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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Graphics for the Executive Summary are included at the end of the chapter. 

S.1 Introduction 
The Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development (LADOTD) and the 
Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) are proposing to 
construct a four-lane divided interstate highway between Shreveport, Louisiana (LA) 
and El Dorado, Arkansas (AR).  The federal sponsor for this action is the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA).  The section of Interstate 69 (I-69) between Haughton, 
LA and El Dorado, AR is only one of many sections of the national I-69 Corridor.  Each 
section has been identified by FHWA as having a local benefit that it would serve 
beyond providing a vital link in the national I-69 route. Accordingly, all sections are 
deemed to have independent utility and are called Sections of Independent Utility (SIU).  
The subject of this report is SIU 14 that is the section of I-69 between Haughton, LA and 
El Dorado, AR.   
 
This report is called an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and is being prepared as 
a requirement of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended. 
This EIS describes effects to the human and natural environments resulting from 
implementation of the various alternatives developed to address the local need for this 
project.  The Draft EIS was presented to the public, resource agencies having 
jurisdictional interests in the project, Indian tribes, and decision-makers at FHWA, 
LADOTD and AHTD in March 2005 to assist FHWA with identification of the Preferred 
Alternative (PA) for this project.  Based on public and agency comments received on the 
Draft EIS and from a public hearing held for this project, a PA has been identified and is 
the subject of this Final EIS. 
 
FHWA concurs with LADOTD that a Supplemental EIS is not required, based upon 
chronological events and situations that have emerged during the NEPA process. This 
concurrence fulfills re-evaluation requirements established in the FHWA Technical 
Advisory T6640.8A XI.  A copy of this FHWA letter dated February 3, 2010 is included in 
Appendix B in the section of comments received following the Draft EIS and is identified 
as item #60.  

S.2 Purpose and Need for SIU 14 
Previous studies completed for the national I-69 Corridor have demonstrated that 
extending I-69 from Indianapolis, through Memphis, Bossier City and Houston to the 
Mexican border in the Lower Rio Grande Valley is a feasible project. Nationwide needs 
that will be addressed by SIU 14 include movement of goods, economic development, 
and system linkage between major origins and destinations.  Completing the I-69 trade 
corridor addresses directives of legislation associated with the I-69 Corridor, as well as 
federal and state legislation.  Locally, within the SIU 14 study area, the project will fulfill 
several national and local needs, including:  
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• Economic Development – Facilitating economic activity by reducing intra- and 
inter-regional shipping costs, improving access to regional land suitable for 
development, improving access to the regional employment base, and diverting 
traffic to the region.  

• System Linkage and Goods Movement - Improving connectivity and 
accessibility of AR and LA communities and industry located within the project 
corridor to the National Highway System (NHS).  Additionally, SIU 14 will provide 
for efficient movement of people and goods inside the project corridor between 
regional origin-destination pairs.  

• Intermodal Connectivity – Improving accessibility to existing truck, maritime 
port, rail, and air shipment activities in the region, resulting in more efficient 
intermodal connections. 

• Safety – Reducing potential for accidents that result in property damage, 
hazardous spills, injuries, and/or fatalities. 

 
Economic development is a need for the study region recognized by both the public and 
agencies.  The US Department of Housing and Urban Development (USHUD) created 
the North Louisiana Rural Renewal Zone (RRZ) to attract new employers to the region.  
Tax incentives and other benefits are available to companies that relocate to such 
zones.  The North Louisiana RRZ includes all of Claiborne Parish and parts of Webster 
Parish.  Section 3.3.7 of this EIS identifies low-income areas in the region.   Although 
Arkansas contains no RRZ, economic conditions in southwestern Arkansas are similar 
to those in the USHUD North Louisiana RRZ. 

S.3 Alternatives Development and Screening 
The alternatives development process used for the project is graphically illustrated by 
the figure below: 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Steps one through six of this process have been completed and documented in other 
reports (see Section 2.1.2 of this EIS for a list of reports incorporated by reference into 
this EIS).  The identification of the PA occurred after all comments received on the Draft 
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EIS and from the public hearings that were held for this project were considered.  The 
PA is fully evaluated in this Final EIS. 
 
Following establishment of the project study area at project initiation in January 2003, 
30 preliminary 2-mile-wide corridors were identified and screened to determine which 
met the purpose and need for the project and provided the greatest potential to 
minimize adverse effects to the human and natural environments (see Sections 2.2.3 
and 2.2.4 of this EIS for details).  Five corridors were retained for further study and 
presented to the public and resource agencies in August 2003.  Of these, Corridor 1d 
was determined to be the best because it provided the most suitable crossings of Bayou 
Dorcheat, met the purpose and need for the project, and appeared to minimize adverse 
effects to the human, physical and natural environments. 
 
Reevaluation of Corridor 2a and 2b was subsequently conducted in response to public 
comments related to the potential adverse effects of Corridor 1d to oil and gas 
operations, to potential impact to Sparta Aquifer recharge area, and to the viability of the 
North Hills Lakes Project (see Section 2.2.5 of this EIS).  Corridor 2b was determined 
to be inconsistent with the local project need of intercepting southbound hazardous 
material shipments north of Haynesville.  However, Corridor 2a was retained for 
additional study.  Of all preliminary alternative alignments developed, four that ranged in 
width from 300 to 450 feet were conceptually designed and presented to the public in 
June 2004 (Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4).  Comments from the public and agencies 
resulted in refinements to these alternatives.  Because no substantial support was 
provided for Alternatives 2 and 3, the best portions of these alternatives and Alternative 
1 were combined into a new alternative, Alternative 5, with optional crossings of Bayou 
Dorcheat (Option1) and Cornie Bayou (Option 2).  Additionally, another optional 
alignment was developed to minimize adverse residential effects along LA 3008 near 
The Grove community east of Bayou Dorcheat (Option 3).  The resulting eight 
combinations of alternatives plus their options (build alternatives) were evaluated in the 
Draft EIS along with the No Action Alternative (no build alternative).  The following 
alternatives are shown in Figure S-1: 
 

• Alternative 4; 

• Alternative 4.2 (Alternative 4 with Option 2); 

• Alternative 4.3 (Alternative 4 with Option 3); 

• Alternative 4.2 & 3 (Alternative 4 with Options 2 and 3); 

• Alternative 5; 

• Alternative 5.1 (Alternative 5 with Option 1); and 

• Alternative 5.2 (Alternative 5 with Option 2); 

• Alternative 5.1 & 2 (Alternative 5 with Options 1 and 2). 
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 S.4 Identification of the Preferred Alternative  
The announcement of the Preferred Alternative was made by LADOTD, AHTD and 
FHWA in a news release dated December 6, 2005. Alternative 4.3 was the PA identified 
for this project. The PA is fully described in Section 2.7 and is depicted in Figure S-2.  
During the Draft EIS comment period and following the announcement of the PA, the 
project management team received numerous comments and inquiries concerning 
various design improvements or suggestions.  These design related comments were 
fully evaluated and revisions to the PA were made in cooperation with the agencies, as 
well as LADOTD, AHTD, FHWA, and Bossier, Claiborne and Webster Parish Police 
Juries and Columbia and Union Counties in AR.  The revisions are fully described in 
Section 2.6 and depicted in Figure S-2.  

S.5 Effects of Preferred Alternative  
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended, is the basic 
national charter for protection of the environment.  NEPA procedures ensure that 
environmental information is available to public officials and citizens before decisions 
are made and before actions are taken. Accurate scientific analysis, expert agency 
comments, and public scrutiny are essential to implementing NEPA.  
 
An essential element of the NEPA process for transportation projects is the 
consideration and analysis of the potential environmental impacts or effects (ecological, 
aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health) of projects and actions. This 
includes not only the direct impacts, but also indirect effects (sometimes called 
secondary effects) and cumulative impacts. 
 
According to NEPA, effects are described as: 
 

• Direct effects, which are caused by the action and occur at the same time and 
place. 

 
• Indirect effects, which are caused by the action and are later in time or farther 

removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may 
include growth inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in 
the pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and related effects on 
air and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems. 

 
• Cumulative impacts result from the incremental impact of the action when added 

to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of 
what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions. 
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant 
actions taking place over a period of time. 

 
Effects and impacts as defined by NEPA are synonymous. Effects includes ecological 
(such as the effects on natural resources and on the components, structures, and 



 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 S-5 August 2011 
 

 

functioning of affected ecosystems), aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or 
health, whether direct, indirect, or cumulative.  
 
Construction effects as discussed in this Final EIS refer to the temporary effects of 
construction from the mobilization of equipment and labor, and the additional effects 
beyond that needed for the construction of the facility alone. 
 
Effects discussions, or consequences, in this EIS are categorized by major type; Human 
Environment (Section 3.3); Physical Environment (Section 3.4); Natural Environment 
(Section 3.5); Construction (Section 3.6); and Other Considerations (Section 3.7).  
Within each major section, specific related issues are discussed.  Existing conditions 
(i.e., affected environment) are first described, followed by a discussion of how effects 
were determined (i.e., methods), and finally the anticipated effects of each alternative 
for a given resource are identified.  Necessary mitigation is discussed as the last portion 
of each issue or resource discussion.  Overview graphics of the PA are provided for the 
human, physical, and natural environments in Figures 3.3-1, 3.4-1, and 3.5-1, 
respectively.  Each displays locations of features discussed in corresponding sections.  
Section 3.7.5 of this EIS contains a summary discussion of effects with a matrix by 
alternative/option. 
 
Table S-1 summarizes the quantitative effects of each of the build alternatives 
previously evaluated in the Draft EIS and the PA, and Table S-2 provides a summary of 
effects and mitigation that follows the organization of this EIS. Tables S-3 and S-4 
provide preliminary construction cost estimates by state. Based on both quantitative and 
qualitative evaluations summarized in this EIS, all alternatives have relative benefits to 
one another.  Costs are similar among all alternatives; and all alternatives meet the 
purpose and need of the project.  However, as noted by proponents of the North Hills 
Lakes Project, the PA will likely help facilitate development of the North Hills Lakes 
Project, if funded.  Resource agency preferences and public comments related to 
effects (as opposed to preference only) were important considerations in the 
determination of the PA.  

Table S-1        Summary of Effects 

Evaluation Measures Units 

Alternatives 
4 4.2 4.3 PA 4.2 & 3 5 5.1 5.2 5.1 & 2

Alignment Characteristics 
Length miles 61.7 61.3 62.6 63.17 62.2 62.8 61.4 62.4 61.0 
Estimated Right of Way ROW)1) acres 2,244 2,229 2,276 3,267(1) 2,262 2,284 2,233 2,269 2,218 
Human Environment Considerations 
Displaced Residential 
Structures count 20 20 9 9 9 9 7 9 9 
Displaced Commercial 
Structures count 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Displaced Institutional 
Structures count 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pine Plantation Land 
within ROW acres 1,338 1,388 1,286 1,877 1,336 1,390 1,385 1,440 1,435 
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Table S-1        Summary of Effects 

Evaluation Measures Units 

Alternatives 
4 4.2 4.3 PA 4.2 & 3 5 5.1 5.2 5.1 & 2

Naturally Wooded Land  
within ROW acres 1,170 1,102 1,275 971 1,207 1,146 1,091 1,078 1,023 
Agricultural/Farmland  
within ROW acres 150 150 81 94 81 83 72 83 72 
Cleared Land within ROW acres 212 225 276 338 290 243 278 257 291 
Developed/Urban Land  
within ROW acres 46 46 35 38 35 29 29 29 29 
Federal and State Lands and 
Recreational Areas Traversed acres 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Displaced Minority Residences count 3 3 3 1 3 1 1 1 1 
Displaced  Low-Income 
Residences  count 6 6 4 4 6 4 3 4 4 
Powerline Crossings  
within ROW count 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
Communication Towers  
within ROW count 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Petroleum Pipeline Crossings 
within ROW count 30 31 30 31 31 36 44 34 42 
Chemical Pipeline Crossings 
within ROW count 2 3 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 
Water Wells Located  
within ROW count 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Railroad Crossings within ROW count 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
National Register  Eligible 
Properties(2) count N/A N/A N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Archeological Sites(2) count N/A N/A  N/A   5 N/A  N/A  1 N/A  1 
Grade Separations count 16 16 16 20 16 17 18 17 18 
Crossroad Termination count 55 56 49 52 50 56 60 57 61 
Physical Environment Considerations 
Scenic Streams Traversed by 
the Alternatives acres 6 6 6 6 6 6 7 6 7 
100-Year Floodplain  
Area Traversed acres 362 326 365 304 329 285 325 249 289 
Sparta Aquifer Recharge Area 
Traversed acres 10 10 34 26 34 0 0 0 0 
Chicot Terrace Area Traversed acres 274 274 273 357 273 517 556 517 556 
Sand and Gravel Mining 
Operations Directly Impacted count 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Known Lignite Deposits Directly 
Impacted count 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Oil/Gas Well Sites  
within ROW (Active) count 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 
Oil/Gas Well Sites  
within ROW (Inactive) count 1 2 1 1 2 2 2 3 3 
Prime and Unique Farmland 
Soil Area Traversed acres 782 715 1,087 883 1,020 945 922 888 865 
Moderate/High Hazardous 
Sites  (within ½ mile buffer)  
buffer)Directly Impacted count 11 11 11 9 11 11 9 11 9 
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Table S-1        Summary of Effects 

Evaluation Measures Units 

Alternatives 
4 4.2 4.3 PA 4.2 & 3 5 5.1 5.2 5.1 & 2

Estimated Residences 
Impacted by  Adverse Noise 
Levels count 74 80 80 51 86 31 40 37 48 
Natural Environment Considerations 
Wetlands Directly Impacted acres 89 97 107 109.73 115 67 79 75 87 

Ponds Directly Impacted count 8 7 8 16 7 4 6 3 5 
Streams Traversed count 85 91 91 1403 95 62 68 66 74 

Streams Traversed  linear 
feet 56,410 63,217 51,236 77,1463 57,157 35,209 36,840 41,082 43,646 

Threatened and  Endangered 
Species  Records - 0.5 mile 
buffer in ROW acres 0.3 0.3 0.3 1.9 0.3 0.3 7.8 0.3 7.8 
Encroachment of Alternatives 
on Potential Red  Cockaded 
Woodpecker (RCW) Habitat  acres 1,043 936 1,119 750 1,012 1,052 1,030 946 1,158  

(1) ROW for PA includes proposed interchanges, frontage/access roads, and improvements needed at crossroad locations; whereas the other build alternatives 
considered only an estimated ROW width of 300’, and did not include proposed interchanges, frontage/access roads, and improvements needed at crossroad 
locations. 

(2) N/A:  A Full Phase I Cultural Resources Survey was not completed for the entire alignment and ROW for the alternatives shown. 
(3) Results of USACE Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination can be found in Chapter 4.1.8. 
 

 
Table S-2   

EIS Summary 
Issue Comparative Advantages of Alternatives 

Human Environment 
Communities and Residential 
Dwellings 

The revisions to the PA reduce impacts. 

Community Facilities and Services The PA impacts no community facility.  Benefits are created for medical trips to 
Shreveport for all build alternatives, including the PA.   

Local Travel Patterns and Safety Effects are similar for all build alternatives. Benefits will be realized for long-
distance travel; some adverse local travel pattern changes, safety and time 
benefits for long distance.  Haynesville community benefits most. 

Industry, Employment and 
Commercial Structures 

 PA provides greater opportunity for development along LA 159, LA 2, LA Alt. 2 
and US 79.  Retail and personal services will likely dominate induced 
employment in short term; however, new interstate access is attractive to 
industry. 

Land Use, Development and Property 
Values 
Public Lands and Recreation PA will minimize adverse effects to the recreational aspects of Bayou Dorcheat.  
Environmental Justice No disproportionate adverse effects anticipated to minority or low-income 

groups. 
Utilities No relative advantage among build alternatives considered or the PA. 
Visual Environment Views from the road will be pleasant.  Views at the road will be limited because 

of dense vegetation of the region.  PA minimizes adverse visual impacts to 
scenic use of Bayou Dorcheat. 

Cultural Resources / Historic 
Properties 

The PA is not anticipated to have adverse effects to historic properties in LA.  
However, five archaeological sites identified in AR are recommended for Phase 
II assessment before construction. Also, the PA will require ROW from a 
property determined to be NRHP eligible.  Based on a commitment from AHTD, 
presented in Section 3.7.6 of this Final EIS, the SHPO has determined that the 
project will have no adverse effects on this property.  
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Table S-2   
EIS Summary 

Issue Comparative Advantages of Alternatives 
Physical Environment 
Surface Water Resources The numerical increase in the quantity of impacts to surface water resources 

(as shown in Table S-1) of the PA, in comparison to the other Build 
Alternatives, is a result of additional and more detailed level of fieldwork 
required to meet USACE Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination stipulations 
and requirements.  The original, planning level, fieldwork performed for all 
alternatives resulted in comparable numerical values between the Build 
Alternatives.  The main aspect is that the PA utilizes an existing crossing of LA 
Scenic Stream Bayou Dorcheat, the most important water feature in the study 
area and avoids LA Scenic Stream Bayou D’Arbonne, also located in the 
Project area.  

Floodplains No relative advantage among build alternatives considered or the PA. 
Potable Ground Water PA minimizes potential effects to potential recharge areas. 
Geology and Mineral Resources The PA will not affect any mining operations and has reduced impacts to oil and 

gas wells to greatest extent possible.   
Prime Farmland and other Soils No relative advantage among build alternatives considered or the PA.  
Hazardous Materials and Sites Impact reduced as a result of identification of revised PA from 15 sites to 9 sites 

(within ½ mile buffer).  
Air Quality No relative advantage among build alternatives considered or the PA 
Noise Overall, the PA with modifications will reduce the magnitude of impacts at the 

majority of residences with predicted adverse noise impacts.  
Natural Environment 
Upland Communities and Wildlife PA minimizes effects to native uplands.  Wildlife movement may be adversely 

affected along the PA, however, the extended bridge structure crossing Bayou 
Dorcheat should allow adequate area for wildlife movement, as compared to 
the shorter bridge structure for other build alternatives and the steeper banks 
associated with the proposed crossings along Alt. 5 and associated options.  
The PA will likely affect the unusual spring-fed streams identified in the area. 

Wetland  Communities The numerical increase in the quantity of wetland impacts (as shown in Table 
S-1) of the PA, in comparison to the other Build Alternatives, is a result of 
additional and more detailed level of fieldwork required to meet USACE 
Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination stipulations and requirements. The 
original, planning level, fieldwork performed for all alternatives resulted in 
comparable numerical values between the Build Alternatives.   

Aquatic Communities All build alternatives avoid aquatic communities to the extent practicable. 
Protected Flora and Fauna Species PA minimizes potential effects to suitable RCW habitat.  No other protected 

species are likely to be adversely affected by the PA. 
Construction Effects and Best Management Practices 
Economic Effects All build alternatives would benefit construction spending in the region.   
Physical and Social Effects 
 

Short term moderate adverse effects expected but minimized with the 
implementation of BMPs. 

Other Considerations 
Energy All build alternatives would have benefits of saved vehicle miles traveled in the 

region. 
Secondary and Cumulative Effects Level of induced development expected to be similar for all build alternatives 

but concentrated along upland interchange locations near population centers. If 
funded, North Hills Lakes Project could result in substantial effects and would 
be facilitated by the PA. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable 
Commitments of Resources 

No significant difference among build alternatives considered or the PA. 

Relationship Between Short-Term 
Impacts And Long-Term Productivity 

No significant difference among build alternatives considered or the PA. 

 
 



 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 S-9 August 2011 
 

 

 
 

Table S-3  
Louisiana  

Preliminary Construction Cost Estimate 
for Preferred Alternative 

Item Cost (2008$)1 
ROW/Acquisition $4,204,221 
Paving $211,816,230 
Grading $103,908,556 
Drainage $11,151,139 
Structures - Bridges $129,151,978 
Miscellaneous Items $46,023,212 
Construction Contingency $50,625,534 
Engineering and CE&I $83,532,130 
 
TOTAL COST $640,413,000 

(1) Per approved cost estimating methodology, costs are based on LADOTD Bid  
Item Weighted Unit Prices for 2008 through the 4th quarter. 

 
Table S-4 
Arkansas  

Preliminary Construction Cost Estimate 
for Preferred Alternative 

Item Cost (2008$)1 
Paving $97,893,430 
Grading2 $103,427,390 
Drainage $9,060,770 
Structures - Bridges $61,103,500 
Miscellaneous Items $30,033,700 
Construction Contingency $33,037,070 
Engineering and CE&I $54,511,160 
  
TOTAL COST $389,067,020

(1) Based on LADOTD Bid Item Weighted Unit Prices for 2006 through the 3rd quarter 
 proportionally adjusted to 2008. 
(2) Includes right-of-way cost. 

 
While Tables S-1 and S-2 summarize anticipated effects, details of several issues 
considered of greatest concern by the public, agencies, and project team are provided 
below.    
 
Access and Travel Pattern Disruption.  Because I-69 will be a controlled-access 
roadway, longer travel times to access the other side of the highway by way of adjacent 
interchanges may be required.  Some altered travel patterns may be perceived as 
locally problematic, due to their length.  Access to cross roads, frontage roads, and 
similar issues were evaluated in detail at certain locations for the PA.  Section 3.3.3 of 
this EIS describes access and travel pattern effects of the PA.  
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Economic Development.  Economic development is one of the main needs identified 
by the local population and agencies.  This project is intended to facilitate economic 
development by providing new high-speed transportation access to the North Louisiana 
Rural Renewal Zone (RRZ) and southwestern Arkansas, where high-speed interstate 
access is nonexistent today.  Some modest commercial activity may be induced at 
interchanges from the PA.  Based on discussion with proponents of the North Hills 
Lakes Project, the selected PA was the most desirable alternative for future 
development of this project. Section 3.3.5 of this EIS addresses the North Hills Lakes 
Project as well as indirect and cumulative effects to land development. 

 
Use of Bayou Dorcheat.  Bayou Dorcheat is the only recreational resource traversed 
or directly affected by the PA or the other build alternatives.  All alternatives considered 
would cross this resource.  Identification of the Alternative 4 proposed crossing as the 
preferred crossing of Bayou Dorcheat directly influenced the PA identification of 
Alternative 4.3.  Sections 3.3.6 and 3.3.9 describe the effects to recreation and scenic 
views, respectively. 

 
Unabated Noise Effects.  Following issuance of the Draft EIS, the alignment of the PA 
was modified in several locations.  This was done in part to reduce noise impacts on a 
community near the proposed alignment of Alternative 4.3.  The revised alignment 
discussed in this Final EIS will reduce the magnitude of noise impacts on the majority of 
the receptors that were predicted to experience adverse impacts based on the analysis 
performed for the Draft EIS.  No other form of mitigation was determined to be both 
reasonable and feasible to reduce adverse impacts at these receptors, including noise 
barriers.  Most of the adverse impacts were determined to result from predicted 
increases in noise levels of 10 dBA or more in the year 2030 over existing ambient 
conditions rather than exceedances of applicable Noise Abatement Criteria.  This is a 
consequence of the rural nature of the area adjacent to most of the proposed PA 
alignment.  Based on the difference between the existing ambient noise level and 
predicted level at each impacted receptor, and taking into account the shift in the PA 
alignment near each receptor, it is expected that the majority of the receptors will 
experience reduced noise levels as a result of the shift, and some may no longer be 
adversely affected, but most will still have year 2030 noise levels exceeding existing 
levels by 10 dBA or more.  In addition, the modified PA alignment may result in impacts 
at nine receptors that were not evaluated for the Draft EIS due to their distance from the 
original PA alignment. All of these receptors are isolated residences for which no 
abatement measures other than possibly additional shifts in the horizontal alignment of 
the PA could be determined to be both reasonable and feasible.  Any further changes in 
the PA alignment must be left for detailed design in the next stage of project planning.   
Section 3.4.8 of this EIS describes the noise impact and abatement analysis conducted 
for this project. 

 
Wildlife Movement Disruption.  The PA and all build alternatives evaluated in the 
Draft EIS were proposed as fully-controlled access highways with access provided only 
at selected points or interchanges.  The new highway will form a barrier for many wildlife 
species and an obstacle for all wildlife attempting to access the other side.  Of greatest 
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concern for wildlife corridor crossings are the stream systems throughout the study 
area, which provide the largest contiguous, natural corridors for wildlife.  The extended 
bridge structure crossing Bayou Dorcheat should allow adequate area for wildlife 
movement along this particular area.  Bayou Dorcheat, Cornie Bayou, Flat Lick Bayou, 
and Black Bayou are the major stream systems that will be disrupted.  Section 3.5.1 of 
this EIS describes effects to wildlife. 

 
Effects to Spring-fed Streams.  The potential direct adverse effects of the PA on 
spring-fed streams were important considerations in the overall evaluation of project 
effects on water resources.  These features are relatively unusual in the study area and 
provide special habitats not found elsewhere along build alternatives.  The PA east of 
Bayou Dorcheat may have moderate adverse impacts on these unusual features.    
Most springs are associated with the ridge/valley interface with Glass Creek, the largest 
local tributary to Flat Lick Creek in the vicinity of the PA.  Section 3.5.3 of this EIS 
provides additional detail of these effects. 

S.6 Other Considerations of Alternatives 
Construction Effects.  Construction of I-69 SIU 14 will result in a variety of temporary 
effects associated with storage of materials and equipment, construction of access 
roads, and construction equipment operation.  Construction effects do not include the 
permanent effects resulting from land conversion to roadway and right-of-way, nor do 
they refer to the indirect effects induced by the presence of the new interstate facility.  
Construction effects relate only to those temporary features such as staging areas and 
operations strictly associated with the construction activities alone.  None of the 
anticipated adverse, temporary construction effects is expected to be substantially 
disruptive.  

 
Energy Use.  Use of the I-69 SIU 14 in the year 2030 could result in approximately 
42,000 fewer miles traveled per day on the transportation network in the study area, 
equating to a reduction of approximately 2,500 gallons of fuel usage per day or nearly 
one million gallons of fuel per year.  While energy will be expended in the construction 
of the project, these annual energy savings suggest that this project has substantial net 
benefits to energy use. 

 
Secondary and Cumulative Effects.  The project will provide a new high-speed 
mobility corridor between Shreveport and El Dorado and to points further southwest and 
northeast.  This new corridor, in proximity to I-20, will make the entire region more 
attractive for transportation related businesses and manufacturing businesses.  
Residential development will also likely be stimulated within 30 minutes of Shreveport 
along the proposed PA alignment through to Haynesville.  Initially, development will 
focus at interchange locations and be limited to services that cater to through traffic 
such as service stations, convenience stores, and fast food outlets.  Development pace 
will likely be directly related to distance to existing population centers.  Another project 
that will not be induced but facilitated by I-69 SIU 14 construction is the North Hills 
Lakes Project.  The North Hills Lakes Project is currently unfunded and has no defined 
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schedule.  However, should this project be implemented, substantial increases in 
residential development, supporting services, and infrastructure will be developed, all of 
which will have corresponding effects to wetlands, land use, water quality and other 
issues.  

 
Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources.  Use of raw materials 
(e.g., fossil fuels, sand and gravel, timber for lumber, and cement), federal and state 
fiscal resources, and manpower comprise the obvious irretrievable commitments of 
resources resulting from this project.  Other than these resource effects, effects 
discussed in this EIS are considered potentially reversible or temporary in the sense 
that, should there be reason, support, and funding to do so, these actions could be 
reversed to pre-project conditions.   

 
Relationship between Short-Term Impacts and Long-Term Productivity.  Annual 
fuel savings of the project are considered improvements in productivity.  Additionally, 
induced commercial activity will not result unless increases in productivity are 
anticipated by industrial site developers.  Such indirect benefits of the PA are expected.  
Based on these facts, anticipated benefits in long-term productivity are expected to 
greatly offset the adverse short-term/temporary effects from the project. 

S.7 Mitigation, Commitments, Permits, Certifications and Additional 
Studies Needed Prior to Construction 

Additional tasks remain before construction of the PA may commence.  Below is a 
summary of the planning, environmental, and design tasks that need to be completed 
prior to project construction:  
 

• Hydrologic and Hydraulic Study of PA’s 100-year floodplain crossings. 

• Geotechnical investigations along PA to assess design needs. 

• Environmental site assessment along PA. 

• Preliminary Design and right-of-way limit identification for PA. 

• Initiation of Relocation Assistance Program for properties within required right-of-
way of PA. 

• Development of construction sequencing and traffic maintenance plans for 
construction activities. 

 
Permits and certifications that must be obtained prior to construction include: 
 

• State Water Quality Certifications (LDEQ, ADEQ); 

• Scenic Stream Crossing Permit (LDWF); 

• National Pollution Discharge and Elimination System (NPDES) Permit (LDEQ, 
ADEQ) for discharges of stormwater  from the roadway; 
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• Stormwater Management Permit (LDEQ, ADEQ) for controlling and treatment of 
surface runoff from construction sites; 

• Burning Permit (LDEQ, ADEQ) from LA and AR for burning construction debris;  

• Section 404 Wetland Fill Permit (USACE) for discharging dredged and fill 
material into waters of the US and adjacent wetlands.  Permits are reviewed by 
USFWS and LDWF and AGFC, as well. 

• Coordination and required permits will need to be acquired from the two railroad 
companies where I-69 overpasses are proposed at three locations: one north of 
Interstate 20 in Bossier Parish (Kansas City Southern [KCS] leased by WATCO), 
one east of US 371 in Webster Parish (also KCS leased by WATCO) and one 
west of US 79 in Claiborne Parish, Louisiana & Northwest Railroad (L&NW).  

 
Commitments and mitigation measures that will be implemented to offset adverse 
effects of the PA would include, but are not limited to, the following:    
 

• Implementation of Best Management Practices during construction of the facility; 

• Location of staging areas in non-wet areas that are not environmentally sensitive; 

• Purchase of wetland banking credits, wetland conservation easements, 
enhancement, restoration and/or creation of wetlands or a combination thereof 
based on USACE, LA and AR specifications during the Section 404 permit 
process;   

• Mitigation of adverse stream effects based on the Section 404 permit process; 

• Avoidance of construction during the nesting season of bald eagles should 
individual nests be sighted within 1,500 feet of the alternative chosen for 
construction;  

• Re-investigation and survey of areas considered potentially suitable habitat for 
federally-protected species within one year of letting the construction contract for 
the project. 

• Assessment of five archaeological sites within the proposed PA right-of-way for 
National Register eligibility and agreement on handling of previously 
undiscovered cultural resources during construction. 

• As recorded in the I-69 SIU-14 Shreveport to El Dorado – Arkansas Section    
(US 82 to Stateline) Phase I Documentation:  “FHWA, through AHTD, has made 
a reasonable and good faith effort to identify historic properties that may be 
affected by the undertaking 36 C.F.R. § 800.4(b)(1).  FHWA, through AHTD, has 
determined in accordance with 36 C.F.R. § 800.4(a)-(c) that there are historic 
properties that may be affected by the undertaking, and through the present 
report, has provided documentation of this finding to the SHPO.  With these 
findings and given the possibility that previously unrecorded or undetected 
historic properties may be present in the area of potential affect (APE), a 
Programmatic Agreement should be entered into among FHWA, AHTD, the AR 
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SHPO and, as appropriate, Indian tribes that governs how discoveries will be 
treated and what responsibilities will be carried out prior to taking any actions that 
could have an effect on properties listed in or considered eligible for the NHRP 
(under the provisions of 36 C.F.R. § 800.13 et seq.  Post-review discoveries). 
This approach may be risky since it could involve stopping construction if historic 
properties are discovered.  It may also require monitoring by staff archeologist or 
qualified professionals.  Possibly the safest and least costly way to approach this 
issue is to have qualified archeologist resurvey the APE during and after clearing 
and grubbing activities when ground conditions are more suitable for resource 
discovery.  Procedurally, this may require separating the clearing and grubbing 
contract from the construction contract in order to provide adequate time for the 
resurvey, assessment, and any necessary data recovery or mitigation.  

The proposed activities by FHWA, through AHTD, should be allowed to proceed 
in accordance with recommendations presented in this report.  If undiscovered 
archeological or other remains are encountered during project implementation or 
if changes are made in the APE beyond the boundaries of the APE surveyed 
(including, for example, any landscape alterations that result from activities 
associated with the project such as access roads, construction and material 
staging areas, and areas from which fill be borrowed) or if intact cultural deposits 
are discovered during future management activities, work should stop and the 
SHPO should be contacted immediately (36 C.F.R. §  800.13) and the provisions 
of the  36 C.F.R. Part 800 (Subpart B) including 36 C.F.R. §800.6 should be 
implemented. FHWA and AHTD may be required to take further steps in the 
Section 106 process (36 C.F.R. Part 800 et.seq.) as recommended in this 
report.” 

• In accordance with a commitment by AHTD to AR SHPO, adjustments in final 
design shall be made to avoid impacts to one eligible standing structure 
(CO0430) identified during the initial Phase I survey.  Avoidance measures shall 
be sufficient to achieve a finding of “no effect”.  These avoidance measures will 
be evaluated during future project design and construction phases. 
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 

1.1 Introduction and NEPA Requirements 
The Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development (LADOTD) and the 
Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) propose to construct a 
four-lane divided interstate highway between Shreveport, Louisiana (LA) and El Dorado, 
Arkansas (AR).  The federal sponsor for this proposed action is the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA).  This project will be part of the National Interstate 69 (I-69) 
Corridor and is identified as Section of Independent Utility No.14 (SIU 14).  I-69 SIU 14, 
referred to as the “project” or “proposed action” in this report represents one section of 
the I-69 Corridor connecting Port Huron, Michigan, to the border between Texas and 
Mexico.  This project, if implemented, would provide a new interstate highway in 
southern AR and northwestern LA where one does not currently exist, enhancing 
economic development and providing significantly improved transportation service in 
this economically challenged region. 
 
This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is being prepared as a requirement of the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended.  NEPA was enacted to 
encourage sustainable development and informed decision-making in a manner 
acceptable to the citizens of the United States (US), and government agencies. US 
Code of Federal Regulations, 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508 are the regulations for NEPA 
implementation, commonly known as the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
regulations.  These regulations require all federal agencies to develop guidelines for 
NEPA implementation.  Specifically, these regulations require that every federal action 
or federally funded project be evaluated on its merits by the federal sponsor agency.  
Public involvement is identified as a key component of the NEPA planning process 
governed by these regulations.  Effects to the human, physical and natural environment, 
as well as the relative benefits of the project alternatives, must be evaluated and 
presented to the public, tribal interests, decision-makers and resource agencies having 
jurisdictional interests in the project.  Evaluation conducted in accordance with these 
regulations is documented in either an Environmental Assessment (EA) or an EIS.  
Projects that are large in scope and have the potential for substantial effects to the 
environment are typically documented in an EIS.  An EIS is more expansive in detail 
and requires more extensive public and agency coordination and review periods.  
 
The FHWA promulgated regulations entitled Environmental Impact and Related 
Procedures, (23 CFR Part 771).  These regulations and FHWA guidance document, 
T6640.8A, Guidance for Preparing Environmental and Section 4(f) documents (FHWA, 
1987) provide the framework and guidance of this EIS planning study.  Other federal 
and state laws, regulations, and executive orders provide additional structure in this 
regulatory framework.  Relevant regulatory requirements are noted throughout this 
report to provide context to evaluations that were conducted for this EIS. 
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1.1.1 Sections of Independent Utility 
The I-69 Corridor extends 1,600 miles from Port Huron, Michigan to the Texas/Mexico 
border.  This length precludes development of the full corridor as a single construction 
project, and precludes an effective environmental analysis of the full corridor.  A more 
practical approach was to undertake a series of projects consistent with the overall 
purpose and need for I-69.  Accordingly, the entire corridor was broken into Sections of 
Independent Utility (SIU) that could be constructed in a reasonable time frame by the 
state or states involved and would have independent transportation benefits, or utility, 
without consideration of adjoining sections.   
 
Final sections resulted from discussions with each of the state departments of 
transportation involved.  Figure 1.1-1 displays sections in Tennessee, Mississippi, 
Arkansas, Louisiana and Texas.  Figure 1.1-1 also provides a status of SIU 13, SIU 14, 
and SIU 15.  SIU 14 and abutting SIU 13 and SIU 15 are described as: 
 

• SIU 13, north of SIU 14, extends on 
new location from the terminus of 
the Mississippi River Crossing at  
US 65 to US 82 in the vicinity of            
El Dorado, AR, and will provide new 
system connectivity in southern AR. 

• SIU 14, the Subject Project of this 
EIS, will connect El Dorado, AR to 
Shreveport, LA. This SIU continues   
I-69 on new location to a terminus 
on Interstate 20 (I-20) east of 
Bossier City. A previously identified 
location for this connection at I-20 
was the interchange of LA 157 and  
I-20 at Haughton, LA.   

• SIU 15 abuts SIU 14 and extends  
south of Shreveport-Bossier City.  
SIU 15 will provide a route through 
this urban area extending south and 
southwest from I-20 to the east side 
of US 171 near Stonewall, LA.  The general corridor resulting from the Special 
Issues Study (Wilbur Smith Associates et al., 1997) adopted an alignment around 
the southeastern portion of the urban area based upon the 1992 study, Interstate 
69 and Inner Loop Expansion: Compatibility Report.  The Interchange 
Justification Report (IJR) for the I-49/I-69 Interchange and the I-20/I-69 
Interchange was accepted by FHWA in January 2008 and will be final when the 
environmental process is complete which is expected in 2012.  

Figure 1.1-1 SIU Update 

SIU 15
Study Began Spring ’01; 

Draft EIS May ’05; 
Final EIS expected 2012 
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1.2 Nationwide Purpose and Need 

1.2.1 National I-69 Corridor 

1.2.1.1 Legislative History 
The I-69 Corridor was introduced as a high priority corridor (Corridor 18) from 
Indianapolis to Memphis in the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 
(ISTEA).  In 1993, ISTEA was further amended by Congress to extend I-69 from 
Memphis to Houston.  The National Highway System Designation Act of 1995 further 
extended the corridor from Houston to include the Lower Rio Grande Valley of Texas.  
The Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) signed on June 9, 1998, 
redefined Corridor 18 and designated it as I-69.  In 2005, President George W. Bush 
signed the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for 
Users, also known as SAFETEA-LU.  Revisions in 2008 to Section 1927 of the 
SAFETEA-LU legislation further refined the I-69 corridor saying that I-69 shall, “follow 
the alignment generally identified in the Corridor 18 Special Issues Study Final Report” 
(Source: FHWA).  Figure 1.2-1 depicts the evolution of the National I-69 Corridor that 
will connect each SIU common termini to form a continuous corridor from the 
Michigan/Canada border to the Texas/Mexico border.   
1.2.1.2 I-69 Steering Committee 
Following passage of ISTEA, the I-69 Steering Committee was formed with members 
representing eight states along the corridor.  This Steering Committee adopted the 
following statement of overall purpose for the I-69 Corridor: 
 

The nationwide purpose of I-69 is to improve international and 
interstate trade in accordance with national and state goals; to 
facilitate economic development in accordance with state, regional, 
and local policies and plans; and to improve surface transportation 
consistent with national, state, regional, and local needs; and with 
the Congressional designation of the corridor. 
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1.2.2 Nationwide Project Need 
Previous feasibility studies completed for the I-69 Corridor have demonstrated that 
extending I-69 from Indianapolis, through Memphis, Bossier City and Houston to the 
Mexican border in the Lower Rio Grande Valley would be a feasible project.  Anticipated 
dollar savings to the traveling public, combined with the potential for economic growth in 
the region, exceeds the cost to develop the facility by a significant margin.  Through 
work completed during the previous studies, the Steering Committee recognized that 
there were three primary needs that completion of I-69 would address: 
 

• Movement of Goods 
• Economic Development 
• System Linkage  

 
The need to improve the movement of goods is related to the passage of the North 
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) between Canada, the US, and Mexico.  
NAFTA has resulted in a substantial increase in surface freight traffic on the interstate 
system in the last 10 years, with truck shipments accounting for nearly 70 percent of the 
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11 billion tons of freight shipped in 1997 (US Department of Transportation [USDOT], 
1999.) 
 
The Purpose and Need Statement (URS 2003c), which is incorporated by reference into 
this EIS, provides additional details of the nationwide purpose and need for this project 

1.3 Local Purpose and Need 
The SIU 14 local purpose and need details are provided in the Purpose and Need 
Statement (URS 2003c), which is incorporated by reference into this EIS.  The general 
purpose and need for this project at the local level is to provide a safe, efficient, and 
cost effective transportation facility, while promoting economic development within the 
region.  Completing the I-69 trade corridor addresses directives of legislation associated 
with the I-69 Corridor, as well as federal and state legislation.  Locally, within the SIU 14 
study area, the project will fulfill several national and local needs, including:  
 

• Economic Development – Facilitating economic activity by reducing intra- and 
inter-regional shipping costs, improving access to regional land suitable for 
development, improving access to the regional employment base, and diverting 
traffic to the region.  

• System Linkage and Goods Movement - Improving connectivity and 
accessibility of AR and LA communities and industry located within the project 
corridor to the National Highway System (NHS).  Additionally, SIU 14 would 
provide for efficient movement of people and goods inside the project corridor 
between regional origin-destination pairs.  

• Intermodal Connectivity – Improving accessibility to existing truck, maritime 
port, rail, and air shipment activities in the region, resulting in more efficient 
intermodal connections. 

• Safety – Reducing potential for accidents that result in property damage, 
hazardous spills, injuries, and/or fatalities. 

 
Economic development is a need for the study region recognized by both the public and 
agencies.  The US Department of Housing and Urban Development (USHUD) created 
the North LA Rural Renewal Zone (RRZ) to help attract regional new employers.  Tax 
incentives and other benefits are available to companies that relocate to such zones.  
The North LA RRZ includes all of Claiborne Parish and parts of Webster Parish.  
Section 3.3.7 of this EIS identifies low-income areas in the region.  None of AR is 
located in a RRZ; however, economic conditions in southwestern AR are similar to 
those in the USHUD North LA RRZ. 
 
Concurrence on the local purpose and need for the project was reached by the 
cooperating agencies on this project, which are: the US Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE), US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and US Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA).  Agency coordination and involvement is described in Section 4.1 of 
this EIS. 
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES 
Graphics for Chapter 2.0 are included at the end of the chapter. 

2.1 Alternatives Development Process 

2.1.1 Alternatives Analysis Study Process 
An Alternatives Analysis for I-69 SIU 14 was conducted using a 6-step evaluation 
process illustrated in Figure 2.1-1.  The process began with identification of the study 
area and project considerations and constraints.  This was followed by development 
and evaluation of alternative two-mile-wide corridors, and development and evaluation 
of 300-foot-wide highway alignment alternatives.  Alternatives analysis was completed 
with the identification of the Preferred Alternative (PA) after consideration of all 
comments received on the Draft EIS (URS 2005f).  The PA is fully evaluated in this 
Final EIS. 
 
The project will require a permit from the USACE under Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act of 1972 (CWA), because the PA will encroach on waters of the US as defined by 
this law.  The alternatives development and screening process used for this project 
satisfies the NEPA/404 Merger Process described in Section 4.1.5 of the Draft EIS 
(URS 2005f) because it allows for regular interagency meetings, coordination efforts, 
and cooperating agency concurrence points.  These coordination efforts have had one 
guiding goal: to assist in the development of consensus among FHWA, LADOTD, 
AHTD, and cooperating agencies on a PA that is the least environmentally damaging 
practicable alternative to address the intended purpose and need for this project.   
 

 

 

 

1.  Identify Study Area 

2.  Identify Constraints to Alternative Development 

3.  Identification of 2-mile-wide Corridors 

4.  Identify Corridor with Best Potential 

5.  Develop 2 to 5 300-foot-
wide (main-line) Alternatives 

6.  Identify Preferred   
Alternative 

Figure 2.1-1 
Alternatives 

Development Process 
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2.1.2 Documents Incorporated by Reference  
Project documents are incorporated into this EIS by reference, in order to streamline 
preparation and review of this EIS, yet provide needed details.  These documents are 
on file with LADOTD.  Section 6 of this EIS contains reference information for all 
citations.  Incorporated documents cited throughout this report are listed below: 
 

• I-69 Design Criteria Report (URS 2003a); 

• Scoping Report (URS 2003b); 

• Purpose and Need Report (URS 2003c); 

• Corridor Evaluation Report (URS 2003d); 

• Corridor Selection Public and Agency Presentation and Comment Summary 
Report (URS 2003e);  

• Traffic and Accident Analysis Report (URS 2003f);  

• Corridor Selection Report (URS 2003g); 

• Alternatives Development and Screening Report (URS 2004a); 

• Alignment Study Public, Elected Officials and Agency Presentation and 
Comment Summary (URS 2004b);  

• Draft EIS Cultural Resources Field Investigations Summary Report (URS 2005a); 

• Environmental Due Diligence Investigation Report (URS 2005b); 

• Air and Noise Analysis  (URS 2005c); 

• Natural Resources Report (URS 2005d) and (URS Revised Final 2008a); 

• Preliminary Wetlands Evaluation Report (URS 2005e); 

• Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS)(URS 2005f); 

• Draft Environmental Impact Statement Presentation and Comment Summary, 
Book 1, Book 2, Book 3 (URS 2005g); 

• Preferred Alternative Revisions Agency, Elected Official, and Public Involvement 
and Comment Summary (URS 2006 Oct); 

• Line and Grade Study Report (HNTB Draft 2007 Feb.);  (HNTB Final 2008); 

• Wetland Delineation Report (URS 2008a) and Supplement to Wetland 
Delineation Report (URS 2010); 

• Red-Cockaded Woodpecker Biological Assessment (URS 2008b);  
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2.1.3 Definition of the Study Area 
Delineation of the study area, which is defined as the area within which all reasonable 
and feasible alternatives that meet the intended purpose and need for the project can 
be designed and constructed, was the first step in alternatives development.  The study 
area for this project was refined from a larger encompassing area identified in the 
National I-69 Corridor Study (Wilbur Smith 1994), which extended further north and 
south of the present study area.  Because both SIU 13 and 15 had identified termini with 
SIU 14 prior to initiation of the SIU 14 Alternatives Analysis and EIS, it appeared 
unreasonable to extend further north and south.  The smaller present study area reflects 
the practicable extent within which reasonable and feasible alternatives could ultimately 
be developed to meet the intended purpose and need for SIU 14.  Figure 2.1-2 displays 
this refined study area.  As shown in Figure 2.1-2, the study area extends from 
Interstate 20 near Haughton, LA, northeast to US 82 near El Dorado, AR; a distance of 
approximately 70 miles.  It includes portions of Bossier, Webster, and Claiborne 
Parishes in LA and portions of Columbia and Union Counties in AR. 
 
An Interchange Justification Report (IJR) is an FHWA requirement for connecting 
interstate facilities.  The proposed interchange of I-69 with I-20 connects both I-69 SIU 
14 to the north and I-69 SIU 15 to the south.  The IJR for this interchange was prepared 
as part of the I-69 SIU 15 study process.  A Draft IJR that requested the addition of the 
I-20/I-69 interchange at I-20 was submitted to FHWA in November 2007 and the letter 
accepting the interchange was provided by FHWA on January 18, 2008.  The 
interchange will be approved provided there are no major changes to the proposed 
design.  FHWA final approval will be given upon completion of the environmental 
process which is expected to be late in the year of 2012.  A copy of this FHWA letter 
dated January 18, 2008 is located in Appendix B, labeled as # 61.   
 

2.1.4 Traffic Analysis 
For the purpose of developing a benchmark against which build alternatives would be 
compared, existing and future no action traffic and safety conditions were assessed and 
documented in the Traffic and Accident Analysis Report (URS 2003f).  Most recent 
existing (i.e., 2002) and future 2030 average daily traffic (ADT) volume estimates, as 
provided by LADOTD and AHTD, were compared to estimated capacity of each major 
roadway assessed in the study area.  Major roadways assessed include the minor 
arterials US 79 / LA 9, US 371; and the collector roads LA 2, LA 159, LA 160, 
LA Alternate (Alt.) 2, LA 615, LA 157, LA 161, and AR 15.  Interstate 20 (I-20) was also 
assessed.  Local roads that feed collectors from neighborhoods and private 
developments were not included in this evaluation.  Daily operating conditions of each 
roadway are described in terms of Level of Service (LOS), which range from A to F.  
The LOS A represents free-flow, uncongested travel. The LOS F represents congested, 
stop-and-go conditions.  For existing conditions, most sections of major roadways in the 
study area were estimated to have LOS A. Only in the towns of Springhill, Homer, and 
Haynesville were the levels of service estimated to be worse than LOS B.   Under future 
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year 2030 conditions, the LOS on major roadways are projected to remain at LOS A, 
however, US 79 between Minden and Homer will become more congested, with some 
areas reaching LOS D.  Additionally, US 79 between Homer and Haynesville will also 
experience congestion equivalent to LOS E.  The LOS on US 371 in Springhill is 
projected to improve in the future because of widening improvements to US 371 that are 
currently programmed for implementation.  

2.2 Corridor Development and Screening 
The objective of the corridor evaluation phase was to identify a single two-mile-wide 
corridor between the connecting termini of SIU 13 and SIU 15 that had the greatest 
potential for implementation while satisfying the purpose and need for the project and 
having relatively low environmental impacts. The corridor evaluation process consisted 
of development, screening and identification of a preferred corridor alternative. 

2.2.1 Environmental Inventory and Corridor Alignment Considerations 
Corridor development began (see Step 2 of Figure 2.1-1) with identification of key study 
area issues and constraints.  Several of these key considerations were identified during 
Scoping.  Considerations are categorized as socioeconomic, natural environment, and 
physical environment issues.  Based on comments from the public and agencies during 
scoping, key considerations were determined to be: 
 

• Boundaries of towns and cities that should be avoided;  

• Scenic stream crossings, whose adverse effects should be minimized; 

• USACE jurisdictional wetlands that should be avoided where practicable; 

• 100-year floodplains that should be avoided where practicable; 

• Federal and state lands, including Wildlife Management Areas, Wildlife Refuges, 
recreational areas, and National Forests, which should be avoided where 
practicable; 

• North LA Rural Renewal Zone which should be traversed where possible to help 
stimulate job growth; and 

• Sparta Aquifer recharge areas that should be avoided where practicable. 
 
To the extent that data were available, a project Geographic Information System (GIS) 
database was compiled.  Details of the GIS are contained in the Corridor Evaluation 
Report (URS 2003d).  Once the initial GIS data were compiled, large scale maps were 
prepared depicting the alignment considerations, which were used by project team 
members to lay out alternative two-mile-wide corridor alignments. 
 
 
 



 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 2-5 August 2011 
 

 

2.2.2 Development of Preliminary Corridors 
Using maps prepared as described in Section 2.2.1 that identified environmental 
considerations and constraints, FHWA, LADOTD, AHTD, and project team members 
developed alternative two-mile-wide corridors for consideration.  This process began 
with identification of good stream and wetland crossing locations.  From these “pinch 
points,” corridor segments were connected into composite, two-mile-wide corridor 
alignments that connected I-20 and US 82.  Alignments were designed to avoid 
constraints identified in the environmental inventory where possible, and minimize 
adverse effects to constraints where unavoidable.  Within the 70-mile project termini 
limits, approximately 30 preliminary corridors were independently developed by project 
team members, FHWA, LADOTD, and AHTD.  Evaluation of these corridors revealed 
that 10 corridor alignments adequately represented the best of all 30 preliminary 
corridors.  For discussion and presentation purposes, these 10 corridors were renamed 
as the northern/western, central, and southern/eastern corridors as displayed in 
Figures 2.2-1a, 2.2-1b, and 2.2-1c, respectively.   
 
Following identification of these 10 corridors, each was evaluated in terms of potential 
impacts to constraints as described in Section 2.2.1 of this EIS.  This first tier 
evaluation is defined as “screening.” 

2.2.3 Preliminary Corridor Screening  
GIS mapping was used to determine quantitative impacts (e.g., number of wetland 
acres and/or number of churches, schools and other facilities located inside of each 
corridor).  Results were provided on a summary table for comparison.  Initial screening 
suggested that Corridors 1d, 2a, and 1c were the three best corridors among the 10 
preliminary corridors evaluated.  All 10 were initially determined to be consistent with 
the nationwide and local purpose and need for the project; however, several corridors 
were deemed impractical, ineffective, or too costly in terms of monetary or adverse 
environmental effects.  FHWA, LADOTD, and AHTD proposed retention of five corridors 
for further evaluation (Corridors 1c, 1d, 1e, 2a, and 2b) and elimination of the remaining 
five corridors from further consideration.  Concurrence with this proposal was received 
from the cooperating agencies on this project (i.e., USACE, USFWS, and USEPA) as 
described in Section 4.1.4 of the Draft EIS (URS 2005 f).  The two Group 3 corridors 
were eliminated from further consideration because they paralleled I-20 and did not 
provide substantially improved access to the study area.  Corridor 2c was also 
eliminated because of its length.   Complete description of all evaluation parameters 
and the results of the initial corridor screening are documented in the Corridor 
Evaluation Report (URS 2003d). 

2.2.4 Preliminary Corridor Selection 
In August 2003, the five retained preliminary corridors were presented to resource 
agencies and public for review and comment.  The objective of this effort was to solicit 
comments to help identify a single, preferred two-mile-wide corridor on which further 
evaluation would be conducted.  Corridor Selection Public and Agency Presentation and 
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Comment Summary (URS 2003e) summarizes these public and agency involvement 
efforts. 
 
No single corridor received overwhelming support in comments. Economic 
development, in addition to benefits to towns and communities, was identified by the 
public and agencies as the most important reason for preferring a particular corridor 
alternative.  An alignment north of Haynesville that would capture southbound 
hazardous shipments prior to entering Haynesville was preferred by some public 
commentors (i.e., Corridors 1c, 1d, or 2a).  Most agency comments provided only 
general guidance and data without preference for a specific two-mile-wide corridor.   
 
In an effort to provide more detailed information to the agencies and project team for 
identifying a preferred corridor, field biologists were deployed in September 2003 to 
investigate alternative Bayou Dorcheat crossing locations, and other major stream 
crossings along the five retained corridors.  A detailed summary of these field 
investigations is presented in the Corridor Selection Report (URS 2003g).  
 
Synthesis of the preliminary corridor evaluation, public and agency comments, and 
subsequent field reconnaissance suggested that while Corridor 2a and 1c were very 
good corridors, Corridor 1d appeared to have the greatest potential for alignments that 
both minimized adverse effects to the environment and minimized construction costs.  
Additionally, Corridors 1e and 2b did not fully meet the local purpose and need for 
public safety to intercept hazardous truck shipments north of Haynesville.  FHWA, 
LADOTD, and AHTD announced the preference of Corridor 1d in fall 2003.  
Cooperating agencies (i.e., USFWS, USACE, and USEPA) agreed, providing 
concurrence and permission to proceed with the development of 300-foot-wide 
alignments in winter 2003 (see Section 4.1.4 of the Draft EIS (URS 2005f) for details on 
concurrence). 

2.2.5 Reconsideration of Corridors 2a/2b 
Well into the refinement of preliminary highway alignments in early summer 2004 (see 
Section 2.3), some citizens, Claiborne Parish, the City of Homer, and the City of 
Minden requested that Corridors 2a/2b be reconsidered.  The Project Team 
reinvestigated these two corridors because of the potential validity of the public issues 
related to the Sparta Aquifer, Cotton Valley Oil and Gas Field, and the proposed North 
Hills Lakes Project.  Corridor 2b was determined to be inconsistent with the local 
purpose and need for the project, which includes improving public safety by reducing 
hazardous materials shipments through Haynesville and Homer.  While Corridor 2a 
would provide this benefit, Corridor 2b would not.  Additionally, Corridor 2b would 
require crossing the LA Scenic Stream, Bayou D’Arbonne.  Accordingly, Corridor 2b 
was again eliminated from further consideration.  However, Corridor 2a was retained for 
additional study.  Additional study yielded several potentially reasonable and feasible 
alignments extending from three Bayou Dorcheat crossings south of Corridor 1d.  These 
alignments were named “Section F” alternatives.  Agreement that alignments along 
“Section F” should be evaluated along with Corridor 1d alignments was provided by 
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FHWA, LADOTD, and AHTD.  Concurrence to retain the single best “Section F” 
alignment with the other build alternatives was received from the cooperating agencies 
on this project (i.e., USACE, USFWS, and USEPA) as described in Section 4.1.4 of the 
Draft EIS (URS 2005f).  Details of the reevaluation of Corridor 2a/“Section F” are 
provided in the Alternatives Development and Screening Report (URS 2004a). 
 
Although a single preferred, two-mile-wide corridor was not identified during this fourth 
step of the alternative development process, Corridors 1d and 2a/“Section F” were 
equally evaluated as discussed in Section 2.3 of this EIS.  
 
2.3 Alternatives Development and Screening 
 
During the winter and spring of 2004, individual 300-foot-wide alignments were 
developed along Corridor 1d and Corridor 2a/“Section F”.  Project Team planners and 
engineers laid out alternative 300-foot-wide alignments between I-20 and US 82, the 
project’s southern and northern termini, respectively.  Alternative segments were drawn 
between common interchange locations, wetland crossings, and other “pinch points.”  
Alignment segments were then combined into full alignments between project termini for 
evaluation.  After conducting a preliminary screening evaluation of the alternate        
300-foot-wide alignments, the best four alternatives (Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4) were 
identified and proposed for presentation to the resource agencies and public.    

2.3.1 Build Alternatives Presented to Resource Agencies 
Agreement that Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4 should be evaluated in the EIS was provided 
by the cooperating agencies in late May 2004 and a meeting was scheduled on June 2, 
2004, to present the four build alternatives and to solicit comments.  Several comments 
affected alternative alignments; as a result, alignments were modified. Specific 
modifications made as a result of this agency meeting are described in detail in the 
Alternatives Development and Screening Report (URS 2004a). 

2.3.2 Build Alternatives Presented to the Public 
Following the incorporation of the changes suggested by agencies in agency meeting 
as described in Section 2.3.1 above, five open houses were also held in June to 
present revised Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4 to the public and elected officials.  Public 
open houses were held as an opportunity for the public, elected officials, and agency 
representatives to provide comments on the alternatives and to suggest final 
modifications to the alternatives prior to full evaluation in the EIS.     
 
Alignment Study Public, Elected Officials and Agency Presentation and Comment 
Summary (URS 2004b) provides details of the public comments received during, and 
following, these meetings.  Less than 20 comments received from the public suggested 
modifications to alignments.  Most comments simply suggested a preference of one or 
several alternatives.  Design-related comments were closely reviewed and incorporated, 
where appropriate, into the modified build alternatives for evaluation. 
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2.3.3 Build Alternative Final Modifications  
Two alternatives were proposed for full evaluation in the Draft EIS.  They were 
Alternative 4, which included elements of “Section F” discussed in Section 2.2.5 of this 
EIS; and a new alternative, Alternative 5, which combined the best portions of 
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 presented to the public in June 2004.  Options for both 
Alternatives 4 and 5 also were evaluated. 
   
Among the three alternatives inside Corridor 1d (i.e., Alternatives 1, 2, and 3) that were 
presented to the public in June 2004, only Alternative 1 received substantial support.  
For this reason, the project team combined the best segments of Alternatives 1, 2, and 
3 into a new alternative, Alternative 5.  Alternative 5 includes a substantial portion of the 
Alternative 1 alignment and optional crossing locations for Bayou Dorcheat (Option 1, 
which formerly was the Alternative 3 crossing), and Cornie Bayou (Option 2). 
 
While public comments requesting additional interchanges along Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 
and 4 were received, additional interchanges were not added to either Alternatives 4 or 
5 at this conceptual phase of the project.  However, subsequent evaluation did result in    
additional interchanges located within the PA at LA 159 and Alternate LA 2 as 
discussed in Section 2.7.   
 
Alternative 4 was modified to include an optional alignment east of Bayou Dorcheat and 
south of Haynesville.  This option, (Option 3), minimizes disruption to The Grove 
community.  This option was developed in fall 2004, in response to concerns expressed 
by residents of this community about the number of residential displacements with 
Alternative 4.  Alternative 4.3 (Alternative 4 using the Option 3 alignment) was also 
influenced by comments received from the public in June 2004, which suggested that 
the LA 2 interchange on Alternative 4 should be located further east than the location 
presented to the public in the June 2004 public open houses.   
 
Cooperating agencies provided concurrence that revisions to the alignment did not 
adversely affect the alternative as described in Section 4.1.4 of this EIS. 

2.4 Alternatives Selected for Further Consideration 

2.4.1 Build Alternatives 
Alternatives 4 and 5, combined with the three options, represent Step 5 of the 
alternatives development process.  Figure 2.4-1 displays the eight build alternatives 
retained for full evaluation and represent the only build alternatives considered in the 
Draft EIS (URS 2005f).   The eight build alternatives presented in the Draft EIS were:  
 

• Alternative 4;  

• Alternative 4.2 (Alternative 4 with Option 2); 
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• Alternative 4.3 (Alternative 4 with Option 3); 

• Alternative 4.2 & 3 (Alternative 4 with Options 2 and 3); 

• Alternative 5; 

• Alternative 5.1 (Alternative 5 with Option 1); and 

• Alternative 5.2 (Alternative 5 with Option 2); 

• Alternative 5.1 & 2 (Alternative 5 with Options 1 and 2). 
 

Table 2.4-1 summarizes the reasons why each alternative was retained for full 
evaluation in the Draft EIS.  Discussions relating to these decisions are documented in 
the Alternatives Development and Screening Report (URS 2004a). 
 

Table 2.4-1 
Reasons Why Alternatives Retained for Full Evaluation 

Alternative Reasons Why Retained 

Alternative 4 

• Represents Corridor 2a, which was evaluated to be the second best corridor in 
the initial screening of corridors in summer of 2003. 

• Strongly supported by a portion of the public; strongly supported by proponents 
of the North Hills Lakes Project; and addresses public concerns related to the 
effects of Corridor 1d alternatives to use the scenic stream, Bayou Dorcheat. 

• Presented to the public in June 2004. 

Alternative 5 

• Represents Corridor 1d, which was evaluated to be the best corridor in the 
initial screening of corridors in summer of 2003. 

• Represents the best portions of Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 presented to the public 
in June 2004. 

Alternative 5.1 

• Provides alternate crossing of Bayou Dorcheat suggested by the LDWF, 
Scenic Stream Coordinator. 

• Represents former Alternative 3 Bayou Dorcheat crossing. 
• Represents the closest Bayou Dorcheat crossing option to a “reconstruction” 

alternative because of the adjacent, existing LA 160 crossing over Bayou 
Dorcheat. 

Alternatives 4.2 and 5.2 

• Provides an alternative crossing of the Cornie Bayou System in AR along an 
existing, disturbed pipeline corridor.   

• This alignment was noted by the USFWS as an alignment worthy of 
evaluation. 

Alternative 4.3 
• Provides an optional alignment for Alternative 4 east of Bayou Dorcheat that 

minimizes adverse relocation and noise effects to the residential area along LA 
3008 near The Grove community. 

 
For purposes of discussion and evaluation within the Draft EIS, effects associated with 
an alternative are discussed as either “common” effects where more than one 
alternative share an alignment, or “alternative-specific” effects where effects are unique 
to that alternative.  Locations along an alignment are described by a designated 
horizontal alignment location or “Station”.  Station (Sta.) numbers represent increments 
of 100 feet from the project’s southern terminus at I-20, which has a Station location of 
“10+00.00.”   
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Two maps that are useful to the reader during review of this EIS are located at the end 
of Section 2.  Figure 2.4-1 displays the alternatives presented in the Draft EIS (URS 
2005 f) and Figure 2.7-1 displays the PA. 

2.4.2 No Action Alternative 
In addition to building a new interstate facility via one of the build alternatives, not 
building this proposed interstate facility is an alternative that must be considered in the 
EIS.  This No Action Alternative does not assume that no roadway improvements are 
made in the study area.  Rather, the No Action Alternative assumes that only the 
proposed action, which is the construction of I-69 SIU 14, will not be implemented.  
Other, already programmed and committed projects would proceed.  The two-lane 
Homer bypass, LA 3244, is the only transportation capacity improvement project 
underway in the I-69 SIU 14 study area at this time.  However, widening of AR 15 from 
US 82 to Newell, and widening US 371 throughout the study area are both programmed 
for implementation.  Additionally, because construction permits have not yet been 
received and no imminent construction schedules exist for other projects discussed for 
the region (e.g., I-69 SIU 13 and 15, and the North Hills Lakes Project), these projects 
will not be considered constructed in the future under the No Action Alternative scenario 
effects discussions in this EIS. 

2.5 Alternatives Omitted from Further Consideration 

2.5.1 Select Build Alternatives 
A number of alternatives were developed and evaluated, but ultimately they were not 
retained for full consideration in the EIS.  The Alternatives Development and Screening 
Report (URS 2004a) provides a comprehensive inventory of alignments that were 
considered but omitted from further consideration, including reasons for their omission.  
Figure 2.5-1 displays alignment segments in black that have been omitted from further 
consideration.  Final build alternatives discussed in Section 2.4.1 of this EIS are also 
shown on Figure 2.5-1.  

2.5.2 Existing Facility Improvement Alternatives 
Because the design criteria for the proposed I-69 freeway requires an approximate  
300-foot right-of-way and controlled-access with interchanges, existing facilities were 
determined to be inadequate for conversion to interstate standards.  Only AR 15 and 
US 79/LA 9 provide advantageous alignments for inclusion into an I-69 alignment.  
These roadways, however, would require substantial changes in their horizontal 
alignments throughout the region to increase roadway radius to meet federal design 
standards for interstate facilities.  The corridor selection evaluation completed in fall 
2003, concluded that an alignment along US 79/LA 9 is not desirable because this area 
is already well served by US 79/LA 9 and because a good portion of the alignment is 
paralleled by I-20.  Corridor selection evaluation noted that an alignment along AR 15 
would be beneficial, which is reflected by the inclusion of Corridors 1e and 2b that follow 
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this alignment.  Because improving AR 15 to interstate standards was determined to be 
potentially reasonable for only a short distance of the corridor, improvement of existing 
facilities for conversion into the I-69 SIU 14 alignment is not proposed as a reasonable 
and feasible alternative.  Therefore, existing facility improvements were eliminated from 
further consideration in the Draft EIS.  

2.5.3 Transportation System Management Alternatives 
Transportation System Management (TSM) alternatives involve increasing the available 
capacity of an existing facility with minimum capital expenditures.  TSM-related activities 
may include improving signals and signal progression, installing a computerized signal 
system, adding high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, or adding turn lanes.   
 
TSM alternatives are generally found to be beneficial only for major projects proposed in 
urban areas with populations over 200,000 persons (FHWA 1987).  However, for major 
projects in rural areas, FHWA does state that before identifying an alternative on new 
location, “it is important to demonstrate that reconstruction and rehabilitation of the 
existing system will not adequately correct the identified deficiencies and meet the 
project need” (FHWA 1987).  Reconstruction and rehabilitation of the existing system 
within the study area for SIU 14 will not improve system connectivity or accessibility, 
therefore will not fully satisfy either, local or nationwide project purpose and need. 

2.5.4 Multi-Modal Alternatives 
Multi-modal or mass transit options include expanding bus or passenger rail services.  
Advantages of these forms of mass transit are not applicable to the needs associated 
with this project.  The proposed action would construct a route on new location that 
would provide motorists with a convenient alternative to traveling through downtown 
areas via existing routes.  Mass transit services are typically oriented to serving a 
downtown area, not avoiding it.  In addition, population and employment densities 
needed to initiate or increase mass transit services do not exist in the project vicinity.  
FHWA considers urbanized areas with populations greater than 200,000 as areas 
where mass transit alternatives should be considered (FHWA 1987).  Therefore, transit 
service was not considered a viable alternative to new interstate construction because 
of its inconsistency with the project purpose and need, and because of the low 
population and employment in the study area. 

2.5.5 Non-Construction Alternatives 
Travel demand management or non-construction alternatives include both mandated 
and voluntary policy and programs.  Such programs and policies are typically employed 
to expand peak periods of traffic to reduce congestion by more evenly distributing traffic 
over a longer peak period.  Carpools, telecommuting, and staggered employment hours 
in dense employment areas are examples of such policies that are encouraged in highly 
populated areas.  Signalization improvements such as signal timing optimization are 
another non-construction alternative that is sometimes considered to address 
transportation deficiencies and needs.  However, because the main transportation-
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related need for the project is to improve connectivity and not to relieve congestion, 
non-construction or travel demand strategies were determined to be ineffective at 
addressing the transportation needs for the project and were not advanced for detailed 
study in the Draft EIS.  

2.6 Draft EIS Alternatives Cost 
Construction costs of proposed build alternatives described in Section 2.4.1 were 
originally developed using 2004 standard unit costs.  Total project costs of construction, 
mitigation, right-of-way, and contingency are summarized by state and alternative in the 
Draft EIS. 
 
Cost estimates for the PA have been updated using 2008 unit costs are discussed in 
Section 2.8 that follows.  These estimates reflect revisions that require additional costs 
necessary for access roads, mitigation, refined right-of-way needs, and particular design 
elements identified for the PA.  

2.7 Final EIS Preferred Alternative and Revisions 
The sixth and final step of the alternatives development process was the identification of 
a preferred alternative by the FHWA, LADOTD, and AHTD.  A PA was identified for this 
project after public and agency comments on the Draft EIS were fully considered.  
Following the Draft EIS public and agency commenting period, the project team 
convened and determined a single 300-foot-wide alternative that appeared to provide 
the most reasonable combination of public benefits, costs, and unavoidable adverse 
effects.  This PA and the discussion that explained the PA selection were presented to 
the cooperating agencies for concurrence.  Following receipt of cooperating agency 
concurrence on the PA, this Final EIS was prepared, detailing effects and mitigation for 
the PA’s unavoidable adverse effects.  
 
The announcement of Alternative 4, Option 3 as the PA was made by LADOTD, AHTD 
and FHWA in a news release dated December 6, 2005.  A copy of this news release is 
located in Appendix A.  Alternative 4, Option 3 was identified as the best route that met 
the project purpose and need as described in the news release.  
 
After further evaluation, there were several alignment revisions before fully adopting this 
alignment as the final PA.  These revisions were based upon public comment and 
agency input and were made in cooperation with the agencies, as well as LADOTD, 
AHTD, FHWA, and Bossier, Claiborne and Webster Parish Police Juries in LA, and 
Columbia and Union Counties in AR.  The explanations of the revisions are listed below 
and Figure 2.7-1 depicts the revisions made to the PA.  
 

• The alignment revisions, located between I-20 and just east of LA 3008 and 
Bayou Dorcheat in LA, were made to avoid impacts to a community and address 
the connection with the termini of SIU 15 to the south.  It should be noted that 
these alignment changes also minimized impacts to Sausman Creek. 
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• The alignment approaching US 371 and crossing of Bayou Dorcheat was 
realigned and lengthened; minimizing impact to acreage of bottomland hardwood 
(BLH) forested wetlands impacted by the new bridge and its approaches.   

• Access roads were designed along the western side of the project alignment 
north of the Lorex Road crossing and south of the LA 3008 crossing in Webster 
Parish to provide property owners access to those properties situated between 
Bayou Dorcheat and the project alignment in this specific area.   

• The alignment was moved slightly north at the crossing of LA 3008 to avoid 
proximity impacts to several residences in the area.   

• A western shift was made along Clarence Ivory Road south of Haynesville to 
minimize property parcel impacts.  Though not recommended at the time of the 
public hearing, this modification was implemented due to the number of response 
comments from citizens in the area. The modification was applied only to the 
northern reach of Clarence Ivory Road and not the southern end of Clarence 
Ivory Road due to impacts to wetlands associated with Black Bayou. 

• Interchanges were added at LA 159 and Alternate LA 2. 

• Finally, a slight shift in the alignment near US 82 in AR was made to address the 
connection with the abutting termini of SIU 13.  

 
Table 2.7-1 entitled I-69 SIU 14 Preferred Alternative Crossroads Status Chart lists all 
federal, state and local roads that will be affected by the construction of I-69 SIU 14.  
This listing of affected roads is numerically associated with Figure 2.7-1 and identifies 
which roads will remain open with crossovers, open with interchanges, closed, and 
closed with frontage roads provided.  Both Table 2.7-1 and Figure 2.7-1 are located at 
the end of this chapter. 

 
The final Line and Grade Study (HNTB Final 2008a), which is incorporated by reference 
into this EIS, provides a comprehensive inventory of revisions that have been 
incorporated into the preliminary design of this project and provides the information 
concerning the effects to local roads.   

2.8 Preferred Alternative Cost 
Constructions costs for the PA were developed using LADOTD Bid Item Weighted Unit 
Prices for consistency purposes. The construction cost methodology was decided upon 
and developed in the corridor evaluation stage of the project.  Table 2.8-1 provides the 
Louisiana Preliminary Construction Cost for the PA in Louisiana. Table 2.8-2 provides 
the Arkansas Preliminary Construction Cost for the PA in Arkansas.   
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Table 2.8-1 
Louisiana  

Preliminary Construction Cost Estimate 
for Preferred Alternative 

Item Cost (2008$)1 
ROW/Acquisition $4,204,221 
Paving $211,816,230 
Grading $103,908,556 
Drainage $11,151,139 
Structures - Bridges $129,151,978 
Miscellaneous Items $46,023,212 
Construction Contingency $50,625,534 
Engineering and CE&I $83,532,130 
 
TOTAL COST $640,413,000 

(1) Per approved cost estimating methodology, costs are based on LADOTD Bid  
Item Weighted Unit Prices for 2008 through the 4th quarter. 

 
Table 2.8-2 
Arkansas  

Preliminary Construction Cost Estimate 
for Preferred Alternative 

Item Cost (2008$)1 
Paving $97,893,430 
Grading2 $103,427,390 
Drainage $9,060,770 
Structures - Bridges $61,103,500 
Miscellaneous Items $30,033,700 
Construction Contingency $33,037,070 
Engineering and CE&I $54,511,160 
  
TOTAL COST $389,067,020

(1) Based on LADOTD Bid Item Weighted Unit Prices for 2006 through the 3rd quarter 
 proportionally adjusted to 2008. 
(2) Includes right-of-way cost. 

2.9 Context Sensitive Solutions and Design 
Context sensitive solutions (CSS) and context sensitive design (CSD) are collaborative, 
interdisciplinary approaches that involve all stakeholders in providing a transportation 
facility that fits its setting.  It is an approach that leads to preserving and enhancing 
scenic, aesthetic, historic, community, and environmental resources, while improving or 
maintaining safety, mobility, and infrastructure conditions.  Public comments and 
information acquired from the public and resource agencies throughout the study 
stimulated the project team’s awareness of environmental conditions of the project area 
and desire to identify an acceptable alternative for this project.  Consideration of CSS 
and CSD were given early in the corridor/alternatives study and continued through to 
modifications of the PA.  Elements of CSS/CSD considered during the evaluation 
process included: 



 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 2-15 August 2011 
 

 

• Decision to avoid one of two Scenic Streams in the project area resulted in 
corridor selection west of Haynesville. 

• Public comments requested avoidance of Kisatchie National Forest land;    
sections of the forest were avoided where possible and where not possible, the 
alignment was designed or placed on private property within the Kisatchie 
boundary.    

• The decision to direct truck traffic transporting hazardous materials away from 
town centers of Haynesville and Homer influenced corridor selection north of 
Haynesville and west of Homer. 

• The re-evaluation of Corridor 2a, initiated by public response to the selection of 
Corridor 2d as the preferred corridor, ultimately became the basis of the PA.  
Issues expressed by the public related mainly to possible effects to the Sparta 
Aquifer, Cotton Valley Oil and Gas Field, and the proposed North Hills Lake 
Project. 

• An intense study and field investigation of suitable crossings of Scenic Stream 
Bayou Dorcheat were conducted under guidance of the USFWS and LDWF 
Scenic Stream Coordinator, with extensive public input.  This effort yielded a 
crossing in a relatively inaccessible location currently impacted by a railroad 
crossing and also preserved the aesthetic quality of other bayou sections that 
are more accessible and publically used. 

• Several instances of alignment revisions were included in the preliminary 
design to reduce residential relocations or noise impacts, community division, 
and impacts that would subdivide properties.  Additional public meetings were 
held to present the revisions and gather public input and comment. 

• Design of frontage roads and access roads were specifically designed to 
address property access issues and community cohesion in cooperation with 
landowners, local governments, and emergency responders.   

• Local road closure decisions were coordinated with local government entities. 

• The decision and conceptual design of the PA considered avoidance of many 
oil and gas wells in the Haynesville fields and avoidance of H2S producing wells 
in the Shuler field.  

• Interchanges were added at LA 159 and Alternate LA 2 as a result of public 
comment to improve access in areas that were originally determined to be too 
remote. 



 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 2-16 August 2011 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE LEFT BLANK INTENTIONALLY 
 

 



!(
!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(
!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(
!(

Bossier City

Minden

Shongaloo

Homer

Springhill

Eastwood

DoylineHaughton

Haynesville

Heflin

Benton

Sarepta

Cotton Valley

Cullen
Junction City

Dixie Inn

§̈¦20§̈¦220

£¤371

£¤79

£¤167

£¤71

£¤80

£¤79

ST160

ST15

ST9

ST2

ST518

ST534

ST531

STALT 2

ST146

ST98

ST344

ST540

ST521

ST275

ST519

ST19

ST154

ST615

ST7

ST152

ST335

ST161

ST129

ST792

ST532

ST132

ST9

STALT 2

ST19

ST160

ST518

ST15

ST534

STALT 2

ST160

ST275

Leton

Gordon

Mohawk

Antioch

Atlanta
Emerson

Cargile

Colquitt

New Hope

Blackburn

Catesville

Summerfield

Three Creeks

Forest Grove

Parkers Chapel

£¤371

Bossier Parish Webster Parish

Claiborne Parish

Columbia County

Union County

Shreveport

El Dorado

Magnolia

!

!

Louisiana
Arkansas

Logical Terminus
LA State Project No. 736-99-1032
Connection with I-69 SIU No.15

Logical Terminus
LA State Project No. 736-99-1032
Connection with I-69 SIU No.15

Logical Terminus
LA State Project No. 736-99-1032
Connection with I-69 SIU No.13

Logical Terminus
LA State Project No. 736-99-1032
Connection with I-69 SIU No.13

Arkansas

Louisiana

Study
Area

/
0 105

Miles

Interstate 69
Section of Independent Utility No. 14
Louisiana State Project No. 736.99.1032
Arkansas State Project No. 070212
Federal Aid Project No. CBI 9901(516)
Junction I-20 to US 82 near El Dorado, Arkansas
Bossier, Claiborne, and Webster Parishes, Louisiana
Columbia and Union Counties, Arkansas

Federal Highway
Administration

!( City,Town,Village
Interstate
US Highway
State Highway
Railroad
Urban Area
Project Area
State Boundary
Parish - County Line

Figure 2.1-2
Study Area



")

")

")

")

")

")

")

")

")

")

")

")

")

")

")

!(1a

!(1b

!(1c

!(1d

Bossier City

Minden

Shongaloo

Homer

Springhill

Eastwood

DoylineHaughton

Haynesville

Heflin

Benton

Sarepta

Cotton Valley

Cullen
Junction City

Dixie Inn

ST160

ST15

ST9

ST2

ST518

ST534

ST531

STALT 2

ST146

ST98

ST344

ST540

ST521

ST275

ST519

ST19

ST154

ST615

ST7

ST152

ST335

ST161

ST129

ST792

ST532

ST511

ST132

ST518

ST534

ST19

ST160

STALT 2

ST9

STALT 2

ST160

ST15 ST275

£¤371

£¤79

£¤167

£¤71

£¤80

£¤79

§̈¦20§̈¦220

Gordon

Mohawk

Atlanta
Emerson

Cargile

Colquitt

New Hope

Blackburn

Catesville

Summerfield

Three Creeks

Forest Grove

Parkers Chapel

£¤371

Leton Antioch

Bossier Parish Webster Parish

Claiborne Parish

Columbia County

Union County

Shreveport

El Dorado

Magnolia

!

!

Louisiana
Arkansas

Logical Terminus
LA State Project No. 736-99-1032
Connection with I-69 SIU No.15

Logical Terminus
LA State Project No. 736-99-1032
Connection with I-69 SIU No.15

Logical Terminus
LA State Project No. 736-99-1032
Connection with I-69 SIU No.13

Logical Terminus
LA State Project No. 736-99-1032
Connection with I-69 SIU No.13

Arkansas

Louisiana

Study
Area

/
0 105

Miles

Interstate 69
Section of Independent Utility No. 14
Louisiana State Project No. 736.99.1032
Arkansas State Project No. 070212
Federal Aid Project No. CBI 9901(516)
Junction I-20 to US 82 near El Dorado, Arkansas
Bossier, Claiborne, and Webster Parishes, Louisiana
Columbia and Union Counties, Arkansas

Federal Highway
Administration

Figure 2.2-1a
Group 1: Northern/Western Corridors

") City,Town,Village
Interstate
US Highway
State Highway
Urban Area
Connector - Logical Terminus
Project Boundary
County or Parish

!(1e



")

")

")

")

")

")

")

")

")

")

")

")

")

")

")

Bossier City

Minden

Shongaloo

Homer

Springhill

Eastwood

DoylineHaughton

Haynesville

Heflin

Benton

Sarepta

Cotton Valley

Cullen
Junction City

Dixie Inn

!(2a

!(2cST160

ST15

ST9

ST2

ST518

ST534

ST531

STALT 2

ST146

ST98

ST344

ST540

ST521

ST275

ST519

ST19

ST154

ST615

ST7

ST152

ST335

ST161

ST129

ST792

ST532

ST511

ST132

ST518

ST534

ST19

ST160

STALT 2

ST9

STALT 2

ST160

ST15 ST275

£¤371

£¤79

£¤167

£¤71

£¤80

£¤79

§̈¦20§̈¦220

Leton

Gordon

Mohawk

Atlanta
Emerson

Cargile

Colquitt

New Hope

Blackburn

Catesville

Summerfield

Three Creeks

Forest Grove

Parkers Chapel

!(2b

£¤371

Antioch

Bossier Parish Webster Parish

Claiborne Parish

Columbia County

Union County

Shreveport

El Dorado

Magnolia

!

!

Louisiana
Arkansas

Logical Terminus
LA State Project No. 736-99-1032
Connection with I-69 SIU No.15

Logical Terminus
LA State Project No. 736-99-1032
Connection with I-69 SIU No.15

Logical Terminus
LA State Project No. 736-99-1032
Connection with I-69 SIU No.13

Logical Terminus
LA State Project No. 736-99-1032
Connection with I-69 SIU No.13

Arkansas

Louisiana

Study
Area

/
0 105

Miles

Interstate 69
Section of Independent Utility No. 14
Louisiana State Project No. 736.99.1032
Arkansas State Project No. 070212
Federal Aid Project No. CBI 9901(516)
Junction I-20 to US 82 near El Dorado, Arkansas
Bossier, Claiborne, and Webster Parishes, Louisiana
Columbia and Union Counties, Arkansas

Federal Highway
Administration

Figure 2.2-1b
Group 2: Central Corridors

") City,Town,Village
Interstate
US Highway
State Highway
Urban Area
Connector - Logical Terminus
Project Boundary
County or Parish



")

")

")

")

")

")

")

")

")

")

")

")

")

")

") !(3a

!(3b

Bossier City

Minden

Shongaloo

Homer

Springhill

Eastwood

DoylineHaughton

Haynesville

Heflin

Benton

Sarepta

Cotton Valley

Cullen
Junction City

Dixie Inn

ST160

ST15

ST9

ST2

ST518

ST534

ST531

STALT 2

ST146

ST98

ST344

ST521

ST275

ST519

ST19

ST154

ST615

ST7

ST152

ST335

ST161

ST129

ST792

ST532

ST511

ST132

ST534

ST518

ST19

ST160

STALT 2

ST160

ST15 ST275

£¤371

£¤79

£¤167

£¤71

£¤80

£¤79

§̈¦20§̈¦220

Leton

Gordon

Mohawk

Atlanta
Emerson

Cargile

Colquitt

New Hope

Blackburn

Catesville

Summerfield

Three Creeks

Forest Grove

Parkers Chapel

£¤371

Antioch

Bossier Parish Webster Parish

Claiborne Parish

Columbia County

Union County

Shreveport

El Dorado

Magnolia

!

!

Louisiana
Arkansas

Logical Terminus
LA State Project No. 736-99-1032
Connection with I-69 SIU No.15

Logical Terminus
LA State Project No. 736-99-1032
Connection with I-69 SIU No.15

Logical Terminus
LA State Project No. 736-99-1032
Connection with I-69 SIU No.13

Logical Terminus
LA State Project No. 736-99-1032
Connection with I-69 SIU No.13

Arkansas

Louisiana

Study
Area

/
0 105

Miles

Interstate 69
Section of Independent Utility No. 14
Louisiana State Project No. 736.99.1032
Arkansas State Project No. 070212
Federal Aid Project No. CBI 9901(516)
Junction I-20 to US 82 near El Dorado, Arkansas
Bossier, Claiborne, and Webster Parishes, Louisiana
Columbia and Union Counties, Arkansas

Federal Highway
Administration

Figure 2.2-1c
Group 3: Southern/Eastern Corridors
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Graphics for Chapter 3.0 are included at the end of the chapter. 

3.1 Project Setting 
The geographic setting of the project study area consists of two major physiographic 
areas - the very gently sloping to moderately steep uplands and the nearly level 
floodplains associated with the bayous and streams in the area.  These geographic 
features, along with several unique environmental features, give the piney hills region of 
northern LA and southern AR individuality not found elsewhere.  While most of the land 
area consists of wooded uplands, there are a few areas of floodplain and wetlands 
associated with the riverine systems in the area.  These wetlands are a local resource 
and provide habitat for a diverse group of plant and animal species.  Though not as 
ecologically diverse, upland areas dominated by pine species contain several animal 
species, many of which are prized by hunters.   
 
Once rooted economically in agriculture, particularly cotton, the economy of the study 
area has shifted over time toward industry.  Prolific oil and gas production throughout 
the area provides employment and income for many in the region.  Service and supply 
companies to the oil and gas industry are also important.  Timber is second to the oil 
and gas industry in terms of jobs and dollar value contributed to the area’s economy.  
Several timber and poultry farms are located in the area along with chemical, oil and 
steel manufacturing plants.  The study area itself consists of a few small towns with the 
population scattered throughout the area.  There is a network of state and local roads 
that connects the towns and settlements in the area.  However, the only major 
transportation route is I-20 located in the southern part of the study area.   

3.2 Explanation of Effects Discussions 
NEPA’s regulations under 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508 require that the effects of each 
project alternative be evaluated and presented for public and agency review.  For 
comparison, the No Action Alternative is likewise evaluated as discussed in           
Section 2.4.2.  Impacts have been assessed and their significance has been evaluated 
by considering the magnitude and duration of alternatives’ effects, as well as the relative 
importance of these effects to the public and agencies.  For this reason, effects 
discussed in this EIS are addressed in terms of type, magnitude, and duration, and 
whether the effects are beneficial or adverse.  The type of effect may be direct or 
indirect.  Direct effects are those immediate results of the proposed action such as, 
residential displacements.  Indirect effects may be removed by time or distance, and 
result from the effects of the proposed action instead of the action itself.  An example of 
an indirect effect would be the reduction in tax base, parish revenues, or funding 
allocations to local schools resulting from displaced residents.  Cumulative effects refer 
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to the effects of a proposed action with past effects and effects of all other reasonably 
foreseeable actions that may also affect the issue or resource.  The cumulative effect to 
a resource must reference conditions of the resource at a past point in time to which 
project and all past and future action effects are compared.  Magnitude and intensity of 
effects are described by qualifying words such as substantial, moderate, minor or 
marginal, and immeasurable or nominal.  Duration of effects is discussed as temporary 
or permanent; however, some permanent effects are considered possibly reversible in 
the future should there be reason, support, and funding to do so.  Irretrievable and 
irreversible effects of the PA are discussed in Section 3.7.  Construction effects as 
discussed in this EIS refer to the temporary effects of construction from the mobilization 
of equipment and labor, and the additional effects beyond that needed for the 
construction of the facility alone.   
 
Effects discussions and environmental consequences in this EIS are categorized by 
major type: Human Environment (Section 3.3); Physical Environment (Section 3.4); 
Natural Environment (Section 3.5); Construction (Section 3.6); and Other Issues 
(Section 3.7).  Within each major section, specific issues related to implementation are 
discussed.  Existing conditions are described first, followed by a discussion of how 
effects were determined, and finally the anticipated effects of the PA for a given 
resource are identified.  Potential mitigation is discussed as the last portion of each 
issue or resource discussion. 
 
While the PA is the main focus of this Final EIS, build alternatives that were previously 
evaluated in the Draft EIS are discussed as necessary for clarity and comparison 
purposes.  
 
Overview graphics are provided for the human, physical, and natural environments in 
Figures 3.3-1, 3.4-1, and 3.5-1, respectively.  Each displays locations of features 
discussed in their corresponding sections.  Section 3.7.5 of this EIS contains a 
summary discussion of effects with a matrix.  Figure 2.7-1, located at the end of 
Chapter 2.0, is a foldout map to be used by the reader during review of this EIS.   

3.3 Human Environment 

3.3.1 Communities and Residential Dwellings 

3.3.1.1 Affected Environment 
The project study area is generally rural, with few traditional planned neighborhoods in 
the vicinity of the PA.  The towns of Minden, Homer, and Haynesville, are located within 
close proximity to the PA in LA, while the community of Atlanta and the outskirts of the 
city of El Dorado are located close to the proposed PA alignment in AR.  Other 
municipalities not within close proximity to the PA include Cotton Valley, Sarepta, 
Shongaloo, Springhill, and Junction City.  Magnolia is located more than ten miles 
outside of the original study area.  Most residential dwellings within the general vicinity 
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of the PA are located outside of town limits.  Figure 3.3-1 displays locations of 
communities and residential structures in close proximity to the PA. 
 
Population in the study area mirrors economic activity in the region.  While the         
Columbia County population has remained generally stable since 1920, Union County 
increased substantially between 1920 and 1930 in the El Dorado region, and has 
remained fairly stable since that time.  Bossier Parish population has steadily increased 
since 1900.  Webster Parish has exhibited a steady increase in population since 1900, 
largely attributed to growth in the Minden region.  Claiborne Parish, however, has 
exhibited a steady decline in population since the mid-1900s.  Population peaked in 
1930 for Claiborne Parish with the Haynesville oil and gas field discoveries and is now 
50 percent of what it was at that time.  Population trends for study area parishes and 
counties are provided in Table 3.3-1 with state and national totals for comparison. 
 

Table 3.3-1 
Population Trends 

Geographic 
Area 1900 1950 2000 

Total Growth % 
1900-1950 1950-2000 

Bossier, LA 24,153 40,139 98,310 66% 145% 
Claiborne, LA 23,029 25,063 16,851 9% -33% 
Webster, LA 15,125 35,704 41,831 136% 17% 
Columbia, AR 22,077 28,770 25,603 30% -11% 
Union, AR 22,495 49,686 45,629 121% -8% 
Louisiana 1,381,625 2,683,516 4,468,976 94% 67% 
Arkansas 1,311,564 1,909,511 2,673,400 46% 40% 
United States 76,212,168 151,325,798 281,421,906 99% 86% 

 
Properties in the study area differ widely in terms of lot and structure size, age, and 
value.  However, most can be described as moderately valued, rural, single family 
dwellings constructed between 1930 and 1970.  Many have one to several outbuildings 
that may include a detached garage, shed or small barn.  A number of mobile homes in 
residential use are also located in the study area, and several more valuable rural 
estates also exist. 
3.3.1.2 Methods for Evaluation 
Communities and residential dwellings throughout the project study area were 
evaluated using GIS, aerial photography and field reconnaissance.  Major towns and 
cities were mapped using GIS software.  The GIS showed the extent of incorporated 
limits for each community and its location.  Black and white aerial photographs were 
then used to identify residential structures in the general vicinity of the PA.    
Residential, commercial, institutional, mobile home, barn, structure types were also 
noted.  This data was then verified through reconnaissance trips throughout the study 
area.  Locations were marked on the GIS so that direct effects of the project, such as 
potential relocations, could be minimized.  Indirect and cumulative effects include the 
other effects to residential properties that may result from induced development from 
the implementation of the PA. 
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3.3.1.3 Preferred Alternative Effects and Potential Mitigation 
While every effort was made to avoid impacts to residential structures, direct residential 
impacts would occur as a result of all build alternatives, including the PA.   Figure 3.3-1 
displays the locations of structures within the right-of-way for the build alternatives and 
the surrounding area.  The No Action Alternative would not directly affect any residents. 
 
The total number of residential relocations that would be required under each build 
alternative evaluated as part of this project is outlined below.  All build alternatives, 
including the PA, are included for comparison purposes. 
 

Build Alternatives 
Impacts  

(number of residences) 
Alternative 4 20 
Alternative 4.2 20 
Alternative 4.3 9 
Preferred Alternative 9
Alternatives 4.2 & 3 9 
Alternative 5 9 
Alternative 5.1 7 
Alternative 5.2 9 
Alternatives 5.1 & 2 9 

 
Adverse effects to community cohesion or the feeling of “community” are often greater 
with controlled-access roadways than with local road construction without access 
control.  To the greatest practicable extent, clusters of residences will be avoided by the 
PA (see Figure 3.3-1).  However, some travel pattern disruptions and the potential for 
affecting social interactions will be unavoidable (see Section 3.3.3 of this EIS for details 
on travel pattern disruptions).  Discussions in March 2005 with homeowners who may 
be displaced revealed no strong dependent relationships with neighbors.  Furthermore, 
the rural character of the region and probable nearby alternative routes suggest that 
such adverse effects would be minor, but perceived as locally problematic by some, at 
least in the short-term.  After consideration of comments received after the publication 
of the Draft EIS, it was determined that some improvements in access and retention of 
community cohesion would be necessary.  This prompted slight revisions to the 
alignment of the original PA to address access issues and to resolve community division 
issues as described in Section 2.7. 
 
Indirect effects to communities will be directly proportional to anticipated changes in 
land use induced from the implementation of the PA.  These effects are discussed in       
Section 3.3.5 of this EIS.  Cumulative effects on residential population in study area 
communities must be referenced to the early 1900’s, when the Cotton Valley and 
Haynesville oil and gas field discoveries fueled the area’s economy. Since that time, 
area communities have steadily declined in vitality and population (see Table 3.3-1).  
This project will provide transportation access for area communities, which may help to 
attract new business, employees, and residential population.  The extent of these 
potential beneficial effects is dependent upon market demand, type of businesses 
captured for the communities, and timing of development.  However, in general, the 
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cumulative effect to area population of the project is anticipated to be beneficial, helping 
study area communities regain some of their former vitality. 
 
All relocation activities are governed by the federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, which insures that decent, 
safe, and sanitary replacement housing will be provided for all displaced residents.   
Coordination with realtors in the area suggest that while replacement mobile home lots 
and replacement housing in Claiborne Parish and AR are readily available, some sites 
are not located in the immediate vicinity.  Additionally, there may be some problem in 
finding similar properties for the several older homes that would be displaced in 
Webster Parish.  While homes in Minden and Haynesville that are similar in size and 
type are available, larger lots with such structures are not.  Relocation programs 
available through LADOTD and AHTD to displaced residents include relocation 
assistance, relocation moving payments, and relocation replacement housing payments 
or rent supplement.  Comparable housing will be provided for all displaced residents.   
 
During right-of-way acquisition, each property to be acquired would be assigned a 
relocation officer from either LADOTD or AHTD, who would be the point of contact for 
the resident during transition from existing to new housing.  No person or family would 
be displaced until comparable replacement housing has been offered or provided to the 
displaced resident within a reasonable time prior to displacement.  In the event 
comparable replacement housing is not available, or if unavailable within the displaced 
resident’s financial means, the Last Resort Housing program may be used by the 
LADOTD and AHTD to help provide housing.  This program provides states with 
flexibility in implementing relocation programs in order to insure that all displaced 
residents will be provided decent, safe, and sanitary housing. 

3.3.2 Community Facilities and Services 

3.3.2.1 Affected Environment 
Community facilities and services include churches, cemeteries, hospitals, schools, 
government facilities, recreational facilities, public service providers and similar 
resources.  Most community facilities within the study area are located inside municipal 
limits with churches and cemeteries more evenly distributed throughout the rural areas.  
Figure 3.3-1 displays locations of community facilities in the area. 
 
3.3.2.2 Methods for Evaluation 
Community facilities throughout the project study area were evaluated using GIS, aerial 
photography, and field reconnaissance.  In order to verify the GIS data and be certain 
no community facilities were omitted, both 7.5 minute US Geological Survey (USGS) 
topographic maps, and black and white aerial photographs (3001, Inc. 2003) were used.  
Each school, church, cemetery, and other institutional facility marked on the most recent 
available USGS 7.5 minute topographic map was compared against the USGS digital 
Geographic Names Information System (GNIS) database to verify. These data were 



 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 3-6 August 2011 
 

 

then presented at public Scoping Meetings held in April 2003.  Attendees were invited to 
review and correct these maps as needed, resulting in over 20 corrections.  Additionally, 
Emergency 911 coordinators in Bossier, Claiborne, and Webster Parishes, LA, and 
Columbia and Union Counties, AR were contacted.  Map sets were reviewed by 
Claiborne and Webster Parish coordinators, resulting in additional corrections.  
Historical and archeological records were also reviewed to verify existence, if any, of 
unmarked cemeteries or other burial sites.  Finally, sites along alternative alignments 
were verified during field reconnaissance trips.  Facility locations were marked in GIS so 
that direct impacts would be avoided.  Indirect effects to community facilities and 
services account for the additional community service needs of induced development.  
Additional schools, fire and police protection from additional services and residential 
development that will possibly occur as a result of the project would be examples of 
indirect effects.  Cumulative effects include the effects of this project to community 
facilities and services in conjunction with the effects of other past and future projects. 
3.3.2.3 Preferred Alternative Effects and Potential Mitigation 
Most community facilities are located within incorporated limits of small towns and 
communities.  Since measures were taken to avoid towns and communities within the 
study area, the PA will not directly impact any community facilities.  Temporary and 
permanent changes in travel patterns will result with implementation of the PA during 
the construction period and operation period, respectively.  Some roadways will be 
closed while others will be re-routed.  Details regarding travel pattern effects of the PA 
are discussed in Section 3.3.3.  Indirect effects resulting from travel pattern changes 
may include an increase or decrease in response times for some regions for emergency 
responders.   
 
Several hospitals/medical centers are located within the Shreveport area, including LSU 
Health Sciences Center.  Many comment letters following the June 2004 public open 
houses (see Section 4 of this EIS and the Alignment Study Public, Elected Officials and 
Agency Presentation and Comment Summary [URS 2004b] for details) referenced 
decreasing travel time to Shreveport medical centers as an important consideration.  
Travel time estimates were developed from several communities to Shreveport, based 
upon posted speed limit. All build alternatives considered in the Draft EIS were included 
for comparison purposes. A summary of travel time savings is presented below.  
 

Build Alternatives 

Estimated Travel Time Savings (minutes) 
Springhill - 
Shreveport 

Shongaloo - 
Shreveport 

Haynesville - 
Shreveport 

Homer - 
Shreveport 

Alternative 4 3-6 10-13 18-22 12-15 
Alternative 4.2 3-6 10-13 18-22 12-15 
Alternative 4.3 3-6 10-13 18-22 12-15 
Preferred Alternative 3-6 10-13 18-22 12-15
Alternatives 4.2 & 3 3-6 10-13 18-22 12-15 
Alternative 5 10-13 9-12 18-22 6-9 
Alternative 5.1 10-13 9-12 18-22 6-9 
Alternative 5.2 10-13 9-12 18-22 6-9 
Alternatives 5.1 & 2 10-13 9-12 18-22 6-9 
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The PA provides greater travel time savings for Homer residents and slightly greater for 
residents near Shongaloo.  Because Minden residents will likely not use I-69 in travel to 
Shreveport, but instead use I-20, there will be no travel savings benefits for them.     
 
The only future project that has been seriously discussed in the region that may affect 
community services is the North Hills Lakes Project.  Such cumulative effects to the 
region would be dependent upon the degree and intensity of the North Lakes Project 
residential development.  Substantial development would result in increases in local 
demand for fire protection, police protection and emergency medical service for South 
Claiborne Parish.  While school enrollment may also increase in association with the 
North Hills Lakes Project development, most individuals of the target age group for the 
North Hills Lakes Project are anticipated to be retirement-aged and older who typically 
do not have primary or secondary school-age children. 
 
The No Action Alternative would not adversely affect response times for fire and police 
protection.  However, emergency medical trips to hospitals in the Shreveport and         
El Dorado regions will continue to be accessed by local and state routes, whose travel 
time will continue to degrade over time with increased congestion on these routes.  

3.3.3 Local Travel Patterns and Safety 

3.3.3.1 Affected Environment 
Major east-west mobility highways in the study area include I-20, US 82, LA 2 and 
Alternate LA 2.  Major north-south highways include US 371, LA 159, US 79, and       
US 167.  Most are fairly uncongested, but some segments have limited site distance, 
narrow shoulders and degraded pavement conditions.  I-20 at the southern project 
terminus carries a large percentage of the through traffic that enters and leaves the 
region.  A network of parish and county routes provides the collection of traffic from 
private and public local roads in this rural area.  These parish and county roads connect 
to the noted arterials to I-20 and final destinations.  Figure 2.1-2 displays major regional 
roadways. 
 
Study area travel patterns are affected by proximity to a city or town, and are 
characterized as longer distance trips than would be expected in more urbanized areas.  
Residents in rural regions travel to local municipalities for shopping, school, services, 
and social events.  Common regional destinations include Shreveport/Bossier City, 
Minden, Homer, Springhill, and Monroe, LA, and Magnolia and El Dorado, AR.  Traffic 
volumes peak in and around these municipal areas.  The Traffic and Accident Analysis 
Report (URS 2003f) provides detailed explanation of the data collection process, as well 
as the existing conditions in the area relevant to traffic and safety issues.   
 
Because of the rural character of the area, modes of travel other than private vehicle 
are much less prominent.  Bicycle lanes are not provided on major arterials and 
collectors in the area. While pedestrian travel is common for short trips, the rural 
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character and long distances of many trips for area residents preclude walking in most 
cases.  
 
Accident statistics related to public safety along highways in the region can be 
characterized as average for a rural region. US 79, US 371, and US 80 have relatively 
high accident and injury rates.  However, local roadways have the highest fatality rates.  
These high fatality rates are related to average travel speed, which tends to be quite 
high on very low-volume rural roadways. 
3.3.3.2 Methods for Evaluation 
As a fully controlled-access highway, I-69 SIU 14 will result in one of four possible 
results at intersecting roadways. They include: crossroad termination, rerouting, grade 
separation without an interchange, and grade separation with an interchange.  During 
evaluation of effects to travel patterns and safety from the various alternatives, 
accessibility and travel time comparisons were evaluated.  Direct effects to access 
would result by crossroad terminations and other detours, which have been tallied for 
comparison. Effects to public safety from the build alternatives were based on 
application of past accident rates on similarly designed interstate facilities.  Indirect 
effects relate to the additional effects to travel patterns and public safety created from 
induced development in the region that would not otherwise have occurred without the 
project.  Cumulative effects to access and safety include project direct and indirect 
effects as well as past infrastructure projects and other reasonably foreseeable future 
projects that would affect access and safety.  Refer to Figure 3.3-1 Maps 1-6 for 
locations of crossroad terminations, grade separations without an interchange, grade 
separations with an interchange and frontage/access road locations for the build 
alternatives considered in the Draft EIS.  Refer to Figure 2.7-1 and Table 2.7-1 for 
locations and descriptions of the same for the PA. 
3.3.3.3 Preferred Alternative Effects and Potential Mitigation 
Crossroad termination is proposed on low volume local roads where local service and 
local access exists with alternate routes. This direct effect would inconvenience the 
fewest number of residents of the study area based on roadway volume.  However, the 
magnitude of effects to some residents could be substantial, depending upon the 
proximity of an alternate route. A listing of the number of crossroad terminations is listed 
below for the PA and the build alternatives (for comparison purposes). 
 

Build Alternatives 
Number of Crossroad 

Terminations 
Alternative 4 55 
Alternative 4.2 56 
Alternative 4.3 49 
Preferred Alternative 52
Alternatives 4.2 & 3 50 
Alternative 5 56 
Alternative 5.1 60 
Alternative 5.2 57 
Alternatives 5.1 & 2 61 
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Grade separations are proposed at most federal and state highways and at 
parish/county roadways with high traffic volumes.  Table 3.3-2 presents a listing of all of 
grade separations for the PA and the considered build alternatives (for comparison 
purposes). 
 

Table 3.3-2 
Grade Separation Locations 

Alt. 4 Alt. 4.2 Alt. 4.3 PA 
Alt.  

4.2 & 3 Alt. 5 Alt. 5.1 Alt. 5.2 
Alt.  

5.1 & 2 
I-20 I-20 I-20 I-20 * I-20 I-20 I-20 I-20 I-20 
LA 528 
(Belview) 

LA 528 
(Belview) 

LA 528 
(Belview) 

LA 528
(Belview) 

LA 528 
(Belview) 

LA 528 
(Belview) 

LA 528 
(Belview) 

LA 528 
(Belview) 

LA 528 
(Belview)  

   
Webster P 
Rd. 117 
(Goodwill) 

     

Webster P 
Rd 18 
(Fuller) 

Webster P 
Rd 18 
(Fuller) 

Webster P 
Rd 18 
(Fuller) 

Webster P 
Rd 18 
(Fuller) 

Webster P 
Rd 18 
(Fuller) 

US 371 US 371 US 371 US 371 

US 371 US 371 US 371 US 371 * LA 7 LA 7 LA 7 LA 7 LA 7 

   
Webster P 
Rd. 110 
(Lorex) 

     

LA 3008 
(Dorcheat) 

LA 3008 
(Dorcheat) 

LA 3008 
(Dorcheat) 

LA 3008
(Dorcheat) 

LA 3008 
(Dorcheat) LA 160 Webster P 

Rd 266 LA 160 Webster P 
Rd 266 

LA 159 LA 159 LA 159 LA 159 * LA 159 LA 3008 
(Dorcheat) 

LA 3008 
(Dorcheat) 

LA 3008 
(Dorcheat) 

LA 3008 / 
LA 160 

LA 2 LA 2 LA 2 LA 2 * LA 2 Webster P 
Rd 277 

Webster P 
Rd 277 

Webster P 
Rd 277 

Webster P 
Rd 277 

Claiborne P 
Rd. 108 
(Dykesville) 

Claiborne P 
Rd. 108 
(Dykesville) 

Claiborne P 
Rd. 108 
(Dykesville 

Claiborne P 
Rd. 108 
(Dykesville) 

Claiborne 
P Rd. 108 
(Dykesville
) 

LA 159 / 
LA 2 

LA 159 / 
LA 2 

LA 159 / 
LA 2 

LA 159 /  
LA 2 

LA Alt 2 LA Alt 2 LA Alt 2 LA Alt 2 * LA Alt 2 LA 521 LA 521 LA 521 LA 521 
LA 615 LA 615 LA 615 LA 615 LA 615 LA Alt. 2 LA Alt. 2 LA Alt. 2 LA Alt. 2 
LA 808 LA 808 LA 808 LA 808 LA 808 LA 615 LA 615 LA 615 LA 615 
US 79 US 79 US 79 US 79 * US 79 LA 808 LA 808 LA 808 LA 808 

   Columbia 
CO Rd. 14      

Columbia 
CO Rd.  85 

Columbia 
CO Rd.  85 

Columbia 
CO Rd.  85 

Columbia 
CO Rd. 16 

Columbia 
CO Rd. 85 US 79 US 79 US 79 US 79 

Union CO 
Rd. 51 
(Tram Rd.) 

Union CO 
Rd. 51 
(Tram Rd.) 

Union CO 
Rd. 51 
(Tram Rd.) 

Columbia 
CO Rd.  85 

Union CO 
Rd. 51 
(Tram Rd.) 

Columbia 
CO Rd.  85 

Columbia 
CO Rd.  85 

Columbia 
CO Rd.  85 

Columbia 
CO Rd.  85 

Union CO 
Hopewell 
Rd. 

Union CO 
Hopewell 
Rd. 

Union CO 
Hopewell 
Rd. 

Union CO 
Unnamed 

Union CO 
Hopewell 
Rd. 

Union CO 
Salem Rd 

Union CO 
Salem Rd 

Union CO 
Salem Rd 

Union CO 
Salem Rd 

   
Union CO
Rd. 51 
(Tram.) 

 
Union CO 
Hopewell 
Rd. 

Union CO 
Hopewell 
Rd. 

Union CO 
Hopewell 
Rd. 

Union CO 
Hopewell 
Rd. 

  
 Union CO

Rd. 10 
(Shuler) 

     

US 82 US 82 US 82 US 82 * US 82 US 82 US 82 US 82 US 82 
* Fully directional Interchange 
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Revisions to the PA, based upon comments received from the public and agencies, 
required additional or alternate grade separations which include: 
 

• Webster Parish Road 117 (Goodwill Road);  

• Webster Parish Road 110 (Lorex Road); 

• Columbia County Road 14; 

• Columbia County Road 16; 

• Union County Road (Un-named);  

• Union County Road 10 (Shuler Road). 
 
Figure 2.7-1 displays the proposed locations of crossroad terminations, crossroad 
grade separations, interchanges and frontage/access roads associated with the PA.  
Table 2.7-1 is a status chart of all crossroads intersected by the PA that has been 
approved by the LA Parish Police Juries, AR County Judges, LADOTD and AHTD. 
 
For the Draft EIS, interchanges were proposed in accordance the Traffic and Accident 
Analysis Report (URS 2003f). Interchanges were proposed for all alternatives at I-20, 
US 371, LA 159 or LA 2, US 79 and US 82.  As a result of the public involvement 
process, LADOTD recommended the addition of new interchanges for the PA at LA 159 
and LA Alternate 2.  Spacing between interchanges for the PA and for each build 
alternative considered in the Draft EIS is shown below in Table 3.3-3.   
 
 

Table 3.3-3 
Interchange Spacing for LA and AR 

Build  
Alternative 

I-20 to US 
371 

(miles) 

US 371 to LA 
159/ LA 2 

(miles) 

LA 
159 to 
LA 2 

(miles)

LA 2 to LA 
Alt. 2 

(miles) 

LA 159/ LA 
2/LA Alt. 2 to 

US 79 
(miles) 

US 79 to 
US 82 
(miles) 

Alt. 4 9.40 16.16 - - 12.50 23.63 
Alt. 4.2 9.40 16.16 - - 12.50 23.26 
Alt. 4.3 9.40 17.02 - - 12.53 23.63 
Preferred Alternative  9.77 11.56 5.93 7.80 4.76 23.63
Alt. 4.2 & 3 9.40 17.02 - - 12.53 23.26 
Alt. 5 14.13 13.66 - - 11.34 23.58 
Alt. 5.1 14.13 11.91 - - 11.75 23.58 
Alt. 5.2 14.13 13.66 - - 11.34 23.21 
Alt. 5.1 & 2 14.13 11.91 - - 11.75 23.21 

 
Locations of the seven fully directional interchanges proposed for the PA are listed in 
Table 3.3.2. An Interchange Justification Report (IJR) is an FHWA requirement for 
connecting interstate facilities.  The proposed interchange of I-69 with I-20 connects 
both I-69 SIU 14 to the north and I-69 SIU 15 to the south.  The IJR for this interchange 
was prepared as part of the I-69 SIU 15 study process.  A Draft IJR that requested the 
addition of the I-20/I-69 interchange at I-20 was submitted to FHWA in November 2007 
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and the letter accepting the interchange was provided by FHWA on January 18, 2008.  
The interchange will be approved provided there are no major changes to the proposed 
design.  FHWA final approval will be given upon completion of the environmental 
process which is expected to be late in the year of 2012.  A copy of this FHWA letter 
dated January 18, 2008 is located in Agency Correspondence and Comments Received 
Following the Draft EIS within Appendix B, labeled as # 61.   
 
Re-routing of existing roadways was considered when adjacent crossroads were within 
a reasonable distance, and one grade separation could provide connection to the 
adjacent crossroad.  As a result of this consideration, some existing roadways will be re-
routed, combined with adjacent roadways or frontage roads to assure accessibility and 
connectivity.  These local roadways are described as closed with a frontage road in 
Table 2.7-1 and they are:  
 

• An unnamed access road on the south side of Blue Run Road in Webster 
Parish;  

• Webster Parish Road 263 (Mims Road); 

• Webster Parish Road 262 (Evergreen School Road); 

• Claiborne Parish Road 140 (Flat Lick Road); and 

• Claiborne Parish Road 105 (Winn Bottom Road). 
 

The PA will be located north of Haynesville and will follow the same general corridor 
between the regional population centers of Cotton Valley and Minden, and between 
Shongaloo and Homer as previously considered build alternatives evaluated in the Draft 
EIS.  As documented in the Draft EIS, adverse local travel pattern changes are 
anticipated to be moderate.   
 
Indirect effects to travel patterns should be minor and beneficial as new roadways with 
uncontrolled and/or limited controlled-access are constructed to meet local demand.  
Cumulative effects to travel patterns when compared to pre-I-69 conditions should be 
beneficial since the I-69 facility will provide for improved mobility between major 
destinations north and south as well as improved access to I-20.  Additionally, induced 
development and roadway development should improve access for regional residents 
and businesses.  Details on signage, signal, lane, and other design requirements for the 
PA are presented in the Final Line and Grade Report (HNTB 2008). 
 
Public safety is anticipated to improve with the implementation of the proposed PA.  
Traffic on existing local, parish, state and federal routes will be attracted to or diverted to 
the new interstate facility.  This anticipated travel pattern change should decrease traffic 
on local roads and place traffic onto the new interstate facility, which will be safer.   
 
Interstate facilities provide motorists access to selected, clearly-marked, signed 
locations (interchanges).  Traffic entering and exiting the interstate interact with stopped 
vehicles at interchanges with crossroads.  Travel lanes are grouped by direction into 
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two travel ways, separated by a median.  Recovery zones are cleared areas located on 
each side of the directional travel ways that provide vehicles room to maneuver in case 
of loss of control or driving off the travel way.  For these reasons, interstate facilities 
have fewer accidents per million vehicle miles traveled than other roadway types. 
 
While the new planned interchanges will add two new entry and exit points to 
intersecting crossroads, traffic volumes on most crossroads at planned interchanges do 
not suggest that signals or stop signs would be necessary for crossroad traffic.  Rather, 
motorists exiting the new interstate will likely be required to stop at a stop sign before 
proceeding onto the crossroad.  For these reasons, substantial increases in accidents at 
planned interchange locations are not anticipated.  Therefore, direct effects of the PA 
should be beneficial to public safety.  Indirect effects of added roadways will likewise 
improve traffic distribution and volumes and result in benefits to safety.  Cumulative 
effects of the project to public safety will be related to the beneficial direct and indirect 
project effects combined with other reasonably foreseeable project effects, including 
additional land and infrastructure development.  Because the PA will continue to attract 
motorists from both existing and future development, the cumulative effect to public 
safety will be beneficial when compared to pre-I-69 roadway conditions. 
 
The No Action Alternative would not require additional access points on cross roads; 
however, under the No Action Alternative, the benefit of traffic being diverted to a safer 
interstate facility would not be realized.   

3.3.4 Industry, Employment and Commercial Structures 

3.3.4.1 Affected Environment 
Area industry is dominated by silviculture and timber production, oil and gas exploration, 
and livestock operations.  While oil and gas exploration is concentrated in several fields 
in the area, plugged, inactive, and some active well sites dot the landscape.  Lands in 
silviculture are likewise located throughout the area in both upland and lowland areas.  
Livestock operations, mostly cattle farms and poultry farms, are generally located in the 
upland reaches of the area. 
 
Commercial activities in the area vary and include personal services, retail and other 
activities, with large retail centers located in the larger communities of Minden, LA and 
El Dorado, AR.  Commerce in Haynesville, Homer, and Cotton Valley, LA is limited to 
small retail and offices.  In the rural reaches, of the study area, commercial 
development is dominated by independent service and smaller retail establishments, 
most offering a variety of goods and/or services.  
 
There are over 1,300 businesses with addresses in Cotton Valley, El Dorado, 
Haynesville, Homer, Minden, Sarepta, Shongaloo, Springhill and other communities in 
the area.  Most businesses are located in either El Dorado, AR or Minden, LA (676 in El 
Dorado and 331 in Minden).  The remaining 300 businesses are concentrated in the 
other urban areas of the region.  With approximately 20 retail establishments and eight 
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restaurants, Homer has the greatest number of commercial establishments that rely 
partially on through traffic for patronage.  Haynesville has approximately eight retail and 
four restaurant establishments; Sarepta has four retail and restaurant establishments; 
and Cotton Valley has two retail establishments.  Although not located in the immediate 
proximity of the PA, Springhill has approximately 20 retail and 20 restaurant 
establishments.  
 
Retail stores that rely on through-traffic include service stations, restaurants, 
accommodations, and similar businesses.  Such businesses are sensitive to their 
location.  Other retail establishments such as movie rentals stores and hardware stores 
are less sensitive to through traffic.  Offices are the least sensitive to such issues, and 
while manufacturing and wholesale/warehouse centers do not rely on through traffic for 
their patronage, such centers strongly consider their proximity to high-speed mobility 
corridors like an interstate when selecting their sites. 
 
Magnolia and El Dorado are the largest employment centers in Columbia and Union 
Counties, respectively.  Both are located outside of the study area.  Medical Center of 
Southern AR, Great Lakes Chemical Corporation, Cooper Tire and Rubber Company, 
and a major poultry company located in El Dorado are major manufacturing employers 
in southwest AR.  In LA, Wade Correctional Institution, Webster Parish and Claiborne 
Parish School Systems and Homer and Minden Medical Centers are the largest 
employers.  Several manufacturing facilities are located in industrial parks within the 
area of the PA, as discussed in Section 3.3.5 of this EIS. 
3.3.4.2 Methods for Evaluation 
Locations of commercial structures were obtained from both field visits and a 
geographic database from InfoUSA.  InfoUSA methodically interviews representatives of 
commercial and institutional facilities annually using telephone directory listings.   Data 
for the area and all areas within 20 miles of the original study area were obtained.  As 
with the evaluation for displaced residential structures, displacements of commercial 
structures were evaluated using GIS and field-verified structure data. However, in 
addition to these direct effects, indirect effects from travel access changes to 
commercial facilities were also evaluated.  For commercial activities that are sensitive to 
location, for example; retail stores, personal services, non-resort accommodations and 
similar resources, evaluation considered the increased or decreased travel time and 
access to patrons that the PA will create.  Effects to other commercial developments 
like offices, wholesale distributors and similar, were considered to be generally minor; 
however, adverse access effects were also evaluated.  Cumulative effects include direct 
and indirect effects of the PA and build alternatives to business activity in the region in 
conjunction with past and future actions that may also affect business activity. 
3.3.4.3 Preferred Alternative Effects and Potential Mitigation 
The PA will not require the relocation of existing commercial or industrial facilities other 
than several well sites and associated tank batteries (see Section 3.4.4 of this EIS for 
effects to oil and gas exploration activities).  Additionally, no parking or other vital areas 
of commercial or industrial sites will be directly affected by the PA.   
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Indirect effects of the PA are anticipated to benefit businesses located in the vicinity of 
interchanges, but may adversely affect retail service businesses that cater to passing 
motorists or through traffic, such as service stations and restaurants, that are located on 
routes whose average daily traffic (ADT) and through traffic will decrease once              
I-69 SIU 14 is open.  Approximately 5,000 vehicles per day are expected to divert from 
local and state routes to I-69 in the region between US 371 and US 79.  However, few 
businesses are located in this region.  While some decrease in ADT on routes north of 
Minden is expected.  Minden will continue to experience through traffic in route to 
Shreveport and in route to I-69 for destinations points north.  Reduction in travel time 
north to El Dorado along LA 9/US 79 should decrease.  Through traffic in downtown 
Homer should decrease as well, which currently has the greatest number of retail 
businesses dependent upon through traffic of any community that would be affected.  
However, current construction of the Homer Bypass, LA 3244, will likely cause this 
reduction in traffic through Homer before I-69 would be implemented.  Some trips along 
US 167 through El Dorado will divert to the new I-69 facility and reduce ADT through the 
commercial district along US 167.  These effects are discussed in associated EIS 
documentation for I-69 SIU 13.  Similar effects are anticipated to service retail stores in 
Haynesville, which also has only a few establishments that are dependent upon through 
traffic.  Additional traffic in route to I-69 from points south will help mitigate the reduction 
in traffic from US 79 north of Haynesville. Other retail services, many personal services, 
offices and other establishments that do not cater to through traffic for example, video 
rental stores and beauty salons, will not be adversely affected by the PA.  Proper and 
clear signage should mitigate some of the perceived bypass effects of commercial 
areas by the PA. Signage and other final design details will be addressed during final 
design of the project when the public will have an opportunity to provide comments.   
 
Improved access to the interstate system will increase the attractiveness of new 
residential and commercial development.  Section 3.3.5 of this EIS discusses indirect 
effects to land use by the PA.   
 
While adverse effects to some existing businesses that depend upon through traffic is 
anticipated, all communities located along the PA alignment and existing and new 
businesses in vicinity of interchanges will benefit from improved access to Shreveport 
and other major metropolitan areas.  The net long-term effect to area commerce is 
anticipated to be moderately beneficial.   
 
The cumulative effects of the project and the past construction of I-20 are anticipated to 
be likewise beneficial to area commerce as the construction of I-20 along the southern 
border of the study area provided more benefit to area commerce than adverse effect.  
US 80 and LA 2 are the major east-west routes in the area that were in existence prior 
to I-20. Travelers once had no alternative to these routes for east-west travel. I-20 
provided a new direct, high-speed highway to which many long-distance travelers 
diverted.  Other routes in the area provided travel to different regions and were 
benefited as traffic accessing I-20 increased ADT on these routes.  
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While access to retail businesses will not be affected under the No Action Alternative, 
this alternative is likely to contribute to the decline in the region, continuing the trend of 
the past 50 years (as demonstrated by the population changes shown previously in 
Table 3.3-1).  Cotton Valley, Haynesville, State Line, and Shuler oil and gas fields have 
a finite lifespan lasting possibly through the mid part of this century.  Cotton Valley, and 
to a lesser extent, Haynesville, depends upon the oil and gas industry for their economic 
base.  It is anticipated that without new and different economic development, new 
petroleum discovery or major redevelopment of inactive wells in these areas, 
employment and population will continue recent trends and decline in these and 
surrounding areas.   

3.3.5 Land Use, Development and Property Values 

3.3.5.1 Existing Land Uses 
The original study area is undeveloped and rural, but includes various land uses in the 
vicinity of the PA and other build alternatives.  Land uses include residential, 
agricultural, commercial and industrial uses.  Management of natural resources is also 
prevalent.  Formal land use plans have not been developed by many of the smaller 
jurisdictions. However, the larger communities of Minden, Homer, and Springhill, LA 
have adopted zoning regulations. 
   
Residential Land Uses – Throughout the area, the PA and previously considered build 
alternatives would generally be located several miles from communities and towns.  
Existing residential dwellings in immediate proximity of the PA are located along 
arterials and secondary roads.  Residences are primarily isolated homes, although 
some clusters of residential dwellings exist, forming small communities.  Older, single-
family dwellings of modest value comprise the majority of residential structures.  Many 
residences have outbuildings such as a detached garage, shed or small barn.  Many 
mobile homes are also located adjacent to the PA, and a few more valuable rural 
estates also exist.  There are no multi-family structures/apartments near the PA. 
 
Agricultural Land Uses – Agricultural land uses in the study area primarily include 
forestry and livestock operations.  Timber production is the largest industry in the area, 
with natural forest land and pine plantations dominating overall land use.  Forest land 
comprises approximately 65 percent of total land area of Webster Parish and almost 80 
percent of Claiborne Parish, in comparison to state average of 48 percent.  Union and 
Columbia counties fall within the southwest forest region of AR that produces two-thirds 
of the annual timber harvest for AR.  Publicly owned forest land accounts for nine 
percent of all forest land ownership.  Private forest lands comprise about 62 percent, 
with corporate operations comprising approximately 29 percent of all forest land. 
Livestock operations include both poultry farms and cattle farms scattered throughout 
the study area.  Other agriculture production associated with livestock operations is hay 
production which is also a primary commercial crop grown in the four parish/county 
area.  A detailed discussion on prime and unique farmland is contained in           
Section 3.4.5.  According to the 2002 Census of Agriculture, US Department of 
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Agriculture (USDA), National Agricultural Statistics Service, over 50 percent of farms in 
the four parish/county area consist of beef cattle ranching.  Poultry and egg production 
farms comprise up to 20 percent of all farms in Claiborne Parish and Union County.  
Most poultry farms in Claiborne Parish are located in southern and eastern portions of 
Claiborne Parish.  Poultry farms in Webster Parish are generally located in the southern 
portion of the parish. 
 
Commercial and Industrial Land Use – Commercial land uses are primarily found in 
or near towns.  Cities and towns in close proximity to the PA include Minden, Homer, 
and Haynesville, LA, and Atlanta and the southern outskirts of El Dorado, AR at the 
northern project terminus.   
 
Oil and gas production began in Webster Parish near Cotton Valley in 1922 and 
continues to flourish today.  Three oil and gas fields will be traversed by the PA: 
Haynesville, State Line, and Shuler oil and gas fields.  Oil and gas production in 
Columbia County began about the same time as in Webster Parish, and today has the 
greatest oil production in southern AR.  Plugged, inactive and active wells dot the 
region, with highest concentrations in fields.  Duke Energy Field Services, located just 
east of LA 159 on Parish Road 259/Angi Road, and Marathon Oil and Gas Plant, 
located north of LA 615 west of Haynesville, are the main industrial facilities in close 
proximity to the PA.  Gravel and sand mining operations exist in the region as well.  
Natural resources mining activities are discussed in Section 3.4.4 of this EIS. 
 
Industrial parks located in the study area include: 
 

• North Webster Industrial Park, Springhill, LA; 307 acres; 

• North Homer Industrial Park; Claiborne Parish; 124 acres; 

• South Homer Industrial Park; Claiborne Parish; 80 acres; 

• Claiborne Industrial Park; Claiborne Parish; 134 acres (2,000 acres future); 

• Haynesville Industrial Park; Claiborne Parish; 180 acres’ and 

• Industrial Site #1; Columbia County; 75 acres. 
 

Each industrial park is served by municipal utilities with good access to major highways. 
Most have on-site rail access, and some are located within an enterprise zone.  Other 
amenities exist at these sites as well and are readily available for future industrial 
development.  The former LA Army Ammunition Plant, located south of I-20 and not in 
the original study area, has been purchased by the state of LA, and is being developed 
and marketed as a regional industrial park.  This 15,000 acre site is located at the 
interchange of SIU 14 and SIU 15 with I-20, which provides the facility with excellent 
access to both interstate systems as well as the Shreveport Metropolitan Area.   
 
In addition to industrial parks/sites mentioned above, all of Claiborne Parish and most of 
Webster Parish are part of the North LA Rural Renewal Zone (RRZ).  None of AR within 
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the original study area is located in a RRZ.  However, economic conditions in this region 
are very similar. This USHUD designation is provided to regions that are in need of 
economic revitalization.  Tax incentives are provided for companies that locate 
operations in these zones. 
 
Natural Resource Land Uses – The remainder of land use in the study area is 
comprised of natural resources.  These include: Bayou Dorcheat and Bayou D’Arbonne-
Middle Fork, both of which are classified as LA Scenic Streams; wetlands and 
floodplains associated with study area water bodies; federal and state lands including 
the Kisatchie National Forest and Bodcau Wildlife Management Area; and numerous 
lakes, streams and recreational areas.  These resources are further described in 
Section 3.3.6.       
3.3.5.2 Proposed Land Uses/Development 
North Hills Lakes Project - Nine new reservoirs are being proposed as part of this 
development.  The northernmost four lakes are located near the proposed PA 
alignment.  These lakes are proposed to help Sparta Aquifer recharge and provide 
water-based recreational opportunities with a surrounding residential retirement 
community.  Improved highway access and connectivity were primary factors in 
developing the PA, which will be located in close proximity to proposed North Hills 
Lakes Project sites.  While the North Hills Lakes Project has local support and potential 
investors, funding for lake construction has not been provided.  Therefore, no imminent 
construction schedule exists at this time.  Discussions with North Hills Lakes Project 
proponents at the time of preparation of the Draft EIS suggested that Alternative 4 and 
its options represented their preferred build alternative.  Alternative 4 with Option 3, with 
modifications, was subsequently selected as the PA.  Some proponents suggested that 
an alignment that incorporated Garrett Mountain west of Homer would be necessary to 
realize the full potential of the North Hills Lakes Project.  Incorporation of this peak into 
an alternative would have required a longer, more costly alignment and would provide 
only marginal access benefits to North Hills Lakes Project sites.  Therefore, this 
alternative was eliminated from further consideration.  Figure 3.3-1 displays locations of 
proposed lakes in relation to the PA.   
 
The Grove Golf Course - Just east of LA 3008/Dorcheat Road near Parish Road 
16/Benson Road, construction of the Grove Golf Course was completed in 2003.  The 
Grove Golf Course is an 18-hole semi-private course situated on 150 acres.  There are 
additional plans to construct a driving range and clubhouse in the future. Alternative 4.3, 
later selected as the PA with modifications, was developed to minimize impacts to this 
recreational and residential area.  
3.3.5.3 Methodology 
Land uses were identified during the Alternatives Development Process with aid of GIS 
mapping and input from key stakeholders and the public.  Field investigations were also 
conducted to confirm land use types as well as to identify specific structures or facilities 
that may be impacted by build alternatives.  Direct effects to land use were assessed 
with GIS by evaluating types of land uses underlying build alternatives.  Indirect effects 
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were assessed by evaluating past land use trends in the region in conjunction with both 
the type and probability of planned developments and type and intensity of induced 
development resulting from the build alternatives including the PA. Cumulative effects to 
land use consider the effect of the PA and other regional projects on the rural nature of 
the region, which has changed little since the early 1900s. 
3.3.5.4      Preferred Alternative Effects and Potential Mitigation 
Existing land uses in the proposed I-69 right-of-way will be directly converted from their 
current use to a transportation use.  Direct effects to land, by land type, differed by 
alternative and option.  The PA will convert 3,318 acres from the current land use to a 
transportation use.  Major land uses in the project area include pine plantation, naturally 
wooded, agricultural or farmland, cleared land, and developed land.  There are 1,877 
acres within the PA that are pine plantation, which means the land is under intensive 
silviculture to produce pine trees for timber.  Naturally wooded lands are simply 
undeveloped lands covered with native vegetation of which the PA contains 971 acres.  
Land within the PA that is currently farmed for agricultural purposes includes 94 acres.  
Within the PA are 338 acres of cleared land devoid of structures, vegetation, or any 
discernable use.  Only 38 acres of the PA are developed land which includes residential 
or commercial use.   
 
No land would be converted to highway use under the No Action Alternative.  Direct 
effects to industrial and commercial land uses would likewise be limited.   
 
Several active and inactive and plugged oil and gas wells will be affected by the PA as 
summarized in Section 3.4.4 of this EIS.  No other commercial or industrial facilities will 
be directly affected by the PA. 
 
The controlled access of the PA may adversely affect access in some areas and 
provide new, beneficial interstate access in others.  These access changes may change 
travel patterns and affect growth and development trends in some areas, with potential 
induced growth concentrated at access points or interchanges on the new I-69 facility 
(see Figure 3.3-1 or Figure 2.7-1 for locations of access changes).  It is likely that retail 
services such as fueling stations and restaurants would be the first development 
projects at interchanges, followed by additional residential development in non-wetland 
areas that become attractive to Shreveport commuters.  Because SIU 14 is located near   
Shreveport, Minden, Monroe, Ruston, and El Dorado, where major hotels and motels 
are located, the demand for additional accommodations will likely be low unless major 
regional attractions are developed.  Office space is likewise anticipated to have a low 
demand along SIU 14 for these reasons.  However, because the Haughton/Dixie Inn 
region is located at the future junction of I-20 and I-69, it is anticipated that the 
probability of manufacturing and warehouse/distribution development along SIU 14 in 
this location is greater than along other portions of I-69 that are not located in proximity 
to the junction of two or more interstates.  Manufacturing and warehouse/distribution 
companies often look only at sites within 30 minutes of an existing major 4-lane 
highway, with interstates preferred.  Junctions of major interstates are seen as an 
advantage for distribution centers as they provide multi-directional, high-speed mobility 
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between markets.  Such induced development, however, would not be expected until 
construction of a substantial contiguous section of I-69 that improves mobility between 
major metropolitan markets (e.g., Shreveport to Memphis). 
 
Located roughly half-way between Shreveport/Minden and El Dorado, the US 79 
interchange planned for Haynesville will be attractive for limited retail service 
development.  The US 82 interchange for the proposed PA may likewise be attractive 
as the main access point to El Dorado’s hotel accommodations and business services. 
El Dorado has little excess hotel accommodation capacity at certain times of the month, 
which may increase attractiveness of this interchange for new accommodations and 
similar services.   
 
LA 2 and LA 159 interchanges provide the most direct interstate access to Homer.  Of 
the two, evaluation determined that the PA interchange with LA 2 would be more 
attractive because it will be located closer to Homer than the LA 159 interchange.  
Additionally, analysis showed that the limited development opportunities at the 
interchange with US 371 may also increase the commercial development pressure at 
LA 2, LA Alt. 2, and US 79, which are all roughly halfway between Shreveport and El 
Dorado.  Of these, LA Alt. 2 and US 79 are anticipated to be more attractive because of 
proximity to the Haynesville population. 
 
While past industrial, agricultural, and residential developments have cumulatively 
shaped the landscape as it exists today, only one future project can be considered 
reasonably foreseeable for consideration: the proposed North Hills Lakes Project.  
Should this project move forward, analysis showed that LA 2 and LA 159 interchanges 
with the PA may experience substantial commercial development pressure. Both of 
these routes would provide good access to Minden, which has the largest population in 
the study area.  These locations also are located near new housing starts (e.g., The 
Grove), and are located in vicinity of the proposed North Hills Lakes Project sites, which 
include additional residential and services development.  Type and intensity of 
development will be dictated by developers, market needs and desires, and 
implementation of other projects.     
 
The No Action Alternative is not anticipated to have a significant impact on residential 
land uses and other resources. However, the No Action Alternative does not assume 
that the North Hills Lakes Project is implemented.  Access to this proposed residential 
retirement community would not be improved without I-69, which may limit its 
development. 
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3.3.6 Public Lands and Recreation 

3.3.6.1 Affected Environment 
The US Forest Service has three units of the Kisatchie National Forest located within 
the area of the PA: Caney Lakes Unit, Middle-Fork Unit, and, Corney Lake Unit.  
Additionally, there are three areas in LA owned and/or managed for recreation by LA.  
Located inside the original study area and west of the PA, the Bodcau Wildlife 
Management Area is managed by the LDWF and owned by the USACE.  Lake 
Claiborne and Lake Bistineau state parks are also located near the area of the PA and 
provide numerous recreation opportunities to area residents.  Several small parks and 
recreation centers are also located within the original study area. All are located within 
the communities of Springhill, Dixie Inn, and Minden, LA and El Dorado, AR.  Bayou 
Dorcheat is a Scenic Stream of LA that provides recreational boating, fishing, and 
nature viewing opportunities for area residents. 
 
Of the numerous public lands and recreation facilities located in the area, only the 
Caney Lakes Unit of the Kisatchie National Forest and Bayou Dorcheat are located 
within 500 feet of the PA. The Caney Lakes Unit of Kisatchie National Forest is 
composed of the Caney Lakes Recreation Area, the Sugarcane National Recreation 
Trail and the Lost Man and Beech Bottom Loop trails.  It provides a number of 
recreational opportunities to the region including hiking, biking, fishing, camping, 
boating, and picnicking.  Bayou Dorcheat is a LA Scenic Stream that offers boating and 
similar recreational opportunities. In the vicinity of the PA, however, Bayou Dorcheat 
offers little in the way of recreation.  No other federal, state, or other public recreational 
areas exist in the original study area. 
3.3.6.2 Methods for Evaluation 
Information was obtained from federal, state, and local agencies regarding the location 
of public lands and recreation facilities within the study area.  Both paper maps and GIS 
were utilized to locate and identify sites.  The GIS was further used to identify public 
lands within 500 feet of alternatives.  The internet was also used to research resource 
agency and state government websites for listings and descriptions of public lands 
within the study area.  Web sites of the following agencies were used: Louisiana 
Department Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF) http://www.wlf.state.la.us, the Arkansas 
Game and Fish Commission (AGFC) http://www.agfc.state.la.us, the Louisiana Office of 
State Parks (LOSP) http://www.crt.state.la.us. the Arkansas Department of Parks and 
Tourism (ADPT), http://www.arkansasstateparks.com, USFWS http://refuges.fws.gov), 
and the USFS http://www.fs.fed.us.  Locations of lands owned by the USFS were 
verified by agency representatives.  Direct effects were evaluated with the GIS.  Indirect 
effects to these resources included effects of noise, traffic and access, to the 
recreational resource and its patronage.  For the evaluation of effects to Bayou 
Dorcheat, the LDWF Scenic Stream Permitting procedures were employed.  These 
procedures required consideration of existing land use, historical/archaeological sites, 
economic impact of the project, wilderness/rural quality of the crossing, scenic/aesthetic 
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value of the crossing, recreational use and opportunities at the crossing, ecological 
systems present at the crossing, fish, wildlife, and botanical resources at the crossing, 
geologic and hydrologic features at the crossing, and existing water quality at the 
proposed crossing.  Indirect effects included access and noise effects from the project, 
while cumulative effects included the effect of this project, planned developments, and 
all indirect effects of these actions to existing recreational features that will be affected 
by the PA. 
3.3.6.3 Preferred Alternative Effects and Potential Mitigation 
While the PA traverses the northwestern corner of the Caney Lakes Unit of Kisatchie 
National Forest as displayed in Figure 3.3-1, coordination with representatives of 
Kisatchie National Forest revealed that land traversed and to the west of this alignment 
is privately owned and not part of the Kisatchie National Forest at this time.  However, 
the PA is located in an area designated as possible incorporation into the Kisatchie 
National Forest land holdings.  No other direct impacts will result from the PA to the 
Kisatchie National Forest.  Direct noise and visual effects, however, are expected to the 
LA Scenic Stream, Bayou Dorcheat.  Letters from the AR Department of Parks and 
Tourism (dated April 11, 2003) and the AR Commissioner of State lands (dated March 
25, 2003) state that there are no conflicts between their jurisdictional resources and the 
proposed project.  (See Appendix B for agency correspondence.)   
 
Indirect effects of the PA to the Caney Lakes Unit of Kisatchie National Forest would be 
negligible.  The distance between the PA and this recreational resource will attenuate 
noise effects to levels that will not degrade recreational experiences there.  Access to 
these areas should be enhanced with the I-69 interchange at LA 159.  Based on this 
analysis, no adverse cumulative effects to the Caney Lakes Unit are anticipated. 
 
As noted, a new bridge over Bayou Dorcheat would have some moderate direct effects 
of noise and aesthetics to boaters on Bayou Dorcheat, which may in turn indirectly 
affect use.  The PA is expected to minimize adverse effects to recreational aspects of 
Bayou Dorcheat.  The region of Bayou Dorcheat at the PA crossing has limited 
recreational use due to shallow water depth and remote vehicular access.  For these 
reasons the PA is a more attractive option.  Details of the crossing location evaluation 
are contained in the Alternatives Development and Screening Report (URS 2004a).   
Crossings of Bayou Dorcheat must be permitted, which provides a measure of future 
development control.  It was determined through analysis that such pressures would be 
minimal for the PA since it will not have high potential for induced land development.  
Sections 3.3.6 and 3.4.4 of this EIS describe indirect effects to the Bayou Dorcheat 
waterbody and abutting land from induced development.   

3.3.7 Environmental Justice 

3.3.7.1 Affected Environment 
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations, requires that all federal actions incorporate 
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minority and low-income groups into the decision making process.  Additionally, federal 
sponsors of actions must determine whether or not disproportionate impacts are borne 
by any minority or low-income populations.  In 1997, the USDOT finalized an order titled 
Department of Transportation Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations, which provides guidance for implementing 
EO 12898.  In guidance provided by the USEPA to the FHWA’s National I-69 
Coordinator on February 22, 2002, the USEPA established the population to which the 
impacted population should be compared to determine if a disproportionately high 
number of minority and low-income households exist in the study area.  According to 
this letter, the state in which the project exists (i.e., both LA and AR) is the appropriate 
reference population.  In order to determine if disproportionate adverse effects occur, 
proportionate adverse effects must be evaluated.  A reference population can be used 
to determine what an estimated effect would be if it were in proportion to the state’s 
average population.  If both the State’s minority population and the anticipated affected 
population are both approximately 36 percent minority, the effect is not disproportionate.   
 
Figures 3.3-2 and 3.3-3 display the areas that are considered relatively high and low in 
minority and low-income persons when compared to the population of that state (i.e., LA 
or AR), respectively.  Areas with a relatively high proportion of minority and low-income 
persons are also shown in detail on Figure 3.3-1.  The minority portion of the LA and 
AR state populations is 36 and 20 percent, respectively, and the low-income portion of 
these states’ populations is 20 and 16 percent, respectively.   
3.3.7.2 Methods for Evaluation 
Information on demographics of the original study area was obtained from the US 
Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census.  Census 2000 data, as well as other 
decennial census data, were collected from digital files.  Data for the smallest 
geographic unit for which data are available were obtained.  Information for community 
blocks was obtained to determine the percentage of minority residents located in each 
block.  Minority is defined as non-Caucasian.  Information for groups of blocks was 
obtained to determine the percentage of persons that are considered to have low 
income or live in households having an income less than the USHUD poverty level.  
Percentages of minority and low-income population by block (for minority status) and 
block group (low-income status) were compared to the total state percentages of 
minority and low-income persons, respectively.  Where block and block group 
percentages are within five percent of state averages, it was assumed that these blocks 
and block groups generally reflect state averages.  Greater differences were classified 
and mapped for analysis as shown in Figures 3.3-2 and 3.3-3.  Effects considered for 
evaluation are those that can result in privately borne impacts.  Most public goods, 
services, and areas (e.g., wetlands, public lands, public services that do not cater to 
minority or low-income populations) are not provided for the benefit of any particular 
community and were, therefore, not considered in the evaluation of environmental 
justice effects.  Relocations and community effects, travel pattern changes, noise and 
air quality, and other effects that individuals of particular communities may bear in 
greater numbers or intensity than other communities are evaluated in this environmental 
justice evaluation.  Direct effects to minority and low-income communities include 
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potential displacement and relocation, added vehicular noise, travel pattern disruption, 
effects to community cohesion, values and quality of life.  Indirect effects relate to the 
additional effects from induced land development of the project.  Cumulative effects 
include the effects of the PA in combination with past and future actions that may affect 
communities.   
3.3.7.3 Preferred Alternative Effects and Potential Mitigation 
Figure 3.3-1 displays the locations of residential structures in relation to the proposed 
PA alignment.  Surveys of households that may be displaced by the build alternatives 
were completed during the week of March 20, 2005, by project team staff.  Of the 28 
structures that were surveyed, eight were vacant, and one hunting camp had been 
moved.  Of the nineteen inhabited households, only three are minority households.  At 
least seven of these households receive social security or other federal or state 
assistance, suggesting classification as low-income.  No strong dependent relationships 
between households that may be displaced and neighbors were emphasized by 
residents in these surveys.  Relocations would not be concentrated in one community 
but would be widely scattered throughout the rural areas of the PA; therefore, 
substantial adverse effects to minority and low-income community cohesion should not 
result from these few, scattered displacements.  A summary of minority and low-income 
households that would be displaced under the PA and other build alternatives is 
provided below: 
 

Build Alternatives 

Impacts 
(Required Minority 

Residential Relocations) 

Impacts  
(Required Low-Income 

Residential 
Relocations) 

Alternative 4 3 6 
Alternative 4.2 3 6 
Alternative 4.3. 3 4 
Preferred Alternative 1 4 
Alternatives 4.2 & 3 3 6 
Alternative 5 1 4 
Alternative 5.1 1 3 
Alternative 5.2 1 4 
Alternatives 5.1 & 2 1 4 

 
Indirect effects to minority and low-income populations would depend on the type and 
intensity of development in the region that may be induced to develop following the 
construction of I-69.  As noted in this EIS, all of Claiborne Parish and most of Webster 
Parish located inside of the original study area are in a region identified by the USHUD 
as in need of economic vitality (i.e., the North LA RRZ).  With the addition of new 
interstate access to the region, the probability of commercial development and 
corresponding employment is anticipated to increase.  Additionally, access to services 
that are absent or only distantly available may be improved for residents of these 
communities.  Cumulative effects to the rural character of the region will result only after 
substantial additional development occurs. Such changes are anticipated to be greater 
along the PA should the North Hills Lakes Project be constructed.    
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The No Action Alternative would not result in any direct or notable indirect adverse 
effects to low-income or minority communities.  

3.3.8 Utilities 

3.3.8.1 Affected Environment 
Virtually all paved and unpaved roads within or crossing the proposed right-of-way of 
the PA have buried communication and electrical distribution lines adjacent to or near 
them.  Some paved roads have gas distribution service lines running parallel, and most 
paved roads also have municipal water lines.  Most residences have septic tanks, and 
there are no public sewer systems in the vicinity of the proposed PA alignment.   
 
One electrical transmission line runs generally parallel to US 371 in Webster Parish, but 
intersects the PA at the interchange on US 371.  Another electrical transmission line 
runs in a mostly east-west direction through eastern Webster Parish and western 
Claiborne Parish, intersecting the PA south of Winn Bottom Road.  A third electrical 
transmission line intersects the PA south of the interchange at US 82.   
 
Several pipelines of various sizes cross the countryside in both LA and AR.  Most of the 
pipelines contain natural gas, but some contain other products such as bromine, crude 
oil, hydrogen sulfide, and brine.  All oil and gas wells have pipelines leading out from 
them, some in multiple directions. 
 
While there are communication towers for mobile telephone and radio service, none are 
located within the limits of the proposed PA right-of-way. 
3.3.8.2 Methods for Evaluation 
Pipeline and transmission line features were obtained from the USGS, USDOT, Office 
of Pipeline Safety, and other sources.  Communication tower locations were determined 
by the Antenna Structures Registration database of the Federal Communications 
Commission (FCC).  Maps displaying these features were created for field verification.  
Field verification was completed largely by windshield survey conducted along existing 
roads.  Other sites were verified by pedestrian survey.  Features that were apparent in 
aerial photography for the area but not noted on the project GIS mapping were noted in 
the field for incorporation into the GIS.  Verified data were then evaluated in terms of 
number and length of pipeline and transmission line crossings.  Direct effects are 
considered to be required crossings.  Indirect effects relate to other effects to 
infrastructure and demand from induced land development, and cumulative effects 
include past and reasonably foreseeable actions in addition to project effects. 
3.3.8.3 Preferred Alternative Effects and Potential Mitigation 
PA effects to utilities will be directly related to the number of roadway crossings and 
other infrastructure crossings.  Section 3.3.3.3 of this EIS summarizes the number of 
crossroad terminations and grade separations by alternative.  A listing of other 
infrastructure crossings is provided below: 
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Build Alternatives 

Impacts 
(Number of 

Water 
Wells) 

Impacts 
(Number of 
Powerline 
Crossings) 

Impacts  
(Number of 
Petroleum 
Pipeline 

Crossings) 

Impacts  
(Number of 
Chemical 
Pipeline 

Crossings) 
Alternative 4 0 2 31 3 
Alternative 4.2 0 2 32 2 
Alternative 4.3 0 2 30 3 
Preferred Alternative 0 3 30 3 
Alternatives 4.2 & 3 0 2 31 2 
Alternative 5 1 3 35 3 
Alternative 5.1 1 3 43 3 
Alternative 5.2 1 3 36 2 
Alternatives 5.1 & 2 1 3 44 2 

 
Cumulative effects to utilities will depend upon the type, intensity and timing of the 
proposed North Hills Lakes Project or future expansion of the oil and gas industry in the 
area.   
 
The No Action Alternative would not result in direct or indirect effects to utilities. 
 
The PA will require the relocation or adjustment of aerial electrical distribution lines and 
underground water lines, gas distribution lines, pipelines and communication lines.  
Most of these relocations would be considered fairly routine.  Underground utilities and 
pipelines must be lowered in areas of excavation.  In embankment areas, some 
underground facilities may be able to be left in place or may require protective casings.  
Electric transmission lines may have to be raised if lines are not in an excavated area, 
and some support structures may have to be relocated.  Details of utility relocations will 
be developed during detailed design of the PA.   

3.3.9 Visual Environment 

3.3.9.1 Affected Environment 

Visual Character and Dominant Visual Features - The regional landscape of the 
study area is dominated by the following landscape types: rural oil and gas exploration 
operations; silviculture operations; rural industrial sites; rural homesteads; wooded 
uplands; wooded wetlands; and hills and valleys of the region.  Several of these 
landscape types are considered aesthetically pleasing such as rural homesteads, 
wooded regions and hills and valleys of the region.  Others are generally considered 
unattractive such as rural oil and gas extraction sites.  Such sites are not the focus of 
this aesthetic impact evaluation.  Visual quality of aesthetic landscape types differs 
widely within the study area, ranging from derelict homesteads to picturesque, high-
quality views of wooded wetlands of Bayou Dorcheat.   

Viewsheds and Viewpoints - A viewshed is the area that is visible from a particular 
location or viewpoint.  Viewsheds may contain several landscape types and prominent 
features and are affected by location, vegetation, and the degree of surrounding 
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development.  Viewpoints along existing public roadways are most well known; 
however, some private viewpoints provide impressive views of pastoral homesteads, 
wooded hills and valleys.  Because of the rural and forested nature of the study area, 
few expansive, long-distance viewsheds exist.  In LA, the Bienville Trace Scenic Byway 
II is a system of roadways that includes LA 2, LA 159 and US 80.  This byway system 
provides viewpoints of wooded hills and valleys, and rural homesteads of the North 
Piney Woods of LA and AR.  Duncan Hill, located between Shongaloo and Leton east of 
LA 2/LA159, provides the study area’s high point at 425 feet above mean sea level 
(MSL).  Elevations of less than 200 feet MSL exist in the wetland areas of Bayou 
Dorcheat.  Garrett Mountain is also a high point in the study area that proponents of the 
North Hills Lakes Project have stated must be incorporated into the PA in order for it to 
be successful.  Key viewsheds in the study area include Bayou Dorcheat (from a 
canoeist’s perspective) and rolling, wooded hills and valleys as seen from highpoints 
along the PA alignment  and other surrounding publicly accessible peaks. Six key 
viewpoints are identified in Figure 3.3-1.  Additionally, Figure 3.3-4 displays the reach of 
Bayou Dorcheat that would be affected by the PA crossing. 

3.3.9.2 Methods for Evaluation 
Visual impacts must consider quality of landscape types that make up key public 
viewsheds, as well as changes in landscape types and features resulting from the PA.  
Introduction of a new, elevated structure such as an interchange or bridge must be 
evaluated in terms of scale, or dominance of the new structure, in the viewshed.  For 
evaluation of effects to LA Scenic Stream Bayou Dorcheat, an evaluation was 
conducted that quantified the distance of the reach of Bayou Dorcheat that would be 
affected by a new bridge structure for the PA crossing.  Additionally, all issues that will 
be evaluated by the LDWF in processing a Scenic Stream Permit Application were 
considered in a qualitative assessment of the PA. 
 
Consideration must be given to how viewshed changes are perceived by viewers.  
Values and experiences of viewers, viewers’ sensitivity to change, and other factors 
affect how viewers perceive direct effects to a viewshed.  Views from relative highpoints 
along the PA were estimated with the aid of a computer and digital elevation data for the 
terrain.  Indirect effects to viewsheds include additional changes in landscape that may 
be induced as a result of the project, including the addition of billboards and new 
construction.  Cumulative effects consider effects of other reasonably foreseeable 
projects that could potentially impact viewsheds. 
3.3.9.3 Preferred Alternative Effects and Potential Mitigation 
Views from the travelway of the proposed PA are anticipated to be generally pleasing to 
facility motorists and will possibly be enhanced in higher terrain areas.  The viewshed 
along the approximate mile and half stretch of the bridge structure crossing Bayou 
Dorcheat will include views of US 371 and the Kansas City Southern Railroad trestle 
balanced with views of the wooded wetlands of Sausman Creek and Bayou Dorcheat.    
 
The forested nature of the region and curvature of existing local roadways will likely 
reduce the visual impact of interchanges from existing crossroads.  Dense vegetation 
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surrounding the Bayou Dorcheat crossing of the PA will obscure views of the structure, 
thus resulting in minimal effect on scenic environment of the structure crossing.  
 
The No Action Alternative would not involve construction or addition of any new 
elevated structures in the region.  Therefore, no adverse effects to the visual 
environment are expected from the No Action Alternative. 

3.3.10 Cultural Resources 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended, 
requires FHWA to consider the effects of the proposed action on historic properties.  An 
historic property is defined as any building, structure, object, site, or district included in, 
or eligible for, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  The implementing 
regulations of Section 106, issued by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
(ACHP), is 36 CFR Part 800.   
3.3.10.1 Affected Environment 
As shown in Table 3.3-4 a total of 1,277 previously recorded cultural resources are 
located in the study area.  The 531 recorded archaeological sites range in age from the 
Paleo-Indian Period (10,000 to 8,000 B.C.) to mid-twentieth century.  Only a single site 
(16CL04, Three Creeks) of the 531 archaeological sites has been determined eligible for 
the NRHP.  Of the remaining sites, four are listed as significant, 43 are potentially 
significant, 248 are not significant, and 235 are of unknown significance based on the 
NRHP criteria for evaluation [36 CFR 60.4 (a-d)].  
 

Table 3.3-4 
Number of Previously Recorded Cultural Resources 

Within Study Area 

 
Archeological 

Sites 
Historic 

Structures 
NRHP 

Properties Total 
Bossier Parish 69 24 0 93 
Claiborne Parish 85 376 6 467 
Webster Parish 268 269 14 551 
Columbia County 54 51 1 106 
Union County 55 4 1 60 
Total 531 724 22 1,277 

 
The 724 historic structures vary in origin from agricultural, commerce, residential, 
educational, civic, religious, industrial, and transportation.  Most are residential.  Thirteen 
of the 724 previously recorded historic structures are listed on the NRHP.  NRHP 
eligibility status of the remaining recorded historic structures has not been determined.  In 
addition to the 13 historic structures recorded on the NRHP, nine additional properties 
have been listed on the NRHP for a total of 22 NRHP study area properties.  Although 
these include a variety of structural types, the majority are residential structures located 
within Minden (12) and Homer (4). 
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The study area also crosses the Old Military Road that extended northward from        
Fort Jesup in present-day Sabine Parish to Fort Towson on the upper Red River in 
present-day southeastern Oklahoma.  The current condition of the Old Military Road is 
unknown. 
 
In accordance with 36 CFR Part 800, an Area of Potential Effect (APE) was established for 
this project that represented the geographic area in which the proposed I-69 project could 
directly or indirectly cause impacts on the character or use of any historic properties 
existing within that area.  The APE was smaller in geographic extent than the original 
study area, and, as a result, many of the historic/archaeological resources identified above 
were outside the APE and beyond the area where they could be affected by construction 
or operation of the new highway.  The APE served as the basis for detailed surveys of 
known and unknown cultural resources performed for this project, as described below. 
3.3.10.2 Methods of Evaluation and Results 
A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of the APE associated with the LA portion of the 
PA was performed by R. Christopher Goodwin & Associates.  Fieldwork was completed 
between August 2006 and November 2008.  The investigation consisted of 
cartographic, archival, and archaeological data review followed by a pedestrian survey 
and systematic shovel testing.  A total of 4,610 shovel tests were completed.  As a 
result of this investigation, 23 new cultural resources were identified within the APE, 
including seven historic standing structures, nine hitherto unknown archaeological sites, 
and seven sites that were classified as non-site loci according to standards of the LA 
Division of Archaeology, which are defined as sites containing five or fewer artifacts 
from the same time period.  None of these 23 sites appear to satisfy any eligibility 
criteria for nomination to the NRHP.  This conclusion is contained in the report entitled 
Phase I Cultural Resources Survey and Archaeological Inventory of the Louisiana 
Portion of the Proposed I-69 Corridor Section of Independent Utility No. 14, Bossier, 
Webster, and Claiborne Parishes, Louisiana dated August 2009.  A draft version of the 
document was transmitted to the LA SHPO in March 2009 for review, comment, or 
concurrence in its findings.  Copies of the concurrence letter received from LA SHPO, 
based upon the draft, and the final letter of review and acceptance, based upon re-
submittal in September 2009, are located in Appendix B. 
 
Identification of historic properties in the APE for the AR portion of the PA was 
performed by Historic Preservation Associates, LLC.  Review of existing information on 
historic properties on record with the Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office (AR 
SHPO) and the Office of the State Archeologist determined that no previously recorded 
buildings, structures or objects existed within one mile of the APE.  Identification efforts 
included background research, consultation, and field survey of the entire APE.  A total 
of 75 buildings, structures, objects, or sites were identified and evaluated.  
Documentation of buildings was assembled and a request for technical assistance was 
prepared in November 2008 and forwarded to the Department of Arkansas Heritage, the 
AR SHPO through AHTD.  Eight structures were evaluated for NRHP eligibility.  AR 
SHPO review dated November 20, 2008 concluded that one of the eight buildings was 
eligible for nomination, the Burleson house in Columbia County.  This house is 
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considered NHRP eligible under Criterion C as an intact example of an early 20th 
century vernacular farmhouse The proposed right-of-way for the PA will require land 
from the parcel occupied by this building, but the edge of the proposed right-of-way will 
be located approximately 50 feet away from the building and the building itself will not 
be taken.  There are no other important historical features on the property other than the 
house itself. 
  
A Phase I report documenting the identification of historic properties in the AR portion of 
the PA was completed in January 2009.  The report was transmitted to the   AR SHPO 
through AHTD.  In addition, the report identified five archeological sites located within 
the proposed PA right-of-way.  The sites were not evaluated for NRHP eligibility and 
were recommended for Phase II assessment.  Two options were presented for 
approaching additional survey work at these sites: 
  

• Draft a programmatic agreement among FHWA, AHTD, AR SHPO, and Indian 
tribes as necessary, that describes the procedures to be followed if further 
historic property field survey is left until the project construction phase, including 
handling and evaluation of any previously unknown historic properties are 
discovered during earthmoving activities; and 

• Re-survey the APE for previously unknown historic properties and complete a 
National Register eligibility assessment at known sites after clearing/grubbing 
but before major earthmoving activities begin, including survey of ancillary areas 
associated with construction such as material and equipment staging areas and 
borrow sites.  

 
All other buildings, structures, objects, and sites documented during the identification 
efforts were assessed as not being NHRP eligible or as being located outside the APE 
resulting in no effects. 
 
AHTD reviewed conceptual plans for the PA and various options for avoiding or 
minimizing effects on the Burleson house property.  Based on this review, AHTD felt 
confident that measures can be implemented during the design and construction 
phases of the project that will ultimately result in a determination of “no effect” on the 
property.  A commitment to further evaluate these options during future project phases 
was coordinated with the AR SHPO via correspondence dated November 20, 2009 and 
documented in Section 3.7.6 of this FEIS.  The AR SHPO concluded that this 
commitment, as an avoidance measure, was sufficient to determine that the proposed 
project would have no adverse effects on the NHRP eligible Burleson house via 
correspondence dated December 10, 2009.  Copies of AR SHPO letters are located in 
Appendix B. 
 3.3.10.3 Preferred Alternative Effects and Potential Mitigation 
Indirect and cumulative effects to recorded and unrecorded resources is unknown but 
will be directly related to the magnitude of secondary land development. Section 3.3.5 
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of this EIS discusses land use changes associated with the build alternatives including 
the PA.  
 
The No Action Alternative would not result in direct effects to known cultural resources.  
However, because the No Action Alternative would not be totally devoid of development 
activity, then it may also result in effects to unrecorded cultural resources, albeit with a 
lower probability than the PA.  

3.3.11 Section 4(f) Resources 
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as amended, prohibits US 
Department of Transportation agencies from using land from any significant publicly-
owned park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or any significant historic 
site, unless there are no feasible and prudent alternatives to the use of such land and 
the proposed project includes all possible planning to reduce harm to the property.  
When a project impacts a property protected under Section 4(f) and the impacts, 
considered in combination with avoidance, minimization, mitigation, and/or 
enhancement measures, are determined to have no adverse effects on the activities, 
features, and attributes of the property that qualify it for Section 4(f) protection, then a 
de minimis finding may apply.  The finding must have the concurrence of the agency 
official with jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) property, and the finding must contain firm 
commitments for implementation of all measures proposed to reduce project impacts to 
a de minimis level. 
 
As indicated previously in Section 3.3.6.3, the PA will have no involvement with any 
publicly-owned public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge protected 
under Section 4(f).  In regard to historic sites, Section 3.3.10 described the project 
involvement (based on current conceptual plans) with the Burleson house, which the AR 
SHPO determined was eligible for nomination to the National Register of Historic 
Places.  The project would not directly impact the house, but would require land from 
the property for new highway ROW.  No other features of the property have historical 
importance other than the house.  After reviewing options to avoid and minimize project 
effects on the Burleson house, AHTD provided a commitment to the AR SHPO that 
measures will be implemented during future project design to achieve a determination of 
“no effect” on this NRHP-eligible property.  Based on this commitment, which is 
documented in Section 3.7.6 of this FEIS, the AR SHPO concluded that the project 
would have no adverse effects on the Burleson house.  As a result, FHWA determined 
that a de minimis Section 4(f) evaluation was appropriate and the AR SHPO was 
notified of this determination.  The de minimis Section 4(f) evaluation for the PA 
involvement with the Burleson property is reproduced in Appendix E. 
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3.4 Physical Environment 

3.4.1 Surface Water Resources 

3.4.1.1 Affected Environment 
The study area is located within the Red River and Ouachita River Basins.  On the east 
side of the study area, the Ouachita River flows south from AR into LA eventually joining 
the Black River before ending in the Red River.  The Red River, to the west of the study 
area, flows south into LA from AR, turning southeast as it passes Shreveport toward its 
confluence with the Atchafalaya River.  While neither of the two rivers is located within 
the study area, all surface water in the study area eventually flows into one of these two 
rivers.   
 
Bayou Dorcheat and the Middle-Fork of Bayou D’Arbonne are the only two streams 
within the study area identified by the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries 
(LDWF) as Natural and Scenic and protected under Louisiana Legislature Act 947 of 
1988.  AR has listed Bayou Dorcheat on the AR registry of Scenic Streams, but it is not 
afforded the more stringent permitting protection as streams on AR system of Natural 
and Scenic Rivers.  No federal National Wild and Scenic Water bodies are located in 
the study area.   
 
In letters dated March 25, 2003, May 11, 2005, and November 11, 2005, the US Coast 
Guard (USCG) confirmed that there are no navigable waters of the study area for which 
a USCG Section 10 bridge permit would be needed (see Appendix B for agency 
correspondence).  Any bridges that will cross waterways, meeting the criteria for the 
Surface Transportation Act of 1978, will not require specific Coast Guard Bridge 
Permits.  The Coastal Section of USCG Bridge Administration requires that vertical 
clearance for each waterway crossing be sufficient for recreational boat traffic at high 
water.  All crossings will be constructed to maintain a vertical clearance sufficient for 
recreational boat traffic at mean high water.   
 
A complete listing of all streams, creeks and other waters that will be impacted by the 
proposed PA can be found in both the Wetland Delineation Report (URS 2008b) and 
Wetland Delineation Report Supplement (URS 2010).  
 
Study area surface water quality has been documented as generally poor.  Wastes 
generated from the oil industry and agricultural production have degraded surface water 
and produced measurable concentrations of chlorides and other pollutants.  Large 
amounts of land under timber management have resulted in increased sediment loads 
from erosion following timber harvests.  Disposal of household trash into local streams 
is an additional source of pollution that has affected water quality in the study area. 
 
Table 3.4-1 shows results of assessments completed by the LDEQ Office of Water 
Resources and the ADEQ Water Quality Planning Branch on appropriate uses of 
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surface water impacted by the proposed PA.  Water use designations include 
recreation, fish and wildlife propagation, public water supply, and agriculture.  Almost all 
water bodies have a number of suspected pollutants primarily related to oil and gas and 
agricultural activities.   
 
Bayou Dorcheat and Caney Creek are the only two streams under a state water use 
designation impairment for LA and Little Cornie Bayou and Big Cornie Creek are the 
only two streams under a state water use designation impairment for AR that are 
crossed by the PA.   
 

Table 3.4-1 
Study Area Surface Water Assessment 

Water 
Body Impairment Designated Uses Suspected Sources Suspected Causes 

Bayou 
Dorcheat 

Water Quality 
Limited 

Partial support of  
1) Primary and 
2) Secondary 
Contact Recreation 

Major industrial point sources Other inorganics 

Minor industrial point sources Siltation 

Major municipal point sources Salinity/TDS/chlorides 

Minor municipal point sources Pathogen indicators 

Package plants (small flows) Oil and grease 

Silviculture 

 

Land development 

Urban runoff / storm sewers 

Surface mining 

Petroleum activities 

Caney 
Creek 

Effluent 
Limited 

Full Support of  
1) Primary Contact, 
2) Secondary 
Contact Recreation 
and 3) Fish 
propagation 

  

Little 
Corney 
Bayou 

Water Quality 
Limited 

Use Not Supported 
1) Aquatic Life 
2) Agriculture & 
Industry 

Resource Extraction Zinc 
Siltation/Turbidity 

Big Cornie 
Creek 

Water Quality 
Limited 

Use Not Supported 
1) Aquatic Life 
2) Agriculture & 
Industry 

Resource Extraction Zinc 
Siltation/Turbidity 

Source:   LDEQ’s 2006 Water Quality Inventory Report, and ADEQ’s 2008 List of Impaired Waterbodies (303(d) List) 

3.4.1.2 Methods for Evaluation 
Locations of ponds, lakes, and perennial, intermittent or ephemeral streams were 
identified from USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle maps and GIS database mapping.  GIS 
was also used to determine river basins in which the study area is located.  Water 
quality information was obtained from the LDEQ website at http://www.deq.state.la.us 
and the ADEQ website at http://www.adeq.state.ar.us. This included streams that are 
monitored as well as detailed information on pollutants and their potential sources.  



 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 3-33 August 2011 
 

 

Direct effects were evaluated in terms of the number of steam crossings and linear feet 
of proposed stream realignments associated with project alternatives.  Indirect effects of 
sediment loading during construction were considered as were non-point source 
nutrient loading from the roadway during the first flush of the roadway during 
precipitation events.  Cumulative effects included impacts of this project in combination 
with other ongoing regional activities that have led to degraded water quality conditions 
as summarized in Table 3.4-1. 
 
Following selection of the PA, the project team was deployed from December 19, 2006 
through February 22, 2007 to complete detailed surveys along the proposed alignment 
of the PA to determine the potential effects to surface waters and wetlands.  
Subsequent coordination with the USACE, to achieve a preliminary wetland 
jurisdictional determination, resulted in additional and more detailed fieldwork.  This 
higher level survey was conducted in conjunction with USACE representatives during 
December 2010.  Results of these surveys related to the number and type of stream 
crossings are found in the Natural Resources Technical Memorandum (URS 2008a), 
the Wetland Delineation Report (URS 2008b), and Wetland Delineation Report 
Supplement (URS 2010).  An account of the results of the USACE Preliminary 
Jurisdictional Determination (USACE 2011) can be found in Chapter 4 Section 4.1.8.     
3.4.1.3 Preferred Alternative Effects and Potential Mitigation 
Figure 3.4-1 displays locations of physical environment features relative to the PA, and 
Chapter 2.0 contains Figure 2.7-1, which is a foldout of the PA for reader reference.  
While the LA Scenic Stream, Middle-Fork of Bayou D’Arbonne, is avoided by the PA, 
the PA must cross Bayou Dorcheat, also a LA Scenic Stream that runs north/south 
through the entire western portion of the study area.  Every effort has been made to 
minimize impacts to Bayou Dorcheat and surrounding wetlands.  The entire length of 
Bayou Dorcheat within the study area was evaluated to determine suitable crossing 
locations to minimize adverse impacts.  The selection of the most suitable crossing was 
a major decision in the selection of the PA.  Details of this evaluation are provided in the 
Corridor Selection Report (URS 2003g) and the Alternatives Development and 
Screening Report (URS 2004a). The PA crossing utilizes an existing railroad crossing in 
order to minimize impacts.  Along its approximate 63-mile length, the project must cross 
a number of streams in addition to Bayou Dorcheat.  A summary of the type of stream, 
stream crossings and linear stream footage located inside of the proposed PA right-of-
way is listed below. 
 

Type of Stream 

Impacts 
(Number of 
Crossings) 

Impacts 
(Linear Footage of 
Streams in ROW) 

Ephemeral Stream 43 19,906 
Intermittent Stream 66 34,438 
Perennial Stream 31 24,793 
Total 140 77,146

 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be used and monitored under Storm Water 
General Permits to be issued by LDEQ and ADEQ.  These BMPs would include a 
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hazardous spill containment plan for construction operations.  Temporary construction 
effects and BMPs are discussed in Section 3.6 of this EIS.   
 
Effects of roadway maintenance of the new I-69 right-of-way are considered an indirect 
effect that would not otherwise occur without the project.  While maintenance will 
include the use of herbicides, neither LADOTD nor AHTD applies herbicides within    
100 feet of a stream crossing even if the herbicide is approved for open water 
applications.  Insecticides are not used by LADOTD or AHTD in maintenance activities.   
 
Operation and use of the facility will result in deposit of some vehicular fluids (motor and 
transmission oil, coolant, and brake fluid) and trash.  There is also a remote possibility 
of releases of hazardous materials from shipments along I-69.  Regular maintenance by 
LADOTD and AHTD, however, will minimize trash and solid debris that occur in the       
I-69 right-of-way and their indirect project effects.  Small amounts of fluids along the 
right-of-way that are directly or indirectly deposited in grassy areas by stormwater would 
be partly absorbed by the ground, where most would decompose, leaving only residual 
amounts retained by surface soil.  Trace/residual amounts of fluids may possibly enter 
surface waters from stormwater overflow; however, the amount is expected to be 
insignificant but increase with proximity to water bodies.   
 
Indirect effects of the PA include remote potential for hazardous spills where there is 
currently no potential (i.e., no roadway).  Spills of concern would be those of substantial 
volume associated with a tanker truck accident or similar event.  Projected I-69 traffic 
volumes along SIU 14 described in the Traffic and Accident Analysis Report (URS 
2003f), however, suggest that LOS on I-69 will be “A” in 2030.  Therefore, occurrence of 
accidents involving tanker trucks and similar incidents will be unlikely.  Accidents are 
most likely at interchanges; however, accident rates at these rural interchanges are 
expected to be low.  (See Section 3.3.3 of this EIS for discussion of public safety 
effects of the PA.)  Of interchanges located along the PA, US 371 would pose the 
greatest potential impact to water quality because this interchange will be located in 
proximity to both wetlands and the recharge area of the Sparta Aquifer (see Section 
3.4.3 of this EIS for details on the Sparta Aquifer).   
 
Coordination with the USACE and other jurisdictional resource agencies will be 
conducted throughout design and construction of the PA to determine the mitigation 
needs for potential direct adverse stream effects.   

3.4.2 Floodplains 

3.4.2.1 Affected Environment 
Protection of floodplains and floodways is required by Executive Order 11988, 
Floodplain Management, 23 CFR Part 650, Location and Hydraulic Design of 
Encroachments on Floodplains, and USDOT 5650.2, Floodplain Management and 
Protection.  These regulations were designed to minimize highway encroachments 
within the 100-year floodplain and to avoid land use development inconsistent with 
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floodplain values.  During periods of high water, floodplains serve to moderate flood 
flow, provide water quality maintenance, and serve as temporary habitat for a number of 
plant and animal species.   
 
All land in the study area within the 100-year floodplain is associated with a waterway.  
Major waterways are Bayou Dorcheat, Bayou D’Arbonne, Middle-Fork of Bayou 
D’Arbonne, Little Corney Bayou, Corney Creek, and Three Creeks, which all have a 
sizable floodplain extending the length of the waterway within the study area.  The   
100-year floodplain also follows several of the tributaries and associated streams that 
are part of the major waterway systems.   
3.4.2.2 Methods for Evaluation 
Digital maps of the 100-year floodplain are not available for most the study area; 
therefore, Flood Insurance Rate Maps and Flood Hazard Boundary Maps were obtained 
for each county and parish in the study area.  Maps were scanned and then digitized 
into the GIS.  These data, combined with a map showing all streams within the study 
area, illustrated locations of streams with the largest associated floodplains.  Direct 
effects were evaluated in terms of acreage of 100-year floodplains encompassed by the 
proposed PA right-of-way.  Such crossings may affect base flood levels upstream of the 
crossing if floodwater flow is substantially ponded by structures.  Indirect and cumulative 
effects to floodplains include the incremental increases in impervious surface from 
developments, which increase runoff, decrease time to flooding peaks, and increase 
base flood elevations and floodplain widths.  Indirect effects relate to those additional 
effects from induced land development, while cumulative effects include the effects of 
this project and other developments that have affected and will affect base flood 
elevations in the region. 
3.4.2.3 Preferred Alternative Effects and Potential Mitigation 
A floodplain evaluation was conducted in accordance with EO 11988 and 23 CFR 650.  
The proposed PA alignment will traverse the floodplain of Bayou Dorcheat, Cornie 
Bayou and other small streams in both LA and AR.  None of the streams along the 
alignment have a regulatory floodway; therefore, no encroachments or modification to a 
floodway would result from construction of the PA.  Encroachments of the 100-year 
floodplains located in the study area comprise minor transverse encroachments as 
displayed on Figure 3.4-1.  Coordination with local floodplain administrators and the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has been accomplished in the 
development of the PA, and will continue through the completion of the design and 
construction phases of the project.  Impacts have been evaluated and determined to be 
minimal; therefore, the project would not constitute a “significant” encroachment.  
Details of encroachments for the PA and the other build alternatives follow.  
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Build Alternatives 

Impacts  
(acreage of 100-year floodplain 

within ROW)            
Alternative 4 361                      
Alternative 4.2 326                  
Alternative 4.3 365 
Preferred Alternative 304        
Alternatives 4.2 & 3 329                   
Alternative 5 285          
Alternative 5.1 325                 
Alternative 5.2 249                
Alternatives 5.1 & 2 289              

 
Indirect and cumulative effects to the floodplains will be directly related to induced land 
development, which is discussed in Section 3.3.5 of this EIS; however, other past 
projects in the region have adversely affected base flood elevations in the project area.  
Past construction of the Kansas City Southern (KCS) railroad across Bayou Dorcheat 
constricts floodwaters north of this crossing.  Other past linear construction projects 
have had similar effects to varying degrees of intensity in the project area                      
(e.g., construction of US 80, I-20, and others).  However, because the direct effects of 
this project do not affect the base flood elevations, the cumulative effect is expected to 
be negligible. 

3.4.3 Potable Ground Water 

3.4.3.1 Affected Environment 
Geologic formations beneath the study area contain several sandy and porous aquifers, 
from which groundwater is obtained.  These include the Sparta, Cockfield, Chicot 
Terraces, and Alluvial Formations.  While there are many regions of the study area that 
serve as porous recharge areas for these formations, there are also areas that are 
classified as “no recharge areas.“  Areas considered to be high-potential recharge areas 
surround Bayou Dorcheat as well as other outcroppings.  Only the western portion of 
the study area contains recharge areas of concern. 
 
No USEPA designated sole source aquifers are located inside the study area; however, 
the Sparta Formation and Chicot Terraces are of great concern to the region.  These 
two aquifers are the major sources of potable water for the region and are recharged 
through direct infiltration of rainfall.  While a separate geologic formation, the Chicot 
Terraces are directly hydraulically connected to the Sparta Aquifer and, therefore, assist 
in its recharge.  Industrial withdrawals have reduced water levels in the Sparta Aquifer 
over the years.  The USGS has proposed that the North Hills Lakes Project could help 
to recharge the Sparta Aquifer through direct infiltration from lakes impounded over 
high-recharge areas.  Two lakes are proposed in the study area, one on existing Flat 
Lick Bayou and another on existing Black Bayou.  While the North Hills Lakes Project 
has received local support, no funding has been allocated for any lake construction.   
 
The Louisiana Department of Natural Resources (LDNR), Office of Conservation 
Groundwater Commission, studied protection of the Sparta Aquifer recharge area.  All 
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of Claiborne Parish, nearly half of Webster Parish, and other regions in LA located 
outside of the study area were identified and proposed as Critical Groundwater Areas 
for protection.  In July 2004, the Office of Conservation issued Draft Orders (CGWA-1-
04) identifying three groundwater recharge areas of concern in the Monroe-West 
Monroe, Ruston, and Jonesboro-Hodge areas of north LA, as Critical Groundwater 
Areas.  None of these identified areas are located inside of the study area.  The final 
order by the Office of Conservation was issued on August 15, 2005. 
3.4.3.2 Methods for Evaluation 
Information on the extent and location of aquifers was obtained from paper maps, as 
well as digital information obtained from Recharge Potential of Louisiana Aquifers 
(Louisiana Geologic Survey, 1988). All information was compiled in GIS and then 
overlain with the proposed PA alignment to determine direct effects of recharge acreage 
located inside the PA ROW.  Indirect effects were evaluated in terms of additional 
impermeable surface associated with incremental development, as well as non-point 
pollution associated with induced development.  Cumulative effect evaluation included 
incremental direct and indirect effects of I-69 SIU 14 and other projects to recharge and 
quality of the Sparta Aquifer in the context of the entire Sparta Aquifer recharge area. 
3.4.3.3 Preferred Alternative Effects and Potential Mitigation 
In a letter dated March 9, 2004 (Appendix B), the LDNR Office of Conservation stated 
that the PA should have no negative effects on the recharge of the Sparta Aquifer. 
 
All direct effects to the Sparta Aquifer and Chicot Terrace recharge areas will occur from 
the Bossier/Webster Parish Line to just west of Haynesville.  The PA will result in 
approximately 357 acres of Chicot Terraces recharge area converted to right-of-way, 
and approximately 26 acres of Sparta Aquifer recharge area converted to right-of-way, 
which will result in a total impact of 383 acres of potential recharge area converted to 
SIU 14 right-of-way under the PA.   
 
Indirect effects to potable groundwater of the Sparta Aquifer and Chicot Terraces 
include additional increases in impervious surface area from induced land development 
and increases in groundwater withdrawals.  Such effects are anticipated to reduce in 
intensity and probability with increasing distance from proposed interchanges.  
Development around the proposed interchange with US 371 will result in the greatest 
potential adverse effects to recharge because the interchange location is situated over a 
high recharge area of the Chicot Terraces. 
 
Cumulative adverse effects of this project, when combined with other developmental 
projects located in recharge areas of the Sparta Aquifer, will be negligible.  The 
recharge area for the Sparta Aquifer also includes the Chicot Terrace recharge area.  
Together, these areas extend across a substantial portion of northwestern LA and 
southwestern AR, with the majority of the recharge areas located in rural, undeveloped 
regions of both states.   Because recent population has generally declined in this region, 
future development rates are not anticipated to be high.  This is supported by the 
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designation of a large portion of the study area as part of the North LA RRZ, which is 
recognized by the USHUD as an area in need of economic revitalization.    
 
Another concern from a cumulative effects standpoint is the cumulative withdrawals 
from the Sparta Aquifer.  Even though the region has recently experienced a population 
decline, the overall population trend has increased over the past century.  This relates 
to overall increase in groundwater demands, with demand spikes being associated with 
industrial withdrawals.  Direct effects of this project will not result in substantial 
groundwater withdrawals.  Indirect groundwater demand will be associated with induced 
residential and industrial development.  (Section 3.3.5 of this EIS addresses land use 
changes.)  Types and magnitude of anticipated induced development suggest that 
increased groundwater withdrawals will be minor.  Cumulative effects, however, must 
consider the net beneficial effects of the North Hills Lakes Project, which is designed to 
augment groundwater reserves with both surface water and groundwater recharge. 

3.4.4 Geology and Mineral Resources 

3.4.4.1 Affected Environment 
For most of geologic time, the study area has been inundated by the sea, resulting in 
sedimentary layers of clays, silts, and sands.  During the late Tertiary Period of geologic 
time which was between 66 and 2 million years ago, the sea receded.  Uplifts of the 
region to the west (Sabine Uplift) and to the east (Monroe Uplift) led to the elevation 
changes known as the Piney Hills region.  Over time, the weight of sediment atop 
marine deposits pushed up salt deposited millions of years earlier (i.e., between 240 
and 208 million years ago) to form the Northern Louisiana Salt Dome Basin, which is 
partly encompassed by the study area. These salt domes are associated with pools of 
petroleum, as lighter density petroleum migrates and collects in mounds and other traps 
between groundwater and layers of low or no permeability.  The Cotton Valley and 
Haynesville oil and gas fields are coincident with the Northern Louisiana Salt Dome 
Basin.  From the uplifts of the region and subsequent stream erosion, rolling hills of the 
region were created.  Most of the Chicot formation has been eroded from the 
landscape.  The most recent influence on the region has been the Red River, whose 
past channel of the present Bayou Dorcheat contains the most recent sediment 
deposits in the study area.   
 
The study area consists of two major physiographic areas: The nearly level floodplains 
and the gently sloping to moderately steep uplands.  Elevation ranges from about      
500 feet above sea level in the uplands to about 100 feet above sea level in the 
floodplains.  Floodplains of streams that drain study area uplands have loamy soils 
ranging from poorly drained to well-drained.  Poorly drained soils in lower areas are 
limited by wetness and flooding.  Well-drained soils in moderate elevations, such as 
natural levees along abandoned and present streams, are also limited by flooding 
during the winter and spring.  Upland soils are gravelly, sandy, or loamy and range from 
poorly drained to excessively drained and tend to be highly erodible due to the sand-
clay mix, especially when vegetation is removed.   
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Mineral resources in the study area include prolific oil and gas deposits as well as large 
quantities of iron ore.  Gravel and sand mining operations are located along Bayou 
Dorcheat and elsewhere in the study area.  Several lignite coal deposits are located 
near the border between LA and AR and bromine is extracted from several areas in 
southern AR for chemical processing.  Oil and gas are the two most exploited mineral 
resources in the region with numerous well sites, pipelines, and production facilities. 
Hydrogen sulfide accompanies oil and gas in some of the wells in production in the 
State Line and the Shuler oil and gas fields.   
3.4.4.2 Methods for Evaluation 
Information concerning mineral resources within the study area was obtained from the 
LDNR and the Arkansas Oil and Gas Commission.  Locations of important active and 
inactive well sites were identified in discussions with regional oil and gas operators.  
Locations of lignite deposits were provided by the Arkansas Geological Commission.  
Gravel and sand mining operation locations were obtained by review of aerial 
photography, data maintained by the LADOTD, and a private vendor (Southern 
Services, 2005).  Information concerning the geology of the study area was taken from 
the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) soil survey for each parish 
or county in the study area, which represents the most current soil data on record for 
each parish and county.  GIS was used to assess direct effects of the PA to mineral 
extraction operations and deposits.  Indirect effects include secondary land use 
development effects to these resources through direct impacts or indirect increases in 
mineral resource needs.  Cumulative effects include the direct and indirect effects of the 
PA combined with all past and reasonably foreseeable future activities that may have an 
effect on these mineral resources.   
3.4.4.3 Preferred Alternative Effects and Potential Mitigation 
While the PA will not result in adverse effects to area soils, some of the soils underlying 
the region will have limitations for construction of a major interstate facility.  Soils in low-
lying areas and areas with moderate elevations are limited by flooding, with soils along 
the natural levees of stream beds limited by a tendency to easily erode due to the 
sandy-clay mix.  Upland soils are limited by shrink-swell potential and low strength.    
Low strength means that the soil structure is not strong enough to support loads.  
Shrink-swell potential has to do with the clay content of the soil, with higher clay content 
resulting in a greater probability that the soil will shrink when dry and swell when wet, 
which may cause heaving and other impacts.   
 
Several soil types located in the study area are rated as having a severe limitation for 
construction due to low strength, shrink-swell, wetness, flooding, or a combination of 
these factors.  Severe ratings imply that soil properties and features are so unfavorable 
or difficult to overcome that special design, as well as increases in construction and 
possibly maintenance costs, will be required.  Before construction begins, soil analysis 
will be conducted for the study area to confirm the type of soil material present and to 
determine subsurface design requirements that should be implemented to suit existing 
soil properties.   
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The PA will not directly affect any known lignite deposits in AR; however, the PA will 
approach a lignite deposit located just north of the state line in Columbia County.  No 
active gravel and sand operations will be directly affected.  However, the Haynesville, 
State Line, and Shuler oil and gas fields will be traversed by the PA.  Approximately five 
active and inactive oil and gas wells will be directly impacted by the PA.   
 
Indirect effects to mineral extraction operations should be minimal but directly 
proportional to induced land development in the vicinity of proposed interchanges and 
elsewhere in the region.  Induced land use changes are discussed in Section 3.3.5 of 
this EIS.   Indirect land development and potential conflicts with oil and gas exploration 
will likely be greatest surrounding the interchanges on US 79 and LA Alt. 2 for the PA, 
because they are located on the perimeter of the Haynesville oil and gas field.  While 
the Haynesville field is active, it represents an older discovery that would render 
cumulative effects of the project to these fields as minimal.  Based on the rural location 
of lignite deposits, indirect and cumulative effects to lignite deposits are anticipated to 
be insignificant.  However, induced land development is anticipated to increase 
pressure on existing sand and gravel mining sites and the development of new sites in 
regions where some exist already.  These pressures and similar past pressures have 
led to the sand and gravel exploitation near Bayou Dorcheat in the southern portion of 
the study area.  This trend is expected to continue. 

3.4.5 Prime Farmland and Other Soils 

3.4.5.1 Affected Environment 
Prime farmland soils are located throughout the study area and support important LA 
silviculture operations.  Prime farmland soils, as defined by the USDA, are soils that 
have properties favorable for the economic production of sustained high yields of crops.  
Prime farmland soils produce highest yields with minimal inputs of energy and economic 
resources. These soils are located in floodplains along terraces.  While soils within the 
floodplain are fertile, they are limited due to wetness and flooding and, therefore, not 
classified as prime and unique.  The highest concentration of these soils is located in 
the southern portion of the study area, in Webster and Claiborne Parishes, along a relic 
channel of the Red River. 
3.4.5.2 Methods for Evaluation 
In accordance with the federal Farmland Protection Policy Act, locations of prime 
farmlands were identified and evaluated using the USDA NRCS, Farmland Conversion 
Impact Rating Forms for corridor projects.  Soil data and prime farmland information for 
each parish and county in the study area were obtained from soil surveys published by 
the NRCS.  In order to obtain acreage amounts of prime farmland for each alternative, 
soils classified as prime farmland were marked on soils maps.  These maps were then 
digitized and incorporated into the GIS so that the data could be combined with the 
alternatives to produce acreage impact estimates.  Direct effects to prime farmland soils 
are assessed using the NRCS Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Forms for corridor 
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projects, which require the rating of soils underlying each of the build alternatives in 
accordance with criteria on the rating forms.  Distance to developed areas, farmland 
protection, and present agricultural use are some of the factors that are rated on these 
forms.  The NRCS provides an assessment of each build alternative under 
consideration.  Indirect effects and cumulative effects are likewise evaluated with these 
forms by the NRCS. 
3.4.5.3 Preferred Alternative Effects and Potential Mitigation 
Direct effects to prime farmland soils are measured in terms of acreage of soils 
classified as prime farmland that will be converted for construction of roadway surfaces.  
Direct effects will occur along the entire length of the proposed PA; however, acres of 
impacted prime farmland will decrease along more northerly portions of the PA 
alignment.  The proposed PA will impact approximately 627 acres of prime farmland 
soils in LA and 256 acres in AR, for a total of approximately 883 acres of prime farmland 
soils impacted.   Appendix D contains the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form 
for the proposed PA.   
 
Indirect and cumulative effects to prime farmlands are associated with induced 
development, which is discussed in Section 3.3.5 of this EIS.  

3.4.6 Hazardous Materials and Sites 

3.4.6.1 Affected Environment 
Areas in both LA and AR share a similar history of oil and gas exploration and 
production.  Cotton Valley and Haynesville, LA are sites of two major oil field 
discoveries that developed in the early part of the 1900’s.  It’s likely that many wells in 
both fields may have been abandoned without proper plugging and abandonment 
procedures.  It is also plausible that discarded equipment was buried in blow out 
craters.  
 
In AR there exists possible abandoned gas station sites, oil and gas industry sites, sites 
containing discarded materials (personal and industrial), and both active and 
abandoned hydrogen sulfide gas wells and pipelines.   
 
With the exception of the hydrogen sulfide gas wells, LA has sites similar to those seen 
during field investigations in AR.  In addition, the study area in both states contains 
possible generators of hazardous wastes, including, but not limited to, underground 
storage tanks (USTs).   
 
During the preliminary evaluation of alternatives, 23 potentially hazardous sites 
(cumulative) were identified within one mile of the alignments carried forward for further 
consideration.  Of these 23 sites, 15 were considered to be of either high or moderate 
hazard to the project and were identified in the Draft EIS. 
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After selection of the PA, and its later revision, the number of sites identified as having 
either high or moderate hazard to the PA has been reduced to nine which are located 
within one-half mile of the PA ROW.  
3.4.6.2 Methods for Evaluation 
An Environmental Due Diligence Investigation (URS 2005b), was prepared for the study 
area for the purpose of identifying locations of known hazardous and potentially 
hazardous sites.  Investigations were conducted using American Society for Testing and 
Material (ASTM) Practice E 1527-00 “Phase I Site Assessment.”  
 
A search was completed by GeoSearch Electronic Database of federal and state 
programs.  In an effort to compliment the research performed on the GeoSearch 
Electronic Database, records were reviewed at offices of both the ADEQ and the LDEQ 
to identify hazardous material sites.  
 
Federal programs searched included the National Priority List (NPL), Delisted NPL 
(DNPL), No Further Remedial Action Planned (NFRAP), Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation & Liability Information System (CERCLIS), Resource 
Conservation & Recovery Act Information System (RCRIS), Emergency Response 
Notification System (ERNS) and the Hazardous Materials Incident Reporting System 
(HMIRS).    State programs investigated for both AR and LA included the Leaking 
Underground Storage Tanks (LUST), Historical Leaking Underground Storage Tanks 
(HLUST), Underground Storage Tanks (UST), Solid Waste Landfills (SWLF), Voluntary 
Remediation Program (VRP), Emergency Response Incidents (ERI), Leaking 
Registered Storage Tanks (LRST), Recycling Market Directory (RMD), Registered 
Storage Tanks (RST), and Solid Waste Facilities (SWF). 
 
In addition, recently flown aerial photographs were reviewed, a windshield survey/field 
reconnaissance was conducted, interviews with state agencies and public officials were 
conducted, and historical data were reviewed, which included historic USGS 
topographic quadrangles, Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps, and materials from the Bossier 
Parish Oil and Gas Museum website. 
 
Not all sites, identified either through records review or reconnaissance, were evaluated 
in the field due to site access limitations.  However, 23 sites and two anomaly sites were 
further evaluated because of their proximity to one or more of the build alternatives 
previously evaluated in the Draft EIS.  Each was then ranked according to their potential 
to impact the project.  Site condition and documentation of past activities were the 
principal factors in determining each site’s potential hazard and ranking.  Ranking was 
based on hazard potential including High, Moderate, Low and Nominal.  These hazard 
potentials are explained as follows: 
 

• High Potential:  Confirmed releases to groundwater and/or repeated regulatory 
violation history.  Properties that appear to be conducting activities that would 
require registration to a regulatory program; however, the property is not 
registered.  Sites that are within/or directly adjacent to an alternative alignment. 
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• Moderate Potential.  Properties registered within a regulatory program, with no 
significant violation history and observed at least standard housekeeping 
practices.  Properties within 500 feet of an alternative, but on, or directly adjacent 
to, an alternative alignment. 

• Low Potential: Properties that are between 500 feet and one mile of the 
centerline of an alignment and are likely up-gradient of an alternative alignment. 

• Nominal Potential:  Properties that are between 500 feet and one mile of the 
centerline of an alignment and are likely down-gradient of an alternative 
alignment. 

 
For purposes of this evaluation, only High and Moderate Potential effects are detailed. 
 
Direct effects are possible encroachments of potential high and moderate hazard sites.  
Indirect effects to all hazardous sites relates to additional direct and indirect effects from 
induced development.  Cumulative effects to hazardous sites include past oil and gas 
exploration activities, future North Hills Lakes Project as well as project effects. 
3.4.6.3 Preferred Alternative Effects and Potential Mitigation 
Table 3.4-2 displays information and ranking for 9 sites assessed with either moderate 
or high potential to impact the PA.  Figure 3.4-1 displays locations of these sites.   
 
In addition to sites listed in Table 3.4-2, all pipelines represent a hazard whether they 
are transmitting natural gas, oil, hydrogen sulfide, or other compounds.  These features 
are under pressure, with contents that are often toxic and/or flammable.  Hydrogen 
sulfide is an extremely toxic compound; at low concentrations that paralyzes the central 
nervous system and causes death.  Pipelines transporting hydrogen sulfide are only 
encountered in Union County, AR.  Pipelines are regulated by several different agencies 
relative to collection, transmission and delivery of the product.  Locations of hydrogen 
sulfide and other pipelines are displayed in Figure 3.4-1. 
 
Indirect effects to sites noted in Table 3.4-2 are associated with induced land 
development expected as a result of build alternatives.  Based on location of sites along 
alternatives and the likelihood of development, the proposed I-69/US 79 interchange 
appears to have the greatest potential for indirect encounters with hazardous materials.  
Cumulative effects of the project are considered negligible as this project is not 
anticipated to have a direct effect on the number or size of hazardous sites in the study 
area.  However, past actions have had substantial effects to the region in terms of 
hazardous sites and water quality. (See Section 3.4.1 and Section 3.3.5 for 
discussions of past industrial development effects on water quality and land use, 
respectively.)   
 
The No Action Alternative will not be devoid of development; however, adverse effects 
with known and unknown hazardous sites are expected to be minimal. 
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Table 3.4-2 
Hazard Ranking of Sites Near EIS Alternatives 
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Alt. 5 Alt. 

5.1 
Alt. 
5.2 

Alt. 
5.1 & 
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M7 

Duke Energy Field 
Services 
222 Fina Rd 
Haynesville, LA 
EPA ID 
#LAD055790554 

RCRISG   30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 

M9 

Marathon XTO 
Energy, Inc. 
176 Marathon Rd 
/ US Hwy 16 
Haynesville, LA 
EPA ID 
#LAR000030056 
Agency Facility 
#14-013622 

ERNS, 
RCRISG   1,040 1,040 1,040 1,040 1,040 1,040 1,040 1,040 1,040 

 
R6 

Large Distressed 
Area 
Abandoned Oil 
Field Equipment, 
AR 

N/A   1,630 1,630 1,630 1,630 1,630 1,630 1,630 1,630 1,630 

R9 
Residence 
Mattie Roberson 
Lane 

N/A  1 50 50 50 25 50 50 50 50 50 

R10 Example Oil Spill 
Hwy 16 

N/A 2  2,280 2,280 2,280 2,280 2,280 2,280 2,280 2,280 2,280 

R18 
Residence 
Clarence Ivory Rd 
at Rabb Rd 

N/A  1 0 0 550 550 550 2,270 1,580 2,270 1,580 

R27 
Webster Parish 
Landfill 
Off US 371 

N/A   7,150 7,150 7,150 1,300 7,150 16,650 16,650 16,650 16,650 

A1 
Willamette Forest 
Product Co. 
On US 371 

N/A   730 730 730 1,180 730 24,880 24,880 24,880 24,880 

R26 Former Tank 
Farm 

N/A   800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 

NOTES: 
(1) Residences with environmental issues – a high probability of encountering one or more.  Most will have a low or moderate 

risk to the project. 
(2) Oil spill and related E&P activities have a high probability of being encountered and are a high risk to the project.  

 
Prior to construction, all sites identified as potentially hazardous and located within one-
half mile of planned construction activities should be evaluated in the field to help 
assess hazards and liability.  This environmental assessment should include title 
searches, interviews and sampling. 
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3.4.7 Air Quality 

3.4.7.1 Affected Environment 
In 1990, Congress amended the Clean Air Act of 1970 requiring the USEPA to modify 
standards for pollutants that were considered harmful to public health (primary 
standards) and public welfare (secondary standards).  These standards, entitled 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), revised limits for six principal air 
pollutants, also know as criteria pollutants: Carbon monoxide (CO), lead (Pb), nitrogen 
dioxide (NO2), particulate matter (less than 10 micrometers in diameter [PM10] and less 
than 2.5 micrometers in diameter [PM2.5]), ozone (O3,) and sulfur dioxide (SOx).  Current 
NAAQS are described below. 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
  Primary Standards Secondary Standards 

Pollutant Level Averaging Time Level Averaging Time
Carbon  
Monoxide 

9 ppm(1)  
(10 mg/m3)(1)  

8-hour (2) None  

35 ppm  
(40 mg/m3)(1) 

1-hour (2) 

Lead 0.15 µg/m3 (3) Rolling 3-Month Average Same as Primary 
1.5 µg/m3 Quarterly Average Same as Primary 

Nitrogen  
Dioxide 

0.053 ppm  
(100 µg/m3) 

Annual  
(Arithmetic Mean) 

Same as Primary 

Particulate  
Matter (PM10) 

150 µg/m3 24-hour (4) Same as Primary 

Particulate  
Matter (PM2.5) 

15.0 µg/m3 Annual (5)  
(Arithmetic Mean) 

Same as Primary 

35 µg/m3 24-hour (6) Same as Primary 
Ozone 0.075 ppm (2008 std)  8-hour (7)  Same as Primary  

0.08 ppm (1997 std)  8-hour (8)  Same as Primary  
0.12 ppm 1-hour (9)  

(Applies only in limited 
areas) 

Same as Primary 

Sulfur  
Dioxide 

0.03 ppm  Annual  
(Arithmetic Mean)  

0.5 ppm  
(1300 µg/m3) 

3-hour (2)  

0.14 ppm 24-hour (2) 
Source:  US Environmental Protection Agency 
(1) Parts per million (ppm), micrograms per cubic meter (μg/m3), milligrams per cubic meter (mg/m3) 
(2) Not to be exceeded more than once per year. 
(3) Final rule signed October 15, 2008. 
(4) Not to be exceeded more than once per year on average over 3 years. 
(5) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the weighted annual mean PM2.5 concentrations from single or 

multiple community-oriented monitors must not exceed 15.0 µg/m3. 
(6) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of 24-hour concentrations at each population-

oriented monitor within an area must not exceed 35 µg/m3 (effective December 17, 2006). 
(7) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour average ozone 

concentrations measured at each monitor within an area over each year must not exceed 0.075 ppm.  (effective 
May 27, 2008)  

(8) (a) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour average ozone 
concentrations measured at each monitor within an area over each year must not exceed 0.08 ppm.  
(b) The 1997 standard—and the implementation rules for that standard—will remain in place for implementation 
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purposes as EPA undertakes rulemaking to address the transition from the 1997 ozone standard to the 2008 
ozone standard. 

(9) (a) The standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with maximum hourly average 
concentrations above 0.12 ppm   is < 1. 

  (b) As of June 15, 2005 EPA revoked the 1-hour ozone standard in all areas except the 8-hour ozone 
nonattainment Early Action Compact Areas. 

 
As of March 12, 2009, Bossier, Claiborne and Webster Parishes in LA and Columbia 
and Union Counties in AR were in attainment for all criteria pollutants.  Because the PA 
will be located in attainment parishes and counties with regard to the criteria pollutants, 
it was not subject to more stringent or rigorous levels of air quality analysis.   
3.4.7.2 Methods for Evaluation 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) in LA and AR evaluate O3 and NO2 since 
the air quality concerns pertaining to these criteria pollutants are regional in nature.  
MPOs perform mesoscale analyses for O3 and NO2.  Effects of CO are evaluated on a 
microscale, project-by-project basis.  However, FHWA’s Technical Advisory T 6640.8A 
Guidance for Preparing and Processing Environmental and Section 4(f) Documents 
states “A microscale CO analysis is unnecessary where such impacts (project CO 
contribution plus background) can be judged to be well below the 1- and    8-hour 
NAAQS (or other applicable State or local standards).”  Due to the project’s rural 
location and projected low traffic volumes, it was concluded that a CO microscale 
analysis was not necessary.  
3.4.7.3 Preferred Alternative Effects and Potential Mitigation 
As stated in the previous section, direct effects on ambient air quality of the proposed 
four-lane controlled access PA will be minimal.  Limited traffic volumes and the rural 
nature of the project location indicate that neither the 1-hour nor the 8-hour NAAQS 
Standard for CO will be violated.  Induced land development and other regional projects 
under discussion at this time (i.e., North Hills Lakes Project) are not anticipated to result 
in substantial increases in carbon monoxide concentrations from vehicular or other point 
and area emission sources.  No mitigation will be required for the PA in regard to 
potential effects on ambient air quality. 

 3.4.8 Noise 

3.4.8.1 Affected Environment 
The region within and surrounding the PA corridor is predominantly rural in character, 
with the majority of residents living on large lots or acreage.  Many residences are 
isolated or in small isolated clusters.   Notable existing noise sources in the region 
include existing highways (e.g., LA 3008, LA 159), natural sounds (e.g., birds and 
leaves rustling from wind), and sounds typical of rural residences (e.g., dogs, some 
domestic livestock, farm equipment).   
  
All modes of urban transportation create noise.  Sound and noise are usually 
synonymous, although noise generally denotes unwanted sound.  The decibel (dB), the 
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scale unit of sound measure, describes sound pressures.  Because most people are 
capable of responding to a wide range of sound pressures, the decibel scale is used to 
logarithmically compress the range of numeric values, typically expressed as 0 -120 dB.  
Environmental noise will fluctuate from moment to moment.  It is common practice to 
condense these noise level fluctuations into a single number, which is the average level 
of all the varying levels of noise occurring during the time period.  The Leq is equal to the 
equivalent steady noise level, which, in a stated time period, would contain the same 
acoustic energy as the time varying noise during the same time period.  The most 
common use of this measurement is as Leq(h), or the Leq over a one hour time period.  
The human ear is sensitive to a broad spectrum of frequencies; therefore, a weighting 
method is used to de-emphasize the frequency ranges in which the human ear is less 
sensitive.  The most commonly used measure of noise level is the A-weighted sound 
level (dBA).  The dBA sound level is widely used for transportation-related noise 
measurements and specifications for community noise ordinances and standards.  As a 
general rule, an increase of 1 dBA cannot be perceived, a change of 3 dBA is just 
barely perceptible, a 5 dBA increase results in a generally noticeable change, and a    
10 dBA increase is heard as an approximate doubling in loudness, independent of the 
existing sound level.   
 
Table 3.4-3 displays FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) used in this noise analysis 
for I-69 SIU 14.  No Category A activities were identified anywhere in the study area.  
Accordingly, all inventoried receptors and those not verified in the field were assumed to 
be Category B due to the rural nature of the study area.  Figure 3.3-1 displays locations 
of sensitive receptors.  If predicted noise levels generated by the PA exceed or 
approach (i.e., come within 1 dBA of the NAC), the receptor or residence is considered 
to be adversely affected.   For Category B receptors this level, is 66 dBA.   
 

Table 3.4-3 
FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria 

Activity 
Category Description of Activity Category 

NAC  
(Leq(h)  in  dBA) 

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

57 (Exterior) 

B Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports areas, parks, 
residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries, and hospitals. 

67 (Exterior) 

C Developed lands, properties, or activities not included in Categories A or B 
above. 

72 (Exterior) 

D Undeveloped lands. N/A 
E Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools, churches, 

libraries, hospitals, and auditoriums 
52 (Interior) 

 
Ambient or existing noise levels were measured during the first week of December 
2004.  Measurements of 15 minutes in duration were obtained at 12 sites using a 
Larson Davis Model 820 Type I sound level meter.  Two readings were obtained at most 
sites to confirm reasonableness of results.  A summary of these monitoring results is 
displayed in Table 3.4-4.  Noise levels varied among sites and were related to the 
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distance from existing noise sources.  Prevalent noise sources included existing 
roadways, industrial noise, and natural sounds.  Ambient noise levels ranged from a low 
of approximately 35 dBA in remote regions of the study area with very limited manmade 
noise, to 55 dBA in close proximity to major study area roadways.  

 
Table 3.4-4 

Existing Noise Levels at Measurement Sites 

Site General Location 
Existing Condition 

Leq(h) (dBA) 
1 156 Grigsby Road,  Minden, LA 35 
2 9968 LA 160, Shongaloo, LA 48 
3 6618 LA 159 , Minden, LA 55 
4 1611 Columbia 85, Atlanta, AR 43 
5 874 Mattie Roberson Lane, El Dorado, AR 39 
6 121 Simms Loop Road,  Haynesville, LA 55 
7 293 Rayner Road, Minden, LA 36 
8 298 Evergreen School Road, Minden, LA 49 
9 4364 Dorcheat (LA 3008) , Minden, LA 44 

10 2728 LA Alt 2, Haynesville, LA 49 
11 686 Firetower Road, Shongaloo, LA 48 
12 4726 Fuller Road, Cotton Valley, LA 35 

Source: URS (December 2004) 

3.4.8.2 Noise Analysis Presented in the Draft EIS 

3.4.8.2.1 Methods for Evaluation 
Noise analysis for this project was conducted in accordance with 23 CFR 772, and the 
FHWA, Highway Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement – Policy and Procedure (June 
1995).  Additional guidance is contained in the LADOTD and AHTD Noise Policies, 
which provide criteria used in determining effectiveness and reasonableness of noise 
mitigation measures.  FHWA’s Traffic Noise Model (TNM) version 2.5 was used to 
predict future noise levels and evaluate noise barriers for mitigation of adverse noise 
from project operations.  The analysis was performed for project build alternatives prior 
to issuance of the Draft EIS for this project.  The entire analysis and results were 
previously documented in the Air and Noise Analysis (URS 2005c).  A summary of the 
analysis is presented below. 
 
Traffic noise modeling was performed for the design year 2030.  Three noise screening 
scenarios (at grade, elevated, and depressed roadways) were run to identify sensitive 
receptors that would be adversely affected by noise from build alternatives. Of these 
three scenarios, the at-grade roadway scenario resulted in the highest noise levels; 
therefore, this scenario was used for screening impacted sensitive receptors.   
 
Projected noise levels were estimated with noise contours generated with the at-grade 
roadway scenario.  This scenario required coordinates for build alternatives and 
sensitive receptors from the GIS.  Model scenarios assumed that the I-69 build 
alternatives would convey 15,600 ADT.  As noted in the Traffic and Accident Analysis 
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Report (URS 2003f), traffic composition was assumed to be 25 percent trucks, with 
passenger speed used for all build alternatives.   
 
Receptors estimated to be affected by noise levels that approached the NAC limits     
(66 dBA) or experienced a substantial increase over ambient noise conditions (i.e., 10 
dBA increase per LADOTD and AHTD Noise Policies) in 2030 were selected for further 
evaluation. Nearby monitoring results were used for ambient levels where available.  
For sites that did not have an ambient reading, the most representative monitoring site 
level of those listed in Table 3.4-4 was used.  Relative elevations of receptor locations 
were obtained from digital terrain model data and were incorporated into the refined 
build scenario model runs. Noise barriers were not evaluated for isolated residences 
and isolated small groups of residences (i.e., less than five residents within a distance 
of 400 feet parallel to a build alternative) because of the unreasonably high costs per 
residence that would be required for barrier construction.  Noise barrier effectiveness 
and reasonableness were then determined on all barrier evaluations per LADOTD and 
AHTD Noise Policies (LADOTD Highway Traffic Noise Policy, March 2004, and AHTD 
Highway Traffic Noise Analysis Policy of Reasonableness and Feasibility for Type 1 
Noise Abatement Measures).  In LA, a substantial noise reduction from mitigation is a 
reduction of 8 dBA or greater.  AR defines substantial noise reduction of 10 dBA or 
greater.  Effective noise mitigation requires the reduction of post-construction noise 
levels by at least 8 dBA (LA) and 10 dBA (AR) for at least one sensitive noise receptor.  
Benefited receptors realize a reduction of at least 5 dBA in noise levels from noise 
abatement.  Reasonable noise barrier construction costs are considered to be equal to 
or less than $25,000 per benefited receptor in LA, and $20,000 per benefited receptor in 
AR (both as of 2005).  In addition, cost and public input will be considered whether or 
not a barrier will be constructed and determined on a case-by-case basis. 
3.4.8.2.2 Noise Impacts and Potential Mitigation Measures 
The Air and Noise Analysis (URS 2005c) completed for the Draft EIS determined the 
noise impacts associated with Alternative 4.3, which was subsequently selected as the 
preferred alternative.  Table 3.4-5 displays existing and projected noise levels for 
sensitive receptors that were predicted to be impacted by noise from Alternative 4.3, the 
original PA as it was defined in the Draft EIS.  As discussed elsewhere in this Final EIS, 
some minor changes were made to the original alignment of Alternative 4.3 as 
presented in the Draft EIS.  These changes were made in part to reduce project 
community impacts, including potential adverse effects on ambient noise levels.  As a 
result of these alignment changes, noise levels at the impacted receptor locations listed 
in Table 3.4-5, are expected to decline in most cases or remain unchanged, with just a 
few exceptions.  Table 3.4-5 provides a qualitative evaluation of the expected change in 
year 2030 noise levels with the modified alignment of the PA versus the previous 
alignment of Alternative 4.3 that was used in the analysis conducted for the Draft EIS.  
The locations of these receptors in relation to the original alignment of Alternative 4.3 
and to the modified alignment that constitutes the PA as presented in this Final EIS are 
shown in Figure 3.4-2 (set of 9 maps).   
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Table 3.4-5 
Impacted Noise Receptors Identified in Draft EIS 

and Expected Noise Level Changes Resulting from 
PA Alignment Modifications 

Noise 
Receptor 

ID 

Figure 
3.4-1 
Sheet 

No. 
(X of 9) 

Existing 
Noise Level 

(dBA) 

Predicted 
2030 Build 

Noise Level(1) 
(dBA) 

Location  
Relative to Other 

Nearby Receptors(2) 

Expected Change in 
2030 Noise 

Level Due to 
Modification of  
PA Alignment 

 
SR 849 

 

 
1 43 60 In proximity to 3 non-

impacted receptors No change expected 

SR 1453 
 

2 43 58 In proximity to a cluster of 
non-impacted receptors 

Substantial reduction—
revised alignment located 

farther from receptor 

SR 1465 
 

2 35 58 Isolated 
Substantial reduction--

revised alignment located 
farther from receptor 

SR 1466 
 

2 35 53 In proximity to a cluster of 
impacted receptors 

Substantial reduction—
revised alignment located 

farther from receptor 

SR 73 
 

2 35 65 Isolated 
Substantial reduction—

revised alignment located 
farther from receptor 

SR 1469 
 

2 35 53 In proximity to a cluster of 
impacted receptors 

Substantial reduction—
revised alignment located 

farther from receptor 

SR 1467 
 

2 35 57 In proximity to a cluster of 
impacted receptors 

Substantial reduction—
revised alignment located 

farther from receptor 

SR 1474 
 

2 35 55 In proximity to a cluster of 
impacted receptors 

Substantial reduction—
revised alignment located 

farther from receptor 

SR 1468 
 

2 35 55 In proximity to a cluster of 
impacted receptors 

Substantial reduction—
revised alignment located 

farther from receptor 

SR 1472 
 

2 35 56 In proximity to a cluster of 
impacted receptors 

Substantial reduction—
revised alignment located 

farther from receptor 

SR 1473 
 

2 35 57 In proximity to a cluster of 
impacted receptors 

Substantial reduction—
revised alignment located 

farther from receptor 

SR 1470 
 

2 35 52 In proximity to a cluster of 
impacted receptors 

Substantial reduction—
revised alignment located 

farther from receptor 

SR 1471 
 

2 35 51 In proximity to a cluster of 
impacted receptors 

Substantial reduction—
revised alignment located 

farther from receptor 

SR 1475 
 

2 35 55 In proximity to a cluster of 
impacted receptors 

Substantial reduction—
revised alignment located 

farther from receptor 

SR 1477 
 

2 35 56 In proximity to a cluster of 
impacted receptors 

Substantial reduction—
revised alignment located 

farther from receptor 

SR 1476 
 

2 35 54 In proximity to a cluster of 
impacted receptors 

Substantial reduction—
revised alignment located 

farther from receptor 
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Table 3.4-5 
Impacted Noise Receptors Identified in Draft EIS 

and Expected Noise Level Changes Resulting from 
PA Alignment Modifications 

Noise 
Receptor 

ID 

Figure 
3.4-1 
Sheet 

No. 
(X of 9) 

Existing 
Noise Level 

(dBA) 

Predicted 
2030 Build 

Noise Level(1) 
(dBA) 

Location  
Relative to Other 

Nearby Receptors(2) 

Expected Change in 
2030 Noise 

Level Due to 
Modification of  
PA Alignment 

SR 60 
 

2 35 61 In proximity to 1 impacted 
receptor 

Substantial reduction—
revised alignment located 

farther from receptor 

SR 59 
 

2 35 65 In proximity to 1 impacted 
receptor 

Substantial reduction—
revised alignment located 

farther from receptor 

SR 1481 
 

4 35 50 In proximity to 2 impacted 
receptors 

Slight, increase—revised 
alignment located closer to 

receptor 

SR 1480 
 

4 35 49 In proximity to 2 impacted 
receptors 

Slight increase—revised 
alignment located closer to 

receptor 

SR 1482 
 

4 35 49 In proximity to 2 impacted 
receptors 

Slight increase—revised 
alignment located closer to 

receptor 

SR 1373 

 
5 44 58 In proximity to 1 impacted 

receptor 

Slight decrease—revised 
alignment shifted to opposite 
side of receptor and slightly 

farther away 

SR 30 
 

5 44 65 In proximity to 1 impacted 
receptor 

Decrease—revised 
alignment located farther 

from receptor 

SR 32 
 

5 44 65 In proximity to 1 impacted 
receptor 

Decrease—revised 
alignment located farther 

from receptor 

SR 33 
 

5 44 64 In proximity to 1 impacted 
receptor 

Decrease—revised 
alignment located farther 

from receptor 

SR 146 

 
5 44 55 In proximity to a cluster of 

non-impacted receptors 

No perceivable change 
expected—revised alignment 

located slightly closer to 
receptor 

SR 147 

 
5 44 44 In proximity to a cluster of 

non-impacted receptors 

No perceivable change 
expected—revised alignment 

located slightly closer to 
receptor 

SR 35 
 

6 44 61 In proximity to 2 impacted 
receptors 

Decrease—revised 
alignment located farther 

from receptor 

SR 149 
 

6 44 58 In proximity to 2 impacted 
receptors 

Decrease—revised 
alignment located farther 

from receptor 

SR 37 
 

6 44 63 In proximity to 2 impacted 
receptors 

Decrease—revised 
alignment located farther 

from receptor 

SR 38 
 

6 44 66 
In proximity to a cluster of 

impacted and non-impacted 
receptors 

Decrease—revised 
alignment located farther 

from receptor 
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Table 3.4-5 
Impacted Noise Receptors Identified in Draft EIS 

and Expected Noise Level Changes Resulting from 
PA Alignment Modifications 

Noise 
Receptor 

ID 

Figure 
3.4-1 
Sheet 

No. 
(X of 9) 

Existing 
Noise Level 

(dBA) 

Predicted 
2030 Build 

Noise Level(1) 
(dBA) 

Location  
Relative to Other 

Nearby Receptors(2) 

Expected Change in 
2030 Noise 

Level Due to 
Modification of  
PA Alignment 

SR 40 
 

6 44 69 
In proximity to a cluster of 
impacted & non-impacted 

receptors 

Decrease—revised 
alignment located farther 

from receptor 

SR 150 
 

6 44 59 In proximity to 1 impacted 
receptor 

Decrease—revised 
alignment located farther 

from receptor 

SR 42 
 

6 44 63 In proximity to 1 impacted 
receptor 

Decrease—revised 
alignment located farther 

from receptor 

SR 1497 
 

6 44 58 
In proximity to a cluster of 
impacted & non-impacted 

receptors 

Decrease—revised 
alignment located farther 

from receptor 

SR 1494 
 

6 44 58 
In proximity to a cluster of 
impacted & non-impacted 

receptors 

Decrease—revised 
alignment located farther 

from receptor 

SR 115 
 

6 44 62 
In proximity to a cluster of 
impacted & non-impacted 

receptors 

Decrease—revised 
alignment located farther 

from receptor 

SR 116 
 

6 44 63 
In proximity to a cluster of 
impacted & non-impacted 

receptors 

Decrease—revised 
alignment located farther 

from receptor 

SR 1505 
 

6 44 58 
In proximity to a cluster of 
impacted & non-impacted 

receptors 

Decrease—revised 
alignment located farther 

from receptor 

SR 1506 
 

6 44 56 
In proximity to a cluster of 
impacted & non-impacted 

receptors 

Decrease—revised 
alignment located farther 

from receptor 

SR 1504 
 

6 44 57 
In proximity to a cluster of 
impacted & non-impacted 

receptors 

Decrease—revised 
alignment located farther 

from receptor 

SR 109 
 

7 44 65 Isolated 
Decrease—revised 

alignment located farther 
from receptor 

SR 1510 
 

7 44 56 Isolated 
Decrease—revised 

alignment located farther 
from receptor 

SR 1419 
 

7 44 60 Isolated 
Decrease—revised 

alignment located farther 
from receptor 

SR 1512 
 

7 44 63 In proximity to 1 impacted 
receptor 

Decrease—revised 
alignment located farther 

from receptor 

SR 1511 
 

7 44 61 In proximity to 1 impacted 
receptor 

Decrease—revised 
alignment located farther 

from receptor 

SR 45 
 

7 44 63 In proximity to 2 impacted 
receptors 

Decrease—revised 
alignment located farther 

from receptor 
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Table 3.4-5 
Impacted Noise Receptors Identified in Draft EIS 

and Expected Noise Level Changes Resulting from 
PA Alignment Modifications 

Noise 
Receptor 

ID 

Figure 
3.4-1 
Sheet 

No. 
(X of 9) 

Existing 
Noise Level 

(dBA) 

Predicted 
2030 Build 

Noise Level(1) 
(dBA) 

Location  
Relative to Other 

Nearby Receptors(2) 

Expected Change in 
2030 Noise 

Level Due to 
Modification of  
PA Alignment 

SR13 
 

7 44 64 Isolated 
Decrease—revised 

alignment located farther 
from receptor 

SR 16 
 

8 
 

48 61 Isolated No change expected 

SR 18 
 

8 48 62 In proximity to 2 non-
impacted receptors 

Decrease—revised 
alignment located farther 

from receptor 

SR 1447 
 

9 
 

48 59 Isolated No change expected 

SR 1445 
 

9 
 

48 58 Isolated No change expected 

(1) Predicted 2030 noise levels for the original PA alignment as presented in the Draft EIS (Alternative 4.3) 
(2) Unless isolated, receptor was selected to represent a cluster of nearby potentially sensitive receivers.  See Figure 4.1 in Air and 
Noise Analysis (URS 2005c). 
Note: In some cases, residences were not evaluated in a barrier analysis (i.e., only if they were isolated from other residences or 
belonged to a small group of residences that were isolated from other residences). In either case, the construction costs for effective 
noise barriers for these isolated residences or groups were greater than $24,000 per benefited residence. 
 
For the Draft EIS, six possible noise barriers were evaluated for the build alternatives as 
potential measures to mitigate adverse noise levels from the proposed project.  These 
barriers provided reduction in noise levels to impacted receptors.  However, none was 
determined to be cost-effective per LADOTD and AHTD noise policies (URS 2005c).  
Figure 3.3-1 displays locations of these barriers in relation to residential structures and 
regions considered relatively high in minority persons and persons having low-income.  
Figure 3.4-1 also displays noise barrier locations in proximity to other features 
discussed in the Physical Environment Section (Section 3.4) of this EIS.  
 
In general, when an adverse noise impact is identified, LADOTD and AHTD require 
consideration of the following potential noise mitigation measures, in addition to noise 
barrier construction, for reasonableness and feasibility: 
 

• Traffic Management Measures.  Traffic management measures comprise 
speed limit reductions, prohibition of certain vehicle types (e.g., heavy trucks), 
time-use restrictions for certain vehicle types, and other measures.  Because 
high-speed mobility for commercial traffic is one of the primary purposes of I-69, 
traffic management measures to reduce noise emissions are impractical. 
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• Alteration of Horizontal and Vertical Alignments. Adjustments to the 
alignment can be considered through the design process in an effort to minimize 
potential noise impacts.  Adjustments to the alignment have already been 
conducted to minimize the direct (i.e., residential displacements) effects of each 
of the build alternatives.  As discussed above, alignment changes were 
developed following issuance of the Draft EIS that substantially mitigated the 
overall noise impact the PA.   

• Acquisition of Property Rights as a Noise Buffer.    Property acquisition costs 
must be minimized to include the minimum acreage necessary for construction 
and direct, irreplaceable effects to properties.  Neither LADOTD nor AHTD can 
afford to purchase all lands where potential proximity effects from noise are 
predicted to occur. 

• Noise Insulation of Public Use or Nonprofit Institutional Structures. Based 
on the noise analysis conducted for the Draft EIS, no public use or nonprofit 
institutional structures were predicted to experience adverse noise impacts from 
the PA. 

   
Based on this evaluation, modification of the horizontal alignment of the PA will provide 
effective mitigation for the majority of receptors that were predicted to experience 
adverse noise impacts in 2030.  On the other hand, the shifts in the PA alignment that 
were made following issuance of the Draft EIS appear to increase potential noise 
impacts on three residences that were previously evaluated (SR 1480, SR 1481, and 
SR 1482) and on a few residences that were not previously affected or evaluated. The 
locations of these latter receptors are shown in Figure 3.4-2.  These receptors include:  
 

• An isolated residence on LA 528 north of the PA (P1) 

• An isolated residence on LA 528 south of the PA (P2) 

• Three isolated residences on Goodwill Road north of the PA (P3, P4, P5) 

• Two isolated residences west of the PA and north of Fuller Road (P6, P7) and 
one isolated residence west of the PA and south of Fuller Road (P8) 

• An isolated residence east of Pisgah Road north of the PA (P9). 
 
Due to the isolated nature of these receptors, it appears that mitigation of any adverse 
noise impacts may not be feasible and reasonable at these sites.  Refinement of the PA 
alignment may offer some limited opportunities for mitigation, but major alignment shifts, 
such as occurred for the PA following the Draft EIS may be unlikely to occur under the 
preliminary engineering design phase of the project.  If required, additional TNM 
modeling for these sites may be performed during preliminary design of the project 
when details about the precise location of the alignment will be developed. 
 
In terms of secondary and cumulative noise impacts, commercial and residential 
development induced by this project will increase local traffic on the SIU 14 section of   
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I-69 in the long term.  Potential induced land use changes resulting from the project are 
discussed in Section 3.3.5 of this EIS.  Other than the North Hills Lakes Project, no 
regional land development projects are being seriously discussed.  Likewise, no federal 
policies that would dramatically increase freight traffic along I-69 SIU 14 are imminent.  
Based on absence of initiatives and planned major developments that would 
dramatically affect traffic along I-69 SIU 14, cumulative effects of the project are 
considered minor but adverse in terms of changes in future ambient noise levels when 
compared to existing conditions.    
3.4.8.3   Construction Noise Impacts 
Project construction activities will have short-term effects on sensitive noise receptors 
in the immediate vicinity of the construction sites. Construction noise and vibration 
will derive primarily from heavy equipment and vehicles hauling materials and 
equipment to and from the construction sites along local roads. Noise will also be 
generated from ground clearing, demolition and removal of structures, excavation, 
and foundation placement (pile driving operations for bridge construction at 
interchanges and stream and bayou locations). Noise levels at any given site will 
depend on the phase of construction and the type of and amount of equipment being 
used. Noise levels of construction equipment at 165 feet (50 meters) typically range 
between 50 and 80 dBA, depending on the intensity of use. Such relatively stationary 
point noise sources differ from line sources (e.g., steady stream of traffic) in that 
adverse noise levels will be limited to certain areas in close proximity to the source. 
Therefore, construction noise levels will be intermittent during the construction period 
for receptors. Such emissions are an unavoidable but temporary consequence of new 
construction. Construction noise will occur during daylight hours, typically from 7:00 
a.m. to 7:00 p.m., as requested by the US EPA of all I-69 SIU sponsors. 
 
Because the PA will not be constructed in close proximity to highly populated areas, 
adverse noise effects from construction activities should be only minor. Noise 
abatement measures will include muffling all motorized equipment where 
reasonable. Other abatement measures could include, as deemed reasonable, 
locating haul roads away from sensitive areas, limiting the hours of operation, and the 
construction of temporary noise barriers around noisy stationary equipment. 
Determination of the need for such measures will be made prior to construction and 
specified for implementation by the construction contractor. 
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3.5 Natural Environment 

3.5.1  Upland Communities and Wildlife 

3.5.1.1 Affected Environment 
Upland vegetative communities within the study area include pine (including pine 
plantations), oak-hickory, and oak-pine forests.  Natural and planted pine forests 
dominate the study area with the greatest acreage of contiguous pine forest located in 
the AR portion of the study area.  The most common conifer species include loblolly 
pine (Pinus taeda) and short-leaf pine (Pinus echinata).  Less dominant forest types 
include oak-pine, oak-hickory, and oak-gum-cypress forests.  Tree species within these 
forests include southern red oak (Quercus falcata), post oak (Quercus stellata), willow 
oak (Quercus phellos), bitternut hickory (Carya cordiformis), black gum (Nyssa 
sylvatica), and sweet gum (Liquidambar styraciflua). Main stands of hardwood timber 
are found in association with the floodplains and bottoms of major streams and bayous 
in the study area.  Common understory species associated with the forest types include 
flowering dogwood (Cornus florida), yaupon (Ilex vomitoria), parsley hawthorn 
(Crategus marshallii), poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans), Japanese honeysuckle 
(Lonicera dioica), and greenbriers (Smilax spp.).   
 
A variety of wildlife species is present within the upland forest of the study area.  There 
are numerous species of mammals including white-tailed deer, squirrel, coyote, 
raccoon, and opossum.  Birds of the upland communities include a variety of warblers, 
wrens, thrushes, vireos, and woodpeckers as well as larger species like owls and 
hawks.  Forest floor litter such as decayed logs and leaf material provides an important 
habitat component for many species of reptiles and amphibians. Other species that are 
either federally protected or of state concern are discussed in Section 3.5.4 of this EIS. 
 
Movement of local species (e.g., white-tail deer) may be affected by the PA.   
Accordingly, wildlife movement and wildlife corridors were evaluated along the proposed 
PA alignment.    The majority of the study area has been substantially altered by timber 
harvesting and oil and gas exploration activities, resulting in fragmentation of habitat. 
Areas west of the Bayou Dorcheat bottomlands and in the general vicinity of Haynesville 
are examples of such fragmentation.  Other areas, particularly in AR, tend to be fairly 
remote and extensively forested.  Riparian zones and bottomlands of major stream 
crossings and contiguous stretches of mature forest provide the most attractive wildlife 
corridors.  Because of the remote location, such areas in the northern portion of the 
study area in the vicinity of Cornie Bayou appear to have the greatest potential for 
providing wildlife corridors.  Other areas such as Bayou Dorcheat, Flat Lick Bayou, and 
Black Bayou provide potential as well.  
3.5.1.2 Methods for Evaluation 
Information on communities present in the region obtained prior to the selection of the 
PA and the steps taken to evaluate that information can be found in the Draft EIS (URS 
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2005f).  Following selection of the PA, the project team was deployed from December 
19, 2006 through February 22, 2007 to complete detailed surveys along the proposed 
alignment of the PA.  Results of these surveys and others related to the presence of 
upland communities and wildlife are summarized in the Natural Resources Technical 
Memorandum (URS 2008a) and the Red-cockaded Woodpecker Biological Assessment 
(URS 2008c).  Direct effects will be associated with the conversion of natural systems to 
I-69 right-of-way.  Indirect effects of induced development will be similar and related to 
subsequent land use conversion.  Cumulative effects include project upland impacts 
along with past silviculture and oil and gas exploration operations, and the future 
operations and land use changes resulting from the North Hills Lakes Project. 
3.5.1.3 Preferred Alternative Effects and Potential Mitigation 
Figure 3.5-1 displays locations of natural resources in relation to the PA.  This map set 
displays features atop color infrared (CIR) aerial photography for the study area. CIR 
does not represent true natural color, but enhances areas that are healthy, natural 
growing regions displayed in shades of red.  Chapter 2.0 contains Figure 2.7-1, which 
is a foldout map of the PA for reader reference.  Direct adverse effects are based on the 
acreage of land that was deemed naturally wooded from aerial photography.  Those 
areas of contiguous forest cover that appeared to be in a moderately natural state were 
included while those stands of forest, particularly young pine plantations, that appeared 
to be heavily managed for timber were not included in the acreage assessment of 
upland communities.  The PA would impact approximately 971 acres of upland 
vegetative community habitat if constructed.   
 
Because the majority of the study area is dominated by upland communities, impacts to 
this habitat type will be fairly substantial.  However, the timber industry has already 
altered the majority of land in the study area from its original state into various stages of 
silviculture.  The proposed alignment of the PA will avoid the few remaining pockets of 
fairly undisturbed habitat to the maximum extent possible.   
 
One of the major potential, direct adverse effects of the PA on wildlife will be disruption 
of movements by the presence of a new interstate facility.  Although the SIU 14 study 
area does not harbor many (if any) herding herbivorous or large carnivorous mammals 
that are known for extensive migrations (e.g., elk, mountain lions), there are many 
species whose regular local movements or dispersal will likely be affected (e.g., white 
tail deer).  Several portions of the PA are in areas where habitats are already 
substantially fragmented by historical land use patterns (especially transportation-
related infrastructure and silviculture activities).  This is particularly true in areas west of 
the Bayou Dorcheat bottomlands and in the vicinity of the Shuler Oil and Gas Field in 
AR.  The extended bridge structure of the Bayou Dorcheat crossing that encompasses 
the US 371 interchange in this particular area west of Bayou Dorcheat, should allow 
adequate area for wildlife movement adaptation.  Potential disruption to wildlife 
movement is anticipated to be least adverse in these regions.  Remote areas, 
particularly in AR, are extensively forested, and are areas where potential disruption of 
wildlife movement is likely to be greater with construction of the PA. 
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Areas of particular concern are the riparian zones and bottomlands of major stream 
crossings and, in higher terrain, stretches of the PA alignment that will bisect mature 
forest in such a way that two expansive fragments (i.e., “islands” of the same habitat) 
will remain.  In the larger riparian zones where the highway will be constructed on 
structure, the barrier effect will be lessened for some animals because of the existence 
of bridged sections beneath which safe crossing paths for wildlife will exist.  Such 
movement corridors can also be enhanced by properly directed fencing to either side of 
the openings to guide wildlife through these safer passageways instead of crossing 
travel lanes.   
 
Indirect effects to upland communities will be related to induced land development 
discussed in Section 3.3.5 of this EIS.  The PA has a high acreage of natural uplands.  
However, because the PA interchanges proposed with US 371 and LA 2 will be limited 
for development by nearby wetlands and stream systems, induced development and 
subsequent effects to uplands are expected to be similarly limited.  The interchanges at 
US 79 and US 82 will likely result in the greatest induced upland impacts based on their 
locations in relation to Haynesville and both Shreveport and El Dorado.  Located 
roughly halfway between Minden and El Dorado along the proposed PA alignment, the 
US 79 interchange may be attractive for development.  The cumulative effect to uplands 
from this project, its induced effects and other project effects both past and future is 
dominated by the timber harvesting in the region, which has been in existence locally for 
well over 100 years.  This industry still thrives and will continue to comprise the major 
perturbation to uplands in the region.  

3.5.2 Wetland Communities 

3.5.2.1 Affected Environment 
Wetland communities in the study area are associated with major steam systems of 
Bayou Dorcheat and its tributaries (i.e., Flat Lick Bayou and Black Bayou), Cornie 
Bayou, Three Creeks, and others.  These are generally characterized as bottomland 
hardwood forests (BLH).  Cleared or storm-damaged BLH areas comprise the scrub-
shrub wetlands identified in the study area.  In terms of wetlands area, most of the 
wetlands present are BLH.  .  While some freshwater marsh or emergent, herbaceous 
wetlands are present, such communities are scarce and often linear systems adjacent 
to infrastructure (e.g., pipelines and roads).   
 
The Charleston Procedure is a method used by the USACE, Vicksburg District to 
characterize the comparative value of each affected wetland.  Based on the Charleston 
Procedure for evaluating the quality and functions of wetlands (USACE 2002), all 
wetlands directly affected by build alternatives are classified as slightly impaired.  In 
most cases this designation is a result of being within 0.5-mile of a disturbed area.  
Aside from this fact, many of the parcels would be considered fully functional.  These 
wetlands serve for flood attenuation, water purification, food and fiber production, scenic 
enjoyment, and wildlife propagation, and as wildlife habitat.   Details of the particular 
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parcels affected are provided in the Natural Resources Technical Memorandum (URS 
2008a), which is incorporated by reference into this EIS.  
 
3.5.2.2 Methods for Evaluation 
Wetlands of key interest are those considered “jurisdictional” in the context of 
regulations implementing Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA).  These are 
defined by criteria described in the USACE Wetland Delineation Manual (USACE, 
1987), where, under normal circumstances, three indicators must co-exist:                  
(1) Prevalence of hydrophytic vegetation; (2) hydric soils; and (3) hydrologic conditions 
suitable to establish and maintain the other indicators.  Hydrophytic refers to vegetation 
that can tolerate water-saturated soils for a significant portion of the growing season.  
Hydric soils are those that exhibit characteristics of saturation during a substantial 
portion of the year. 
 
In order to assess the effects of build alternatives to wetland parcels, all wetland parcels 
are graded in accordance with their physical, chemical, and biological functions (Brinson 
1993; USACE 2002).  Gradations or categories follow: 
 

• Fully Functional (F): Existing disturbances do not appear to alter important 
functions. 

• Slightly Impaired (S): Disturbances appear to have caused partial or full loss of 
one or more functions, but conditions could be reversed through natural 
processes. 

• Impaired (I): Disturbances appear to have caused major impairment of several 
functions, which are unlikely to be restored through natural processes. 

• Very Impaired (V): Disturbances appear to have caused loss of many functions, 
which can only be returned by major restoration effort. 

 
Information on wetland habitat present in the region obtained prior to the selection of the 
PA and the steps taken to evaluate that information can be found in the Draft EIS (URS 
2005f).   
 
Following selection of the PA, the project team was deployed from December 19, 2006 
through February 22, 2007 to complete detailed surveys along the proposed alignment 
of the PA.  Subsequent coordination with the USACE, to achieve a preliminary wetland 
jurisdictional determination, resulted in additional and more detailed fieldwork.  This 
higher level survey was conducted in conjunction with USACE representatives during 
December 2010.  Results of these surveys related to the presence of wetland 
communities and other waters of the US are summarized in the Natural Resources 
Technical Memorandum (URS 2008a) and the Wetland Delineation Report (URS 
2008b) and in the Wetland Delineation Report Supplement (URS 2010).  An account of 
the results of the USACE Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination (USACE 2011) can 
be found in Chapter 4 Section 4.1.8.     
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Direct effects to these features were determined by overlaying the PA alignment on the 
GIS data gathered during field efforts.  Indirect effects will be related to the induced land 
development resulting from the build alternatives, and cumulative effects include the 
effect of the PA and both past and future foreseeable projects or actions that will affect 
wetlands in the watersheds crossed by the project. 
 
3.5.2.3 Preferred Alternative Effects and Potential Mitigation 
The PA must traverse the wetland systems of Bayou Dorcheat and its tributaries      
(i.e., Flat Lick Bayou and Black Bayou), Cornie Bayou, Three Creeks and others. 
Therefore, avoidance of all wetlands is not possible.  Section 2.3 of this EIS describes 
the alignment refinement iterations completed in response to resource agency and 
public comments in order to minimize the adverse effects to unavoidable wetlands.  
Based on an estimated footprint for the PA, of approximately 3,267 acres of proposed 
ROW between Shreveport and El Dorado, only 109.7 acres will encroach on wetlands, 
which is approximately 3.4 percent of the total ROW acreage for the PA alignment.   
 
Forty-two data points were surveyed, sampled, and evaluated for wetland 
characteristics.  These data points and the entire wetland findings for the PA are 
described in the Wetland Delineation Report (URS 2008b) and in the Wetland 
Delineation Report Supplement (URS 2010).     
 
Twenty-four of the areas surveyed for the PA were determined to meet all three of the 
wetland criteria and were considered jurisdictional, with an aggregate total surface area 
of approximately 109.7 acres.  The wetlands potentially impacted by the PA consist of 
two emergent, seven scrub-shrub, and fifteen bottomland hardwood and mixed forest 
wetlands.  Eighteen upland areas were also evaluated to determine wetland status.  A 
total of 156 water features (140 streams/creeks and 16 ponds) plus other minor features 
were identified during wetland field reconnaissance along the PA alignment.   
 
From I-20 to US 82, the habitat cover types encountered included palustrine emergent 
(PEM), palustrine forested broad-leaved deciduous seasonally flooded/well drained 
(PFO1D) of mixed forest growing in the bottom of a broad shallow slough of Bayou 
Dorcheat, Big Cornie and Three Creeks, palustrine forested broad-leaved deciduous 
seasonally flooded/saturated (PFO1E) of stream bed bottomland hardwoods area, 
palustrine forested broad-leaved deciduous permanently flooded (PFO1H) of Black 
Branch to Corney Bayou, palustrine scrub-shrub broad-leaved deciduous seasonally 
flooded/saturated (PSS1E) of Bayou Dorcheat and Flat Lick Bayou drainage ways, 
palustrine unconsolidated bottom mud seasonally flooded (PUB3C) in a 
depression/ponded area, and palustrine forested needle-leaved evergreen seasonally 
flooded/saturated (PFO4E) of pine Flatwoods of Three Creeks.  
 
Several species of oaks (Quercus sp.), red/swamp maples (Acer rubrum/drummidii), 
blackgum (Nyssa sylvatica), and sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua) are the dominant 
tree species encountered.  The saplings are commonly composed of the mature trees’ 



 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 3-61 August 2011 
 

 

offspring, as well as southern bay (Myrica cerifera), and iron wood (also known as 
eastern hornbeam) (Ostrya virginiana).  Common greenbrier (Smilax sp.) and 
blackberry (Rubus sp.) were the dominant woody vines; lizard’s tail (Saururus cernuus) 
and soft/bog rush (Juncus effusus) were the common herbaceous groundcover. 
 
In accordance with the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual, the 
November 2010 Corps of Engineers (Updated) Wetlands Delineation Manual,  
subsequent Regulatory Guidance Letters (RGL), the recently published US Supreme 
Court Decision in Rapanos vs. United States, and based on the findings utilizing the 
Routine Wetland Determination Manual, the PA will impact approximately 109.7 acres 
of jurisdictional wetlands and 156 creek/stream crossings and other waters of the United 
States which will require a Department of the Army permit under Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act prior to any dredge/fill activity within these areas.  Under the combined 
authority of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers and 
Harbors Act, the Corps of Engineers has the responsibility to make all final 
determinations regarding the location and extent of jurisdictional wetlands, navigable 
waters (Section 10) and other waters of the United States (See the results of the 
USACE Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination (USACE 2011) in Chapter 4 Section 
4.1.8). 
 
Indirect effects to area wetlands will be primarily associated with induced land 
development in wetlands.  Induced land development will be initially concentrated at 
interchanges of the PA.  The US 371 interchange will pose the greatest potential 
adverse effects to wetlands.  This interchange will be located partly inside the Bayou 
Dorcheat floodplain and adjacent to its wetlands.  The cumulative effect to wetlands in 
the watersheds that will be affected by the PA must be referenced to the early 1900s, 
when far fewer infrastructural projects were in existence in the region.  Infrastructure 
development (both transportation and oil and gas industry) and timber harvesting have 
had substantial fragmentation effects to wetlands in the study area.  The I-69 SIU 14 
project, its indirect effects, and both past and reasonably foreseeable future projects 
(e.g., North Hills Lakes Project) will continue to fragment wetlands in the study area.   
Watersheds for Bayou Dorcheat and Cornie Bayou extend north into the rural reaches 
of AR, where development and growth have been limited. Because of the slow regional 
growth and the USACE wetland permitting regulations that control the rate of 
fragmentation and the ultimate loss of wetlands, it is believed that only moderate 
cumulative adverse effects to wetlands will result from this project. 
3.5.2.4 Only Practicable Alternative Finding 
Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands (42 F.R. 26961 signed into law         
May 24, 1977) requires that all federal agencies provide leadership and take action to 
minimize the destruction, loss or degradation of wetlands, and to preserve and enhance 
the natural and beneficial values of wetlands in carrying out federally undertaken, 
financed, or assisted construction and improvement projects.  Furthermore, each 
federal agency, to the extent permitted by law, shall avoid undertaking or providing 
assistance for new construction located in wetlands unless the federal agency finds that 
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there is no practicable alternative to such construction, and that the proposed action 
includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands which may result from 
such use.  In making this finding the federal agency may take into account economic, 
environmental and other pertinent factors. 
 
In order to accommodate the set project begin and end points established under SIU 13 
and SIU 15, the PA must traverse the wetland systems of Bayou Dorcheat and its 
tributaries (i.e., Flat Lick Bayou and Black Bayou), Cornie Bayou, Three Creeks and 
others.  Therefore, avoidance of all wetlands is not possible.  Section 2.3 of this EIS 
describes the alignment refinement iterations completed in response to resource 
agency and public comments in order to minimize the adverse effects to unavoidable 
wetlands.  Based on an estimated footprint for the PA, of approximately 3,267 acres of 
proposed ROW between Shreveport and El Dorado, only 109.7 acres will encroach on 
wetlands, which is approximately 3.4 percent of the alignment.  
 
Based upon the above considerations, it is determined that there is no practicable 
alternative to the proposed construction in wetlands, and that the proposed action 
includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands which may result from 
such use.  Unavoidable wetland impacts identified for the PA will be mitigated in 
accordance with the Wetland Delineation Report findings for SIU 14 (URS 2008b and 
2010).  Mitigation of adverse stream effects will also be addressed.  This plan will 
address methods to mitigate the direct effects of the project by restoration, 
enhancement, creation and/or preservation of wetlands.  On-site mitigation 
opportunities along the corridor will be given preference to off-site measures.  In-kind 
mitigation, or mitigation with wetlands similar in type to those adversely affected, will 
likewise be given preference. 

3.5.3 Aquatic Communities 

3.5.3.1 Affected Environment 
The vast majority of strictly aquatic (i.e., open water or deepwater) habitats that will be 
affected by the proposed PA alignment are lotic (flowing-water) in basic character.  
Manmade ponds comprise the remainder of aquatic communities in the study area.  For 
purposes of this evaluation, a drainage conveyance is considered a stream if it has a 
clearly defined channel (i.e., incised relative to local land surface) at the location of 
observation.  In general, streams with perennial flow are considered more ecologically 
valuable or sensitive than those that are intermittent, and the latter are considered more 
sensitive than those that are ephemeral. Perennial streams have flowing water year-
round.  Intermittent streams have no flow during at least one part of the year, and 
ephemeral streams flow only during storm events.  Table 3.4-1 displays the evaluated 
quality of streams in terms of designated uses per LDEQ and ADEQ.  Impaired, as used 
by LDEQ and ADEQ for denoting the quality of waterbodies, refers to the chemical and 
physical properties of the water and how well that water satisfies the designated uses.  
This term (i.e., impaired) and other terms (e.g., fully-functional) have a different meaning 
in the Charleston Procedure (USACE 2002), which refers to the ability of the physical 



 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 3-63 August 2011 
 

 

waterbody or wetland to meet the ecological and other functions of wetlands and 
aquatic systems. 
 Only one stream identified along the PA is considered by the Charleston Procedure as 
fully functional: Little Cornie Bayou in AR.  Most streams located along the PA are 
considered moderately impaired because of their location within 0.5 mile of a 
disturbance.  Of streams along the build alternatives, several are noted as impaired and 
expected to have limited aquatic communities (e.g., French Creek in LA, tributaries of 
Cypress and Indian Creeks around Haynesville, and along the main channel of Three 
Creeks in AR).  Of streams in the study area, few are large enough to support fisheries.  
These include Bayou Dorcheat, Flat Lick Bayou, Black Bayou, and parts of the Cornie 
Bayou system.  Other streams are too small (i.e., shallow or disconnected from other 
water bodies), intermittent, or ephemeral.   
 
Of particular interest are the quantity and quality of springs identified along portions of 
the PA east of Bayou Dorcheat.  Most of these springs are associated with the 
ridge/valley interface with Glass Creek, the largest local tributary to Flat Lick Creek in 
the vicinity of the alignments.  Others are tributaries to Black Bayou and Bayou 
Dorcheat.  These features are relatively unusual in the study area and provide special 
habitats not found elsewhere along the PA alignment.  
 
Ponds in proximity to the PA are manmade and relatively small.  Some may be 
managed or stocked, but none are publicly accessible.   
 
Aquatic communities in streams vary in size, habitat quality, and other factors.  Species 
in larger streams include bass, crappie, sunfish, catfish, garfish, pickerel, crawfish, and 
numerous forage species of both fish and invertebrates.  Freshwater mussels are 
known to be present in these larger communities (e.g., Bayou Dorcheat and others).  
Smaller streams may also include a similar assemblage of species, but larger species 
(e.g., bass) are expected to be in lower densities.  
3.5.3.2 Methods for Evaluation 
Preparation and fieldwork to inventory and evaluate effects to aquatic communities were 
conducted in association with work conducted for wetlands, which is discussed in 
Section 3.5.2.2 of this EIS.   
3.5.3.3 Preferred Alternative Effects and Potential Mitigation 
Section 3.4.1 of this EIS summarizes the number and linear distance of direct effects to 
surface waters associated with the PA.  The PA must cross the larger streams of Bayou 
Dorcheat and Cornie Bayou along with a crossing of the larger stream systems of both 
Flat Lick Bayou and Black Bayou.  Additionally, the PA must traverse numerous spring-
fed streams east of Bayou Dorcheat, with several representing high-quality habitat.  
Location of the PA in proximity to several of these features may result in moderate 
adverse effects to these unusual features. 
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Several private ponds will also be directly affected by the PA.  The PA will potentially 
impact 16 private ponds for a total of 7.11 acres of aquatic habitat eliminated.   
 
As with indirect and cumulative effects to wetlands discussed in Section 3.5.2 of this 
EIS, incremental developments will continue to stress surface water bodies and their 
aquatic communities.  Both indirect and cumulative effects to aquatic communities will 
be directly related to these effects to wetlands. 

3.5.4 Protected Flora and Fauna Species 

3.5.4.1 Affected Environment 
The Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended, provided for the United 
States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to manage rare 
plants and wildlife.  The USFWS maintains lists of rare plants and wildlife known to be 
potentially present in each county/parish of the United States based on historical 
sighting records and existing habitat.   Threatened and endangered are terms used in 
the federal protection of rare plants and wildlife under the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) and refer to severity of their peril.  Species that are considered in danger of 
extinction (i.e., endangered) are more sensitive and of greater concern.    
 
The only federally protected specie known to potentially inhabit the study area includes 
the  endangered red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW) (Picoides borealis).  The bald eagle 
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus) was officially removed from the List of Endangered and 
Threatened Species as of August 8, 2007.  However, it continues to be protected under 
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 
(BGEPA). The bald eagle nests at the top of large trees (mainly snags or dead trees), 
within sight of large water bodies used for foraging.  Bald eagles are generally wary of 
people and typically nest in areas isolated from development.  No nests were identified 
during the biological investigations conducted for the wetlands and aquatic 
communities.  Furthermore, Bayou Dorcheat and its immediate riparian zone are 
substantially disturbed by historic and current land use and because of the absence of a 
large, open, and perennial water body in the vicinity of the PA crossing of Bayou 
Dorcheat the area does not appear to have characteristics conducive to nesting activity 
by bald eagles.  RCW are likewise wary of people and nest and forage in areas of old-
growth pine trees having little understory.  They nest in resin-rimmed cavities of living 
old-growth pine trees with a diameter at breast height greater than 10 inches.  Most of 
the wooded pine forest portions of the study area in LA have largely been harvested 
and replanted, with most areas having a dense understory of hardwoods.  The major 
concentrations of mature, pine-dominated woods with relatively clear understories are 
located in AR.  However, some smaller areas are present in locations scattered 
throughout the LA portion of the study area.  Figure 3.5-1 displays lands considered 
potential RCW habitat.  While not listed by the USFWS as having any resident 
populations in the study area, young male LA black bear (Ursus americanus luteolis) 
have been reported by local residents to occasionally visit the region.   
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Both LA and AR maintain lists of other rare plant and animal species not currently 
protected by the ESA.  While field exercises did not sight any state-listed rare plant and 
wildlife species, potential habitat for several species of state concern was identified.  
Rare plant species of state concern that inhabit the types of natural systems present 
along the build alignments include: southern lady’s-slipper (Cypripedium kentuckiense), 
Ozark phlox (Phlox pilosa ozarkana), and bloodroot (Sanguinaria canadensis).  All three 
of these plant species are most likely to occur along the shady reaches of mature 
upland forests and especially in the vicinity of spring-fed streams.  Rare wildlife species 
of state concern that inhabit the types of natural systems present along the build 
alignments include several species of freshwater mussels (i.e., Ellipsaria lineolata, 
Lampsilis cardium, Lasmigona complanta, Ligumia recta, Obovaria jacksoniana, 
Obvaria olivaria, Pleurobema pyramidatum); fishes (i.e., Pteronotropis hubbsi, 
Ammocrypta clara, and Percina copelandi); an amphibian (i.e. Plethodon srratus); and 
mammals (i.e., Corynorhinus rafinesquii, Myotis austroriparius, and Reithrodontomys 
humulis).  No state-listed rare reptiles or birds are expected within the PA.  The only 
habitat of state concern that was identified in the study area, but not specifically located 
within the vicinity of wetlands or stream systems associated with the PA, include bays or 
seeps.  These small and isolated features potentially occur along forested slope areas 
of the PA, not all of which have been surveyed by field crews.   
 
Rookeries, or wading bird nesting colonies, are also protected under the federal 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918.  Rookeries were observed during field activities near 
the proposed northern crossings of Bayou Dorcheat by the alternative 5 alignments.  
However, during field activities associated with the PA, neither Bayou Dorcheat nor any 
other larger stream habitats in the vicinity of the PA showed any signs of waterbird 
nesting colonies.  
3.5.4.2 Methods for Evaluation 
Preparation and fieldwork to inventory and evaluate effects to protected resources were 
conducted in association with work conducted for wetlands, which is discussed in 
Section 3.5.2.2 of this EIS.  In discussions between the LADOTD and USFWS in 
January 2005, the USFWS provided recommendations for evaluating effects to RCW for 
the I-69 project.  Recommendations include a full survey of the PA in accordance with 
the RCW Recovery Plan Survey protocol (USFWS 2003d).  For evaluation of build 
alternatives in the Draft EIS, identification of the presence of potentially suitable RCW 
habitat within the zone of impact (i.e., direct impacts) of the project was determined to 
be sufficient.  This zone of impact for the I-69 project consisted of the proposed right-of-
way for each build alternative under evaluation for the Draft EIS.  Project biologists 
visited all areas identified through review of color infrared aerial photography as 
potentially suitable habitat within the build alternatives’ proposed rights-of-way in 
January and February, 2005.   
 
Following selection of the PA, the project team was deployed from December 19, 2006 
through February 22, 2007 to complete detailed surveys along the proposed alignment 
of the PA.  Results of these surveys and others related to the presence of bald eagles, 
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red-cockaded woodpeckers, and waterbird nesting colonies are summarized in the 
Natural Resources Technical Memorandum (URS 2008a) and the Red-cockaded 
Woodpecker Biological Assessment (URS 2008c).  These documents were submitted to 
the USFWS for review and comment. USFWS field offices in LA and AR concluded that 
the project may affect, but will not likely adversely affect the RCW.  No further 
consultation would be required unless project parameters change or project 
construction has not been initiated within one year.  Copies of agency letters are located 
in Appendix B.      
 
Direct effects to protected species consist of any direct takings of the species or 
adverse effects to their critical habitat.  Indirect effects relate to the direct and indirect 
effects from induced development.  Cumulative effects include past agricultural 
activities, development activities, and other perturbations, in combination with project 
build effects and anticipated effects of the North Hills Lakes Project development. 
3.5.4.3 Preferred Alternative Effects and Potential Mitigation 
While potential suitable habitat for RCW is spread throughout the PA alignment, and the 
potential exists for bald eagles to establish nests near the Bayou Dorcheat crossing, 
field investigations of the PA have thus far not revealed any evidence of the actual 
presence of these birds.  Additionally, no evidence of waterbird nesting colonies was 
found in any of the bottomland habitat where substantial effort related to wetland 
evaluation occurred. 
 
Based on these negative findings, but in consideration of possibilities that the animals or 
their habitats could be present, it is tentatively concluded that the PA is not likely to 
adversely affect either the bald eagle or the RCW.  USFWS letters of concurrence from 
of both LA and AR field offices are included in Appendix B. 
 
Indirect effects of the project to protected species will be related to induced land 
development discussed in Section 3.3.5 of this EIS.    Based on location of suitable 
habitat for bald eagles and red-cockaded woodpeckers, interchanges at I-20 and at LA 
2 for the PA will have the greatest potential for adverse effects to RCW.  No indirect 
adverse effects to bald eagles are anticipated.  Cumulative effects to these species 
must consider effects of this project, past actions, and the North Hills Lakes Project to 
the remaining population of the species when compared to the species’ traditional 
ranges.  For the RCW, this range included the mature pine forests of the southeastern 
US.  For the bald eagle, this range extended throughout the US in areas of open water.  
Because the PA is not likely to adversely affect either of these species, the cumulative 
effect is considered minimal, as well. 
 
Additional surveys will be conducted within one year of construction to re-verify the 
conclusion that is provided in the Biological Assessment on the PA (e.g., not likely to 
adversely affect).  During these additional surveys, should evidence be found of 
inhabitation by either of these species, then additional mitigation measures will be 
necessary. 
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3.6 Construction Effects and Best Management Practices 
Construction of I-69 SIU 14 will result in a variety of temporary effects associated with 
storage of materials and equipment, construction access roads, construction equipment 
operation and similar.  Construction effects do not include permanent effects resulting 
from land conversion to roadway and right-of-way, nor do they refer to indirect effects 
induced by the presence of the new interstate facility.  Construction effects relate only to 
those temporary features (e.g., staging areas) and operations strictly associated with 
construction activities alone.   
 
In a letter from the USEPA to the FHWA I-69 Coordinator dated February 22, 2002, the 
USEPA outlined a variety of BMPs that could be effectively employed to reduce the 
various adverse construction-related effects (see Appendix B for Agency 
correspondence).  These BMPs are summarized in the following sections, where 
appropriate. 

3.6.1 Economic Effects 
Construction of the I-69 SIU 14 PA will likely be funded and constructed after 
completion of SIU 15. It is anticipated that construction will be undertaken in phases 
consisting of five potential implementation phases in LA and four potential 
implementation phases in AR.  The phases represent portions of the project that can be 
constructed independently and provide a reasonable schedule and funding level for 
each phase of implementation.  Additionally, a project schedule was developed for 
planning purposes to maintain project duration of approximately 15 years and to 
determine year of expenditure cost by phase.  For a complete breakdown of 
construction phasing, preliminary cost estimates, and preliminary scheduling, please 
see Chapter 5.0.  
 
While some heavy construction labor will be provided by study area residents, most 
heavy construction labor will commute to the area from Shreveport and elsewhere.  
Some will move to the region.  Population growth from the construction of the facility will 
likely be only moderate, with some workers and families leaving the area after the 
completion of the project.  Local materials will be purchased from the study area, 
including cement, sand, gravel, and lumber. 
 
The total construction costs for the project will be approximately $1 billion and comprise 
approximately 50 percent materials and 50 percent labor.  As noted, most labor will 
likely commute to the region from the larger areas of Shreveport and El Dorado.  
Therefore, only some of the construction worker salaries will be spent inside the project 
area for lunches and incidentals.  The larger Shreveport/Bossier City and El Dorado 
regions will realize the balance of these direct spending benefits.  As the I-69 project is 
a megaproject that will compete with other similar projects on a national rather than 
state level for funding, appropriated construction funding for the project will be money 
that LA and AR would not have otherwise received.  Therefore, the economic effects of 
SIU 14 construction will equate to a true regional benefit rather than a transfer of 
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benefits from one area of LA or AR to another area.  Table 3.6-1 and Table 3.6-2 
provide preliminary construction cost estimates for the PA by state. 
 
Indirect benefits from subsequent rounds of spending will likewise be concentrated in 
regions where workers live.  Combined with the direct construction effects, these total 
benefits to the region’s output could be twice the amount of the construction or $1.8 to 
$2.0 billion.  Using USDC, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Input-Output 
Modeling System (RIMS II) assumptions, employment hours equating to approximately 
19,000 full-time equivalent employees could be generated from the construction of the 
project. 
 

Table 3.6-1  
Louisiana  

Preliminary Construction Cost Estimate 
for Preferred Alternative 

Item Cost (2008$)1 
ROW/Acquisition $4,204,221 
Paving $211,816,230 
Grading $103,908,556 
Drainage $11,151,139 
Structures - Bridges $129,151,978 
Miscellaneous Items $46,023,212 
Construction Contingency $50,625,534 
Engineering and CE&I $83,532,130 
 
TOTAL COST $640,413,000 

(1)  Per approved cost estimating methodology, costs are based on LADOTD Bid  
Item Weighted Unit Prices for 2008 through the 4th quarter. 

 
Table 3.6-2 
Arkansas  

Preliminary Construction Cost Estimate 
for Preferred Alternative 

Item Cost (2008$)1 
Paving $97,893,430 
Grading2 $103,427,390 
Drainage $9,060,770 
Structures - Bridges $61,103,500 
Miscellaneous Items $30,033,700 
Construction Contingency $33,037,070 
Engineering and CE&I $54,511,160 
  
TOTAL COST $389,067,020

(1)  Based on LADOTD Bid Item Weighted Unit Prices for 2006 through the 3rd quarter 
 proportionally adjusted to 2008. 
(2)  Includes right-of-way cost. 

 
With the wealth of sand, gravel and lumber in the region, a substantial portion of raw 
materials will likely be purchased locally, as well.  Specialty materials may constitute the 
only material purchase “leaks” from the region.  The cumulative effect of these 
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temporary or one-time benefits will include adverse but minor effects of additional 
induced development for worker housing, etc. and adverse but moderate effects of 
additional withdrawals from existing or hereto undeveloped sand and gravel operations.   

3.6.2 Physical and Social Effects 

3.6.2.1 Construction Methods 
Construction methods employed for the PA would comply with industry standards for 
excavation, embankment and compaction of soils using heavy equipment such as 
bulldozers, graders, cranes and haul trucks.  Pile drivers would be used to install pre-
cast concrete piles for bridge bents at interchanges and stream and bayou crossings.  
Traffic disruption is anticipated; however, approved traffic control plans would be utilized 
in areas where traffic would interface with construction work zones.  Construction will 
normally occur on workdays between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.  However, 
the construction contractor will determine the method of construction, in coordination 
with LADOTD and AHTD.  Hours may be extended to include nighttime and weekend 
operations, depending on cost factors, schedule and location.  Constraints on hours of 
operation may be imposed by LADOTD and AHTD depending on site conditions and 
environmental and community considerations. 
3.6.2.2 Staging Areas 
It is anticipated that staging areas would be required for each phase of construction for 
storage of equipment, material stockpiles and office facilities.  These areas would be 
located within or closely adjacent to the project alignment; would be approved prior to 
the start of the construction; and would be removed and the areas restored after 
completion of each phase of the project with no substantial adverse permanent effects 
to their former locations and state.  Therefore, indirect and cumulative effects of staging 
areas will be negligible. 
3.6.2.3 Water Quality and Drainage 
Water quality impacts are discussed in detail in Section 3.4.1 of this EIS.  Impacts 
would be temporary in nature.  Aquifers should not be impacted by construction 
operations.  Existing drainage is natural run-off for almost all of this rural area, and 
some minor modifications to the natural flow may be made during construction. Some 
streams and bayous may experience increased sediment levels due to soil erosion and 
water runoff after heavy rains or storms.  An erosion and sediment control plan will be 
developed and implemented that will include all specifications and BMPs (necessary for 
control of erosion and sedimentation from construction activities.  Examples of BMPs 
used to mitigate construction effects on water quality and drainage include, but are not 
limited to, the use of stacked hay bails, silt fences, mulching and reseeding, use of 
buffer zones and the collection and treatment of stormwater runoff prior to discharge 
into surface water, where appropriate. Of perturbations to surface water quality, the 
direct effects of the construction activities will have the greatest adverse effect to 
turbidity and nutrient loads.  However, BMPs that will be employed will greatly mitigate 
these effects, and effects will be temporary.  Indirect effects associated with induced 
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development and other non-point sources of pollution during construction activities are 
anticipated to be either mitigated by BMPs or minor in nature.  Based on these effects, 
the cumulative adverse effects are considered to be minor but adverse in conjunction 
with the effects of build alternatives discussed in Section 3.4.1 of this EIS. 
3.6.2.4 Noise 
Project construction activities would have short-term effects on sensitive noise receptors 
in the immediate vicinity of the construction sites.  Construction noise and vibration 
would be primarily from heavy equipment and vehicles hauling materials and equipment 
to and from the construction sites along local roads.  Noise would also be generated 
from ground clearing, demolition and removal of structures, excavation, foundation 
placement (pile driving operations for bridge bent construction at interchanges and 
stream and bayou locations).  Noise levels at any given site would depend on the phase 
of construction and the type of equipment being used.  In areas where construction 
noise may impact noise sensitive receivers, limits on hours of operation may be 
imposed on the construction contractor as a potential construction noise mitigation 
measure.  Construction in close proximity to residential areas may be limited to daylight 
hours on normal workdays if deemed appropriate by LADOTD and AHTD.  Any 
operational restrictions will be determined during preparation of final construction 
documents and incorporated into specifications, special provisions, and plan sheets 
where applicable. 
 
Because the PA is not in close proximity to highly populated areas, adverse noise 
effects from construction activities should be only minor.  Noise abatement measures 
will include muffling all motorized equipment, where reasonable.  Other abatement 
measures could include, as deemed reasonable, locating haul roads away from 
sensitive areas, further limiting the hours of operation, and the construction of temporary 
noise barriers around noisy stationary equipment.  Determination of such necessary 
measures will be made prior to construction and specified for implementation by the 
construction contractor.  Indirect and cumulative effects of development, (e.g., fast-food 
restaurants, limited temporary housing) which will be induced by construction activities 
are anticipated to be minimally adverse and largely temporary in nature. 
3.6.2.5 Air Quality 
Use of fuel-powered equipment will result in increased emissions of NO2, VOC, CO, and 
particulate matter.  Additionally, nuisance dust from roadways may also be a concern in 
areas on certain construction days, depending on local weather conditions, the degree 
of construction activity and the nature of construction activity.  Specifications requiring 
the construction contractor to tune equipment / motors to manufacturer’s specifications 
will be included in order to reduce air emissions of construction equipment.  As noted in 
Section 3.4.7 of this EIS, the study area is in attainment for all criteria pollutants. 
Therefore, these minor, temporary adverse effects will not be substantial or require 
further evaluation or coordination with regulatory agencies.   
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Mitigative dust control measures may include: minimization of exposed erodible earth, 
stabilization of exposed earth with vegetation mulch, pavement, or other cover as early 
as possible, periodic application of stabilizing agents (e.g. water), covering or stabilizing 
stockpiled materials as necessary, and the use of covered haul trucks.  The customary 
practice of burning tree stumps in the clearing and grubbing phase of construction 
would also increase particulates and other pollutant emissions.  Burning alternatives, 
such as air curtain destructors (equipment that creates nearly complete combustion of 
vegetative materials with little or no emissions), sending to landfills or composting on-
site, should be considered in areas where nuisance dust and particulates becomes a 
concern.  Indirect and cumulative effects associated by development induced by the 
construction activities are anticipated to be minimally adverse and largely temporary in 
nature. 
3.6.2.6 Biotic Communities 
Impacts to the biotic communities within the study area are discussed in detail in the 
Natural Resources Technical Memorandum (URS 2008a) and incorporated into this 
Final EIS by reference.  Direct adverse effects from construction activities are limited to 
the temporary removal or alteration of both wetland/aquatic and terrestrial habitats and 
the mortality or displacement of relatively sedentary animals at staging areas. Indirect 
effects on both vegetation and wildlife, such as altered community structure, 
demographic and genetic changes at the population level, stream hydrological and 
water quality alteration and gradual disruption of adjacent or down-gradient wetland 
functions, will result from construction activities.  Wildlife populations are susceptible to 
habitat alteration and pulse disturbances such as construction noise.  While impacts to 
biotic communities within the study area are unavoidable, great effort has been taken in 
establishing the PA alignment to minimize the amount of critical habitat that will be lost.  
BMPs, along with construction and design techniques, will help to reduce the amount of 
area that will be altered by construction activities.  Adverse effects to biotic communities 
from land development activities induced by the construction activities alone are 
expected to be minor.  Accordingly, cumulative adverse effects are also expected to be 
negligible. 
3.6.2.7 Construction Waste 
Debris and excess spoil materials generated during the construction of the project 
would normally be disposed of off-site.  The disposal of unsuitable or excess material, 
trash, debris and spoil would be governed by local and/or state regulations concerning 
disposal of such items.  None would be disposed in wetland areas.  It is possible that 
tree stumps could be burned on the project.  Section 3.6.2.5 of this Final EIS addresses 
alternative disposal methods for construction waste.  While indirect effects of 
construction activities to construction waste volumes are not considered problematic, 
the cumulative effect of this project with anticipated future projects (e.g., North Hills 
Lakes Project) and activities could be substantially adverse to existing landfill capacity.  
If landfill disposal is preferred over burning as the preferable final disposal method of 
construction waste, substantial volumes of construction debris could exhaust local 
landfill capacity and may require the development of a new construction and demolition 
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debris site.  Land use conversion for this purpose is not desirable and should be 
considered in the evaluation of final disposal methods. 
3.6.2.8 Utility Services 
Temporary construction activities would not affect utility services other than requiring 
temporary power connections and similar.  Such connections, however, would not 
require substantial service disruptions.  Therefore, substantial adverse indirect or 
cumulative effects to utility services are not anticipated from the construction activities 
alone. 
3.6.2.9 Detours and Accessibility 
While only temporary in nature, the construction of the PA would require numerous 
detours.  Figure 3.3-1 displays the locations of roads traversed by the PA.  While 
permanent access effects are discussed in Section 3.3.3 of this EIS, Figure 3.3-1 
illustrates the complexity of the construction in some areas.  Maintenance of traffic, 
construction sequencing and detouring will be planned and scheduled to minimize 
impacts to local residences, businesses and the traveling public.  Access to residences 
and businesses impacted by construction will be maintained by temporary driveways or 
connections, where necessary.  Detours may be required at various locations 
throughout the construction process.  Local police, fire departments, and other 
emergency service providers will be notified in advance of any construction-related 
activities to allow for proper planning and alternate route identification. Therefore, 
disruption to emergency responders should be minimal. Induced development from 
construction activities alone is expected to be minor.  Additionally, these induced effects 
are not anticipated to result in additional detours or accessibility problems.  While such 
effects are negligible, cumulative effects to access when the PA effects are considered 
will range from minor to moderate and comprise both adverse and beneficial effects – 
depending upon the location of concern.   

3.7 Other Considerations 

3.7.1 Energy Use 
The Traffic and Accident Report (URS 2003f) provides summaries of annual vehicle 
miles and vehicle hours traveled that would be avoided or saved by the build 
alternatives.  Use of the I-69 SIU 14 project, once completed, could result in 
approximately 42,000 fewer miles traveled per day on the study area transportation 
network.  Assuming a 75/25 percent composition of passenger vehicles and trucks, 
respectively; and average fuel consumption of 20 miles per gallon (MPG) and 10 MPG 
for passenger trucks and cars, respectively; 42,000 vehicle miles saved equates to 
approximately 2,500 gallons of fuel per day or nearly 1 million gallons of fuel per year.  
While energy will be expended in the construction of the project, these annual energy 
savings suggest that the project has substantial net benefits to energy use. 
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3.7.2 Secondary and Cumulative Effects 
In accordance with the request by USEPA in their initial comment letter in response to 
the Solicitation of Views letter sent by the project team in April 2003 (See Appendix B 
for both letters), secondary or indirect and cumulative effects are discussed in each 
separate resource or issue section of this Final EIS (see subsections of Sections 3.3, 
3.4, 3.5 and 3.6).   
 
In summary, I-69 SIU 14 will provide a new high-speed mobility corridor between 
Shreveport and El Dorado and to points further southwest and northeast.   Presence of 
this new mobility corridor in proximity of I-20 will make the entire region more attractive 
for transportation-related businesses such as trucking firms as well as manufacturing 
businesses.  Residential development will also likely be stimulated within a 30-minute 
drive of Shreveport along the PA (i.e., through to Haynesville).  Initially, development 
will focus at interchange locations and be limited to services that cater to through traffic 
(e.g., service stations, convenience stores, fast food).  Development pace will likely be 
directly related to distance to existing population centers.  Another project that will not 
be induced, but facilitated by this project is the North Hills Lakes Project.  The North 
Hills Lakes Project is currently unfunded and has no imminent schedule.  However, 
should this project be implemented, substantial increases in residential development, 
supporting services, and infrastructure will be developed, all of which may have 
associated effects on wetlands, land use, water quality and other issues.     

3.7.3 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
Interstates provide the most efficient roadway design for conveying large volumes of 
traffic.  As traffic increases, more lanes, straighter and flatter alignments, and greater 
access control are routinely implemented to accommodate traffic. Accordingly, the 
lifespan of I-69 and other interstates is far longer than local, state, and federal routes, 
which may be improved over time.  While it seems inconceivable that interstates could 
be abandoned and redeveloped in the future, it is possible.  Therefore, construction of 
the interstate system is not considered an “irreversible action.”  Some effects, however, 
are irreversible and/or irretrievable. While mature stands of pine trees and other woods 
can be replanted and grown, once destroyed, such old-growth stands are irretrievable.  
The use of raw materials (e.g., fossil fuels, sand and gravel, timber for lumber, and 
cement), federal and state fiscal resources, and manpower will comprise the obvious 
irretrievable commitments of resources resulting from this project.  Other than these 
resource effects, effects discussed in this Final EIS are considered potentially reversible 
or “temporary” in the sense that, should there be justification, support, and funding to do 
so, these actions could be reversed to pre-project conditions.  Project benefits 
discussed in Sections 3.7.1 and 3.7.2 of this Final EIS are expected to more than offset 
the permanent adverse effects discussed herein.   
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3.7.4 Relationship between Short-Term Impacts and Long-Term 
Productivity 
As noted in Section 3.7.2 of this Final EIS, I-69 will provide a new mobility corridor 
where there is currently none. While short-term construction impacts discussed in 
Section 3.6 of this Final EIS will be minimized to the extent practicable with commonly 
used best management practices, some temporary adverse effects will still occur.  
These minor temporary adverse effects must be considered in the context of the overall 
long-term benefits of the project.  Section 3.7.1 of this Final EIS describes annual fuel 
savings of this project.  Such savings are considered improvements in productivity.  
Additionally, induced commercial activity will not result unless increases in productivity 
are anticipated by industrial site developers.  Such indirect benefits are expected with 
implementation of the PA.  Based on these considerations, anticipated benefits in long-
term productivity are expected to greatly offset adverse short-term/temporary effects of 
the project. 

3.7.5 Summary of Environmental Consequences 
Table 3.7-1 summarizes the quantitative effects of the PA, and Table 3.7-2 provides a 
summary of effects and mitigation that follows the organization of this Final EIS.  
Appendix A provides a foldout map of the PA for reader reference.  Based on both 
quantitative and qualitative evaluations summarized in this Final EIS, the PA was 
selected as the best alternative that will maximize economic benefits and improvements 
to mobility while minimizing community and natural resource impacts.  The PA will likely 
help facilitate development of the North Hills Lakes Project, if funded.  While anticipated 
to be minor in direct, indirect, and cumulative effects, the PA minimizes potential Sparta 
Aquifer impacts.  Resource agency preferences and public comments that are related to 
effects (as opposed to preference only) were important considerations in the 
determination of a PA prior to development and distribution of this Final EIS.  
 

Table 3.7-1 
 Summary of Effects 

Evaluation 
Measures Units 

Alternatives 

4 4.2 4.3 PA 
4.2 & 

3 5 5.1 5.2 
5.1 & 

2 
Alignment Characteristics 
Length miles 61.7 61.3 62.6 63.17 62.2 62.8 61.4 62.4 61.0 
Estimated Right of Way 
(ROW)1) acres 2,244 2,229 2,276 3,267(1) 2,262 2,284 2,233 2,269 2,218 
Human Environment Considerations 
Displaced Residential 
Structures count 20 20 9 9 9 9 7 9 9 
Displaced Commercial 
Structures count 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Displaced Institutional 
Structures count 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pine Plantation Land 
within ROW acres 1,338 1,388 1,286 1,877 1,336 1,390 1,385 1,440 1,435 
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Table 3.7-1 
 Summary of Effects 

Evaluation 
Measures Units 

Alternatives 

4 4.2 4.3 PA 
4.2 & 

3 5 5.1 5.2 
5.1 & 

2 
Naturally Wooded 
Land within ROW acres 1,170 1,102 1,275 971 1,207 1,146 1,091 1,078 1,023 
Agricultural/Farmland 
within ROW acres 150 150 81 94 81 83 72 83 72 
Cleared Land 
within ROW acres 212 225 276 338 290 243 278 257 291 
Developed/Urban Land 
within ROW acres 46 46 35 38 35 29 29 29 29 
Federal and State Lands 
and Recreational Areas 
Traversed acres 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Displaced Minority 
Residences count 3 3 3 1 3 1 1 1 1 
Displaced  Low-Income 
Residences  count 6 6 4 4 6 4 3 4 4 
Powerline Crossings  
within ROW count 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
Communication Towers 
within ROW count 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Petroleum Pipeline 
Crossings within ROW count 30 31 30 31 31 36 44 34 42 
Chemical Pipeline 
Crossings within ROW count 2 3 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 
Water Wells Located 
within ROW count 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Railroad Crossings  
within ROW count 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
National Register  
Eligible Properties(2) count N/A N/A N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Archeological Sites(2) count N/A N/A  N/A  5 N/A  N/A  1 N/A  1 

Grade Separations count 16 16 16 20 16 17 18 17 18 

Crossroad Termination count 55 56 49 52 50 56 60 57 61 
Physical Environment Considerations 
Scenic Streams 
Traversed by the 
Alternatives acres 6 6 6 6 6 6 7 6 7 
100-Year Floodplain  
Area Traversed acres 362 326 365 304 329 285 325 249 289 
Sparta Aquifer Recharge 
Area Traversed acres 10 10 34 26 34 0 0 0 0 
Chicot Terrace  
Area Traversed acres 274 274 273 357 273 517 556 517 556 
Sand and Gravel  
Mining Operations  
Directly Impacted count 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Known Lignite Deposits 
Directly Impacted count 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Oil/Gas Well Sites  
within ROW (Active) count 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 
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Table 3.7-1 
 Summary of Effects 

Evaluation 
Measures Units 

Alternatives 

4 4.2 4.3 PA 
4.2 & 

3 5 5.1 5.2 
5.1 & 

2 
Oil/Gas Well Sites  
within ROW (Inactive) count 1 2 1 1 2 2 2 3 3 
Prime and Unique 
Farmland Soil Area 
Traversed acres 782 715 1,087 883 1,020 945 922 888 865 
Moderate/High 
Hazardous Sites 
 (within ½ mile buffer)  
buffer)Directly Impacted count 11 11 11 9 11 11 9 11 9 
Estimated Residences 
Impacted  
by  Adverse Noise 
Levels count 74 80 80 51 86 31 40 37 48 
Natural Environment Considerations 
Wetlands Directly 
Impacted acres 89 97 107 109.73 115 67 79 75 87 
Ponds Directly Impacted count 8 7 8 16 7 4 6 3 5 
Streams Traversed count 85 91 91 1403 95 62 68 66 74 

Streams Traversed  linear 
feet 56,410 63,217 51,236 77,1463 57,157 35,209 36,840 41,082 43,646 

Threatened and  
Endangered Species  
Records - 0.5 mile buffer 
in ROW acres 0.3 0.3 0.3 1.9 0.3 0.3 7.8 0.3 7.8 
Encroachment of 
Alternatives on Potential 
Red  Cockaded 
Woodpecker (RCW) 
Habitat acres 1,043 936 1,119 750 1,012 1,052 1,030 946 1,158 

Notes: 
(1)  ROW for PA includes proposed interchanges, frontage/access roads, improvements needed at crossroad locations, where the 
other Alternatives considered includes only an estimated ROW width of 300’. not including proposed interchanges, frontage/access 
roads, improvements needed at crossroad locations. 
(2)  N/A: A full Phase I Cultural Resources Survey was not completed for the entire alignment and ROW for alternative shown. 
(3)  Results of USACE Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination can be found in Chapter 4.1.8. 
 

Table 3.7-2 
EIS Summary 

Issue Comparative Advantages of Alternatives 
Human Environment 
Communities and Residential Dwellings The revisions to the PA reduce impacts. 
Community Facilities and Services The PA impacts no community facility.  Benefits are created for medical trips to 

Shreveport for all build alternatives, including the PA.   
Local Travel Patterns and Safety Effects are similar for all build alternatives.  Benefits will be realized for long-

distance travel; some adverse local travel pattern changes, safety and time 
benefits for long distance.  Haynesville community benefits most. 

Industry, Employment and Commercial 
Structures 

 PA provides greater opportunity for development along LA 159, LA 2, LA Alt. 2 
and US 79.  Retail and personal services will likely dominate induced 
employment in short term; however, new interstate access is attractive to 
industry. 

Land Use, Development and Property 
Values 
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Table 3.7-2 
EIS Summary 

Issue Comparative Advantages of Alternatives 
Public Lands and Recreation PA will minimize adverse effects to the recreational aspects of Bayou Dorcheat.  
Environmental Justice No disproportionate adverse effects anticipated to minority or low-income 

groups. 
Utilities No relative advantage among build alternatives considered or the PA. 
Visual Environment Views from the road will be pleasant.  Views at the road will be limited because 

of dense vegetation of the region.  PA minimizes adverse visual impacts to 
scenic use of Bayou Dorcheat. 

Cultural Resources / Historic Properties The PA is not anticipated to have adverse effects to historic properties in LA.  
However, five archaeological sites identified in AR are recommended for Phase 
II assessment before construction. Also, the PA will require ROW from a 
property determined to be NRHP eligible.  Based on a commitment from AHTD, 
presented in Section 3.7.6 of this Final EIS, the SHPO has determined that the 
project will have no adverse effects on this property.  

Physical Environment 
Surface Water Resources The numerical increase in the quantity of impacts to surface water resources 

(as shown in Table 3.7-1) of the PA, in comparison to the other Build 
Alternatives, is a result of additional and more detailed level of fieldwork 
required to meet USACE Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination stipulations 
and requirements. The original, planning level, fieldwork performed for all 
alternatives resulted in comparable numerical values between the Build 
Alternatives.  The main aspect is that the PA utilizes an existing crossing of LA 
Scenic Stream Bayou Dorcheat, the most important water feature in the study 
area and avoids LA Scenic Stream Bayou D’Arbonne, also located in the 
Project area. 

Floodplains No relative advantage among build alternatives considered or the PA. 
Potable Ground Water PA minimizes potential effects to potential recharge areas. 
Geology and Mineral Resources The PA will not affect any mining operations and has reduced impacts to oil and 

gas wells to greatest extent possible.   
Prime Farmland and other Soils No relative advantage among build alternatives considered or the PA.  
Hazardous Materials and Sites Impact reduced as a result of selection of revised PA from 15 sites to 9 sites 

(within ½ mile buffer).  
Air Quality No relative advantage among build alternatives considered or the PA 
Noise Overall, the PA with modifications will reduce the magnitude of impacts at the 

majority of residences with predicted adverse noise impacts.  
Natural Environment 
Upland Communities and Wildlife PA minimizes effects to native uplands.  Wildlife movement may be adversely 

affected along the PA, however, the extended bridge structure crossing Bayou 
Dorcheat should allow adequate area for wildlife movement, as compared to 
the shorter bridge structure for other build alternatives and the steeper banks 
associated with the proposed crossings along Alt. 5 and associated options.  
The PA will likely affect the unusual spring-fed streams identified in the area. 

Wetland Communities The numerical increase in the quantity of wetland impacts (as shown in Table 
3.7-1) of the PA, in comparison to the other Build Alternatives, is a result of 
additional and more detailed level of fieldwork required to meet USACE 
Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination stipulations and requirements. The 
original, planning level, fieldwork performed for all alternatives resulted in 
comparable numerical values between the Build Alternatives.   

Aquatic Communities All build alternatives avoid aquatic communities to the extent practicable. 
Protected Flora and Fauna Species PA minimizes potential effects to suitable RCW habitat.  No other protected 

species are likely to be adversely affected by the PA. 
 

Construction Effects and Best Management Practices 
Economic Effects All build alternatives would benefit construction spending in the region.   
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Table 3.7-2 
EIS Summary 

Issue Comparative Advantages of Alternatives 
Physical and Social Effects 
 

Short term moderate adverse effects expected but minimized with the 
implementation of BMPs. 

Other Considerations 
Energy All build alternatives would have benefits of saved vehicle miles traveled in 

region. 
Secondary and Cumulative Effects Level of induced development expected to be similar for all build alternatives 

but concentrated along upland interchange locations near population centers. If 
funded, North Hills Lakes Project could result in substantial effects and would 
be facilitated by the PA. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments 
of Resources 

No significant difference among build alternatives considered or the PA. 

Relationship Between Short-Term Impacts 
And Long-Term Productivity 

No significant difference among build alternatives considered or the PA. 

3.7.6 Mitigation, Commitments, Permits, Certifications and Additional 
Studies Necessary Prior to Construction 

Prior to preparation and distribution of the Final EIS for this project, concurrence was 
sought that the proposed PA was acceptable by USACE, USFWS, and USEPA.  
Preliminary evaluation suggests build alternatives will not affect base flood elevations at 
floodplain crossings, hydraulic and hydrologic modeling was completed on all floodplain 
crossings of the PA.  Additionally, formal delineation of all wetlands was completed and 
was presented to USACE, Vicksburg District for concurrence.   
 
Additional tasks remain before construction of the PA may commence.  Below is a 
summary of the planning, environmental, and design tasks that need to be completed 
prior to project construction:  
 

• Hydrologic and Hydraulic Study of PA’s 100-year floodplain crossings. 

• Geotechnical investigations along PA to assess design needs. 

• Environmental site assessment along PA. 

• Preliminary Design and right-of-way limit identification for PA. 

• Initiation of Relocation Assistance Program for properties within required right-of-
way of PA. 

• Development of construction sequencing and traffic maintenance plans for 
construction activities. 

 
Permits and certifications that must be obtained prior to construction include: 
 

• State Water Quality Certifications (LDEQ, ADEQ); 

• Scenic Stream Crossing Permit (LDWF); 
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• National Pollution Discharge and Elimination System (NPDES) Permit (LDEQ, 
ADEQ) for discharges of stormwater  from the roadway; 

• Stormwater Management Permit (LDEQ, ADEQ) for controlling and treatment of 
surface runoff from construction sites; 

• Burning Permit (LDEQ, ADEQ) from LA and AR for burning construction debris;  

• Section 404 Wetland Fill Permit (USACE) for discharging dredged and fill 
material into waters of the US and adjacent wetlands.  Permits are reviewed by 
USFWS and LDWF and AGFC, as well. 

• Coordination and required permits will need to be acquired from the two railroad 
companies where I-69 overpasses are proposed at three locations: one north of 
Interstate 20 in Bossier Parish (Kansas City Southern (KCS) leased by WATCO), 
one east of US 371 in Webster Parish (also KCS leased by WATCO) and one 
west of US 79 in Claiborne Parish, Louisiana & Northwest Railroad (L&NW).  
 

Commitments and mitigation measures that will be implemented to offset adverse 
effects of the PA would include, but are not limited to, the following:    
 

• Implementation of Best Management Practices during construction of the facility; 

• Location of staging areas in non-wet areas that are not environmentally sensitive; 

• Purchase of wetland banking credits, wetland conservation easements, 
enhancement, restoration and/or creation of wetlands or a combination thereof 
based on USACE, LA and AR specifications during the Section 404 permit 
process;   

• Mitigation of adverse stream effects based on the Section 404 permit process; 

• Avoidance of construction during the nesting season of bald eagles should 
individual nests be sighted within 1,500 feet of the alternative chosen for 
construction;  

• Re-investigation and survey of areas considered potentially suitable habitat for 
federally-protected species within one year of letting the construction contract for 
the project. 

• Assessment of five archaeological sites within the proposed PA right-of-way for 
National Register eligibility and agreement on handling of previously 
undiscovered cultural resources during construction. 

• As recorded in the I-69 SIU-14 Shreveport to El Dorado – Arkansas Section    
(US 82 to Stateline) Phase I Documentation:  “FHWA, through AHTD, has made 
a reasonable and good faith effort to identify historic properties that may be 
affected by the undertaking 36 C.F.R. § 800.4(b)(1).  FHWA, through AHTD, has 
determined in accordance with 36 C.F.R. § 800.4(a)-(c) that there are historic 
properties that may be affected by the undertaking, and through the present 
report, has provided documentation of this finding to the SHPO.  With these 
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findings and given the possibility that previously unrecorded or undetected 
historic properties may be present in the APE, a Programmatic Agreement 
should be entered into among FHWA, AHTD, the AR SHPO and, as appropriate, 
Indian tribes that governs how discoveries will be treated and what 
responsibilities will be carried out prior to taking any actions that could have an 
effect on properties listed in or considered eligible for the NHRP (under the 
provisions of 36 C.F.R. § 800.13 et seq.  Post-review discoveries). 
This approach may be risky since it could involve stopping construction if historic 
properties are discovered.  It may also require monitoring by staff archeologist or 
qualified professionals.  Possibly the safest and least costly way to approach this 
issue is to have qualified archeologist resurvey the APE during and after clearing 
and grubbing activities when ground conditions are more suitable for resource 
discovery.  Procedurally, this may require separating the clearing and grubbing 
contract from the construction contract in order to provide adequate time for the 
resurvey, assessment, and any necessary data recovery or mitigation.  

The proposed activities by FHWA, through AHTD, should be allowed to proceed 
in accordance with recommendations presented in this report.  If undiscovered 
archeological or other remains are encountered during project implementation or 
if changes are made in the APE beyond the boundaries of the APE surveyed 
(including, for example, any landscape alterations that result from activities 
associated with the project such as access roads, construction and material 
staging areas, and areas from which fill be borrowed) or if intact cultural deposits 
are discovered during future management activities, work should stop and the 
SHPO should be contacted immediately (36 C.F.R. §  800.13) and the provisions 
of the  36 C.F.R. Part 800 (Subpart B) including 36 C.F.R. §800.6 should be 
implemented. FHWA and AHTD may be required to take further steps in the 
Section 106 process (36 C.F.R. Part 800 et.seq.) as recommended in this 
report.” 

• In accordance with a commitment by AHTD to AR SHPO, adjustments in final 
design shall be made to avoid impacts to one eligible standing structure 
(CO0430) identified during the initial Phase I survey.  Avoidance measures shall 
be sufficient to achieve a finding of “no effect”.  These avoidance measures will 
be evaluated during future project design and construction phases. 
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4.0 AGENCY, PUBLIC AND TRIBAL 
COORDINATION AND INVOLVEMENT 

The public involvement plan prepared for the I-69 SIU 14 Project serves as a guideline 
for project public outreach and involvement, yet allows flexibility to manage the 
demands required to meet the project needs.  The project has evoked public response 
in both meeting attendance and comments received from stakeholders.  This section of 
the EIS contains a summary of the agency coordination effort; the public involvement 
outreach process; and local American Indian Tribe consultation.  

4.1 Agency Coordination 
Agency coordination is an integral part of an EIS. The objective of early and frequent 
coordination with federal, state and local agencies is to generate the best possible 
solution for the project and to address issues or concerns of the agencies throughout 
the study.  Agency coordination has been ongoing, beginning during the Scoping phase, 
and through Corridor Selection, Alternatives Development, Draft EIS, Preferred 
Alternative Selection, to the completion of the Final EIS.  

4.1.1 Scoping 
A Solicitation of Views (SOV) letter was sent to various agencies requesting input on 
possible project issues.  A copy of this correspondence, dated March 11, 2003, is listed 
along with agency return correspondence in Table B-1 Section 4.1.1 Scoping located 
in Appendix B.  All agency comment letters are included in Appendix B.  Agency 
comments focused on process and general issues for consideration in the region. 
 
Following the distribution of the SOV letter, two agency meetings were held in 
Little Rock, AR and Junction City, on the LA/AR border.  Details of these meetings, and 
comments received are contained in the Scoping Report (URS 2003b), which is 
incorporated by reference into this EIS.  State and federal agencies represented at 
these meetings included: 
 
• AR Geological Commission 

(AGC); 
• AR Natural Heritage Commission 

(ANHC); 
• USFWS; • AHTD; 
• LADOTD; • FHWA; 
• USACE, Vicksburg District; • LDWF; 
• AR State Historic Preservation 

Officer (AR SHPO); 
• North LA Council of Governments 

(NLCOG); 
• US Forest Service (USFS), 

Kisatchie National Forest; 
 

• US Department of Agriculture (USDA), 
Natural Resources Conservation 
Service (NRCS). 
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Section 4.1.1 of Table B-1 located in Appendix B summarizes the principal agency 
comments in response to the SOV, which were received during the Scoping period. 

4.1.2 Corridor Selection 
One agency meeting was held on August 21, 2003 in Junction City, LA/AR to discuss 
the project purpose and need and to present details of the corridor evaluation process 
of the five remaining corridors under consideration.  Agencies represented in this 
meeting included:   
 

• AGC; • AHTD; • ANHC; 

• LADOTD; • LDWF; • USFWS. 

• FHWA; • USACE, Vicksburg District; 
 
The majority of agency comments concerned related to the affected environment, 
potential regulatory issues, review procedures, and requests for additional detailed 
information.  No specific preferences were provided by agencies.  However, Derek 
Hamilton with USFWS Lafayette Field Office and Elizabeth Guynes with the USACE, 
Vicksburg District provided verbal comments, questioning the comparative quality of the 
natural areas inside each of the five remaining corridors under consideration.  Both 
emphasized that quality and not just quantity of wetlands and natural habitat must be 
considered in the selection of the single 2-mile-wide corridor for detailed alignment 
study. Phillip Hollis of the USACE, Vicksburg District, expressed concern that Corridors 
2a and 2b may require an alignment through the Kisatchie National Forest parcel east 
of the Bayou Dorcheat crossing.  Details about the Corridor Selection open houses and 
the comments received at these meetings are contained in the Corridor Selection Public 
and Agency Presentation and Comment Summary (URS 2003e), which is incorporated 
by reference into this EIS.  Section 4.1.2 of Table B-1 located in Appendix B 
summarizes the agency comments associated with corridor selection.  All agency 
comment letters are included in Appendix B.   

4.1.3 Alternatives Development and Screening 
As with the Corridor Selection phase of the project; one agency meeting was held on 
June 3, 2004 in Junction City to present the four best alternatives developed by the 
Project Team.  Alternative alignments that were eliminated from further consideration 
were also presented for discussion.  Agencies represented in this meeting included:   
 

• AHTD; • LADOTD; • LDWF; 

• USDA, NRCS; • FHWA; • USFWS; 

• USACE, Vicksburg District; • LDWF, Scenic Streams Program. 
 
Comments received at this meeting were more specific than in the Scoping and Corridor 
Selection phases of the project.  The LDWF Scenic Stream Coordinator, Keith Casio, 
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suggested that a crossing of Bayou Dorcheat along LA 160 should be evaluated.  
Because of the existence of the LA 160 crossing of Bayou Dorcheat, the addition of 
another crossing of Bayou Dorcheat at this location would be preferable compared to a 
new crossing in an area where there is presently none.  Alternative 3 was revised to 
include this new crossing alignment.  Alignment changes resulting from this agency 
meeting included: an improved crossing of Black Bayou by Alternative 4, which 
minimized wetland impacts; a modified alignment that avoided the newly constructed 
golf course located in The Grove residential community; and the consideration of three, 
instead of one, northern terminus interchange locations.  Details about the Corridor 
Selection open houses and the comments received at these meetings are contained in 
the Alignment Study Public, Elected Officials and Agency Presentation and Comment 
Summary (URS 2004b), which is incorporated by reference into this EIS. All agency 
comment letters are included in Appendix B.  Section 4.1.3 of Table B-1 located in 
Appendix B summarizes the agency comments associated with alternative selection. 
All agency comment letters are included in Appendix B.  

4.1.4 Preliminary Draft EIS 
Two meetings were held on March 8th and 9th, 2005, to provide local, state, and federal 
agencies an early opportunity to comment on the Preliminary Draft EIS, prior to public 
distribution.  The March 8th meeting was held in the LADOTD District 04 Headquarters 
conference room in Bossier City, LA; and the March 9th meeting was held in the 
Arkansas Game and Fish Commission (AGFC) Auditorium in Little Rock, AR.  A 
summary presentation regarding the Preliminary Draft EIS was provided for both 
meetings, followed by open discussion of project effects that appear to provide the most 
value to decision-makers in making alternative effects comparisons.  Agency and other 
government attendees at these meetings included:   
 
• LA Department of Natural 

Resources (LDNR); 
• Webster Parish 

Police Jury (WPPJ); 
• Bossier Parish 

Police Jury (BPPJ); 

• ANHC;  • AGFC; • AHTD; 

• FHWA; • ARDEQ; • LADOTD; 

• USFWS; • USEPA; • USDA, NRCS; 

• USFS, Kisatchie National 
Forest; 

• USACE, Little Rock 
District; 

• USACE, Vicksburg 
District; 

• LDWF, Scenic Streams Program. 
` 

 

Discussions at the two meetings included the relative importance each adverse effect 
will be given in the selection of a PA by the FHWA, LADOTD, AHTD, USACE, USEPA, 
and the USFWS following the Draft EIS comment period.  Agency consideration of the 
“big picture” of project effects, rather than simply consideration of their agency’s specific 
responsibilities, was stressed by the project team.  Consideration included both public 
comments and whether methods to avoid and minimize adverse effects were 
“practicable.”  However, each commenting agency has its area of responsibility that 
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guided their selection of the PA.  Specific preference for one of the eight Draft EIS build 
alternatives was not provided by any attendee.  However, in the March 8th meeting 
attended by the LDWF Scenic Stream Coordinator, it was agreed that Alternative 4 
minimizes adverse effects to scenic and recreational use of Bayou Dorcheat.  However, 
Alternative 4 also adversely affects more wetlands and is the only alternative to affect a 
substantial amount of spring-fed streams.   
 
Agency comments regarding the preliminary Draft EIS received by March 11, 2005, are 
included in Appendix B.  Section 4.1.3 of Table B-1 located in Appendix B 
summarizes agency comments associated with alternatives presented regarding the 
Preliminary Draft EIS and leading to the Draft EIS.   Agency comment letters are 
included in Appendix B.  

4.1.5 Draft EIS 
The Draft EIS was distributed to agencies in March 2005, with an expected comment 
return date of May 30, 2005.  Copies of the Agency comments regarding the Draft EIS 
received by May 30, 2005, as well as comments received after the end of the comment 
period, are included in Appendix B.  Table B-2, also located in Appendix B, summarizes 
the agency comments associated with alternatives presented in the Draft EIS.  The 
table also includes responses to address the comments received from the agencies. 

4.1.6 Preferred Alternative and Revisions 
The announcement of the PA was made by LADOTD, AHTD and FHWA in a news 
release dated December 6, 2005. The PA is fully described in Section 2.6 and is 
depicted in Figure 2.7-1 at the end of Chapter 2.  During the Draft EIS comment period 
and following the announcement of the PA, the project management team received 
numerous comments and inquiries concerning various design improvements or 
suggestions.  These design related comments were fully evaluated and proposed to 
LADOTD.  As a result, revisions to the PA, based upon public comment and agency 
input, were made in cooperation with the agencies, as well as LADOTD, FHWA, and 
Bossier, Claiborne and Webster Parish Police Juries and Columbia and Union Counties 
in AR.  The revisions are also fully described in Section 2.6 and are represented in 
Figure 2.7-1.  
 
Agency coordination efforts and participation are summarized in Table 4.1-2.  
Coordination with Bossier, Claiborne and Webster Parish Police Juries are summarized 
Table 4.2-1, also located later in this chapter. 
 
A copy of the presentation with accompanying script; graphics and display materials; 
hand-outs; a detailed summary; and a copy of each comment received through October 
16, 2006, in response to the Revisions Open Houses; is included in the Preferred 
Alternative Revisions Agency, Elected Official, and Public Involvement and Comment 
Summary (URS 2006 Oct). 
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Table 4.1-2 
Select Small Agency Coordination Meeting Attendance and Topics 

Date Meeting With Brief Description 
01/20/04 USACE; USFWS; LDWF, LDWF Scenic 

Stream Coordinator; USDA; NRCS; FHWA; 
LADOTD; AHTD; URS; and other project 
study team members 

Discussion of preliminary alignments evaluation and 
plans for field work activities during week of January 
27, 2004. (See Photograph below) 
 

01/27-30/04 Agency/Team  listed above  Field investigation of environmentally sensitve project 
areas: Bayou Dorcheat, Cornie/Garner/Pigeon Creeks 
to determine best crossings and potential T&E habitat . 

03/05/04 Keith Cascio, Scenic Stream Coordinator. 
Kent Dussom, URS 

Field investigation of potential Bayou Dorcheat 
crossings resulted in recommendation to include 
crossings near railroad in location south of Corridor 
2a/2b because of impacted flow existing because of 
railroad and impacted habitat area. 

04/21/04 Kent Dussom and Christi Wilson, URS; 
Gary Looney, AR Oil and Gas Commission; 
Randy Evans, Great Lakes Chemical 

Coordination regarding active well sites as well as 
coordination regarding hydrogen sulfide producing 
wells.  Discussed safe distance for roadway from 
hydrogen sulfide wells. 

07/08/04 Stan Fulcher and David Kane, LA 
Department of Economic Development; 
Kent Dussom and Scott Hoffeld, URS 

Effects of I-69 project alignments to economic 
development in the region. 

10/6/2005 David Soileau, USFWS; Michael Carloss, 
Kyle Balkum, Keith Cascio, Eric Baka, 
LDWF; Scott Hoffeld, URS 

Field observation of wetland and stream impact 
differences between Alt. 4 & 5 in determination of PA. 

12/8/06 LADOTD, AHTD, LDWF, USFWS, 
ARGF,URS 

Conference call to discuss wetland fieldwork and 
biological surveys required for PA and revisions 
presented in Oct. 06 

12/11/06 USACE, AHTD, LADOTD, LDWF, USFWS, 
ARGF, URS 

Conference call to present fieldwork plans to USACE 
for wetland and biological surveys required for PA and 
revisions presented in Oct. 06  

12/7/2010 
 
 
 

Tonya Acuff, David Carraway, Charles 
Allred, USACE and Kent Dussom, Yong 
Goh, Chriati Wilson, URS 

Meeting to discuss wetland delineation process and to 
provide USACE an update on Project progress, mainly 
selection of the PA, since USACE made new 
assignment of staff on the Project.   

 
January 2004 Agency Field Investigation of Bayou Dorcheat Crossings 
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4.1.7 Cooperating Agency and “NEPA/404 Merger” Facilitation 
Because each build alternative would adversely affect wetlands within the jurisdiction of 
the USACE, prior to construction, any of the build alternatives under consideration will 
require a permit from the USACE under Section 404 of the CWA. The USACE Section 
404 permit application procedure requires a project need justification and an 
alternatives evaluation similar to that required by NEPA.  USFWS and USEPA have 
commenting responsibilities on wetland permit applications and the associated state 
water quality certifications.  To avoid redundant, similar efforts, USACE, USFWS, and 
the USEPA were invited to cooperate with FHWA to develop and process this EIS. 
Cooperation is largely governed by an existing agreement among FHWA, USACE, 
USFWS, USEPA, and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) titled, Federal 
Highway Administration, Region 6 Interagency NEPA and 404/110 Concurrent Process 
Agreement for Transportation Projects (FHWA 1996).  This agreement outlines a 
streamlined system of checks and balances governing the development and ultimate 
selection of a preferred build alternative for any transportation project for which both a 
NEPA document and wetland permit application must be prepared.  While the NMFS is 
included in this agreement among federal agencies, the NMFS has no interests in the I-
69, SIU 14 project as no jurisdictional resources of their concern are present in the 
study area.  Therefore, they were not invited as a cooperating agency and are not 
involved at concurrence points for this project. 
 
This process is referred to as the “NEPA/404 Merger Agreement,” which requires that 
FHWA, USACE, USFWS, and USEPA agree on decisions at selected milestones, which 
are: 

 
• Milestone No. 1.  Definition of the purpose and need for the project; 

• Milestone No. 2. Process used and the results of the development and screening 
of alternatives for the project;  

• Milestone No. 3.  Preferred build alternative to be evaluated in greater detail in 
the Final EIS. 

 
The Purpose and Need Report (URS 2003c) was distributed to the cooperating 
agencies for comment in July 2003.  Letters noting concurrence for Milestone No. 1 
were received in September from the USACE and USFWS and by USEPA in 
November, 2003.   
 
The Corridor Selection Report (URS 2003g) was distributed to the cooperating agencies 
in October 2003.  This distribution was followed by a conference call in late November 
to discuss questions.  Letters noting concurrence on the selection of Corridor 1d as the 
preferred corridor for detailed alignment study were received shortly thereafter in 
November and December, 2003 from all cooperating agencies.   This concurrence was 
a partial concurrence on Milestone No. 2. 
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Following the distribution of the Alternatives Development and Screening Report in May 
2004 (URS 2004a), a conference call was held later in May to discuss the alternatives 
development and screening evaluation, with particular emphasis on the reevaluation of 
Corridor 2a/”Section F” (see Section 2.2.5 of this EIS for details).  Following the 
conference call, letters were received in May and June 2004 that provided concurrence 
on the alternatives development and screening process and the selection of four 
alternatives for full evaluation in the Draft EIS (Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4). Concurrence 
at this point completed the coordination needed for Milestone No. 2.  Revisions to the 
alternatives that were evaluated in the Draft EIS were re-circulated for concurrence in 
late September, 2004 (see Section 2.3.3 for detail of these modifications).  In October 
and November, 2004, concurrence letters were received by all cooperating agencies 
regarding the Project Team’s intention to fully evaluate Alternatives 4, 4.2, 5, 5.1, 5.2, 
and 5.1 & 2 in the Draft EIS.  Concurrence at this project phase represented 
concurrence for Milestone No. 2, as revised. 
 
Alternative 4.3 was added in November, 2004.  Because Alternative 4.3 is an additional 
option for resource agencies to consider, as opposed to a reduction in options or 
change in known options, concurrence of cooperating agencies was deemed 
unnecessary and was not sought. 
 
The final concurrence point (i.e., Milestone No. 3 – selection of a preferred alternative) 
should have occurred following the completion of the review and evaluation of all public 
and agency comments received regarding the Draft EIS.  Concurrence was received 
from USFWS and USEPA in November of 2005.  However, USACE withheld final 
concurrence on the PA until cultural resources survey work and the review of the 
Cultural Resources Survey Reports were complete, in order to assess the impacts on 
historic properties.  Concurrence with both LA and AR SHPO’s decisions was received 
from the USACE on Dec. 16, 2009.  The USACE concurrence with the PA (completion 
of Milestone No.3) was received July 6, 2011and is identified as #63 in Appendix B.  
Correspondence to agencies and letters noting cooperative agency concurrence at 
Milestone Nos. 1, 2, and 3 are located in Appendix B; and summarized in Tables B-1 
and B-2, also located in Appendix B. 

4.1.8 USACE Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination 
Extensive coordination with the USACE occurred throughout all stages of the study. 
Ultimately, additional coordination and additional survey work resulted in the USACE 
completion of a preliminary jurisdictional determination prior to their issuance of 
concurrence on the PA.  The USACE Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination was 
received June 22, 2011 and a copy of the letter is included in Appendix B as item # 62  
 
The USACE determined that there are jurisdictional areas within the PA boundaries that 
are subject to regulation pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and that a 
Department of the Army Section 404 permit is required.  The USACE advises that an 
updated delineation of wetlands and other waters should be completed prior to the 
initiation of the permitting process.   



 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 4-8 August 2011 
 

 

The impacts of the PA on wetlands, streams and other waters that are reflected in the 
results of the USACE’s preliminary jurisdictional determination differed from the results 
previously discussed in Chapter 3.  The USACE survey results indicate 144.95 acres of 
wetland impacts whereas, the study team estimates 109.70 acres of wetland impacts 
within the right-of –way of the PA.  The USACE survey results also indicate that there 
would be 92,731.66 linear feet of stream/creek crossings compared to the study team 
prediction of 77,147 linear feet of stream/creek crossings within the right-of–way of the 
PA.  The acreage of open waters or ponds that would be impacted is very comparable 
with the USACE reporting 7.19 acres and the study team reporting 7.11.  The numerical 
increase in the quantity of impacts that is shown by the USACE is a result of a higher 
level of fieldwork required to meet USACE preliminary jurisdictional determination 
stipulations and requirements.  The original, planning level, fieldwork performed by the 
study team on all of the proposed alternatives demonstrated results of comparable 
numerical values between the alternatives.  The Preliminary Jurisdictional 
Determination (USACE June 22, 2011) is included as Appendix G. 

4.1.9 Other Meetings 
In addition to the agency meetings held at selected milestones (i.e., Scoping, Corridor 
Selection, and Alternatives Development and Screening), Project Team members met 
with agency representatives on several occasions related to specific topics of concern.   
Some of these meetings focused on data collection, where discussion of the project was 
limited and no decisions or relevant regulatory actions were taken.  Other meetings 
related to coordination of actions or the solicitation of comments on particular issues.  
Such select agency coordination meetings are summarized in Table 4.1-2.  

4.2 Public and Elected Officials Involvement 

4.2.1 Program Office and Telephone “Hot Line” 
At the initiation of the project, the Project Team rented commercial space in         
Homer, LA for a local project office which would serve as a meeting room, field 
coordination office, and public information center.  The I-69 SIU 14 Program Office was 
located at 425 West Main Street, Homer, LA.  Homer was chosen over other locations 
because of its convenient location in the project area and available, inexpensive rental 
space.  The involvement of the office was substantial throughout the duration of the 
Draft EIS public involvement stage of the project, but its involvement declined after the 
selection of the PA and the office was closed in April 2006.  The activities of the 
program office were transferred to the Metairie, LA URS Corporation Office.  
 
The Program Office was staffed by one full-time employee, who served as the principal 
public information specialist for the project.  The office was also used at various times 
by the Project Team for team work/meetings, community meetings, agency coordination 
and public meetings.  Current project maps, copies of all project reports, and high-
speed internet access were provided for visitors’ use.  The office was host to 
approximately 30 visitors per month, with the greatest number of visits corresponding to 
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the public involvement opportunities.  The highest number of visitors hosted in any one 
month was 68 following Alignment Selection Open Houses in June 2004. Responses to 
the numerous website comments and questions were handled through the Program 
Office.  The Program Office also operated a toll free telephone “hot-line” at (877) 886-
9233.  The telephone hotline provided the public with the opportunity to speak with 
someone during business hours daily, and to record messages for future contact. The 
highest call volumes were associated with the public involvement opportunities during 
Scoping, Corridor Selection, Alternatives Development, and Draft EIS Presentation 
phases of the project. 

4.2.2 Mailing List and Project Web Site 
At the initiation of the project in January 2003, the project team developed a mailing list 
comprised of a cross-section of community representatives.  The mailing list expanded 
to include approximately 3,500 entries.  Entries include: 
 

• General Public and Community Residents; • Business Representatives;

• Media Representatives; • Tribal Representatives;  

• Government Resource Representatives and Elected Officials. 
 
The greatest increases to this list have followed correspondence mail-outs and public 
involvement opportunity phases of the project. Citizens could register on the mailing list 
by calling or visiting the Program Office or directly registering on the web site at 
www.I69arkla.com.  The internet site also provided information about the project status; 
meeting dates, times and locations; and mapping.  An interactive mapping tool provided 
on this web site allowed users to focus on an area of interest using select GIS mapping 
data and aerial photography.  Visitors also provided comments at this site. 

4.2.3 Newsletters / News Cards Public Notification 
Public notifications have been distributed since the initiation of the project in       
January, 2003.  Distribution numbers have grown concurrent with the mailing list 
discussed in Section 4.2.2.  Project notifications are described in the following listing:   
 

• Newsletter July 2003 Summary of Scoping Process 

• News card December 2003 Summary of Corridor Selection 

• News card June 2004 Announcement of Alignment Study Open 
Houses 

• News card April 2005 Announcement of Draft EIS Public Hearings 

• Newsletter April 2006 Announcement of Preferred Alternative (PA) 

• News card September 
2006 

Announcement of PA Revisions Open Houses 
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4.2.4 Small Group Meetings 
In addition to the structured open public meetings that were held at selected milestones 
(i.e., Scoping, Corridor Selection, Alternatives Development and Screening, and Draft 
EIS Presentation), a number of meetings were held with small groups of citizens and 
elected officials.  The purposes of these meetings varied.  However, project study status 
and particular alignment concerns were the two primary topics of these meetings.  A list 
of these meetings is provided in Table 4.2-1 below: 
 

Table 4.2-1   
Small Group Meeting Attendees and Discussion Topics 

Date Meeting With Brief Description 
02/26/03 Northwest Webster Industrial District, 

Johnnie Hill 
Gathered information regarding environmental and 
economic development in the area 

02/27/03 R. O. Machen Gathered community and archaeological information. 
04/22/03 Shirley Ford, Claiborne Parish National 

Association for the Advancement of 
Colored People (NAACP) 

Provided information packets for the upcoming meeting. 

05/03/03 Three Creeks AR Fire Department 
Fundraiser 

Provided brief information session and played video of 
public meetings. 

05/7/03 Police Juries / Economic Development / 
North Hills Water Resources Conservation 
and Development Program 

Gathered information about lakes development 

05/27/03 Springhill Lions and Rotary Club Provided brief information slide show displaying scoping 
report results and guidance on next steps. 

05/27/03 Claiborne Parish Economic Develop Discuss plans for new lakes within Claiborne Parish. 
05/28/03 Magnolia Economic Develop Group Provided brief information slide show displaying scoping 

report results and guidance on next steps. 
05/29/03 Minden Lions Club Provided brief information slide show displaying scoping 

report results and guidance on next steps. 
06/27/03 Claiborne Parish Economic Development 

Committee – Summerfield 
Discuss plans for new lakes within Claiborne Parish. 

07/16/03 Bossier Parish Republican Women’s 
Committee, Lt. Governor’s Candidate 
Forum with Kurt Bennett and others 

Provide update on project to candidates. 

08/25/03 Claiborne Parish Police Jury’s, W. Young, 
C. Steele, J. Price, R. Mardis, W. 
Kilpatrick, P. Newell, J. Adkins, G. 
Coleman, S. Herring, R. Fowler, B. Bays, 
J. Sturgess; and Christi Wilson/ URS 

Meeting in Homer to present Corridor Evaluation 

08/27/03 Claiborne Parish Watershed Commission 
members A. Willis, M. Wilson, P. Fincher, 
B. Joslin, A. Stewart; and  Christi Wilson/ 
URS 

Meeting in Homer to present Corridor Evaluation 

10/23/03  I-69 Coalition, Christi Wilson/ URS The Coalition Meeting held in Bossier City. Corridor 
Selection handouts, Corridor Evaluation Summary Sheet 
and Project Study Process Flowchart were provided.   
Mr. Easterly with LADOTD provided a verbal update and 
briefing on our progress. 

01/13/04 Kent Dussom & Christi Wilson/ URS, Cat 
Cox/Webster Parish, Sidney Cox, Johnny 
Hill 

Discuss potential routings through Cotton Valley. 

01/13/04 Kent Dussom & Christi Wilson/ URS, John 
Herrington/Mayor of Springhill 

Delivered map showing proposed corridor location. 
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Table 4.2-1   
Small Group Meeting Attendees and Discussion Topics 

Date Meeting With Brief Description 
01/13/04 Kent Dussom & Christi Wilson/ URS, 

Magnolia Lions Club 
Presentation of Corridor Selection to Lions Club 
(including Patricia Herring from Congressman Ross’s 
office) 

01/13/04 Kent Dussom& Christi Wilson/ URS, 
Cotton Valley Council Meeting 

Presentation of Corridor Selection to City Council and 
Mayor of Cotton Valley.  Attended by local residents. 

01/14/04 Kent Dussom, John Caruthers, J.T. Taylor, 
Travis Tinsley, Bruce Easterly, others from 
Claiborne Parish 

Presentation of Corridor Selection.  Claiborne Parish 
representatives recommended review of Corridor 
Selection due to lack of corridor within Claiborne Parish.  
Requested review of economic development regarding 
lakes program and review of Sparta Aquifer recharge 
area. 

01/15/04 Kent Dussom & Christi Wilson/ URS, 
Bruce Easterly, Bill Robertson/ Mayor of 
Minden, A.J. Hodges, and others  

Presentation of Corridor Selection.  Mayor requested 
that Cotton Valley oilfield impacts be reviewed and 
asked if another corridor would be better. 

02/25/04 Piney Hills Economic Develop and 
Legislative Initiative ,Christi Wilson/ URS 

Attended meeting and received video tape of local 
issues.  Meeting attended by Bruce Easterly/LADOTD. 

03/4/04 Claiborne Parish Police Jury, Kent 
Dussom/ URS 

Made presentation of corridor selection.  Fielded 
questions regarding corridor selection including Sparta 
Aquifer Recharge potential, crossings of Bayou 
Dorcheat, locations of oil / gas wells, economic 
development. 

03/04/04 Claiborne Parish Officials and Kent 
Dussom/ URS 

Coordination meeting related to Lakes Project 

04/21/04 Kent Dussom & Christi Wilson, / URS Gary 
Looney/ Ark Oil and Gas Commission,  
Randy Evans/ Great Lakes Chemical 

Coordination regarding active well sites as well as 
coordination regarding hydrogen sulfide producing wells.  
Discussed safe distance for roadway from hydrogen 
sulfide wells. 

04/21/04 Kent Dussom, URS  
John Maynor, XTO Facility 

Operator within Cotton Valley field.  Identification of 
most productive wells and other sites that are 
considered important to avoid to this operator. 

04/22/04 Kent Dussom & Christi Wilson/ URS, 
Donnie Zimmerman/ Marathon Oil 

Operator within the Haynesville field.  Identification of 
most productive wells and other sites that are 
considered important to avoid to this operator. 

04/22/04 Kent Dussom & Christi Wilson / URS 
Mr. McCuen, Barry Johnson, Sarah 
Hampton/ Mid Valley Pipeline 

Identification of major pipeline crossings and other sites 
that are considered important to avoid to this operator. 

04/22/04 Kent Dussom / URS, David Russel, Joe 
McGowan/ McGowan Working Partners 

Operator for Schuler Field in AR.  Discussed alternative 
alignments and possibilities for mitigating impacts to the 
active oil well production area. 

06/17/04 Meeting with R. Michaels, H. Byars, and T. 
Tinsley of North Hills Lakes Project; 
FHWA; LADOTD; and URS 

Discuss concerns of North Hills Lakes Project regarding 
Alternative 4 and the Corridor Selection process 
undertaken 

10/13/04 I-69 Coalition; Christi Wilson / URS I-69 Coalition Meeting – project updates 
10/13/04 Grove Community Residents; Christi 

Wilson / URS 
Discuss effects of Alternative 4 on Grove Residents 

10/19/04 Claiborne Parish Police Juries; LADOTD 
Secretary Bradbury;  
Christi Wilson / URS 

Project updates 

11/09/04 Webster Parish Police Jury; Grove 
Community Residents; Christi Wilson / 
URS 

Discuss effects of Alternative 4 and its improvements to 
Grove Community and resolve confusion of Alt#4 and 
“Southern Route” of  Dr. Michaels 

11/11/04 Claiborne Parish Police Jury;  
Christi Wilson / URS 

Project update. 
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Table 4.2-1   
Small Group Meeting Attendees and Discussion Topics 

Date Meeting With Brief Description 
12/01/04 Residents along LA 3008 and developer of 

The Grove Residential Community; Scott 
Hoffeld / URS 

Presentation of revised Option 3 alignment for 
Alternative 4. 

12/03/04 Elected Officials and Economic Dev 
Representatives of South AR Area, Scott 
Hoffeld & Christi Wilson / URS 

Conference to provide updates on progress and plans 
for the South AR Region 

12/05/06 Webster Parish Police Jury, Webster 
Parish Citizens, and Christi Wilson / URS 

WPPJ announced public hearing to decide on the 
acceptance of proposed road closures to result from 
construction of I-69. The police jurors had not reviewed 
the information sent by URS prior to the meeting and 
were unable to make a decision. Questions were asked 
by numerous citizens in attendance. Another meeting, 
with better notification was scheduled. 

12/05/06 Mr. and Mrs. Clarence Ivory, Jr.  
Claiborne Parish, LA 
Christi Wilson / URS 

Explanation of Clarence Ivory Road closure and the 
connection to Rabb Road and Winn Bottom Road via 
added frontage road was provided. Numerous 
comments from area citizens and the Ivory family 
precipitated this meeting. Property access issue was 
discussed.  

1/3/07 Webster Parish Police Jurors, Christi 
Wilson / URS 

WPPJ Public Meeting resulting in Jury refusal to accept 
parish road closures until property access issues are 
resolved for property owners along LA 3008, Bayou 
Dorcheat and the proposed alignment of I-69. 

Feb./March 
2007 

Scott Hoffeld, Christi Wilson / URS, 
Webster Parish property owners. 

Contact and meetings with each individual property 
owner in the area along LA 3008, Bayou Dorcheat and 
the proposed alignment of I-69 to discuss options being 
considered to resolve access issues in this specific area. 

8/14/07 Webster Parish Police Jurors: Robert Lee, 
Steve Ramsey, C.C. Cox, Jim Bonsall, 
Bruce Blanton; Christi Wilson and Scott 
Hoffeld/ URS 

WPPJ discussion of options concerning access issues 
posed by property owners along LA 3008, Bayou 
Dorcheat and the proposed alignment of I-69. 

8/14/07 Webster Parish Police Jurors: C. Reeder, 
Daniel Thomas, Charlie Odom, Herb 
Byars, Vera Davison, Jimmy Thomas; 
Christi Wilson and Scott Hoffeld / URS 

WPPJ discussion of options concerning access issues 
posed by property owners along LA 3008, Bayou 
Dorcheat and the proposed alignment of I-69. 

4.2.5 Public and Elected Officials Meetings 

4.2.5.1 Scoping 
The Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS, published on March 6, 2003 in the Federal 
Register (FR), initiated the Scoping comment period that lasted 30 days after the public 
hearings and closed on April 28, 2003.   The Scoping meetings were held at the places 
and dates below: 
 

• El Dorado, AR March 25, 2003 • Minden, LA March 27, 2003 

• Haynesville, LA March 26, 2003 • Homer, LA March 28, 2003. 
 
Hourly 15-minute presentations were held between 4:00 and 7:00 p.m. for the March 
25-27 meetings.  The March 28th meeting was open house format between 8:00 a.m. 
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and 5:00 p.m. at the Program Office in Homer.  Over 220 citizens and 25 elected 
officials attended these meetings. Comments were received and considered in the 
development of the project scope of work, but comments noted in Table 4.2-2 were 
recurrent during the Scoping period and are therefore, considered principal issue 
comments.  A photocopy of the NOI, public meeting notices, sign-in sheets, and 
comments received during the scoping process for this project are included in the 
Scoping Report (URS 2003b) for this project. 

 
Table 4.2-2  

Summary of Public and Elected Official  
Principal Issue Comments Compiled During Scoping 

Central Theme of Principal Issue 
Comments 

# Similar 
Comments 

Primary study component where 
comment will be addressed 

Economic Development in the Region 195 Purpose and Need; Human Environment 
Financial / Job Benefits for the People  112 Purpose and Need; Human Environment 
Increase in Tourism / Retirement 104 Human Environment 
Connect Claiborne Parish with rest of the area 100 Purpose and Need; Human Environment 
Benefits C&S Plastics / Access / Safety in Springhill 38 Purpose and Need 
Specific Revisions to Base Mapping Data 27* Base Mapping 
Improve flow of People and Goods in the Region 20 Purpose and Need 
Unclassified 17 Various Locations 

Design / Alignment Suggestions and Safety Issues 14 Purpose and Need; Alternatives 
Development 

Concerns over Environmental Impacts 12 Consequences Section 
Cross US 79 north of Haynesville to keep chemical 
transport away from populated areas 9 Purpose and Need 

Note: *A total of 201 corrections to the Study Area maps were made as a result of the Scoping Process.  However, only 27 
individual comments associated with map corrections were documented as comments.  Other comments not listed in this table were 
received. Some comment forms included comments on several issues.  See Scoping Report (URS 2003b) for a copy of actual 
comments and materials presented at the Scoping Meetings.   
 
While public comments were grouped into broad categories, there were many 
comments that mentioned a particular town, parish, or county.  Over half of the 
comments dealing with economic development, financial/job benefits, and an increase 
in tourism/recreation were part of a form letter that focused on Claiborne Parish. 
4.2.5.2 Corridor Selection 
Four open houses were held during the week of August 19, 2003 to present the five 
remaining 2-mile-wide corridors under consideration to be selected as the single          
2-mile-wide corridor for detailed alternative alignment study.  Locations and dates of 
these events were: 
 

• Minden, LA August 19, 2003 • Three Creeks, AR August 21, 2003 

• Haynesville, LA August 20, 2003 • Homer, LA  August 22, 2003. 
 
It is estimated that over 450 individuals attended these meetings, with 417 persons 
signing-in.  Following a 10-minute introductory video, attendees were provided a copy of 
the “Corridor Selection Handout” and directed to an area in the meeting room to review 
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large-scale maps and given the opportunity to ask questions of team members.  The 
public comment period lasted until September 5, 2003 at which time over 500 public 
comments had been received.  The script of the video presented in these meetings and 
a detailed summary and a copy of each comment received during the Corridor Selection 
phase of the project through September 5, 2003 is included with other materials in the 
Corridor Selection Public and Agency Presentation and Comment Summary (URS 
2003e).  Comments are summarized as follows: 
 

• Approximately 552 individual comments were received 

• 463 of 552 (84 percent) were from LA 

• 89 of 552 (16 percent) were from AR  

• Comments or Respondents’ references to preference were as follows: 
- 236 of 552 (43 percent) preferred Corridor Alternative 1c; 
- 204 of 552 (37 percent) preferred Corridor Alternative 1d; 
- 197 of 552 (36 percent) preferred Corridor Alternative 1e; 
- 190 of 552 (34 percent) preferred Corridor Alternative 2b; 
- 108 of 552 (20 percent) preferred Corridor Alternative 2a; 
- 204 of 463 (44 percent) LA responses preferred Corridor Alternative 1c; and 
- 55 of 89 (62 percent) AR responses preferred Corridor Alternative 2a. 

 
Some respondents noted equal preference for more than one corridor, or alternative; 
therefore, the total number of references to preferred corridors is greater than the 
number of individual comments or respondents. 
 
Section 2.2 provides context regarding how these comments were used in the selection 
of  Corridor 1d for detailed study and the reevaluation of Corridor 2a / ”Section F” that 
was conducted.   
4.2.5.3 Alternatives Development and Screening 
The best four highway alignment alternatives developed and refined by the Project 
Team were presented to the public in a series of public open houses in June 2004.  
Locations and dates of these events were: 
 

• El Dorado, AR June 22, 2004 • Minden, LA  June 24, 2004 

• Haynesville, LA June 23, 2004 • Homer, LA June 25, 2004. 
 
While 490 individuals signed-in, it is estimated that over 500 individuals attended these 
four meetings.  As with the Corridor Selection open houses, a short (10-minute) video 
was presented as attendees entered the open house.  Following the video, attendees 
were provided an “Alignment Study Handout” and directed to an area in the meeting 
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room to review large-scale maps, summary boards, and to ask questions of team 
members.  The public commenting period lasted until July 9, 2004, at which time over 
1,396 comments had been received.  Approximately 380 of these comments were 
completed by persons who received their comment forms from displays erected by a 
concerned citizen.  This citizen urged others to respond in opposition to Corridor 1d 
alignments (Alternatives 1, 2 and 3) due to the required crossing of Bayou Dorcheat in 
the reach of the Bayou within Corridor 1d.  These comments were coded with the hand-
written phrase, “use one form per person” at the bottom of the instructions on the 
comment form.   
 
Additionally, some comments were provided on comment forms that had been          
pre-completed in favor of a particular alternative alignment.  Comments received in 
response to the June public open houses presenting Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4 are 
summarized below.  

• 1,396 individual comments were received from the public; 

• 91 percent (i.e., 1,271 of 1,396) of comments were from LA residents; 

• Alternative 4 was preferred by over 53 percent of all commentors, followed by   
Alternative 1, which was preferred by 36 percent of all commentors; 

• Approximately 43 percent of all commentors preferred Corridor 1d alternatives 
(i.e., Alternatives 1, 2, or 3);  

• 71 percent of all LA comments (i.e., 907 of 1,271) were from Webster Parish 
residents; 

• 52 percent of Webster Parish commentors preferred Alternative 4; 39 percent 
prefer Alternative 1;  

• 79 percent of Claiborne Parish commentors preferred Alternative 4; 

• 87 percent of all AR commentors prefer Alternative 1;  

• 58 percent of all LA commentors prefer Alternative 4; 

• A petition signed by 3,700 persons from the region protests a crossing of Bayou 
Dorcheat inside Corridor 1d due to its impacts to this scenic water body; and 

• A petition signed by 1,100 persons from the Cotton Valley, Sarepta, Shongaloo, 
and Springhill communities request that alternatives remain inside Corridor 1d. 

 
The script of the video presented in these meetings, hand-outs, and both a detailed 
summary and a copy of each comment received through July 9, 2004, in response to 
the Alignment Study Open Houses held in June, 2004 is included with other materials in 
the Alignment Study Public, Elected Officials and Agency Presentation and Comment 
Summary (URS 2004b).  
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4.2.5.4 Draft Environmental Impact Statement Presentation 

Following the Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIS in the FR, a series of Public 
Hearings for the Draft EIS Presentation were held during the week of May 10, 2005.  
Preview meetings for elected officials and the public hearing locations and dates are 
listed below. 
 

• El Dorado, AR May 10, 2005 

• Haynesville, LA May 11, 2005 

• Minden, LA May 12, 2005 
 
The hearings followed an open house format with information stations set up to allow 
the public to proceed at their leisure.  These information stations included: 
 

• Introductory video that explained the alternatives development process and 
introduced Alternatives 4 and 5 and their options; 

• Map display that illustrated these alternatives and options; 

• Graphics that highlighted particular issues; 
• Charts that summarized of effects of the alternatives; 

• Property maps with complete listing of ownership information for the public to 
identify property in relation to the alternatives; 

• GIS station with graphical representation of various socio-economic and 
environmental layers such as property boundaries, structure locations, political 
boundaries, wetlands, etc.; 

• Verbal and written comment station for the public to record their official 
comments; and, 

• Display of all reference materials to date for the project as well as all news 
articles related to the project. 

 
The NOA established the beginning of the comment period on April 8, 2005 and 
designated the close of the comment period as May 30, 2005.  A copy of the NOA is 
displayed in Appendix A.  Table 4.2-3 displays the number and percentage of 
comments expressing a preference and an opposition to the alternatives presented in 
the Draft EIS.  Table C-1 located in Appendix C lists the comments received during the 
comment period that required detailed review and individual responses.  The comments 
not included in this listing are comments to which the responses were generally noted.  
  
The script of the video presented in these Public Hearings; hand-outs; a detailed 
summary; and a copy of each comment received through May 30, 2005, in response to 
the Draft EIS presented at the Public Hearings are included with other materials in the 
Draft EIS Presentation and Comment Summary Book 1, Book 2 and Book 3 (URS 
2005g). 
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Table 4.2-3  
Summary of Alternative Preference and Opposition  

Alternative 

Preference Opposition 
Number of 
Responses Percentage 

Number of 
Responses Percentage 

Alternative 4 50 1.06% 10 0.76% 
Alternative 4.2 5 0.11% 0 0% 
Alternative 4.3 8 0.16% 4 0.30% 
Alternative 4.2&3 1,846 39.06% 4 0.30% 
Alternative 5 2,626 55.56% 653 49.70% 
Alternative 5.1 102 2.16% 639 48.64% 
Alternative 5.2 0 0% 0 0.0% 
Alternative 5.1&2 15 0.32% 4 0.30% 
No Build 7 0.15% n/a n/a 
No Preference 67 1.42% n/a n/a 

Total 4,726 100.00% 1,314 100.00%

4.2.5.5 Preferred Alternative and Revisions  
The announcement of the PA was made by LADOTD, AHTD and FHWA in a news 
release dated December 6, 2005. The PA is fully described in Section 2.7 and is 
depicted in Figure 2.7-1.  Revisions to the PA were based upon public comment and 
agency input and were made in cooperation with the agencies, as well as LADOTD, 
FHWA, and Bossier, Claiborne and Webster Parish Police Juries and Columbia and 
Union Counties in AR.  The revisions are also fully described in Section 2.7 and are 
displayed in Figure 2.7-1.  
 
The location and date of the two public hearings to present the revisions are outlined 
below: 
  

• Minden, LA October 2, 2006 

• Haynesville, LA October 3, 2006 
 

Table C-2 located in Appendix C lists the comments received during the comment 
period.  The listing also provides responses to address each comment. 
 
A copy of the presentation with accompanying script; graphics and display materials; 
hand-outs; a detailed summary; and a copy of each comment received through October 
16, 2006, in response to the Revisions Open Houses; is included in the Preferred 
Alternative Revisions Agency, Elected Official, and Public Involvement and Comment 
Summary (URS 2006 Oct).  
4.2.5.6 Additional Public Comments 
Comments received following the close of the comment periods associated with the 
Draft EIS Public Hearing and following the Revisions Open Houses have also been 
considered as important input in the decision making process.   Table C-3 located in 
Appendix C lists the comments received following those comment periods.  The listing 
also provides responses to address each comment.  Copies of these comments are 
located in Appendix C. 
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4.3 Indian Tribe Consultation 
In accordance with 36 CFR 800 et seq. and Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA), FHWA has embarked on a continuing program of meaningful 
consultation with Native American Indian Tribes who may consider archeological 
resources or landscapes within the study area to be of cultural or religious significance.  
Identification of tribes with which to consult was accomplished with guidance of the AR 
SHPO (Ms. Cathie Matthews, SHPO, c/o Mr. Ken Grunewald and Mr. George 
McCluskey, AR Historic Preservation Program) and the LA SHPO (Ms. Laurel Wyckoff, 
SHPO, c/o Philip G. (Duke) Rivet, Division of Archaeology, Department of Culture, 
Recreation, and Tourism).  Together with SHPO review and compliance staffs 
recommended consultation with the following federally recognized tribes: 
 

• Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians, Philadelphia, Mississippi (Mr. Ken 
Carleton, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO); 

• Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma, Durant, Oklahoma (Mr. Terry Cole, THPO); 

• Jena Band of Choctaw, Jena, LA (Ms. Christine Norris, Tribal Council Member); 

• Chickasaw Nation, Ada, Oklahoma (Ms. Stephanie Seeley, THPO; Ms. 'Rena 
Duncan, Director of Cultural Preservation; Mr. Kirk Perry, Administrator of 
Cultural Preservation); 

• Quapaw Tribe of Oklahoma, Quapaw, Oklahoma (Mrs. Carrie V. Wilson, Native 
American Grave Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) Coordinator; 

• Tunica-Biloxi Indians of LA, Inc., Marksville, LA (Mr. Earl J. Barbry, Jr., THPO; 
Mr. Brent Barbry, Sr., Assistant THPO); 

• Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas, Livingston, Texas (Ms. Debbie Thomas, 
NAGPRA Coordinator); 

• Coushatta Tribe of LA, Elton, LA (Lovelin Poncho, Chairman); 

• Caddo Nation, Binger, Oklahoma (Mr. Robert Cast, THPO; Mr. Bobby Gonzales, 
NAGPRA Coordinator). 

 
Contacts have been made with all of the identified tribes and consultation with each 
sovereign nation continued through the planning process.  Response comments were 
received from the Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma and the Alabama Coushatta Tribe of 
Texas in December 2009 stating no objection to the PA and agreement that the project 
would have no adverse effect on religious, cultural or historical assets.  Copies of these 
letters are located in located in Appendix B; and summarized in Table B-2, also 
located in Appendix B. 
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5.0 IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
Graphics for Chapter 5.0 are included at the end of the chapter. 

5.1 Project Implementation Phasing 
A project implementation plan was developed for the PA, which consists of five potential 
implementation phases in LA and four potential implementation phases in AR.  The 
phases represent portions of the project that can be constructed independently and 
provide a reasonable schedule and funding level for each phase of implementation.   
 
Louisiana  
Table 5.1-1 presents the limits and lengths of the five implementation phases in LA.  
The phases for LA were divided by interchange locations.  A graphical representation of 
the implementation phases, by state, for the PA is presented in Figure 5.1-1. 
  

Table 5.1-1 
Project Implementation Phasing – Louisiana 

Implementation  
Phase Parish Limits 

Begin 
Station 

End 
Station 

Approx. 
Length 

Approx. 
Phase 
Length 

1 Bossier / 
Webster I-20 to US 371 

9+84 516+50 9.60 9.60 

2 Webster US 371 (includes 
interchange) to LA 159 

516+50 718+601 3.83 
11.44 

686+82 1088+66 7.61 

3 Webster/ 
Claiborne 

LA 159 (includes 
interchange) to LA 2 

1088+66 1401+45 5.92 5.92 

4 Claiborne LA 2 (includes 
interchange) to LA Alt 2 

1401+45 1795+801 7.47 
7.79 

1804+52 1821+51 0.32 

5 Claiborne 
LA Alt 2 (includes 
interchange) to US 79 / 
State Line 

1821+51 2063+80 4.59 4.59 

Total 39.34 39.34 
Note: (1) Station equation 
 
Arkansas   
Table 5.1-2 presents the limits and lengths of the four implementation phases in AR.  
The phases were divided based on the locations of proposed I-69 grade separations 
that are proposed at local roadways that will remain open.  The PA does not include 
interchanges within AR, other than the interchange at US 79 and the interchange at the 
northern terminus on US 82. 
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Table 5.1-2 
Project Implementation Phasing – Arkansas 

Implementation  
Phase 

Parish/ 
County Limits 

Begin 
Station 

End 
Station 

Approx. 
Length 
(miles) 

1 Claiborne/ 
Columbia  

US 79/State Line to Columbia 
County Road 16 2063+80 2455+00 7.41 

2 Columbia / 
Union 

Columbia County Road 16 to  
Union County Unnamed Road 2455+00 2764+00 5.85 

3 Union 
Union County Unnamed Road to 
Union County Road 10 (Shuler 
Road) 

2764+00 3145+00 7.22 

4 Union 
Union County Road 10  
(Shuler Road) to US Highway 82 
(Project Terminus) 

3145+00 3322+00 3.35 

Total 23.83 

5.2 Phasing Cost Estimates 
Louisiana  
The project implementation cost estimates were separated by the phase limits for LA 
and AR.  For the LA portion of the project, costs are expressed in 2008 dollars and are 
separated into project stages.  Each of the implementation phases for LA have been 
subdivided into four main project stages including:  (A) preliminary engineering, (B) 
earthwork, (C) bridges and (D) paving.  Miscellaneous contingencies, construction 
contingencies, engineering, and construction engineering and inspection (CE&I) are 
included in the each project stage as appropriate.  Table 5.2-1 presents the preliminary 
cost estimates by implementation phase and construction stage.  The total estimated 
cost, in 2008 dollars, for the PA in LA is approximately $640 million.  In Phase 2, the 
estimated cost of the US 371 bridge was segregated from the total cost of the bridge 
construction because of the cost and complexity of the project.  The US 371 bridge is 
estimated to cost approximately $40 million while the rest of the bridge structures in 
Phase 2 total $42 million.   
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Table 5.2-1 

Implementation Phase Preliminary Cost Estimates - Louisiana 

Phase Stage Stage Elements 
Estimated Cost 

($2008) 

1 

Stage A:  
Preliminary Engineering 

Survey, Preliminary Plans and   
Right-of-Way Maps $411,724 

Stage A Total $411,724 
Stage B: Earthwork Right-of-Way Acquisition $1,025,556 

Final Plans $343,104 
Earthwork $3,250,557 
Drainage $1,395,022 

Subtotal $5,671,135 
Miscellaneous (10%) $567,113 
Construction Contingency (10%) $623,825 
Engineering and CE&I (4%) $274,483 

Stage B Total $7,479,660 
Stage C:  Bridges  Final Plans $2,355,702 

Construction (Bridges) $27,812,303 
Subtotal $27,812,303 

Miscellaneous (10%) $2,781,230 
Construction Contingency (10%) $3,059,353 
Engineering and CE&I (8%) $2,692,231 

Stage C Total $38,700,820 
Stage D: Paving Final Plans $4,264,275 

Mainline $46,157,255 
Crossroads $2,817,494 
Ramps $1,370,882 

Subtotal $50,345,632 
Miscellaneous (10%) $5,034,563 
Construction Contingency (10%) $5,538,019 
Engineering and CE&I (8%) $4,873,457 

Stage D Total $70,055,946 
Phase 1 Total $116,648,150 

2 

Stage A: 
Preliminary Engineering 

Survey, Preliminary Plans and   
Right-of-Way Maps $3,480,847 

Stage A Total $3,480,847 
Stage B: Earthwork Right-of-Way Acquisition $1,222,465 

Final Plans $2,900,706 
Earthwork $43,320,617 
Drainage $3,402,465 

Subtotal $47,945,547 
Miscellaneous (10%) $4,794,555 
Construction Contingency (10%) $5,274,010 
Engineering and CE&I (4%) $2,320,564 

Stage B Total $63,235,382 



 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 

 5-4 August 2011 
 

Table 5.2-1 
Implementation Phase Preliminary Cost Estimates - Louisiana 

Phase Stage Stage Elements 
Estimated Cost 

($2008) 
Stage C:  Bridges  Final Plans $6,933,434 

Construction (Bridges) US 371 $39,616,125 
Construction (Bridges) $42,242,600 

Subtotal $81,858,725 
Miscellaneous (10%) $8,185,873 
Construction Contingency (10%) $9,004,460 
Engineering and CE&I (8%) $7,923,925 

Stage C Total $113,906,416 
Stage D: Paving Final Plans $4,662,939 

Mainline $48,285,928 
Crossroads $4,124,399 
Ramps $2,642,084 

Subtotal $55,052,411 
Miscellaneous (10%) $5,505,241 
Construction Contingency (10%) $6,055,765 
Engineering and CE&I (8%) $5,329,073 

Stage D Total $76,605,430 
Phase 2 Total $257,228,075 

3 

Stage A:  
Preliminary Engineering 

Survey, Preliminary Plans and   
Right-of-Way Maps $1,671,034 

Stage A Total $1,671,034 
Stage B: Earthwork Right-of-Way Acquisition $633,140 

Final Plans $1,392,528 
Earthwork $19,227,154 
Drainage $3,156,702 

Subtotal $23,016,996 
Miscellaneous (10%) $2,301,700 
Construction Contingency (10%) $2,531,870 
Engineering and CE&I (4%) $1,114,023 

Stage B Total $30,357,116 
Stage C:  Bridges  Final Plans $169,612 

Construction (Bridges) $2,002,500 
Subtotal $2,002,500 

Miscellaneous (10%) $200,250 
Construction Contingency (10%) $220,275 
Engineering and CE&I (8%) $193,842 

Stage C Total $2,786,479 
Stage D: Paving Final Plans $3,082,689 

Mainline $30,055,457 
Crossroads $3,623,914 
Ramps $2,716,014 

Subtotal $36,395,385 
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Table 5.2-1 
Implementation Phase Preliminary Cost Estimates - Louisiana 

Phase Stage Stage Elements 
Estimated Cost 

($2008) 
Miscellaneous (10%) $3,639,539 
Construction Contingency (10%) $4,003,492 
Engineering and CE&I (8%) $3,523,073 

Stage D Total $50,644,178 
Phase 3 Total $85,458,807 

4 

Stage A:  
Preliminary Engineering 

Survey, Preliminary Plans and   
Right-of-Way Maps $2,385,497 

Stage A Total $2,385,497 
Stage B: Earthwork Right-of-Way Acquisition $832,620 

Final Plans $1,987,914 
Earthwork $29,832,017 
Drainage $2,193,443 

Subtotal $32,858,081 
Miscellaneous (10%) $3,285,808 
Construction Contingency (10%) $3,614,389 
Engineering and CE&I (4%) $1,590,331 

Stage B Total $43,336,523 
Stage C:  Bridges  Final Plans $754,601 

Construction (Bridges) $8,909,100 
Subtotal $8,909,100 

Miscellaneous (10%) $890,910 
Construction Contingency (10%) $980,001 
Engineering and CE&I (8%) $862,401 

Stage C Total $12,397,013 
Stage D: Paving Final Plans $3,636,690 

Mainline $39,024,450 
Crossroads $1,257,408 
Ramps $2,654,268 

Subtotal $42,936,125 
Miscellaneous (10%) $4,293,613 
Construction Contingency (10%) $4,722,974 
Engineering and CE&I (8%) $4,156,217 

Stage D Total $59,745,618 
Phase 4 Total $117,864,650 

5 

Stage A:  
Preliminary Engineering 

Survey, Preliminary Plans and   
Right-of-Way Maps $709,459 

Stage A Total $709,459 
Stage B: Earthwork Right-of-Way Acquisition $490,440 

Final Plans $591,216 
Bidding $0 
Earthwork $8,278,210 
Drainage $1,003,507 
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Table 5.2-1 
Implementation Phase Preliminary Cost Estimates - Louisiana 

Phase Stage Stage Elements 
Estimated Cost 

($2008) 
Subtotal $9,772,157 

Miscellaneous (10%) $977,216 
Construction Contingency (10%) $1,074,937 
Engineering and CE&I (4%) $472,972 

Stage B Total $12,888,498 
Stage C: Bridges  Final Plans $725,824 

Construction (Bridges) $8,569,350 
Subtotal $8,569,350 

Miscellaneous (10%) $856,935 
Construction Contingency (10%) $942,629 
Engineering and CE&I (8%) $829,513 

Stage C Total $11,924,251 
Stage D: Paving Final Plans $2,294,241 

Mainline $22,824,589 
Crossroads $2,917,510 
Ramps $1,344,578 

Subtotal $27,086,676 
Miscellaneous (10%) $2,708,668 
Construction Contingency (10%) $2,979,534 
Engineering and CE&I (8%) $2,621,990 

Stage D Total $37,691,110 
Phase 5 Total $63,213,317 

Overall Louisiana Project Total $640,413,000 
 
Arkansas  
The project implementation cost estimates for the AR portion of the project are 
expressed in 2008 dollars and are separated into project components.  Each of the 
implementation phases for the AR segment has been subdivided into three main project 
components including: (1) engineering and CE&I; (2) utility relocations and right-of-way 
acquisition; and (3) construction.  Table 5.2-2 presents the estimated costs for each of 
the implementation phases in 2008 dollars.  The total estimated cost for the PA in AR is 
approximately $390 million.   

Table 5.2-2Implementation Phase  
Preliminary Cost Estimates by Project Component - Arkansas 

Implementation 
Phase 

Project Component  

Total ($2008)
Engineering 

and CE&I ROW Construction 
1 $16,948,630  $856,580  $103,163,650  $120,968,860 
2 $13,387,340  $676,590  $81,486,620  $95,550,550  
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Table 5.2-2Implementation Phase  
Preliminary Cost Estimates by Project Component - Arkansas 

Implementation 
Phase 

Project Component  

Total ($2008)
Engineering 

and CE&I ROW Construction 
3 $16,506,720  $834,250  $100,473,800  $117,814,770 
4 $7,668,480  $387,560  $46,676,800  $54,732,840  

Project Total $54,511,170 $2,754,980 $331,800,870 $389,067,020 

5.3 Project Implementation Schedule 
Louisiana  
A project schedule was developed for planning purposes to maintain a project duration 
of 15 years and to determine year of expenditure cost by phase.  The project schedule 
for LA is presented in Figure 5.3-1.  The project schedule for LA is presented by phase, 
but also by the four construction stages (Stage A through Stage D).  As discussed 
above, there are five implementation phases for I-69 and four construction stages in LA.  
The project is anticipated to start the first quarter of 2019 and extend through 2033.  
The construction of phases overlaps to maintain the 15 year project duration; each 
phase has been initiated two years after the start of the previous phase.  For instance, 
Phase 1 is initiated in 2019 and Phase 2 is initiated in 2021.    
 
Before Stage A of Phase 1 can begin, the Final EIS will have to undergo a re-evaluation 
of impacts because of the extended length of time between the Record of Decision and 
the proposed date for beginning construction.  It is estimated that approximately            
6 months would be required to re-evaluate the Final EIS prior to LADOTD’s Stage 2, the 
search and identification of funding.  The schedule was developed based on the 
assumption that nothing will have significantly changed to require neither preparation of 
a supplement to the Final EIS nor the preparation of a new EIS. 
 
As depicted in Figure 5.3-1, the length of each of Phase 1 and Phase 3 through    
Phase 5 are estimated to be the same for each of the four construction stages.  Phase 2 
is anticipated to last longer during the construction of bridges because of the complexity 
of the US 371 bridge.  Phase 1 and Phase 3 through Phase 5 are anticipated to have 
project completion duration of 6.5 years, while Phase 2 is anticipated to last 
approximately 8 years.   
 
Table 5.3-1 presents the annual cost estimates for the estimated duration of LA project 
buildout: 2019 to 2033.  Costs for each year are shown in 2008 dollars, as well as year 
of implementation dollars.  The cost estimates correspond to the conceptual project 
completion schedule presented in Figure 5.3-1.  Multiple phase costs may be incurred 
in one year depending on the beginning of each project component.  The costs 
presented in the schedule are the total estimated costs for each construction stage 
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(Stage A through Stage D); the estimated costs for each task per stage are presented in 
Table 5.2-1.  
 
Cost estimates were grown at a rate of 5.0 percent to calculate costs in the year of 
expenditure at the request of LADOTD.  The table provides the annual costs that would 
be incurred by LADOTD for full build-out of the PA over the 15-year project duration.  
Cost estimates are provided in millions.  The total estimated cost of the project in year 
of implementation is approximately $1,410 million. 
 

Table 5.3-1 
Annual Project Phasing Cost 

Estimates - Louisiana 

Year 

Total Estimated 
Cost 

($ 2008) 

Total Estimated Cost 
($ Year of 

Implementation) 
2019 $0.41 $0.70 
2020 $7.48 $13.43 
2021 $42.18 $79.54 
2022 $133.29 $201.94 
2023 $115.58 $240.28 
2024 $30.36 $66.27 
2025 $5.17 $8.25 
2026 $119.94 $288.65 
2027 $63.75 $161.09 
2028 $12.89 $34.20 
2029 $71.67 $199.67 
2030 $0.00 $0.00 
2031 $37.69 $115.77 
2032 $0.00 $0.00 
2033 $0.00 $0.00 
Total $640.41 $1,409.80 

   Note: Estimated costs are shown in millions.  
 
Arkansas  
The project schedule, shown in Figure 5.3-2, presents the schedule for the four phases 
of I-69 in AR.  Each of the implementation phases has been subdivided into three 
project components including: engineering and CE&I; utility relocations and right-of-way 
acquisition; and construction.   The project is anticipated to start in the first quarter of 
2015 and extend through 2040.    
 
Table 5.3-2 presents the annual cost estimates for the estimated duration of AR project 
buildout: 2015 to 2040.  Costs for each year are shown in 2008 dollars, as well as year 
of implementation dollars.  The cost estimates correspond to the conceptual project 
completion schedule presented in Figure 5.3-2.  Multiple phase costs may be incurred 
in one year depending on the beginning of each project component.   
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Using the nine year average rate of inflation (from 2000 to 2008) calculated from the 
Consumer Price Index from the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the 2008 AR cost estimates 
were grown at a rate of 2.90 percent to calculate costs in the year of expenditure.  The 
table provides the annual costs that would be incurred by AHTD for full build-out of the 
PA over the 25-year project duration.  Cost estimates are provided in millions.  The total 
cost of the AR project, in year of expenditure, is estimated to be approximately $729 
million. 
 

Table 5.3-2 
Annual Project Phasing Cost 

Estimates – Arkansas  

Year 

Total Estimated 
Cost 

($ 2008) 

Total Estimated 
Cost 

($ Year of 
Implementation) 

2015 $16.95 $21.92 
2016 $0.00 $0.00 
2017 $0.86 $1.17 
2018 $0.00 $0.00 
2019 $103.16 $149.54 
2020 $0.00 $0.00 
2021 $0.00 $0.00 
2022 $13.39 $21.14 
2023 $0.00 $0.00 
2024 $0.68 $1.13 
2025 $0.00 $0.00 
2026 $81.49 $144.26 
2027 $0.00 $0.00 
2028 $0.00 $0.00 
2029 $16.51 $31.84 
2030 $0.00 $0.00 
2031 $0.83 $1.70 
2032 $0.00 $0.00 
2033 $100.47 $217.24 
2034 $0.00 $0.00 
2035 $0.00 $0.00 
2036 $7.67 $18.06 
2037 $0.00 $0.00 
2038 $0.39 $0.97 
2039 $46.68 $119.78 
2040 $0.00 $0.00 
Total $389.07 $728.75 

     Note: Estimated costs are shown in millions.  
 
As depicted in Figure 5.3-2, the length of each of the three project components for AR 
varies for each phase due to complexity and overall limits.  Phase 1 through Phase 3 
have a project completion duration of 7 years each.  The project component durations, 
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for Phases 1 through 3, are as follows: engineering and design lasting about 30 months 
each; utility relocations and ROW acquisition lasting approximately 18 months each; 
and construction lasting approximately 36 months each.  Phase 4 is shorter in duration, 
lasting about 5 years from initiation of project design through construction. 
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Figure 5.3-1
Draft I-69 Implementation Schedule - Louisiana

15 Year Project Duration
5.0% Inflation Rate

Duration Total
Stage A - Preliminary Engineering 
2008 Estimated Cost $0.41

Survey 6 Months
Preliminary Plans 9 Months
Right-of-Way Maps 4 Months

Year of Implementation Cost $0.70
Stage B - Earthwork
2008 Estimated Cost $7.48

Right-of-Way Acquisition 12 Months
Drainage Structures & Embankment 16 Months

Year of Implementation Cost $13.43
Stage C - Bridges
2008 Estimated Cost $38.70

Final Plans 12 Months
Bidding 4 Months
Construction 18 Months

Year of Implementation Cost $72.98
Stage D - Paving
2008 Estimated Cost $70.06

Final Plans 12 Months
Bidding 4 Months
Paving 18 Months

Year of Implementation Cost $138.71
Stage A - Preliminary Engineering 
2008 Estimated Cost $3.48

Survey 6 Months
Preliminary Plans 9 Months
Right-of-Way Maps 4 Months

Year of Implementation Cost $6.56
Stage B - Earthwork
2008 Estimated Cost $63.24

Right-of-Way Acquisition 12 Months
Drainage Structures & Embankment 16 Months

Year of Implementation Cost $63.24
Stage C - Bridges
2008 Estimated Cost $113.91

Final Plans 12 Months
Bidding 4 Months
Construction 30 Months

Year of Implementation Cost $236.80
Stage D - Paving
2008 Estimated Cost $76.61

Final Plans 12 Months
Bidding 4 Months
Paving 18 Months

Year of Implementation Cost $184.36
Stage A - Preliminary Engineering 
2008 Estimated Cost $1.67

Survey 6 Months
Preliminary Plans 9 Months
Right-of-Way Maps 4 Months

Year of Implementation Cost $3.47
Stage B - Earthwork
2008 Estimated Cost $30.36

Right-of-Way Acquisition 12 Months
Drainage Structures & Embankment 16 Months

Year of Implementation Cost $66.27
Stage C - Bridges
2008 Estimated Cost $2.79

Final Plans 12 Months
Bidding 4 Months
Construction 18 Months

Year of Implementation Cost $2.79
Stage D - Paving
2008 Estimated Cost $50.64

Final Plans 12 Months
Bidding 4 Months
Paving 18 Months

Year of Implementation Cost $127.98
Stage A - Preliminary Engineering 
2008 Estimated Cost $2.39

Survey 6 Months
Preliminary Plans 9 Months
Right-of-Way Maps 4 Months

Year of Implementation Cost $5.47
Stage B - Earthwork
2008 Estimated Cost $43.34

Right-of-Way Acquisition 12 Months
Drainage Structures & Embankment 16 Months

Year of Implementation Cost $104.29
Stage C - Bridges
2008 Estimated Cost $12.40

Final Plans 12 Months
Bidding 4 Months
Construction 30 Months

Year of Implementation Cost $31.33
Stage D - Paving
2008 Estimated Cost $59.75

Final Plans 12 Months
Bidding 4 Months
Paving 18 Months

Year of Implementation Cost $166.45
Stage A - Preliminary Engineering 
2008 Estimated Cost $0.71

Survey 6 Months
Preliminary Plans 9 Months
Right-of-Way Maps 4 Months

Year of Implementation Cost $1.79
Stage B - Earthwork
2008 Estimated Cost $12.89

Right-of-Way Acquisition 12 Months
Drainage Structures & Embankment 16 Months

Year of Implementation Cost $34.20
Stage C - Bridges
2008 Estimated Cost $11.92

Final Plans 12 Months
Bidding 4 Months
Construction 18 Months

Year of Implementation Cost $33.22
Stage D - Paving
2008 Estimated Cost $37.69

Final Plans 12 Months
Bidding 4 Months
Paving 18 Months

Year of Implementation Cost $115.77
$640.41

$1,409.80

$3.47

$1.67

$3.48

$6.56

$63.24

$63.24

$236.80

$113.91

$0.00$199.67 $0.00 $115.77 $0.00
$63.75

$104.29

$43.34

$50.64

$1.79

$31.33

$119.94

$30.36

$66.27

$2.79

Total 2006 Cost Estimate (in millions) $0.41 $7.48 $42.18

$166.45

$59.75

$66.27 $288.65

$0.71

$34.20

$12.89

$161.09 $34.20
$30.36

$0.70 $13.43
$5.17
$8.25$79.54 $201.94 $240.28

$133.29 $115.58 $0.00 $0.00

$33.22

$12.89 $71.67 $0.00

$37.69

$115.77

2033

Project Stage:

2025

$70.06

2026 2027 2028 2029

$37.69

2022

Notes: All cost estimates are provided in millions. 

2030 2031
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$72.98

$127.98
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Figure 5.3-2
Draft I-69 Implementation Schedule - Arkansas

Total

2006 Estimated Cost $102.29
Project Component Duration

Year of Implementation Estimated Cost $145.98
2006 Estimated Cost $80.80

Project Component Duration

Year of Implementation Estimated Cost $140.82
2006 Estimated Cost $99.62

Project Component Duration

Year of Implementation Estimated Cost $212.05
2006 Estimated Cost $46.28

Project Component Duration

Year of Implementation Estimated Cost $117.38
$328.99

$616.23

Project Component

$183.69 $0.00

$0.82 $101.29

$15.27 $0.00 $0.82 $101.29$0.00

$26.92 $1.44 $183.69

$15.27

$0.00

$11.32 $0.57 $68.90

$13.96 $0.71 $84.96

$6.48 $0.33 $39.47

2040

$84.96 $0.00 $0.00 $6.48 $0.00 $0.33 $39.47 $0.00

2036 2037 2038 20392033 2034 2035

Notes: All cost estimates are provided in millions. 
$0.00

Year of implementation estimated costs were grown using the nine year average inflation rate of 2.90%.

$0.99

Total 2006 Cost Estimate (in millions)
Total Future Year Cost Estimate (in millions)

Implementation Phase 3

$0.00

$18.53

$14.33

$0.00

$0.00

$17.88 $0.96

20192016 2017

$87.23

$18.53

$14.33

$126.45

2018

Implementation Phase 1

Implementation Phase 2

Stage 1 - Engineering and CEI
Stage 2 - ROW
Stage 3 - Construction

Implementation Phase 4

203220292025 2026 2027 2028 2031

$121.98

20302021 2022 2023 202420202015

$0.72 $0.00

$126.45

$87.23

$0.00 $17.88

$11.32

$0.00

$0.00 $0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$121.98

$68.90

$0.00

$0.00

$0.96

$0.57

$0.00
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$0.00

$0.00

$1.44

$0.71

$0.00

$0.00

$26.92

$13.96
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$0.72
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URS 2008c. Red-Cockaded Woodpecker Biological Assessment.  I-69, SIU 14, 
Junction of I-20 near Haughton, LA to US 82 near El Dorado, AR.  Prepared for 
FHWA on behalf of LADOTD and AHTD.  September.  

URS 2010. Supplement to Wetland Delineation Report.  I-69, SIU 14, Junction of I-
20 near Haughton, LA to US 82 near El Dorado, AR.  Prepared for FHWA on 
behalf of LADOTD and AHTD.  July.  

www.i69arkla.com 

Wilbur Smith Associates 
1994.  National I-69 Corridor Study.  
1997.  Corridor 18 Special Issues Study. 
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Environmental Statutes and Regulations, and Guidance 
Documents  

American Society for Testing and Material (ASTM) Practice E 1527-00 Phase I Site 
 Assessment. 2005. 
 
Executive Order 11988. Floodplain Management; 1977. 
 
Executive Order 12898. Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 
 Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations; US President proclamation; 
 1994. 
 
Louisiana Revised Statues. Louisiana Scenic Rivers Act, No. 947; 1988.   
 
US Code. Clean Air Act (CAA); Section 309; 33 USC 1251 et seq.; 1970 and as 
 amended (1990). 
 
US Code. Clean Water Act (CWA); Section 404; 33 USC 1251 et seq.  
 
US Code. Endangered Species Act; 16 USC 35; 1973. 
 
US Code. Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA); 23 USC  101(g) 
– 133(b); 1991. 
 
U.S. Code. Migratory Bird Treaty Act; USC 16-7-11; 1918. 
 
US Code. Department of Transportation Act (Section 4f); 49 USC 303, 1966.  
 
US Code. Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (Section 6f); 16 USC 460 et seq, 
 1965.  
 
US Code. Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 
 Act; 42 USC 4601 et seq, 1970. 
 
US Code. Farmland Protection Act. 1994 
 
US Code. National Highway System Designation Act; 1995. 
 
US Code. Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21); 1998. 
 
US Code. North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), 1994. 
 
US Code of Federal Regulations. Environmental Impact and Related Procedures; 
 23 CFR Part 771. 1997. 
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US Code of Federal Regulations. Location and Hydraulic Design of Encroachments 
 on Floodplains; 23 CFR 650. 1999. 
 
US Code of Federal Regulations. National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA); 40 
 CFR Parts 1500-1508; 1969. 
 
US Code of Federal Regulations. National Register of Historic Places (NRHP); 36 
 CFR 60 et seq; 1966. 
 
US Code of Federal Regulations. Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic 
 Noise and Construction Noise; 23 CFR 772, 1982. 
 
US Code of Federal Regulations. National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106); 
 36 CFR Part 800; 1966, and as amended (1976, 1980, 1999, 2000).  
 
US Department of Transportation. Floodplain Management and Protection; 5650.2; 
 1979. 
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7.0 DISTRIBUTION LIST  
EIS - Complete Environmental Impact Statement 

Exec. S – Executive Summary  

Agency Address Contact 
# of EIS 
Copies 

# of 
Exec. S 
Copies 

Lead Agency 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

5304 Flanders Drive, Suite A 
Baton Rouge, LA 70808-4348 

Mr. Carl Highsmith 
 3  

Federal Highway 
Administration 

700 West Capitol, Room 3130 
Little Rock, AR 72201-3298 

Mr. Randal Looney 3  

Arkansas Highway 
Transportation Department 

10324 Interstate 30 
Little Rock, AR 72209 

Mr. John Fleming  
Mr. Lynn Malbrough 15  

Louisiana Department of 
Transportation and 
Development  

1201 Capitol Access Road 
Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9245 

Mr. Quang Nguyen  
Ms. Noel  Ardoin 
Mr. Richard Savoie 

12  

Project Sponsors 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
Vicksburg District 

Attn: CEMVK –OD-F 
4155 Clay Street 
Vicksburg, MS 39183 

Mr. Charles Allred 
 2  

US Army Corps of Engineers 
Vicksburg District 

3505 South Grand Street 
Monroe, LA  71202-5273 

Mr. Gene Davis  1 

US Army Corps of Engineers 
Little Rock District 

700 West Capitol, Room 6331 
Little Rock, AR  72203 

Mr. Johnny McLean, AHTD 
Program Coordinator 
(ship with AR FHWA) 

1  

US Environmental Protection 
Agency 
Office of Federal Activities 
 

Office of Federal Activities 
EIS Filing Section 
(Mail code 2252A) 
Ariel Rios Building (South Oval 
Lobby)  
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W. 
Washington, DC 20460 

Ms. Anne Miller, Director 
Ms. Rhonda M. Smith, 
Acting Chief Office of 
Planning and Coordination 
(6EN-XP) 

1 Hard 
Copy 
and 

3 CDs 

 

US Environmental Protection 
Agency  Region 6 

1445 Ross Avenue  
Fountain Place, Ste.1200 
Dallas, TX 75202-2733 

Mr. Michael P. Jansky 
5  

US Fish and Wildlife Service 
• Lafayette Ecological 

Services 

646 Cajundome Blvd. Ste. 400 
Lafayette, LA  70506-4290 

Mr. Russell Watson 
Mr. Joshua Marceau 2  

US Fish and Wildlife Service 
• Arkansas Ecological 

Services 

110 S. Amity Road, Suite 300 
Conway, AR  72032 

Mr. Mitch Wine 
Mr. Mark Sattleberg 1  

Other Federal, State and  Local Agencies 
Federal Agencies 
Federal Emergency 
Management Agency 
Region VI 

800 N. Loop 288 
Denton, TX 76209-3698 

Mr. Tony Russell, Regional 
Administrator  
Mr. Gary Jones, Deputy 
Regional Administrator 

1 1 

US Coast Guard, 
• 8th  District Bridge 

Administration 

1222 Spruce St. Room 2.107F 
St. Louis, MO 63103-2832 

Mr. Roger Wiebusch 
Commander DWB  1  

US Department of Agriculture 
• Natural Resource 

Conservation Service, 
Arkansas 

Room 3416 Federal Building 
700 West Capitol Avenue 
Little Rock, AR 72201-3215 

Mr. Michael E. Sullivan, 
State Conservationist 
Mr. Kenneth Lee 

1 1 
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Agency Address Contact 
# of EIS 
Copies 

# of 
Exec. S 
Copies 

US Department of Agriculture  
• Natural Resources 

Conservation Service, 
Louisiana 

3737 Government Street 
Alexandria, LA 71302 

Mr. Kevin D. Norton, State 
Conservationist 1  

US Department of Health and 
Human Services Region 6 

1301 Young Street,  
Dallas, TX 75202 

Ms. Marjorie McColl Petty, 
Regional Director 1  

US Department of the Interior 
Office of Environmental 
Policy and Compliance 

1849 C Street NW, Room 2462 
Washington, DC 20240 

Mr. Willie R. Taylor, 
Director / 
Ms. Mary Blanchard, 
Deputy Director 

1 Hard 
Copy 
and  

5-CDs 

 

US Department of the 
Interior,  

• National Park Service 
Southeast Region 

100 Alabama Street SW 
1924 Building 
Atlanta, GA  30303 

Mr. David Vela, Regional 
Director 1  

US Forest Service 
• Kisatchie National 

Forest 

3288 Highway 79 
Homer, LA  71040 

Mr. Alvin Womack 
1  

US Forest Service  
• Kisatchie National 

Forest 

2500 Shreveport Highway 
Pineville,  LA  71360 

Ms. Cynthia Dancak 
1  

US Geological Survey, 
Arkansas 

401 Hardin Road 
Little Rock, AR 72211 

Mr. John Terry, Director 1  

US Geological Survey, 
Louisiana 

3535 S. Sherwood Forest Blvd. 
Suite 120 
Baton Rouge, LA  70816 

Mr. Charles Demas 
1  

US Geological Survey, 
Louisiana 

Program Office 
3095 W. California Avenue 
Ruston, LA  71270 

Mr. Ben McGee 
1  

Arkansas State Agencies 
Arkansas Archeological 
Survey  

• Office of the State 
Archeologist 

2475 N. Hatch Avenue 
Fayetteville, AR 72704 

Ms. Ann Early 
1  

Arkansas Commissioner of 
State Lands 

109 State Capitol Building 
Little Rock, AR 72201 

Mr. Mark Wilcox 1  

Arkansas -  Department of 
Arkansas Heritage 

323 Center Street,  
1500 Tower Building 
Little Rock, AR  72201 

Ms. Missy McSwain
1 1 

• Arkansas Historic 
Preservation Program 

(Same as above – combine ) Ms. Cathie Matthews, 
SHPO 
Mr. George McCluskey 

1 1 

• Arkansas Natural 
Heritage Commission 

(Same as above – combine) Mr. Chris Colclasure, 
Acting Dir. 
Ms. Cindy Osborne 

1 1 

Arkansas Department of 
Environmental Quality 

5301 Northshore Drive 
North Little Rock, AR 72118-
5317 

Ms. Teresa Marks, Director 
Mr. Steve Drown, Chief of 
Water Division 

1 1 

Arkansas Department of 
Health 

4815 West Markham Street 
Little Rock, AR 72205 

Mr. Paul Halverson, 
Director 1  

Arkansas Department of 
Parks and Tourism 

One Capitol Mall 4A-900 
Little Rock, AR 72201 

Mr. Richard Davies 1  

Arkansas Economic 
Development Commission 

900 West Capitol 
Little Rock, AR 72201 

Ms. Maria Haley, 
Executive Director 1  

Arkansas Forestry 
Commission 

3821 West Roosevelt Road 
Little Rock, AR  72204 

Mr. John Shannon, 
State Forester 1  

Arkansas Game and Fish 
Commission, Region 4 

2 Natural Resources Drive 
Little Rock, AR  72205 

Mr. David Goad 
Mr. Scott Henderson 
Mr. Robert Leonard 

1 2 
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Agency Address Contact 
# of EIS 
Copies 

# of 
Exec. S 
Copies 

Arkansas Game and Fish 
Commission 

500 Ben Lane 
Camden AR, 71701 

Ms. Gail Strickland 1  

Arkansas Geological 
Commission 

3815 W. Roosevelt Road 
Little Rock, AR 72204 

Mr. J. Michael Howard 1  

Arkansas Natural Resources 
Commission 

• Soil and Water 
Conservation 
Commission 

101 East Capitol, Suite 350 
Little Rock, AR 72201 

Mr. J. Randy Young, P.E. 
Mr. Michael Radford 
Mr. Shawn Jackson 1 2 

Louisiana State Agencies 
Louisiana Department of 
Agriculture and Forestry 

• Office of Soil and 
Water Conservation 

P.O. Box 3554 
Baton Rouge, LA 70821-3554 
5825 Florida Boulevard 
Baton Rouge, LA 70806 

Mr. Bradley E. Spicer 

1  

Louisiana Department of 
Culture, Recreation and 
Tourism 

P.O. Box 9436, Capitol Annex 
Baton Rouge, LA 70804 
1051 North 3rd Street 
Baton Rouge, LA 70802 

SHPO (position vacant) 

  

Louisiana Department of 
Culture, Recreation and 
Tourism 

• Division of Archeology  

P.O. Box 44247, Capitol Annex 
Baton Rouge, LA  70804 
(Same as above – combine)  

Ms. Rachel Watson
 1 

 
1-CD 

 

Louisiana Department of 
Culture, Recreation and 
Tourism 

• Division of Historic 
Preservation 

P.O. Box 44247, Capitol Annex 
Baton Rouge, LA  70804 
(Same as above – combine) 

Mr. Phil Bogan  

 1 

Louisiana  Department of 
Culture, Recreation and 
Tourism  

• Office of State Parks 

P.O. Box 44426 Capitol Annex 
Baton Rouge, LA  70804 
(Same as above – combine)  

Dr. Stewart Johnson 

 1 

Louisiana Department of 
Environmental Quality 

P.O. Box 4301 
Baton Rouge, LA 70821-4303 
602 N. Fifth Street 
Baton Rouge, LA 70802 

Ms. Lisa Miller 

1  

Louisiana Department of 
Natural Resources  

• Office of Conservation 

P.O. Box 94275  
Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9275 
625 North 4th 

Baton Rouge, LA 70802

Mr. James H. Welsh 

1  

Louisiana Department of 
Transportation and 
Development 

• Floodplain 
Management Program 

P.O. Box 94245,  
Baton Rouge, LA  70804-9245 
8900 Jimmy Wedell  
Baton Rouge, LA 70807 

Ms. Pamela L. Miller, CFM 

1  

Louisiana Department of 
Wildlife & Fisheries,  

• Louisiana Natural 
Heritage Program 

P.O. Box 98000 
Baton Rouge, LA  70898-9000 
2000 Quail Drive 
Baton Rouge, LA 70808 

Ms. Amity Bass
 1  

Louisiana Department of 
Wildlife and Fisheries 

(Same as above – combine) Mr. Jay DePrato 
 1 1 

Louisiana Department of 
Wildlife and Fisheries 

• Scenic Streams 
Coordinator 

368 Century Park Drive 
Monroe, LA  71203 
 

Mr. Keith Cascio 
1  

Louisiana Department of 
Natural Resources 

• Office of Mineral 
Resources 

P.O. Box 2827 
Baton Rouge, LA  70821-2827 
617 North 3rd Street 
Baton Rouge, LA 70802 

Mr. Jody Montelaro  

1  
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Agency Address Contact 
# of EIS 
Copies 

# of 
Exec. S 
Copies 

Louisiana Department of 
Public Safety  

• Highway Safety 
Commission 

7919 Independence Boulevard 
Suite 2100 
Baton Rouge, LA 70806 

Mr. John LeBlanc 
1  

Arkansas Local Agencies 
Columbia County Floodplain 
Administrator 

#1 Court Square 
Magnolia, AR  71753 

Mr. Larry Taylor 1  

Union County Floodplain 
Administrator 

101 N. Washington, Suite 101 
El Dorado, AR  71730 

Mr. Yancey Kyle 1  

Louisiana Local Agencies 
Bossier Parish Floodplain 
Administrator 

P. O. Box 70  
204 Burt Boulevard 
Benton, LA 71006 

Mr. Butch Ford Sent to 
BPPJ 

 

Claiborne Parish Floodplain 
Administrator 

P. O. Box 270 
507 West Main 
Homer, LA  71040 

Mr. Dwayne Woodard Sent to 
CPPJ 

 

Webster Parish Floodplain 
Administrator 

P.O. Box 389 
410 Main Street 
Minden, LA  71055 

Ms. Ronda Carnahan Sent to 
WPPJ 

 

Elected Officials 
Arkansas Federal Officials 
US House of 
Representatives 

1408 Longworth HOB 
Washington, DC 20515 

Honorable Rick Crawford 
District 01 

 1 

US House of 
Representatives 

1232 Longworth HOB 
Washington, DC 20515 

Honorable Tim Griffin 
District 02 

 1 

US House of 
Representatives 

1508 Longworth HOB 
Washington, DC 20515 

Honorable Steve Womack 
District 03 

 1 

US House of  
Representatives 

2436 Rayburn HOB 
Washington, DC 20515 

Honorable Mike Ross 
District 04 

 1 

US Senate 11 Russel Courtyard 
Washington, DC 20510 

Senator John Boozman  1 

US Senate 255 Dirksen SOB 
Washington, DC 20510 

Senator Mark Pryor  1 

Arkansas State Officials 
Arkansas House of 
Representatives 

1105 Lawton Circle 
Magnolia, AR 71753  

Honorable Lane Gene 
District 4 

 1 

Arkansas House of 
Representatives 

909 South Vine  
Magnolia, AR 71753 

Honorable David Fielding 
District 5 

 1 

Arkansas House of 
Representatives 

423 . Washington 
El Dorado, AR 71730 

Honorable 
Matthew Shepherd 
District 6 

 
1 

Arkansas House of 
Representatives 

600 Ouachita 31 
Camden, AR 71701 

Honorable Garry Smith 
District 7 

 1 

Arkansas House of 
Representatives 

801 East Church Street 
Warren, AR 71671 

Honorable Jeff Wardlow 
District 8 

 1 

Arkansas State Senate 1483 Ouachita 47 
Louann, AR 71751 

Senator Gene Jeffress 
District 25 

 1 

Arkansas State Senate 518 Clay 
Arkadelphia, AR 71923 

Senator Percy Malone 
District 26 

 1 

Arkansas Local Officials 
Columbia County Judge 1 Courthouse Square 

Magnolia, AR 71753 
Judge Larry Atkinson 1  

Union County Judge 101 N. Washington 
El Dorado, AR 71730 

Judge Bobby Edmonds 1  
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Agency Address Contact 
# of EIS 
Copies 

# of 
Exec. S 
Copies 

Mayor of El Dorado 204 Northwest Avenue 
El Dorado, AR 71730 

Mayor Mike Dumas 1  

Mayor of Emerson Emerson City Hall,  
102 N. Hazel 
Emerson, AR 71740 

Mayor Terressa Curtis 
 1 

Louisiana Federal Officials 
US House of 
Representatives 

429 Cannon HOB 
Washington, DC 20515 

Honorable Steve Scalise 
District 01  1 

US House of 
Representatives 

415 Cannon HOB 
Washington, DC 20515 

Honorable  
Cedric Richmond 
 District 02 

 1 

US House of 
Representatives 

206 Cannon HOB 
Washington, DC 20515 

Honorable Jeff Landry  
District 03  1 

US House of 
Representatives 

416 Cannon HOB 
Washington, DC 20515 

Honorable John Fleming 
District 04 1  

US House of 
Representatives 

316 Cannon HOB 
Washington, DC 20515-1805 

Honorable  
Rodney Alexander  
District 05 

 1 

US House of 
Representatives 

506 Cannon HOB 
Washington, DC 20515-1806 

Honorable  
William “Bill” Cassidy  
District 06 

 1 

US House of 
Representatives 

1431 Longworth HOB 
Washington, DC 20515 

Honorable  
Charles Boustany, Jr.  
District 07 

 1 

US Senate 431 Dirksen SOB 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Senator  
Mary Landrieu  1 

US Senate 516 Hart SOB 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Senator 
David Vitter  1 

Louisiana State Officials 
Louisiana House of 
Representatives 

P.O. Box 217 
104 North Land 
Oil City, LA 71061 

Honorable  
James H. Morris 
District 1 

 1 

Louisiana House of 
Representatives 

P.O. Box 72624 
Bossier City, LA 71172 
2207 California Plaza, Ste. 7A 
Bossier City, LA 71111 

Honorable  
Jane H. Smith 
District 8  1 

Louisiana House of 
Representatives 

954 Highway 80, Suite 400 
Haughton, LA 71037 

Honorable Henry Burns 
District 9  1 

Louisiana House of 
Representatives 

732 Main Street 
Minden, LA 71055 

Honorable  
Jean M. Doerge 
District 10 

1  

Louisiana House of 
Representatives 

P.O. Box 1117 
Ruston, LA 71273 
310 S. Trenton St.  
Ruston, LA 71270 

Honorable  
Richard J. “Rick” Gallot, Jr. 
District 11 1  

Louisiana State Senate 4007 White’s Ferry Road,  
Suite. A 
West Monroe, LA 71291 

Senator  
Mike Walsworth 
District 33 

 1 

Louisiana State Senate 611 Jessie Jones Drive 
Benton, LA 71006 

Senator  
Robert Adley 
District 36 

1  

Louisiana State Senate 3825 Gilbert 
Shreveport, LA 71104 

Senator  
B. L. “Buddy” Shaw 
District 37 
 
 

 1 
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Agency Address Contact 
# of EIS 
Copies 

# of 
Exec. S 
Copies 

Louisiana Local Officials 
Bossier Parish Police Jury P.O. Box 70 

204 Burt Blvd # 108 
Benton, LA 71006 

Mr. William R. Altimus, 
Administrator 1 12 

Bossier Parish Police Jury 
District 1 

430 Shadywood Lane 
Haughton, LA 71037 

Police Juryman  
Henry Meachum   

Bossier Parish Police Jury 
District 2 

2325 Hidden Cove 
Haughton, LA 71037 

Police Juryman  
Glenn Benton   

Bossier Parish Police Jury 
District 3 

309 Jacobs Point 
Benton, LA 71006 

Police Juryman 
Wanda Bennett   

Bossier Parish Police Jury 
District 4 

258 Highway 537 
Plain Dealing, LA 71064 

Police Juryman  
Winfred Johnston   

Bossier Parish Police Jury 
District 5 

1988 Swan Lake Road 
Benton, LA 71006 

Police Juryman 
Barry Butler   

Bossier Parish Police Jury 
District 6 

524 Wedgewood 
Bossier City, LA 71111 

Police Juryman  
Rick Avery   

Bossier Parish Police Jury 
District 7 

2204 Benton Road 
Bossier City, LA 71111 

Police Juryman  
James Cochran   

Bossier Parish Police Jury 
District 8 

2709 Old Minden Road 
Bossier City, LA 71112 

Police Juryman  
Brad Cummings   

Bossier Parish Police Jury 
District 9 

3002 June Lane 
Bossier City, LA 71112 

Police Juryman  
William Altimus   

Bossier Parish Police Jury 
District 10 

1212 Gibson Circle 
Bossier City, LA 71112 

Police Juryman  
Jerome Darby   

Bossier Parish Police Jury 
District 11 

4008 Wayne Avenue 
Bossier City, LA 71112 

Police Juryman 
 Wayne Hammack   

Bossier Parish Police Jury 
District 12 

123 Oaklawn Drive 
Bossier City, LA 71112 

Police Juryman  
Paul M. Plummer   

Claiborne Parish Police Jury P.O. Box 270 
507 W. Main 
Homer, LA 71040 

Dwayne Woodard,  
Secretary-Treasurer 2 10 

Claiborne Parish Police Jury 
District 1 

P.O. Box 270 
Homer, LA 71040 

Police Juryman  
Jack P. Bays   

Claiborne Parish Police Jury 
District 2 

127 Acklin Road 
Haynesville, LA 71038 

Police Juryman  
Mark Furlow   

Claiborne Parish Police Jury 
District 3 

281 McDaniel Road 
Haynesville, LA 71038 

Police Juryman 
Robert “Bob” McDaniel   

Claiborne Parish Police Jury 
District 4 

P.O. Box 453 
Haynesville, LA 71038 

Police Juryman 
Joe Sturges   

Claiborne Parish Police Jury 
District 5 

14407 Highway 9 
Athens, LA 71003 

Police Juryman  
Lavelle Penix   

Claiborne Parish Police Jury 
District 6 

2199 Highway 519 
Athens, LA 71003 

Police Juryman  
Scott Davidson   

Claiborne Parish Police Jury 
District 7 

419 West 6th Street 
Homer, LA 71040 

Police Juryman  
Roy Lewis   

Claiborne Parish Police Jury 
District 8 

314 Forest Grove 
Homer, LA 71040 

Police Juryman  
Roy Mardis   

Claiborne Parish Police Jury 
District 9 

155 Magee Road 
Homer, LA 71040 

Police Juryman  
Jerry Adkins   

Claiborne Parish Police Jury 
District 10 

P.O. Box 763 
Homer, LA 71040 

Police Juryman  
Willie Young, Sr.   

Webster Parish Police Jury P.O. Box 389 
410 Main Street 
Minden, LA 71055 

Mrs. Ronda Carnahan, 
Secretary-Treasurer 2 12 

Webster Parish Police Jury 
District 1 

P.O. Box 122 
Springhill, LA 71075 

Police Juryman  
Bruce Blanton 
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Agency Address Contact 
# of EIS 
Copies 

# of 
Exec. S 
Copies 

Webster Parish Police Jury 
District 2 

1116 5th Street SW 
Springhill, LA 71075 

Police Juryman  
Jimmy Thomas 

  

Webster Parish Police Jury 
District 3 

242 Daniel Thomas 
Springhill, LA 71075 

Police Juryman  
Daniel Thomas 

  

Webster Parish Police Jury 
District 4 

1267 Hilltop Road 
Shongaloo, LA 71072 

Police Juryman  
Steve Duggan 

  

Webster Parish Police Jury 
District 5 

P.O. Box 338 
Cotton Valley, LA 71018 

Police Juryman  
C.C. Cox 

  

Webster Parish Police Jury 
District 6 

1805 Old Arcadia Road 
Minden, LA 71055 

Police Juryman  
Jim Bonsall 

  

Webster Parish Police Jury 
District 7 

271 Shadow Lane 
Dubberly, LA 71024 

Police Juryman  
Steve Lemmons 

  

Webster Parish Police Jury 
District 8 

1004 Elm Street 
Minden, LA 71055 

Police Juryman  
Charles Odom 

  

Webster Parish Police Jury 
District 9 

607 Bayou Avenue 
Minden, LA 71055 

Police Juryman  
Jerri M. Lee 

  

Webster Parish Police Jury 
District 10 

708 Phillips Street 
Minden, LA 71055 

Police Juryman  
Vera Davison 

  

Webster Parish Police Jury 
District 11 

633 Aubrey Beatty Road 
Heflin, LA 71039 

Police Juryman  
Steve Ramsey 

  

Webster Parish Police Jury 
District 12 

241 Palmyra Park Road 
Doyline, LA 71023 

Police Juryman  
Charles Walker 

  

Mayor of Bossier City 620 Benton Road 
Bossier City, LA 71171 

Mayor Lorenzo Walker  1 

Mayor of Cotton Valley P. O. Box 415 
478 Residents Street 
Cotton Valley, LA 71018 

Mayor Comerdis Phillips 
 1 

Mayor of Cullen P.O. Box 87 
405 Coyle Avenue 
Cullen, LA 71021 

Mayor Bobby Washington 
 1 

Mayor of Dixie Inn 60 Shell Street 
Minden, LA 71055-9105 

Mayor Ava McWhorter  1 

Mayor of Haughton 118 W. McKinley  
Haughton, LA 71037 

Mayor Carlton Anderson  1 

Mayor of Haynesville 1711 Main Street 
Haynesville, LA 71038 

Mayor Sherman Brown  1 

Mayor of Homer 400 E. Main Street 
Homer, LA 71040 

Mayor Alecia Smith  1 

Mayor of Minden P.O. Box 580 
520 Broadway Street 
Minden, LA 71058 

Mayor Bill Robertson 
 1 

Mayor of Sarepta P.O. Box 338, 
24448 Hwy 371 
Sarepta, LA 71071 

Mayor E.L. Edwards 
 1 

Mayor of Shongaloo P. O. Box 74 
1296 Newsom Road 
Shongaloo, LA 71072 

Mayor Donnie Morgan 
 1 

Mayor of Springhill P.O. Box 398   
101 Machen Drive 
Springhill, LA 71075 

Mayor Carroll Breaux 
 1 

Libraries 
Bossier Central Library 2206 Beckett 

Bossier City, LA 71111 
Documents Librarian 1  

Claiborne Parish Library 901 Edgewood Drive 
Homer, LA 71040-3915 

Documents Librarian 1  
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Agency Address Contact 
# of EIS 
Copies 

# of 
Exec. S 
Copies 

Webster Parish Library  
Doyline Branch 

P.O. Box 413 
333 Main Street 
Doyline, LA 71023 

Mrs. Linda Watson 
1  

Webster Parish Library 521 East and West Street 
Minden, LA 71055 

Documents Librarian 1  

Springhill Public Library 217 N. Main Street 
Springhill, LA 71075 

Documents Librarian 1  

Haughton Branch Library P.O. Box 60 
116 West McKinley 
Haughton, LA 71037 

Documents Librarian 
1  

Joe W. Webb Memorial 
Library 

1919 Main street 
Haynesville, LA 71038 

Documents Librarian 1  

Shreve Memorial Library 424 Texas Avenue 
Shreveport, LA 71101 

Government Documents 1  

State Library of Louisiana  P.O. Box 131 
Baton Rouge, LA 70821 
701 N. 4th Street 
Baton Rouge, LA 70802 

Recorder of Documents 
Ms. Ferol Foos 3  

McNeese State University 
 

Lether E. Frazar Memorial 
LIbrary  
4205 Ryan Street  
Lake Charles, LA 70609 

Mr. Rodney Smith 
State Documents  1  

Louisiana State University in 
Shreveport 

Noel Memorial Library 
One University Place 
Shreveport, La 71115 

State Documents 
1  

University of New Orleans Earl K. Long Memorial Library 
2000 Lakefront 
New Orleans, LA 70148 

Mr. K. E. Owen 
1  

University of Louisiana at 
Lafayette 

P.O. Box 40199 
Edith Garland Dupre Library 
302 E. St. Mary Boulevard 
Lafayette, LA 70504 

State Documents 

1  

Economic Development and Planning Organizations 
Bossier City Parish Metro 
Planning Commission 

620 Benton Road 
Bossier City, LA 71111 

Mr. Sam Marsiglia, Director  1 

Bossier Parish Chamber of 
Commerce 

710 Benton Road 
Bossier City, LA 71111 

Ms. Lisa Johnson, 
Executive Director  1 

Claiborne  
Chamber of Commerce 

519 South Main Street 
Homer, LA 71040 

Mr. John Watson. 
Executive Director  1 

Claiborne Parish I-69 
Coalition 

905 West Main Street 
Homer, LA 71040 

Mr. J.T. Taylor 2 1 

El Dorado Chamber of 
Commerce 

111 West Main Street 
El Dorado, AR 71730 

Mr. Don Wales, President  1 

Magnolia Chamber of 
Commerce 

P.O. Box 866, 621 E. North 
Street 
Magnolia, AR 71754 

President  
 1 

Northwest Louisiana Council 
on Governments 

401 Market Street 
Shreveport, LA 71101 

Mr. Kent Rogers, Executive 
Director  1 

North Webster Parish 
Industrial District 

117 Loading Dock Drive 
Cullen, LA 71021 

Mr. Tom Craig, President  1 

Minden - South Webster 
Chamber of Commerce 

P.O. Box 819, 110 Sibley Road 
Minden, LA 71058 

President  1 

Springhill - North Webster 
Chamber of Commerce 

400 N. Giles 
Springhill, LA 71075 
 
 

Chamber Manager 

 1 
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Agency Address Contact 
# of EIS 
Copies 

# of 
Exec. S 
Copies 

Native American Tribal Contacts 
Alabama Coushatta Tribe of 
Texas 

56 State Park Road 
Livingston, TX 77351 

Mr. Kevin Battise, 
Chairman 
Ms. Debbie Thomas, 
NAGPRA Coordinator 

1 1 

Caddo Nation P.O. Box 487 
Binger, OK 73009 

Mr. Bobby Gonzales, 
NAGPRA Coordinator 
Mr. Robert Cast, Tribal 
Historic Preservation 
Officer 

1 1 

Chickasaw Nation P.O. Box 1548 
Ada, OK 74821-1548 

Honorable Bill Anoatubby, 
Governor 
Ms. Stephanie Seeley, 
Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officer 
Ms. Rena Duncan, Director 
of Cultural Preservation 
Mr. Kirk Perry, 
Administrator of Cultural 
Preservation 

1 3 

Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma P.O. Drawer 1210 
Durant, OK 74702-1210 

Mr. Gregory E. Pyle, Chief 
Mr. Terry Cole, Tribal 
Historic Preservation 
Officer 

1 1 

Coushatta Tribe of Louisiana P.O. Box 818 
Elton, LA 70532 

Mr. Lovelin Poncho, 
Chairman 1  

Jena Band of Choctaw P.O. Box 14 
Jena, LA 71342 

Ms. B. Cheryl Smith, Chief 
Ms. Christine Norris, Tribal 
Council Member 

1 1 

Mississippi Band of Choctaw 
Indians 

P.O. Box 6010 
Philadelphia, MS 39350-6010 

Mr. Phillip Martin, Chief 
Mr. Ken Carleton, Tribal 
Historic Preservation 
Officer 

1 1 

Quapaw Tribe of Oklahoma P.O. Box 765 
Quapaw, OK 74363-0765 

Ms. Tamara Martin, Tribal 
Chairperson 
Mrs. Carrie V. Wilson, 
NAGPRA Coordinator 

1 1 

Tunica-Biloxi Indians of 
Louisiana, Inc. 

P.O. Box 1589 
Marksville, LA 71351 

Mr. Earl J.  Barbry, Sr., 
Tribal Chairman 
Mr. Earl J. Barbry, Jr., 
Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officer 
Mr. Brent Barbry Sr., 
Assistant Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officer 

1 2 

Private Citizens 
Private Citizen 2550 Evergreen Road 

Minden, LA 71055 
Mr. J.B. Schwaller 1  

Private Citizen 8300 Highway 160 
Cotton Valley, LA 71018 

Mr. Lane Merritt 1  

Total Copies  123 107
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8.0 LIST OF PREPARERS 
Table 8-1 

Preparers and General Responsibilities 

Name 

Education 

General Responsibility 
Years 

Experience Degree Major 
Federal Highway Administration 
William Farr 
 

B.S. Civil Engineering Sponsor Project Administration 33 

Scott Nelson, P.E. B.S., M.S. Civil Engineering, 
Transportation 
Engineering 

Sponsor Project Coordination 13 

Colby Guidry, P.E. B.S. Civil Engineering Sponsor Project Coordination 5 
Jerry Pitts, P.E. B.S. Civil Engineering Sponsor Project Coordination 12 
Carl Highsmith, P.E. B.S. Civil Engineering Sponsor Project Coordination 20 
Hector Santiago PE, BS Civil Engineering Sponsor Project Coordinator 8 
Robert Mahoney, P.E. B.S., M.S. Civil Engineering, 

Transportation 
Engineering 

Sponsor Quality Control 41 

Lismary Gavillán P.E., B.S.  Civil Engineering Sponsor Project Coordination 6  
Randall Looney B.S., M.S. Wildlife 

Management, 
Biology 

Sponsor Project Coordination 23 

Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development 
Quang V. Nguyen, P.E. B.S, MBA Chemical 

Engineering, 
Business 
Administration 

Local Project Management and 
Quality Control 

13 

Vincent Russo, Jr., PE B.S. Civil Engineering Local Project Administration and 
Quality Control 

24 

Noel Ardoin, P. E. B. S., 
M.S., J.D., 
M.B.I. 

Engineering, Law, 
Business 

Environmental Engineering 
Administrator 

15 

Ryan Reviere N/A N/A LADOTD Document Reviewer N/A 
Richard Savoie B. S.  Civil Engineering Chief Engineer 30 
Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department 
John Fleming B.S, M.A. Wildlife 

Management, 
Public 
Administration 

Local Project Management and 
Quality Control 

23 

Bill Richardson B.S., 
M.P.A. 

Mathematics, 
Environmental 
Administration 

Local Project Management and 
Quality Control 

29 
(retired) 

Lynn Malbrough N/A Division Head Sponsor Project Administration N/A 
URS Corporation 
Amy K. Baker, PE B.S.E. Civil Engineering Air & Noise Analysis; Visual 

Environment; Local Travel 
Patterns & Safety; partial 
Hazardous Materials 

6.5 

John Van Conner, PhD B.S., M.S., 
Ph.D. 

Wildlife 
Management / 
Journalism, 
Fisheries Science, 
Biology 

Natural Resources Technical 
Memorandum; Wetland 
Inventory;  

37 

Ken Duay N/A N/A Utilities 40 
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Table 8-1 
Preparers and General Responsibilities 

Name 

Education 

General Responsibility 
Years 

Experience Degree Major 
Kent Dussom, PE B.S., M.S. Civil Engineering Project Manager 24 
Yong Goh, PhD B.S., 

M.Ap.St., 
M.S., 
Ph.D. 

Agronomy / Soil 
Science, 
Experimental 
Statistics, Soil 
Chemistry 

Natural Resources Technical 
Memorandum; Wetland Inventory 

26 

David A. Griffin, CEP B.S. Biology Environmental documentation 
review; NEPA compliance; 
QA/QC 

33 

Matthew Griffin B.A. Geography, 
Anthropology 

Geographic Information Systems 
GIS 

3 

Scott Hoffeld, CEP B.A., M.S. Economics / 
Natural Resources 
Management 

Project Coordination; Purpose 
and Need; Alternatives 
Development; Impact 
Assessment; Agency and Public 
Involvement 

14 

Tom Hunter, RLA B.L.A. Landscape 
Architecture 

Independent Technical Review of 
DEIS, Project Coordination, 
Agency Coordination 

24 

Doree Magiera B.S. Civil Engineering Environmental documentation 
review 

24 

Jonathan Martinez B.S. Forestry / 
Ecosystem 
Management 

Physical Environment; Wetland 
Inventory 

9 

Lindsay Nakashima, PhD B.S., M.A., 
Ph.D. 

Physical 
Geography 

Geographic Information Systems 
GIS 

24 

Lowell Pitre, PE B.S. Civil Engineering General Engineering Review 20 
James Rayburn B.S. Fisheries 

Management 
Natural Resources Technical 
Memorandum; Wetland 
Inventory;  

15 

Emmanuel J. Russo, PG B.S. Geology Hazardous Materials and 
Geology and Mineral Resources 

22 

Christi Wilson B.S. B.S. Science and 
Home Economics 
Education 

Program Office; Project 
Historian; Project Assistant; 
Agency and Public Involvement 

35 

Allen Muhic B.S.  
B.S. 

Civil Engineering, 
Life Sciences 

NEPA compliance; Cultural 
Resources; Noise; Air Quality; 
Floodplains 

35 

Chris LaRue B.A Government / 
History 

Project Coordination; NEPA 
Compliance; Environmental 
Justice Review; EIS Document 
Production and Coordination 

13 

N. Kent Israel B. S.  Civil Engineering Project Manager, General 
Engineering Review 

40 

Bradley Marler M.S. M.S. Fisheries and 
Wildlife Ecology 

Natural Resource Final Technical 
Memo, RCW Biological 
Assessment, Wetland Inventory 

20 

Heather Lafser B.S. B.S. Environmental 
Science 

Wetland Inventory 2 

Brandon Muller B.S. B.S. Wildlife 
Management 

RCW Biological Assessment, 
Wetland Inventory 

5 

Ted Soileau B.S. B.S. Fisheries 
Management 

RCW Biological Assessment, 
Wetland Inventory 

10 
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Table 8-1 
Preparers and General Responsibilities 

Name 

Education 

General Responsibility 
Years 

Experience Degree Major 
Jyothi Swargam, E.I.  M.S. Civil Engineering Geographic Information Systems  

GIS 
6 

Coyle Engineering, Inc. 
Charles Coyle, Jr., PLS B.S. Business 

Management 
Public Involvement; Land Access 13 

Charles Coyle, Sr., PE, 
PLS 

B.S. Civil Engineering Public Involvement; Land Access 42 

Garver Engineers, Inc. 
Wayne Black N/A Civil Tech Line and Grade Engineering, 

Arkansas 
3 

Steve Haynes, PE B.S. Civil Engineering Line and Grade Engineering, 
Arkansas 

35 

Kris Kyzer B.A. Criminal Justice Geographic Information Systems 
GIS 

15 

Dudley Leary N/A Cadd Technician Line and Grade Engineering, 
Arkansas 

12 

Historic Preservation Association 
Don R. Dickson BA Anthropology Cultural Resources Identification 

and Analysis, GIS, Mapping 
14 

John L. Gray, IV BA Anthropology Cultural Resources Identification 
and Analysis, GIS, Mapping 

14 

Timothy C. Klinger BA, MA, 
JD, CEP, 
ROPA 

Anthropology, 
Cultural Resource 
Management, 
Historic 
Preservation, Law, 
Certified 
Environmental 
Professional, 
Registry of 
Professional 
Archeologists 

Assist in Indian Tribe 
Consultation, Cultural Resources 
Identification and Analysis 

34 

HNTB Corporation 
Brent Duet, PE B.S. Chemistry, Civil 

Engineering 
Line and Grade Engineering, 
Louisiana 

8 

Brenda Gautreau N/A Senior Cadd 
Technician 

Line and Grade Engineering, 
Louisiana 

24 

John “Sparky” Hoffman, 
PE 

B.S. Civil Engineering Line and Grade Engineering, 
Louisiana 

28 

Bob Schmidt N/A N/A Line and Grade Engineering, 
Louisiana 

N/A 

R. Christopher Goodwin and Associates, Inc. 
William Athens B.A., M.A. Anthropology Cultural Resources 26 
Sean Coughlin  B.A., M.A. Anthropology Cultural Resources 16 
David Stitcher B.A. Anthropology Cultural Resources 2 

 
Table 8-2 

Preparers, by EIS Section
EIS Section Preparers 

Purpose and Need Kent Dussom, Scott Hoffeld (URS) 
Alternatives Kent Dussom, Scott Hoffeld, Chris LaRue (URS) 
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Table 8-2 
Preparers, by EIS Section

EIS Section Preparers 
Human Environment 
Communities and Residential Dwellings Jonathan Martinez, Scott Hoffeld (URS) 
Community Facilities and Services Jonathan Martinez, Scott Hoffeld (URS) 
Local Travel Patterns and Safety Scott Hoffeld (URS); John Hoffman (HNTB) 
Industry, Employment and Commercial 
Structures 

Scott Hoffeld, Jonathan Martinez, (URS) 

Land Use, Development and Property 
Values 

Scott Hoffeld, Chris LaRue, (URS) 

Public Lands and Recreation Scott Hoffeld, Allen Muhic, Jonathan Martinez (URS) 
Environmental Justice Scott Hoffeld, Chris LaRue, Jonathan Martinez (URS) 
Utilities Allen Muhic, Ken Duay (URS) 
Visual Environment Scott Hoffeld, Allen Muhic, Amy Baker (URS) 
Cultural Resources Tim Klinger, Don Dickson, and John Gray (Historic Preservation 

Associates); Sean Coughlin, William Athens, David Stitcher (RC Goodwin 
Associates); Scott Hoffeld, Allen Muhic (URS) 

Physical Environment 
Surface Water Resources Jonathan Martinez, Scott Hoffeld, Van Conner, Emmanuel Russo (URS)  
Floodplains J. Hoffman (HNTB); Steve Haynes (Garver); S. Hoffeld, Allen Muhic 

(URS) 
Potable Ground Water Emmanuel Russo, Scott Hoffeld, Jonathan Martinez (URS) 
Geology and Mineral Resources Emmanuel Russo, Scott Hoffeld, Jonathan Martinez (URS) 
Prime Farmland and other Soils Emmanuel Russo, Scott Hoffeld, Jonathan Martinez (URS) 
Hazardous Materials and Sites Emmanuel Russo, Scott Hoffeld, (URS) 
Air Quality Amy Baker, Scott Hoffeld, Allen Muhic (URS) 
Noise Amy Baker, Scott Hoffeld, Allen Muhic (URS) 
Natural Environment 
Upland Communities John Conner, James Rayburn, Jonathan Martinez, Scott Hoffeld,  

Brad Marler, David Griffin (URS) 
Wetland  Communities John Conner, James Rayburn, Jonathan Martinez, Brad Marler,  

Scott Hoffeld (URS) 
Aquatic Communities John Conner, James Rayburn, Jonathan Martinez, Brad Marler,  

Scott Hoffeld (URS) 
Protected Flora and Fauna Species John Conner, James Rayburn, Jonathan Martinez, Brad Marler,  

Scott Hoffeld (URS) 
Construction Effects 
Economic Effects Scott Hoffeld, Chris LaRue (URS) 
Physical and Social Effects Amy Baker, Scott Hoffeld, Chris LaRue (URS) 
Other Considerations 
Energy Scott Hoffeld, Chris LaRue (URS)  
Secondary and Cumulative Effects Scott Hoffeld, David Griffin (URS) 
Irreversible and Irretrievable 
Commitments of Resources 

Scott Hoffeld, Chris LaRue (URS) 

Relationship Between Short-Term 
Impacts and Long-Term Productivity 

Scott Hoffeld, Chris LaRue (URS) 

Public, Agency and Native American 
Tribal Involvement 

Scott Hoffeld, Christi Wilson (URS); Tim Klinger (HPA) 

References Scott Hoffeld, Jonathan Martinez, clerical support (URS) 
Distribution List Christi Wilson, Jonathan Martinez, Scott Hoffeld, clerical support (URS) 
List of Preparers Scott Hoffeld, Jonathan Martinez, Christi Wilson (URS) 
Index and Acronyms Scott Hoffeld, Christi Wilson, clerical support (URS) 
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9.0 ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS 
Ac. Acre or Acres 
ACSL Arkansas Commission of State Lands 
ACHP Advisory Council of Historic Preservation 
ADAF Arkansas Department of Agriculture and Forestry 
ADEQ Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality 
ADHHS Arkansas Department of Health and Human Services 
ADPT Arkansas Department of Parks and Tourism 
ADT Average Daily Traffic 
AGC Arkansas Geological Commission 
AGFC Arkansas Game and Fish Commission 
AHTD Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Department 
Alt. Alternative or Alternate 
ANHC Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission 
APE  Area of Potential Effect 
AR Arkansas or Arkansas route 
ASTM American Society for Testing and Material 
ANHC Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission 
AR SHPO Arkansas State Historic Preservation Officer 
BA Biological Assessment 
BGEPA Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 
BLH Bottomland hardwood forest 
BMP Best Management Practice 
CE&I Construction Engineering and Inspection 
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality 
CERCLIS CERCLA Information System 
CFR Code of Federal Regulations 
CIR Color Infrared [photography] 
CPPJ Claiborne Parish Police Jury 
CO Carbon Monoxide 
CSD Context Sensitive Design 
CSS Context Sensitive Solutions 
CWA Clean Water Act 
dB Decibel (unit of sound pressure measurement) 
dBA A-weighted average sound level 
Draft EIS Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
DNPL Delisted National Priority List  
EA Environmental Assessment 
e.g., exempli gratia (for example) 
EIS Environmental Impact Statement 
EJ Environmental Justice 
EO Executive Order 
EPA US Environmental Protection Agency 
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ERI Emergency Response Incidents 
ERNS Emergency Response Notification System 
ESA Endangered Species Act 
FAA  Federal Aviation Administration 
FCC Federal Communication Commission 
FEIS Final Environmental Impact Statement 
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 
FHWA Federal Highway Administration 
FR Federal Register 
Ft.  Foot or feet 
GIS Geographic Information System or computerized mapping system 
GNIS Geographic Names Information System 
H2S or H2S Hydrogen Sulfide 
HGM Hydrogeomorphic 
HLUST Historical Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
HMIRS Hazardous Materials Incident Reporting System 
HNTB HNTB Corporation 
HOV High Occupancy Vehicle 
KCS Kansas City Southern (railroad) 
I-20 Interstate 20 
I-69 Interstate 69 
Ibid Same as before 
i.e. id est (that is, or specifically) 
IJR Interchange Justification Report 
ISTEA Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 
LA Louisiana or Louisiana Route 
LAAP Louisiana Army Ammunition Plant 
LDAF Louisiana Department of Agriculture and Forestry 
LDEQ Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality 
LDNR Louisiana Department of Natural Resources 
LADOTD Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development 
LA SHPO Louisiana State Historic Preservation Officer 
LDWF Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries 
Leq Equivalent steady noise level 
Leq(h) Equivalent steady noise level, averaged over an hour 
L&NW Louisiana and Northwest Railroad 
LOS Level of Service 
LOSP Louisiana Office of State Parks 
LRST Leaking registered storage tank 
LSU Louisiana State University 
LUST Leaking underground storage tank 
MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
MPG Miles per gallon 
MPH Miles per hour 
MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization 
MSA Metropolitan Statistical Area 
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MSL Mean Sea Level 
Mi. Mile or Miles 
NA Not applicable or not available 
NAACP  National Association for the Advancement of Colored People 
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NAC Noise Abatement Criteria 
NAFTA North American Free Trade Agreement 
NAGPRA Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
NFRAP No Further Remedial Action Planned 
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act 
NHS National Highway System 
NLCOG North Louisiana Council on Governments 
NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service 
No. or  # Number 
NOA Notice of Availability 
NOI Notice of Intent 
NO2 Nitrogen Dioxide 
NPDES National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
NPL National Priority List 
NRCS USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service 
NRHP National Register of Historic Places 
O3 Ozone 
PA Preferred Alternative 
Pb Lead 
PMx Particulate Matter 
RCRIS Resource Conservation & Recovery Act Information System 
RCW or rcw federally-protected red cockaded woodpecker 
RIMS II Bureau of Economic Analysis Regional Input-Output Modeling System 
RMD Recycling Market Directory 
ROD Record of Decision for EIS 
ROW Right of way 
RRZ Rural Renewal Zone 
SAFETEA-LU Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A 

Legacy for Users 
SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer 
SIU Section of Independent Utility 
SOV Solicitation of Views 
SOx Sulfur Oxides  
Sta. Station Location along alignment 
SWLF Solid Waste Landfill 
SWF Solid Waste Facilities 
TEA-21 Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century 
THPO Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
TNM FHWA Traffic Noise Model 
TSM Transportation System Management 
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URS URS Corporation 
US United States or United States route 
USACE US Army Corps of Engineers 
USCG US Department of Homeland Security, US Coast Guard 
USDA US Department of Agriculture 
USDC US Department of Commerce 
USDOI US Department of the Interior 
USDOT US Department of Transportation 
USEPA US Environmental Protection Agency 
USFS US Forest Service 
USFWS US Fish and Wildlife Service 
USGS US Geological Survey 
USHUD US Department of Housing and Urban Development 
UST Underground Storage Tank 
VHT Vehicle Hours Traveled 
VMT Vehicle Miles Traveled 
VRP Volunteer Remediation Program 
VOC Volatile Organic Compounds 
WPPJ Webster Parish Police Jury 
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Prior to Draft EIS 

 
 



Comments
Requiring 
No Response

TABLE B-1
I-69 SIU 14 EIS

Agency Correspondence

Comments
 Received

 Prior to Draft EIS

ID# Date Agency Summary of Correspondence 

1 2/22/2002 United States Environmental Protection Agency Steamlining Coordination Package for I-69 National Environmental Policy Act 
2 3/11/2003 URS Corporation Solicitation of Views - Outgoing Correspondence

3 3/12/2003 Department of Arkansas Heritage
Transmittal of records indicating occurrence of rare plants, animals, outstanding natural 
communities, natural and scenic rivers, or other elements of special concern within or near the 
study area.

4a 3/17/2003 Department of Arkansas Heritage
Transmittal of AR files and element occurrence records from database of rare and, threatened 
and endangered species or critical habitat within or near the study area. (Ref: Attachments 
Scoping Report)

4b 3/17/2003 Department of Arkansas Heritage Request additional information showing affected structures and description of project.  

5 3/17/2003 Department of the Army, Vicksburg District, 
Corps of Engineers

Potential issues of concern include flood control, recreation, water quality, environmental 
compliance, wetlands and wildlife and forestry management, and operational management of 
the Bayou Bodcau Dam and Reservoir.  

6 3/18/2003 United States Department of Health and Human Services, 
Center for Disease Control and Prevention No specific comment.  List of potential public health concerns for consideration.  

7 3/19/2003 United States Department of Homeland Security, 
US Coast Guard

Any proposed waterway crossing of I-69 project will need to be evaluated from navigational 
standpoint.  

8 3/20/2003 Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
Region 6

Contact the Floodplain Administrator for parishes and counties to determine whether a 
Floodplain Development Permit is needed for particular project sites.  

9 3/20/2003 Louisiana Department of Natural Resources, 
Office of Conservation

Provided access and available information regarding oil and gas exploration, production, 
distribution, and other data along with injection well information, surface mining, and other 
natural resource related data.  

10 3/21/2003 Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality, 
Permits Division

Encouraged investigation of requirements concerning wetland impacts, protection of 
groundwater, control of non-point source pollution, and stormwater permits for construction 
areas.  

11 3/21/2003 United States Department of Transportation, 
Federal Aviation Administration

The FAA cannot identify possible adverse effects to  facilities. If any proposed structure 
protrudes higher than existing structures Form 7460-1 should be filed.  

12 3/25/2003 Arkansas Geological Commission
Of particular concern are undeveloped lignite reserves between Emerson and Atlanta in 
Columbia County, numerous oil fields along the southern borders of Columbia and Union 
Counties, and municipal water wells.  

13 3/25/2003 Arkansas Commissioner of State Lands No reservations about the project or the construction of this section of I- 69.

14 3/25/2003 Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality, Contracts 
and Grants Division

Noted necessary permits or approvals from LDEQ or other state, local, or federal agencies.  
Bossier, Claiborne and Webster Parishes are classified as attainment parishes with the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards.  

15 3/25/2003 United States Department of Homeland Security,
US Coast Guard

Project does not cross waterways where the Coast Guard exercises jurisdiction for bridge 
administration purposes.  Coast Guard bridge permit is not required.  

16 4/1/2003 Arkansas Department of Health Buffer zones(100-foot radius) for existing public water wells not to be encroached upon.  

Section 4.1.1 Scoping - Agency Correspondence, SOV Responses, and Comments Received after Scoping Meetings thru May 8, 2003

Page 1 of 7



Comments
Requiring 
No Response

TABLE B-1
I-69 SIU 14 EIS

Agency Correspondence

Comments
 Received

 Prior to Draft EIS

ID# Date Agency Summary of Correspondence 

17 4/3/2003 United States Department of the Interior, 
Fish and Wildlife Service

Evaluate impacts of the proposed project on important fish and wildlife resources, including 
threatened and endangered species and their habitats, migratory birds, wetland habitats, inter-
jurisdictional fishes, and National Wildlife Refuges.  

18 4/4/2003 Louisiana Department of Agriculture and Forestry No comment at this time regarding the project.  

19

 Incorrectly 
dated 

4/4/04 actual 
4/4/2003

United States Environmental Protection Agency,
Region 6

Comments are based upon the Council on Environmental Quality regulations 40 CFR (Parts 
1500-1508) and authority under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. Comments and 
recommendations for EIS preparation.   

20a 4/7/2003 United States Department of the Interior, 
Fish and Wildlife Service

Evaluate impacts of the proposed project on important fish and wildlife resources, including 
threatened and endangered species and their habitats, migratory birds, wetland habitats, inter-
jurisdictional fishes, and National Wildlife Refuges.  

20b 4/7/2003 United States Department of the Interior, 
Fish and Wildlife Service

Evaluate impacts of the proposed project on important fish and wildlife resources, including 
threatened and endangered species and their habitats, migratory birds, wetland habitats, inter-
jurisdictional fishes, and National Wildlife Refuges.  

21 4/8/2003 Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
Transmittal of LNHP files and element occurrence records from database of rare and, 
threatened and endangered species or critical habitat within or near the study area. 
(Ref:Attachments Scoping Report)

22 4/11/2003 Arkansas Department of Parks and Tourism Records do not indicate a conflict with this project.  
23 4/11/2003 LA Dept. of Culture, Recreation and Tourism, SHPO Recommend a Phase I cultural resources survey be conducted for project.  

24 4/14/2003 LA Department of Transportation and Development Assure compliance with parish requirements for the National Flood Insurance Program.  

25 4/17/2003 Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality Do not foresee potential environmental impacts relative to the project at this time.

26 4/23/2003 Arkansas Natural Resources Conservation Services Concerned about the important farmland that will be involved in Columbia and Union Counties 
in Arkansas.  

27 4/23/2003 United States Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region 6 

Follow up of 4-4-03 letter - presents a current scoping/streamlining package specific to the I-69 
project. Disregard previous enclosures. (Attachments Ref: Scoping Report last comment in 
Appendix D & DEIS comment No.1)  

28 4/25/2003 Arkansas Soil and Water Conservation Commission
Recommend development of several alternative alignments that prioritize the mitigation 
process (voidance, minimization, compensation) to avoid or minimize adverse impacts to AR 
unique wetlands 

29 4/25/2003 Arkansas Natural Resources Conservation Services Important to fully address all of the “Potential Issues” listed for the project.  

30a 4/30/2003 URS Corporation Outgoing Correspondence to AR State Employment Statistics Director requesting 
manufacturing and employment information  

30b 4/30/2003 URS Corporation Outgoing Correspondence to LA Department of Labor Research and Statistics Division 
requesting manufacturing and employment information  

31 5/8/2003 Louisiana Natural Resources Conservation Services No objections to the proposed project, consider scenic streams in the area, wetlands, and 
prime and unique farmland.

32 5/8/2003 United States Department of Agriculture,
Kisatchie National Forest Major concern is proposed routes crossing Kisatchie National Forest System Lands. 
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Comments
Requiring 
No Response

TABLE B-1
I-69 SIU 14 EIS

Agency Correspondence

Comments
 Received

 Prior to Draft EIS

ID# Date Agency Summary of Correspondence 

33a 5/22/2003 URS Project Record
Record of Conversation with Cindy Osborne with Department of Arkansas Heritage concerning 
scenic stream registry

33b 5/23/2003 Department of Arkansas Heritage Clarification of Bayou Dorcheat being listed on the Nationwide Rivers Inventory and 
information on Scenic Rivers Designation in Arkansas. 

34 7/2/2003 URS Corporation Outgoing Correspondence to USACE concerning details of wetland  boundary deliniation used 
in the identification of corridors in the project.

35 7/15/2003 United States Department of Homeland Security, 
US Coast Guard

Ref. letters dated 3-19-03 & 3-25-03 clarifying Coast Guard jurisdiction of the Western Rivers 
Section for AR and the Coastal Section of the Bridge Administration in New Orleans for LA. 
Waterway crossings and bridge plans need to be evaluated and permitting requirements 
determined by the US Coast Guard.

36a 7/18/2003 URS Corporation Outgoing Correspondence to USEPA -Transmittal of Purpose and Need Report and invitation 
to Agency Coordination meeting 

36b 8/5/2003 URS Corporation Outgoing Correspondence to AR Game and Fish Commission - Transmittal of Purpose and 
Need Report-  invitation to Agency Coordination meeting 

37 8/11/2003 Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
Region 6

Contact the Floodplain Administrator for parishes and counties to determine whether a 
Floodplain Development Permit is needed for particular project sites. List provided. 

38 8/14/2003 Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries Response to request for information. 

39 8/21/2003 Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality, 
Permits Division

No objections to the project provided; contact is made with USACE to determine wetland 
jurisdiction and permit requirements, contact is made with OES for Water Quality Certification 
requirements, precautions are observed to protect groundwater, precautions are observed to 
control non-point source polution from contruction activities, and contact is made with DEQ to 
meet requirements for stormwater/general permits.      

40 8/21/2003 Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality, 
Contracts and Grants Division

Re: LDEQ, Permits Div. letter 8-21-03  Approval granted by LDEQ is relevant to project 
funding and proper procedure in obtaining permits or approvals from other State, Local or 
Federal agencies. Recommend following BMP's set bt LDEQ.

41 8/29/2003 URS Corporation Outgoing Correspondence to attached list - requesting conncurrence on the Purpose and 
Need Statement and comments on Corridor Evaluation Report

42 9/4/2003 United States Department of the Interior,
Fish and Wildlife Service

Two Federally listed threatened or endangered species have been observed in Columbia and 
Union Counties in AR: Red Cockaded Woodpecker and Bald Eagle. Contact agency if nests 
are discovered.

Section 4.1.2 Corridor Selection - Agency Responses and Comments Received after Scoping Comment Period and thru Corridor Selection Sept. 5, 2003
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43 9/9/2003 Department of the Army, Vicksburg District,
Corps of Engineers Purpose and Need concurrence.

44 9/18/2003 United States Department of the Interior,
 Fish and Wildlife Service

Purpose and Need concurrence. Guidelines for conducting wetland habitat surveys, T&E 
surveys, and wading bird colony identification.

45 11/7/2003 URS Corporation
Outgoing Correspondence to attached list - transmitting the Corridor Selection Report and 
requesting conncurrence on the selection of corridor 1d as the corridor to for detailed study in 
the EIS.

46a 11/10/2003 Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Department Transmittal of letter to AR Highway Comissioner from Senators Lincoln and Pryor who voiced 
support of selection of Corridor 2a

46b 10/21/2003 United States Senate Letter to AR Highway Comissioner from Senators Lincoln and Pryor who voiced support of 
selection of Corridor 2a

46c 11/12/2003 Arkansas State Highway Commission Recoginition of receipt of letter from Senator Lincoln 
46d 11/12/2003 Arkansas State Highway Commission Recoginition of receipt of letter from Senator Pryor

47 11/17/2003 United States Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region 6

Purpose and Need concurrence and support of Corridor 1d as single 2-mile corridor for 
detailed study in the EIS

48 11/18/2003 Department of the Army, Vicksburg District,
Corps of Engineers Concurrence and support of Corridor 1d as single 2-mile corridor for detailed study in the EIS

49 12/2/2003 United States Department of the Interior,
Fish and Wildlife Service

Concurrence and support of Corridor 1d as single 2-mile corridor for detailed study in the EIS. 
Requests an interagency field investigation for the least environmentally damaging aligment 
for  crossing Bayou Dorcheat. 

50 12/5/2003 Arkansas Game and Fish Commission Concurrence and support of Corridor 1d as single 2-mile corridor for detailed study in the EIS

51 12/9/2003 Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality

Air Division: Shortest route will have minimun impact on air quality. Comments and opinions 
have placed little importance on environmental concerns (mainly wetland impacts) but stressed 
economic development and community benefits. Water Division:No specific comment on 
corridor location but require AHTD to comply with provisions of NPDES general Storm Water 
Permit and Polution Prevention plan before construction. 
Environmental Preservation Division: no comment

52 12/10/2003 Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, 
Office of Wildlife

Concurrence and support of Corridor 1d as single 2-mile corridor for detailed study in the EIS. 
Suggests contact with Keith Cascio, Scenic Stream Coordinator concerning aligment for 
crossing Bayou Dorcheat. 

53 12/30/2003 URS Corporation
Outgoing Correspondence to USACE and USFWS - Transmitting graphics of alignments in 
corridor 1d with identification of potential wetlands for sampling or spot checking. 
Arrangements for agency field visit in Jan. 

54 1/7/2004 URS Corporation Memo

Section 4.1.3 Alternative Selection - Agency Responses and Comments Received after Corridor Selection Comment Period thru Alternative Selection leading to Draft 
EIS March 2005
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55 1/8/2004 URS Corporation Outgoing Correspondence to attached list - Announcing Agency Field visit and Agency 
meeting

56 2/10/2004 URS Corporation Outgoing Correspondence to AR Dept. of parks and Recreation requesting information on 
location and activities near or within project corridor.

57 2/11/2004 Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development
Outgoing Correspondence to US Department of Transportation Research and Special 
Programs Administration Office of Pipeline Safety to determine unmapped pipelines and wells 
in area of proposed alignments.

58 2/11/2004 URS Corporation Outgoing Correspondence to LA Dept. of culture, Recreation and Tourism to determine 
locations of smaller recreation areas within area of proposed alignments.

59 2/19/2004 URS Corporation
Outgoing Correspondence to LA Dept. of Natural Resources to solicit specific input related to 
the corridor screening evaluation conducted for the project as related to the effects of the 
Sparta Aquifer and oil and gas activities in the region.

60 3/5/2004 Louisiana Department of Natural Resources,
Office of Conservation No comment, acknowledged receipt of information regarding corridor evaluation.

61 3/9/2004 Arkansas State Highway Transportation Department
Outgoing Correspondence to US Department of Transportation Research and Special 
Programs Administration Office of Pipeline Safety to determine unmapped pipelines and wells 
in area of proposed alignments in Columbia and Union Counties.

62 3/9/2004 Louisiana Department of Natural Resources,
Office of Conservation

Acknowledged receipt of letter dated 2-19-04 with information regarding corridor evaluation. 
Sparta Aquifer: Project should not have a negative effect on recharge.Address disturbances of 
wells when more final plans are submitted. Oil and Gas Wells: Obtain information from 
SONRIS at DNR website and follow recomendations set forth in letter.

63a 3/18/2004 Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development 
Transmittal and response to letter from J. T. Taylor, Pres.of Homer-Claiborne Parish Chamber 
of Commence expressing concerns over corridor 1d decision and recommending reasons for 
preferring corridor 2.

63b 3/2/2004 Homer Claiborne Chamber of Commerce Letter from J. T. Taylor, Pres.of Homer-Claiborne Parish Chamber of Commence expressing 
concerns over corridor 1d decision and recommending reasons for preferring corridor 2.

64 3/22/2004 Arkansas Department of Parks and Tourism No comment.

65a 4/1/2004 Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development Transmittal of Homer-Claiborne Chamber of Commerce resolution dated 2-24-04 stating 
preference for corridor 2 selection.

65b
Resoulution 

dated 
2/24/2004

Homer Claiborne Chamber of Commerce Homer-Claiborne Chamber of Commerce resolution stating preference for corridor 2 selection.

66a 4/2/2004 Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development Transmittal of Town of Homer resolution dated 3-9-04 stating preference for corridor 2b 
selection.

66b Resoulution
3/9/2004 Town of Homer Town of Homer resolution stating preference for corridor 2b selection.
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67 5/21/2004 URS Corporation Outgoing Correspondence transmitting draft Alterrnatives Development and Screening Report 
to cooperating agencies 

68 5/28/2004 United States Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region 6 No objections to Alternatives 1, 2, 3, or 4 for further environmental impact analysis

69 6/1/2004 Department of the Army, Vicksburg District,
Corps of Engineers

Concurrence for consideration of additional alternative 4 inside corridor 2a for detailed study in 
the EIS.

70 6/1/2004 Webster Parish Police Jury Resolution requesting consideration of corridor possibility other than 1D, based upon 
economic boost potential of corridor located near to proposed lake development site.

71 6/8/2004 United States Department of the Interior Fish and Wildlife 
Service

Concurrence for consideration of additional alternative 4 inside corridor 2a for detailed study in 
the EIS.

72 6/14/2004 Department of the Army, Vicksburg District, 
Corps of Engineers

Concurrence for consideration of additional alternative 4 inside corridor 2a for detailed study in 
the EIS.

73a 9/24/2004 URS Corporation Outgoing Correspondence transmitting  Alterrnatives Development and Screening Report to 
cooperating agencies 

73b 10/21/2004 URS Corporation Outgoing Correspondence transmitting  Alterrnatives Development and Screening Report to 
USFWS AR field office

74 10/6/2004 Department of the Army, Vicksburg District, 
Corps of Engineers

Concurrence for consideration of three alternatives located within corridor 1d and one 
alternative located within corridor 2a and the additional fifth alternative combined from 
alternatives 1, 2, & 3 for detailed study in the EIS.

75 10/15/2004 United States Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region 6 Concurrence with alternatives to be evaluated in DEIS.

76 11/4/2004 United States Department of the Interior,
Fish and Wildlife Service

Concurrence with alternatives to be evaluated in DEIS provided biological assessment to 
determine the effects to RCW, bald eagles and wading bird nesting colonies is completed prior 
to release of DEIS. Section 7ESA consultation to be completed prior to FEIS if FHWA 
determines that project will affect listed species, and ROD must address the results of the 
consultation.

77 2/2/2005 United States Department of Agriculture.

Enclosed completed sections of NRCS-CPS-106 form indicating acres of prime farmland and 
relative values for each alternative in Arkansas and Louisiana. Enclosed hydric soils list for 
Louisiana Parishes: Bossier, Webster, and Claiborne. Enclosed hydric soils list for Arkansas 
Counties: Union and Columbia.

78 2/9/2005 United States Department of Homeland Security,
US Coast Guard

No navigable waterways requiring a formal bridge permit are known for the coridors.  When a 
PA is selected any crossings should be forwarded for review. Crossings over water should 
provide for normal passage of recreational vessels at high water and not impede the flow of 
water in flood plain. 

79 2/28/2005 Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality Water Division: no comment on the Preliminary Draft EIS

80 2/28/2005 United States Department of Homeland Security, 
US Coast Guard

No comment on Preliminary Draft EIS. Same recommedations in letters dated 2-9-05 and 2-19-
03
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81a 3/9/2005 Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
Region 6 

Review stating Executive Order 11988 concerning Floodplain Development is addressed.  
Transmittal of LDOTD Floodplain Management Letter 

81b 3/9/2005 Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development, 
Floodplain Management 

Response to Preliminary DEIS: Provided list of Floodplain Administrators for the project area 
communities. Allow for the occurrence of base flood inundation in all areas of the project. 
Enclosed 94 Reservoir Regulation Requirements for reference to Claiborne Parish Reservoirs. 
New bridge over Bayou Dorcheat will require the following consideration and attention to: 
digging of culverts; no creation of additional flooding; clearing the area of debris to allow for 
adequate flow of water; no occurence of damming water.

82 3/10/2005 Bossier Parish Police Jury Recommends Alternative 5 with options 1&2 to be the route for construction.
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1 3/23/2005 Louisiana Department of 
Wildlife and Fisheries

Correspondence includes comment items 1 - 13 listed below:                                          
Comments restricted to corridors #4 and #5 and are from a Scenic River perspective only: 
1) Existing Land Use : Corridor #5 is currently occupied by a railroad crossing and trestle 
which constricts the natural drainage system.  Corridor #4 is currently occupied by the LA 
160 crossing and bridge which constricts the natural drainage system. No great distinction 
between the two with respect to this criterion. 

1) In fact, the LA 160 crossing occupies Alternative 
5, Option 1 and the railroad crossing occupies 
Alternative 4.  Alternative 5 is occupied by a 
pipeline.  There is still no great distinction between 
the two paths with respect to this criterion.

2) Historical/Archeological Sites: T here are no recorded sites, however URS has indicated 
there is a potential site in Corridor #5.  Therefore, Corridor #4 is preferable with respect to 
this criterion.

Comment noted.

3) Economic Impact: Economic impacts and expected growth appear to be similar for the 
two corridors, with the exception of the proposed lake development.  This might weigh 
Corridor #4 as more favorable with respect to this criterion .

Comment noted.

4) Wilderness/Rural Quality: The more remote Corridor #4 might better contain/limit 
impacts to wilderness and rural quality by mere isolation but other expected impacts should 
be similar.

Comment noted.

5) Scenic/Aesthetic Value: This is a subjective assessment that addresses the view from 
the stream by the public.  Because Corridor #4 is remote and lacks access, it would be 
viewed less frequently and is more favorable with respect to this criterion.  However, public 
input is necessary.

Comment noted.

6) Recreational Use/Opportunities: Remoteness of Corridor #4 and navigability of Bayou 
Dorcheat near Corridor #5 make Corridor #4 more favorable with respect to this criterion 
Recreational Use/Opportunities: Remoteness of Corridor #4 and navigability of Bayou 
Dorcheat near Corridor #5 make Corridor #4 more favorable with respect to this criterion. 
Recreational Use/Opportunities: Remoteness of Corridor #4 and navigability of Bayou 
Dorcheat near Corridor #5 make Corridor #4 more favorable with respect to this criterion.

Comment noted.

7) Ecological Systems : URS indicated that the bridge height requirement for crossing in 
Corridor #4 is higher than for Corridor #5.  If this means that less on-grade construction 
would be required, then Corridor #4 is favorable with respect to this criterion.

Comment noted.

8) Fish and Wildlife : There appears to be no difference in the alternatives with respect to 
this criterion. Comment noted.

9) Botanical Elements : Anticipated impacts are expected to be similar in either corridor with 
the exception of the possibility of more or less on-grade construction required.  The impacts 
of drainage constriction in Corridor #4 related to the railroad crossing might make it a more 
favorable choice with respect to this criterion.

Comment noted.

10) Geological Features : No information available at this time. Comment noted.
11) Hydrological Features : It appears that Corridor #5 would impact approximately twice as 
many acres of groundwater recharge area as in Corridor #4.  This makes Corridor #4 the 
favorable alternative with respect to this criterion.

Comment noted.
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12) Water Quality/Quantity : Anticipated impacts are similar for either corridor.  Runoff from 
the interstate will have to be addressed at either site.  It is suggested that the bridge be 
designed with a spill containment component.

Comment noted.

13) Public Interest : The Wild and Scenic River Program has received petitions with over 
5,000 signatures in favor of Corridor #4 and only a few in favor of Corridor #5.  This would 
indicate that the Public prefers Corridor #4.

Comment noted.

2 4/11/2005
Louisiana Department of 
Environmental Quality, 

Contracts and Grants Division

Correspondence includes comment items 1 - 6 listed below:
 1) If project results in discharge to waters of the state, submittal of Louisiana Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System application may be necessary.

Comment noted.

2) LDEQ has storm water general permits for construction areas equal to or greater than 
one acre.  Contact Yvonne Baker at (225) 219-3111 to determine if project requires one of 
these permits.

Storm Water Management Permits will be 
obtained.

3) All precautions should be observed to control non-point source pollution from 
construction activities.

BMPs will be implemented during construction of 
the facility to control non-point source pollution 
from construction activities. 

4) If any proposed work is located in wetlands or other areas subject to jurisdiction of the 
USACE, contact the Corps to inquire about the possible necessity for permits.  If a Corps 
permit is required, part of the application process may involve a Water Quality Certification 
from LDEQ.

Section 404 Wetland Fill Permits will be obtained 
from the USACE.

5) All precautions should be observed to protect the groundwater of the region. Comment noted.
6) Currently, Bossier, Claiborne, and Webster Parishes are classified as attainment 
parishes with the NAAQS. Comment noted.

3 4/28/2005 Arkansas Department of 
Health No Comments Noted

4 5/11/2005
United States Department of 

Homeland Security, 
US Coast Guard

Not aware of any proposed crossings, within the state of Louisiana, which will impact 
waterways that are used or likely susceptible to use by any vessels greater than 21 feet in 
length.  Any bridges that will cross waterways, meeting the criteria for the STA, will not 
require specific coast Guard Bridge Permits.

Comment noted.

5 5/13/2005

US Department of 
Transportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration

Louisiana Division

Correspondence includes comment items 1 - 9 listed below: 
1) p S-5 Correction needed on first sentence to eliminate/change the word: "required" in 
discussion of mitigation; and the words: "indirect impacts"  later in paragraph. 
2) p. 3.2  Correction needed to eliminate/change the word: "required" in discussions of 
mitigations from this page on.. 
3) p.3-70 Air Quality - Improve the word "suggest" 
4) p. 3-84 Mention project requires a 404 permit from the Corps. 
5) p. 3-86 to 3-96 Improve wording " not likely to adversely affect" 
6) p. 3-97 Wording "appropriated construction funding........" received" is speculation and 
should be removed. 
7) p. 3-99 Remove option of sending tree trunks to landfills.  
8) Clarify  references to Section 4(f) and 106.  Reference letter from SHPO.   
9) List of  typos to be corrected. 

All comments are noted and corrections to final 
EIS will be made.
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6 5/13/2005 Arkansas Department of 
Environmental Quality No Comments Noted

7 5/18/2005 Arkansas Soil and Water 
Conservation Commission

Correspondence includes comment items 1 - 9 listed below: 
1 ) No building, storing, staging, or equipment maintenance within 3,000 feet of any 
environmentally sensitive area

BMPs will be implemented during construction of 
the facility.  

2) No dumping or storage of debris in and around the bayou crossings.  Often, trash is left 
at these sites due to the wetness of the area and the difficulty of trash retrieval.

All debris will be disposed of off-site and will be 
governed by local and/or state regulations 
concerning disposal of such items.  None will be 
disposed in wetland areas. All materials will be 
stored in staging areas.  Locations for these 
staging areas have not yet been determined.

3) No additional revisions should occur during plan implementation without accompanying 
environmental reevaluation.  Data trends indicate shifts in wildlife migratory patterns.  
Reevaluation will aid in avoiding potentially sensitive areas. 

Comments noted.

4) Equipment maintenance should be done away from the project site with special 
consideration given to petroleum products and their proper disposal. Comment noted.

5) Any revisions or design changes during construction should be analyzed for potential 
environmental impacts. Comment noted.

6) BMPs should be monitored on a regular basis to determine implementation and 
compliance.  Areas susceptible to flooding should be closely monitored to check erosion 
and sedimentation when encountered.

BMPs will be regularly monitored to determine 
implementation and compliance. An erosion and 
sediment control plan will be developed and 
implemented that will include all specifications and 
best management practices (BMP) necessary for 
control of erosion and sedimentation from 
construction activities.   

7) Areas above and below stream crossing should be evaluated prior to construction in 
order to set baseline conditions to ensure that negative environmental impacts do not occur 
during and after construction.  Negative impacts should be corrected as soon as possible.

Comment noted.

8) All negative environmental impacts should be compensated for at a ratio appropriate for 
the site and impact type, as approved by the Vicksburg District Corps of Engineers. Comment noted.

9) Ensure that contractors and subcontractors are aware of the special conditions outlined 
in the Final EIS and held accountable for the implementation of those conditions.

All contractors and subcontractors will be informed 
of any and all special conditions outlined in the 
Final EIS and will be held accountable for 
implementation of those conditions.

8 5/19/2005 Louisiana Wildlife Federation
Correspondence includes comment items 1 - 5 listed below:                                          
1) The LWF supports Alternative #4 crossing of Bayou Dorcheat by I-69 to protect the 
scenic integrity of the stream.

Comment noted.
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2) Data on the yearly average cubic ft. per second flow should be easily ascertainable. Comment noted.

3) Several water bird rookeries with great blue herons and several species of egrets have 
been located along the Bayou. Comment noted.

4) Three scarce freshwater mussels were identified in Bayou Dorcheat in the late 1800’s.    
Recently, one of those species was found in Corney Bayou, Little Corney Bayou, and Bayou 
D’Arbonne (late 1970’s).  As late as 1999, one specie was found in Corney Bayou.  
Therefore, unless more recent surveys have been conducted, it should be assumed that 
one or more of these species may still be found in Bayou Dorcheat.

Comment noted.

5) Requirements of applicable statutes should be followed, including 1) NEPA, 2) LADOT’s 
Standard Specification for Roads and Bridges, and Article IX, Section I of the 174 Revised 
Louisiana Constitution.

The Project will be in strict accordance with all 
applicable laws, statutes, and regulations.

9  5/23/2005

United States Department of 
Health and Human Services, 

Center for Disease Control and 
Prevention

No Comments Noted

10  5/23/2005
United States Department of 

the Interior, 
Office of the Secretary

Correspondence includes comment items 1 - 6 listed below: 
1) The DEIS is generally well-written, adequately describes affected fish and wildlife 
resources, and discloses potential project impacts to those resources. 

Comment noted.

2) The FWS Lafayette and Conway Field Offices provided continuing planning and technical 
assistance for FHWA’s proposed project, focusing primarily on survey protocols and 
conservation recommendation for wading birds, the threatened bald eagle, and the 
endangered red-cockaded woodpecker.  Other environmentally significant areas/features 
including wetlands, publicly owned lands, and a State-designated “natural and scenic 
stream” were also identified.

Comment noted.

3) The DEIS does not identify the relevant segment of Bayou Dorcheat as being listed on 
the Nationwide Rivers Inventory (NRI).  The NRI is a register of rivers that may be eligible 
for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic River System.  The Proposal has the potential 
to adversely affect the 45-mile-long stretch of Bayou Dorcheat located in Nevada, 
Columbia, and Lafayette Counties.  The stretch is considered to have a high potential as a 
recreational river under the Wild and Scenic River System.

The Final EIS will identify the relevant segment of 
Bayou Dorcheat.  However, it should be noted that 
the relevant segment of Bayou Dorcheat is 
approximately ten miles upstream from the 
Alternative 5 crossings and approximately twenty 
miles from the Alternative 4 crossing.   Section 
3.4.1.3 also notes that the three alternative 
crossing locations include an existing highway, a 
pipeline, and a railroad crossing.  It also notes that 
every effort has been made to minimize adverse 
impacts to Bayou Dorcheat and all neighboring 
wetlands. 
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4) The DEIS does not address the potential for invasive plant encroachment that could be 
introduced as a result of the project development activities, either through disturbance of 
the land or by incidental vehicular transport.  Purple loosestrife, a non-native, invasive 
weed, which thrives on wetlands and bayous, could be of particular concern.  Because this 
weed is highly competitive, unless monitored and controlled, it could overtake sensitive 
aquatic habitats.

Comment noted. 
BMPs will be implemented and monitored during 
construction of the facility

5) According to the DEIS, Alternative 5 would impact the least acreage of wetlands and 
scenic streams.  In addition, that alternative would also impact the least acreage of 
developed and urban land, displace the fewest number of minority-occupied homes, impact 
the fewest residences with adverse noise, and would not directly impact any known 
archeological sites.  Accordingly, we preliminarily recommend selection of Alternative 5 as 
the PA.  Support for that alternative is contingent upon the results of 
threatened/endangered species surveys.

Comment noted.

6) Consistent with plans presented in this section of the DEIS, we recommend that detailed 
surveys of the PA ROW be conducted for bald eagle nest sites, wading bird nesting 
colonies, and RCW clusters and foraging habitat.  That information is to be provided to the 
FWS in the form of a biological assessment along with a determination of whether the 
proposed activity is “likely, or not likely, to adversely affect” RCWs and bald eagles. 

Comment noted.

11 5/25/2005 Louisiana Wildlife Federation

Correspondence includes comment items 1 - 2  listed below: 
1) The LWF finds Alternative #4 less objectionable because of the area’s limited 
recreational opportunities, lesser quality aquatic wildlife habitat, and diminished wilderness 
character.  

Comment noted.

2) Alternative #5 options possess much of the scenic, ecological, and recreational values 
that made Bayou Dorcheat a candidate for the Natural and Scenic Rivers System in the first 
place.  Alternative #5 would be adverse to the scenic and recreational qualities of the 
stream.

Comment noted.

12 5/27/2005
United States Environmental 

Protection Agency, 
Region 6

Correspondence includes comment items 1 - 2  listed below:                                             
1) EPA has identified Alternative 5 or Alternative 5, Option 2 as the preferred alignment and 
recommends its selection as the environmentally preferred alternative.  These alternatives 
appear to have the least potential impact and adverse impact to wetlands.  Alternative 4 
has a greater potential direct impact to streams with more crossings on intermittent and 
perennial streams.  Alternative 4, Option 3, had springs identified which provided for special 
habitat not found elsewhere.  These areas should be avoided. 

Concurrence noted.

2) EPA rates the DEIS as “LO,” i.e., EPA has “Lack of Objection to the implementation of 
the I-69 SIU No. 14.” Comment noted.

13 6/15/2005
Department of the Army, 

Vicksburg District,            
Corps of Engineers

Correspondence includes comment items 1 - 2  listed below: 
1) Additional work will be required before a meaningful assessment of impacts on historic 
properties can be made.  Please provide this office a copy of the intensive Phase I survey 
report for the area of potential effect when the preferred alignment is selected.

Comment noted.
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2) We are pleased with your efforts in addressing the major concerns of wetland areas and 
the crossings of major other waters of the United States.  Please continue your efforts to 
avoid and or minimize wetland impacts and other important issues through consideration of 
design alternatives.

Comment noted.

14 10/12/2005
Claiborne Parish Police Jury 

Claiborne and Webster Parish 
Officials

Correspondence includes comment items 1 - 2  listed below: 
1) This group of Public Officials jointly recommend Alt. 4.3 because of its advantages: 
public comment support and petition opposition by 3600 local residents to the upper 
crossing of Bayou Dorcheat; possibility to support development of Lakes Project that would 
preclude depletion of Sparta Aquifer; protection of Sparta Aquifer; fewer grade separations 
and road terminations; less disruption of local travel patterns 

Comments noted.

2) This group believes that the  disadvantages presented are misleading and their 
counterpoints are: spring fed streams located in the area of Glass Creek are located in the 
highest elevation of any alignment and are common to the area; the cities of Minden and 
Homer are within 6 miles of interchanges yielding higher use by travelers than Alt.5; creek 
crossings are on higher ground with less water flow than those crossed by Alt. 5; recent oil 
exploration east of Bayou Dorcheat has positioned alluvial sand bottoms at 60' opposed to 
120' on the west side; remediation costs associated with oil refineries on both sides of Alt. 5 
would be substantial.   

Comments noted.

15 10/19/2005 Arkansas Department of 
Environmental Quality

Correspondence includes comment items 1 - 5  listed below:                                           
1) Water division requests that alternative chosen be the one with least impact to waters of 
AR; recommendation Alt.5

Comments noted.

2) Report does not mention route in AR crossing the Cockfield Formation of Eocene age, 
source of domestic water in AR and composed of fine to medium sand, some clay and 
lignite.

Comment addressed in Natural Resources 
Technical Memorandum and Louisiana Cultural 
Survey Report. 

3) No comment on wetland impact. Noted.

4) All routes would cross the same streams in AR. Comments noted.

5) No comment on residential structures and noise effects.

16 10/25/2005 Arkansas Geological 
Commission 1) No comment on LA  location of Bayou Dorcheat crossing Noted

17a 10/19/2005
City of Minden Building and 

Inspection                Floodplain 
Administrator

Floodplain situation of Minden should not be affected by any alternative.  Alt. 4.2&3 would 
serve economic development needs and would have less impact on Sparta Aquifer. City of 
Minden Resolution attached.

Comments noted.

17b
Resolution 

dated       
6-6-05

City of Minden City endorsement of Alternative 4 with options 2&3 Comments noted.

18 10/26/2005
United States Department of 

the Interior,
 Fish and Wildlife Service

Correspondence includes comment items 1 - 3  listed below: 
1) Preliminary recommendation of Alt. 5 as preferred alternative on May 23, 2005, based on 
information in DEIS, was contingent upon wildlife surveys associated with that alternative 
and concurrence with preference of FHWA & LADOTD.

Comments noted.

Page 6 of 12



Comments
Requiring
Response

TABLE B-2
I-69 SIU 14

Agency Comments

Comments
 Received

Following Draft EIS

ID # Date Agency Comment Summary Response

2) October 3&4, 2005 inspection by Service biologist focused on stream & wetland 
crossings of Alt 5 & 4.3 and recommended a more thorough qualitative examination of 
habitat in both alignments.

Comments noted.

3) Service and LDWF biologists discovered potential option at the 4.3 crossing of Bayou 
Dorcheat that traversed less floodplain and avoided a mature bald cypress swamp. This 
revision was located a few hundred feet south of the 4.3 crossing and extended to the ridge 
east of the bayou before curving north. The Service recommended full evaluation of this 
revision to expedite concurrence of preference with FHWA & LADOTD.

It is noted that USDOI originally suggested Alt.5 as 
PA in comment letter (No. 9) dated 5-23-05. But as 
result of  re-examination of both crossings of 
Dorcheat, are recommending a full evaluation of 
this revision.
Concurrence of Alternative 4.3 with revision 4.4 
noted.

19
Undated 
received   
10-31-05

Bossier Parish Police Jury Recommends selection of Alt. 5 as preferred alternative based upon review of DEIS Comments noted.

20 10/31/2005 Arkansas Department of 
Health and Human Services 

Environmental Manager of the Southwest Region concern is protection of Sparta Aquifer. 
Alternative 5 is favorable in Arkansas. Comments noted.

21 11/1/2005 Louisiana Department of 
Agriculture and Forestry No Comments Noted

22 11/1/2005
United States Department of 

Agriculture,
 Kisatchie National Forest

Correspondence includes comment items 1 - 3  listed below: 
1) Alternative 4.3 or 4.2&3 may provide access to areas where recreation is limited and may 
improve development opportunities for the North Hills Lakes Project area although it 
appears to affect more wetlands, streams and residences.  This would be a social and 
economical benefit.                                                                                                                     

Comments noted.

2) Alternative 5 appears to be environmentally responsive but provides less social 
advantage, other than short term residential noise impacts.  Comments noted.

3) Either Alternative would be acceptable considering the mentioned trade offs in the final 
determination.   Comments noted.

23 11/2/2005 Arkansas Natural Resources 
Commission Recommends selection of Alt. 5 as preferred alternative based upon review of DEIS Comments noted.

24 11/4/2005
Louisiana Office of Cultural 

Development Division of 
Archaeology

Does not make an alternative recommendation without a Phase I sampling cultural 
resources survey of the various alignments under consideration. Comments noted.

25 11/9/2005
United States Department of 

the Interior,
Fish and Wildlife Service

In reference to Oct. 26, 2005 recommendation of evaluation of the revision (designated as 
4.4) and resulting analysis, the Service recommends selection of Alternative 4.4 as the 
preferred alternative, contingent upon FHWA selection and results of wildlife surveys.

Concurrence with Alternative 4.3 with revision 4.4 
noted.

26 11/14/2005 Louisiana Department of 
Wildlife and Fisheries

Correspondence includes comment items 1 - 3  listed below:                                        
1) As a result of Oct. 05 Alternatives 4.3, 4.4 & 5 field investigations and comprehensive 
evaluation of anticipated detrimental impacts to wetland habitat and to Bayou Dorcheat, 
LDWF determined their preference of Alternative 4.4. LDWF considered the permanence of 
the project impacts and the ability of the applicant to fully mitigate the impacts.   

Comments noted.

2) Selection of a preferred alternative is based upon Natural and Scenic River criteria 
detailed in March 23, 2005 letter. Comments noted.
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3) Alternative 4.4 preference is apparent from a Scenic River perspective, although it 
impacts greater wetlands.  Alternative 5 impacts less wetlands  and crosses fewer steams, 
but significantly intrudes on the wilderness quality, scenic value, and recreational 
opportunities of Bayou Dorcheat. 

Concurrence with Alternative 4.3 with revision 4.4 
noted.

27 11/28/2005
United States Department of 

Homeland Security, 
US Coast Guard

Not aware of any proposed crossings, within the state of Louisiana, which will impact 
waterways that are used or likely susceptible to use by any vessels greater than 21 feet in 
length.  USCG expects FHWA to consult with them in determining if the PA crossings meet 
criteria set in STA of 1978.  Any bridges that will cross waterways, meeting the criteria for 
the STA, will not require specific coast Guard Bridge Permits. Since they expect no 
crossings requiring permits are within the alternatives, no preference of alternatives was 
made. 

Comments noted.

28 11/30/2005 United States Environmental 
Protection Agency, Region 6

Modifications (4.4) to Alt 4.3 is reasonable as explained by LDNR & USFWS and have no 
objection to this PA selection. Refer to previous letter dated 5-27-05.   

Concurrence with Alternative 4.3 with revision 4.4 
noted.

29 10/20/2006  Bossier Parish Police Jury 

Correspondence includes comment items 1 - 2  listed below: 
1) In response to request dated November 1, 2006, to approve road closures in Bossier 
Parish, the Jury enclosed certified minutes of the Bossier Parish Police Jury meeting of Oct. 
18, 2006, including comments from property owners, Johnny Vice, Lee Mudd, Sal Fayeed, 
Mike Merritt concerned about access to properties east of the PA. 

Approval of local road closures noted.

2) The three roads in question are private roads as explained by Mr. Ford, Parish Engineer, 
and Bossier Parish has no authority to authorize the closing of the roads and that LDOTD 
will provide access by other means. 

Comments noted.

30 11/13/2006 Claiborne Parish Police Jury Transmittal of Claiborne Parish Police Jury Resolution of Acceptance of Proposed Road 
Closures dated November 8, 2006. Approval of local road closures noted.

31 1/8/2007  Webster Parish Police Jury, 
Letter from Ronda Carnahan to 
Scott Hoffeld

Correspondence includes comment items 1 - 2  listed below: 
1) Two parish public meetings have been held to address the access issue along Bayou 
Dorcheat and LA 3008, with numerous comments received.

The inclusion of access roads on the west side of 
the PA in the area along LA 3008 were designed in 
the Final Line and Grade Report and included as a 
revision to the PA.

2) Webster Parish Police Jury rejects any proposed road closures associated with the I-69 
Preferred Alternative project, until the jury is assured that a frontage road will be included in 
the project from the Lorex Road crossing to the Dorcheat Road crossing, for the benefit of 
the Webster parish Citizens. Also the Webster Parish Police Jury requests that a frontage 
road access is provided to the following roads: Evergreen, Dodson, Mims, Pisgah, Angie, 
and any other roads that have no stated access road. Citizen letters attached.

The inclusion of access roads on the west side of 
the PA in the area along LA 3008 were designed in 
the Final Line and Grade Report and included as a 
revision to the PA.  Additional access issues will be 
addressed in the design phase and R-O-W 
acquisition phase of the project.

32 12/14/2007 Webster Parish Police Jury
Announcement of Webster Parish Police Jury Special Called Meeting scheduled for 
December 21, 2007. Agenda included the resolution at the request of LADOTD to support 
the closure of a portion of certain roads due to the future construction of I-69 SIU 14. 

Comment noted.
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33 12/28/2007 Webster Parish Police Jury

Correspondence includes comment items 1 - 2  listed below: 
1) Transmittal of Webster Parish Police Jury Resolution of acceptance of road closures with 
agreement to incorporate the access roads within parish maintenance system. Only 
provision requested is that access roads accommodate log trucks.

Comments noted.

2) Reported landowners Mr. & Mrs. Bloxom’s concern of possibility of train derailment on 
KCS railroad at Bayou Dorcheat crossing being inaccessible on their property and also 
being inaccessible by logging trucks.. 

Individual access issues will be addressed in the 
design phase and R-O-W acquisition phase of the 
project.

34 2/1/2008 Claiborne Parish Police Jury 
Transmittal of Claiborne Parish Police Jury Resolution #024-2007of Acceptance of 
Proposed Road Closures dated December 5, 2007. (resolution revised from previous 
November 8, 2006) 

Comments noted.

35 10/8/2008 Claiborne Parish Police Jury   Transmittal of Claiborne Parish Police Jury Resolution #2008-020 of Acceptance of the 
ownership, maintenance and liability of LA Spur 534 dated October 8, 2008. Comments noted.

36 11/20/2008
Arkansas Department of 

Heritage - Arkansas Historic 
Preservation Program

Review of documents has determined that one (CO 0430)  of the eight structures presented 
in the review was eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.    

Basis of determination is needed. Request 
sent 9-24-09 by HPA

37 3/13/2009 URS Corporation Correspondence: Transmittal of Red-Cockaded Woodpecker Biological 
Assessment to US Fish and Wildlife Louisiana Field Office. No response required

38 3/17/2009 URS Corporation
Correspondence to Claiborne Parish Floodplain Administrator requesting 
comments regarding the consistency of the proposed project with local floodplain 
protection standards. 

No response required

39 3/17/2009 URS Corporation
Correspondence to Columbia County Floodplain Administrator requesting 
comments regarding the consistency of the proposed project with local floodplain 
protection standards. 

No response required

40 3/17/2009 URS Corporation
Correspondence to Union County Floodplain Administrator requesting comments 
regarding the consistency of the proposed project with local floodplain protection 
standards. 

No response required

41 3/17/2009 URS Corporation
Correspondence to Webster Parish Floodplain Administrator requesting comments 
regarding the consistency of the proposed project with local floodplain protection 
standards. 

No response required

42 4/6/2009
United States Department of 

the Interior,
Fish and Wildlife Service

The LA Field Office states that the proposed project is not likely to adversely affect 
RCWs and that no further endangered specie consultation is required unless there 
are changes in the scope or location or else project construction has not been 
initiated within one year.

Concurrence is noted.

43 5/1/2009 Webster Parish Police Jury
Response letter from Floodplain Administrator stating no comment or objection to 
the project in relation to local floodplain protection standards: no floodplain permits 
other than those required by the state. 

Concurrence is noted.
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44 5/6/2009
Arkansas Department of 

Heritage - Arkansas Historic 
Preservation Program

Response letter stating that fieldwork conducted is acceptable and believes the 
lack of sites discovered relates to environmental conditions, particularly poor 
ground visibility over much of the project area. The SHPO concurs that a 
Programmatic Agreement is appropriate to resurvey the APE after clearing and 
grubbing has improved visibility. Recommend archeological monitoring and a good 
unanticipated discovery provision be in place. 

Concurrence is noted. Coordination with 
AHTD resulted in AHTD providing their 
desired language into the FEIS for additional 
cultural survey commitment.

45 5/12/2009 Claiborne Parish Police Jury
Response from Floodplain Administrator stating no comment or objection to the 
project in relation to local floodplain protection standards: project is exempt from 
having to apply for a permit for construction. 

Concurrence is noted.

46 5/13/2009 Columbia County Office of 
Emergency Preparedness Response from Floodplain Administrator stating no problem with the project. Concurrence is noted.

47 5/19/2009
United States Department of 

the Interior,
Fish and Wildlife Service

Response from AR Field Office stating that the Service would support the 
conclusion that the proposed project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect 
the RCW. Further consultation is not required unless project parameters change or 
new information regarding presence of threatened and endangered specie is 
presented.  

Concurrence is noted.

48 7/15/2009 Union County Floodplain 
Manager

Response statement of approval of the proposed project location in Union County 
with impact to any floodplain locations in the county being minimal at most. Concurrence is noted.

49 6/18/2009
Louisiana Office of Cultural 

Development Division of 
Archaeology

Provided review comments on the Draft Cultural Resources Report and states that 
regardless of a number of errors sited in the report that the sites reported are not 
eligible for the National Register and therefore, the project undertaking will have no 
effect on historic properties. 

Comments were incorporated and the final 
report was re-submitted. Concurrence is 
noted.

50 9/3/2009 URS Corporation
Correspondence to : Department of the Army, Vicksburg District, Corps of Engineers 
transmitting Preliminary Final EIS, Wetland Delineation Report, LA and AR Phase I Cultural 
Resources Reports for review and concurrence.

Pending concurrence of PA, acceptance of 
Cultural Reports and Wetland Delineation. 

51 9/15/2009 LADOTD
Transmittal of final Phase I Cultural Resources Survey and Archaelogical Inventory 
of LA Portion of the I-69 Corridor SIU 14, prepared by R. C. Goodwin & Associates 
for URS. 

Comment response not required.

52 10/29/2009
Louisiana Office of Cultural 

Development Division of 
Archaeology

Documentation of review and acceptance and of final Phase I Cultural Resources 
Survey and Archaelogical Inventory of LA Portion of the I-69 Corridor SIU 14, 
prepared by R. C. Goodwin & Associates for URS. 

Concurrence is noted.

53 9/24/2009 Historic Preservation 
Associates, LLC

Letter to AR SHPO requesting clarification of criteria used to make determination of 
eligibility of structure CO0430 for listing on the National Register. 

Outgoing correspondence that requires a 
response from SHPO. 
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54 10/21/2009
Arkansas Department of 

Heritage - Arkansas Historic 
Preservation Program

Response to HPA letter dated 9-24-09 - stating that Structure CO0430 is eligibile to 
be on NRHP register under Criterion C with local significance as an intact example 
of an early twentieth-century vernacular farmhouse. 

Comment noted. Coordination between URS, 
AHTD and HPA resulted in conclusion that the 
proposed improvement to Col. 85   will avoid 
the noted structure. The location of the 
building in relation to the required right-of-way 
(ROW) for the proposed I-69 preferred 
alternative also avoids physical taking of this 
historic property.  
Based on numerous options available to 
further avoid or minimize affects, AHTD is 
confident that during the design and 
construction phases of the project that it can 
avoid and minimize affects to CO0430.  In 
light of this, AHTD included language for the 
commitment in this Final EIS. 
See Section 4(f) de minimis documentation in 
Appendix E.

55 11/20/2009 Arkansas State Highway and 
Transportation Department

Letter to AR SHPO requesting concurrence on the approach of  minimizing effects 
to CO0430 by making adjustments in final design to avoid impacts to the historic 
structure. Avoidance measures shall be sufficient to achieve a finding of "no effect".

Outgoing correspondence that requires a 
response from SHPO. 
See Section 4(f) de minimis documentation in 
Appendix E.

56 12/3/2009 Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma

Letter from Terry Cole, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, stating that their opinion 
is that the project area of effect will have no adverse effect on any historic 
properties. Should construction activities expose any human remains, archeological 
materials, or evidence of buried historic building materials, contact should 
immediately be made to the office of Historic Preservation by calling 
1-800-522-6170 ext. 2137.

Comment is noted. Commitment section in 
FEIS addresses this request.

57 12/10/2009
Arkansas Department of 

Heritage - Arkansas Historic 
Preservation Program

Response to AHTD letter dated 11/20/09 - the response states that  based upon 
AR AHPO review of the information pertaining to the effect upon structure CO0430, 
it was determined that the avoidance measures shall be sufficient to achieve a no 
adverse effect finding on the structure CO0430, a property eligible for inclusion in 
the National Register of Historic Places.

The commitment provided by AHTD to 
implement avoidance measures for structure 
CO0430 during final design is contained in the 
Executive Summary of the FEIS and also in 
Section 3.7.6.  

58 12/17/2009 Alabama-Choushatta Tribe of 
Texas

Letter from Bryant J. Celestine, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, stating that they 
have no immediate objection and they anticipate no impact to religious cultural or 
historical assets of the Alabama-Choushatta Tribe of Texas. Should construction 
activities expose any human remains, and/or  archeological artifacts, contact 
should immediately be made to the office of Historic Preservation by calling 936-
563-1181.

Comment is noted. Commitment section in 
FEIS addresses this request.
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59 12/16/2009
Department of the Army, 

Vicksburg District, 
Corps of Engineers

Email from Sarah Koeppel, Archaeologist, Regulatory Branch, giving concurrence 
with AR and LA SHPO's determination of no effect.

Comment noted; concludes cultural 
concurrence suspended in letter (comment 
#13) dated 6/15/05; concurrence on PA 
remains suspended  

60 2/3/2010

US Department of 
Transportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration

Louisiana Division

Concurrence with LADOTD that no Supplemental EIS is required, based on 
chronological events and situations that emerged since Draft EIS was approved. Concurrence is noted.

61 1/18/2008

US Department of 
Transportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration

Louisiana Division

Letter form Joseph Toole, FHWA to Charles Bolinger, LADOTD. Interchange 
Justification or acceptance of interchange location on I-20. Based upon engineering 
and operations review, the proposed additional interchange at 1-20 is acceptable.  
If there are no major changes to the proposed design, final approval may be given 
upon completion of the environmental process.  (Contact Michael Matzke 202-366-
4658)

Concurrence is noted.

62 6/22/2011
Department of the Army, 

Vicksburg District, 
Corps of Engineers

Letter from Charles A. Allred, USACE, to Kent Dussom, URS, delivery of 
Preliminary Wetland Jurisdictional Determination and supporting documentation. 
Based upon information provided by URS, including additional information obtained 
from a field investigation, USACE has determined that there are jurisdictional areas 
within the project boundary subject to regulation pursuant to Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act. The enclosed maps depict the areas of wetlands and waters 
effected. This determination is preliminary and does not constitute an approved 
jurisdictional determination. Since the proposed activity appears to involve the 
discharge of dredged and/or fill material (land clearing, ditching, leveling, etc.) into 
jurisdictional waters, a Department of the Army Section 404 permit is required.  

Requirement of permit application is noted 
and listed in Chapter 3 Section 3.7.6 
Mitigation, Commitments, Permits, 
Certifications and Additional Studies 
Necessary Prior to Construction.

63 7/6/2011
Department of the Army, 

Vicksburg District, 
Corps of Engineers

Letter from Anne S. Woerner, USACE to Kent Dussom, URS, concurrence on the 
PA. Based upon the information provided by URS, USACE concurs with the 
selection of the Preferred Alternative 4.3 as the Haughton, LA to El Dorado, AR 
alignment. 

Concurrence is noted.
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10 Michael Brown

x

Questioned possible connection 
of I-69 SIU 14 with I-30 and I-49

Connection with the other interstate 
systems mentioned in the comment is 
outside of the designated study area for 
this SIU 14 of I-69 and does not meet 
the purpose and need of the project.

11 Sen. Gene Jeffress x x
Interchange needed between 
US 79 & US 82

12 Linda Loftin x x x x x Interchange needed @ Tram Rd

14 Mark Smith x x x x x
Interchange needed between 
US 79 & US 82

15 Don Traylor x
Provide access to Clebeat 
Springs, AR area

17 Steve Peace
x

Project will be cultural invasion, 
security threat, loss of land use, 
tax burden

The benefits of the PA meet the purpose 
and need of the project, while the no 
build alternative does not

41 Steve G. Kirkikis See Comment Letter

SIU 14 and Alternative alignlments were 
selected based on consideration of 
feasibility , constructability, economic 
and environmental, and social impacts.

45 Sherburn Sentell x x x x
Concern - local road closures - 
Mims, Evergreen

46 Diane Sentell x x x x x x x
Concern - local road closures - 
Mims, Evergreen

49 David Lowe
x x x x x x x

Concern - local road closures - 
Evergreen; Interch. @ LA 159 

50 Gwen Lowe x x x x x x
Concern - local road closures - 
Evergreen; Interch. @ LA 159 

2910 Barbara Machen x x
Concern - local road closures - 
Mims, Evergreen

420 Kevin Miller x x x x
Em respose better, Concerned 
about Evergreen Comm

Common Comment 
Shading Key:

AHTD examined the options of added 
interchanges in AR during PA Revisions 
in Oct. 06 and decided that traffic 
volumes and access issues will be 
evaluated in detail during the design 
phase of the project.

PA Revisions in Oct. 06 provide for:
(1) added  interchange @ LA 159 that 
was deemed reasonable due to the 
distance between the LA 2 and US 371 
interchanges and improved access for 
the area, but affecting 2 additional 
structures;
(2) frontage road on the west side of the 
interstate connecting Mims, and 
Evergreen Road to interchange @ 
LA159 to improve access and 
emergency response capabilities;

ID#
ALTERNATIVE
PREFERENCE

ALTERNATIVE
OPPOSITION

REASONS FOR PREFERERENCE/OPPOSITIONDEMOGRAPHIC
INFORMATION

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comments 
concerned with 

access in Arkansas

Comments concerned with 
LA 2 and Alt LA 2 

Interchanges, Edmonds Rd 
and Clarence Ivory Rd

Comments concerned with 
LA 3008 crossing and 

access to property

Comments concerned 
with access between 

Mims Road, LA159 and 
LA 2

ALIGNMENT 
ISSUES HUMAN ISSUES ENVIRONMENTAL 

ISSUES    Additional Comments 
and 

Information Provided
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Common Comment 
Shading Key:

ID#
ALTERNATIVE
PREFERENCE

ALTERNATIVE
OPPOSITION

REASONS FOR PREFERERENCE/OPPOSITIONDEMOGRAPHIC
INFORMATION

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comments 
concerned with 

access in Arkansas

Comments concerned with 
LA 2 and Alt LA 2 

Interchanges, Edmonds Rd 
and Clarence Ivory Rd

Comments concerned with 
LA 3008 crossing and 

access to property

Comments concerned 
with access between 

Mims Road, LA159 and 
LA 2

ALIGNMENT 
ISSUES HUMAN ISSUES ENVIRONMENTAL 

ISSUES    Additional Comments 
and 

Information Provided

441b Marcus Wren x x
Interchanges needed on Hwy 
159 and LA 2

60 William Dawson x
Add interchange @Alt. LA2 in 
Hayn. With access roads north

167 Rex Williams x x
Need interchange @ Alt LA2 in 
Haynesville

140 Sherry Hardin Questioned project timing and 
funding

LADOTD is preparing an implentation 
plan for this major FHWA project 
including the best estimated schedule 
for all implementation activities.

409 Joe Williams

x

Cross Claib/Web Line at Leton

This suggestion was considered and 
omitted because of agency concern with 
wetland impact near Black Bayou.   
(DEIS page 4-5)

417a Mark Eubanks

x

Concern; Fire districting

Comments noted; revisions that include 
interchange on LA 159 and  frontage 
roads for Mims, Evergreen School Road 
and LA 159 provide needed connectivity 
for emergency respose.

(3) added interchange at Alt.LA 2 without 
the suggested frontage road to connect 
to US79 which was determined to be 
cost prohibitive           
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comments 
concerned with 

access in Arkansas

Comments concerned with 
LA 2 and Alt LA 2 

Interchanges, Edmonds Rd 
and Clarence Ivory Rd

Comments concerned with 
LA 3008 crossing and 

access to property

Comments concerned 
with access between 

Mims Road, LA159 and 
LA 2

ALIGNMENT 
ISSUES HUMAN ISSUES ENVIRONMENTAL 

ISSUES    Additional Comments 
and 

Information Provided

424 Dr. Alice Stewart

x x x x x x x x x x x

Comments support Alt 4.2&3 on 
the basis of:
1-Preferable Bayou Dorcheat 
crossing
2-Protection of Sparta aquifer
3-Econ. Dev. Stimulated by 
alignment and North Hills Lake 
Dev. (sites an error in DEIS 
concerning proposed injection 
wells planned for North Hills 
Lake Dev.)
4-Natual resouces protection 
would be enhanced by North 
Hills Lake Dev. & 4.2&3 
alignment. (sites contradiction in 
NRTM)
5-Preferable since "Straiht-line 
route along US 79 was 
excluded. (sites a DEIS error 
stating LA 9 between Minden 
and Homer)      

Comment Response
1- Comment Noted
2- Comment Noted 
3- Comment Noted (DEIS error 
corrected in FEIS)
4- Comment Noted (Contradictory 
statement in NRTM corrected in Final 
NRTM) 
5- Comment Noted (DEIS error 
corrected in FEIS) 

429 Ardis Martin
x

Reconsider east of Minden & 
thru Homer @ bypass

This suggested alignment was 
considered but eliminated during 
Corridor Selection
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and 

Information Provided

475 Bernard Stevens x x
476 Mary Bruner x x
477 Willie C. Bryant x x
478 Carolyn S. Bryant x
478 Carolyn S. Bryant x x
479 Faye Whitaker x x x
480 Keith M.Alton x x x
481 Tony K. White x
482 Victoria White x
483 Brandy White x
484 Dave L. Osborn x
484 Dave L. Osborn x x
485 Dottie Osborn x
485 Dottie Osborn x x
486 Robert Jackson x
486 Robert Jackson x x Comment Attachment #2
487 Inez Jackson x Comment Attachment #2
487 Inez Jackson x x Comment Attachment #2
488 Charles Waller x Comment Attachment #2
488 Charles Waller x x Comment Attachment #2
489 Roy J. Phillips x x x x Comment Attachment #2
490 Vira L. Phillips x x x x Comment Attachment #2
491 Duane Phillips x x x Comment Attachment #2
492 Alex Phillips x x x Comment Attachment #2
493 Vernell Ingram x x x x Comment Attachment #2

494 Thelma Stevens x
New res. from NY regrets 
destruct. of rural area 

495 Andrew Waller x x Comment Attachment #2
496 Ethel Waller x x Comment Attachment #2
497 Daisy M. Waller x x Comment Attachment #2
498 George Rice x x Comment Attachment #2
499 James Waller x x Comment Attachment #2
500a Sherry Haynes x x Comment Attachment #2

 The Comment Attachment #2 
states: I would like to see Alt.4 
moved east toward B. Dorcheat 
This would be shorter and have 
less impact on residents. 
Suggests: revise alignment to 
split away from I-20 just north of 
inter-change move east, 
crossing Goodwill Road below  
Bellview Road, crossing near or 
above the landfill continuing 
over Fuller Road near Sausman 
Creek and over Doc Steed 
Road to tie into Alt.4 before the 
US 371 Interchange

PA Revisions in Oct. 06 provide for a 
modification of the alignment along the 
Goodwin Road and Fuller Road 
intersection to reduce residential and 
noise impacts to the residential area 
along Goodwill and Fuller Roads

Comment Attachment # 2 for 
the following comments:
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500b Sherry Haynes x House photos and information
501 Danny Haynes x x Comment Attachment #2
502 Mary Helen White x x Comment Attachment #2
503 Floyd Walton, Jr. x x Comment Attachment #2
504 Mary F. Walton x x Comment Attachment #2
2221 Lessly Manning x x Comment Attachment #2  
2222 Marth Crosby x x Comment Attachment #2  
2223 Bernard Hudson x x Comment Attachment #2  
2224 Peggy Morris x x Comment Attachment #2  
2225 Daul V. Hudson x x Comment Attachment #2  
2226 Booker Gladney x x Comment Attachment #2  
2227 Alice Tyson x x Comment Attachment #2  
2228 Ida Jackson x x Comment Attachment #2  
2229 A. B. Jackson, Jr. x x Comment Attachment #2  
2230 DeKeilla Jenkins x x Comment Attachment #2  
2231 Mamie Brooks x x Comment Attachment #2  
2232 Eunice Waller x x Comment Attachment #2  
2233 Mattie Robinson x x Comment Attachment #2  
2234 Esper Kemp x x Comment Attachment #2  
2235 Essie Kemp x x Comment Attachment #2  
2236 Daisy Waller x x Comment Attachment #2  
2237 Dorothy Britton x x Comment Attachment #2  
2238 James E. Scott x x Comment Attachment #2  
2239 Nikki Wilson x x Comment Attachment #2  
2240 Wade Wilson x x Comment Attachment #2  
2241 Milton McDonald x x Comment Attachment #2  
2242 Don Bruner x x Comment Attachment #2  
2243 Grace Bruner x x Comment Attachment #2  
2244 Eddie Lewis x x Comment Attachment #2  
2245 Treabie McDonald x x Comment Attachment #2  
2246 Dorothy Myers x x Comment Attachment #2  
2247 Levada Mitchell x x Comment Attachment #2  
2248 Romano Dillard x x Comment Attachment #2  
2249 John Carey x x Comment Attachment #2  
2250 James H. Smith x x Comment Attachment #2  

PA Revisions in Oct. 06 provide for a 
modification of the alignment along the 
Goodwin Road and Fuller Road 
intersection to reduce residential and 
noise impacts to the residential area 
along Goodwill and Fuller Roads
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ISSUES    Additional Comments 
and 

Information Provided

1342 Sutton Orenbaun Property is affected by Alt. 4 
See Comments

Neither Orrenbaum Parcel 8206 or 8211 
are located within Preferred Alternative

1733 Beverly E. Smith
x x x x x x x

"Straightline" route minimizes 
cost & env. effects

Comment previously considered and 
alignment does not meet purpose and 
need or design criteria of the project

1741 Johnnie M. Walker x x x
Op3-move west of Cl Iv more to 
avoid property splits 

1744 James D. Walker x x x x
Op3-move west of Cl Iv more to 
avoid property splits 

1740 Carrrie  Edmonds x x x x
Op3-Loc Alt2 intchg.1/2 way 
between Ed.Rd & FLRd

1746 Richard P. Heard x x x x x
Op3-Loc Alt2 intchg.1/2 way 
between Ed.Rd & FLRd

1858 Virginia Simms x x x x
Op 3-Loc Alt 2 intchg.1/2 way 
between Ed. Rd & FL. Rd

1859 Danny N. Milam x x x x x
Op 3-Loc Alt 2 intchg.1/2 way 
between Ed. Rd & FL. Rd

1860 R. G. Mixon x x x x
Op 3-Loc Alt 2 intchg.1/2 way 
between Ed. Rd & FL. Rd

1860 R. G. Mixon x x
Op3-Loc Alt2 intchg.1/2 way 
between Ed.Rd & FLRd

1861 Judy Milam x x x x Conflicting Comment --- Opt 3

1892 Cindy Smith x x x x
Op3-Loc Alt2 intchg.1/2 way 
between Ed.Rd & FLRd

1893 Carol Fowler x x x x
Op3-Loc Alt2 intchg.1/2 way 
between Ed.Rd & FLRd

1894 Star Sherrill x x x x x
Op3-Loc Alt2 intchg.1/2 way 
between Ed.Rd & FLRd

During PA Revisions Oct. 06 it was 
determined that this slight modification 
will be reevaluated during the design 
phase of the project

Westward shift in the alignment would 
position the alignment within the 
wetlands of Black Bayou.
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ISSUES    Additional Comments 
and 

Information Provided

2259 Art Martin

x x x

Conflicting Statement or 
Question about Alt4               
See comment

This suggestion is similar to Corridor 3b 
which was evaluated and omitted during 
corridor stage because it parralled I-20 
and did not provide improved access to 
the study area. (DEIS page 2-5);  
revisions that include interchange on LA 
159 and  frontage roads for Mims, 
Evergreen School Road and LA 159 
provide needed connectivity for 
Evergreen area

2644 Adrian Manning
x x

Go thru Plain Deal. to save 
money

This suggestion is out of the designated 
project study area

4294 David Smith
x x x

Lk. Erling Proj. and land 
mitigation @ Lorex crossing

Preference and Comments on proposed 
projects are noted

4669 Charles W. Beck
x x x x

Attached:Petition-Sept. 04-170 
names protesting Alt.4 in the 
Grove community  

Petition dated prior to comment period; 
revisions based on comments have 
improved public acceptance of PA

4670 R.O. Machen

x x

Attached:(A) Evergreen Fire 
Dept.Resolution; (B) Letter; (C) 
Letter Dated 3/29/03 as 
reference  

Comments noted ; revisions that include 
interchange on LA 159 and  frontage 
roads for Mims, Evergreen School Road 
and LA 159 provide needed connectivity 

4671 Claiborne Elec. 
Coop. x x x x x x x x x

Letter representing Claiborne 
Electric Coop. serving 6 
parishes

Preference & Comments noted - 
Information Considered

4672 Mary Twitty x x x
Representing Magnol./Col. Cty. 
Cham. of Commerce

Preference & Comments noted - 
Information Considered

4673 Jeri Sue Wall x x x x x Letter
4677 Perry R. Wall x x x x x Letter
4674 Carolyn Thomas x x x x x x x x x Attached: Letter
4675 Donald Thomas x x x x x x x x x Attached: Letter
4676a Alice Stewart x x x x x x x x x x x Attached:(A) Letter 5/23/05 

4676b Alice Stewart (B) Arguments in Support of 
Alt4.2&.3

4676c Alice Stewart (C)Resolution CP Watershed 
District 

See comment and response #424 above 
Resolution Comments Noted 

Preference & Comments noted - 
revisions include LA 159 Interchange

Preference & Comments noted - 
Information Considered
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4678 Mage B. Sims x x x x x x x x x x x x Letter Preference & Comments noted - 
Information Considered

4679 Johnnie Schwaller Letter

Refer to Section 2.3 of the DEIS to  
clarify the nomenclature transition from 
Corridors to Alignments during 
evaluation and screening.

4680a Travis Tinsley x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x Letter Comments Noted

4680b Travis Tinsley Copy of a letter to the Editor of 
Guardian Journal Comments Noted

4682a Town of Homer Letter Cong. Jim McCrery- 
4682b Town of Homer x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x Resolution
4683 Claiborne P J x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x Resolution Preference & Comments noted

4684 Springhill Lions 
Club x x x x x x x Resolution Preference & Comments noted

4685 Town of Plain 
Dealing x x x x x x x Resolution Preference & Comments noted

4686 Springhill Medical 
Center x x x x x x x Resolution Preference & Comments noted

4687 Springhill Rotary 
Club x x x x x x x Resolution Preference & Comments noted

4688 South Webster 
Industrial District x x x x x x x x Resolution Preference & Comments noted

4689a x x x Resolution
4689b Letter - Gov. Blanco 5/16/05
4690 Bossier P J x x x x x Letter Preference & Comments noted
4691 C National Bank x x x x x x x Resolution Preference & Comments noted

4692 Webster Parish 
Fire District #10 x x x x x x x Resolution Preference & Comments noted

4693 Carter Federal 
Credit Union x x x x x x x Resolution Preference & Comments noted

4694 City of Springhill x x x x x x x Resolution Preference & Comments noted
4695 Chris.Schumpert x x x Letter Preference & Comments noted
4696 City of Minden x x x x x x x x Letter Preference & Comments noted
4697 Sue Gruber x x x x x x x x x Letter Preference & Comments noted
4698a Claiborne C O C x x x x x x x x x x Resolution

4698b Claiborne C O C Letter addressed to Cong. Jim 
Mc Crery 5/12/05

Preference & Comments noted -
Information Considered

Preference & Comments noted -
Information Considered

North Webster 
Industrial District

Preference & Comments noted -
Information Considered
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and 
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4699 Wesley Emerson x x x x x x x Letter with attachments
4699 Wesley Emerson (C) List of Supporters

4699a Wesley Emerson (A) Claib. Parish Police Jury 
Minutes

4699b Wesley Emerson (B) Letter from Cong McCrery to 
A. Stewart 5/24/04

4700 Town/Haynesville x x x x x x x x Letter to Cong. McCrery 5/6/05 Preference & Comments noted
4701 Jeffery Burford x x x x x x Letter Preference & Comments noted
4702 Vickie Cullen x x x x x x x x Letter Preference & Comments noted
4703 Greg Hicks x x x Letter-econ & envir. Feasible Preference & Comments noted
4704 Mahala Hutto x x x Letter-econ & envir. Feasible Preference & Comments noted
4705 Village of Dixie Inn x x x x x Letter Preference & Comments noted
4706 Michael McGuire x x x x x Letter rep. Green Tech Panels Preference & Comments noted

4707 Minden-S Webster 
Cham. Commerce x x x x x x x x Letter and Resolution Preference & Comments noted

4708 Town of Sibley x x x x x x x x x Resolution Preference & Comments noted
4709 Minden Lions Club x x x x x x x x x Resolution Preference & Comments noted
4710 Mind. E. Lions Club x x x x x x x x x Resolution Preference & Comments noted
4711 Homer Lions Club x x x x x x x x x x x x x Resolution Preference & Comments noted

4729 Johnnie Hill x x
Letter - economic dev. 
Information N. Webster Ind.Park Information Considered

Preference & Comments noted -
Information Considered
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Common Comment 
Shading Key:

ID#
ALTERNATIVE
PREFERENCE

ALTERNATIVE
OPPOSITION

REASONS FOR PREFERERENCE/OPPOSITIONDEMOGRAPHIC
INFORMATION

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comments 
concerned with 

access in Arkansas

Comments concerned with 
LA 2 and Alt LA 2 

Interchanges, Edmonds Rd 
and Clarence Ivory Rd

Comments concerned with 
LA 3008 crossing and 

access to property

Comments concerned 
with access between 

Mims Road, LA159 and 
LA 2

ALIGNMENT 
ISSUES HUMAN ISSUES ENVIRONMENTAL 

ISSUES    Additional Comments 
and 

Information Provided

4681a Lane Merritt

x x x x x

Letters Dated:
(A) 4/15/05
1 - Request clarification of the 
difference in aquifer recharge 
area conversion to highway with 
each alternative.
2 - DEIS states on pg 3-24 that 
Duke Energy is the sole 
industrial facility near the 
alternatives, others are XTO 
refinery & loading dock, 
Calumet Refinery, Mid Valley 
Pipeline, Marathon Plant and 
ANGI Plant. DEIS should state 
that Alt. 4 avoids the active and 
aggressive Cotton Valley Oil & 
Gas field.

Comments noted 

4681a Lane Merritt

3 - Request clarification of 
differing statements concerning 
selection of PA.
4 - Reconsider location and 
importance of spring-fed 
streams.
5 - Noting location of historically 
located multi-specie wading bird 
colonies north of Alt. 1 Bayou 
Dorcheat crossing.

Comments noted 
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Comments
Requiring Detailed
Review and Response

TABLE C-1
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Draft EIS Public Comments
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Received

April 8- May-30, 2005

Comments concerned with 
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Common Comment 
Shading Key:

ID#
ALTERNATIVE
PREFERENCE

ALTERNATIVE
OPPOSITION

REASONS FOR PREFERERENCE/OPPOSITIONDEMOGRAPHIC
INFORMATION

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comments 
concerned with 

access in Arkansas

Comments concerned with 
LA 2 and Alt LA 2 

Interchanges, Edmonds Rd 
and Clarence Ivory Rd

Comments concerned with 
LA 3008 crossing and 

access to property

Comments concerned 
with access between 

Mims Road, LA159 and 
LA 2

ALIGNMENT 
ISSUES HUMAN ISSUES ENVIRONMENTAL 

ISSUES    Additional Comments 
and 

Information Provided

4681a Lane Merritt

6 - Moderate wetland impact of 
Alt. 4 is justified by Claiborne 
Parish support of Alt. 4 and 
North Hills Lakes Project.
7 - Correct "pesticide" on pg. 3-
55 to "herbicide."
8 - Correct Figure 3.3-4b view 
shed of Bayou Dorcheat.
9 - DEIS downplays importance 
of only State-owned, regulated 
recreation area in study area - 
Bayou Dorcheat.
10 - Alt. 5 impacts a cultural 
resource site.

Comments noted 

4681b Lane Merritt

(B) Expressed concern over 
wading bird nesting colonies 
near Alt. 5 crossing of Bayou 
Dorcheat.

Comments noted.

4681c Lane Merritt

x

(C) Concerned with road 
closures near Marathon/XTO 
plant in Webster Parish causing 
limited emergency evacuation 
routes.

Comments noted.

4681d Lane Merritt

(D) A comprehensive letter 
reiterrating the positive aspects 
of Alternative 4 and negative 
aspects of Alternative 5.

Comments noted.

4681e Lane Merritt

(E) A brief letter reiterrating the 
positive aspects of Alternative 4 
and negative aspects of 
Alternative 5.

Comments noted.
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Comments
Requiring Response

TABLE C-2
I-69 SIU 14 EIS

 Revisions
Public Comments

Comments Received
October 2 - 16, 2006

Comments concerned with LA 3008 crossing and 
access to property between I-69 and Bayou 

Dorcheat

Comments concerned with alignment around Goodwill 
and Fuller Roads

other Location
A O A O A O A O  Map ID A O Map ID # A O

1 Mildred Adcock 1 1 Comments are noted
2 Pete Adcock 1 1 Comments are noted
3 Keith Adcock 1 1 Comments are noted
4 Jerry Adkins 1 Comments are noted
5 Trey Allen 1 1 Consider moving alignment to avoid centering property Comments are noted
6 Lois Awbrey #61 & #53 Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase

7 Mildred Awbrey #53 to #58 1 Improvements in local road access to I-69 needed as well Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase

8 Bill Bamonte 1 Acceptance noted
9 Carla Bamonte 1 Acceptance noted
10 John Bamonte 1 Acceptance noted
11 RaymondBell #18 Access provided by LA 159 & US 371 interchanges  
12 Carole Blalock 1 Acceptance noted
13 Mike Branch 1 1 1 prefer to see Flat Lick road to remain open Frontage road  will connect  Flat Lick Rd to LA2
14 Dorothy Britton 1 1 1 Acceptance noted
15 J.T. Browning 1 1 1 1 Acceptance noted
16 Donald Bruner 1 1 1 Acceptance noted
17 Gracie Bruner 1 1 1 Acceptance noted
18 Mary Bruner 1 1 Acceptance noted
19 Willie Bryant 1 1 Acceptance noted
20 Renee Buggs 1 Acceptance noted

21 Rachael Bloxom 1 Extend east side of Dorcheat Bridge~500' for prop.access Comment Considered-LADOTD will address in design phase

22 BenjaminClark Req. update info for 8222, 8223, 8224, 8231, 8232, 8233, 
8235, 8236, 8240 Comments are noted

23 Pearlena Clark Req. update info for 8222, 8223, 8224, 8231, 8232, 8233, 
8235, 8236, 8240 Comments are noted

24 Terry Davis 1 1 Oppositions are noted
25 Adrian DeLukie 1 1 Comments are noted
26 Booker T Gladney 1 1 Acceptance noted
27 William TGleason 1 1 Acceptance noted
28 Adrian Hammontree 1 Allow Blue Run #19 to be open with Cross-over Comment Considered-LADOTD will address in design phase

29 Dump E. Hatter 1
Economic benefits should influence location to be between 
Homer & Haynesville Comment Considered-similar alignment previously eliminated 

30 Bernard Hudson 1 1 1 Acceptance noted
31 Vernell Ingram 1 1 Acceptance noted

32 Clarence Ivory, Jr. 1 Concerned about access to property

33 Jewel Ivory 1 Concerned about access to property

34 Mary JanIvory
1

Concerned about access to property

Shading 
Key:

Comments concerned with LA 2 
and Alt LA2 Interchanges, 

Edmonds Road and Clarence 
Ivory Road

Comments concerned with 
access between Mims Road, 

LA159 and LA 2
Other

PA & 
All  

Rev.

C
om

m
en

t
ID

# 

Existing Road Status
Interchanges

Comments 
concerned with 

access in Arkansas

Property 
Effect First 

Name Last Name

Closures

A

Comment Considered-Clarence Ivory Road closure is 
located on northern end near intersection of Rabb 
Road which connects to Winn Bottom Road where 
new frontage road will connect to the interchange at 
Alt. LA2. Full access to Clarence Ivory will remain. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTA

Crossovers

Additional Comments / RecommendationsO
LA 159 LA Alt 2

O
US 79

Goodwill 
Fuller 

Revision
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Comments
Requiring Response

TABLE C-2
I-69 SIU 14 EIS

 Revisions
Public Comments

Comments Received
October 2 - 16, 2006

other Location
A O A O A O A O  Map ID A O Map ID # A O

PA & 
All  

Rev.

C
om

m
en

t
ID

# 

Existing Road Status
Interchanges Property 

Effect First 
Name Last Name

Closures

A RESPONSE TO COMMENTA

Crossovers

Additional Comments / RecommendationsO
LA 159 LA Alt 2

O
US 79

Goodwill 
Fuller 

Revision

35 John D. Johnson #18 Access provided by LA 159 & US 371 interchanges  
36 Esper Kemp 1 1 1 Acceptance noted
37 Essie Kemp 1 1 1 Acceptance noted
38 W. Wayn Kilpatrick 1 1 1 1 Acceptance noted
39 Angela King #18 Access provided by LA 159 & US 371 interchanges  

40 Dave Knoebel 1
Noted handout error of Hwy 79 Interchange as located in 
Columbia Cty Acceptance & Comment noted

40 Dave Knoebel Suggests containment measures where needed to protect 
Sparta Aquifer Recommendation noted

41 Robert E Lee #18 1 #18
Farm lease on Pope property #8221 & 8230 would be 
impacted Access provided by LA 159 & US 371 interchanges  

42 Joyce Major 1 Acceptanc noted
43 Lessley Manning 1 1 Acceptanc noted

44 Arthur Martin 1
Relocate alignment to benefit northern Webster - southern 
has I-20 Opposition & Comment noted

45 Charlotte Martin 1 Avoid splitting Evergreen Community Opposition & Comment noted
46 Mil McDonald 1 1 Acceptance noted
47 Treabie McDonald 1 1 Acceptance noted
48 Levada RMitchell 1 1 Acceptance noted
49 Robert Mitchell 1 1 Acceptance noted
50 Ernie Odom 1 1 Acceptance noted
51 Roy Phillips 1 1 Acceptance noted
52 Vira Phillips 1 1 Acceptance noted

53 Dennis Pope Consider 300' curve south to avoid farm on #8221 & 8230 All efforts were made to avoid impacts where reasonab

54 Jerry Roberts 1 Revision of LA3008 crossing moves alig. North  of prop. 
55 Tom Sale Frontage road  will connect  Flat Lick Rd to LA2
56 J.E. Scott 1 1 Acceptance noted
57 Bernard Stevens, Jr. 1 1 1 Acceptance noted
58 Thelma Stevens 1 1 1 Acceptance noted

59 Alice Stewart 1 1
Noted handout error of Hwy 79 Interchange as located in 
Columbia Cty Acceptance Noted & Comments Noted

59 Alice Stewart Suggests containment measures where needed to protect 
Sparta Aquifer Recommendation noted

60 J.T. Taylor 1 Acceptance noted
61 Rebecca Thurman #18 Access provided by LA 159 & US 371 interchanges  
62 George Tigner 1 Acceptance noted

63 Travis Tinsley 1
Consider future Lake on Black Bayou with stucture high 
enough for boats Acceptance Noted & Comments Noted

64 Alice Tyson 1 1 Acceptance noted
65 LawrenceVollmer 1 move closer to Springhill Opposition & Comment noted

66 Don Wales 1 in AR
Lack of interchange from Haynesville to ElDorado is major 
issue Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase

66 Don Wales Duplicate Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
67 Mrs. C. DWalker 1 Opposition noted
68 John Walker 1 1 Acceptance noted
69 John Walker 1 Acceptance noted
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Comments
Requiring Response

TABLE C-2
I-69 SIU 14 EIS

 Revisions
Public Comments

Comments Received
October 2 - 16, 2006

other Location
A O A O A O A O  Map ID A O Map ID # A O

PA & 
All  

Rev.

C
om

m
en

t
ID

# 

Existing Road Status
Interchanges Property 

Effect First 
Name Last Name

Closures

A RESPONSE TO COMMENTA

Crossovers

Additional Comments / RecommendationsO
LA 159 LA Alt 2

O
US 79

Goodwill 
Fuller 

Revision

70 Johnny MWalker Consider moving alignment to west side of property Comment considered-western movement affects wetlands
71 Andrew Waller 1 1 1 Acceptance noted
72 Charles Waller 1 1 Acceptance noted
73 Daisy Waller 1 1 1 Acceptance noted
74 Ethel Waller 1 1 1 Acceptance noted
75 Eunice Waller 1 1 Acceptance noted
76 Floyd Warton, Jr. 1 1 Acceptance noted
77 Mary L. Warton 1 1 Acceptance noted
78 Tony White 1 1 1 Acceptance noted

79 Randall Wilson 1 1
Access to subdivision property is cut off by closures - Bossier 
Parish

Access to private property will be addressed in design or acquisition 
phase

80 Brenda Winn 1 Acceptance noted
81 Debbie Bailey 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
82 Vickie Griffin 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
83 Shan Pletcher 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
84 Charles Tripp 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
85 Lane Jean 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
86 Joanna Smith 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
87 Todd Smith 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
88 Charles Davidson 1 in AR 1 Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
89 Oria Lee Balloge 1 Concerned about access to property
90 Corey Blackwell 1
91 ShikenyaFoster 1
92 Cynthia Gaines 1
93 Corey Gause 1
94 Anthony Spivey, Sr. 1
95 Anthony Spivey, Jr. 1
96 Anthony Spivey, III 1
97 Sharece Spivey 1
98 Wilma Washington 1

99 Arlester Ivory 1 1
Concerned about access to church, hospital & travel time to 
Haynesville

100 Debra Ivory 1
Concerned about access to church, hospital & travel time to 
Haynesville

101 Russel Ivory 1
102 Ola B. Turner 1 Concerned about access to property
103 Jamal Turner 1
104 Andre Turner 1
105 Michael ATurner 1
106 Rhonda TTinsley 1
107 Gregory Johnson 1
108 Lisa Taylor 1
109 Greta R. Macky 1
110 William Macky 1
111 ChristophTurner 1

Comment Considered-Clarence Ivory Road closure is located on 
northern end near intersection of Rabb Road which connects to 
Winn Bottom Road where new frontage road will connect to the 
interchange at Alt. LA 2. Full access to Clarence Ivory Road will 

remai
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All  
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O
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Revision

112 Ronnie Turner 1
113 Beverly Benson 1
114 Aretha Turner 1
115 Brittne Wilson 1
116 Gregory Turner 1
117 Lonnie Turner 1 1
118 Paula M. Turner 1 1
119 Alena Huguley 1 1
120 Felecia Turner 1 1
121 Alvern Wallace 1 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
122 James B Wallace 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
123 Willis T. Beene,DDS 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
124 Lori Baker 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
125 Gregory WTaylor 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
126 Mary Knoff 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
127 Ann Russell 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
128 Olva H. Dorman 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
129 Bette Hollensworth 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
130 David Allen ? 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
131 Margie Collins 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
132 CasandraBell 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
133 Ruby Barron 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
134 ChristolthCopeland 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
135 Angela McDaniel 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
136 Willie Henderson 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
137 Mattie Johnson 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
138 Larry Johnson 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
139 John W. Kimble 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
140 Azie Combs 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
141 Lori Edwards 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
142 Martha Revels 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
143 Jason Shepherd 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
144 Wilfer Henderson 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
145 Gwen Henderson 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
146 Sheila P. Jacobs 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
147 Rodney Green 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
148 Naomi Shepherd 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
149 John Evans 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
150 Octavia Revels 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
151 Earnest Moore 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
152 Freddie Sargent 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
153 Henry Robinson 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
154 Carolyn Manning 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
155 Edner Huntley 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase

Comment Considered-Clarence Ivory Road closure is located on 
northern end near intersection of Rabb Road which connects to 
Winn Bottom Road where new frontage road will connect to the 
interchange at Alt. LA 2. Full access to Clarence Ivory Road will 

remai
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O
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Revision

156 Emma Sargent 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
157 Lillie Wright 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
158 George Kimble 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
159 Edward Collins 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
160 Dossie Henderson 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
161 Roy Revels 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
162 Denise Green 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
163 Carolyn Caswell 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
164 Eddie Lowe 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
165 Marvin Ross 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
166 Vanity Williams 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
167 Tommy Vann 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
168 Landrell Cooper 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
169 Murdis Sterling 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
170 Lee Roy Reeves 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
171 Genevia Howell 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
172 Robert Mack 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
173 Correne Young 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
174 Patsy Bently 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
175 Patsy Baker 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
176 Earvin McCation 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
177 Corey L. Ephrian 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
178 Charlie RBurdette 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
179 RaymondFields 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
180 Penny Chrisman 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
181 Samuel DMartin 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
182 Tim Lockhart 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
183 Martha Lule 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
184 Gracie Jackson 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
185 Lorine Pastchol 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
186 Carol Haynes 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
187 F. Carpenter, Jr. 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
188 Celia McQuiston 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
189 David Taylor 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
189 David L. Taylor Duplicate Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
190 Diane Jetton 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
190 Diane Jetton Duplicate Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
191 Sandy Peace 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
191 Sandy Peace Duplicate Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
192 Kevin Callaway 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
192 Kevin Callaway Duplicate Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
193 Teri Melson 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
193 Teri Melson Duplicate Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
194 illegible illegible 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
195 illegible illegible 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
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196 Shirley Johnson 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
197 Kendrell Burton 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
198 Michael Brashford 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
199 Steve Carrington 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
200 Jackie Martin 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
201 Neca Pharr 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
202 Helen Easter 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
203 Kelly Crenshaw 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
204 Larry Atkinson 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
205 Marion Barnard 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
206 Patricia Hatton 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
207 Hilary Garnard 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
208 Richie Barnard 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
209 Mike illegible 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
210 George Harvey 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
211 Benny Grant 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
212 Christy Emerson 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
213 Joe Disotel 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
214 Bruce Hughes 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
215 George Page 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
216 Kay Higgins 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
217 Jerry Hollensworth 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
218 Jeff Harrington 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
219 Shannon Harrington 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
220 Jon Bailey 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
220 Jon Bailey Duplicate Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
221 Harlan Goodwin 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
222 Staci Trexler 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
223 Lacey Harris 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
224 Rosa Roberts 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
225 Rodney Roberts 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
226 Samman Young 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
227 Rosie Alexander 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
228 Charles Trexler 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
229 Susan C.Moore 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
230 JacquelinMonk 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
231 Cecil Dennis, Jr. 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
232 Kathy Dennis 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
233 Robert North 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
234 illegible illegible 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
235 Sudie Miller 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
236 Jeff White 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
237 Nancy Grant 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
238 Felicia Bokman 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
239 Talesha RTatum 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
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240 Julia Whitehead 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
241 Margaret West 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
242 Carol R. Carter 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
243 Mike Lewis 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
244 Toby Stephens 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
245 Deborah Lewis 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
246 James D Atkinson 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
247 Waylon Brown 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
248 Sara Ray 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
249 Mildred Richards 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
250 Juanita Gray 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
251 Sandi Nipper 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
252 Rebecca Ray 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
253 W. C. Schmidt 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
254 Kim Keith 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
255 Jack Wint 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
256 Olga W. English 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
257 Josephin Davis 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
258 Denise Bloomfield 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
259 Paul J. English 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
260 Andree Moursey 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
261 Leslie R. Kent 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
262 Kim Sibley 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
263 Rodney Rowe 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
264 Steve Nipper 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
265 Sybil Cole 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
266 Robert H Cole 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
267 Deborah Nipper 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
268 Karen Pierce 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
269 Amy Lewis 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
270 Johnnie Ware 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
271 Helen McDaniel 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
272 Ruthie Sharp 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
273 Sara Carrington 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
274 Beatrice Smith 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
275 Paula Hughes 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
276 Angie Day 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
277 Allison Rushton 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
278 Shana Manning 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
279 LaCrysta Snell 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
280 Georgia Snider 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
281 Martha RRobinson 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
282 Rusty Mitchell 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
283 Misty Mitchell 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
284 Mike Goss 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
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285 Joseph L Joseph 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
286 Fred Colquitt 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
287 Jane Grissom 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
288 Gloria Grissom 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
289 Susie Bradford 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
290 Lisa Williams 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
291 Donald Cooper 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
292 Eric illegible 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
293 Deborah Owens 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
294 Leigh Horn 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
295 illegible illegible 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
296 Carol Staggs 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
297 Heather Colquitt 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
298 Harold Schulz 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
299 Terri Stalknaker 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
300 David Stalknaker 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
301 Cheryl Nix 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
302 Jan R. Duke 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
303 Bonnie P Duke 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
304 Nancy A. Cook 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
305 James B illegible 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
306 Phillip Cook 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
307 Matthew Morris 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
308 Beth AnnRankin 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
309 Ramona Hudgens 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
310 Joyce Blanchard 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
311 JohnerthaAnderson 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
312 Diane Adair 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
313 Ruthie L. Fisher 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
314 LaVonne Bowles 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
315 D'Anne Temple 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
316 Wendy Burge 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
317 Robert Gorun 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
318 Debbie Chatelain 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
319 Walter Smith 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
320 Charles Lewis 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
321 Stacy Ravenscraft 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
322 Doug Waterfield 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
323 Ann Veach 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
324 Molly H. Burns 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
325 Brian Smith 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
326 Brett C. Kingfiel 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
327 Amanda Smith 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
328 Angela Lester 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
329 Shelly Malone 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
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330 Curt Malone 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
331 Rochelle McMahen 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
332 Candy Adams 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
333 Rusty Adams 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
334 Sheri Adams 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
335 Shane R Adams 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
336 Melissa Moore 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
337 John illegible 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
338 Walter J. Dennis 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
339 Kyong S. Carey 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
340 Kelli Souter 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
341 Debbie Smith 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
342 Jennifer Hubbard 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
343 Jeanna Thompson 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
344 Patty Clary 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
345 Ken Miller 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
346 Bonnie S Iuank 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
347 Wes Bennett 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
348 Kaci Camp 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
349 Steve Moseley 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
350 L. Moseley 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
351 Jane Alexander 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
352 Buck Cheatham 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
353 Charlotte Cheatham 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
354 Mark Richard 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
355 Connie Harrell 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
356 John McKamie 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
357 Mary McKamie 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
358 Heather Danew 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
359 Robert Henderson 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
360 Rhonda Glass 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
361 illegible illegible 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
362 Patricia Sterling 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
363 Autumn Garner 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
364 Sandra Cawyer 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
365 Cathy Allen 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
366 Bobby Allen 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
367 Anita Wood 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
368 Cathy McMahen 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
369 Cindy Walker 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
370 Yolanda Curry 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
371 Sandy Waller 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
372 Deborah Wood 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
373 Jane Griep 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
374 Illegible Mitchell 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
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375 LaKoia Robinson 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
376 Julia Couch 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
377 Larry Taylor 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
378 Ricky Hughes 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
379 Russell CHolley 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
380 Diane Johnson 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
381 Pamela Avery 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
382 Crystal Illegible 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
383 Scott Rowland 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
384 John C. Blair 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
385 Beverly Thomas 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
386 Susie Hanson 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
387 Margie C Standoak 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
388 Glenda L Atkinson 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
389 Rebecca Shaw 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
390 Sherry L. Bell 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
391 Phyllis Disotel 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
392 LaTricia Davis 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
393 CamfukieHambrice 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
394 Barb Smith 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
395 Randy Copeland 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
396 Sarajane Telford 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
397 Pam Vaughn 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
398 Deborah Wilson 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
399 Jeffery Barnard 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
400 Sam W. Flint 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
401 Steve Bailey 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
402 Darwin Pyle 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
403 Sharon Ferguson 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
404 Pat Jameson 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
405 Carolyn Nance 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
406 illegible illegible 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
407 J. Trout 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
408 Joyce A. Bogle 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
409 Calvin L. Knighton 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase

410 Dan G. Whiddon, Jr. 1
Consider straightline from #65 to #76 to avoid centering their 
property

Comment previously considered -Avoidance of Shuler Oil field & 
H2S wells directed the alignment in the area

411 John S. Whitelan 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
412 Karen Drummond 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
413 Joe Hester 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
414 Jessica Kelly 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
415 Robin Richards 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
416 Kimberly Mayo 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
417 Eugenia Jackson 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
418 Shari Hester 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
419 Howard Gordon 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
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420 Shirley Wooard 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
421 Debra Yates 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
422 Sonya Berk 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase

422 Sonya Berk Duplicate
Concerned about timberland effect - would accept if Col.Co. 
would benefit Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase

423 David Sneed 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
424 Doug Rabb 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase

425 Terri Howell 1 #18 1
Consider moving #18 crossing half mile north to avoid 
residences

425 Terri Howell Transmittal of the following petition
426 Dulane Wiltheis 1 #18

427 Melynda Bell 1 #18
Comments No 426 through 538 are signatures on the 
following Petition

428 Brian Bell 1 #18
Petition states: "This is a proposed revision to the Preferred 
Alternative

429 Jerry R. Roberts 1 #18
to the National I-69 Corridor identified as Section of 
Independent Utility No.14

430 Carrie J. Roberts 1 #18
This is requesting that the proposed Dorcheat Road overpass 
area be re-directed through property

431 Kimberly Davis 1 #18  being to the North of Section 6 & 7 being the south

432 Terry L. Davis 1 #18
half of the south half in Section 6 and North Half of the North 
Half in Section 7, Township 20N, Range 9W.

433 Robin McCormack 1 #18
434 Michelle Brennan 1 #18
435 Chris Brennan 1 #18
436 Andrew McCormack 1 #18
437 Clayton Provost 1 #18
438 illegible Provost 1 #18
439 Todd McCormack 1 #18
440 Michelle McCormack 1 #18
441 Michael Provost 1 #18
442 Denise RCraig 1 #18
443 Jessica Craig 1 #18
444 Matt illegible 1 #18
445 Byron J. Wiley 1 #18
446 Joe Festervan 1 #18
447 Charles WWiley 1 #18
448 J. D. Jones, Jr. 1 #18
449 ElizabethJones 1 #18
450 Sonny Taylor 1 #18
451 Faye C. Smith 1 #18
452 Charles MPerry 1 #18
453 Ronald DSale 1 #18
454 Frank illegible 1 #18
455 James F.Wiley 1 #18
456 Bobby L. Lyle 1 #18
457 John Cross 1 #18

Suggested revision of moving alignment crossing at 
LA 3008 to the north has been implemented
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458 Kelly Cross 1 #18
459 Betty Hock 1 #18
460 Sandra Moorehead 1 #18
461 illegible illegible 1 #18
462 Liza Anderson 1 #18
463 Ralph Illegible 1 #18
464 L.B. Grigsby, Jr. 1 #18
465 Joan H. Grigsby 1 #18
466 Larry F. Ellison 1 #18
467 B. J. Ellison 1 #18
468 Richard Grigsby 1 #18
469 ElizabethGrigsby 1 #18
470 Donna Kemp 1 #18
471 James Kemp 1 #18
472 Bronwyn Smotherman 1 #18
473 Gregory Smotherman 1 #18
474 BenjaminWood 1 #18
475 Linda Wood 1 #18
476 Nancy Craig 1 #18
477 Kelly Cummins 1 #18
478 Tammy Craig 1 #18
479 J. WayneCraig 1 #18
480 illegible Illegible 1 #18
481 Kati Craig 1 #18
482 Jay Craig 1 #18
483 Kenneth Cummings 1 #18
484 Twyla Dollar 1 #18
485 Hollis R. Dollar 1 #18
486 Mary C. Ward 1 #18
487 Ray Ward 1 #18
488 Betty Ray 1 #18
489 Billy L. Ray 1 #18
490 Libby Orenbaum 1 #18
491 Sutton Orenbaum 1 #18
492 Mike Woodard 1 #18
493 Kathy Woodard 1 #18
494 Brandy Woodard 1 #18
495 Tressie Woodard 1 #18
496 Grant Martin 1 #18
497 Todd Martin 1 #18
498 Mary Mitchell 1 #18
499 Sherry Craig 1 #18
500 illegible Reeves 1 #18
501 illegible illegible 1 #18
502 KatherineReeves 1 #18

Suggested revision of moving alignment crossing at 
LA 3008 to the north has been implemented
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503 Judy Binge 1 #18
504 Dewey Wiltheis 1 #18
505 Dorothy  Chatman 1 #18
506 Arther M.Chatman 1 #18
507 Lisa Hamilton 1 #18
508 Ben Haynes 1 #18
509 Matti T. Willis 1 #18
510 TheodoreWillis 1 #18
511 Dorothy MRidley 1 #18
512 Willie J. Ridley 1 #18
513 Mildred Watts 1 #18
514 Bobbie Mims 1 #18
515 Eddie Mims, Jr. 1 #18
516 Kenjuan Cox 1 #18
517 Kurtis L. Cox 1 #18
518 Kimberly Sanders 1 #18
519 J. Kenya Sanders 1 #18
520 Regina Brown 1 #18
521 Phyllis Morton 1 #18
522 Winy Mitchell 1 #18
523 Mrs. J. WVolentine 1 #18
524 Larry Jernigan 1 #18
525 illegible Adkins 1 #18
526 Betty Adkins 1 #18
527 Jimmy Stovall 1 #18
528 Terry Dawson 1 #18
529 Wanda McEachern 1 #18
530 Neely H. Heuberlin 1 #18
531 Lori Heuberlin 1 #18
532 Carie Heuberlin 1 #18
533 Neely H. Heuberlin, Jr. 1 #18
534 Vance Heuberlin 1 #18
535 Alice Heuberlin 1 #18
536 Lisa Moody 1 #18
537 Charlene Best 1 #18
538 Chris Caso 1 #18
539 Cardell Manning 1 Acceptance noted

540 Jim Rowell Concern: maps and crossing of Hwy 2- replied to LA 2 Interchange is will be about 3 mi. west of the 
Webster/Claiborne line 

541 Kirk McCann Concern: alignment between Minden and Homer&traffic - 
replied to 

Existing roadways do not meet interstate design 
requirements 

542 Norman Reese Request property owner information at LA2 Interchange - 
replied to Comment noted

543 Tony Benefield Concern: Survey markings on property- replied to Concerns addressed

Suggested revision of moving alignment crossing at 
LA 3008 to the north has been implemented
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544 Shirley Johnson

#35 1

Attached Letter

Comment Considered-Clarence Ivory Road closure is 
located on northern end near intersection of Rabb 
Road which connects to Winn Bottom Road where 
new frontage road will connect to the interchange at 
Alt.LA 2. Full access to Clarence Ivory Road will 
remain

545 Patricia Herring Attached Letter Comment Considered 

546 Mike Ross 1 in AR
Congressman Mike Ross- Fourth District of AR-US House of 
Representatives Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase

547 Lane Merritt 1 #51
Col. 23 & 14 same - possible map error - Overpass shown on 
substandard road

Change implemented -Col 23 will be closed Col 14 will  overpass I-
69

548 Mack Scott 1 #24 1 1 Concerned about splitting property and loosing access  Access to private property will be addressed in design or acquisition 
phase

549 Carol W. Stahl 1
Consider moving LA2 Interchange to avoid centering their 
property Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase

550 Glenn Rabb 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
551 J. Kay Sawyer 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
552 Keon Henry 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
553 Doris Bowersock 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
554 Richard Metzelaars 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
555 Paula Metzelaars 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
556 Nell Stennett 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
557 Phyllis Hight 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
558 Nancy Smith 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
559 Diane Elan 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
560 Sharon Cammack 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase
561 Charlotte Cockrell 1 in AR Comment Considered-AHTD will address in design phase

562 Marcus Wren 1 Consider westside frontage or access road from #18 to #14

563 Gay Wren 1 Consider westside frontage or access road from #18 to #14

564 Johnny Schwaller

Copy of letter requestng the U.S. Attorney in Shreveport to 
petition the appropriate courts for injunctive relief on I-69, SIU 
14 and also, petition for an independent referendum on the 
Alt. 5 versus Alt. 4 Issue. 

Letter reviewed and comments concerning 
alternatives selection and evaluation are fully 
addressed and explained in the DEIS in the Executive 
Summary and Chapter 2.

Comment Considered-Area access issues will be addressed   during 
design phase

Page 14 of 14



 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement 

   

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Draft EIS Public Comments 
Received Beyond  

Designated Comment Periods 
 
 



Comments
Requiring Response

TABLE C-3
I-69 SIU 14 EIS 

Public Comments

Comments Received
Beyond Designated

Comment Periods

Comments concerned with LA 3008 crossing and 
access to property between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat Other

ID#
  Date received 

after First Name Last Name Address City State
Zip 

Code RESPONSE TO COMMENT
1 5/6/2005 P. O. Box 580 Minden LA 71058 Resolution supporting Alt.4 Options 2 & 3 Comments noted 

2 5/16/2005 60 Shell Street Minden LA 71055 Letter to Cong. Jim Mc Crery, to seek support of 
Alt. 4 Option 2 & 3

Comments noted

3 6/13/2005 60 Shell Street Minden LA 71055 Resolution supporting Alt.4 Options 2 & 3 Comments noted

4 6/17/2005 Jan Corales Springhill Main 
Street Program 400 N. Giles Street Springhill LA 71075 Letter to LADOTD to seek support of Alt.5 Comments noted

5 6/20/2005 Don & Judith Teague 1580 Machen Drive Springhill LA 71075 Letter to Vince Russo, LADOTD, to seek support 
of Alt. 5

Comments noted

6 7/11/2005 Lane Merritt 8300 Hwy 160 Cot. Valley LA 71018

Letter to USEPA Office of Planning and 
Coordination; requesting federal agencies to 
avoid conflicting with state agencies; to base 
decisions on provided documentation; to support 
Alt 4 

Comments noted

7 8/17/2005 Lane Merritt 8300 Hwy 160 Cot. Valley LA 71018 Letter to FHWA & LADOTD emphasizing the travel 
efficiency of Alt. 4 Comments noted

8 10/16/2006 Alvern Peace 1007 Chestnut Magnolia AR 71753 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
9 10/16/2006 Evelyn Oliver 21421 Hwy 98 Emerson AR 71740 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
10 10/16/2006 Mary Aldridge 21110 Hwy 98 Emerson AR 71740 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
11 10/16/2006 Wanda Baker 21431 Hwy 98 Emerson AR 71740 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
12 10/16/2006 James Baker 21431 Hwy 98 Emerson AR 71740 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
13 10/16/2006 Tony Oliveri 21421 Hwy 98 Emerson AR 71740 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
14 10/16/2006 Linda Anders 2821 Chaffin Magnolia AR 71753 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
15 10/16/2006 Joyce Scott 160 Col. Rd 144 Waldo AR 71770 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
16 10/16/2006 Sharon Bates 1324 Clifton St. Magnolia AR 71753 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
17 10/16/2006 Sharon Elledge 301 W. University Magnolia AR 71753 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
18 10/16/2006 Ruth Casey P. O. Box 392 Waldo AR 71770 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
19 10/16/2006 Sadie Millican 405 Sue St. Magnolia AR 71753 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
20 10/16/2006 Nelda Shakleford 570 Col. Rd 29 Waldo AR 71770 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
21 10/16/2006 Beth Franks 420 E. Union Apt G Magnolia AR 71753 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
22 10/16/2006 Jill McClinton 3160 Hwy 344 Magnolia AR 71753 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
23 10/16/2006 Charles McClinton 3160 Hwy 344 Magnolia AR 71753 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
24 10/16/2006 Mary Fowler 2504 Fox Run Magnolia AR 71753 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
25 10/16/2006 Dina Haynes 1321 Col. Rd 24 Magnolia AR 71753 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
26 10/16/2006 Sharon Polk 420 Col. Rd 60W Waldo AR 71770 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
27 10/16/2006 Pat Garcia 811 Cleveland St. Magnolia AR 71753 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
28 10/16/2006 Kristen Reeves 2315 Carson Magnolia AR 71753 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
29 10/16/2006 ? ? 420 Col. Rd 60W Waldo AR 71770 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
30 10/16/2006 Dottye Burleson 161 Col. Rd 78 Waldo AR 71770 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
31 10/16/2006 Christine Charles 2883 Col. Rd 3 Emerson AR 71740 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
32 10/16/2006 Melissa Miller 4461 Hwy 79 South Emerson AR 71740 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
33 10/16/2006 Karyn Thomas 1431 Col. Rd 27S Waldo AR 71770 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
34 10/16/2006 Marge Turner 827 W. Monroe Magnolia AR 71753 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
35 10/16/2006 ? ? Col. Rd 523 Waldo AR 71770 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
36 10/16/2006 Terrell Harrison 884 Hwy 160 Magnolia AR 71753 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
37 10/16/2006 Ramona Harrison 884 Hwy 160 Magnolia AR 71753 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
38 10/16/2006 Vertis Williams 1013 West St. Magnolia AR 71753 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
39 10/16/2006 Anthony Huntley 609 W. Mckissack Waldo AR 71770 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR

Village of Dixie Inn

Village of Dixie Inn

COMMENT / CONCERN

Common 
Comment 

Shading Key: 

Comments concerned with 
access in Arkansas

Comments concerned with LA 2 and Alt LA2 
Interchanges, Edmonds Road and Clarence Ivory 

Road

AHTD examined the options of adding or moving interchanges in AR 
during PA Revisions in Oct. 06 and decided that traffic volumes and 
access issues will be evaluated in detail during the design phase of the 
project.

City of Minden
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Comments
Requiring Response

TABLE C-3
I-69 SIU 14 EIS 

Public Comments

Comments Received
Beyond Designated

Comment Periods
40 10/16/2006 Glend. Henderson P. O. Box 2210 Magnolia AR 71753 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
41 10/16/2006 Tommy Ellis 1106 W. Greene St. Magnolia AR 71753 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
42 10/16/2006 Minnie Awbrey 2831 Col. Magnolia AR 71753 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
43 10/16/2006 Leonard Alexander P.O. Box 93 Waldo AR 71770 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
44 10/16/2006 Barry Young 4661 Col. 7 Emerson AR 71740 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
45 10/16/2006 Jimmy Waller 4661 Col. 7 Emerson AR 71740 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
46 10/16/2006 Barbara Young 4661 Col. 7 Emerson AR 71740 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR

47 10/16/2006 Board of 
Directors

Golden Triangle Ec. 
Dev. Council P. O. Box 9135 Magnolia AR 71754 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR

48 10/16/2006 Ann Elam 1270 Hwy. 371 N. Waldo AR 71770 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
49 10/16/2006 Donald Elam 1270 Hwy. 371 N. Waldo AR 71770 AR Access / Move US 79 Int. into Col. Cty, AR
50 12/11/2006 Robert McDaniel 281 McDaniel Road Haynesville LA 71038 Clarence Ivory Road in Claiborne Parish Clarence Ivory  will connect to Winn Bottom Frontage Road via Rabb Road 
51 12/11/2006 David Henderson P. O. Box 4469 Longview TX 75606 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
52 12/11/2006 Marcus Wren Minden LA Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
53 12/11/2006 Richard E. Van Cleave 421 Brighton  Court Shreveport LA 71115 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
54 12/11/2006 Edgar Cason Rt. 3 Box 228 Coushatta LA 71019 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
55 12/11/2006 Sue Dunn 4579 Dorcheat Rd. Minden LA 71055 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
56 12/11/2006 Nancy&Wayne Craig 4508 Dorcheat Rd. Minden LA 71055 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 

57 12/11/2006 Graydon K. Kitchens, Jr. P. O. Box 740 Minden LA 71058-
0740 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 

58 12/11/2006 Dorothy Merritt 574 N. main St. Sibley LA 71073 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
59 12/11/2006 Betty Erickson P. O. Box 740 Minden LA 71075 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
60 12/12/2006 Paul E. Kitchens P. O. Box 740 Minden LA 71075 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 

61 12/13/2006 P. O. Box 389 Minden LA 71058 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
Public Hearing Announcement to address issue  

62 12/14/2006 Randy Brad Peevey 1005 Yale Street Minden LA 71055 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
63 12/14/2006 Jonathan Reeves 1005 Yale Street Minden LA 71055 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
64 12/14/2006 Michael Peevey 3799 Bayou Acres Dr. Bastrop LA 71220 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
65 12/14/2006 Carolyn Peevey 1005 Yale Street Minden LA 71055 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
66 12/14/2006 Luther C. Peevey 1005 Yale Street Minden LA 71055 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
67 12/14/2006 Raymond Peevey Minden LA 71055 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
68 12/14/2006 Charles Beck Minden LA 71055 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
69 12/14/2006 Lyndon L. Taylor Minden LA 71055 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
70 12/12/2006 Graydon K. Kitchens, III P. O. Box 740 Minden LA 71058 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
71 12/20/2006 Rachel C. Bloxom P. O. Box 471 Minden LA 71058 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
72 12/28/2006 Tony Hall 177 S. Tanglewood Minden LA 71055 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
73 12/28/2006 M/M Tim Wilson 178 Deer Creek Minden LA 71055 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
74 12/29/2006 Virginia Fox 209 Germantown Rd. Minden LA 71055 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
75 12/30/2006 Eddie Anderson 258 Normandie Lane Minden LA 71055 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
76 12/14/2006 Renee Peevy Reeves Minden LA 71055 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
77 12/14/2006 Brent Peevy Minden LA 71055 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
78 12/11/2006 Graydon K. Kitchens, Jr. P. O. Box 740 Minden LA 71055 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
79 12/12/2006 Paul E. Kitchens P. O. Box 740 Minden LA 71055 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
80 12/12/2006 Betty Kitchens Erickson P. O. Box 740 Minden LA 71055 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
81 12/14/2006 Graydon K. Kitchens, III P. O. Box 740 Minden LA 71055 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
82 12/14/2006 Wain & Terri Howell Minden LA 71055 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
83 1/1/2007 M/M Wain Howell email Minden LA 71055 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
84 1/3/2007 Donald McMahone 707 Hwy 167N Dodson LA 71422 Weyerhauser - request centerline GIS file Request can be fulfilled once revisions are finalized

85a 1/4/2007 Lane Merritt email Cot. Valley LA 71018 Suggested an eastern route in the vicinity of LA 
3008 to avoid problem of access

85b 1/8/2007 Lane Merritt email Cot. Valley LA 71018 Further discussion and recommendation of #60 
85c 1/8/2007 Lane Merritt email Cot. Valley LA 71018 Voice favor of #60 section

Webster Parish Police Jury 

Comment Considered-Preferred Alternative revised to include Access 
Road/s from Lorex Road to LA 3008 crossings to provide property access 
to parcels located  between I-69 ROW and Bayou Dorcheat.  Individual 
access issues will be addressed during design phase.

Similar route - segment # 60 was evaluated and eliminated - this 
suggestion initiated a re-examination of the area following Revisions 
meeting in Oct. 06 - resulted again in elimination 
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TABLE C-3
I-69 SIU 14 EIS 

Public Comments

Comments Received
Beyond Designated

Comment Periods

86 1/22/2007 Graydon K. Kitchens P. O. Box 740 Minden LA 71058

Report on Jan 3 Police Jury meeting, transmittal 
of additional comment letters and petition to 
support frontage road access along Bayou 
Dorcheat area alignment

87 12/14/2006 Twain K. Giddens Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
88 12/14/2006 Twain K. Giddens, Jr. P. O. Box 1594 Shreveport LA 71165 Access to prop. between I-69 and Bayou Dorcheat 
89 Petition Joann B. Gordon 903 Cline St. Minden LA 71055 Support frontage road access along B Dorcheat
90 Petition Raymond Peevey 1250 Dorcheat Rd. Minden LA 71055 Support frontage road access along B Dorcheat
91 Petition Paul E. Kitchens 411 Garrison Trail Minden LA 71055 Support frontage road access along B Dorcheat
92 Petition Graydon K. Kitchens, Jr. 423 Garrison Trail Minden LA 71055 Support frontage road access along B Dorcheat
93 Petition M/M Richard Dunn 4579 Dorcheat Rd. Minden LA 71055 Support frontage road access along B Dorcheat
94 Petition Carter Brill 773 Benson Rd. Minden LA 71055 Support frontage road access along B Dorcheat
95 Petition Ray Ward 4117 Dorcheat Rd. Minden LA 71055 Support frontage road access along B Dorcheat
96 Petition Ramon Ware 2803 Goodwill Road Minden LA 71055 Support frontage road access along B Dorcheat
97 Petition Charlie Lyons 136 N. Colbert Dr. Minden LA 71055 Support frontage road access along B Dorcheat

98 2/14/2007 Lane Merritt Further discussion, recommendation, and 
supportive facts of segmnets #60 & #62 

Similar route - segment # 60 was evaluated and eliminated - this 
suggestion initiated a re-examination of the area following Revisions 
meeting in Oct. 06 - resulted iagain n elimination 

99 10/1/2007 Rachel C. Bloxom P. O. Box 471 Minden LA 71058 Access to property south of railroad crossing at 
Bayou Dorcheat.

Concern discussed with LADOTD, issue to be solved during ROW 
acquisition.

Comment Considered-Preferred Alternative revised to include Access 
Road/s from Lorex Road to LA 3008 crossings to provide property access 
to parcels located  between I-69 ROW and Bayou Dorcheat.  Individual 
access issues will be addressed during design phase.
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Appendix G  
USACE Preliminary Jurisdictional 

Determination 
 
 

Document is on CD attached to back cover. 




