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Public Involvement Summary
Solicitation of Views, Notice of Intent and
Public Scoping Meeting

[-10 Calcasieu River Bridge
(1-10/1-210 West End to 1-10/1-210 East End)

1.0 PROJECT BACKGROUND

The limits of the proposed project extend along Interstate Highway 10 (I-10) between the Interstate
Highway 210 (1-210) interchanges, a distance of approximately 9 miles. The proposed project includes
the Calcasieu River Bridge. The primary purpose of the proposed project is to improve traffic congestion,
but will also address safety and roadway/bridge design issues. The below project location map shows
the limits of the proposed project.
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Figure 1. Project Location Map.

The existing 1-10 corridor outside of the project limits is a six-lane facility (three lanes in each direction).
Within the proposed project limits, including the Calcasieu River Bridge, 1-10 is primarily a four-lane facility
(two lanes in each direction). The proposed project is intended to provide system continuity on 1-10
through the Lake Charles metropolitan area by upgrading the existing system and increasing capacity
through the region.

The steep approaches to the Calcasieu River Bridge are becoming four-lane bottlenecks on the
connecting six-lane highway. The structure has an approximate average daily traffic (ADT) of 53,000
vehicles per day which is carried on 4 — 12 foot wide lanes without bridge shoulders and the bridge
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grades are as steep as 5 percent. The Calcasieu River Bridge structure, originally completed in 1952, has
recently undergone a rehabilitation project, but will be in need of additional improvements in the future.

In addition to roadway and bridge alternatives, improvements to be investigated within the proposed
project limits include: a redesign of Sampson Street from Sulphur Avenue to provide grade separations
with existing railroads; a redesign of the access to and from 1-10 on the west side of the bridge between
Sampson Street and PPG Drive; a redesign of the access to and from 1-10 near the east end of the
bridge; a redesign of access to and from Ryan Street and consideration of the frontage roads from PPG
Drive to US 90 East.

An engineering and environmental feasibility study was initiated in 2000, completed in 2002 and identified
several feasible alternatives. In addition to the feasibility study, in accordance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), several environmental and other studies were initiated for various
components of the proposed project. Due to issues identified during the NEPA process, environmental
documents were not finalized. The two major issues identified during the process were bridge height and
the discovery of unknown hazardous contamination within the proposed right-of-way (ROW) in the area of
the Sampson Street interchange. Because the project is receiving high public interest and there is a
potential for significant impacts, the Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development (DOTD)
and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) are preparing an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS).

2.0 SOLICITATION OF VIEWS

During the initial planning stage of the project, views from Federal, state and local agencies,
organizations and individuals were solicited. Early coordination was initiated with a Solicitation of Views
(SOV) packet, which was mailed September 9, 2013 to applicable Federal, state and local agencies,
organizations, Native American Tribal contacts and elected officials. The packet included a letter,
preliminary project description and project location map. The SOV letter requested identification of
possible adverse economic, social, or environmental effects or concerns. Table 2-1 summarizes the
responses to the SOV packet by the agencies. Copies of the SOV responses are included in Appendix
A. SOV responses will also be included and addressed in the EIS.
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TABLE 2-1. SUMMARY OF SOLICITATION OF VIEWS RESPONSES

Responder &

ID# * Date Organization Response Summary
1 9/11/13 Sarah Haymaker Review of project map and narrative indicates the proposed construction areas are within existing
State Conservationist, ROWSs and, therefore, are exempt from the rules and regulations of the FPPA-Subtitle | of Title
NRCS, USDA XV, Section 1539-1549; nor are impacts to NRCS work in the vicinity anticipated. Referred to the
Web Soil Survey for specific information on soils.
2 9/11/13 Alice Yett No comment on the SOV. Per the FAA, it will complete a study 45 days before project
FAA construction that will review impacts to either runways or navigational equipment. Based on the
location of the Calcasieu River Bridge, there is potential to impact navigational equipment (i.e., the
signal emitted from the equipment). The study will be good for 18 months, with a possibility for an
18-month extension. FAA suggests DOTD re-initiate contact with the FAA once project design
begins.
3 9/12/13 Michael Bechdol Do not anticipate an adverse effect on the quality of the ground water underlying the project site;
Coordinator, Sole based solely upon the potential impact to the quality of ground water as it relates to the USEPA’s
Source Aquifer Program, | authority pursuant to Section 1424(e) of the Safe Drinking Water Act.
Ground Water/UIC
Section, USEPA, Region
Y
4 10/2/13 Mayra G. Diaz Request that the parish floodplain administrator be contacted for the review and possible permit
Floodplain Management | requirements and that the project be in compliance with EOs 11988 and 11990.
and Insurance Branch,
FEMA Region VI,
Mitigation Division
5 10/2/13 Pam Breaux The following will need to be provided in order to complete the Section 106 review: description of
SHPO, LA Office of the the APE; description of all historic properties within and adjacent to the APE; detailed project
Lieutenant Governor, scope of work including design plans; map and site plan; and photographs of the APE, project
Department of Culture, location and historic structures.
Recreation & Tourism,
Office of Cultural
Development
6 10/3/13 Susan Veillon Project runs in and out of the flood zone and crosses the Kayouchee Coulee, a designated

CFM, Floodplain
Management Program
Coordinator, DOTD

floodway. Give consideration for the occurrence of a base flood inundation, clearing debris and
keeping the area cleared. Request the floodplain administrators for Calcasieu Parish and Cities of
Lake Charles and Westlake be contacted to ensure compliance with the National Flood Insurance
Program.
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Responder &

ID# * Date o Response Summary
Organization
7 10/3/13 James H. Welsh Review of records indicated: Presence of oil and/or gas wells located near the project area, as
Commissioner of well as registered water wells in the vicinity of the project area. Unregistered water wells may also
Conservation, LA be located in the area.
Department of Natural
Resources, Office of
Conservation
8 10/4/13 Roger Thomas Expressed concerns about utilizing 1-210 as a detour route, with large trucks traveling in the right-
CPSO Crash outside lane of 1-210. Noted that motorists in the past have suggested large trucks be directed to
Reconstructionist, the left inside-lane so that traffic can easily transition onto 1-210 from the entrance ramps.
Calcasieu Parish
Sheriff’s Office, Retired
LA State Police
Sergeant,
Troop D, Lake Charles
9 10/7/13 Bill Shearman Included Resolution 2013-10 adopted on Oct. 7, 2013, which 1) encourages holding a public
Chairman, Downtown meeting as soon as practicable, 2) keeping the existing bridge open for traffic during all
Development Authority construction phases, 3) recommends any land removed from DOTD use along the frontage road
City of Lake Charles on the south side of the I-10 bridge be reconfigured for more convenient local access and/or
allocated to the city for reconfiguring access to adjacent city-owned lakefront properties to
enhance economic development; and 4) recommends bridge improvements and designs include
the Transportation Enhancement considerations to enhance the gateway into the Downtown
Lakefront Development District.
10 10/7/13 Lynn F. Thibodeaux Included Resolution 222-13 in response to the SOV, adopted on 10/2/13, which 1) encourages

Clerk of the Council, City
of Lake Charles, Office
of the City Council

holding a public meeting as soon as practicable, 2) keeping the existing bridge open for traffic
during all construction phases, 3) recommends any land removed from DOTD use along the
frontage road on the south side of the I-10 bridge be reconfigured for more convenient local
access and/or allocated to the city for reconfiguring access to adjacent city-owned lakefront
properties to enhance economic development; 4) requests incorporating iconic features of the
current bridge be preserved and used wherever possible or duplicated within the new bridge
design; 5) recommends the inclusion of transportation enhancement considerations (e.g., gateway
signage, landscaping) for the City of Lake Charles and City of Westlake gateways, and 6)
requests that safety concerns be addressed and additional study on the curve and the approach
to the Opelousas Street exit be performed to eliminate traffic safety hazards.
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Responder &

ID# * Date o Response Summary
Organization

11 10/8/13 Grant Bush Issued support for the project. Also noted two prior resolutions passed on previously studied 1-10
Executive Director, Bridge options: 1) Resolution #2037 passed by the Transportation Committee on Dec. 11, 2008,
IMCAL adopting option 4; and 2) Resolution 2040m passed by IMCAL on April 27, 2009 adopting option
MPO Transportation 4. Option 4 included replacing the existing bridge with a parallel bridge while maintaining traffic on
Director the existing bridge.

12 10/8/13 Cleve Hardman LWCF Project #22-00201 Lakefront Recreation Area is the only facility in proximity to the project
Director of Outdoor boundaries; it does not appear this location will be disrupted by the proposed project. Request
Recreation, LA Office of | consideration of restrictions of the LWCF in regards to project development.
the Lieutenant Governor,
Department of Culture,
Recreation & Tourism,
Office of State Parks

13 10/10/13 | Dana Masters Deferred SOV to the Coushatta Tribe of Louisiana.
THPO/Cultural Director,
Council Member, Jena
Band of Choctaw
Indians

14 10/11/13 | Pam Lightfoot Project runs in and out of the flood zone and crosses the Kayouchee Coulee, a designated
CFM, Floodplain floodway. Give consideration for the occurrence of a base flood inundation, clearing debris and
Management Program keeping the area cleared. Request the floodplain administrators for Calcasieu Parish and Cities of
Coordinator, DOTD Lake Charles and Westlake be contacted to ensure compliance with the NFIP.

15 10/17/13 | Raul Gutierrez, Ph.D. Jurisdictional waters of the U.S. occur along the proposed project route. USEPA recommends

Wetlands Section, Water
Quality Protection
Division, USEPA

coordination with the USACE, New Orleans District to verify if permits are needed. USEPA will
review to ensure impacts to waters of the U.S. are minimized and unavoidable impacts
compensated.
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Responder &

ID# * Date o Response Summary
Organization
16 11/5/13 Cheryl Sonnier Nolan General comments relate to the obtainment of all necessary approvals and permits. This
Assistant Secretary includes the following: submit a LPDES application if the project results in a discharge to waters
Office of Environmental of the state; the potential need for modification of the LPDES permit before accepting additional
Compliance wastewater if the project results in a discharge to an existing wastewater treatment system;
LDEQ, Office of contacting the LDEQ Water Permits Division for storm water general permits if the construction
Environmental area is equal to or greater than one acre; contacting the USACE regarding permitting issues if
Compliance work will occur in areas subject to USACE jurisdiction, which may involve a water quality
certification from LDEQ); observe precaution to protect groundwater and workers from hazardous
constituents, if applicable; and if hazardous wastes, soils, or groundwater are encountered, notify
the LDEQ SPOC.
Specific comments include the following:
e Without final piling locations and proposed depths, it is not possible to provide specificity in
recommending depths which would be protective of the subsurface environment.
e LDEQ has no objection to piling depths of 75 feet below current existing grade or less north of
the current I-10 footprint — per the correspondence from LDEQ to DOTD on November 19,
20009.
¢ No piling should exceed a depth of 40 feet below current existing grade south of the current I-
10 footprint with the exception of the following: using a line drawn from CPT18, CPT7, and a
point 50 feet due east of 18 as a reference, there would be no depth restrictions to the east of
this line (see EDMS Document ID# 6754900 for reference points).
17 11/14/13 | Rhonda Smith When draft EIS is complete, send one hard copy and four digital copies to the Region VI office for

Chief, Office of Planning
and Coordination,
USEPA

comment. When ready to file the draft EIS with USEPA, do so electronically by using their e-
NEPA Electronic Filing website (http://www.epa.gov/compliance/nepa/submiteis/index.html). Letter
identifies generalized issues for attention in the preparation of the EIS, including the following:

o Clearly identify the underlying purpose and need.

e Develop a defined screening process for the evaluation of alternatives.

e Provide a description of the affected environment (baseline conditions).

e Assess environmental consequences by determining the intensity of impacts and if these
impacts are significant and adverse, then provide measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate.
These resources/issues include water resources, Section 4(f) and 6(f), project specific
locations, biological resources, habitat and wildlife, invasive species, air quality, climate
change, greenhouse gases, hazardous materials, tribal consultation, cultural resources,
environmental justice and impacted communities, children’s health and safety, indirect and
cumulative impacts, mitigation and monitoring, and coordination with land use planning
activities. Refer to the comment itself in Appendix A for a description of the regulations and
guidelines dictating the assessment of environmental consequences.
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Responder &

ID# * Date o o Response Summary
rganization
18 11/15/13 | Pam Mattingly For floodplain management purposes, the proposed project portion located in the unincorporated
CFM, Floodplain areas of Calcasieu Parish is outside the 100-year floodplain and has no elevation or permit
Administrator, requirements.

Calcasieu Parish Police
Jury, Division of
Planning and
Development

NOTE: * Copies of the SOV letters in their entirety are found in Appendix A and are referenced by ID #.
Acronym List:

APE = Area of Potential Effects

CFM = Certified Floodplain Manager

CPSO = Calcasieu Parish Sherriff's Office

DOTD = Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development
EO = Executive Order

FAA = Federal Aviation Administration

FPPA = Farmland Protection Policy Act

FEMA = Federal Emergency Management Administration

IMCAL = Imperial Calcasieu Regional Planning and Development Commission
LPDES = Louisiana Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

LDEQ = Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality

LWCF = Land and Water Conservation Fund

MPO = Metropolitan Planning Organization

NFIP = National Flood Insurance Program

NRCS = National Resources Conservation Service

ROW = Right-of-Way

SHPO = State Historic Preservation Officer

SPOC = LDEQ’s Single-Point-of-Contact

THPO = Tribal Historic Preservation Officer

USACE = United States Army Corps of Engineers

USDA = United States Department of Agriculture

USEPA = United States Environmental Protection Agency
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3.0 NOTICE OF INTENT

A Notice of Intent (dated July 25, 2013) stating that the FHWA and DOTD had initiated the preparation of
and EIS for the I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project (I-10/I-210 West End to 1-10/I-210 East End) was
published in the Federal Register on August 1, 2013. A comment letter, submitted by Ms. Leslie Barras,
was received by FHWA in response to the NOI. See Appendix B-1 for a copy of the NOI and Appendix
C-1, ID #1 for a copy of Ms. Barras’ letter. What follows is a summary of her comments within that letter.

Comment ID #1:

e Commenter requested to be involved in the NEPA scoping and review process for the proposed
project.

e Commenter requested status as a consulting part in the Section 106 process of the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) given her concerns and interest in preserving the existing
bridge. An explanation related to the Section 106 process is provided in Section 4.0 below.

o Commenter referenced the Waitemata Harbour Bridge (Auckland Harbour Bridge) in Auckland,
New Zealand as an “innovative capacity expansion of another truss bridge of the same era as the
I-10 bridge.” Commenter stated that it is known as a “clip on” bridge because of the addition of
lanes in the late 1960s on either side of the original bridge. Commenter included pictures of the
bridge (see below) and the following link, providing an engineering overview of the “clip on”
project and lessons learned:
http://www.ipenz.org.nz/heritage/itemdetail.cfm?itemid=117

Photographs: Waitemata Harbour Bridge (Auckland Harbou Bridgej.

Response to Comment ID #1: Commenter is included on the project mailing list and has and will
continue to receive quarterly newsletters, meeting invitations and all other project
updates/correspondence. Commenter has been accepted by FHWA as a Section 106 consulting party
and will be invited to all meetings/discussions related to this issue. In relation to the “clip on” bridge
widening, consideration will be given to various bridge design options, including widening of the existing
bridge, construction of a new bridge, rehabilitation of the existing bridge and a no-build alternative.
Alternatives will be evaluated based on design, operational and safety considerations; and Section 106
coordination will occur concurrently and input from these coordination efforts will also be a consideration
in the selection of a preferred alternative(s) to be evaluated within the EIS.

Subsequent to the above comments but prior to the Public Scoping Meeting, Ms. Barras submitted an
additional comment letter dated October 9, 2013, providing comments on the Comprehensive Preliminary
Alternatives Report' posted to the project Website. This report was completed in May 2002 as an

' |-10 Calcasieu River Bridge and Approaches Comprehensive Preliminary Alternatives Report, May 2002, S.P. No. 700-10-0115,
F.A.P. No. BR-10-1(212)29
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engineering and environmental feasibility study (i.e., Stage 0 report in the DOTD’s project delivery
process) for a six mile corridor along I-10, including the Calcasieu River Bridge. The report reviewed by
the commenter summarized the six technical memorandums previously submitted to the state and federal
agencies during the preliminary phases of the project at the time. After the 2002 Comprehensive
Preliminary Alternatives Report was completed, the I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge and Approaches EA was
initiated, but then put on hold due to a re-evaluation of the navigational clearance needed at the bridge
crossing. Below is a summary of Ms. Barras’ comments on the 2002 Comprehensive Preliminary
Alternatives Report, submitted on October 9, 2013; and a copy of Ms. Barras’ letter outlining these
comments is presented in Appendix C-1, Comment ID #2.

Comment ID #2:

e On the purpose and need, the commenter disagrees that the purpose of the project should be to
replace the existing bridge. Commenter states the array of alternatives proposed should include
preservation of the existing bridge. Commenter states that the purpose and need should present
updated traffic and safety data.

e Commenter notes that the Calcasieu River Bridge was declared eligible for the National Register
of Historic Places (NRHP), was placed on the list of Nationally and Exceptionally Significant
Features of the Interstate Highway System and that compliance with both Section 106 of the
NRHP and Section 4(f) is required. Commenter states that if a prudent and feasible alternative
exists that involves using the historic bridge, the FHWA must select that alternative.

e Commenter states that additional alternatives need to be identified and evaluated, citing the
Waitemata Harbour Bridge “clip on” widening as an example option that should be studied (see
above photographs in this section). Commenter states that the only alternative from the 2002
report that preserves the bridge while providing increased capacity, improved access and
maintaining traffic during construction is Alignment 3, which should be advanced in the NEPA
process. Commenter states that a variation on this option should be included, which consists of
using the existing historic bridge for through-traffic and constructing lower-elevation frontage
roads on either side of the existing bridge for local traffic.

Response to Comment ID #2: The purpose and need referenced by the commenter was as presented
in the 2002 Comprehensive Preliminary Alternatives Report, and is therefore, not applicable to the current
project under study for the EIS. As part of the EIS process, the purpose and need has been revised
based on the current project and includes updated data. This Draft Purpose and Need for the EIS subject
project is posted to the project Website, was summarized in the Fall 2013 project newsletter and has
been presented and solicited for input at both the Agency and Public Scoping Meeting on October 24,
2013. As part of the EIS process, consideration will be given to various bridge design options, including
widening of the existing bridge, construction of a new bridge, rehabilitation of the existing bridge and a no-
build alternative. Alternatives will be evaluated based on design, operational and safety considerations;
and Section 106 coordination will occur concurrently and input from these coordination efforts will also be
a consideration in the selection of a preferred alternative(s) to be evaluated within the EIS. In relation to
construction of lower elevation frontage roads compared to the existing bridge height, FHWA and DOTD,
in accordance with U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) request, will complete an updated navigation study and
mitigation plan, which will evaluate existing and future navigational clearance needs for property owners
north of the bridge, as well as potential economic impacts (see Section 5.1.2, Comment ID# 6).

4.0 SECTION 106 OF THE NHPA

The NRHP eligible Calcasieu River Bridge, as well as other historic and/or potentially historic properties,
may be affected by the proposed project. Section 106 of the NHPA requires the FHWA and the DOTD, in
consultation with the Louisiana State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), to identify potential parties for
consultation in order to assure that historic properties are taken into consideration at all levels of project
planning and development. Accordingly, formal Section 106 consulting party invites were mailed to local
historic organizations and tribes. See Appendix B-2 for a copy of the Section 106 consulting party invite.
Additionally, the newspaper meeting advertisement for the Public Scoping Meeting (see Appendix B-5)
included a solicitation for individuals/organizations requesting to become Section 106 consulting parties.
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This request was also announced at both the Agency and Public Scoping Meetings, further described in
Section 5.0. Persons/organizations requesting to be a Section 106 consulting party were asked to
provide reasons for their request; FHWA will make the final determination of who will be accepted as a
Section 106 consulting party.

5.0 AGENCY AND PUBLIC SCOPING MEETINGS

The first agency and public meetings of the EIS process were held on Thursday, October 24, 2013 at the
Lake Charles Civic Center, located at 900 Lake Shore Drive, Lake Charles, LA, 70601. The agency
scoping meeting was held from 2:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m. and included a formal presentation and
guestion/answer session. An open-forum public scoping meeting was held on the same day from 5:00
p.m. to 8:00 p.m., which included eight station locations where the public could view project exhibits and
converse with knowledgeable project team members. The agency and public scoping meetings are
further described in the sections below.

5.1 Agency Scoping Meeting

Agency Work Group (AWG) meetings are the primary mechanism for ensuring agency participation in the
project development process. The AWG is comprised of lead, cooperating and participating agency
representatives. The agency scoping meeting summarized in this report is the first AWG meeting held for
the proposed project. The purpose of the agency scoping meeting was to facilitate a discussion and
solicit comments on issues material to the Draft Project Coordination Plan, Draft Purpose and Need and
proposed study area, as well as solicit input on specific issues/resources to be addressed in the EIS.
Agency invite letters were mailed to applicable federal, state, regional, and local agencies, as well as
local elected officials. See Appendix B-3 for a copy of the Agency Scoping Meeting invite. Thirty-six (36)
agency representatives/elected officials and five consultant representatives attended the Agency Scoping
Meeting. Sign-in sheets from the Agency Scoping Meeting are presented in Appendix B-7. As previously
mentioned, this meeting included a formal presentation, after which a question and answer session was
held. See Appendix B-8 for a copy of the agency presentation. Agency representatives/elected officials
were also able to view the eight public meeting stations with exhibits to be presented to the general public
at the public scoping meeting later that day. See Section 5.2 and Appendix B-10 for a description and
copies of each exhibit, respectively.

5.1.1 Verbal Comments

Verbal comments were received during a question and answer session immediately following the agency
presentation. Table 5-1 below presents a summary of these comments and a corresponding response
based on the current status of the proposed project.

10
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TABLE 5-1. VERBAL COMMENT SUMMARY — AGENCY SCOPING MEETING

Name &

ID# o Comment(s) Summary Response
Organization

1 John Cardone Commenter would like to see alternatives developed Comment noted. Various alternatives will be studied
City Administrator, | that include keeping I-10 open as long as possible during the alternatives development phase of the
City of Lake during construction and does not like the idea of having | proposed project. Alternatives will be evaluated based on
Charles only I-210 open during construction. design, operational and safety considerations, which will

likely include the feasibility and functionality of keeping I-
10 open during construction as a screening criterion.
Results of the evaluation will be documented, including
reasons for which any alternatives may have been
dropped from further consideration.

2 Grant L. Bush As noted in previous comment letters from IMCAL on Comment noted. See response to comment ID #1 in this
Executive the proposed project, the commenter stated IMCAL'’s table.

Director, IMCAL desire to see I-10 remain open during construction.

3 Jason Derise Commenter recommended the consideration of Comment noted. See response to comment ID #1 in this
Captain, Lake implementing a draw bridge across the river because table.

Charles Police the marine traffic is not crossing every day, which in
Department turn would allow the grades to be as flat as possible,
thereby improving safety.

4 Honorable Commenter requested the Project Team expedite the The Project Team noted that the EIS process would be
Michael E. EIS process, noting that the three-year estimate for completed in the most timely and efficient manner
Danahay completion of the EIS seems long. Commenter practicable. The Project Team also noted, however, that
State inquired if there was any funding allocated for the all of the EIS steps are important for NEPA compliance,
Representative, project, when funding would be requested and if it and therefore, necessary to the process itself. See
District 33, could be sought before the EIS is completed. Comment ID #7 in this table regarding available funding
Louisiana House for the proposed project.
of Representatives

5 James R. Commenter noted that the bridge is the main concern Project Team noted in response to the comment that a

Wetherington
Bridge Specialist,
USCG District 8

of the USCG. Commenter acknowledged the 2001
marine use study previously completed for this project,
but given the amount of time having elapsed,
requested an updated marine use study be prepared.
Additionally, the USCG would like the updated marine
use study to consider a mitigation plan.

2006 Lake Charles Port Planning Study also investigated
navigational clearance. Commenter stated that an
updated navigation study and mitigation plan would still be
required by the USCG. Concluded that the Project Team
would have follow-up discussions with the USCG
regarding the need for an updated navigation study and
mitigation plan; and that the USCG would submit a formal
written request for these updated studies.

11
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6 Lori Marinovich
DDA and
Planning, City of
Lake Charles

Commenter expressed appreciation for the opportunity
to participate in the Section 106 process.

Comment noted. Commenter was encouraged during the
meeting to sign-up to request to be a Section 106
consulting party and to include a reason for their request.
Commenter signed-up at the Agency Scoping Meeting
and FHWA has accepted her request.

7 Bob Mahoney
Environmental
Coordinator,
FHWA

Commenter expressed appreciation for the agency
input. Commenter encouraged all agencies to
participate and present any known potential issues or
concerns they may have, stating that the sooner an
issue is known, the more efficiently it can be addressed
and the EIS process can move forward. Commenter
also asked that agencies who request to become a
Section 106 consulting party give a reason with their
request. In response to comment ID #4 in this table,
the commenter noted that funding is not available at
this time, but local and regional officials do not need to
wait until after the EIS to begin the process of acquiring
funding.

Comment noted.

Acronym List:

DDA = Downtown Development Authority

EIS = Environmental Impact Statement

FHWA = Federal Highway Administration

IMCAL = Imperial Calcasieu Regional Planning and Development Commission
NEPA = National Environmental Policy Act

USCG = United States Coast Guard

12
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5.1.2 Written Comments

A total of six written comments were received in response to the Agency Scoping Meeting. Copies of
these comments are presented in Appendix C-2. Table 5-2 below presents a summary of these
comments and a corresponding response based on the current status of the proposed project.

13
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TABLE 5-2. WRITTEN COMMENT SUMMARY — AGENCY SCOPING MEETING

ID# *

Name &
Organization

Comment(s) Summary

Response

1 John S. Bruce 1. Regarding the Draft Purpose and Need, the 1. Comment noted. All of the commenter’s suggested reasons
Public Works commenter noted safety issues with overpasses for the project are included within the Draft Purpose and
Director, and shoulder widths, geometric and alignment Need for proposed project. The purposes of the proposed
City of Sulphur issues leading accidents (overturning) at IH-10 project are to increase capacity and reduce congestion,

and US 171, and problems resulting from the improve roadway deficiencies and traffic operations and to
number of travel lanes. enhance safety. The ability of a proposed alternative to
2. Commenter suggested coordination related to I- meet the needs of the project and fulfill these stated
210 maintenance/diversion purposes will serve as evaluation criteria for the
3. Commenter requested to be sent future updates advancement of an alternative throughout the EIS process.
on the proposed project. 2. Coordination efforts related to the alternatives development
and screening process, which will include discussions
related to alternatives that allow for 1-10 and the bridge to
remain open during construction compared to alternatives
that would require 1-210 to be used as a diversion route, will
occur during the next AWG meeting (date TBD).

3. Commenter is included on the project mailing list and will
continue to receive quarterly project newsletters, meeting
invites and all other project correspondence and updates.

2 Lori Marinovich | Commenter stated that the City of Lake Charles FHWA has reviewed and accepted the commenter’s request to
DDA and includes historic districts adjacent to the project. be a Section 106 consulting party. As part of the Section 106
Planning, City of | Commenter requested to become a Section 106 process, steps will be taken to identify historic
Lake Charles consulting party with the reasoning that she properties/districts and those that are historic will be evaluated

coordinates the historic districts for the City and is to see if the proposed project will have adverse effects.
a member of the preservation society.
3 Bill Shearman The City of Lake Charles DDA submitted for the SOV responses will be included and addressed in the EIS.

Chairman, DDA
City of Lake
Charles

official record of the Agency Scoping Meeting a
copy of their resolution responding to the 1-10
Calcasieu River Bridge SOV packet mailed
September 9, 2013. The content of this resolution
is outlined in Table 2-1, Comment ID #9.
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ID# * Orglzrw;aﬁon Comment(s) Summary Response
4 Lynn F. The Lake Charles City Council submitted for the SOV responses will be included and addressed in the EIS.
Thibodeaux official record of the Agency Scoping Meeting a
Clerk of the copy of their resolution responding to the 1-10
Council, City of Calcasieu River Bridge SOV packet mailed
Lake Charles, September 9, 2013. The content of this resolution
Office of the City | is outlined in Table 2-1, Comment ID #10.
Council
5 Joe Toups 1. Regarding the Draft Project Coordination Plan, 1. Comment noted. The project newsletters will occur on a
Director, Lake commenter made reference to the quarterly quarterly basis and be emailed to all interested persons
Charles Civic project newsletters, but did not make any having notified the Project Team of their desire to receive
Center specific suggestions about the newsletter. the newsletters, identified stakeholders, elected officials, and
2. Commenter stated that the bridge should be as agency representatives.
tall as the Trinity River Bridge near Anuach, 2. Bridge height/navigational clearance will be further analyzed
Texas so as to not limit expansion and as part of the proposed project. See comment ID #6 in this
development north of the Calcasieu River table.
Bridge. Commenter noted that plant expansions
will result in large loads of equipment and parts
shipped to areas north of the bridge.
6 James R. Commenter submitted a formal letter request to Mr. | An updated navigation study and mitigation plan fulfilling the
Wetherington, Carl M. Highsmith, Programs Operations Manager, | requirements outlined in the USCG'’s formal request is being
Bridge FHWA, for an updated navigation study, noting the | undertaken by the FHWA and the DOTD.
Specialist, USCG's acceptance to serve as both a
USCG District 8 | Participating and Cooperating Agency. The letter
on behalf of asks that the navigation study update the 2001
David M. Frank, | Marine Use Study and 2006 Lake Charles Port
Commander, Planning Study and that it be completed in time to

USCG District 8

be included in the Draft EIS. Per the USCG, the
updated navigation study should document all
navigation north of the bridge site, which should
include contacting all property owners north of the
bridge site and documenting their respective
current and future waterway usage (including but
not limited to the large vessels known to occupy
berthing north of the bridge). Finally, the USCG
requests that any issues requiring mitigation be
mentioned specifically and agreed to, at least in
principal, and specifically noted in the FEIS prior to
the signature of the ROD.
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ID# * Orglzmzeaﬁon Comment(s) Summary Response

NOTE: * Copies of the Agency Scoping Meeting written comments in their entirety are found in Appendix C-2 and are referenced by ID #.
Acronym List:

DDA = Downtown Development Authority

DOTD = Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development

EIS = Environmental Impact Statement

FEIS = Final Environmental Impact Statement

FHWA = Federal Highway Administration

IMCAL = Imperial Calcasieu Regional Planning and Development Commission
NEPA = National Environmental Policy Act

ROD = Record of Decision

USCG = United States Coast Guard
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5.2 Public Scoping Meeting

Public involvement is intended to create opportunities for the pubic to have input in identifying
transportation problems and solutions and to participate in the project planning process. The purpose of
the Public Scoping Meeting was to present and solicit comments on the Draft Project Coordination Plan,
Draft Purpose and Need and project study area, while also aiding in the public’s understanding of the
NEPA/EIS process. Public meeting notices (postcards) were mailed to adjacent property owners
throughout the project corridor, and postcards were also distributed to community centers, libraries,
churches, and other public facilities within the City of Lake Charles (see Appendix B-4). Advertisements
were placed in the local newspapers, running both two and one week prior to the Public Scoping Meeting
and project newsletters advertising the meeting were mailed to local agencies, officials, businesses and
other identified stakeholders (see Appendices B-5 and B-6, respectively). Invites and materials such as
the Draft Project Coordination Plan and Draft Purpose and Need were posted to the project website prior
to the meeting. Eighteen (18) members of the general public; 20 agency representatives, elected
officials, or media representatives; and eight consultants attended the Public Scoping Meeting. The Public
Scoping Meeting sign-in sheets are presented in Appendix B-7. Photographs taken at the Public
Scoping Meeting are presented in Appendix D.

As previously described, the Public Scoping Meeting included eight different meeting stations, each
manned by a project team member to answer questions and facilitate discussion. The eight meeting
stations are described below, and the exhibits displayed at each station are presented in Appendix B-10.

Station 1 — Welcome and Section 106 Sign-In: Attendees were asked to sign-in and provide an email
address if they wished to receive meeting notifications and newsletters on the proposed project.
Attendees were given three handouts: 1) A project fact sheet presenting a general overview of the
project, the EIS process, estimated EIS timeline, next steps, and project location map; 2) A project history
summary outlining previous studies completed within the project corridor and on the Calcasieu River
Bridge, beginning in 1950 and extending to present-day; and 3) a station checklist that described the
exhibits and purpose of each meeting station. Additionally, attendees were encouraged to sign-up here if
they were interested in requesting to be a NHPA Section 106 consulting party and were also asked to
provide reasoning for that request. A copy of the Fact Sheet, Project History and Station Checklist are
provided in Appendix B-9.

Station 2 — Project Location Map: Attendees viewed the overall project location map, including the
proposed project limits (1-10/1-210 West End to 1-10/I-210 East End).

Station 3 — The EIS Process: Attendees were presented with a step-by-step representation of the EIS
process, including an explanation of where we currently are in this process, what an EIS is, and why is it
needed.

Station 4 — Draft Project Timeline: Attendees viewed a graphic representation of the project timeline,
including when the next public involvement and comment opportunities would occur and where we
currently are within this timeline of events.

Station 5 — Draft Purpose and Need: Attendees were invited to discuss the project’'s Draft Purpose and
Need with project staff.

Station 6 — Preliminary Typical Sections: Attendees were presented with an existing typical section of
I-10, depicting two-through lanes in each direction as well as a proposed typical section of I-10, depicting
three-through lanes in each direction.

Station 7 — Constraints Mapping: Attendees were invited to identify any environmental, topographical or

other consideration that may affect the location, development or other aspect of the project within the
study area. Attendees were asked to draw, outline or note any potential constraining factors directly on
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the maps provided at this station.

for public review.

Previously identified constraining factors were presented on the maps

Station 8 — Let Us Hear From You: Attendees were invited to ask questions about the project and

complete written comment forms or give formal verbal comments.

Attendees had the option of

completing the comment form at the meeting, after the meeting or mailing it back, or submitting a
comment through the project website.

521

Verbal Comments

No formal verbal comments were submitted at the Public Scoping Meeting. However, Project Team

members documented comments and questions received at the various meeting stations.

Table 5-3

below presents a summary of those comments and questions, with corresponding responses.

TABLE 5-3. VERBAL COMMENT SUMMARY — PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

ID# Comments Response
1 The new bridge should be a Comment noted. Various alternatives will be studied during
signature bridge similar to the the alternatives development phase of the proposed project,
existing Calcasieu River Bridge. | including rehabilitation and the no-build alternative.
Alternatives will be evaluated based on design, operational
and safety considerations. Results of the evaluation will be
documented, including reasons for which any alternatives may
have been dropped from further consideration. The aesthetic
design and construction of the proposed bridge will be based
on numerous factors, including but not limited to the type/style
of bridge constructed, bridge design criteria, available funding,
and public and governmental support. Section 106
coordination efforts, as well as future Agency Work Group and
public meetings will present opportunities for discussion
related to the bridge design/aesthetic. Bridge aesthetics will
be formalized during final project design.
2 The new bridge should be See response to Comment ID #1 in this table.
architecturally appealing.
3 The existing bridge, including See response to Comment ID #1 in this table.
the bridge height, is signature
to Lake Charles and should
stay.
4 Beautification efforts should Comment noted.
occur along the 1-10 corridor.
5 Request for a segmented See response to Comment ID #1 in this table.
bridge.
6 Request that the bridge be high | FHWA and DOTD, in accordance with USCG request, will
enough to not have an impact complete an updated navigation study and mitigation plan,
on industry. which will evaluate existing and future navigational clearance
needs for property owners north of the bridge, as well as
potential economic impacts (see Section 5.1.2, Comment ID#
6).
7 The lowest bridge height will See response to Comment ID #6 in this table.

adversely affect port
development to the north of the
existing Calcasieu River Bridge
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Ramps should be designed to

have the best economic impact.

Comment noted. The purposes of the proposed project are to
increase capacity and reduce congestion, improve roadway
deficiencies and traffic operations and to enhance safety.
Additionally, the proposed project would provide better access
by redesigning interchanges and improving frontage roads,
thus supporting economic development in the Lake Charles
metropolitan area. The ability of a proposed alternative to
meet the needs of the project and fulfill these stated purposes
will serve as evaluation criteria for the advancement of an
alternative throughout the EIS process.

Questions

What is the proposed bridge
height?

Bridge height has not yet been determined. See response to
Comment ID #6 in this table.

10

Has funding been allocated for
the proposed project?

The proposed project is included in the current (2008)
Statewide Transportation Plan (STP) as a Priority A Mega
highway project. Priority A Mega highway projects are
selected through a process that considers future travel
demand, as estimated by the Statewide Travel Demand
Model, economic impacts, safety, etc. This process allows the
most needed projects to be implemented first.

DOTD allocates funding to projects in phases (Feasibility,
Environmental, ROW, Utility, Design, and Construction), and
funding is set up for an active phase. For this project, the
current active and funded phase is “Environmental”. Feasibility
has been completed and the next phase following
environmental to be activated/funded will be “Design”.

52.2

Written Comments

A total of nine written comments were received in response to the Public Scoping Meeting. Copies of
these written comments are presented in Appendix C-3. The comments are identified in Table 5-4
below. Because several of the comments address multiple issues, the comments are summarized below
Table 5-4, and responses are provided accordingly.

TABLE 5-4. WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED — PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

Organization Title
*
ID# Name (if applicable) (if applicable)
1 Anonymous -- --
. Lake Charles Harbor and
2 Charlie Atherton Terminal District (LCHTD) B
. - Manager, Eastern Region Remediation
; Steve Belin Phillips 66 Management, Phillips 66
. - Manager, Lake Charles Manufacturing
Steve Geiger Phillips 66 Complex. Phillips 66
4 Adley Cormier Lake Cha_rles Hlston_c _ Member
Preservation Commission
5 Ben Garber -- --
6 Igbal Mohammad | -- --
7 Cornelius Moon -- --
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Don Tipton
8 Sandra Tipton Friend Ships Unlimited Executive Board of Directors

Teri Shields
9 Michael Tritico, RESTORE Biologist and President of RESTORE
10 Michael Tritico RESTORE Biologist and President of RESTORE
11 Perry D. Vincent LA Radio Communications, Inc. --

Notes:
* Copies of the Public Scoping Meeting written comments in their entirety are found in Appendix C-3 and are referenced by ID #.
-- no data

ID #1: Anonymous

Comment 1: Commenter stated that those responsible for the hazardous contamination should be made
to clean up the EDC plume, as well as maintaining continued monitoring via the state or federal
government to ensure the EDC will not contaminate the Chicot Aquifer. Commenter requested the public
be informed about the EDC plume and requested an investigation for all other contamination. Commenter
stated that the bridge is not the primary concern, but instead it is the health of the citizenry. Commenter
asked what has been done to ensure such contamination does not happen again and why Freedom of
Information Act (FOIA) documents related to the EDC contamination have been redacted.

Response 1. Comment and concerns noted. The EDC contamination and its effects on the proposed
project are being investigated as part of the EIS process.

Comment 2: Commenter requested the new bridge be constructed to the north of the existing bridge on
“good land”.

Response 2: Comment noted. In relation to the proposed project corridor, 1-10 was identified by the
U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) in September 2007 as one of six interstate routes to participate
in a federal initiative to develop multi-state corridors to help reduce congestion. Accordingly, I-10 joined the
USDOT "Corridors of the Future" program aimed at developing innovative national and regional approaches
to reduce congestion and improve the efficiency of freight delivery. Moreover, the existing I-10 corridor has
been designated as the project study area based on the purpose and need of the proposed project, which is
to increase capacity and reduce congestion on I-10 between the I-210 interchanges in the Lake Charles
region. Various alternatives, including different potential bridge locations, will be studied during the
alternatives development phase of the proposed project, including the no-build alternative. Bridge
locations extending north of the existing Calcasieu River Bridge (at distances of approximately 45 feet
and 170 feet from the existing bridge centerline) have previously been evaluated and remain under
consideration at this time. As part of the EIS process, alternatives will be evaluated based on design,
operational and safety considerations. Results of the evaluation will be documented, including reasons for
which any alternatives may have been dropped from further consideration.

ID #2: Charlie Atherton (LCHTD)

Comment 1: Commenter stated that the Calcasieu River Bridge should remain at its current 135-foot
height, noting that the height was 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 60 to 80 feet deep. Commenter
cited that after World War I, the navy docked hundreds of ships for miles along the river upstream of the
bridge, proving suitability for navigability, and included the following photo as an example:
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Commenter noted that Friend Ships utilizes the river crossing and that there are others who want to bring
in large ships. Commenter stated it is against the law to restrict navigation or to block navigable
waterways, citing 33 USC 494 (Obstruction of navigation, alterations and removals; lights and signals;
draws). Commenter is requesting all documentation noting the decision to construct a 73-foot high bridge
versus a 135-foot bridge be entered into the public record and expressed concern that the decision to
construct a 73-foot high bridge was made without the proper public participation process.

Response 1: Two prior navigation/bridge height studies were completed in relation to the proposed
project: a 2001 Marine Use Study and a 2006 Lake Charles Port Planning Study. These two previous
studies are available for viewing on the project website (http://il0lakecharles.com/). Public involvement
efforts have occurred throughout the environmental process of this project, stemming back as early as
2000 during the feasibility study phase of the project; and these public involvement efforts have included
information related to the aforementioned bridge height studies. FHWA and DOTD, in accordance with
USCG request, will complete an updated navigation study and mitigation plan, which will evaluate existing
and future navigational clearance needs for property owners north of the bridge, as well as potential
economic impacts (see Section 5.1.2, Comment ID# 6). Accordingly, a bridge height for the proposed
Calcasieu River Bridge has yet to be determined and is still under study as part of the EIS process. All
past and future public involvement efforts have and will continue to be documented as part of the official
public record,

Comment 2: Commenter stated that the lower-height bridge concept is politically driven by
ConocoPhillips in order to conceal the level of EDC contamination under the bridge; and elected officials
have fast tracked the decision for a lower-height bridge over the objection of the public.

Response 2: Comment and concerns noted. The EDC contamination and its effects on the proposed
project are being investigated as part of the EIS process.
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Comment 3: Commenter stated that the LCHTD passed a resolution (Resolution 3004-032) on May 24,
2004 that expressed support for maintaining the existing bridge height and width characteristics of the
Calcasieu River Bridge for any new replacement bridge planned for future construction.

Response 3: Comment noted. For the record, the Imperial Calcasieu Regional Planning and
Development Commission (IMCAL), the Lake Charles MPO, voted on December 19, 2007 in favor of a
73-foot vertical clearance for the 1-10 Calcasieu River Bridge (see Appendix B-11).

Comment 4: Commenter presented an editorial from the American Press dated January 6, 2008
endorsing a 90-foot bridge height for the Calcasieu River Bridge instead of the 73-foot bridge height,
noting that the 90-foot bridge height was also supported by Lake Charles Mayor Randy Roach.
Commenter presented a 2007 article from the Sun Herald (serving Biloxi-Gulfport and the Mississippi Gulf
Coast) discussing the potential implementation of a 73-foot bridge versus a 90-foot bridge for the 1-10
Calcasieu River Bridge, including discussion of how constructing a bridge with too low of a vertical
clearance could impact future economic development. Commenter presented a 2006 editorial from the
Gulf Coast News (serving the Mississippi Gulf Coast) discussing potential damaging economic impacts
associated with plans to rebuild the Hurricane Katrina damaged Bay St. Louis and Biloxi-Ocean Springs
Bridges without a draw span, which the former bridges had, and at a height that would obstruct
navigation.

plan, which will evaluate existing and future navigational clearance needs for property owners north of the
bridge, as well as potential economic impacts (see Section 5.1.2, Comment ID# 6).

Response 4. Comment and concerns noted. FHWA and DOTD, in accordance with USCG request,
will complete an updated navigation study and mitigation

ID #3: Steve Geiger and Steve Belin (Phillips 66)

Comment: The letter provided on behalf of Phillips 66 states that their comments are intended to
“present and clarify for both DOTD and the public, the documented facts regarding impacts to the soil and
groundwater beneath the proposed 1-10 Calcasieu River Bridge.” The statements provided on behalf of
Phillips 66 are summarized as follows, with the full comment letter and reference figures included in
Appendix C-3, ID #2. Note that these statements are written from the perspective of Phillips 66 alone,
and do not necessarily represent the opinions or edicts of FHWA or DOTD.

e In 1994, a pipeline spilled EDC? into a ditch along Isle of Capri Boulevard, just south of the
current 1-10 Calcasieu River Bridge. Phillips 66 (as its predecessor companies) began an
emergency response effort at the time of discovery and have continued to implement long term
cleanup work, in conjunction with the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality (LDEQ), to
remediate soil and groundwater impacted by EDC in the area. Work Plans and Progress Reports
have been regularly submitted to the LDEQ, and are available to the public at the LDEQ website.
Virtually all of the free phase EDC has been captured and removed from the subsurface.

e Phillips 66 has worked cooperatively with the DOTD to evaluate the potential for EDC to impact
future bridge construction activities, citing the installation of ground water monitoring wells in a
marsh area north of the existing bridge, which identified low concentrations of EDC in
groundwater below the marsh at depths of approximately 55 feet below ground surface. These
impacts are above the depth of the Chicot Aquifer, are above the water intakes for the town and
do not represent a threat to the drinking water of Westlake.

¢ Phillips 66 continues to monitor the presence of EDC in the area through the monitoring wells and
has worked with LDEQ to establish a site-specific cleanup standard for EDC in the marsh area
following the LDEQ RECAP? process. Results show the concentration of EDC in the path of the
new bridge to be below any concentration that would be a threat to the drinking water aquifer, to

2 EDC = 1,2 dichloroethane
® RECAP = Risk Evaluation and Corrective Action Program. A RECAP cleanup standard is a target concentration that when
achieved, will be protective of human health and the environment.
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workers on the bridge or to any persons traveling over the bridge or in the area (see Appendix C-
3, ID #2, Pg. 6, Figure 1). Accordingly, no EDC cleanup is necessary in the path of the new I-10
bridge as currently proposed.

e More aggressive remediation (proposed to be completed before any bridge construction begins)
is being completed by Phillips 66 for an area beneath and to the south of the existing bridge
where further EDC remediation is necessary (see Appendix C-3, ID #2, Pg. 6, Figure 1).

e Figure 2 of Appendix C-3, ID #2, Pg. 7 provides the location of the marsh monitoring points with
test results from 2011 — 2014. Testing is performed by an independent third party engineer,
shipped under chain of custody and analyzed by an independent third party laboratory; and the
DOTD and LDEQ have also collected samples in the area to provide independent confirmation
the results.

e The LDEQ has reviewed these data and on June 18, 2010 wrote a letter to DOTD providing their
conclusions. Phillips 66 provided a copy of this letter, which expresses concern for the
installation of foundation pilings for the new bridge through subsurface zones known to be
contaminated with EDC. Specific comments from LDEQ includes the following, based on
preliminary piling locations as of October 19, 2009 (subject to change once final piling locations
are determined):

o Without final piling locations and proposed depths, it is not possible to provide specificity
in recommending depths which would be protective of the subsurface environment.

o0 LDEQ has no objection to piling depths of 75 feet below current existing grade or less
north of the current 1-10 footprint — per the correspondence from LDEQ to DOTD on
November 19, 2009.

o No piling should exceed a depth of 40 feet below current existing grade south of the
current 1-10 footprint with the exception of the following: using a line drawn from CPT18,
CPT7, and a point 50 feet due east of I8 as a reference, there would be no depth
restrictions to the east of this line.

e Phillips 66 fully supports construction of the new I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge, will continue to
remediate any remaining impacts from the 1994 spill and offer to work cooperatively with DOTD
and their consultants preparing the EIS.

Response: Comment noted. The EDC contamination and its effects on the proposed project are being
investigated as part of the EIS process.

ID #4: Adley Cormier (Lake Charles Historic Preservation Commission)

Comment 1: As a member of the Lake Charles Historic Preservation Commission and longtime
historian, commenter requested to become a Section 106 consulting party.

Response 1. FHWA has reviewed and accepted the commenter's request to be a Section 106
consulting party.

Comment 2: Commenter expressed concern with any changes to the major vehicle corridor through
central and north Lake Charles, noting that because of the unique geography, the route of I-10 displaced
historic structures. Commenter would like to help mitigate any adverse change in the future.

Response 2: Comment and concerns noted. As a Section 106 consulting party, commenter will be able
to provide input on the alternative and project development process. Adverse impacts will be avoided
when practicable, and mitigated for if unavoidable, in accordance with federal, state, and local regulations
governing historic structures.

ID #5: Ben Garber

Comment: Commenter expressed concern about the UP Railroad bridge bottleneck, citing that the
railroad bridge is 107 years old and needs to be removed. Commenter would like to see a new railroad
bridge incorporated into the project design, stating that development north of the Calcasieu River cannot
occur without a redesign of the railroad bridge.
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Response: Comment noted; however, the UP Railroad Bridge referenced by the commenter is outside
the scope of the proposed project. The scope of the proposed project includes improvements to 1-10,
including the Calcasieu River Bridge, and the evaluation of alternatives for re-designing the at-grade
Sampson Street interchange with existing railroad crossings.

ID #6: Igbal Mohammad

Comment: Request by commenter to receive future updates on the proposed project.

Response: Commenter was added to the project mailing list and will receive future quarterly project
newsletters, meeting invites, and project correspondence and updates.

ID #7: Cornelius Moon

Comment 1. Regarding the Draft Purpose and Need, commenter states key reasons for the project
include that the bridge is over 50 years old and in need of constant repair, the grade is too steep and
there are safety issues.

Response 1: Comment noted. All of the commenter’s suggested reasons for the project (i.e., safety
issues and not meeting current design standards such as the steep bridge grade) are included within the
Draft Purpose and Need for proposed project. The purposes of the proposed project are to increase
capacity and reduce congestion, improve roadway deficiencies and traffic operations and to enhance
safety. The ability of a proposed alternative to meet the needs of the project and fulfill these stated
purposes will serve as evaluation criteria for the advancement of an alternative throughout the EIS
process.

Comment 2: Commenter stated that the Draft Project Coordination Plan was an “excellent plan”.
Response 2: Comment noted.

Comment 3: Commenter recommended constructing a new “signature bridge”, specifically
recommending a cable-stayed span bridge like the Audubon Bridge in West Feliciana Parish.

Response 3: Comment noted. Various alternatives will be studied during the alternatives development
phase of the proposed project, including rehabilitation and the no-build alternative. Alternatives will be
evaluated based on design, operational and safety considerations. Results of the evaluation will be
documented, including reasons for which any alternatives may have been dropped from further
consideration. The aesthetic design and construction of the proposed bridge will be based on numerous
factors, including but not limited to the type/style of bridge constructed, bridge design criteria, available
funding and public and governmental support. Section 106 coordination efforts, as well as future Agency
Work Group and public meetings will present opportunities for discussion related to the bridge
design/aesthetic. Bridge aesthetics will be formalized during final project design.

ID #8: Don and Sandra Tipton, Teri Shields (Friend Ships Unlimited)

Comment 1: Friend Ships is a maritime corporation located north of the I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge.
Commenters expressed concern related to a new bridge having a navigational clearance below that of
the existing bridge for the reasons that follow. Note that these statements are written from the
perspective of Friend Ships United alone, and do not necessarily represent the opinions or edicts of
FHWA or DOTD.

¢ Maintaining a vertical clearance as high as 135-feet is in the best interest of waterfront land
owners for economic purposes. The Port of Lake Charles and City of Westlake own deep water
frontage north of the bridge, which if unavailable to navigational traffic, could adversely affect jobs
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and diminish the value of future economic development in the low income, primarily African-
American community of North Lake Charles.

e Friend Ships owns four ships and two large classic wooden boats that transit under the current
bridge, with at least one ship requiring 111 foot vertical clearance and another classic vessel
requiring similar clearance. The future plans of Friend Ships include the obtainment of three
additional vessels, creation of a marina, job training center and repair yard for large classic boats.

¢ While other ship channels on the Calcasieu River have to be continually dredged at the cost of
millions, this is a naturally deep channel that has never needed and never will need to be
dredged.

e The channel is a protected safe harbor in times of storm and is utilized regularly for that purpose.

e Lowering the bridge is driven by an agenda to minimize the cleanup required by the chemical
companies.

e ltis incorrect to state that there is insufficient maritime traffic in the area. Because the bridge-
lowering project has been proposed for so long, maritime entities have not been willing to risk an
investment. Once it is known that navigational clearance will be maintained, interest in the deep
water aspects of the navigational channel will resume.

e Commenters suggested building a new bridge with the vertical clearance height of 135-feet or to
install a drawbridge to be opened once a day.

Response 1. Comment and concerns noted. FHWA and DOTD, in accordance with USCG request, will
complete an updated navigation study and mitigation plan, which will evaluate existing and future
navigational clearance needs for property owners north of the bridge, as well as potential economic
impacts (see Section 5.1.2, Comment ID# 6).

Comment 2: Commenters would like to be given a chance to expound on their views in an open forum.

Response 2: The public meeting held on October 24, 2013 was an open forum format in which the
general public was invited to participate and provide comments and feedback to the project team. The
public was invited to submit written or verbal comments at the meeting itself, through the project website
or by sending written comments via mail or email during the formal 10-day comment period following the
public meeting. The comments received are summarized and addressed within this summary report,
which will be published for public review on the project website and available for review by applicable
agencies and elected officials. At least two other open forum public meetings will occur over the EIS
project timeline during the alternatives development and selection process, as well as a formal public
hearing following the publication of the Draft EIS. Members of the public will have an opportunity to
submit written and/or verbal comments at all of these future public involvement opportunities.

ID #9: Michael Tritico (RESTORE)

Comment 1: Regarding the Draft Purpose and Need, the commenter noted that traffic congestion, safety
and bridge design issues need to be carefully studied and changes made so that existing problems can
be removed.

Response 1: Comment noted. The existing problems noted by the commenter (i.e., traffic congestion,
safety and bridge design issues) are included within the Draft Purpose and Need for proposed project.
The purposes of the proposed project are to increase capacity and reduce congestion, improve roadway
deficiencies and traffic operations and to enhance safety. The ability of a proposed alternative to meet
the needs of the project and fulfill these stated purposes will serve as evaluation criteria for the
advancement of an alternative throughout the EIS process.

Comment 2. Regarding the Draft Project Coordination Plan, the commenter stated that this project has
seemingly been stuck in the planning phase with no practical forward movement. However, the
commenter explained that the public involvement opportunities (e.g., website, newsletters, etc.) are
welcome improvements.

Response 2: Comment noted.
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Comment 3: Commenter would like to receive future updates on the proposed project; short notifications
via email and lengthy correspondence via mail.

Response 3: Commenter is included on the project mailing list and will receive quarterly project
newsletters, meeting invites and updated correspondence and updates via email and mail, accordingly.

Comment 4: Commenter provided numerous statements related to constructing the new I-10 Calcasieu
River Bridge north of its present location, including the following:

e Suggests constructing the bridge near Joe Miller Road, in the corridor between Moss Bluff and
Gillis, or in the corridor between Gillis and Ragley. Any of these corridors are far enough north
that the vertical bridge height issue would no longer be a problem, the ROW within the Gillis and
Ragley corridor would likely be less expensive to acquire, and if constructed south of Ragley, the
new interstate would be out of the area shown by the National Hurricane Center’s Sea, Lake and
Overland Surges from Hurricanes (SLOSH) model to be vulnerable to tropical storm surges.

e By moving I-10 and the new bridge north, any impediments to navigation generated by
constructing a lower vertical clearance bridge would be eliminated. It is important to leave the
existing navigational clearance of the Calcasieu River Bridge so that organizations like Friend
Ships can complete their humanitarian work. If a low vertical bridge is implemented, it should be
a draw bridge so that Friend Ships can fulfill their humanitarian duties.

e With sensible planning and proper advertisement, a more northern interstate route would not
adversely affect development and the Lake Charles economy.

Response 4: Comment noted. FHWA and DOTD, in accordance with USCG request, will complete an
updated navigation study and mitigation plan, which will evaluate existing and future navigational
clearance needs for property owners north of the bridge, as well as potential economic impacts (see
Section 5.1.2, Comment ID# 6). In relation to the proposed project corridor, I-10 was identified by the
USDOT in September 2007 as one of six interstate routes to participate in a federal initiative to develop
multi-state corridors to help reduce congestion. Accordingly, I-10 joined the USDOT "Corridors of the
Future"” program aimed at developing innovative national and regional approaches to reduce congestion and
improve the efficiency of freight delivery. Moreover, the existing I-10 corridor has been designated as the
project study area based on the purpose and need of the proposed project, which is to increase capacity
and reduce congestion on |-10 between the 1-210 interchanges in the Lake Charles region. Various
alternatives, including different potential bridge locations, will be studied during the alternatives
development phase of the proposed project, including the no-build alternative. Bridge locations extending
north of the existing Calcasieu River Bridge (at distances of approximately 45 feet and 170 feet from the
existing bridge centerline) have previously been evaluated and remain under consideration at this time.
Alternatives will be evaluated based on design, operational and safety considerations. Results of the
evaluation will be documented, including reasons for which any alternatives may have been dropped from
further consideration.

Comment 5: Commenter provided numerous statements related to the EDC contamination within the
project area, including the following:

e Commenter is concerned that the bridge has become increasingly unstable, not only because of
its age but because the ground has been softened by the EDC contamination.

e Commenter stated that he has received 54 pages of material based on his FOIA requests, but
that some of the information has been redacted.

e Commenter referenced two previous studies on the effect of EDC on local clays, which show that
the regional clay is quickly and severely degraded by EDC, losing its ability to bear weight and
slow down the movement of fluids.

e Commenter questioned the exact location of the EDC plume, stating that it may have reached the
railroad tracks north of I-10 in the project area.

26



I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge
I-10/1-210 West to I-10/I-20 East

e Commenter stated that the concentration of the contamination is 90,000 times the LDEQ’s Risk
Evaluation and Corrective Action Program (RECAP)4 trigger level of 5 ppb.

e Commenter has not seen any boring tests for load bearing capacity, and believes these tests
exist and would like the highway department to make the results public.

e Based on FOIA documents, commenter cited that as of 2009, the contamination was found within
40 feet of the top of the Chicot Aquifer, and that it is inevitable that the EDC will enter that aquifer.

e Commenter stated that FOIA materials show that the LDEQ is concerned about new bridge
pilings hastening EDC contamination into the Chicot Aquifer.

e Commenter states that the EDC plume is moving in a direction contrary to the usual direction of
groundwater flow in this region, caused by the heavy draft of the Westlake Municipal Water
Supply well pulling the plume downward and northeastward. Accordingly, the commenter feels
that Westlake may need to find a new public water supply.

e Commenter discussed the viability of recovery wells, stating that they are only sparingly-efficient
and cannot remediate a problem once the contaminants pervade the subsurface to any significant
extent.

e Commenter states that given the number of people depending on the groundwater, as well as
that there are an additional 16 public water supply wells within two-miles of the study area, a
recovery well field location within the bridge ROW would do the most good, as opposed to the
construction of a new bridge.

e Commenter has requested FHWA send him more recent and extensive information (e.g., boring
data, litigation discussions/status), emphasizing the need for full disclosure related to the EDC
contamination.

Response 5: Comment and concerns noted. The EDC contamination and its effects on the proposed
project are being investigated as part of the EIS process.

ID #10: Mike Tritico (RESTORE):

Comment: Commenter noted that he received FOIA records regarding the testing/measurement of the
EDC contamination plume approximately 2 % years ago from the federal and state highway agencies.
Commenter also stated that he received approximately 3,000 pages several months prior to this comment
of mostly redacted information. Commenter requested un-redacted copies, and as of the week of this
Public Scoping Meeting, received 54 pages of FOIA documents, again with redacted information.
Commenter requests un-redacted, clear copies of this information.

Response: Based on the comments received, it is unclear from where (what agency/persons) the
records with redacted information originated. Information related to the EDC contamination is available
via a public records request through the DEQ website at the following web address:
https://edms.deq.louisiana.gov/prr/RequestForm.aspx.

ID #11: Perry D. Vincent (Louisiana Radio Communications, Inc.)

Comment 1: Regarding the Draft Purpose and Need, the age of the bridge and capacity of the 1-10 to I-
210 stretch hinders the growth of the City of Lake Charles.

Response 1: Comment noted. The commenter’'s suggested reasons for the project are included within
the Draft Purpose and Need for proposed project. The purposes of the proposed project are to increase
capacity and reduce congestion, improve roadway deficiencies and traffic operations and to enhance
safety. Additionally, the proposed project would provide better access by redesigning interchanges and
improving frontage roads, thus supporting economic development in the Lake Charles metropolitan area.

* RECAP = A RECAP cleanup standard is a target concentration that when achieved, will be protective of human
health and the environment.
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The ability of a proposed alternative to meet the needs of the project and fulfill these stated purposes will
serve as evaluation criteria for the advancement of an alternative throughout the EIS process.

Comment 2: The meeting was great; and please publicize throughout the media.

Response 2: Comment noted.
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Notice Criteria Tool

Fedeml Svialion
- Adminisiration

Notice Criteria Tool

Page 1 of 2
ID #2

« OE/AAA

The requirements for filing with the Federal Aviation Administration for proposed structures vary based on a
number of factors: height, proximity to an airport, location, and frequencies emitted from the structure, etc. For
more details, please reference CFR Title 14 Part 77.9.

You must file with the FAA at least 45 days prior to construction if:
your structure will exceed 200ft above ground level
your structure will be in proximity to an airport and will exceed the slope ratio
your structure involves construction of a traverseway (i.e. highway, railroad, waterway etc...) and once
adjusted upward with the appropriate vertical distance would exceed a standard of 77.9(a) or (b)
your structure will emit frequencies, and does not meet the conditions of the FAA Co-location Policy
your structure will be in an instrument approach area and might exceed part 77 Subpart C
your proposed structure will be in proximity to a navigation facility and may impact the assurance of

navigation signal reception

your structure will be on an airport or heliport
filing has been requested by the FAA

If you require additional information regarding the filing requirements for your structure, please identify and
contact the appropriate FAA representative using the Air Traffic Areas of Responsibility map for Off Airport
construction, or contact the FAA Airports Region / District Office for On Airport construction.

The tool below will assist in applying Part 77 Notice Criteria.

Latitude:
Longitude:
Horizontal Datum:

Site Elevation (SE):

Structure Height (AGL):

Traverseway:

Is structure on airport:

[30 ]peg [14 ]m (1363 |s N
[03  |peg [14 |m 2872 |s W
NAD83

(nearest foot)
(nearest foot)

No Traverseway

(Additional height is added to certain structures under 77.9(c))

@ No

Yes

Results

You exceed the following Notice Criteria:

Your proposed structure is in proximity to a navigation facility
and may impact the assurance of navigation signal reception.
The FAA, in accordance with 77.9, requests that you file.

The FAA requests that you file

https://oeaaa.faa.gov/oeaaa/external/gisTools/gisAction.jsp
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U. S. Department of Homeland Security
FEMA Region 6

800 North Loop 288

Denton, TX 76209-3698

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY
REGION VI
MITIGATION DIVISION

PUBLIC NOTICE REVIEW/ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSULTATION

Federal Aid Project No. BR 10-1 (212)29

] We have no comments to offer. X We offer the following comments:

WE WOULD REQUEST THAT THE PARISH FELOODPLAIN ADMINISTRATOR BE

CONTACTED FOR THE REVIEW AND POSSIBLE PERMIT REQUIREMENTS FOR

THIS PROJECT. IF FEDERALLY FUNDED, WE WOULD REQUEST PROJECT TO
BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH EO11988 & EO 11990,

Pam Mattingly

Asst, Planning Dir.
Calcasieu Parish

P.O. Drawer 3287

Lake Charles, LA 70602
pmattingly@cppj-net
337-721-3606

REVIEWER:

Mayra G. Diaz

Floodplain Management and Insurance Branch

Mitigation Division

(940) 898-5541 DATE: October 2, 2013
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i {
Office of Engineering £ a m M@' Lifale
PO Box 94245 | Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9245 Sherr: I-L &ccretary

e e

RTINS Phone: 225-379-1234

iR‘ANSPORTATiON&DEVELOPMENi Zﬂ]} SEP , I

September 9, 2013 b 3

Tony Russell

Regional V1 Administrator

FEMA Region IV

Federal Emergency Management Agency
800 North Loop 288

Denton, TX 76209

State Project No.: H.003931.2

Federal Aid Project (FAP) No.: BR-10-1(212)29

Project Name: 1-10 CALCASIEU RIVER BRIDGE
Project Limits: I-10/1-210 West End to 1-10/1-210 East End
Parish: Calcasieu Parish

Re: SOLICITATION OF VIEWS

Early in the planning stages of a transportation project, views from federal, state, and local agencies,
organizations, and individuals are solicited. The special expertise of these groups can assist us with the
early identification of environmental, economic, and social effects or concerns.

The Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development (DOTD) and the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) are requesting your input for a transportation project in Calcasieu Parish,
Louisiana. The proposed project is the Interstate Highway 10 (I-10) Calcasien River Bridge (I-
10/Interstate Highway 210 [1-210] West End to 1-10/I-210 East End), and would add capacity and
increase safety along 1-10 in the Lake Charles region between the I-210 interchanges, including the
Calcasieu River Bridge.

A project description and a map showing the project limits are provided. An Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) will be prepared. During this process, public and agency meetings will be held at various
times, including the public scoping meeting which is anticipated to be held in summer 2013. Additional
information can be found on the project website at http://www.11Hakecharles.com,

1t is requested that you review the attached information and provide us with your views and commentis by
October 9, 2013. Replies should be addressed to Kate Prejean, c/o HNTB Corporation, 10000 Perkins
Rowe, Suite 640, Baton Rouge, LA 70810, or at kbprejean(@hntb.com. Please reference the project
name and state project number in your response. If you have questions or need additional information,
please contact me at (225) 242-4501 or Mr. Joachim Umeozulu at (225) 379-1386. Your assistance in
this regard is appreciated.

Sincerely,

) &/»/Am/w

Noel A. Ardoin, P.E.
Environmental Engineer Administrator

Attachments

Leuldang Depariment of Troneperiation & Developmens? | 1201 Capite] Access Read | P O Fox 94245 | Eaton Rewgs, LA T804
An Equal Opportunity Employer | A Drug-Free Workplace | Agency of Louisiana.gov | www.dotd.la.gov
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1 £ ogv o & CHARLES R. DAVIS
., State of Louisiara DErUTY SECRETARY
JAY DARDEMME
LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR OFFICE OF THE LIEUTEMNANT GOVERMOR
DEPARTMENT OF CULTURE, RECREATION & TOURISM
QFFICE OoF CULTURAL DEVELOPMEMT

PAM BREAUX
ASEISTANT SECRETARY

October 2, 2013

Noel Ardoin

Engineer Environmental Administrator
LDOTD

P.O. Box 94245

Baton Rouge, LA 9245

Re: Section 106 Review Request for Additional Information
State Project No.: H.003931.2
I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge 1-10/-210 West End to [-10/
[-210 East End
Calcasieu Parish, LA

Dear Ms Ardoin:
Thank you for your letter of September 9, 2013, concemning the above-referenced undertaking. We are

unable to complete the Section 106 review at this time due to the submittal of insufficient documentation.
We will need the following information to complete our review for the aforementioned project.

[ ] Name of federal agency, agency involvement (Funding, license\permit, etc. and description of the
undertaking (Detailed description of project).

[] Applicant contact information (Name, address, phone number and email address).

[] Agency contact information (Name, address, phone number and email address).

Description of the Area of Potential Effects (APE). The APE can be direct or indirect. It is defined as
“the geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may cause changes in the character or use of
historic properties, if any such properties exist.” (Include the latitude\longitude of the undertaking location
and APE)

Description of all historic properties within and adjacent to the APE. The historic standing structure is
any structure fifty years of age and older. Under Section 106, it is the responsibility of the federal agency or
its designee to identify all structures listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.
Detailed project scope of work including design plans.

Map and site plan showing APE and exact location of project undertaking.

PO, BOX 44247 » BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA 70804-4247
PHONE (225) 342-8200 ¢ FaX {225) 219-8772 ¢ WWW.CRT.LA.GOV/CULTU .
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Noel Ardoin
October 2, 2013
Page 2

Photographs of the entire APE and project location. Photographs of all historic (fifty years of age and
older) within the APE. Buildings should be documented showing diagonal views of front and side and rear
and opposite side of the building. All photos should be keyed to a site map and project plans if applicable.

If you have any questions, please contact Mike Vamado in the Division of Historic Preservation at (225)
219-4596 or mvarnado@cri.la.gov.

Sincerely,

Pam Breaux
State Historic Preservation Officer

PR:MV:s
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= Office of Public Works and Water Resources

PO Box 94245 i Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9245 Baobhy Jindal, Governor
IRy e E A 1 MF .
TRANSPORTATION & DEVEOPMERY  ph: 225-379-3005 | fx: 225-379-3002 Sherri H. LeBas, P.E., Secretary
October 3, 2013

STATE PROJECT NO.: None

F.A.P. NO.: None

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: I-10 CALCASIEU RIVER BRIDGE (I-10/ 1-210 WEST END TO I1-10/ I-
210 EAST END)

ROUTE: I-10

PARISH: CALCASIEU

Ms. Noel Ardoin

Environmental Engineer Administrator
LADOTD

P.O. Box 94245

Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9245

Subject: Solicitation of Views
Dear Ms. Ardoin:

The above mentioned proposed project length extends through Calcasien Parish which includes
the City of Lake Charles and the City of Westlake. The project runs in and out of the flood zone and
crosses the Kayouchee Coulee which is a designated floodway.

During and after the project, consideration must be given for the occurrence of a base flood
inundation. At this time, consideration should also be given to the responsibility for clearing debris and
keeping the area cleared so as not to interfere with its function.

In order to assure compliance with the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP), and ensure
that appropriate permits are obtained, please contact the floodplain administrator for Calcasieu Parish,
the City of Lake Charles and the City of Westlake. The contact persons are:

Ms. Pam Mattingly, CFM
Assist. Director of Planning
Calcasicu Police Jury

P.O. Drawer 3287

Lake Charles, LA 70602
Telephone No.: 337-721-3600

Mr. Doug Burguieres

Assist. Director of Planning
City of Lake Charles

P.O. Box 900

Lake Charles, LA 70602
Telephone No.: 337-491-1395

Louisiana Department of Transportation & Development | 1201 Capitol Access Road | Baton Rouge, LA 70802 | 225-379-1232
An Equal Opportunity Employer} A Drug-Free Workplace | Agency of Louisiana.gov | dotd.fa.gov
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Ms. Noel Ardoin
QOctober 3, 2013
Page 2

Ms. Terri Hawes, CFM
Permit Clerk

City of Westlake

P.O. Drawer 700

Westlake, LA 70669
Telephone No.: 337-433-0691

We thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. If you need additional
information, please contact our office, (225) 379-3005.

Sincerely, f
UM.Q’?’L/'
Susan Veillon, CFM
Floodplain Management Program Coordinator

pc: Ms. Pam Mattingly, CFM
Mr. Doug Burguieres
Ms. Terri Hawes, CFM

Louisiana Department of Transportation & Development | 1201 Capitol Access Road | Baten Rouﬁppmixzﬁfﬁgpll
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COUNCIL MEMBERS

Mary Morris
District A

Luvertha W. August
District B

Rodney Geyen
Dristrict C

John feyoub
District D

Stuart Weatherford
District E

Dana Carl Jackson
District F

Mark Eckard
District G

8]

CITY OF LAKE CHARLES
OFFICE OF THE CITY COUNCIL

P.O.Box 1178
Lake Charles, LA 70602-1178
337-491-1290 = FAX 337-491-1463

October 7, 2013

HNTB Corpogation
Attention: Ms, Kate Prejean

10000 Perkins Rowe, Suite 640
Baton/Rouge, LA 70810

Re" State Project No. H.003931.2
Project Name: I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge
Solicitation of Views

Dear Ms. Prejean:

In response to a letter from Noel A. Ardoin, P.E. with the Louisiana
Department of Transportation & Development dated September 9, 2013,
attached please {ind a copy of Resolution number 222-13 adopted by the
Lake Charles City Council at its regular meeting on October 2, 2013. The
resolution 1s in response to the solicitation of views and outlines the City’s
views and comments which should be addressed with regard to the I-10
Calcasieu River Bridge project in Lake Charles, Calcasieu Parish,
Louisiana.

Your support of the Lake Charles City Council in this matter is greatly
appreciated.

Sincerely,

//\}0 W\JZQ M aé@ >

Lynii F. Thibodeaux
Clerk of the Council

Enclosure

(_/cc Noel A. Ardoin, P.E.

LA Department of Transportation & Development
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City of Lake Charles

326 Pujo Street

i P.0. Box 1178
Slgnature Lake Charles, LA
Resolution Number: 222-13 70602-1178

A resolution responding to the solicitation of views request from
Louisiana Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway
Administration on a proposed transportation project, 1-10 Calcasieu
River Bridge.

WHEREAS, the I-10 corridor is a major economic development driver that supports
commerce from coast to coast and this corridor supports a majority of the Lake Charles
metropolitan area's commerce including commuter traffic to our region's major industrial
developments; and

WHEREAS, the City Council does hereby reaffirm Resolution No. 161-11 to the State of
Louisiana, Department of Transportation and Development which expresses Council
approval for the proposed sequencing of construction in connection with the 1-10 Ryan
Street Exit Ramp project including the proposed procedure for reevaluating the 1-10
eastbound exit ramp in conjunction with the evaluation of the I-10 Bridge Replacement
project and the planning of an updated Interchange Justification Report to complete the

eastbound Ryan Street exit including the designated Ryan Off Ramp Phased approach -
Phase 2 flyover; and

WHEREAS, the City of Lake Charles has embarked on implementation of a major
redevelopment plan of the properties adjacent to the shoreline of Lake Charles and
completed several significant attractions related to our cultural economy including
recreational businesses, historic districts, the historic downtown district and our
Convention and Visitor's Bureau, all of which are accessed from the 1-10 exits located
directly adjacent to the base of the Calcasieu River Bridge and vehicular circulation is
currently constricted to a one-way turn-around feeder road scheme which directs west
bound traffic underneath the existing bridge; and there are limited river crossings that can

accommodate existing traffic during peak hours and traffic delays when one bridge is out
of service; and

WHEREAS, the eastern bank of the river and adjacent neck of Lake Charles is the

gateway into the City of Lake Charles and hosts natural and embellished features such as
a white sandy beach; and

WHEREAS, the Calcasieu River bridge is included in the State of Louisiana, Department
of Transportation and Development Historic Bridge inventory which is the first major
component in the Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development (LADOTD)'s
effort to evaluate its statewide inventory of historic bridges constructed through 1970 and
the LDH Bridge Section had a strong tradition of designing most of the State's major
crossings and has also built minor structures; for example, in 1948-49 alone it built 140
bridges and among the 130 large river crossing bridges under construction or completed in
the postwar period, was included the Bridge at Lake Charles over the Calcasieu River
(extant), underway in 1948-49 and completed in 1952; and

WHEREAS, the region expects unprecedented industrial expansions over the next several
years, which will include growth in number of households and needs for goods and other
services required to serve these industries.

NOW BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED, by the Lake Charles City Council in regular

session convened on October 2, 2013 and with the concurrence of Mayor Randy Roach
as attested below, as follows:

1. The recitations set forth above are hereby adopted by reference; and

2. The City requests that the State of Louisiana, Department of Transportation and
Development keep the existing bridge open for traffic during all construction phases; and

City of Lake Charles Page 1 Printed on 10/4/13
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File Number: 558-13 Enactment Number; 222-13

3. The City requests that the iconic features including bridge railings incorporated into the
design of the current bridge structure and the cross pistols which have become a symbol
within the community, be preserved and reused wherever possible, or otherwise

duplicated, along with other features and included within the new bridge design to retain
the historic character of the structure; and

4. The City encourages the State of Louisiana, Department of Transportation and
Development to hold a public meeting as soon as practical to explain the status of the

project, the anticipated timeline, and seek public input on the matters addressed herein;
and

5) The City requests that any land removed from Department of Transportation and
Development use along the frontage road on the south side of the 1-10 bridge replacement
project be reconfigured for more convenient local access and/or allocated to the City or
adjacent landowners to be used for reconfiguring access to adjacent City owned lakefront
properties to enhance economic development opportunities; and

6) The City requests that the bridge improvements and designs include transportation
enhancement considerations including gateway signage, appropriate landscaping, and
other artistically inspired interpretations of highway features be included as part of the

bridge construction to enhance the gateway into the cities of Lake Charles and Westlake;
and

7) The City requests the State of Louisiana, Department of Transportation and
Development address the safety considerations and revisit the curve and the approach {o
the Opelousas Street exit to eliminate traffic safety hazards.

At a meeting of the City Council on 10/2/2013, this Resolution was adopted as amended by the
following vote:

For: John leyoub, Mark Eckard, Dana Carl Jackson, Rodney Geyen, Mary
Morris, Stuart Weatherford and Luvertha August

/ Vi
Passed and Adopted ¢ LA {,Z%{/;/ C/MLMJ/ Date / 0 W—;Q ~/ 3

Luvertha August, Presidént
or Presiding Officer

AtteSt%.M xkﬁfiﬁ{/% ’/‘ﬂgﬁ (s Date / 0 'ﬂ(sl .

Lynfy F. Thibodeaux
Cletk\of the Coyingjl

Date /D* 7/ /%

Approved by

Randy Roagh\ Mayor
City of Laké Gharles, Louisiana
v
City of Lake Charles Page 2 Printed on 10/4/13
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CHARLES R. DAViS

JaY DARDENNE State nf Lonigiana BemuTY SECRETARY
LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR OFFICE OF THE LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR

STUART JOHNSOMN, PH.D.

DEPARTMENT OF CULTURE, RECREATION & TOURISM ASSISTANT SECRETARY

DOFFICE OF STATE PARKS

October 8, 2013

Mr. Noel A. Ardoin, P.E.
Louisiana DOTD

1201 Capitol Access Road
Baton Rouge, LA 70802

Re: Interstate 10 (I-10) Calcasieu River Bridge
(1-10/1-210 West End to I-10/1-210 East End)
Calcasieu Parish

Dear Mr. Ardaoin,

{ am in receipt of your letter of October 7, 2013 forwarded to me by Stuart Johnson, Assistant
Secretary of the Office of State Parks. Your letter was passed to me for consideration in
regards to potential conflicts with existing Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) projects
in proximity to the proposed project.

The Division of Outdoor Recreation within the Office of State Parks is tasked with administration
of the LWCF for Louisiana. All areas receiving assistance through the LWCF are encumbered
through Section 6(f) and must remain an outdoor recreation facility in perpetuity. Any
infringement upon the boundaries of those sites with development other than outdoor recreation
requires a conversion in accordance with the LWCF Act.

in regards to this proposed project, LWCF Project #22-00201 Lakefront Recreation Area is the
only facility in proximity to the project boundaries identified in your letter. This project is along
the I-10 Service Road on the south side of I-10 on the beach at the lake and in immediate
proximity to the Lake Charles/Southwest Louisiana Visitors and Convention Bureau. It does not
appear this location will be disrupted by the proposed project.

While 1 will be unabie to attend the Agency Scoping Meeting for the project on October 24,
2013, 1 trust you will appropriately consider restrictions of the LWCEF in regards to development
of this project. | welcome any further questions you might have in this matter as you move
forward.

Sincerely,

Cleve Hardman
Director of Qutdoor Recreation

PO. Box 44426 ¢ BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA JO804-4426 * PHONE (225) 342-8111 * FAX (225) F342-B107 * WWW.CRT.LA.GOY/PARKS
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Jena Band of Choctaw Indians

P. O, Box 14 ¢ Jena, Louisiana 71342-0014 » Phone: 318-992-2717 « Fax: 318-992-8244

October 10, 2013

Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development
Attention: Ms. Noel Ardoin

P.O. Box 84245

Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9425

RE: Interstate 10 Calcasieu River Bridge

Interstate 210 West End to |-10/ }-210 East End
Invitation to Become a Participation Agency

Dear Madam,

We defer to the Coushatta tribe of Louisiana to determine if this project will impact culturally significant
areas.

Should you have any questions, please contact Mrs. Dana Masters, THPO Officer/Cultural Director, at
318-892-1205 or danamasters@aol.com.

Sincerely

DCI\'\L’_, L/hf\ﬁﬁ‘f:";

Dana Masters
THPO/ Cultural Director
Council Member
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BOEBBY JINDAL Pecoy M. Hatcu

GOVERNOR : SECRETARY
State of Louisiang
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE
November 5, 2013

Ms. Noel Ardoin, P.E.

Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development
P.O. Box 94245

Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9245

RE:  Solicitation of Views
I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge
(Al Number 2538)
Calcasieu Parish

Dear Ms. Ardoin:

The Department of Environmental Quality (LDEQ), 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, For your information, the following general comments
have been included.

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

* Ifyour project results in a discharge to waters of the state, submittal of a Louisiana
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (LPDES) application may be necessary.

e Ifthe project results in a discharge of wastewater to an existing wastewater treatment
systeny, that wastewater treatment system may need to modify its LPDES permit before
accepting the additional wastewater.

* All precautions should be observed to contro] nonpoint source polfution from
construction activities. LDE(Q) has stormwater general permits for construction areas
equal 1o 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,

* Ifany of the proposed work is located in wetlands or other areas subject to the
Jjurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, you should contact the Corps directly
regarding permitting issues. Ifa Corps permit is required, part of the application process
may involve a water quality certification from LDEQ.

s All precautions should be observed to protect the groundwater of the region,

Post Office Box 4312 » Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70821-4312 = Phone 223-219-3530 » Fax 225-219-3708
www.deq.louisiana. gov Appendix A, Pg. 31
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Ms. Ardoin
November 3, 2013
Page 2

* Ifany 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.

Based on LDEQ’s previous involvement in the area potentially impacted by this project, we offer
these specific comments:

* Inthe absence of final determinations of piling locations and LDOTD-proposed depths, it
is not possible to provide specificity in recommending depths which would be protective
of the subsurface environment, i.e., avoiding exacerbation of current groundwater
conditions.

* As per the correspondence from LDEQ to LDOTD dated November 19, 2009, LDEQ
would have no objection to piling depths of 75” below current existing grade or less north
of the current I-10 footprint. While pilings may be placed within contamination zones,
this depth would not penetrate zones currently uncontaminated by EDC.

* South of the current I-10 footprint, no piling should exceed a depth of 40" below current
existing grade with the exception of the following: Using a line drawn from CPTi8,
CPT7, and a point 50° due east of I as a reference, there would be no depth restrictions
to the east of this line (See EDMS Document ID # 6754900 for reference points).

Please contact Laura LeBouef by phone at (225) 219-3033 or by email at laura.lebouef@la.cov with
any further questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

CherytSonnier Nolan, Assistant Secretary
Office of Environmental Compliance

Iql

c: Imaging Operations — GW
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DETAILED SCOPING COMMENTS
FOR THE NOTICE OF INTENT (NOI)

FOR THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION AND THE
LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORATION AND DEVELOPMENT
TO PREPARE AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR THE PROPOSED I-10 CALCASIEU RIVER BRIDGE

Proposed Project

In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended,
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Louisiana Department of Transportation
and Development (LADOTD) intends to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to
evaluate the impacts of the I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge project.

Statement of Purpose and Need

The EIS should clearly identify the underlying purpose and need to which
FHWA/LADOTD is responding in proposing the alternatives’. The purpose of the proposed
action is typically the specific objectives of the activity, while the need for the proposed action

may be to eliminate a broader underlying problem or take advantage of an opportunity.

Alternatives Analysis

NEPA requires evaluation of reasonable alternatives, including those that may not be
within the jurisdiction of the lead agency’. A robust range of alternatives will include options for
avoiding significant environmental impacts. The EIS should “rigorously explore and objectively
evaluate all reasonable alternatives™ by developing a defined screening process. The screening
process should rate cach alternative against a set of pre-determined criteria. Each alternative
should then be analyzed for its level of impact on a resource, e.g. no effect, negligible effect,
minor effect, major effect, significant effect. Only that alternative that effectively meets or best
meets all of the screening criteria should be recommended as the preferred alternative. The
ElISshould provide a clear discussion of the reasons for the elimination of alternatives which are
not evaluated in detail.

Section 1502.14(d) requires the alternatives analysis to "include the alternative of no
action." No Action means the proposed activity would not take place, and the resulting
environmenta] effects from taking no action would be compared with the effects of permitting
the proposed activity or an alternative activity to go forward.

40 CFR 1502.13
? 40 CFR Section 1502.14(c)
#40 CFR 1502.14(a)
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Affected Environment

This section should provide information on the existing resources and condition of the
natural and built environment. It is a description of baseline conditions. These baseline
conditions provide the context for evaluating environmental consequences and should include
historical cumulative effects to the extent feasible.

Environmental Consequences

A majority of EISs contain a well-written section on the affected or existing environment.
However, where most EISs fall short is the discussion of the environmental consequences of the
proposed project. An analysis should follow an equation. First, what is the action? Second,
what is the intensity or extent of impacts? Third, is that significant? The EIS must answer that
question and prove that the action is not significant by providing reasons. If the action is
significant and adverse, then the EIS must provide appropriate measures to avoid, minimize, or
mitigate those impacts.

Water Resources

Water Supply and Water Quality

Public drinking water supplies and/or their source areas often exist in many watersheds.
Source water is water from streams, rivers, lakes, springs, and aquifers that is used as a supply of
drinking water. Source water arecas are delineated and mapped by the state for each federally-
regulated public water system. The 1996 amendments to the Safe Drinking Water Act require
federal agencies o protect sources of drinking water for communities. The EIS should address
the potential effects of project discharges, if any, on surface water quality. Specific discharges
should be identified and potential effects of discharges on designated beneficial uses of affected
waters should be analyzed.

Stormwater

The EIS should describe the original (natural) drainage patterns in the project locale, as
well as the drainage patierns of the area during project operations. Also, the EIS should identify
whether any components of the proposed project are within a 50 or 100-year floodplain. The
EIS should note that, under the Clean Water Act (CWA), any construction project disturbing a
land area of one or more acres requires a construction stormwater discharge permit.

Waters of the United States, including Wetlands

The project applicant should coordinate with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) to determine if the proposed project requires a Section 404 permit under the CWA.
Section 404 regulates the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States,
including wetlands and other special aquatic sites. The EPA recommends the EIS include a
jurisdictional delineation for all waters of the U.S., including ephemeral drainages, in accordance
with the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual and the December 2006 Region
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Interim Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual. A
jurisdictional determination will confirm the presenee or absence of waters of the U.S. in the
project area and help determine whether or not the proposed project would require a Section 404
permit. If a permit is required, the EPA will review the project for compliance with Federal
Guidelines for Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredged or Fill Materials (40 CFR 230),
promulgated pursuant to Section 404(b)(1) of the CWA. EPA cncourages on-going coordination
with the USACE during the planning, scoping, and construction phases.

The EIS should demonstrate planning efforts to avoid, minimize, and compensate for
wetland losses associated with dredging, dredged material disposal, and other construction and
operation activities. The FIS should also include an analysis of the potential for contaminated
sediments to adversely impact the aquatic environment during construction and operation of the
terminal.

Impaired Waters

The CWA requires states to develop a list of impaired waters that do not meet water
quality standards, establish priority rankings, and develop action plans, called Total Maximum
Daily Loads (TMDL), to improve water quality. The EIS should provide information on CWA
Section 303(d) impaired waters in the project area, il any, and efforts to develop and revise
TMDLs. The EIS should describe existing restoration and enhancement efforts for those waters,
and any mitigation measures that will be implemented to avoid further degradation of impaired
walters.

Sole Source Aquifer

EPA defines a sole or principal source aquifer as an aquifer that supplies at least 50
percent of the drinking water consumed in the arca overlying the aquifer. These areas may have
no alternative drinking water source(s) that could physically, legally, and economically supply
all those who depend on the aquifer for drinking water. For convenience, all designated sole or
prineipal source aquifers arc referred to as "sole source aquifers" (SSAs). The EIS should
identify if the project lics over a SSA and how the project may affect the aquifer.

Section (1) and Section &(f)

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 includes a special provision
that protects publicly owned parks, reereational arcas, wildlife and waterfow] refuges, or public
and private historical sites from being acquired for (ransportation projects. Scction 6(f) of the
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (LLWCF) states that either the land or park appurtenances
acquired with LWCF funds cannot be eliminated or acquired without coordination with the
National Park Service and mitigation that replaces the eliminated items. If any 4(f) or 6(f)
properties are within or near project corridors, they should be documented. Please be aware that
vibration and noise can also adversely impact 4(f) and 6(f) properties.
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Project Specific Locations (PSL)

PSLs outside the right-of-way that would be established to support construction of the
roadway such as borrow and disposal sites, staging and storage areas, and concrete and aggregate
plants, must be identified as direct impacts. The project team should strive to locate PSLs so
they avoid environmentally sensitive areas. Ideally, PSLs should be located in previously
disturbed, upland areas.

Biological Resources, Habitat, and Wildlife

The EIS should identify all petitioned and listed threatened and endangered species and
critical habitat that might occur within the project area. The EIS should identify and quantify
which species or critical habitat might he directly, indirectly, or cumulatively affected by each
alternative and mitigate impacts to these species. EPA recommends that FHWA/LADOTD
consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and
Fisheries to ensure that current and consistent surveying, monitoring, and reporting protocols are
applied in protection and mitigation efforts. The EIS should identify and quantify vegetation
types within the project corridor. In addition, the EIS should identify and evaluate impacts to
wetland and special aquatic sites, as defined by the CWA Section 404.

Invasive Species

Executive Order 13112, Invasive Species (February 3, 1999), mandates that federal
agencies take actions to prevent the introduction of invasive species, provide for their control,
and minimize the economic, ccological, and human health impacts that invasive species cause.
IExecutive Order 13112 also calls for the restoration of native plants and tree species. If the
proposed project will entail new landscaping, the EIS should deseribe how the project will meet
the requirements of Executive Order 13112,

In addition, we encourage alternative management practices that limit herbicide usc (as a
last resort), focusing instead on other methods to limit invasive species vegetation and decrease
fire risk. Possible alternatives include mowing and weed control fabric, which may need a layer
of soil to prevent degradation due to ulfraviolet light.

Air Quality

The EIS should provide a detailed discussion of ambient air conditions (baseline or
existing conditions), National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and non-NAAQS
pollutants, criteria pollutant nonattainment areas, and potential air quality impaets of the
proposed project (including cumulative and indirect impacts). Such an evaluation is necessary to
understand the potential impacts from temporary, long-term, or cumulative degradation of air
quality.

The EIS should describe and estimate air emissions from potential construction and
maintenance activities, as well as proposed mitigation measures to minimize those emissions,
EPA recommends an evaluation of the following measures to reduee emissions of criteria air
polutants and hazardous air pollutants (air toxics).
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Existing Conditions — The EIS should provide a detailed discussion of ambient air
conditions, National Ambient Air Quality Standards, and criteria pollutant nonattainment
areas in the vicinity of the project.

Quantify Emissions — The EIS should estimate emissions of criteria and hazardous air
pollutants (air toxics) from the proposed project and discuss the timing for release of
these cmissions over the lifespan of the project. The EIS should describe and estimate
emissions from potential construction activitics, as well as proposed mitigation measures
to minimize these emissions.

Specify Emission Sources — The EIS should specify all emission sources by pollutant
from mobile sources (on and off-road), stationary sources (including portable and
temporary emission units), fugitive emission sources, area sources, and ground
disturbance. This source specific information should be used to identify appropriate
mitigation measures and areas in need of the greatest attention.

Construction Emissions Mitigation Plan — The EIS should include a draft Construction
FEmissions Mitigation Plan and ultimately adopt this plan in the Record of Decision. In
addition to all applicable local, state, or federal requirements, we recommend the
following control measures (IFugitive Dust, Mobile and Stationary Source and
Adnunistrative) be included in the Construction Emissions Mitigation Plan in order to
reduce impacts associated with emissions of particulate matter and other toxics from
construction-related activities:

Fugitive Dust Source Controls: The EIS should identify the need for a Fugitive Dust
Control Plan to reduce Particulate Matter 10 and Fine Particulate Matter 2.5 emissions
during construction and operations. We recommend that the plan include these general
commitments:

o Stabilize heavily used unpaved construction roads with a non-toxic soil
stabilizer or soil weighting agent that will not result in loss of vegetation, or
increase other environmental impacts.

o During grading, use water, as necessary, on disturbed areas in construction
sites to control visible plumes.

o Vehicle speed

=  Limit speeds to 25 miles per hour on stabilized unpaved roads as long
as such speeds do not create visible dust emissions.

»  Limit speeds to 10 miles per hour or less on unpaved areas within
construction sites on un-stabilized (and unpaved) roads.

= Post visible speed limit signs at construction site entrances.

o Inspect and was construction equipment vehicle tires, as necessary, so they arc
free of dirt before entering paved roadways, if applicable.

o Provide gravel ramps of at least 20 feet in length at tire washing/cleaning
stations, and ensure construction vehicles exit construction sites through
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treated entrance roadways, unless an alternative route has been approved by
appropriate lead agencies, if applicable.

Use sandbags or equivalent effective measures to prevent run-off to roadways
in construction areas adjacent to paved roadways. Iznsure consistency with the
project’s Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, if such a plan is required for
the project.

Sweep the first 500 feet of paved roads exiting construction sites, other
unpaved roads en route from the construction site, or construction staging
areas whenever dirt or runoff from construction activity is visible on paved
roads, or at least twice daily (less during periods of precipitation).

Stabilize disturbed soils (after active construction activitics are completed)
with a non-toxic soil stabilizer, soil weighting agent, or other approved soil
stabilizing method.

Cover or treat soil storage piles with appropriate dust suppressant compounds
and disturbed areas that remain inactive for fonger than 10 days. Provide
vehicles (used to transport solid bulk material on public roadways and that
have potential to cause visible emissions) with covers. Alternatively,
sufficiently wet and load materials onto the trucks in a manner to provide at
least one foot of freeboard.

Use wind erosion control techniques (such as windbreaks, water, chemical
dust suppressants, and/or vegetation) where soils are disturbed in construction,
access and maintenance routes, and materials stock pile areas. Keep related
windbreaks in place until the soil is stabilized or permanently covered with
vegetation.

¢ Mobile and Stationary Source Controls:

o]

If practicable, lease new, clean equipment meeting the most stringent of
applicable Federal® or State Standards. In general, commit to the best
available emissions control technology. Tier 4 engines should be used for
project construction equipment to the maximum extent feasible’,

Where Tier 4 engines are not available, we recommend use of EPA-verified
particulate traps, oxidation catalysts and other appropriate controls where
suitable to reduce emissions of diesel particulate matter and other pollutants to
no more than Tier 2 levels.

Consider using electric vehicles, natural gas, biodiesel, or other alternative
fuels during construction and operation phases to reduce the project’s criteria
and greenhouse gas emissions.

Plan construction scheduling to minimize vehicle trips.

Limit idling of heavy equipment to less than 5 minutes and verify through
unscheduled inspections.

" EPA’s website for nonroad mobile resources is http://www.epa.gov/nonroad/.

* Diesel engines < 25 hp rated power started phasing in Tier 4 Model Years in 2008. Larger Tier 4 diesel engines
will be phased in depending on the rated power (e.g., 25 hp - <75 hp: 2013; 75 hp - <175 hp: 2012-2013; 175 hp -
<750 hp: 2011-2013; and = 750 hp 2011 - 2015).
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o Maintain and tune engines per manufacturer’s specifications to perform at
EPA certification levels, prevent tampering, and conduct unscheduled
inspections to ensure these measures are followed.

»  Administrative confrols:

o Develop construction traffic and parking management plan that maintains
traffic flow and plan construction to minimize vehicle trips.

o Identify any sensitive receptors in the project area, such as children, elderly,
and the infirmed, and specify the means by which impacts to these
populations will be minimized (c.g. located construction cquipment and
staging zones away from scnsitive receptors and building air intakes).

o Include provisions for monitoring fugitive dust in the fugitive dust contro}
plan and initiate increased mitigation measures to abate any visible dust
plumes.

Climate Change

Scientific evidence supports the concern that continued increases in greenhouse gas
emissions resulting from human activities will contribute to climate change. Global warming is
caused by emissions of carbon dioxide and other heat-trapping gases. On December 7, 2009, the
EPA determined that Greenhouse Gases (GHGs) contribute to air pollution that “endangers
public health and welfare” within the meaning of the Clean Air Act. Higher temperatures and
increased winter rainfall will be accompanied by a reduction in snow pack, earlier snowmelts,
and increased runoff. Some of the impacts, such as reduced groundwater discharge, and more
frequent and severe drought conditions, may impact the proposed projects. The EIS should
consider how climate change could potentially influence the proposed project, specifically within
sensitive areas, and assess how the projected impacts could be exacerbated by climate change
and strategies for climate change adaptation planning. For example, measures for climate
change adaptation should consider potentially increased drainage needs.

Greenhouse Gases

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) recently released draft guidance for the
consideration of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in NEPA documents®. We recommend that
FHWA/LADOTD consider this guidance when evaluating emissions as well as disclosing
potential climate change impacts on the project. EPA supports an accounting in the EIS of those
GHG emissions from proposed construction and operation activities. We also recommend
identification and incorporation of appropriate mitigation measures to reduce GHG emissions.

Hazardous Materials/Hazardous Waste/Solid Wasle

The EIS should address potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of hazardous
waste from construction and operation of the proposed project. The document should identify
projected hazardous waste types and volumes, and expectled storage, disposal, and management

6 bitp:/fceq.hss.doc.govinepa/regs/Consideration_of Effects_of GHG_Draft_NEPA_Guidance FINAL_02182010.pdf
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plans. It should identify any hazardous materials sites within the project’s study area and
evaluate if those sites would impact the project in any way.

Tribal Consultation

The United States has a unique legal relationship with federally-recognized tribes based
on the Constitution, treaties, statutes, Exccutive Orders, and court decisions., This relationship
includes recognition of the right of tribes as sovereign governments to self-determination, and an
acknowledgment of the federal government’s trust responsibility to tribes. The precise nature of
this relationship will vary depending upon the identity of the (ribes, nature of trust resources, and
{ederal agencies involved.

In addition, some specific duties of federal agencies related to consultation with tribal
governments are set forth in Executive Order 13175 (65 FR 67249; November 9, 2000), the
Presidential Memo of November 5, 2009, and the July 30, 2010, the Office of Management and
Budget guidance for implementing the Presidential Memo.

The EIS should contain adequate information to document that: 1) potentially affected
Tribes, tribal resources and citizens were identified, and 2) appropriate contact was made with
the Tribal officials of potentially affected Tribes (beyond the narrow context of working with
THPOs or SHPOs on issues related to historic properties (NHPA), or 3) that the agency
otherwise concluded that there were not tribes or tribal resources that would be affected and
there was no need for such contact or consultation.

National Historic Preservation Act

Consultation for tribal cultural resources is required under Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). Historic properties under the NHPA are properties that are
included in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or that meet the criteria for the
National Register. Section 106 of the NHPA requires a federal agency, upon determining that
activities under its control could affect historic properties, consult with the appropriate State
Historic Preservation Qfficer (SHPQ)/Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO). Under
NEPA, any impacts to tribal, cultural, or other treaty resources must be discussed and mitigated.
Section 106 of the NHPA requires that Federal agencies consider the effects of their actions on
cultural resources, following regulation in 36 CFR 800,

The EIS should address the existence of cultural and historic resources, including Indian
sacred sites, in the project areas, and address compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA. Tt
should also address Executive Order 13007, distinguish it from Section 106 of the NHPA, and
discuss how FHWA/LADOTD will avoid adversely affecting the physical integrity, accessibility,
or use of sacred sites, if they exist. The IS should provide a summary of all coordination with
Tribes and with the SHPO/THPO, including identification of NRHP eligible sites, and
development of a Cultural Resource Management Plan,
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Environmental Justice and Impacted Communities

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations (February 11, 1994) and the Interagency
Memorandum of Understanding on Environmental Justice (August 4, 2011} directs federal
agencics to identify and address disproportionately high and adverse human health or
environmental effects on minority and low-income populations, allowing those populations a
meaningful opportunity to participate in the deciston-making process. Guidance’ by CEQ
clarifies the terms low-income and minority population (which includes Native Americans) and
describes the factors to consider when evaluating disproportionately high and adverse human
health effects. The EIS should include an evaluation of environmental justice populations within
the geographic scope of the project. If such populations exist, the EIS should address the
potential for disproportionate adverse impacts to minority and low-income populations, and the
approaches used to foster public participation by these populations. Assessment of the project’s
impact on minority and low-income populations should reflect coordination with those affected
populations. The EIS should also describe outreach and public involvement conducted to all
other communities that could be affected by the project, since rural communities may be among
the most vulnerable to health risks associated with the project. Please refer to EPA’s EJ website®
for additional information.

Children’s Health and Safety

Executive Order 13045 on Children’s Health and Safety directs that each Federal agency
shall make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health and safety risks that may
disproportionately affect children, and shall ensure that its policies, programs, activities, and
standards address these risks. Analysis and disclosure of these potential effects under NEPA is
necessary because some physiological and behavioral traits of children render them more
susceptible and vulnerable than adults to health and safety risks. Children may be more highly
exposed to contaminants because they generally eat more food, drink more water, and have
higher inhalation rates relative to their size. Also, children’s normal activities, such as putting
their hands in their mouths or playing on the ground, can result in higher exposures to
contaminants as compared with adults. Children may be more vulnerable to the toxic effects of
contaminants because their bodies and systems are not fully developed and their growing organs
are more easily harmed.

Based on current EPA policy and guidance, an analysis of impacts to children should be
included in a NEPA analysis if there is a possibility of disproportionate impact on children
related to the proposed action.” EPA views childhood as a sequence of lifestages, from
conception through fetal development, infancy, and adolescence. Therefore, exposures to
children at each lifestage, as well as pregnant and nursing women, are relevant and should be
considered when addressing health and safety risks for children.

7 Environmental Justice Guidance under the National Environmental Policy Act, Appendix A (Guidance for Federal
Agencies on Key Terms in Executive Order 12898), CEQ, December 10, 1997,

¥ hitp://www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice/

Y htpo/fwww.epa.gov/compliance/resources/policies/nepa/children-health-risks-pe.pdf
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Because children can be more susceptible to noise levels, mobile source air pollution,
construction dust, and the chemicals associated with building and construction materials, we
recommend that the NEPA document specifically address the potential direct, indirect, and
cumulative impacts of the proposed project on children's health, including consideration of
prenatal exposures (exposures that may be experienced by pregnant women).

The EIS should characterize and address children’s exposures and susceptibilities to the
pollutants of concern, which should include the following:

o ldentification of the pollutants and sources of concern: Consider whether the pollutants
and sources of concern pose a particular hazard to children's health (for example, lead or
other heavy metals, or air pollution from near roadway exposures).

s Exposure Assessment: Describe demographics of affected
neighborhoods/populations/communities and focus exposure assessments on schools,
recreation areas, childcare centers, parks, and residential areas in close proximity to the
proposed project, and other areas of apparent frequent and/or prolonged exposure.

» Baseline health conditions: Consider obtaining and including available relevant health
data/records for the neighborhoods/populations/communities of concern.

e Respiratory Impacts/Asthma.: Consider data on existing asthma rates and asthma severity
among children and the general community living, working, playing, and attending
school and daycare near the project site. To the extent feasible, identify impacts of the
project on asthma rates and severity in children near the project site and quantify
associated costs.

e Noise Impacts: Consider impacts from noise on health and learning, especially near
homes, schools and daycare centers.

s Impacts Regarding Obesity Factors: Consider potential impacts that could influence
childhood obesity factors, such as impacts on school commutes, and on the accessibility
of neighborhood parks, green spaces, and recreation areas.

e Impacts from Air Pollutant Emissions: Consider exposure and impacts to children from
mobile source air pollutants, including proximity to transportation corridors,
transportation hubs, and ports, and project construction emissions. Combine these with
other area sources/baseline air quality.

e Impacts from Other Chemical or Physical Exposures: Consider impacts to children from
other site activities, such as pesticide application, demolition, etc.

Indirect and Cumulative Impacts

The indirect impacts analysis should identify how resources, ecosystems, and
communitics in the vicinity of the project are affected by the proposed project later in time or
father removed in distance. We recommend focusing on induced growth and development and
other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth
rate, and related effects on air, water and other natural systems, including ecosystems.

The cumulative impacts analysis should identify how resources, ecosystems, and

communities in the vicinity of the project have already been, or will be, affected by past, present,
or future activities in the project area. These resources should be characterized in terms of their
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response to change and capacity to withstand stresses. Trends data should be used to establish a
baseline for the affected resources, to evaluate the significance of historical degradation, and to
predict the environmental effects of the project components.

For the cumulative impacts assessment, we recommend focusing on resources of concern
or resources that are “at risk” and/or are significantly impacted by the proposed project, before
mitigation. For this project, the EIS should include a thorough assessment of the cumulative
impacts to aquatic and biological resources and air quality, especially in the context of the other
developments occurring and proposed in the area.

The EIS should also delineate appropriate geographic boundaries, including natural
ecological boundaries, whenever possible, and should evaluate the time period of the project's
effects. For instance, for a discussion of cumulative wetland impacts, a natural geographic
boundary such as a watershed or sub-watershed could be identified. The time period, or
temporal boundary, could be defined as from 1972 (when the CWA established Section 404) to
the present.

Please refer to the Council on Environmental Quality’s “Considering Cumulative Effects
Under the National Environmental Policy Act”!® and EPA’s “Consideration Of Cumulative
Impacts 1n EPA Review of NEPA Documents”"’ for assistance with identifying appropriate
boundaries and identifying appropriate past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects
to include in the analysis.

Mitigation and Monitoring

Within the process of developing the EIS, if impacts to waters of the U.S. and wetlands
require a USACE permit and are significant, a draft mitigation plan should also be developed and
made available to EPA prior to the release of the Final EIS. A draft mitigation plan should strive
for avoidance and minimization first and should outline appropriate compensation and
enhancement measures for unavoidable impacts to wetlands and special aquatic sites. A drafi
plan should include the evaluation of the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative,
according to the Section 404(b)(1) guidelines and should outline a monitoring plan. Please note
that any compensatory mitigation plan must fully comply with the Compensatory Mitigation for
Losses of Aguatic Resources, Final Rule (Mitigation Rule) effective June 9, 2008."

Coordination with Land Use Planning Activities

The EIS should discuss how the proposed action would support or conflict with the
objcctives of federal, state, tribal or local land use plans, policies and controls in the project
areas. The term “land use plans” includes all types of formally adopted documents for land use
planning, conservation, zoning and related regulatory requirements. Proposed plans not yet
developed should also be addressed if they have been formally proposed by the appropriate
government body in a written form (CEQ's Forty Questions, #23b).

"% hitp://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/ccenepa/ceenepa.htm
" http://www.epa.gov/icompliance/resources/policies/nepa/cumulative.pdf
2 http://water.epa.gov/lawsregs/guidance/wetlands/wetlandsmitigation_index.cfin
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Environmental Section Bobby Jindal. G
PO Box 94245 | Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9245 Sherri H Lebas P S:(;/gtg?r
Phone: 225-242-4502 Fax: 225-242-4500 1A e y

October 10, 2013

STATE PROJECT NO. H.003931.2

FEDERAL AID PROJECT NO. BR-10-1(212)29
1-10 CALCASIEU RIVER BRIDGE

(1-10/1-210 WEST END TO 1-10/1-210 EAST END)
CALCASIEU PARISH

SUBJECT: REQUEST TO BE A CONSULTING PARTY FOR SECTION 106 PROCESS

The Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development (DOTD) and the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) are proposing federally-funded capacity improvements to 1-10 between the 1-210 interchanges, a
distance of approximately nine (9) miles. The proposed project includes the potential reconstruction of the
Calcasieu River Bridge. The Calcasieu River Bridge was originally constructed in the late 1940s and early 1950s
as part of the US 90 system and then integrated as part of I-10 in the 1960s. The Calcasieu River Bridge has been
deemed eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Attached is a location map of the proposed
project and photos of the Calcasieu River Bridge.

The NRHP eligible Calcasieu River Bridge, as well as other historic and/or potentially historic properties, may be
affected by the proposed project. Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires the FHWA and
the DOTD, in consultation with the Louisiana State Historic Preservation Officer, to identify potential parties for
consultation in order to assure that historic properties are taken into consideration at all levels of project planning
and development.

For additional information, or to request to be a consulting party, please contact Ms. Noel Ardoin, P.E., with the
DOTD by phone at (225) 242-4501 or e-mail at Noel.Ardoin@la.gov, or Mr. Joachim Umeozulu, P.E., with the
DOTD by phone at (225) 379-1386 or e-mail at Joachim.Umeozulu@la.gov. You may also send a request via
mail to the Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development, Attention: Ms. Noel Ardoin, P.O. Box
94245, Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9245. Please provide reasons for requesting to be a consulting party. FHWA
will make the determination of who will be accepted as a consulting party. Responses would be appreciated by
November 25, 2013. If you are aware of other individuals or other organizations that may be interested in the

I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project, please forward their names and contact information to Ms. Noel Ardoin or
Mr. Joachim Umeozulu at the contact information provided above.

Sincerely,
Y/

\‘{ / &/)’&{M/V‘//

Noel Ardoin

Environmental Engineer Administrator
Attachments
cc: FHWA
NA/

Louisiana Department of Transportation & Development | 1201 Capitol Access Road | Baton Rouge, LA 70802 | 225-379-1200
An Equal Opportunity Employer | A Drug-Free Workplace | Agency of Louisana.gov | dotd.la.gov
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Calcasieu River Bridge Photographs

Photograph 1.

Photograph 2.
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Office of Engineering Bobby Jindal, Governor
PO Box 94245 | Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9245 Sherri H. LeBas, P.E., Secretary
Phone: 225-379-1234

October 7, 2013

RE: Interstate 10 (I-10) Calcasieu River Bridge
(I-10/1-210 West End to 1-10/1-210 East End)
Agency Scoping Meeting Invitation

The Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development (DOTD) and the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) have initiated the preparation of an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge (I-10/1-210 West End to I-10/1-210 East End)
Project in Calcasieu Parish, Louisiana. A Notice of Intent (NOI) dated July 25, 2013 was
published in the Federal Register on August 1, 2013.

You are invited to an Agency Scoping Meeting for the above-captioned project. The proposed
project is approximately 9 miles in length and includes alternatives for I-10 in the Lake Charles
region between the 1-210 interchanges, including the Calcasieu River Bridge (see enclosed
project location map). The primary purpose of the proposed project is to improve traffic
congestion, but will also address safety and roadway/bridge design issues. The EIS will involve
an analysis of several proposed alternatives and their associated environmental concerns.

The Agency Scoping Meeting will be held at the Lake Charles Civic Center, Jean Lafitte Room
at 900 Lakeshore Drive, Lake Charles, LA 70601 from 2:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m. on Thursday,
October 24, 2013. The consultant team will present a project overview. Representatives from
the DOTD, FHWA, and consultant team will facilitate a discussion on issues material to the Draft
Project Coordination Plan, Draft Purpose and Need and proposed study area, as well as solicit
input on specific issues/resources to be addressed in the EIS.

We would also like to remind you that a Public Scoping Meeting will be held at the same
location on the same day from 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. The public has been invited to this
meeting to learn more about the project (the Draft Purpose and Need, Draft Project
Coordination Plan, and proposed study area will be presented), discuss issues, and ask
questions. Comments will be accepted at the meeting, through the project website
(www.il0lakecharles.com) or by mail postmarked no later than Monday, November 4, 2013.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in the proposed project in more detail, please
contact Ms. Noel A. Ardoin, P.E. with the DOTD at (225) 242-4501; Mr. Joachim Umeozulu,
P.E. with the DOTD at (225) 379-1386; or Mr. Bob Mahoney with the FHWA at (225) 757-7624.

Louisfana Department of Transportation & Development | 1201 Capitol Access Road | P O Box 94245 | Baton Rouge, LA 70804
An Equal Opportunity Employer | A Drug-Free Workplace | Agency of Louisiana.gov | www.dotd.la.gov
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Thank you in advance for your interest in this project.

Sincerely,

A, Qordotr

Noel A. Ardoin, P.E.
Environmental Engineer Administrator
Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development

Enclosure: Project Location Map

cc: Project File

Louisiama Department of Transportation & Development | 1201 Capitel Access Road | P Q Box 94245 | Baton Rouge, ILA 70804
An Equal Opportunity Employer | A Drug-Free Workplace | Agency of Louisiana.gov | www.dotd.la.gov
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

Notice is hereby given that the Louisiana Department of Transportation and
Development (DOTD) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) will conduct
an open-forum public meeting for:

State Project No. H.003931.2
Federal Aid Project No. BR-10-1(212)29
1-10 Calcasieu River Bridge
(1-10/1-210 West End to 1-10/1-210 East End)
Calcasieu Parish, Louisiana

The meeting will be held at the following place and time:

THURSDAY
October 24, 2013
5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.

Lake Charles Civic Center
Jean Lafitte Room
900 Lakeshore Drive

Lake Charles, LA 70601

The purpose of the public meeting is to present an overview of the I-10 Calcasieu
River Bridge Project, including the project study area, purpose and need and future
coordination efforts, as well as the process for preparing an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS). The EIS will evaluate environmental impacts associated with the
proposed widening and infrastructure improvements to [-10 in Lake Charles
between the 1-210 intersections, including the Calcasieu River Bridge. The primary
purpose of the proposed project is to improve traffic congestion, but will also
address safety and roadway/bridge design deficiencies.

The Calcasieu River Bridge has been deemed eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places. The bridge, as well as other historic and/or potentially historic
properties may be affected by the proposed project. Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act requires the FHWA and the DOTD, in consultation with the
Louisiana State Historic Preservation Officer, to identify potential consulting parties
and to invite them to participate in the Section 106 process.

Persons interested in the proposed project, as well as interested Section 106
consulting parties, are invited to be present at the above time and place to review
the study materials and comment on the information presented. The meeting will be
an open-house format and there will be no formal presentation. Information on the
proposed project can also be viewed at the project website, www.i10lakecharles.
com.

All comments received during the public meeting and written comments post-marked
within ten (10) calendar days of the meeting will become part of the official public
record. If you are unable to attend the meeting, you may mail your comments to
the address listed below:

I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project
¢/o HNTB Corporation
10000 Perkins Rowe

Baton Rouge, LA 70810

Comments may also be submitted, and questions answered, by logging on to the
project website and selecting Contact Us.

For additional information or to request to be a Section 106 consulting party, please
contact either Ms. Noel Ardoin, P.E., with the DOTD by phone at (225) 242-4501
or e-mail at Noel.Ardoin@LA.GQV, or Mr. Joachim Umeozulu, PE., with the DOTD
by phone at (225) 379-1386 or e-mail at Joachim.Umeozulu@LA.GOV. You may
also send a request via mail to the Louisiana Department of Transportation and
Development, Attention: Ms. Noel Ardoin, P.0. Box 94245, Baton Rouge, LA 70804.
Please provide reasons for requesting to be a consulting party. Requests would
be appreciated by November 25, 2013. If you are aware of other individuals
or other organizations that may be interested in the I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge
Project, please forward their names and contact information to Ms. Noel Ardoin or
Mr. Joachim Umeozulu at the contact information provided above.

If you require special assistance due to a disability or require an interpreter

to participate in this meeting, please contact

Ms. Adriane McRae with HNTB Corporation

at least five (5) working days prior to the

meeting date by email at AMcRae@HNTB.
| ——
——

com, phone at (225) 368-2840, or mail at
HNTB Corporation, 10000 Perkins Rowe
) * LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF
Baton Rouge, LA, 70810. TRANSPORTATION & DEVELOPMENT
00833261
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1-10 LAKE CHARLES
CALCASIEU RIVER BRIDGE
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I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project
(I-10/1-210 West to I-10/I-210 East)

Fall 2013

~ Volumel

Project History

The 1-10 Calcasieu River Bridge was constructed in 1952 as a part of
the U.S. 90 highway system, but was integrated as part of 1-10 in the
1960s. The bridge helped ease congestion in the Lake Charles region
by eliminating traffic delays caused by the original drawbridge and
allowing ships to pass freely beneath its 135 foot-high span. However,
continued growth in the area over the last 60 years has increased
demand along I-10 from the east and west interchanges with 1-210,
including over the Calcasieu River Bridge.

The proposed project includes alternatives for additional capacity
along this stretch of 1-10 in the Lake Charles region. A feasibility
and environmental study for the project was previously completed
in 2004.

Because of the potential for impacts and issues associated with various
socioeconomic and environmental resources and the high-level of
public interest, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the
Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development (LADOTD)

Declining Capacity and Increased Congestion

« Existing capacity of the Calcasieu River Bridge is approximately
53,000 vehicles per day (vpd), but existing traffic volumes within
the proposed project limits exceed 64,000 vpd. In the future, traffic
volumes are expected to continue to increase.

Lack of System Connectivity

« Existing I-10 within the project limits (including the Calcasieu River
Bridge) is 2 lanes in each direction, whereas 1-10 immediately
outside of the project limits is 3 lanes in each direction, creating a
lack of connectivity and continuity on 1-10.

Roadway Deficiencies

+ The existing load limit of the Calcasieu River Bridge is inadequate for
an interstate highway; and the lack of shoulders and vertical geometry
on the existing bridge do not meet current roadway design criteria.

Safety Concerns

» Reduction of lanes (from 3 to 2 lanes in each direction) in the project
area creates a bottleneck, limiting maneuverability and reducing
travel speeds.

» Vehicles experiencing trouble have no place to pull over with the
lack of shoulders on the bridge.

» Steep roadway grades slow traffic on the up-slope and make it more
difficult to stop on the down-slope, further compromising safety.

» The existing low vertical clearance of the bridge has resulted in
over-height vehicle collisions.

have initiated the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) for the proposed project. The EIS will serve as a tool that assists
with decision making and will evaluate and document the environmental
impact of each alternative.

A Proposed Solution

Proposed improvements to be investigated include:

+ Designing the proposed bridge structure to accommodate 3 travel
lanes and 1 auxiliary lane, with inside and outside shoulders and
potential frontage roads in each direction

» Lowering the height of the bridge

+ Reducing the existing 420 foot truss span of the bridge to 2 main
spans

» Beyond the bridge limits, reconstructing the 1-10 mainlanes to
accommodate 3 travel lanes in each direction to match the existing
typical sections of 1-10 outside the proposed project limits

* Redesigning the Sampson Street interchange including review of
crossings with existing railroads

» Redesigning the access to and from 1-10 on the west side of the
bridge between Sampson Street and PPG Drive and near the east
end of the bridge

« Consideration of frontage roads from PPG Drive to US 90 East

POID

LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION & DEVELOPMENT

For more information on the project please visit our website at: www.il0lakecharles.com
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Project Benefits

» Reduce congestion and facilitate connectivity on I-10
» Improve roadway deficiencies
» Reduce the existing steep profile of the bridge

* Address long-standing public safety concerns and traffic congestion
problems associated with the existing at-grade railroad crossings

 Improve response time during industry emergency evacuations

 Provide a facility in accordance with the Louisiana State Transporta-
tion Plan and the National I-10 Freight Corridor Study

 Provide better access by redesigning interchanges and improving
frontage roads, thus supporting economic development in the Lake
Charles metropolitan area

“...the lower the profile the less effect the [Calcasieu] bridge
would have on heavy vehicle speeds and a lower number of
accidents would be anticipated. Alternatively, the higher the
profile the greater effect on heavy vehicle speeds, resulting
in a higher number of accidents.”

Excerpt from the 1-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Height Special
Study (2007) - Accident Rate Comparison of Heavy Trucks

What is an EIS?

An EIS is a full-disclosure document that details the process through
which a transportation project was developed, includes a considerable
range of reasonable alternatives, analyzes the potential impacts resulting
from the alternatives and demonstrates compliance with applicable
environmental laws, as well as provides a means for public input into
the decision making process. The EIS is carried out for major federal
actions in response to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA). An EIS is the most thorough and comprehensive level of NEPA
documentation. The EIS process is completed in the following major
steps: Notice of Intent (NOI), Draft EIS, Public Hearing, Final EIS and
Record of Decision (ROD). New laws now allow the option of combining
the Final EIS and the ROD.

When will construction begin?

Construction would begin after the environmental review
process (NEPA process) and design efforts are completed. The
NEPA process is anticipated to be completed in approximately
three years. Once funding is identified for design of the
improvements, the design is anticipated to take two years. As
with design, funding identification will be required prior to the
beginning of construction.

1-10 LAKE CHARLES
CALCASIEU RIVER BRIDGE

Public & Agency fall 2013
Scoping Meetings
Alternatives Development fall 2013

& Screening Process -summer 2014

Recommendation of summer 2014

Reasonable Alternative(s) -fall 2014
Prepare Draft EIS fall 2014
-summer 2015
Public Hearing I summer 2015
‘ -fall 2015
Prepare Final EIS fall 2015
‘ - spring 2016
Anticipated FEIS Approval I spring 2016
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Study Area Map

Preliminary
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Project Highlights

~

Length: Approximately 9 miles

Alternatives: Several alternatives will
be considered, including (but not limited
to) the widening of 1-10, associated
interchanges, and the Calcasieu River

What's Next?

After that...begin preparation of the draft EIS!

Bridge; roadway/bridge rehabilitation;
and a no-build alternative.

First, public and agency scoping meetings will be held October 24, For more information on the project please visit our website at:
2013 (see meeting invite on Page 4). www.il0lakecharles.com

Subsequent to the scoping meetings, the alternatives development
process will begin and preliminary alternatives evaluation criteria
will be generated.

Public Meeting #1 — Next, the final Purpose and Need, Project
Coordination Plan, and preliminary alternatives and evaluation
criteriawill be presented at Public Meeting #1 and comments solicited
(date to-be-determined).

With consideration given to agency and public comments, the
alternative evaluation criteria will be finalized and the reasonable
alternative(s) will be identified.

Public Meeting #2 — Thereafter, the reasonable alternatives will be
presented to the public and comments solicited (date to-be-determined).

1-10 Calcasieu River Bridge

3
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Comments may also be submitted, and questions answered, by logging
on to the project web site at www.il0lakecharles.com and selecting
Contact Us.

1-10 LAKE CHARLES
CALCASIEU RIVER BRIDGE

You are invited to a Public Scoping Meeting

I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project

Thursday, October 24, 2013

Lake Charles Civic Center, Jean Lafitte Room

900 Lakeshore Drive, Lake Charles, LA 70601

OPEN HOUSE FORMAT - Come and go anytime between 5:00 p.m.

and 8:00 p.m. There will be no formal presentation. Join us for review
and provide comments on:

. o Calcasieu website: www.il0lakecharles.com
1. Draft Project Coordination Plan

2. Draft Purpose and Need of the Project
3. Project Study Area

Comments will be accepted at the Public Scoping Meeting and during
a formal comment period lasting up to 10 days following the meeting.
Please contact Ms. Adriane McRae with HNTB at (225) 368-2840 at
least 5 days prior to the Public Scoping Meeting if special assistance or
an interpreter is needed for meeting participation.

I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project
10000 Perkins Rowe, Suite 640
e ——a

Baton Rouge, LA 70810

LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION & DEVELOPMENT
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I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project

1-10 LAKE CHARLES J v
CALCASIEU RIVER BRIDGE

I-10/1-210 West End to I-10/1-210 East End ? el o -l
' "‘z (& ) ; -y ¥
< " € y /I. ') :

"] Station 1: Welcome and Section 106 Sign-In

Sign-in here to receive future meeting notices on the 1-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project. Also sign-up here if you are interested in becoming a
National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 Consulting Party (Note: Please provide reasons for requesting to be a consulting party. FHWA

will make the final determination of who is accepted as a consulting party).

] Station 2: Project Location Map

View the overall project location map with the proposed project limits: (I-10/I-210 West End to I-10/I-210 East End).

] Station 3: The EIS Process

Learn what an EIS is, why it is necessary, and how the EIS process works.

("] Station 4: Draft Project Timeline

Throughout the EIS process, you will have several opportunities to tell us your opinion. Find out when these opportunities will occur along with
the estimated timeline for EIS completion (Note: The information presented here is from the Draft Project Coordination Plan).

] Station 5: Draft Purpose and Need

Review the I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project’s Draft Purpose and Need.

[]Station 6: Preliminary Typical Sections

The proposed project will evaluate alternatives for widening existing 1-10 between the 1-210 interchanges from the existing 4 through lanes
(2 lanes in each direction) to 6 through lanes (3 lanes in each direction). After this Public Scoping Meeting, the Alternatives Development
and Screening Process will begin. It is during this phase of the EIS process that various alternatives for improving capacity on I-10, as well as
improvements to the Calcasieu River Bridge and Sampson Street Interchange, will be developed and screened for viability. These alternatives
will be presented and you will have an opportunity to give your input at the next public meeting scheduled in spring 2014.

[]Station 7: Constraints Mapping

Constraints are any environmental, topographical or other consideration that may affect the location,
development or other aspect of a project within the study area. Constraints are identified to ensure
a comprehensive understanding of the study area. Feel free to draw, outline or note any potential
constraining factors directly on the maps provided at this station.

[]Station 8: Let Us Hear From You

Take the opportunity to fill out a written comment form or provide a verbal comment on the items
presented at this public meeting. Be sure to ask the project team if you have any unanswered
questions. Also learn about other ways to provide comments on the proposed project, such as through
the project website at www.ilOlakecharles.com.

PO
POID

LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION & DEVELOPMENT

Q

US.Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration

1-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project (I-10/I-210 West End to I-10/I-210 East End)

www. i10lakecharles.com
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CALCASIEU RIVER BRIDGE OUISIANA DEPARTM

I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project
I-10/1-210 West End to I-10/1-210 East End »

DOIb @

US.Department of Transportation
LTRAUNSPORTATION & DEVELE)’;MENT Federal Highway Administration

Timeline Action

1950’s The 1-10 Calcasieu River Bridge is originally constructed as a part of US 90.

1960’s The 1-10 Calcasieu River Bridge is integrated as part of I-10.

’ Due to numerous accidents on the bridge, the DOTD investigates skid resistance and an epoxy overlay for the bridge. Bridge inspections
1970°s identify areas of concern.

1980’s Consideration of an epoxy overlay is abandoned in favor of a bridge replacement feasibility study.

2000 The DOTD initiates an engineering and environmental feasibility study for an area of 1-10 extending from PPG Drive to US 90.
The feasibility study examines numerous project alternatives for replacement of the existing high-level bridge (135-foot vertical
clearance for ship traffic) with different bridge profiles and heights, as well as replacing the existing Sampson Street interchange
(including geometric improvements to current standards and a grade separation with the adjacent Union Pacific mainline railroad).
The first public meeting is held.

2001 A Marine Use Study determines that mid-level (73-foot) and high-level (118 — 125-foot) vertical clearance bridges are feasible.

Six technical memoranda and a Comprehensive Preliminary Alternatives Report are prepared and conclude that replacement of the

2002 existing bridge on a new parallel alignment with a lower level bridge (73-foot vertical clearance) is the best solution, is feasible and
should be advanced.
The second public meeting is held to present the findings.

2003 In accordance with NEPA, the I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge and Approaches EA is initiated.

2004 The first public meeting is held for the I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge and Approaches EA.
The DOTD begins a re-evaluation of the navigational clearance based on the concern of a local organization.
As to not delay improvements to the Sampson Street interchange during the bridge height resolution process, the DOTD separates
the Calcasieu River Bridge component and the Sampson Street interchange component of the overall I-10 corridor into two separate
EAs.

2005 The 1-10 Sampson Street Interchange EA is initiated and the public meeting is held.

A Lake Charles Port Planning Study is prepared and determines that the mid-level bridge (73-foot vertical clearance) would be

2006 sufficient for all reasonable shipping interests.

The 1-10 Sampson Street Interchange EA is suspended pending resolution of a hazardous contamination matter near the existing interchange.
Based on public comments, a Bridge Height Special Study is prepared with the purpose of examining an “In-Between” bridge profile

2007 (approximately 90-100-foot vertical clearance) to replace the 1-10 Calcasieu River Bridge instead of the previously studied mid-level
(73-foot) and high-level (118-125-foot) bridge profiles.

2008 The Lake Charles MPO (IMCAL) adopts the mid-level bridge (73-foot vertical clearance) as its preferred alternative and requests
the DOTD proceed with development of that proposal.

2010 FHWA approves to restart the NEPA process as an EIS rather than an EA due to the discovery of hazardous contamination.

Note: An EIS is prepared for major federal actions that significantly affect the environment.

2012 The DOTD completes a maintenance and repair project. Includes main truss connection repairs, pin plate connection repairs on
approach spans, cleaning and spot painting local areas, bridge railing repairs, and resealing bridge joints.

P t The DOTD and the FHWA publish a NOI to prepare an EIS for capacity improvements to 1-10 between the 1-210 interchanges, which

resen includes the Calcasieu River Bridge and Sampson Street interchange.

Glossary of Terms IMCAL = Imperial Calcasieu Regional Planning and Development Commission

DOTD = Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development MPO = Metropolitan Planning Organization

EA = Environmental Assessment NEPA = National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

EIS = Environmental Impact Statement NOI = Notice of Intent

1-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project (I-10/I-210 West End to I-10/I-210 East End) www. i10lakecharles.com
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1-10 LAKE CHARLES
CALCASIEU RIVER BRIDGE

-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project

FACTSHEET=

What is the I-10 Calcasieu River
Bridge Project?

The proposed project includes the evaluation of improvements to 1-10
between the 1-10/1-210 west and 1-10/1-210 east interchanges, including
over the Calcasieu River Bridge, in Lake Charles, LA. The total project
length is approximately 9 miles and includes the roadway and bridge
approaches. The primary purpose of the proposed project is to improve
traffic congestion, but the project will also address safety and roadway/
bridge design issues.

A feasibility study for the project was completed in 2004. Because of the
potential for impacts and issues associated with various socioeconomic
and environmental resources, and the high level of public interest,
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Louisiana
Department of Transportation and Development (DOTD) have initiated
the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
proposed project.

What is an EIS?

An EIS is a full-disclosure document that details the process through
which a transportation project was developed, includes a considerable
range of reasonable alternatives, analyzes the potential impacts resulting
from the alternative and demonstrates compliance with applicable
environmental laws, as well as provides a means for public input into
the decision making process. The EIS is carried out for major federal
actions in response to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA). An EIS is the most thorough and comprehensive level of
NEPA documentation. The EIS process is completed in the following
major steps: Notice of Intent (NOI), Draft EIS, Public Hearing, Final
EIS, Record of Decision (ROD). New laws now allow the option of
combining the Final EIS and the ROD.

Why is the proposed project
needed?

Inadequate Capacity and Increased Congestion

« Existing traffic volumes exceed existing capacity and in the future,
traffic volumes are expected to continue to increase.

Lack of System Connectivity

« Existing 1-10 within the project limits is 2 lanes in each direction,
whereas 1-10 outside the project limits is 3 lanes in each direction.
This creates a lack of connectivity and continuity on 1-10.

Roadway Deficiencies

« Existing load limit, lack of shoulders and vertical geometry of bridge
do not meet current roadway design criteria.

Safety Concerns

« Safety is compromised by steep bridge grades, limited maneuverability
(lack of shoulders), and bottlenecks generated from the transition
from 3 to 2 lanes on I-10 within the project limits.

« Existing low vertical clearance of bridge has resulted in over-height
vehicle collisions.

What are some of the proposed
improvements to be investigated?

« Designing the proposed bridge structure to accommodate 3 travel
lanes and 1 auxiliary lane, with inside and outside shoulders and
potential frontage roads in each direction

» Lowering the height of the bridge

+ Reducing the existing 420 foot truss span of the bridge to 2 main
spans

» Beyond the bridge limits, reconstructing the 1-10 mainlanes to
accommodate 3 travel lanes in each direction

» Redesigning the Sampson Street interchange including review of
crossings with existing railroads

* Redesigning access to and from 1-10 on the west side of the bridge
between Sampson Street and PPG Drive and near the east end of
the bridge

 Consideration of frontage roads from PPG Drive to US 90 East

pOT
7‘1&\—2

website at www.ilOlakecharles.com and selecting Contact Us.

Will I have any input on the project?

Several public meetings will be held to solicit comments and suggestions from the public. e
Comments may also be submitted, and questions answered, by logging on to the project

LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION & DEVELOPMENT

US.Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration

102213
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e
Preliminary NEPA Timeline

Recommendation of
Reasonable Alternative(s)

Public Hearing
summer 2015 -

Anticipated FEIS
& Record of Decision

Public & Agenc summer 2014 - fall 2015 |
Scoping Megting)s, fall 2014 spring 2016
fall 2013

2013

Alternatives Development
& Screening Process

fall 2013 -
summer 2014

20/16

Prepare Draft EIS Prepare Final EIS

fall 2014 - fall 2015 -
summer 2015 spring 2016

(O WE ARE HERE

LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION & DEVELOPMENT

LEGEND

Preliminary

Project Limits I
=== Existing Highways I .
——— Existing Arterial
L RIESARENNE 110 LAKE CHARLES
—— CALCASIEU RIVER BRIDGE
0

AIGAWAY

Length: Approximately 9 miles

Alternatives: Several alternatives will
be considered, including (but not limited
to) the widening of 1-10, associated
interchanges, and the Calcasieu River
Bridge; roadway/bridge rehabilitation;
and a no-build alternative.

4 s [-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project
fose Study Area Map
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IMPERIAL CALCASIEU Sper ™

REGIONAL PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

December 20, 2007

Mr. Johnny Bradberry, Secretary
LA DOTD

P. O. Box 94245 _

Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9245

Dear Secretary Bradberry:

The Lake Charles Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) Policy Committee, in a
meeting conducted on Wednesday, December 19, 2007, voted in favor of a 73-foot
vertical clearance for the new Interstate 10 Calcasieu River Bridge. This vote concurs
the MPO support of a LA. DOTD study and report recommending a bridge height of a
73-foot clearance for marine traffic,

The MPO locks forward to warking with the DOTD in helping to clear the environmental
issues and obtaining the construction funding.

City of Sulphur
CHairman, Trangportation Policy Committee
Lake Charles Urbanized Area

RL/AF/ddE

cc: MPO Policy Committee Members
SW Louisiana Delegation
Eric Kalivoda, Assistant Secretary, DOTD
Tony Ducote, Mega Projects, DOTD
James Porter, Executive Director, IMCAL
Abe Fontenot, Transportation Director, Lake Charles MPO

CITYHALL BIDG. 326 PUJOSTREET POBOX 3164 LAKE CHARLES, LA 70602 TEL 337.433.1771 FAX 337.433.6C77 www imcal.org
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October 9, 2013
Sent via email to kbprejean @hntb.com

Ms. Kate Prejean

HNTB Corporation

10000 Perkins Rowe, Ste. 640
Baton Rouge, LA 70810

RE:  State Project No.: H.003931.2
Federal Aid Project No.: BR-10-1(212)29
I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge, Calcasieu Parish

Dear Ms. Prejean:

This submittal provides preliminary comments on the above-referenced project.
Although I live in Orange, I frequently cross the Calcasieu River via the historic bridge
in order to conduct business and shop in Lake Charles and as a through-way to
Lafayette, Baton Rouge, and beyond. Additionally, with the replacement of the 1-10
Neches River Bridge in Beaumont underway, and the planned construction to
rehabilitate and expand the capacity of I-10 through Orange County to the Sabine River,
it is easier for us to shop in Lake Charles than to drive to Beaumont, a situation that will
persist for many years. As explained below, I would like to see the unique, historic
bridge preserved and improved in this project. The rehabilitation alternative would
support the public’s existing investment in this component of interstate infrastructure
and maintain an iconic feature of the Lake Charles skyline.

I have briefly reviewed the Comprehensive Preliminary Alternatives Report (HNTB
Corporation et al, May 2002, hereafter “HNTB 2002”) as well as the project website.
These preliminary comments assume that the project would be funded in large part by
federal highway-aid monies and, thus, that the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) will be a key decision maker in this proposal.

Purpose and Need for the Project

The purpose and need for the project is described as replacing the existing Calcasieu
River Bridge (HNTB 2002, Summary, Section 1.2), and three of the four bridge
alignment alternatives that were costed in Table 3-1 include demolition costs for the
existing bridge. The absolute statement that this project is to replace the existing bridge
is not an acceptable way to frame the project purpose and need under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA). The purpose and need should be stated, and backed up with
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recent, quantitative data, with respect to legitimate purposes of the federal interstate
highway system (e.g., enhance and improve mobility, increase safety, support local
economic development initiatives).! The array of alternatives that address these
purported needs should then be developed, including preserving the existing bridge.
Subsequent scoping and environmental review documentation presented to the public
needs to properly frame the purpose and need as justified by the data.

The HNTB 2002 report does not present any traffic or safety data (that I could find)—
current and horizon year—that would help me and other members of the public
understand the current and projected demands for cross-river mobility. Additionally,
the traffic data needs to distinguish between through-traffic and local traffic (by
direction and peak-hour) since the split would be helpful in identifying and assessing
alternatives. Significant new traffic generators need to be evaluated as well, particularly
the proposed $600 million Golden Nugget Casino and Resort planned next to

L’ Auberge du Lac Hotel and Casino at the near-west side of the existing bridge and
river crossing.

Historic Calcasieu River Bridge

The existing bridge was declared eligible for the National Register of Historic Places in
2006 and placed on the List of Nationally and Exceptionally Significant Features of the
Interstate Highway System that same year. Thus, compliance with both Section 106 of
the NHPA and Section 4(f) (49 U.S. Code § 303) is required. Section 4(f) prohibits the
destruction of historic bridges and other protected sites, unless it can be demonstrated
that there is “no feasible and prudent alternative” to the demolition, and the project
includes ““all possible planning” to minimize harm. Before selecting an alternative that
would destroy the existing historic bridge, the case law? and implementing regulations
impose a very high legal hurdle upon the FHWA (and LaDOTD): they must find that
preservation of the existing bridge poses “unique problems or unusual factors” or that
the cost, social and economic impacts, or community disruption resulting from
preserving the bridge would reach “an extraordinary magnitude.” 23 C.E.R. § 774.17
(emphasis added). If a prudent and feasible alternative exists that involves using the
historic bridge—as has been presented in the HNTB 2002 report (see below), the
FHW A must select that alternative.

!See NEPA and Transportation Decisionmaking: The Importance of Purpose and Need in Environmental
Documents, www.environmental.fthwa.dot.gov/projdec/tdmneed.asp at 1 (“FWHA Guidance”). The
FHWA Guidance states that data should be provided to substantiate a variety of factors relating to purpose
and need, including a reduction in vehicle hours of travel, improvements in travel speeds, reduction in
travel accidents, savings in cost to the traveling public, enhanced economic development potential,
increased tax base, improved access to public facilities, and the like. Id. at 4.

2See Citizens to Preserve Overton Park Inc. v. Volpe, 401 U.S. 402, 413 (1971).
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Alternatives

Additional alternatives need to be identified and evaluated. In an email to the FHWA
dated August 9, 2013, I submitted a completed example (including photos that I took) of
an innovative capacity expansion of another truss bridge of the same era as the I-10
bridge. The project is the Waitemata Harbour Bridge (Auckland Harbour Bridge) in the
center of Auckland, New Zealand (population 1.4 million). It is the longest bridge in
the country and the expansion is known as the "clip on" bridge because of the addition
of lanes in the late 1960s on either side of the original bridge. The link
http://www.ipenz.org.nz/heritage/itemdetail.cfm?itemid=117 (from the website of
Engineering Heritage New Zealand) provides an engineering overview of the "clip on"
project and lessons learned. This option needs to be added to the alternatives that are
analyzed for preserving and enhancing the public’s existing investment in the I-10
historic bridge.

Of the alternatives that were reviewed in the HNTB 2002 report, only Alignment 3,
Bridge Concept D (new six-lane upriver bridge, rehabilitation and continued use of the
existing bridge for local access/frontage roads) preserves the historic bridge while
providing increased capacity, especially for through-traffic. This alternative is
recognized in the 2002 report as the “most desirable” from a constructability standpoint
(p. 2-35). It would also improve access into the Lake Charles public beach, Lakeshore
Drive, and the historic downtown by reconstructing the east exit off the existing bridge
into a boulevard-type arterial that provides better connectivity for local traffic. This
option would also provide the full capacity of the existing bridge for maintenance of
traffic during construction of new lanes upriver. For all of these reasons, Alignment 3,
Bridge Concept D should be advanced into an in-depth engineering review and
consideration in the NEPA process.

Additionally, a variation on this option should be included, which would consist of
using the existing historic bridge for through-traffic and constructing lower-elevation
frontage roads on either side of the existing bridge for local traffic. As noted in the
HNTB 2002 report, the navigational clearance for new crossings is 77.3 feet (73 ft.
above a 4.3-ft. NGVD), thus providing a less-expensive new construction option to
accommodate local traffic. On the south side, the new frontage crossing could tie into
the existing at-grade frontage road for the beach. On the north side, there may be
conflicts with pipe racks associated with the petrochemical plants, but these physical
constraints likely need to be evaluated anyway.

In closing, I appreciate the opportunity to provide these preliminary comments on this
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project proposal. Please ensure that these comments are included in the administrative
record for this proposed action.

Sincerely,

Leslie Barras

912 W. Cypress Avenue
Orange, TX 77630
lebarras @ gmail.com
409-768-0747

c: Noel A. Ardoin, P.E., LaDOTD
Robert Mahoney, FHWA, Louisiana Division
Kitty Henderson, Historic Bridge Foundation
Elizabeth Merritt, National Trust for Historic Preservation
Carol Legard, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
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ID #4
Agency Scoping
Meeting Name and Organization Location
Comment ID #

Bill Shearman .

ID #3 Chairman, DDA, City of | S°¢ APPendix A,
Lake Charles

Lynn F. Thibodeaux

ID #4 Clerk of the council, City of | See Appendix A,

Lake Charles, ID #10
Office of the City Council
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U.S. Department of Commandant goo Pcc)))l/dras Sﬁ;se_}b l?ggrg 3113013
Homeland Securi United States Coast Guard ew Orleans, -
Y Hale Boggs Federal Building Staff Symbol: dpb

United States
Coast Guard

MEMORANDUM

Phone: (504) 671-2128
Fax: (504)671-2133
D8DPBALL@uscg.mil

16591 A
28 October 2013

/)

A f 7

4

it S LIR Y ¥
From: David M. Frank /| #7% /L ra

To:

CGD EIGHT (dpb)

Carl M. Highsmith, Program Operations Manager
Federal Highway Administration

Subj:  Navigation Study Update Request

)

2)

3)

4)

By letter from Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development (LDOTD), dated
September 11, 2013, the Coast Guard was invited to concur on designation as a Participating
and Cooperating agency for the purposes of satisfying requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for the Interstate 10 (I-10) Calcasieu River Bridge
project. The Interstate 10 (I-10) Calcasieu River Bridge is a controlled access free-flow
roadway project that will cover nearly nine miles and will include rehab/ construction of a
new [-10 fixed bridge over the Calcasieu River. This new bridge will require a Coast Guard
Bridge Permit. The office of the Commander, Eighth Coast Guard District, Bridge
Administration Branch agreed to be a Participating and Cooperating agency by letter dated
September 20, 2013.

As a cooperating agency and per our conversation at the Scoping Meeting on October 23,
2013, the Coast Guard requests that an updated Navigation Study be completed in time to be
included in the Draft EIS. This navigation study should update the Marine Use Study as
published in May, 2001 as supplemented by the Port Planning Study as published in June,
2006. This update should include a detailed study of all navigation north of the bridge site.
All property owners north of the site should be contacted and their use of the waterway
evaluated. This should include, but not be limited to, the large vessels that are known to
occupy berthing north of the bridge as well as any future plans of any of the property owners
for marine usage.

The Coast Guard also requests that any issues that may require mitigation be mentioned
specifically. Any mitigation should be agreed to, at least in principal, and specifically noted
in the Final EIS, prior to the signature of the ROD

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact this office.

#

Copy: USCG, LCDR Xochitl Castaneda, Sector Huston Galveston, Waterways

USCG, Mr. Mike Measells, MSU Port Arthur, Waterways
USCG, LT Daniel Gonzales, MSU Lake Charles Prevention
USCG, MST1 Helton, MSU Lake Charles Waterways
FHWA, Mr. Bob Mahoney

LDOTD, Ms. Noel Ardoin

HNTB corp., Ms. April English
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110 LAKE CHARLES [IRSSSSSSES ' mm &

CALCASIEU RIVER BRIDGE

Your insight and concerns are of key importance to the I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project Team. Please take the time to document your
comments or questions below. After completion and before you leave today’s meeting, please provide this questionnaire to the Project
Team. You can also mail your written comments to the address at the bottom of this form. Comments received by Monday, November 4,

2013 will be included as part of the official record.

PLEASE COMMENT ON THE FOLLOWING ITEMS:

Project Purpose & Need - What are the key reasons for this project? Additional reasons?

Hadee J’m@é/mw/wnaw/ﬂp/ plean igp He FOC —Dorpre o

gﬂwrw 4'/‘4//1/‘&&@4:4 Mmy’ /thjmvmm féq,,@ Srale
~r’/!7 4{,@&4 “‘_"%ﬂ«f%é 5:05 sprrr A /’hrvférrn/ﬂﬁ Ao /%/c»f' 4%’4&@'

Project Coordmatlon Plan - Please let us know what you think about the public involvement efforts that will
take place throughout the EIS process (listed below). Do you have any additional comments/suggestions?

O 3 public meetings (including this one) and one public hearing which will take place at key stages throughout the EIS
process. You will have the opportunity to comment at each of these meetings;

0 Agency Work Group meetings will be held throughout the EIS process to gain the insight of agency, public and elected of-
ficials;

O The project website will be updated regularly with materials pertinent to the EIS process;
0 You will have the ability to provide feedback/submit questions on the project website at any time throughout the EIS process;

O Quarterly project newsletters will be distributed to interested parties via email (or by mail upon request); and

QgP;OJect meetings with local and community groups can be held as needed.

%%/4 Wonts ks posil fowed

Do you have any other comments, questions or concerns (continued on back);

//t/FZMM Lhe m{ 5 M% £E9C /;Zm,e M e st MZZ'

Would you like to receive future updates on the I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project? Yes %ﬂ’ yﬁ%ﬁﬁé&

Please include your contact information for the Name:
official project record. Anonymous comments

cannot be verified. Address:
Comments may be made online at www.i10lakecharles.com, submitted at the Email:
public meetings, or by U.S. Mail to I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project, ¢/o HNTB
Corporation, 10000 Perkins Rowe, Suite 640, Baton Rouge, LA 70810. Agenc .
(if applicable) -
Appendix C-3, Pg. 1
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Comments, questions or concerns (continued from front):
/A/M W 947 ‘/%zf c‘,ewmuwuf‘j Rr 2 % Lalod
1 _nenedl T
Aﬁ Wﬁv] %Mé W /A« % MMQ%M

/W@@M% fmm,zw#

Ao oo sgare T
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April English

From: April English

Sent: Friday, December 20, 2013 11:37 AM
To: April English

Subject: RE: I-10 Lake Charles Feedback

From: Administrator of lakecharles.cloudaccess.net [rdoshi@hntb.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 05, 2013 02:39

To: inquiry@ilOlakecharles.com

Subject: I-10 Lake Charles Feedback

I-10 Lake Charles Feedback

110 bridge comments
Charlie Atherton<charlieatherton@suddenlink.net>

Name : Charlie Atherton
Email : charlieatherton@suddenlink.net
Subject : 110 bridge comments
Message : The Calcasieu River Bridge should remain at it's 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 60 to 80 feet deep. If the Titanic was afloat today the Calcasieu River
woruld 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 subility. 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. Loc al 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 t it's 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. http://www.ars.usda.gov/is/graphics/photos/formosan/k8085-1.jpg
The LCHTD passed a resolution to keep the bridge at it's current height so they can fully utilize their public property
north of the bridge.

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 1-10 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.
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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

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.
http://epaper.americanpress.com/Repository/ml.asp?Ref=QW1QLzIwMDgvMDEvMDYjQXIwNDQwMg==&Mode=HTML
&Locale=english-skin-custom

It is against the law to restrict navigation or to block navagible waterways.

TITLE 33 > CHAPTER 11 > SUBCHAPTER | > § 494 Prev | Next § 494. Obstruction of navigation; alterations and removals;
lights and signals; draws
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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, 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.

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 illegl 73 foot height entered into the public record of this project.

We do not believe the all the agencies with 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, especially the Bridge
Administration of the Coast Guard. Office of Bridge Administration (CG-5411)

2100 Second Street, SW, Room 3500

Washington, DC 20593-0001

(202) 372-1511

fax (202) 372-1914

"Intermodal Mobility, Safety & Security"

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.
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The fact that MDOT refuses to acknowledge that their bridge proposals do not meet the Coast's true needs now must be
guestioned 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)

Federal Law on Bridges over Waters (opens a .pdf file) Bridge Battles: Drawbridge Would Lengthen Project - Sun Herald

Transportation committee decides I-10 bridge issue

12/19/07

By Theresa Schmidt

The State Department of Transportation now has direction from local government on how high is high enough for the I-
10 Calcasieu River Bridge. Today's vote by the Transportation Policy Committee of Imcal allows bridge designers to move
forward.

The debate on the height of the bridge has gone on for months all leading up to this day when Imcal's transportation
policy committee would meet-- and take a stand. The vote here gets the ball rolling on design of a new bridge and
Westlake interchange.

But first the committee heard from attorney Hunter Lundy, representing some who want a 90 foot bridge rather than 73
as recommended by the state. "When we'll spend $12-14 million more on the bridge at Contraband Bayou to preserve
recreational traffic, recreational boats for south Lake Charles, why won't we spend $12-14 million more to compromise
on a 90 foot bridge that cannot block off economic development."

4 Appendix C-3, Pg. 6
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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."
With the committee's stand state highway officials will move forward with planning and designs so that if and when
Congress provides money, Calcasieu will be ready to go.
Officials predict areas whose plans are ready to go are more apt to get funding, if it becomes available.
http://www.kplctv.com/global/story.asp?s=7521477

The new 110 bridge must remain at 135 feet in height to allow for future development of the miles of natuaally deep 80

foot water north of the bridge that never needs to be dredged.
Charlie Atherton 122 Vine St. Sulphur, La., 70663
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Steve Geiger
PHILLIPS Manager, Lake Charles Manufacturing Complex

Phillips 66

P. 0. Box 37

2200 Old Spanish Trail
Westlake, LA 70669

Phone 337-491-5222

Fax 337-491-5616 CE\\’ ED

November 4, 2013 RE 13
I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project RPOP‘N \ON
¢/o HNTB Corporation HNTB cO

10000 Perkins Rowe

Baton Rouge, LA 70810

RE: I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge
(I-10/I-210 West End to I-10/I-210 East End)
State Project No. H.003931.2
Federal Aid Project No. BR-10-1(212)29
Calcasieu Parish, Louisiana

Dear Sir:

Phillips 66 is pleased to have the opportunity to submit comments to the Louisiana
Department of Transportation and Development (DOTD) on the Interstate 10 (I-10)
Calcasieu River Bridge design and construction project. We thank you for inviting
comments on the project and for allowing us to provide for the public record clarifications
and details on environmental impacts related to the bridge. There have been several news
accounts recently regarding environmental contamination and the alleged impact of this
contamination on the design and construction of the bridge. Our comments today are
intended to present and clarify for both DOTD and the public, the documented facts
regarding impacts to the soil and groundwater beneath the proposed I-10 Calcasieu River
replacement bridge.

In 1994 (almost 20 years ago) a pipeline carrying 1,2 dichloroethane (EDC) spilled EDC
into a ditch along Isle of Capri Boulevard, just south of the current I-10 Calcasieu River
bridge. Phillips 66, through its predecessor companies, began an extensive emergency
response effort at the time of discovery, and it has continued to implement long term
cleanup work to remediate soil and groundwater impacted by EDC in the area. Phillips 66
has worked in close conjunction with the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality
(LDEQ) on the planning and execution of these cleanup efforts over the past 19 years.
Work Plans and Progress Reports have been submitted to LDEQ on a frequent and
regular basis, and these documents are available to the public at the LDEQ website.
Through our long term remediation efforts, virtually all of the free phase EDC has been
captured and removed from the subsurface.

When DOTD announced plans to replace the I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge, Phillips 66
worked cooperatively with the DOTD to evaluate the potential for EDC to impact future
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bridge construction activities. Part of this evaluation included installation of ground
water monitoring wells in a marsh area north of the existing I-10 bridge and in the path of
the proposed replacement bridge. These wells identified the presence of very low
concentrations of EDC in groundwater below the marsh at depths of approximately 55
feet below ground surface. These impacts are at depths below likely earth disturbance or
piling installation depths for the new bridge. More importantly, these impacts are well
above the depth of the Chicot aquifer, are separated from the aquifer by about 40 feet of
clay, and are several hundred feet above the water intakes for the town. These impacts do
not represent a threat to the drinking water for the town of Westlake.

Since installation of these monitoring wells, Phillips 66 has collected groundwater
samples every three months to monitor for the presence of EDC in the area of the
proposed new bridge. Concurrent with this effort, Phillips 66 worked with LDEQ to
establish a site-specific cleanup standard for EDC in the marsh area following the LDEQ
Risk Evaluation and Corrective Action Program (RECAP) process. A RECAP cleanup
standard is a target concentration that when achieved, will be protective of human health
and the environment. Through four years of monitoring the wells in the marsh area and
in the path of the new bridge, all test results have been below the RECAP cleanup
standard. Stated another way, the concentration of EDC in the path of the new bridge is
below any concentration that would be a threat to the drinking water aquifer, to any
workers on the bridge, or to any persons traveling over the bridge or in the area. No EDC
cleanup is necessary in the path of the new I-10 bridge as currently proposed.

To illustrate this point, attached is Figure 1 that shows the areas of soil or groundwater
that exceed the RECAP cleanup standard, along with a shaded overlay of the location of
the proposed new I-10 Calcasieu River bridge. There are no impacts above the RECAP
standard in the marsh area where the new bridge is proposed for construction. There is a
small localized area beneath and to the south of the existing bridge where further EDC
remediation is necessary (represented by yellow and orange lines). Phillips 66 has already
begun a program of more aggressive remediation in these areas, with the intent of
completing remediation years before any bridge construction begins.

The attached Figure 2 shows the location of the marsh monitoring points with detailed
test results going back several years. These data are provided so that those with an
environmental background can see the actual data in a clear and understandable form.
Collection of samples for this testing is performed by an independent third party engineer,
shipped under chain of custody, and analyzed by an independent third party laboratory.
DOTD and LDEQ have also collected samples in this area to provide independent
confirmation of our results. To summarize these data, the EDC concentrations are below
a concentration that would be an impediment to construction of the I-10 bridge.

The LDEQ has reviewed and evaluated this data. On June 18, 2010, LDEQ wrote a letter
to DOTD providing their conclusions. A copy of this letter is attached.

Phillips 66 fully supports the construction of a new I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge. For our
part, Phillips 66 will continue to remediate any remaining impacts from the 1994 spill,
and in future months, signs of this activity will be clearly visible south of Isle of Capri

Boulevard.
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We thank DOTD for the opportunity to submit these comments and to clarify for the
public record that the soil and groundwater in the path of the new bridge is not a threat to
public water supplies, that it is not a threat to bridge workers or the public, and that it is
not an impediment to construction of the bridge. We sincerely offer to work cooperatively
with DOTD and their consultants preparing the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the bridge, and to answer any questions about the data or site conditions as they relate
to bridge construction. It is our opinion that by working together we can attain the vision
of constructing a new bridge sooner and at lower cost, Thank you again for allowing us to
set the record straight.

Respectfully submitted,

Steve Geiger
Manager, Lake Charles Manufacturing Complex

Phillips 66

7 et &Z/

Steve Beli

Manager, Eastern Region Remediation Management
Phillips 66

Cc via email: Glenn Farnet
Christine Carbo
Carol Collins
Janet Grothe
Jim Wallwork
William Beck
Keith LeBlanc (URS Corp)
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PEGcGY M. HaTCH
SECRETARY

BOBBY JINDAL
GOVERNOR

State of Louigiana

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

June 18,2010

CERTIFIED - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED (7001 0320 0002 6646 3495)

Ms. Cheryl Duvieilh -

Executive Counsel

Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development
P.O. Box 94245

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-9245

RE:  ConocoPhillips, Inc. — Proposed Construction for the I-10 Bridge Replacement and

Sampson Street Overpass
Clooney Loop Marine Docks Area

Dear Ms. Duvieilh:

This letter revises and clarifies the previous LDEQ correspondences of May 7, 2008 and
November 19, 2009, and March 22, 2010.

The location of these planned construction projects is in close proximity to a 1994 discovered
release of 1,2-dichloroethane (EDC) at the ConocoPhillips, Inc. (CP) Marine Docks, the
remediation of which LDEQ provides regulatory oversight.  Representatives of CP, LDEQ,
LDOTD, URS, and HNTB (consultant for LDOTD) met regularly throughout 2009 to discuss
the analytical results and other findings from CPT’s located in the swamp north of 1-10. These
activities undertaken by CP and included three mobilizations. Analytical data from all 2009
mobilizations was consolidated into a Site Investigation Report, submitted to LDEQ on April 14,
2010. Additionally, ConocoPhillips has proposed an Interim Measures Work Plan (submitted
January 15, 2010) and a Monitoring Well Network Installation Plan (submitted April 23, 2010).
Both plans have been reviewed by LDEQ and LDOTD, with comments forwarded to CP as

necessary.

As previously discussed with the LDOTD, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and
ConocoPhillips, there is shared concern about any construction in this area that may exacerbate
the current subsurface conditions and concern for the potential for impact to the Chicot Aquifer
system (Chicot). Specifically the concemn is installation of foundation pilings for the
aforementioned highway construction through subsurface zones known to be contaminated

primarily with EDC.

Post Office Box 4313 * Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70821-4313 ¢ Phone 225-219-3181 » Fax 225-219-3474 .
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Ms. Cheryl Duvieilh
June 18, 2010
Page 2

Preliminary piling locations were transmitted to LDEQ from HNTB on October 19, 2009 via e-
mail (figure attached for reference). LDEQ understands that this information is still somewhat
tentative. Additional pilings may be required at locations undetermined at this time, and piling
locations and depths may change. As previously noted, in the absence of final determinations of
piling locations and LDOTD-proposed depths, it is impossible to provide any more specificity in
recommending depths which would be protective of the subsurface environment, i.e., avoiding
exacerbation of current groundwater conditions. As such the Department views these depths of
piling generalizations as guidance and subject to change. However, based on the figure provided
as well as all available field data, LDEQ is able to provide the following:

e As per the correspondence from LDEQ to LDOTD dated November 19, 2009, LDEQ
would have no objection to piling depths of 75” or less north of the current I-10 footprint.
While pilings may be placed within contamination zones, this depth would not penetrate
zones currently uncontaminated by EDC.

e South of the current 1-10 footprint, no piling should exceed a depth of 40’ with the
exception of the following: Using a line drawn from CPT18, CPT7, and a point 50’ due
east of 18 as a reference, there would be no depth restrictions to the east of this line.

It should also be noted that the maximum recommended piling depths given by DEQ would
include any and all subsurface-penetrating activities, including those undertaken during

geotechnical testing.
As always, we remain committed to working with all parties and agencies in facilitating, these

projects while protecting the subsurface environment in the Lake Charles/Westlake areas. If you
have any questions, please contact Dutch Donlon at (225)-219-3188 or Laura LeBouef at (225)-

219-3540.

Sincerely,

Cheryl Sonnier Nolan, Assistant Secretary
Office of Environmental Services

LAD/LQL

c: Imaging Operations - GW
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Aeril Enc_;lish

From: Kate Prejean

Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 11:02 AM
To: April English

Subject: FW: I-10 Lake Charles Feedback

A comment from the website.

Kate Brady Prejean, P.E.
Transportation Section Manager
Direct (225) 368-2818

From: Administrator of lakecharles.cloudaccess.net [mailto:rdoshi@hntb.com]
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 10:36 AM

To: inquiry@il0lakecharles.com

Subject: I-10 Lake Charles Feedback

I-10 Lake Charles Feedback

assist with 106 review
Adley Cormier<ajpcormier@gmail.com>

Name : Adley Cormier

Email : ajpcormier@gmail.com

Subject : assist with 106 review

Message : As a member of the HPC for City and longtime historian, | am concerned with any changes to the major
vehicle corridor through central and north Lake Charles. Because of our unique geography, the route of I-10 displaced
quite a number of historic structures. | would like to help mitigate any adverse change in the future
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From: Ben Garber Sr. [mailto:bengarber@bellsouth.net]

Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 10:12 AM
To: _DOTD-CustomerService
Subject: I-10 bridge over Calcasieu River

Ms.Diedre Druilhet,

Pls. pass my comments to the appropriate party-l am a Civil Engineer, registered professional in Louisiana since 1956, a
Fellow in ASCE, and a retired Construction Manager ,World wide.

My concern is the Union Pacific RR bridge bottleneck. The RR bridge is 107 yrs. Old and needs to go, for several reasons,
obviously. It needs to be part of the new

highway bridge,and incorporated into any new design. No development North on the Calcasieu River can occur without
this being done. Please draw attention to this problem before it is too late.

Ben Garber,PE,Fellow ASCE

3636 pickrel lane ,Lake Charles ,La.70615

Tel.337-439-3493

? Appendix C-3, Pg. 16



1-10 LAKE CHARLES
CALCASIEU RIVER BRIDGE

Your insight and concerns are of key importance to the I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project Team. Please take the time to document your
comments or questions below. After completion and before you leave today’s meeting, please provide this questionnaire to the Project
Team. You can also mail your written comments to the address at the bottom of this form. Comments received by Monday, November 4,
2013 will be included as part of the official record.

PLEASE COMMENT ON THE FOLLOWING ITEMS:

Project Purpose & Need - What are the key reasons for this project? Additional reasons?

Project Coordination Plan - Please let us know what you think about the public involvement efforts that will
take place throughout the EIS process (listed below). Do you have any additional comments/suggestions?

0 3 public meetings (including this one) and one public hearing which will take place at key stages throughout the EIS
process. You will have the opportunity to comment at each of these meetings;

0 Agency Work Group meetings will be held throughout the EIS process to gain the insight of agency, public and elected of-
ficials;

0 The project website will be updated regularly with materials pertinent to the EIS process;
O You will have the ability to provide feedback/submit questions on the project website at any time throughout the EIS process;

0 Quarterly project newsletters will be distributed to interested parties via email (or by mail upon request); and

0 Project meetings with local and community groups can be held as needed.

Do you have any other comments, questions or concerns (continued on back):

Would you like to receive future updates on the I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project? Yes ¥] No []

Please include your contact information for the Name: Igbal Mohammad
official project record. Anonymous comments

cannot be verified.

Address: 816 North Lakeshore Drive

Comments may be made online at www.i10lakecharles.com, submitted at the Email: soniapetroleum@ yahoo . com
public meetings, or by U.S. Mail to I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project, c/o HNTB
Corporation, 10000 Perkins Rowe, Suite 640, Baton Rouge, LA 70810. A gen cy:
(if applicable)
Appendix-C-3,Pg:—17
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1-10 LAKE CHARLES
CALCASIEU RIVER BRIDGE

Your insight and concerns are of key importance to the |-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project Team. Please take the time to document your
comments or questions below. After completion and before you leave today's meeting, please provide this questionnaire to the Project
Team. You can also mail your written comments to the address at the bottom of this form. Comments received by Monday, November 4,

2013 will be included as part of the official record.

PLEASE COMMENT ON THE FOLLOWING ITEMS:

Project Purpose & Need - What are the key reasons for this project? Additional reasons?

L. 7he bricdge (s ocvev 56 4vs old and ;5 need ot constant recarr,

2. Graoe s ‘oo steep .
3. Safety

Project Coordination Plan - Please let us know what you think about the public involvement efforts that will
take place throughout the EIS process (listed below). Do you have any additional comments/suggestions?

O 3 public meetings (including this one) and one public hearing which will take place at key stages throughout the EIS
process. You will have the opportunity to comment at each of these meetings;

0 Agency Work Group meetings will be held throughout the EIS process to gain the insight of agency, public and elected of-
ficials; ' ‘ ‘

O The project website will be updated regularly with materials pertinent to the EIS process;
0 You will have the ability to provide feedback/submit questions on the project website at any time throughout the EIS process;

0 Quarterly project newsletters will be distributed to interested parties via email (or by mail upon request); and

O Project meetings with local and community groups can be held as needed.

Axcellent  j0lcyn
rd

Do you have any other comments, questions or concerns (continued on back):
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Would you like to receive future updates on the I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project? Yes M No []
Please include your contact information for the Name: (_oRrRuELvs Mloow
official project record. Anonymous comments
cannot be verified. Rddress: /60 &5 Cpupry DRIVE
: _ g AAKE CHARLES (LA 70LUS
Comments may be made online at www.i10lakecharles.com, submitted at the Email: ~
public meetings, or by LS. Mail to I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project, ¢/o HNTB \P
Corporation, 10000 Perkins Rowe, Suite 640, Baton Rouge, LA 70810. Agency: CORN( Em 00”3(; 5.4 @ GTVV)JQJL , CO)’Y\
(if applicable)
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Comments, questions or concerns (continued from front):

bV‘ZQ/SJ(_C Mhas Heen on  /cen [Szf}ncyz‘zwf) Ao

Levwe Chenvles, 7hH )ﬂﬁ{;@/@/c&m&n?‘ br(@/f;e

DY Sc17s ) cs,c,car'/umhlff “er o ey yor e

becvu+tiful! bridae. The brage site 15 uvisible

~yova pot on /!p/ Frevoelers on L0, ber crlso

From ocur new  Joke £Lront.

Mﬁ recommendatien ¢S or @ ped
[

CABLE- STAYED SHCI V. 7/;& new Audubon Bw}{c_y;

m West Felicieni [Peavich 1e e beoutitel bridge

oned s o/@g:gyz@a/ 7501/ o 583 f*/ Seevn . From Z he

ke, o Forn Aesicpm cocld cpve the “sonling shic'

Qﬁf’ (o VR E .

The [Heowston Sheo Channal cond Fhe breadss

tn [Scsten cre o fewo [ have visited cinol cxold

oond evs Fo The dviome cxeevience.

Plew se Fore oolvantyee oF Fhik c,-,c;@cr%um'%g

7fav" fi é)(“f)/l/%/?‘?r/ Yiewd ‘S/?na%urf ﬁﬁ’m{c[@’.’

Thane s o olfoems me Zo provide 1ygy .

1-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project (I-10/1-210 West End to I-10/1-210 East End) WWW. iﬁﬂ@ﬁﬂﬂl’.ﬁoﬁ'& Pg .19



ID #8

Friend Ships Unlimited.............

1019 N. First Ave., Lake Charles, LA 70601 USA+Ph: (337) 433-50224Fax:(337) 433-3433 ¢ Email: infb@

org

November 1, 2013

To Whom It May Concern:

Don and Sandra Tipton and Teri Shields, the Executive Board of Directors of Friend
Ships, a maritime corporation located in North Lake Charles, north of the I-10
Calcasieu River Bridge, would like to state the case for continued access to the
natural deep water navigable waters of north Lake Charles that we believe is
imperative. On behalf of our corporation and the low-income, primarily African-
American community of North Lake Charles, we are certain that continued access to
these waters by vessels requiring a vertical clearance as high as 135' is in the best
interests of our waterfront land owners, the community as a whole and the greater Lake

Charles work force.

Our corporation owns four ships and two large classic wocden boats that

transit under the current bridge. One of our ships requires 111' vertical

clearance. One of our classic boats requires a similar vertical clearance. Our plans
for the future include obtaining three additiocnal vessels and the creation of a

marina, job training center and repair vard for large, wooden, classic boats.

Two of our neighbors are currently utilizing their waterfront to berth ships. The Port
of Lake Charles and the City of Westlake own deep water frontage north of the bridge.
In light of the fact that 1/6th of the econcmy of Louisiana is related to ports and
maritime concerns that create 1/8th of the State’s Jjobs, we believe lowering the bridge
is short sighted and driven by an agenda to minimize the cleanup required by chemical
companies that contaminated the water, a spill that threatens the health of the
community. In addition, the desire for an onramp to the bridge over the railroad
tracks in Westlake along with the political ambition of some who seek to please a few
powerful interests at the expense of the greater population, has obscured the true

facts of this situation.

A new bridge can be built with all the positive qualities of a lower bridge while
maintaining the Coast Guard mandated height of 135'. Another option would be to install
a drawbridge that opened on a schedule of once a day, when there is vessel traffic and

at a time that road traffic is minimal.
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It has been asserted that there is not sufficient maritime traffic in our area of up to
70" of deep water and that in the past decade, the need has not grown. It

must be realized that DOTD has planned to lower the bridge during this entire

period. Commercial maritime entities would not risk an investment in property north of
the I-10 Bridge while this issue is pending so it is not a valid evaluation to assume
that a significant amount of interest in the deep water aspects of this property will
not resume once the bridge is maintained at its current height or a drawbridge is
installed. One must look back in history, prior to the construction of an obstruction
to navigation that was built - a second railroad bridge near the existing railroad
bridge that blocked access to the channel by ships. This bridge no longer exists and
at present, navigation is only limited by a 135' Calcasieu River Bridge vertical
clearance and a 90+' opening in the railroad swing bridge. Prior to the construction
of the second railroad bridge, up to 500 blue-water, deep sea, ocean going ships as
large as 18,000 tons, used our area to moor as part of the navy reserve fleet after
World War II. Once the second railroad bridge was constructed, ship traffic was
halted. Once the second railreoad bridge was taken out, the deep water aspects of the
channel were forgotten until the Friend Ships once again established them upon our
arrival in 2003. 1If the Titanic were around today, she could sail up to North Lake

Charles - her height, width and depth are all within the range of what this channel can

accommodate.

Our channel is a protected safe harbor in times of storm and it is utilizes reqularly
for that purpose. In addition, reducing waterfront property from deep water to no
access for use of that resource will greatly diminish the value and future economic

development of this commercially zoned property in our low income community.

The deep waters of Louisiana are vitally important to the maritime activity for much of
the country. The Coast Guard required the current height of the bridge at 135' because
it is their job to protect access to the navigable waters of the US and the previous
bridge, a drawbridge, opened an average of over 400 times a month because of frequent
traffic. We are located in a strategic position and this should not be sacrificed for
50 to 100 years because of short-sightedness, political agendas and financial concerns
for private companies. Maintain access to the natural

deep water river channel north of the I-10 Bridge. While other ship channels on the
Calcasieu have to be continually dredged at a cost of multi-millions, this is a channel
that never has needed to be and never will need to be dredged. It is naturally deep

with no moving silt, an incredible, natural, protected port-of-call with tremendous

potential for development.

Appendix C-3, Pg. 21



ID #8

The American Press agrees with us. The Mayor and City Council of Lake Charles agree
with us. The decision makers in Sulphur agree with us. The Port of Lake Charles agrees

with us. The recreational boaters of the Lake Charles Power Squadron agree with us.

The case for this issue is not limited to these arguments and we would like to be given

a chance to expound on them in an open forum.

Sincerely,

Lundy, Lundy, Soileau and South; USCG Office of Bridge Programs
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CALCASIEU RIVER BRIDGE

Your insight and concerns are of key importance to the I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project Team. Please take the time to document your
comments or questions below. After completion and before you leave today’s meeting, please provide this questionnaire to the Project
Team. You can also mail your written comments to the address at the bottom of this form. Comments received by Monday, November 4,
2013 will be included as part of the official record.

PLEASE COMMENT ON THE FOLLOWING ITEMS:

Project Purpose & Need - What are the key reasons for this project? Additional reasons?

” VAR

Project Coordination Plan - Please let us know what you think about the public involvement efforts that will
take place throughout the EIS process (listed below). Do you have any additional comments/suggestions?

O 3 public meetings (including this one) and one public hearing which will take place at key stages throughout the EIS
process. You will have the opportunity to comment at each of these meetings;

O Agency Work Group meetings will be held throughout the EIS process to gain the insight of agency, public and elected of-
ficials;

0 The project website will be updated regularly with materials pertinent to the EIS process;
0 You will have the ability to provide feedback/submit questions on the project website at any time throughout the EIS process;

O Quarterly project newsletters will be distributed to interested parties via email (or by mail upon request); and

0 Project meetings with local and community groups can be held as needed.

Do you have any other comments, questions or concerns (continued on back):

Would you like to receive future updates on the I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project? Yes [} No ]

Please include your contact information for the Name: M S C& Ao / (T{:‘ ‘L_p_" C o
official project record. Anonymous comments ‘

cannot be verified. Address: ) », D&’k 9 3 3/. lﬁﬁ/::i_ M /!} [44 79£591-
Comments may be made online at www.i10lakecharles.com, submitted at the Email: M wb@ej\dtlz? (2 WI C_fn\
4

public meetings, or by U.S. Mail to I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project, c/o HNTB

Corporation, 10000 Perkins Rowe, Suite 640, Baton Rouge, LA 70810. A gency: ‘P EZ;?—O 2 :
\ T T

(if applicable)
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RESTORE
P.O. BOX 233
LONGVILLE, LA 70652
10/25/2013

I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project
c/o HNTB Corporation
10000 Perkins Road  Suite 640
Baton Rouge, LA 70810

Dear sirs:

| attended the Public Meeting held last night at the Lake Charles Civic Center.
The materials presented were very informative. The people who were there to answer
questions about the exhibits were quite well-informed and very helpful. Thank you all for giving
the people of this area that opportunity to get up-to-date on the bridge and highway plans.

I needed to get back home so | did not fill out the Comment Form while | was at
the Civic Center, and | have many more comments than could fit onto the form so | am instead
sending you this letter. | will first address the items for which the form specifically requests
comments:

‘Project Purpose & Need”  There is no doubt that traffic congestion, safety, and bridge
design issues need to be carefully studied and changes made so that existing problems can be
removed and long-term options will be increased.

“Project Coordination Plan”  Last night's meeting was, in a way, discouraging, since some of
us have attended such meetings for years yet always see the situation stuck at roughly the
same place, planning, discussion, changes of plans, more discussions... No practical change
ever happens in the real world out there on the highway or bridge. | saw an estimated time of 3
years on one poster, for some sequence of events, and my first reaction was to just add a zero
to the 3 since 30 years seems to be more realistic if we continue at the existing pace.

However, the ideas of, “ the ability to provide feedback/submit questions on the
project website at any time throughout the EIS process,” quarterly project newsletters, and the
other things that seem to be enhancements of the public’s opportunities for participation are
welcome improvements. Certainly the stagnation that seems to have become characteristic of
the bridge corridor projects could hardly be any worse than it is already, but | would hope that
the extra mechanisms for public participation do not somehow contribute to the negative inertia
but might instead be managed as accelerators.

I'would like to receive future updates on the 1-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project. Although |
could receive short notifications at my e-mail address, michaeltritico@yahoo.com. | would like
the newsletter or any lengthy correspondence to come to me by real mail.

“Other comments, questions, or concerns” | will now begin with those things.

Looking at the situation holistically it seems obvious that the existing bridge must
be dismantled and that there is no way to build a safe and sufficient bridge in the “existing right
of way” or anywhere near that location (because the substrate has been severely damaged by
EDC contamination. | will discuss that in more detail shortly.)
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Since there is no practical way to keep the river crossing where it now
exists, the logical thing to do is to re-route Interstate 10 to high and solid ground north of
the present location.

In one of the previous meetings | suggested a corridor up at the latitude of Joe
Miller Road. There are other latitudes that could also provide locations for crossing the main
fork and the West Fork of the Calcasieu River with no need for a bridge with ship height

clearance. There is one corridor between Moss Bluff and Gillis now occupied by high voltage
power lines. Maybe that one could become a dual use right of way. If not, going farther north to
get out of the highly-developed north Moss BIuff zone, a corridor between Gillis and Ragley
should have land less expensive to acquire than having to expropriate the new and planned
subdivisions in the Moss Biuff area. Another advantage to going up to the South Ragley area
would be that the new Interstate would then be out of the area shown by the National Hurricane
Center's SLOSH model to be vulnerable to tropical storm surges.

What though, of the concern that a north route would deprive the City of Lake
Charles of impulsive tourist stops or other commerce? Look at the French Quarter of New
Orleans, or Fisherman’s Wharf in San Francisco, or many other famous tourist stops
nationwide. Most of those are not beneath Interstate highways. People who want to go to some
attraction figure out what exit to take and they do it. Proper publicity would offset any tendency
of lazy drivers to bypass anything worth seeing. As it stands right now downtown Lake Charles
and the north shore of the Lake do not seem to be strongly magnetic for passing out-of-staters.

A sensible planning effort on the parts of people developing new attractions
combined with sensible highway planning could synergistically turbocharge Lake Charles as a
family-oriented travel destination. The ongoing uncertainties about traffic could be removed
finally. Having to exit the Interstate and come south a few miles to get to something special
would not be any problem for anyone truly interested in a good experience. When | was a
Ranger-Naturalist in Yosemite Park, all the park visitors had driven over 75 miles from the
nearest Interstate Highway. They will come if it is worth visiting.

Another concern | have heard expressed repeatedly through the years, the
impediments to navigation presented by low bridges at the latitude of Lake Charles, would also
be alleviated by moving the 1-10 Corridor north. The ships that do need to move under the
existing bridge are few and do not often make the trip, but they are important ships, especially
the Friendships that do very critical humanitarian work in times of disaster. Certainly it would
not be right, even if it could be accomplished, to put in a low-level bridge unless it were a
drawbridge. Opening a drawbridge for 20 minutes once or twice a year, at times of low road
traffic, such as at 3 A.M., would be a small price to pay for Americans to be able to help fellow
Americans in some disaster zone or people in other countries who might be suffering in some
kind of crisis. Traffic tie-ups of far longer duration happen every week on the existing bridge.

(I have to wonder how long it will be before the railroad right-of-way also has to
be moved north because of loss of load-bearing capacity beneath the tracks. We have already
seen what the chlorinated hydrocarbons can do to track support in Fisherville. It is likely just a
matter of time until a train wreck occurs in eastern Westlake adjacent to the |-10 Bridge. Maybe
the railroad and highway relocation planning efforts can be combined in order to increase the
senses of urgency and stakeholder cooperation.)
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Let me go more into detail about my firm conviction that the soil beneath and
parallel to the existing I-10 Bridge has been severely damaged and can no longer safely support
that bridge or any new bridge that might be contemplated.

For a couple of years | have had public records requests in to the State and
Federal Highway agencies. | asked for the inspection reports for the bridge, the chemical
analyses for soils there, and documents that might have included discussions about the
possible impacts of the EDC leak upon conditions at the bridge. My concern has been that the
bridge has become increasingly-unstable not just because of its age but also because the
ground it is anchored within has been changing, has been softened by the EDC to the point
where a catastrophic failure could occur.

The only way | can describe the agencies’ earlier responses to my Sunshine Law
and Freedom of Information Requests is “stonewalling.” | persisted, however, and just this
week, in response to my appeal at the Federal level, | received a new CD with 54 pages of
material, much of which was redacted, as had been an earlier, ~3,000 page CD. However, | did
see, (despite many unredacted pages which were poorly-copied, washed-out looking), a few
pages with quite pertinent information. That information further convinced me that my concerns
are valid, concerns about the threat to the public from a possibly sudden shift and partial
collapse of the bridge.

I know that you have not only the material | have seen but undoubtedly material
much more recent than the most recent (year 2009) material in the CD | just received. What |
saw in the 2009 material made complete sense to me when | thought back to what | have seen
from my reviews of materials during situations at hazardous waste disposal sites as well as the
chlorocarbon train wrecks at Livingston, Eunice, and Fisherville.

For example, there have been two studies commissioned by industrial
companies, to determine what effect EDC has on local clays. Both studies showed that our
regional clay is quickly and severely degraded by EDC. It loses its ability to bear weight and it
loses its ability to retard movement of fluids. One study was done by Capozzoli and Associates
for BFI at Willow Springs and the other was done by Kirk Brown and Associates for CWMI at
Carlyss. The Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality has copies of each of those
studies in the files of the two companies.

From the train wrecks we also saw that chlorinated hydrocarbons move quickly
through soils and degrade the soils as they move through. In the case of Fisherville, the
situation became something ironically spoken about as “the annual Fisherville train wreck” when
rail cars would again occasionally derail at the same location because the track foundation
experienced ongoing degradation despite the constant collection of material through recovery
wells. Once the chlorinated hydrocarbons are released they cannot be fully-retrieved and they
never stop turning the clay into mush.

Where within the 1-10 project area is the EDC plume? How significant is it?
What is its eventual fate? How should answers to those things affect any decisions made about
the project?

The material | just received shows the location in more detail than it appeared on
two of the posters you had on display last night at the Civic Center. The plume crosses beneath
the bridge a couple of hundred yards or so east of the Sampson Street longitude and it extends
in a northeasterly direction almost to the railroad tracks. Since almost five years have elapsed
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since the data | have seen was collected | would imagine that the plume may have reached the
tracks already. That means that the effect on the substrate underlies any possible new location
to either the north or south of the existing bridge.

The concentration of the contamination is astounding, some 90,000 times the
RECAP (Risk Evaluation Corrective Action Program) trigger level of 5 ppb. That great
exceedance of a threshold meant to be a conservative guideline for protection of groundwater
surely attests to the probablity that the crystalline structure of the medium through which the
EDC is migrating has been compromised and compromised significantly. | did not see in the
new CD any tests of boring material for load-bearing capacity but such tests likely exist. | think
that it would be wise for the highway departments to make public the results of the tests so that
the realities of the situation can become understood by everyone. Unless there is complete
transparency there will not likely be public support for decisions that must be made.

The fact that contamination has been found at various depths sampled, even to
within 40 feet of the top of the Chicot Aquifer, that is, as of 2009, down 2/3 of the way from
ground surface to the Sole Source aquifer, means that it is inevitable that the EDC will enter that
aquifer. What is quite disturbing is that the plume is going in a direction contrary to the usual
direction of groundwater flow in this region. Usually the flow is downdip, toward the Gulf, with
localized variations because of the usual interconnections with surface streams and their
historical scour trenches and old buried courses. Although the stratigraphy pages | got in the
new CD were illegible, what seems likely from that unusual direction of flow is that the nearby
Westlake Municipal Water Supply well with its heavy draft is pulling the plume downward and
northeastward.

That is bad news for the people of Westlake, even though they do have another
big well north of the town, but to lose the one that has served them all these years would be a
shame. That may be unavoidable. At best the loss could be delayed for awhile, maybe, if an
extensive grid of recovery wells were to be installed between the most concentrated part of the
plume and the municipal well. That grid might well have to be located right in the existing
I-10 corridor and railroad right of ways.

The material that was legible and unredacted in the new CD from the Federal
Highway Administration does show that the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality is
quite concerned about the possibility that any new bridge pilings driven might hasten the arrival
of the EDC into the Chicot Aquifer by dragging the EDC even more rapidly downward.

From my experiences looking at other groundwater contamination problems in
Southwest Louisiana | have come to believe that recovery wells are only sparingly-efficient and
cannot really “remediate” a problem once the contaminants pervade the subsurface to any
significant extent. Recovery wells (and any kind of thermal or bioremediation measures) do buy
some time for people to adjust and that is about all they do. If Westlake needs time to figure out
another alternative public water supply, (perhaps a pipeline from Toledo Bend Lake or another
large well somewhere in northern Calcasieu Parish far away from existing contamination), then
Westlake may need the grid of recovery wells between the [-10 Bridge and the railroad bridge,
adding another reason for not wasting time thinking about putting a new Interstate bridge in the
existing corridor.

The fact that there are 16 other public water supply wells within two miles of the

study area makes even more imperative the consideration of utilization for time-buying recovery
wells within the area within the bridges’ rights of way. In addition to those public water supply

Appendix C-3, Pg. 27



ID #9

wells there are 41 domestic wells, 43 industrial water supply wells, and an irrigation well. Too
many people depend upon the groundwater now being threatened by the EDC leak to sacrifice
the option of a recovery well field location exactly where it would do the most good.

I have sent a request to the Federal Highway Administration asking that | be
given more recent and more extensive information. | hope that 1 will get the latest boring and
analytical data and maybe some idea of how the discussions are going (discussions that surely
must be addressing the kinds of things | have talked about in these comments.) |seeno
reason that any information should be kept from the people. So what if the companies involved
in the release of the EDC face liabilities? That is their problem:; it is not the public’s fault and
should be no excuse for keeping facts from the people who drive over the bridge and drink the
water. No company should have more rights than any human being, especially human beings
whose safety and health might be in any remote way threatened by what some company has
done. That whole litigation delay/need for secrecy situation should just be dissolved
immediately. Maybe the State Attorney General can get together with the U.S. Attorney General
and show some backbone on behalf of the people.

I would again like to thank you all for the nice presentation, but | hope that at the
next stage in this process there will be introduction of the concept of relocation northward of the
I-10 crossing of the Calcasieu River to high and solid ground with fully transparent disclosure of

the reasons for that proposal.
Sincerely, m mﬁ
Vv

Michael Tritico, Biologist and President of RESTORE

Restore Explicit Symmetry To Our Ravaged Earth
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AEriI English

From: Noel Ardoin <Noel Ardoin@LA.GOV>

Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 3:03 PM

To: April English

Cc: Joubert Harris; Patrick B. McIntire

Subject: FW: FOIA records re EDC plume - part 1

Attachments: FOIA MT pl.pdf; FOIA MT p2.pdf; FOIA MT p3.pdf; FOIA MT p4.pdf; FOIA MT p5.pdf;

FOIA MT pé.pdf; FOIA MT p7.pdf; FOIA MT p8.pdf; FOIA MT p9.pdf; FOIA MT p10.pdf:
FOIA MT p11.pdf: FOIA MT p12.pdf; FOIA MT p13.pdf; FOIA MT p14.pdf: FOIA MT
p15.pdf; FOIA MT p16.pdf; FOIA MT p17.pdf; FOIA MT p18.pdf: FOIA MT p19.pdf: FOIA
MT p20.pdf; FOIA MT p21.pdf; FOIA MT p22.pdf; FOIA MT p23.pdf; FOIA MT p24.pdf:
FOIA MT p25.pdf; FOIA MT p26.pdf

From: Laura Cox [mailto:lauraycox@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 2:59 PM

To: Noel Ardoin

Subject: Fwd: FOIA records re EDC plume - part 1

From Mike Tritico.
The plume testing from '09 shows 90,000 times the RECAP threshold requiring remediation.

It was 40 ft from the top of the Chicot aquifer sands in '09 and Mike thinks it is being drawn
toward Westlake's municipal well.

Mike FOIA'ed records re testing / measurement of the plume from feds and state 2.5 years ago;
Just months ago he received 3,000 pages of mostly redacted info. he appealed. just this week he
received 54 pages, with lots redacted, but enough info to identify the consulting firm that has
performed the measurement/testing and to state the above.

We should have unredacted, clear copies.

Bert

1 Appendix C-3, Pg. 29



PublicMeeti

-7 ¥

1-10 LAKE CHARLES 8 - [ - 1 &
CALCASIEU RIVER BRIDGE il :

Your insight and concerns are of key importance to the I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project Team. Please take the time to document your
comments or questions below. After completion and before you leave today’s meeting, please provide this questionnaire to the Project
Team. You can also mail your written comments to the address at the bottom of this form. Comments received by Monday, November 4,
2013 will be included as part of the official record.

PLEASE COMMENT ON THE FOLLOWING ITEMS:

Project Purpose & Need - What are the key reasons for this project? Additional reasons?

L p Lodw g Cpaced P e PA I8 220057 ciek
%/M/M M dﬁf /44/6‘ géﬂ#//

Project Coordination Plan - Please let us know what you think about the public involvement efforts that will
take place throughout the EIS process (listed below). Do you have any additional comments/suggestions?

O 3 public meetings (including this one) and one public hearing which will take place at key stages throughout the EIS
process. You will have the opportunity to comment at each of these meetings;

O Agency Work Group meetings will be held throughout the EIS process to gain the insight of agency, public and elected of-
ficials;

0 The project website will be updated regularly with materials pertinent to the EIS process;
0 You will have the ability to provide feedback/submit questions on the project website at any time throughout the EIS process;

0 Quarterly project newsletters will be distributed to interested parties via email (or by mail upon request); and

O Project meetings with local and community groups can be held as needed.
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Do you have any other comments, questions or concerns (continued on back): M /g/,f nr-

Would you like to receive future updates on the I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project? Yes m No |:|

Please include your contact information for the Name: / (7 / // ngqf

official project record. Anonymous comments

cannot be verified. Address: Zd / WL ST S ;yﬁ /\ C L tzoy
Comments may be made online at www.i10lakecharles.com, submitted at the Email: / W 174 / -~ o
public meetings, or by U.S. Mail to I-10 Calcasieu River Bridge Project, c/o HNTB é %(/ P /5 >3 /é
Corporation, 10000 Perkins Rowe, Suite 640, Baton Rouge, LA 70810. Ag ency’ ,44,- % % J /J 47\ ) _Z——L/{ .
¥ =

(if applicable) 7
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