 
meet the purpose and need and other criteria need to be employed to further screen and 
evaluate alternatives.  
 
Project Objectives were derived based on input received from the initial solicitation of 
views3 from Federal, state and local agencies and organizations, as well as public and 
agency input received from the Project Scoping Meetings4 held in 2013. Consideration 
was also given to objectives outlined in regional planning documents such as the Imperial 
Calcasieu Regional Planning and Development Commission’s (IMCAL) Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan (MTP) and the Louisiana Statewide Transportation Plan (STP). 
Objectives of the proposed Project include: 
 


• Minimize right-of-way (ROW) impacts; 
• Avoid/minimize impacts to existing infrastructure; 
• Minimize roadway disruptions during construction; 
• Maximize safety; 
• Optimize cost; 
• Ease of constructability; 
• Enhance mobility; 
• Improve system reliability;  
• Conform with transportation plans; 
• Avoid and/or minimize impacts to the environment; and 
• Sustain public and agency input and support.  


 
For this level of screening, each Preliminary Alternative that passed the Purpose and 
Need Screening will be developed to a level of detail as to define its general location and 
basic ROW requirements. ArcGIS will be utilized to spatially assess impacts to the 
environment by overlaying the proposed ROW footprint for each Preliminary Alternative 
with the identified environmental constraints of the study area.  
 
Objectives of the proposed Project and their associated criteria and measures are 
identified in Table 3.  They are categorized into either engineering, traffic, environmental, 
or public and agency involvement groupings. This diversity of criteria allows for an 
interdisciplinary evaluation of the alternatives.   
 
 
 
 


                                            
3 Solicitations of views are completed early in the environmental process and serve as the initial 
coordination effort with appropriate local, state and federal agencies. Recipients are requested to provide 
comments on the proposed action within 30 days.   
4 Public and Agency Meeting #1 
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Table 3: Project Objectives Screening Criteria and Measures 
Objective Criteria Measure 


Engineering  


Minimize ROW impacts 
New ROW required Total acres of new ROW potentially required for an alternative 


Parcels potentially impacted Number of parcels potentially impacted 


Avoid/minimize impacts 
to existing infrastructure 


Utilities potentially impacted Number of major utilities an alternative intersects 
Railroad crossings avoided Number of at-grade railroad crossings avoided 


Minimize roadway 
disruptions during 
construction 


Effectively move more roadway traffic 
during construction Complexity/severity of maintenance of traffic 


Maximize safety 
I-10 Conflict Points Number of I-10 mainline conflict points 


Arterial Connection Conflict Points Number of arterial conflict points 


Optimize cost 


Construction cost Total estimated construction cost to LADOTD 


ROW acquisition Total estimated cost of ROW acquisition 


Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Cost Total estimated cost of O&M 


Minimize construction 
risk in EDC 
contamination area 


Constructability of the Sampson St. 
interchange 


Extent to which the Sampson St. interchange design facilitates ease of 
construction given the EDC contamination environmental constraint 


Constructability of the Calcasieu River 
Bridge  


Extent to which bridge design facilitates ease of construction given the 
EDC contamination environmental constraint 


Traffic    


Enhance mobility 
Congestion Relief Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) in congestion  


Transportation Efficiency Vehicle Hours Traveled (VHT) in congestion 


Improve system 
reliability 


Travel Speed Peak hour speed  


Level of Service (LOS) LOS by miles and class of roadway in the study area 


Conform with 
transportation plans 


Supports transportation plans identified in 
MTP and Louisiana STP Degree of conformity/compliance 
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Objective Criteria Measure 
Environmental  


Avoid and/or minimize 
impacts to the human 
and natural environment 


Community 
Impacts 


Residential Displacements Number of potential residential displacements 


Commercial Displacement Number of potential commercial displacements 


EJ/LEP Number of potential displacements within EJ/LEP populations 


Park Land Number of mapped parks potentially impacted 


Public Facilities Number of churches, schools, hospitals, emergency services, 
recreation centers, and other public facilities impacted 


Cultural 
Resource 
Impacts 


Archaeological Sites Number of cemeteries and/or NRHP listed/eligible archeological sites 
potentially impacted 


Historic Resources Number of NRHP listed/previously determined eligible historic 
structures and districts potentially impacted   


Natural 
Resource 
Impacts 


Water Resources 
Acres of mapped surface water/wetland features within ROW 


Acres of wetland soils in ROW 


Mitigation Required Estimate of the level of required mitigation associated with an 
alternative 


Habitat 
Acres of potentially suitable habitat within ROW 


Acres of essential fish habitat within ROW 


Other 
Impacts 


Section 4(f) and 6(f) 
Resources 


Number of identified Section 4(f) and 6(f) resources potentially 
impacted 


Hazardous Materials Number of sites that may negatively impact construction of an 
alternative 


Traffic Noise Receivers Number of sensitive noise receivers immediately adjacent to an 
alternative 


Private Industry Vessels  Estimated level of potential impacts to private industry vessels per the 
2014 Calcasieu River Navigation Study. 


Public and Agency Involvement  


Sustain public/agency 
input and support  


Public input from Public Meeting #2 Meeting comments from the public in support or not in support of an 
alternative 


Agency input for Agency Meeting #2 Meeting comments from agencies in support or not in support of an 
alternative 
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Each of the criteria identified in Table 3 will be assigned Low, Medium, and High impact 
thresholds. These thresholds will be based on the range of each criteria’s respective level 
of anticipated impacts. An example scenario is presented below. 
 
Example Scenario: Roadway widening would potentially displace eight (8) to 30 
residences, depending on the alternative. Accordingly, the thresholds shown in Table 4 
were established, and the example alternatives assigned Low, Medium, or High based 
on their respective impacts.  


 
Table 4: Example Thresholds and Evaluation of Potential Impacts 


Objective Avoid/Minimize Impacts to the Community 


Criteria/ Measure # of Potential residential displacements 


No-Build 0 


Example Build Alternative 1 15 


Example Build Alternative 2 8 


Example Build Alternative 3 30 


Example Build Alternative 4 26 


Thresholds  


Low ≤10 


Medium 11 - 25 


High >26 
Note: Low, Medium and High thresholds will vary for each criterion and will be relative to  
the range of potential impacts identified for that criterion. 


 
In this scenario, Example Build Alternative 2 fits within the range of low impacts, whereas 
Example Build Alternatives 3 and 4 fit within the range of high impacts.  
 
Each objective and their respective criteria for the proposed Project will be evaluated in 
a similar manner. Engineering, Traffic, and Environmental evaluations will be completed 
prior to the second public and agency meetings. Based on a comparison of how well each 
Preliminary Alternative meets these objectives, recommended draft Reasonable 
Alternatives will be identified and presented at the second public and agency meetings. 
Input from the public and agencies on the recommended draft Reasonable Alternatives 
will be solicited at those meetings and then incorporated into the overall analysis.  
 
The final Reasonable Alternatives will be identified subsequent-to the second public and 
agency meetings, and will be based on a comparison of all objectives identified in Table 
3. The Preliminary Alternatives that best meet the Project’s objectives will be advanced 
as Reasonable Alternatives for detailed evaluation in the DEIS. The rationale for why 
some alternatives were advanced while others eliminated from further evaluation will be 
documented accordingly.  
 
Example Project Objectives Screening matrices for Engineering, Traffic, Environmental, 
and Public and Agency Involvement groupings are presented in Tables 5 - 8. These 
tables serve as examples only and may or may not represent the Preliminary Alternatives 
carried forward from the Purpose and Need Screening. 
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Table 5: Example Evaluation Matrix for Engineering Objectives 


Objective Minimize ROW 
Impacts 


Avoid/Minimize Impacts to 
Existing Infrastructure 


Minimize Roadway 
Disruptions During 


Construction 
Maximize Safety Optimize Cost Minimize Construction Risk in EDC 


Contamination Area 1 


Criteria/ 
Measures 


Acres of 
new ROW 


# Parcels 
Impacted 


# of Major 
Utilities 
Crossed 


# Railroad 
Crossings 
Avoided 


Complexity/Severity of 
Maintenance of Traffic 


(MOT) 


# I-10 
Conflict 
Points 


# Arterial 
Connection 


Conflict 
Points 


Estimated 
Construction 


Cost in 
Millions 


Estimated 
ROW Cost 
in Millions 


Estimated 
Operations 


and 
Maintenance 


Cost 


Sampson St. 
interchange 


constructability given 
EDC contamination  


Calcasieu River 
Bridge 


constructability given 
EDC contamination 


No-Build          
 


 
 


PBA 1–F  
           


PBA 2–A             


PBA 2- B             


PBA 2–C             


PBA 2-D  
           


PBA 2-E             


PBA 3–A             


PBA 3–B             


PBA 3–C             


PBA 3-D             


PBA 3-E             


PBA 4–A             


PBA 4–B             


Low  
           


Medium  
           


High  
           


                        Note:  See Figure 2 for definition of the PBAs. 
1. Extent of the known EDC contamination  
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Table 6: Example Evaluation Matrix for Traffic Objectives 


Objective Enhance Mobility Improve System Reliability  Conformance with Transportation Plans 


Criteria/ Measure Congestion Relief / Daily 
VMT in congestion 


Transportation Efficiency / 
VHT in Congestion Peak Hour Travel Speed Level of Service by Miles and 


Roadway Class 
Degree of conformity to recommended 


transportation improvements in local plans 


No-Build      


PBA 1–F      


PBA 2–A      


PBA 2- B      


PBA 2–C      


PBA 2-D      


PBA 2-E      


PBA 3–A      


PBA 3–B      


PBA 3–C      


PBA 3-D      


PBA 3-E      


PBA 4–A      


PBA 4–B      


Low      


Medium      


High      


    Note:  See Figure 2 for definition of the PBAs. 
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Table 7: Example Evaluation Matrix for Environmental Objectives 


Objective 
 


Avoid/Minimize Impacts to Community 
 


Avoid/Minimize Impacts to 
Cultural Resources Avoid/Minimize Impacts to Natural Resources Avoid/Minimize Impacts to Other Resources 


Criteria / 
Measure 


# Potential 
residential 
displace-


ments 


# Potential 
commercial 


displace-
ments 


# Potential 
EJ/LEP 


displace-
ments 


# Mapped 
parks 


potentially 
impacted 


# Public 
facilities 


potentially 
impacted 


# NRHP 
listed/ 


eligible sites 
potentially 
impacted 


# NRHP 
listed/eligible 


historic structures 
& districts 
potentially 
impacted 


Acres of 
mapped 


surface water 
& wetland 
features in 


ROW 


Acres of 
wetland 
soils in 
ROW 


Estimated 
level of 
required 


mitigation  


Acres of 
Quality 


habitat in 
ROW 


Acres of fish 
habitat in 


ROW 


# Identified 
Section 4(f) & 
6(f) resources 


potentially 
impacted 


# Sensitive noise 
receivers 


immediately 
adjacent to an 


alternative 


# Hazardous 
materials sites that 


may negatively 
impact construction 


of an alternative 


Potential impacts 
to private industry 
vessels utilizing 
the Calcasieu 


River 


No-Build                 


PBA 1–F                 


PBA 2–A                 


PBA 2- B                 


PBA 2–C                 


PBA 2-D                 


PBA 2-E                 


PBA 3–A                 


PBA 3–B                 


PBA 3–C                 


PBA 3-D                 


PBA 3-E                 


PBA 4–A                 


PBA 4–B                 


Low                 


Medium                 


High                 


 Note:  See Figure 2 for definition of the PBAs. 
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Table 8: Example Evaluation Matrix for Public and Agency Involvement Objectives  


Objective Sustain Public and Agency Support 


Criteria/ 
Measures 


Comments Received at Agency 
Meeting #2 


Comments Received at Public 
Meeting #2 


No-Build   


PBA 1–F 
  


PBA 2–A   


PBA 2- B   


PBA 2–C   


PBA 2-D 
  


PBA 2-E   


PBA 3–A   


PBA 3–B   


PBA 3–C   


PBA 3-D   


PBA 3-E   


PBA 4–A   


PBA 4–B   


Generally 
Supported 


  


Neutral 
  


Generally Not 
Supported 


  


    Note:  See Figure 2 for definition of the PBAs.  Thresholds for Public and Agency Involvement were 
revised from Low, Medium, or High to specifically identify support or no support for Preliminary 
Alternatives based on comments received as part of public meeting #2 and agency meeting #2. 
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May 8, 2017 
 
 
Richard Hartman 
Fishery Biologist (Team Leader) 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Habitat Conservation Division 
LSU, Military Science Building, Room 266 
South Stadium Drive 
Baton Rouge, La 70803 
 
RE:  I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project from I-10/I-210 west end to I-10/I-210 east end in 
Calcasieu Parish, Louisiana (State Project No. H.003931) 
 
 
Dear Richard Hartman: 
 
As a stakeholder agency on the I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project (limits between the I-10/I-210 
west end and east end interchanges), the Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development 
(DOTD) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) respectfully request input/comments on 
the Project’s Draft Alternatives Screening Methodology (ASM).  
 
The Draft ASM describes the proposed process for screening the Project’s Preliminary Alternatives 
to a set of Reasonable Alternatives. The Reasonable Alternatives will be evaluated in greater detail 
in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  
 
While the ASM begins at the Preliminary Alternatives stage, the development and evaluation of 
potential alternatives for improvements along I-10 began years ago, starting in 2002 with an 
engineering and environmental feasibility study for improvements along I-10, including the Calcasieu 
River Bridge. The study looked at numerous I-10 widening and bridge replacement alternatives, as 
well as the feasibility and reasonableness of bridge rehabilitation. The feasibility study was followed 
by the 2003 initiation of the I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge and Approaches Environmental Assessment 
(EA), which was subsequently broken into two separate EAs in 2004: the I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge 
EA and the I-10 Sampson Street Interchange EA. In addition, four different navigation/bridge height 
studies were conducted over a time-frame spanning from 2001-2014. More recently, the 2016 Draft 
I-10 Calcasieu Interchange Justification Report (IJR) further evaluated potential improvement 
alternatives along I-10 and the Calcasieu River Bridge. Each of the above studies, as well as 
continued public and agency input over the years, influenced the development and refinement of the 
identified Preliminary Alternatives.   
 
The public and agencies will have an opportunity to comment on the ASM at upcoming open-house 
public and agency meetings. Likewise, public and agency comments will be solicited at these 
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meetings on the draft screening results and the recommended Reasonable Alternatives based on the 
draft screening results (meeting dates/locations to be determined in the future).    
 
Please review and return any comments on the ASM by May 19, 2017. Comments should be sent to 
Ms. April English at aenglish@hntb.com. If a longer review period is needed, please contact Ms. 
English for an extension. 
 
Your involvement as a stakeholder agency is integral to the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) process. Accordingly, DOTD and FHWA request the name and email address of your primary 
point of contact for any future correspondence and meeting invites (if different from the recipient of 
this letter).  
 
Please contact Ms. English by email or phone with any questions.  
 
 
On behalf of the DOTD and FHWA, 
 
April English 


 
 
 
 
 
 


Environmental Planner 
HNTB Corporation 
225-368-2814 
aenglish@hntb.com 
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Begin forwarded message:

From: April English <aenglish@hntb.com>
To: "Richard.hartman@NOAA.gov" <Richard.hartman@noaa.gov>
Subject: H.003931 I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project - Request for
Stakeholder Agency Comments

Mr. Hartman,

 

As a stakeholder agency on the I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project (limits between the I-
10/I-210 west end and east end interchanges), the Louisiana Department of Transportation
and Development (DOTD) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) respectfully
request input/comments on the Project’s Draft Alternatives Screening Methodology (ASM). 
The ASM document is attached to this email.

 

We are requesting comments on the ASM be complete and emailed back to
aenglish@hntb.com no later than May 19, 2017.  Additional background information
about the ASM, its purpose, and providing comments are included in the attached
letter. 

 

Please feel free to contact me should you have any questions.

 

On behalf of DOTD and FHWA,

 

April English

Environmental Planner

Tel (504) 872-3000    Direct (225) 368-2814   Cell (225) 678-6013  

 

HNTB CORPORATION

2021 Lakeshore Drive, Suite 230, New Orleans, LA 70122  |  www.hntb.com

¦ 100+ YEARS OF INFRASTRUCTURE SOLUTIONS
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This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are intended solely for the
use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you are NOT the intended
recipient and receive this communication, please delete this message and any attachments.
Thank you.

-- 
Brandon Howard
Fishery Biologist
Habitat Conservation Division
NOAA Fisheries Service

Louisiana State University
Military Sciences Bldg, Rm 266
South Stadium Rd
Baton Rouge, LA 70803

Office: 225-389-0508, x207

Web www.nmfs.noaa.gov
Facebook https://www.facebook.com/NOAAFisheries/
Twitter www.twitter.com/noaafisheries
YouTube www.youtube.com/usnoaafisheriesgov
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From: Marceaux, Joshua
To: April English
Subject: I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project from I-10/I-210 west end to I-10/I-210 east end in Calcasieu Parish,

Louisiana (State Project No. H.003931)
Date: Monday, May 15, 2017 8:48:29 AM

Ms. English,

I am the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service POC for the subject proposal.  Currently, our only
comment/recommendation at this early stage would be that all alternatives be evaluated for
jurisdictional wetland impacts.  Those impacts should consist of wetland habitat types, and
acreages of those wetland habitats proposed to be impacted.  That information should be given
for each alternative and submitted to resource agencies for review in future correspondence. 
Resource agency comments regarding jurisdictional wetland impacts should be reviewed prior
to eliminating alternatives.  Additionally, resource agencies should be consulted with prior to
eliminating alternatives. If you have questions, please let me know.

Thanks,

-- 
Joshua C. Marceaux
Fish and Wildlife Biologist
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Southwest Louisiana National Wildlife Refuge Complex
Lacassine National Wildlife Refuge
office: 337/774-5923
cell: 33/452-9179

www.fws.gov/lafayette/

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) and
may be disclosed to third parties.
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From: Cheri
To: April English
Subject: RE: H.003931 I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project - Request for Participating Agency Comments
Date: Friday, May 19, 2017 8:32:39 AM
Attachments: image001.jpg

image002.png
image003.jpg
image004.png

April:
We had a joint TAC/TPC meeting yesterday so the MPO could give us feedback.
 
Here are our comments for the methodology:
 

·        Impact (both positive/negative) on an alternative to businesses and overall economic
development. Looking at economic viability of existing businesses and the alternatives, not
during construction.

·        Impact of the alternative to other intersections/interchanges throughout the corridor.
·        Impact of the duration of construction on businesses throughout the corridor. E.g. if one

alternative might have a longer construction period than another, we’d like to know that.
We do realize that there are factors out of DOTD’s control and understand that this is a best
guess.

·        Does the alternative increase the capacity of the roadway and/or particular interchanges.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions. I have meetings all today and am leaving Monday for
some training in St Louis. However, I will be checking email and you are more than welcome to call
my cell phone (in my signature line).

Thanks so much
Cheri
 
Cheri L. Soileau, AICP
Executive/MPO Director
4310 Ryan Street, Suite 330
Lake Charles LA 70605
 
O: 337-433-1771
C: 469-964-2015
 
cheri@imcal.la
www.imcal.la
 

From: April English [mailto:aenglish@HNTB.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 08, 2017 4:03 PM
To: cheri@imcal.la
Subject: H.003931 I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project - Request for Participating Agency Comments
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Ms. Soileau,
 
As a Participating Agency on the I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project (limits between the I-10/I-210 west
end and east end interchanges), the Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development (DOTD)
and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) respectfully request input/comments on the Project’s
Draft Alternatives Screening Methodology (ASM).  The ASM document is attached to this email.
 
We are requesting comments on the ASM be complete and emailed back to aenglish@hntb.com no later
than May 19, 2017.  Additional background information about the ASM, its purpose, and providing
comments are included in the attached letter. 
 
Please feel free to contact me should you have any questions.
 
On behalf of DOTD and FHWA,
 
April English
Environmental Planner
Tel (504) 872-3000    Direct (225) 368-2814   Cell (225) 678-6013  
 
HNTB CORPORATION
2021 Lakeshore Drive, Suite 230, New Orleans, LA 70122  |  www.hntb.com

¦ 100+ YEARS OF INFRASTRUCTURE SOLUTIONS
 

   
 

 

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are intended solely for the use of the
individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you are NOT the intended recipient and receive this
communication, please delete this message and any attachments. Thank you.
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5.0 PURPOSE AND NEED SCREENING 

In the Purpose and Need Screening, fatal flaw criteria will be utilized to evaluate and 
screen the Preliminary Alternatives against the purpose and need of the Project. 
Alternatives are given a Pass or Fail rating for each of the screening criteria.  By providing 
a “meets” or “fails to meet” response to each category, responses that fall into an 
intermediate area will be avoided; thus, minimizing the degree of subjectivity in the 
process.  This method also avoids having to establish an arbitrary standard for meeting 
the criteria. 

Practicable alternatives that meet the purpose and need of the project are advanced to 
the next level of screening. For transportation projects, generally, an alternative is 
practicable if it 1) meets the purpose and need; 2) is available and capable of being done 
(i.e., it can be accomplished within the financial resources that could reasonably be made 
available, and it is feasible from the standpoint of technology and logistics); and 3) will not 
create other unacceptable impacts such as severe operation or safety problems or 
serious socioeconomic or environmental impacts. 

The following sections provide high-level summaries for each of the Purpose and Need 
Screening’s evaluation criteria and measures, which are also summarized in Table 1 
(Section 5.5).  Additional details on the purpose and need of the project can be found in 
Purpose and Need Technical Report2.  

5.1 System Connectivity 

The existing I-10 typical roadway section outside of the I-210 interchanges is a six-lane 
facility (three in each direction), whereas I-10 within the I-210 interchanges, including the 
Calcasieu River Bridge, is a four-lane facility (two lanes in each direction).  The reduction 
of a travel lane on I-10 between the I-210 interchanges does not provide a continuous 
system, resulting in bottlenecks and a reduction in travel time through the Project limits. 
Congestion levels increase as motorists choose to utilize I-10 despite the lane reduction 
because it provides needed access to popular destinations such as Westlake and 
downtown Lake Charles. Alternatives that remedy the lane imbalance problem on I-10 will 
receive a pass rating.   

5.2 Traffic Congestion 

Alternatives must provide an improvement in mobility and travel time along the I-10 
corridor and at interchanges as compared to the No-Build Alternative. Widening I-10 
within the Project limits to match I-10 outside the Project limits will reduce congestion and 
increase capacity for more reliable local and regional mobility. Alternatives that increase 
capacity on I-10 will receive a pass rating. 

The two at-grade railroad crossings at Sampson St. north of I-10 adversely affect local 

2 I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge (I-10/I-210 West End to I-10/I-210 East End) Purpose and Need Technical 
Report.  
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I'm assuming an alternative would need to achieve a "pass" rating for all of the criteria in order to move forward in the screening process.  I would be clear about that.
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June 7, 2017 

April English 
Environmental Planner 
HNTB Corporation 
Attn: LDOTD Environmental Section 
P.O. Box 94245 
Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9245 

Re: Section 106 Review and Compliance 
      State Project No. H.003931 
      Proposed I-10 Calcasieu River Bride Project 
      Built Environment Comments on Interchange 
           Preliminary Build Alternatives 
       Calcasieu Parish, LA 

Dear Ms. English: 

        Thank you for your letter of May 8, 2016, concerning the above-referenced undertaking.  We are of the 
opinion that the interchanges proposed in Preliminary Build Alternatives numbers two through four have the 
potential to adversely affect historic standing structures.  In order to comment per the Section 106 
Regulations (36CFR800), we would need Areas of Potential Effects established for those Preliminary Build 
Alternatives and an assessment on the National Register of Historic Places-eligibility made on all of the 
standing structures located within the Areas of Potential Effects. 

 If you have any questions, please contact Mike Varnado in the Division of Historic Preservation at 
(225) 219-4596.

Sincerely, 

Kristin Sanders 
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 

KS:MV:s 
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From: I-10 Lake Charles Bridge
To: April English
Subject: Suggestion
Date: Friday, August 04, 2017 8:22:34 PM

You received a message from Alejandroluiss@gmail.com

I think a underwater tunnel would easy and cheaper to build
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From: I-10 Lake Charles Bridge
To: April English
Subject: I10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project No. H.003931 / No. BR-10-1(212)29
Date: Monday, August 14, 2017 4:02:51 PM

You received a message from charlieatherton@suddenlink.net

I10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project
State Project No. H.003931 / Federal Aid Project No. BR-10-1(212)29
Charlie Atherton Public Comments 8/14/17

To Decision Makers,
The Calcasieu River Bridge should remain at its current height of 135 feet.  This current height is not by accident. 
This height is engineered to allow for the passage of ships that utilize the full carrying capacity of the Calcasieu
River north where the water depth is naturally up to 61feet deep.  If the Titanic was afloat today the Calcasieu River
would allow the passage of the Titanic under the existing 135 foot bridge as originally designed.  After WWII the
navy docked hundreds of ships for miles along the river upstream of the bridge, proving navigation suitability. 
Shipping north of the bridge was originally hampered by the non-alignment of two railroad bridges until recent
years when one of the bridges has now been removed allowing large ships to once again navigate upstream.  The
low level bridge concept was originally thought up and politically driven by ConocoPhillips with the hope that the
EDC contamination under the bridge would not be found out.  Local elected officials fast tracked the decision for a
low level bridge over the objection of the public.  Since everyone now knows how severe the EDC contamination by
ConocoPhillips is and is now being addressed by the agencies, the bridge should remain at its current height to allow
future development of the miles of naturally deep water north of the bridge.  Friend Ships discovered this secret long
ago and utilizes the river along with others who want to bring in large ships.  The Lake Charles Harbor and Terminal
District passed a resolution to keep the bridge at its current height so they can fully utilize public and port property
north of the bridge. 
We are requesting that the official paper trail with all of the appropriate legal signatures that changes the bridge
height from 135 feet to an illegal 73 foot height, be entered into the public record of this project.
We do not believe the all the agencies with legal authority and legislative oversight have all legally followed the
required public participation process or have actually signed off on the decision for an illegal low level bridge to be
built across the Calcasieu River on I10, especially absent is the Bridge Administration of the Coast Guard, Office of
Bridge Administration.
We ask that the I10 Bridge remain at the 135’ current correct height over the Calcasieu River to maximize the future
navigational use and development of the naturally deep and protected waters.  This is the only remaining land
readily available on the Calcasieu River for ship berthing, docks, and economic marine development.
Charlie Atherton
122 Vine St.
Sulphur, La. 70663
NOTE;  PICTURES ARE INCLUDED BUT DO NOT SHOW UP.  I WILL ALSO SEND BY EMAIL TO
Joachim.Umeozulu@LA.GOV  

Excerpt from KPLC TV 12/19/07; 
Concerned citizen Charlie Atherton says a 135 foot bridge is the way to go. "To build a new I-10 bridge less than
135 feet in height to kill shipping, economic development north of I-10 is against federal law, a disservice to the
public, an abuse of power by decision makers, and a bad mistake that'll never be corrected."
 As expected, committee members voted four to one in agreement with the state's recommendation of a clearance of
73 feet. Lake Charles Mayor Randy Roach was the lone no vote. He feels 90 feet would have been a reasonable
compromise. "This decision is a hundred year decision. It's a decision that's going to affect this community for years
to come. Here's a deep water area that's naturally deep water, and we won't be able to access it because the bridge
will be too low."

http://www.charts.noaa.gov/OnLineViewer/11347.shtml  shows naturally deep water that has never been dredged
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that is as deep as 61 feet.

TITLE 33 > CHAPTER 11 > SUBCHAPTER I > § 494
Prev | Next
§ 494. Obstruction of navigation; alterations and removals; lights and signals; draws
How Current is This?
No bridge erected or maintained under the provisions of sections 491 to 498 of this title, shall at any time
unreasonably obstruct the free navigation of the waters over which it is constructed, and if any bridge erected in
accordance with the provisions of said sections, shall, in the opinion of the Secretary of Transportation at any time
unreasonably obstruct such navigation, either on account of insufficient height, width of span, or otherwise, or if
there be difficulty in passing the draw opening or the drawspan of such bridge by rafts, steamboats, or other water
craft, it shall be the duty of the Secretary of Transportation after giving the parties interested reasonable opportunity
to be heard, to notify the persons owning or controlling such bridge to so alter the same as to render navigation
through or under it reasonably free, easy, and unobstructed, stating in such notice the changes required to be made,
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and prescribing in each case a reasonable time in which to make such changes, and if at the end of the time so
specified the changes so required have not been made, the persons owning or controlling such bridge shall be
deemed guilty of a violation of said sections; and all such alterations shall be made and all such obstructions shall be
removed at the expense of the persons owning or operating said bridge. The persons owning or operating any such
bridge shall maintain, at their own expense, such lights and other signals thereon as the Commandant of the Coast
Guard shall prescribe. If the bridge shall be constructed with a draw, then the draw shall be opened promptly by the
persons owning or operating such bridge upon reasonable signal for the passage of boats and other water craft.

                   Lake Charles Harbor and Terminal District
                                   Board of Commissioners

                                        Resolution 2004-032

A RESOLUTION expressing support to maintain the current height and width characteristics of the I-10 for any
new replacement bridge planned for future construction.

WHEREAS, the Louisiana Department of Transportation & Development is currently studying replacing the
Calcasieu River I-10 bridge; and
WHEREAS, the District believes it is in the best interest of navigational interest and the general public that any new
bridge maintain the height and width characteristics of the current bridge.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE LAKE CHARLES
HARBOR AND TERMINAL DISTRICT IN REGULAR SESSION CONVENED THAT:
SECTION 1: The Board of Commissioners of the Lake Charles Harbor & Terminal District does hereby express its
support for maintaining, as to any new I-10 Calcasieu River bridge, the height and width characteristics of the
current I-10 Calcasieu River bridge.
THUS PASSED AND ADOPTED at Lake Charles, Louisiana, on this 24th day of May, 2004.

_____________________________
FRED R. GODWIN, President

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the above and foregoing is a true and correct copy of a Resolution adopted by the Board
of Commissioners of the Lake Charles Harbor & Terminal District in regular session convened on the 24th day of
May, 2004.

_____________________________
MARSHALL J. SIMIEN, JR.,
Secretary/Treasurer
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Federal Maritime Law May Be Violated if MDOT Builds New Biloxi-Ocean Springs Bridge Without Drawspan
by Keith Burton - GCN    Filed 1/7/06

 Updated 1/9/06 and 1/30/06
Since shortly after Hurricane Katrina, MDOT has said that it planned to rebuild the damaged Bay St. Louis and
Biloxi-Ocean Springs bridges without a drawspan, which the former bridges had. But to do so will violate Federal
Maritime Law.
Recently, both the Harrison County Development Commission and the Mississippi Development Authority went on
record saying that MDOT's plan to build new bridges with nearly 100 feet of height  and no drawspan would not be
adequate.
Federal Maritime Law prohibits the building of bridges "...that  shall at any time unreasonably obstruct the free
navigation of the waters over which it is constructed..." The law further states that any impeding structure, if
constructed, "...shall be removed at the expense of the persons owning or operating said bridge."
MDOT's proposed bridges at either end of Harrison County would restrict needed height requirements for
shipbuilding in Harrison and Hancock Counties.
With the notice by the HCDC and the MDA, officials with MDOT are now aware that building bridges without
drawspans would adversely effect the Coast's navigational requirements, triggering the federal law. As a result, it
now appears likely that MDOT will have to reconsider its plans. Not to do so, could result in further delays in
replacing the bridges and certainly  impact the future of some key Coast industries,  which are major employers that
must have a clear access waterway. One example recently cited is that of Trinity Yachts in Gulfport. It is one of two
shipyards bidding on a 300-foot mega-yacht that would require 110- to 120-feet clearance when it would be taken to
open water by barge. It sees a future workforce of 700-750 people building larger yachts.
The fact that MDOT refuses to acknowledge that their bridge proposals do not meet the Coast's true needs now must
be questioned by all public and governmental officials. MDOT's continuous lack of awareness can only impede the
rebuilding of these bridges as it clear that a growing number of issues now cloud MDOT's plans.
In a time when Louisiana's transportation department has rebuilt the Katrina-damaged I-10 bridge over Lake
Pontchartrain, MDOT's lack of performance over the Coast's two bridges is truly damming and already represents a
major failure in the state's post-Katrina recovery effort. Even the best current estimates place the opening of 
MDOT's new bridges nearly two years away. At the current rate and in light of ever-increasing issues, this estimate
is optimistic.
Coast residents and businesses, including the casino industry need to be alarmed at MDOT's progress and have
reason now to question MDOT's public statements on its efforts.
Meanwhile, GCN has learned that the Harrison County Board of Supervisors will likely add their voice to  request
MDOT to add drawspans in their proposed Biloxi-Ocean Spring and Bay St. Louis bridges. In an interview with
GCN on Jan. 9, District 2 Supervisor Larry Benefield said that the county must have drawspans and that the board
initially was under the impression from MDOT that drawspans would be included.
"I can't imagine that we build a bridge without drawspans, " Benefield said. "I think you will see us make a decision
on the drawspans."
Benefield, who is also the board's vice-president, said it is in the best interests of the county that the new bridges
have drawspans to allow for future economic development of the county.
________________________________________
MORE INFORMATION
Federal Law on Bridges
Federal Law on Bridges (viewable with a browser)
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Federal Law on Bridges over Waters (opens a .pdf file)
Bridge Battles: Drawbridge Would Lengthen Project - Sun Herald

AMERICAN PRESS EDITORIAL
Jan 6, 2008 pE4
Advocates of lower bridge shortsighted

   There has been plenty of talk in the last few months about the proposed height for a new Interstate 10 Calcasieu
River Bridge.
   We’ve heard from both sides about why they believe the bridge should be either 73 feet or 90 feet tall. Each gave
good reasons for their position.
   The state Department of Transportation and Development has recommended a 73-foot-tall bridge. The estimated
cost for the new bridge will be about $130 million.
   A DOTD report states it would cost about $15 million less to build than a 90-foot-tall bridge and be much safer for
the 50,000 motorists that cross the bridge each day.
   However, the nonprofit group Friend Ships and Lake Charles officials opposed that idea, saying a 73-foot bridge
would prevent larger vessels from reaching the charity’s facility and restrict development along the river north of the
bridge.
   The Lake Charles City Council voted 5-2 on Nov. 21, 2007 to support a 90-foot bridge. This is what Mayor Randy
Roach is supporting.
   A few weeks later, the Calcasieu Parish Police Jury voted by a 8-6 vote to endorse a 73-foot-tall bridge.
   The Westlake City Council and Sulphur Mayor Ron LeLeux both support the Police Jury’s decision.
   On Dec. 19 that the Metropolitan Planning Organization voted 4-1 in support of the shorter bridge.
   Roach has said the lower bridge will keep large vessels from sailing north of the bridge.
   This in turn will affect any possible economic development for the hundreds of acres of undeveloped property
lying along the river here, he said.
   We wholeheartedly agree with the mayor on this one.
   Local officials can’t foresee what will happen in the next 50 year. Building a lower bridge will have major
repercussions down the line.
   If it’s built at the lower footage, then the land along the river north of it will be unusable as waterfront industrial
property.
   The deep-water section of this part of the river has so much potential. Public officials who support the lower
bridge, which would effectively cut off potential development north of it, lack vision.
   Lower-bridge proponents argue that the land north of the bridge hasn’t been developed since the current I-10
bridge was built in 1952. Thank goodness this thinking didn’t prevail after the U.S. Air Force abandoned Chennault
Air Base in the early 1960s, leaving its 10,000-foot runway dormant for more than 25 years.
   We understand that the higher bridge will cost more money, but in the long run it will turn out to be good
investment for this area’s economy.
   The 90-foot bridge is the way to go.
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Betty Bates, City Council West Lake Louisiana: 

What I would like to ask all of you is please do the infrastructure from getting from interstate 10 to West 
Lake before you start the other large bypass. It’s desperate over here in West Lake. We have line from 
Interstate 10 all the way to Sulphur, getting out of West Lake takes us 30-40 minutes (its line to line to 
line). It is terrible. We need help. And the bridge, of course, please do it as soon as possible. I have been 
traveling over it for 57 years and I have seen it go down, go down, go down and I am very frightened 
that one of these days it might collapse. Those 18 wheelers, you will have 10 and 12 on one side and 
maybe 10 and 12 on the other and its terrible. It’s unsafe. Please tend to this.  

Betty Bates, West Lake Louisiana City Council Person: 

Looking over all the plans, we have decided that E is probably our best bet.  The Enterprise Blvd exit is a 
very bad decision. If you are going to St Patrick’s Hospital you would have to go all the way Enterprise 
Blvd come all the way go all the way across to St. Patrick’s. If you come down off E, you gonna come 
down and come down and go to St Patrick’s Hospital, you will be able to get off. Other- wise it’s not, it’s 
not a good decision. Enterprise Blvd is a disaster. 
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From: I-10 Lake Charles Bridge
To: April English
Subject: 8/3/17 public forum
Date: Friday, August 04, 2017 11:21:38 AM

You received a message from michaeldcarleton@gmail.com

I did not attend the forum so my comments are based on the written materials provided to me. 1. The main reason
for me commenting is to encourage the DOTD to eliminate from future consideration entirely PBA 4 and eliminate
it from all future materials. I'm frankly disappointed the DOTD would even spend the time marking such a route on
paper. This would be a ridiculous eyesore to build a new bridge through the heart of Lake Charles, not to mention all
the impact on lake recreation and lakeside properties. I don't care if there's a nuclear waste dump underneath the
current bridge this still makes no sense. Get the area cleaned up and move on. 2. I thought Conoco had already
cleaned up some of the EDC waste. If the remainder needs to be cleared to satisfy EPA that should be a priority
getting it done while further planning and funding for the bridge is in the works. Thank you. Mike Carleton
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From: I-10 Lake Charles Bridge
To: April English
Subject: public comments
Date: Saturday, August 05, 2017 12:03:23 PM

You received a message from ajpcormier@gmail.com

first, I would like future updates on this project

My name and address are:  Adley Cormier, 631 Sixth Street, Lake Charles, LA  70601.  I serve on the City of Lake
Charles Historic Preservation Commission.

I wished to reaffirm that the general right of way for work on this corridor is not expected to be wider/greater than
the current boundaries so that expected work will not impact on the two principle adjacent historic sites of
Corporation Cemetery (at Moss and Church) and the Cantonment Atkinson/Bilbo Cemetery site at the south bend of
Lakeshore Drive.  Should changes to design be contemplated, please advise of the possible impacts.

As to general comments, the widespan option rather than the compensated foundation seems to me to be the wiser
move  with the built elements chosen to avoid the known sites of contamination.

As to the Sampson street issue, the possibility of a moveable bridge to direct traffic to Enterprise Boulevard seems
the most useful.  I would urge that additional connections to Lakeshore Drive and Ryan Street would be great
options as well.  Frankly, a movable bridge at the site of the Old Spanish Trail bridge along with an alignment of
Sampson (which would run with no connection to I-10 at this site) to Mike Hooks to Marine St to Nelson would be
a useful component to moving traffic from West Calcasieu to East Calcasieu.
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From: I-10 Lake Charles Bridge
To: April English
Subject: I-10 Bridge Calcasieu
Date: Thursday, August 03, 2017 5:12:48 PM

You received a message from craighcrawford@ygmail.com

I just saw some possible alternate plans for the I-10 bridge that propose that it cut straight across Lake Charles.
Please do not do this unless your plan is to ruin the entire lake and beauty of the lake.

Figure B and Figure C of the plan are criminal and should treated as such. Please do not ruin our lake.
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From: I-10 Lake Charles Bridge
To: April English
Subject: I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project
Date: Thursday, August 10, 2017 10:38:00 PM

You received a message from knapplk@bellsouth.net

I was unable to attend the public hearing in Lake Charles last week, but wish to be included for further notice and
discussion regarding one of the most important decisions regarding I-10 in the upcoming future.  First, I would
suggest that the process as outlined needs to be streamlined and compressed.  The bridge is now obsolete and needs
replacement underway now.  I understand the importance of the EIS and do not wish to undermine a thorough
review, but suggest it needs to be done more expediently.  Second, as part of the assessment, there needs to be a
through discussion of the impact of the contamination now under the bridge and its impact on cost and problems
which might result.  Third, I would suggest a thorough look at an alternative location, north of the present site that
might avoid the issue of the contamination, going through Moss Bluff.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Leonard Knapp, Jr.; 3320 Country Club Drive, Lake Charles, LA  70605; phone:  337-304-9300
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From: I-10 Lake Charles Bridge
To: April English
Subject: I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project
Date: Thursday, August 10, 2017 10:38:00 PM

You received a message from knapplk@bellsouth.net

I was unable to attend the public hearing in Lake Charles last week, but wish to be included for further notice and
discussion regarding one of the most important decisions regarding I-10 in the upcoming future.  First, I would
suggest that the process as outlined needs to be streamlined and compressed.  The bridge is now obsolete and needs
replacement underway now.  I understand the importance of the EIS and do not wish to undermine a thorough
review, but suggest it needs to be done more expediently.  Second, as part of the assessment, there needs to be a
through discussion of the impact of the contamination now under the bridge and its impact on cost and problems
which might result.  Third, I would suggest a thorough look at an alternative location, north of the present site that
might avoid the issue of the contamination, going through Moss Bluff.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Leonard Knapp, Jr.; 3320 Country Club Drive, Lake Charles, LA  70605; phone:  337-304-9300
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From: I-10 Lake Charles Bridge
To: April English
Subject: Feedback from the LC Yacht Club
Date: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 10:28:47 AM

You received a message from pg245091@hotmail.com

I write on behalf of the board of directors of the Lake Charles Yacht Club (at the foot of the bridge).
We welcome the renovation / replacement of the I10 bridge, which is long overdue. However, we object to the 
proposed route that goes across the middle of the lake: it would be an eyesore as well as a navigation hazard for
small boats on the lake.
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From: I-10 Lake Charles Bridge
To: April English
Subject: Public Hearing
Date: Friday, August 04, 2017 7:41:02 PM

You received a message from marcmcdonald81@bellsouth.net

Will this graphics and information presented at the Aug 3 public meeting be posted on this website or elsewhere?
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From: I-10 Lake Charles Bridge
To: April English
Subject: Project impacts
Date: Thursday, July 27, 2017 11:25:58 AM

You received a message from brittneypoppell@gmail.com

Good afternoon,
Can you tell me if the Calcasieu River bridge project will require right of way acquisition?
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From: I-10 Lake Charles Bridge
To: April English
Subject: I10 Calcasieu Bridge Meeting
Date: Friday, August 04, 2017 10:20:12 AM

You received a message from patrickreilly015@gmail.com

Is it possible to receive and review the slide presentation shown at the August 3rd meeting? I was not able to make
the meeting because of work, but am very interested in this topic.

Attachment D-3, Page 56

mailto:rapid_contact@yoursite.com
mailto:aenglish@HNTB.com


From: I-10 Lake Charles Bridge
To: April English
Subject: I-10 Bridge
Date: Saturday, August 05, 2017 6:48:49 AM

You received a message from cajunwelding@gmail.com

1.  This bridge is part of an interstate system that is regulated, in part by the federal gov. and should be be either
built with federal funds or at least with grants for most of the project.
2.  2-10  bridge supports south Lake Charles Area,  another bridge should be built where the I-10 bridge is, on I-10,
to keep main flow of traffic on interstate system  that is only passing through as well as possibly keeping funding
Fed.  It also serves as alternate route when south lake charles and 2-10 ro too congested.
3. The new bridge has to be no less then 3 lanes per side rather then 2 due to the ever growing traffic. I know it will
cost more but lake charles has long out grown its 2 lane system and will continue to become worse. Beaumont, Tx
made the mistake of building a new or rebuilt 2 lane bridge and it only bottlenecks the traffic in both directions.
Lake Charles needs to be smart and correct the danger of congestion while the chance is here.
4. Lake Charles could have built a new bridge for 1/2 the cost a few short years ago, now we will pay premium steel,
concrete, and labor cost due to the many projects in the area so cost should not even be spoken. We knew we had to
upgrade or rebuild a bridge that was falling apart at an alarming rate, and we waited. Now we will have to bite the
bullet, pull up our boots, and pay over prices. The cost will only rise over time as they have since Lake Charles was
founded almost 150 years ago. Just get it done and ask President Trump for some of that infrastructure funding he
promised.
5. Don't over plan and spend a fortune on planners and pictures of a potential project, enough over priced project
plans and studies on cost for a new bridge have been done in the past. Use one of the many studies and planning
board reports that have already been  done for this project. we have spent millions of dollars on at least 2 or 3 studies
only to say we can't afford it. What a waste of tax dollars!!!

Jeff Robinson
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From: Spain, Mike P.
To: April English
Subject: I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project
Date: Tuesday, August 01, 2017 9:29:52 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Good Morning,
Is there an engineers estimate on the construction cost/budget for this project??  We are trying to
get an idea of the estimated size of the project.  Hope all is well and greatly appreciate the help.  If
it’s easier to talk on the phone, please don’t hesitate to give me a call on my cell 407-367-9497.
Thanks,
Mike
 
 

 

Mike Spain
Business Development Manager
T 407-331-3100 Ext. 50117   M 407-367-9497   
mpspain@laneconstruct.com 

The Lane Construction Corporation
2601 Maitland Center Parkway
Maitland, FL 32751 

www.laneconstruct.com
 
 
Note: This message is for the named person's use only. It may contain confidential, proprietary
or legally privileged information. No confidentiality or privilege is waived or lost by any miss-
transmission. If you receive this message in error, please immediately delete it and all copies
of it from your system, destroy any hard copies of it and notify the sender. You must not,
directly or indirectly, use, disclose, distribute, print, or copy any part of this message if you are
not the intended recipient. LANE INDUSTRIES and any of its subsidiaries each reserve the
right to monitor all e-mail communications through its networks. Any views expressed in this
message are those of the individual sender, except where the message states otherwise and the
sender is authorized to state them to be the views of any such entity. Thank You.
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From: I-10 Lake Charles Bridge
To: April English
Subject: Friend Ships Comments on I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge
Date: Saturday, August 12, 2017 9:19:19 PM

You received a message from dstipton@aol.com

FRIEND SHIPS AREAS OF CONCERN
Re: navigational needs for the Calcasieu River north of I-10
•       To lower the bridge will be to permanently destroy the potential maritime economic development for our
community and drastically reduce property values for all the land owners. Ports and the maritime industry have an
annual $33 billion impact to the State of Louisiana’s economy, approximately 23% of the gross state product.  Ports
and the maritime industry have an impact of $5.7 billion in the job market by supporting 270,000 jobs directly and
indirectly.  This is one in every eight jobs in the State.  In 2004, the Lake Charles Harbor and Terminal District
passed a resolution to keep the bridge at its current height. For every dollar that comes into Lake Charles, 46% is
related to the Calcasieu River Channel and it is forecast that within 10 years, the area’s maritime traffic will double. 

•       The Army Corp of Engineers has proposed the North Lake Charles Riverfront Parkway and Redevelopment
Plan that includes several marinas.  Lowering the bridge will severely limit the size of vessels that could utilize such
marinas.

•       The American Press published an editorial in 2008 that details reasons that the advocates of a lower bridge are
shortsighted.

•       Friend Ships has eight vessels that currently transit the Calcasieu River.  

•       Friend Ships provides a completely unique product and is a key resource to this region-including large scale
disaster relief with hot meal service, commodity distribution, medical services and house to house assistance for the
elderly and others in need.  Our operations are one of kind. The impact to Friend Ships would be devastating when
we are precluded from transiting the waterway if the proposed lowering of the bridge is enacted.  It would virtually
shut down our current operations, prohibit future growth and eliminate our ability to expand. 

•       After World War II the river banks in North Lake Charles housed hundreds of ships returning from the war. 

•       Prior to the current bridge being constructed, vehicles were stopped at least 435 times a month for the Willow
Drive Bridge to open and allow marine traffic to travel on the Calcasieu River, thus it was determined by the Coast
Guard that the height of the current bridge should be 135’. Later, a railroad bridge was built in close vicinity to the
current railroad bridge that made navigation difficult and brought marine traffic to North Lake Charles to a
minimum.  This 2nd bridge was destroyed and dismantled in the 1970’s. Since that time, it seemed to have been
forgotten that this deep water channel was available and significant ship traffic did not return for some time but the
tremendous potential of this area still exists as a most valuable asset to the community.   In 2003, Friend Ships was
made aware of this amazing deep water facility by a seismic company that was considering relocating their
operation to North Lake Charles.  Shortly thereafter, discussions of lowering the bridge became public and this, of
course, would serve to discourage any maritime operation from relocating north of the I-10 Bridge.

•       It is illegal to unreasonably obstruct the free navigation of the waters over which it is constructed according to
33 US Code 494.  The Calcasieu River north of the I-10 Bridge is a remarkable, natural deep water channel that
doesn’t require costly dredging. According to the Coast Guard regulations and settled law, they cannot allow a
structure to be built over navigable waters of the United States that does not provide for the reasonable needs of
current and foreseeable future navigation.

•       Our area is a natural safe harbor from storms, a very important safety benefit in our hurricane prone region.

•       As a support to our humanitarian work, Park West Children's Fund/ Friend Ships is now authorized by the
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Coast Guard as a TWIC security dock for the moorage of US and foreign vessels. We currently operate a productive
business here at Port Mercy providing moorage for ships that supports our operations.  The size of our own ships is
only one part of the equation now in our interest in seeing the bridge stay high because we host ships of many
different sizes and heights. 
•       We would like to stress that our long-term future, as well as that of all the land owners who will be affected by
the potential lowering of the I-10 Bridge, cannot be adequately predicted.  Throughout the 30 year history of Friend
Ships, we have averaged one new vessel every 2.5 years.  Since these vessels are provided to us through donation
and as the humanitarian need arises, we have no way to know the length, depth or air draft of such vessels in
advance.
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From: I-10 Lake Charles Bridge
To: April English
Subject: I-10 Proposed bridge alternatives
Date: Friday, August 04, 2017 9:34:48 AM

You received a message from QWICKONE@GMAIL.COM

When will a document be available showing the new proposed alternate routes as displayed at the August 3rd
meeting for the I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge be available? Thank you.
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From: I-10 Lake Charles Bridge
To: April English
Subject: Public Comment about I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project
Date: Friday, August 04, 2017 10:38:23 AM

You received a message from volatilegx@gmail.com

I am in favor of the project to construct a new I-10 bridge with three lanes in each direction and a shoulder on each
side. The new bridge should be placed just to the North of the existing bridge. The proposed location for the bridge
to the South should be rejected, as it will destroy the scenic beauty of our Lake Charles.
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From: I-10 Lake Charles Bridge
To: April English
Subject: i10 bridge and samson st interchange.
Date: Tuesday, August 08, 2017 11:25:00 AM

You received a message from mb0234@yahoo.com

It seems to me that it would be more cost effective to reduce the proposed bridge that would not touch the EDC spill
by adding a two lane exit ramp high enough to go over the RR track on Sampson and also have an entrance ramp
coming back onto I-10 and looping under the interstate to continue east.
Also, we should think of future infrastructure needs, as apparently leaders in the past did not, and increase the
number of lanes to eight instead of six. We could actually use those eight lanes right now.
Under no circumstances should we consider a compensated foundation for this bridge. Do not tamper with our water
source; our ultimate source of survival.
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From: I-10 Lake Charles Bridge
To: April English
Subject: I-10 Bridege Lake Charles La.
Date: Tuesday, August 08, 2017 12:33:08 PM

You received a message from jrv@centurygrp.com

I would like to see a committee of local public officials meet with all parties involved with the pollution issue to get
it settled as soon as possible. Also the design of the bridge could mimic the same I-10 Bridge over the Sabine River
where large tug boats could continue to service the port property just north of it. Have three lanes each side and the
outside west lane could veer over the railroad tracks and tie into the Westlake entrance road.We need to start
immediately so that we can build the bridge just north of the existing bridge before it is shut down due to cracked
beams etc.. As a small business owner in Sulphur we are seeing the impact of slow traffic with both bridges open. If
I-10 is shutdown it will be a disaster for the economy in SW La. and have a large impact on adjacent states along the
gulf coast. The neighboring states will help us get funding because I-10 is a major pipeline for the gulf coast
economy.
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From: I-10 Lake Charles Bridge
To: April English
Subject: Comments on I-10 Bridge project
Date: Monday, August 07, 2017 11:46:33 AM

You received a message from wranoskys@yahoo.com

I viewed the online video presentation of last Thursday's public meeting.  I'm sorry I was not at that meeting.  I
applaud efforts to undertake the re-building of the I-10 bridge, since it's obviously a current high risk collapse.  I am
not an engineer, but if I grasped all the problems and choices we're faced with, I would support the most
conservative approach to the replacement.  That seems to me to be the long span or two bridges together North of
the current bridge, to be anchored with the safest foundation outside of the EDC area.  
Thanks for the opportunity to make my comment on this very important decision.  Sincerely, Linda Wranosky, 4004
Woodcrest Street, Lake Charles, LA 70605
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