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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

 
WBS No. H.004983 
Name: US Highway 11 Widening 
Route: US 11 
Parish: St. Tammany 
  
1. General Information  
  

☐Conceptual Layout  ☒Line and Grade ☐Preliminary Plans 

☐Survey ☐Plan-in-Hand  ☐Advance Check Prints 

  
2. Class of Action  
 

☐ Environmental Impact Statement (E.I.S.) ☐ State Funded Only (EE/EF/ER)  

☒ Environmental Assessment (E.A.) 

☐ Categorical Exclusion (C.E.) 

☐ Programmatic C.E. (as defined in FHWA letter of agreement dated 03/15/95) 
  

3. Project Description   
 
Please refer to the project description provided on Page 1 of the EA. 
  
4. Public Involvement   
 

☒ Views were solicited. 

☐ Views were not solicited. 

☒ Public Involvement events held. (List events and dates in Section 11.) 
☒ A public hearing/opportunity for requesting a public hearing required. (List dates in Section 11.) 

☐ A public hearing/opportunity for requesting a public hearing not required. 
  
5. Real Estate   

NO YES N/A 

a. Will additional right-of-way be required? ........................................................ ..… ☒  ☐ ☐ 

  Is right of way required from a burial/cemetery site? ……………………….. ☒ ☐ ☐  

  Is right-of-way required from a Wetland Reserve Program (WRP) property?  ☒   ☐   ☐ 

  Is required right-of-way prime farmland? (Use form AD 1006, if needed) ... ☒ ☐  ☐ 

b. Will any relocation of residences or businesses occur? ...................................... ☒ ☐  ☐ 

 c. Are construction or drainage servitudes required? .............................................. ☐ ☒   ☐ 
  

6.  Section 4(f) and Section 6(f)   
NO YES N/A 

a. Will historic sites or publicly owned parks, recreation areas,   

wildlife or waterfowl refuges (Section 4f) be affected? …………………….… ☒ ☐ ☐ 

b. Are properties acquired or improved with L&WC funds affected? ……......... ☒ ☐ ☐ 
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7.  Cultural Section 106   

NO YES N/A 
a. Are any known historic properties adjacent or  

impacted by the project? (If so, list below)………….………….……………... ☒ ☐   ☐  

   b.   Are any known archaeological sites adjacent or impacted by the project?  

 (If so, list site # below) …………………………………………………………... ☒ ☐ ☐ 

c. Would the project affect property owned by or held in trust for a federally  

recognized tribal government? ................................................................... ☒ ☐ ☐        
8. Natural & Physical Environment  

NO YES N/A 

a.  Are wetlands affected? ………......................................................................... ☐  ☒ ☐ 

b.  Are other waters of the U.S. affected? ……….................................................  ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c.  Are Endangered/Threatened Species/Habitat affected? ……………….……. ☒ ☐ ☐ 

d.  Is project within 100 Year Floodplain? …........................................................ ☐ ☒  ☐    

e.  Is project in Coastal Zone Management Area? …........................................... ☐ ☒ ☐       

f.  Is project in a Coastal Barrier Resources area? ……………………………... ☒ ☐ ☐  

g.  Is project on a Sole Source Aquifer? …….....………………………………….. ☐ ☒ ☐  

h.  Is project impacting a navigable waterway? …............................................... ☒ ☐ ☐ 

i.  Are any State or Federal Scenic Rivers/Streams impacted? ………………. ☒ ☐ ☐  

j.  Is a noise analysis warranted (Type I project) ………..……………………….… ☒ ☐ ☐ 

k.  Is an air quality study warranted? .................................................................... ☒ ☐ ☐  

l.  Is project in a non-attainment area? …………………...................................... ☒ ☐ ☐ 
m.  Is project in an approved Transportation Plan, Transportation 

Improvement Program (TIP) and State Transportation  

Improvement Program (STIP)? ........................................................................ ☐   ☒ ☐  

 n.  Are construction air, noise, & water impacts major? ………………………….. ☒ ☐ ☐  
o.  Will the project affect or be affected by a hazardous waste site, leaking  

 underground storage tank, oil/gas well, or other potentially contaminated site? ☒ ☐  ☐     
 
9. Social Impacts   

NO YES N/A 

a.  Will project change land use in the area? ………………………………………. ☒ ☐ ☐ 

b.  Are any churches and schools impacted by or adjacent to the project? …... ☒ ☐ ☐ 

  (If so, list below) 

c.  Has Title VI been considered? ……………………………………………………. ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d.  Will any specific groups be adversely affected?  

     (i.e., minorities, low-income, elderly, disabled, etc.) ……………………….… ☒ ☐ ☐ 

e.  Are any hospitals, medical facilities, fire police facilities impacted by or 

  adjacent to the project? (If so, list below)…………………………………………. ☒ ☐ ☐  

f.  Will Transportation patterns change? ………………………………………….. ☒ ☐ ☐  

    g.  Is Community cohesion affected by the project? ………………………………. ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 h.  Are short-term social/economic impacts due to construction 

considered major? ............................................................................................ ☒ ☐ ☐
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 i.  Do conditions warrant special construction times? 

     (i.e., school in session, congestion, tourist season, harvest) ………………. ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 j.  Were Context Sensitive Solutions considered?  (If so explain below)………. ☒ ☐ ☐  

k.  Were bike and pedestrian accommodations considered? (explain below)….. ☐ ☒ ☐ 

NO YES N/A 

l.  Will the roadway/bridge be closed? (If yes, answer questions below)………. ☒ ☐ ☐ 

         Will a detour bridge be provided? ............................................................... ☐ ☐ ☒  

       Will a detour road be provided? ................................................................. ☐ ☐ ☒  

 Will a detour route be signed? ................................................................... ☐ ☐ ☒    
 
10. Permits (Check all permits that may be required)  
 

 ☐Corps Nationwide ☒CUP/Consistency Determination ☐LA Scenic Stream 

 ☒Corps Section 404/10 ☐USCG Bridge  ☒DEQ WQC 

 ☐Levee ☒USCG Navigational Lights ☒LPDES Stormwater 

 ☐Other (explain below) 
 
11. Other (Use this space to explain or expand answers to questions above.)  
 
Question 4: Public meetings were conducted at Salmen High School in Slidell on October 29, 2009 

and May 20, 2010. Please refer to EA Section 5.2 - Public Meetings.  
Question 8a: Please refer to EA Section 4.1.11 - Wetlands and Other Waters. 
Question 8d: Please refer to EA Section 4.1.12 - Floodplains. 
Question 8g: Please refer to EA Section 4.1.14 - Subsurface Water. 
Question 8j: Please refer to EA Section 4.1.18 - Noise. 
Question 8k: Please refer to EA Section 4.1.19 - Air Quality. 
Questions 8j/k: Noise and air analyses were prepared for the project because initial build alternatives 

included four-lane alternatives (EA Section 3.2.1 – Preliminary Alternatives Eliminated 
from Further Consideration). With evolution of the project to two-lane (only) alternatives, 
noise and air analyses are not currently warranted; however, they have been retained in 
the EA for reference and informational purposes.   

Question 9k:     Please refer to EA Section 3.2 (Build Alternatives) 
  
 

Preparer: Jeff Robinson, P.E. 
Title: Project Manager 
Date: July 23, 2014 

Attachments 
☒ S.O.V. and Responses (Appendix B) 
☒ Wetlands Finding (Appendix D) 
☒ Project Description Sheet (Appendix B) 

☐  Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan 

☒ Noise Analysis (Appendix E) 
☒ Air Analysis (Appendix E) 
☒ Exhibits and/or Maps (Appendix A) 

☐ 4(f) Evaluation 

☐ Form AD 1006 (Farmlands) 

☒ 106 Documentation (Appendix C) 
☒ Other:  Recognized Environmental Conditions Survey (Appendix F) 
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LIST OF ACRONYMS 

 
ADT     Average Daily Traffic 
AADT    Annual Average Daily Traffic 
ADA    Americans with Disabilities Act 
ASTM    American Society for Testing and Materials 
BMP    Best Management Practice 
CZMA    Coastal Zone Management Act 
dBA     A-weighted Decibels 
DOTD    Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development 
EA    Environmental Assessment 
EFH    Essential Fish Habitat 
EIS    Environmental Impact Statement 
EPA     U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
ESA     Endangered Species Act 
FEMA    Federal Emergency Management Agency 
FHWA    Federal Highway Administration 
FIRM    Flood Insurance Rate Map 
FONSI    Finding of No Significant Impact 
LDEQ    Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality 
LDNR    Louisiana Department of Natural Resources 
LDWF    Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries 
LNHP     LDWF Natural Heritage Program 
LOS     Level of Service 
MSAT    Mobile Source Air Toxics 
MSFCA   Magnuson-Stevenson Fishery Conservation Act 
NAAQS    National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NAC     Noise Abatement Criteria 
NEPA     National Environmental Policy Act 
NMFS    National Marine Fisheries Service 
NOAA    National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NRCS     Natural Resources Conservation Service 
NRHP     National Register of Historic Places 
RCW    Red-cockaded Woodpecker 
REC     Recognized Environmental Condition 
ROW     Right-of-Way 
RPC    Regional Planning Commission 
SHPO     State Historic Preservation Officer 
STAA     Surface Transportation Authorization Act 
USACE    U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
USCG     U.S. Coast Guard 
USDA    U.S. Department of Agriculture 
USFWS    U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
UST     Underground Storage Tank 
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SUMMARY OF PERMITS, MITIGATION, AND COMMITMENTS 
 
The following permits would be obtained and mitigation measures implemented to avoid or 
minimize potential adverse environmental impacts associated with the US Highway 11 Widening 
Project. Further details are provided in Section 4.5 of this report. 
 
PERMITS  
 

 Approximately 0.95 acres of potentially jurisdictional wetlands and 0.09 acres of 
potentially jurisdictional other waters of the U.S. were identified in the project area. A 
preliminary wetland finding would be provided to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) for a Jurisdictional Determination. Depending on final designs and plans for 
the project, it might impact wetlands. If so, a USACE Section 404 permit would be 
required prior to placing fill and/or starting construction.   
 

 If a wetland permit is required, a Water Quality Certification would also be required from 
the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality (LDEQ). The certification would be 
obtained in conjunction with the USACE Section 404 permit process.  

 
 A Coastal Use Permit would be required from the Louisiana Department of Natural 

Resources (LDNR), Office of Coastal Management because the project is located in the 
Louisiana Coastal Zone. The Coastal Use Permit would be obtained jointly through the 
USACE Section 404 permit and LDEQ Water Quality Certification process. 
 

 A Louisiana Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (LPDES) Permit and Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan would be required.  

 
MITIGATION 
 

 To ensure no net loss of wetlands, any project impacts to wetlands would be compensated 
in accordance with an approved mitigation plan developed during the permitting process.   
 

 To mitigate potential water quality impacts to surface waters, the proposed project would 
comply with standard Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development 
(DOTD) best management practices (BMPs) and applicable LDEQ permit provisions to 
prevent erosion and nonpoint source pollution that might result from construction-related 
activities. 

 
 Required drainage structures would be designed, installed, and maintained to ensure an 

appropriate flow of water through the project area and to ensure no adverse impacts to the 
natural function of local floodplains. 

 
 In order to protect future development from becoming incompatible with anticipated 

highway traffic noise levels, projections of future noise levels for undeveloped lands 
would be provided to local planning and building officials. As desired, these officials 



x 

might review project-related noise data during their consideration of future land use 
decisions.   

 
 Short-term construction impacts would be mitigated through adherence to applicable 

local, state, and federal regulations including, but not limited to, Section 107.14 
(Environmental Protection) of the Louisiana Specifications for Roads and Bridges and 
appropriate LDEQ Air Quality Regulations governing fugitive emissions of particulate 
matter during road construction activities (LAC 33:III.1305). Standard specification 
107.27 (Archaeological and Historical Findings) dictates procedures necessary in the 
event archeological or historical material is discovered during the course of construction-
related activities. 

 
COMMITMENTS 
 

 A construction sequencing plan would be implemented to minimize traffic disruption on 
US 11. Lane closures would be minimized to the extent practicable, and evacuation needs 
during hurricane season would be addressed.  

 
 The project would not relocate any businesses or residences. However, areas within 

existing US 11 right-of-way (ROW) currently used by businesses for parking would be 
incorporated into the project to accommodate additional width. Encroachments that fall 
within the clear zone of the widened project and/or within the footprint of project needs 
(i.e., utility locations, drainage, etc.) will be removed during project construction. Any 
remaining encroachments that fall outside the area of project need will be dealt with 
according to DOTD policy by removal of the encroachment, by disposal of the excess 
ROW, or by entering a Joint Use Agreement granting a servitude to St. Tammany Parish 
over the excess area that would be maintained by the parish.   
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Regional Planning Commission (RPC) for the parishes of Jefferson, Orleans, Plaquemines, 
St. Bernard, St. Tammany and Tangipahoa and DOTD have prepared an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to examine alternatives and environmental impacts for the US  Highway 11 
(US 11) Widening Project from Spartan Drive to Lake Pontchartrain in St. Tammany Parish 
(Figures 1 and 2). The total length of the project is approximately 2.8 miles. 
 
The current roadway consists of two 12-foot paved lanes (one southbound lane and one 
northbound lane) with 10-foot-wide shoulders and a continuous left turn lane between Oak 
Harbor Boulevard and Spartan Drive. The road transitions to a four-lane configuration (one 
southbound lane and two northbound lanes divided by a turn lane) north of Schneider Canal, and 
then into a five-lane configuration (two southbound lanes and two northbound lanes divided by a 
turn lane) as it approaches Spartan Drive. There is currently no area designated along the 
roadway for bicyclists, nor is there an area for pedestrians.   
 
Purpose 
 
The primary purpose of the project is to increase capacity and decrease congestion along US 11 
between Spartan Drive and Lake Pontchartrain. 
 
Need 
 
The project corridor is an important link for motorists travelling to and from the Greater New 
Orleans area and Slidell. The roadway provides access to the subdivisions along Carr Drive and 
to the community of Eden Isle. Commercial and residential properties are located along the 
roadway and accessed via numerous driveways. This section of US 11 currently experiences 
considerable daily congestion, which is expected to worsen with anticipated future increases in 
traffic volume. 
 
Level of Service (LOS) evaluations, which measure operational conditions for roadways using 
six letter grades (LOS A represents free-flow traffic; LOS F represents operational failure due to 
excess traffic), of US 11 from Spartan Drive to Lake Pontchartrain confirm portions of the 
project corridor currently experience poor operational conditions and that with no improvement 
operational conditions will worsen. Under the No Build Alternative, 2017 north- and south-
bound peak traffic on US 11 should experience LOS B or better, with many reaches travelling at 
free flow, and LOS for 2037 peak traffic is anticipated to be little changed. However, poor LOS 
is anticipated for: 
 

 Left turn movements from westbound Oak Harbor Boulevard onto US 11 – from LOS 
E in 2017 to LOS F; 

 
 Right Turn movements from westbound Oak Harbor Boulevard onto US 11 – from 

LOS C to LOS E; and  
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 Left turn movements from westbound Eden Isles Drive onto US 11 – which are 
anticipated to be LOS E in 2017 and in 2037.   

 
Build Alternatives 
 
Initial build alternatives considered for the project included four-lane variations not favored by 
the public because of adverse impacts to the frontage and parking areas of properties along the 
east side of the roadway. A subsequent, combined two- and four-lane alternative was also 
considered. However, and after updating traffic counts and annual traffic growth rates, it was 
determined construction of a four-lane roadway was no longer necessary to improve capacity; 
construction of access management improvements would improve capacity. As such, the initial 
four-lane alternatives and subsequent, combined two- and four-lane alternative were dismissed 
from further consideration.    
 
Two Build Alternatives are currently being evaluated to improve capacity. Both alternatives 
include two 12-foot-wide travel lanes, 10-foot-wide paved shoulders, curbs and gutters, and 
bicycle facilities. The travel lanes would be separated by a combination of raised medians with J-
turns, and new access management features would be constructed at intersections to facilitate 
traffic flow. Appendix A provides maps of the proposed alternatives. At the Oak Harbor 
Boulevard intersection, a yield-controlled J-turn would be constructed with a dedicated left turn 
lane in the southbound direction and right turn lane for westbound traffic. At the Eden Isles 
Drive intersection, either: 1) the southbound lane would include a dedicated left turn lane, and 
the traffic signal would remain; or, preferred, 2) the intersection would be converted to a three-
legged roundabout. The intersection at Carr Drive would be converted to a three-legged 
roundabout. The intersection at Northshore Circle would allow left-in and right-out turns, a J-
turn from the north, and a U-turn sized for passenger vehicles. The intersection of US 11 and 
Lakeview Drive would allow right-in and right-out turns, with no access from the north. All 
modifications would be located within existing right-of-way (ROW), and no additional ROW 
would be acquired.   
 
The difference between the two alternatives is the type and location of bicycle facilities. Under 
Alternative 1, five-foot-wide continuous bicycle lanes would be striped and marked within the 
north- and southbound shoulders throughout the length of the project. Under Alternative 2, an 
eight- to 10-foot-wide bikeway would be constructed east of the road, approximately four feet 
behind the back of the curb, and would cross driveways and frontage areas of the properties 
located along the east side of the road. The bikeway would serve only that portion of the project 
corridor south of Oak Harbor Boulevard. 
 
The Build Alternatives will maintain good LOS for north- and southbound peak traffic on US 11 
in 2017 and 2037; they will eliminate left turn movements from westbound Oak Harbor 
Boulevard onto US 11; they will improve LOS for right turn movements from westbound Oak 
Harbor Boulevard onto US 11; and they will improve LOS for left turn movements from 
westbound Eden Isles Drive onto US 11.  
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Assessment 
       
In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, the alternatives 
were evaluated for their impacts to the environment. A wetland delineation conducted for the 
project indicates approximately 0.95 acres of potentially jurisdictional wetlands and 0.09 acres of 
potentially jurisdictional other waters of the U.S. are located in the project area. Depending on 
final plans and designs for the project, wetlands might be impacted. If so, a wetland permit 
would be required. The project is located within the Louisiana Coastal Zone. Although no 
impacts to the coastal zone are anticipated, a Coastal Use Permit from LDNR would be required.  
 
Although no additional ROW would be acquired, the Build Alternatives might impact areas 
within the ROW that have been used for parking by businesses and residences located on the east 
side of the roadway. These impacts might be greater for Alternative 2 because of its offset 
bikeway. The relocation of residential structures or businesses would not be required.  However, 
areas within existing US 11 ROW currently used by businesses for parking would be 
incorporated into the project to accommodate additional width. Encroachments that fall within 
the clear zone of the widened project and/or within the footprint of project needs (i.e. utility 
locations, drainage, etc.) will be removed during project construction. Any remaining 
encroachments that fall outside the area of project need will be dealt with according to DOTD 
policy by removal of the encroachment, by disposal of the excess ROW, or by entering a Joint 
Use Agreement granting a servitude to St. Tammany Parish over the excess area that would be 
maintained by the parish.  
 
Project impacts to minority and low-income populations would not be disproportionately high or 
adverse. No threatened or endangered species would be impacted. No violations of carbon 
monoxide thresholds for air quality are anticipated as a result of the proposed project. The 
Recognized Environmental Conditions Assessment conducted for the project revealed no 
evidence of hazardous, toxic, or radioactive waste concerns in the ROW.   
 
The project area does not contain wetland reserve program properties or scenic streams. The 
Southern Hills Aquifer underlies the project area; however, the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) has confirmed the project would have no adverse effects on the aquifer’s water 
quality. No adverse impacts to floodplains are anticipated as a result of the proposed Build 
Alternatives, and no prime farmland or agricultural use would be impacted. 
 
The estimated cost for Alternative 1 is approximately $15.04 Million. The estimated cost for 
Alternative 2 is approximately $16.32 Million. 
 
Under the No Build Alternative, the widening of US 11 and incorporation of new access 
management features would not occur. Congestion and traffic delays would continue to worsen 
along the corridor, particularly at busy intersections, and there would be no bicycle facility or 
pedestrian area.   
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Preferred Alternative 
 
Alternative 1, with the roundabout at the Eden Isles intersection, is recommended as the 
preferred alternative. It would entail environmental impacts equal to those anticipated with 
Alternative 2; however, its bicycle lanes, located on the north- and southbound shoulders and 
within the curbs, are preferred over the offset bikeway (Alternative 2) because of the large 
number of driveways on the east side of the roadway.  Co-locating bicycle lanes with the 
roadway shoulders provides a uniform grade for cyclists and reduces potential conflict points 
between cyclists and traffic entering/exiting driveways on the east side of the roadway. 
Alternative 1 also provides areas for pedestrians, on the outside five feet of both shoulders, to 
walk the entire length of the project without having to negotiate the numerous driveways located 
on the east side of US 11. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The RPC and DOTD have prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) to examine alternatives 
and environmental impacts for the US Highway 11 (US 11) Widening Project from Spartan 
Drive in Slidell to the US 11 Bridge at Lake Pontchartrain, a distance of approximately 2.8 
miles, in St. Tammany Parish (figures 1 and 2). US 11 is classified as an Urban Arterial 2 
(UA-2) roadway and currently consists of two 12-foot paved travel lanes (one southbound lane 
and one northbound lane) with 10-foot-wide partially paved shoulders and a continuous left turn 
lane between Oak Harbor Boulevard and Spartan Drive. The road transitions to a four-lane 
configuration (one southbound lane and two northbound lanes divided by a turn lane) north of 
Schneider Canal, and then into a five-lane configuration (two southbound lanes and two 
northbound lanes divided by a turn lane) as it approaches Spartan Drive. There is currently no 
area designated along the roadway for bicyclists, nor is there an area for pedestrians.   
 
Two Build Alternatives are currently being evaluated. Both alternatives include two 12-foot-wide 
travel lanes, 10-foot-wide paved shoulders, curbs and gutters, and bicycle facilities 
(Appendix A). The travel lanes would be separated by a combination of raised medians with J-
turns, and new access management features would be constructed at the intersections to facilitate 
traffic flow. This EA was prepared to evaluate the effects of the proposed alternatives on the 
natural and human environment.   
 
1.2 WHAT IS AN ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT? 
 
NEPA directs federal agencies to evaluate alternatives and impacts to the natural and human 
environment for proposed federal actions. The NEPA process requires coordination with local, 
state, and federal agencies and the public throughout the planning process. Communities and 
stakeholders are provided the opportunity to ask questions and provide comments about the 
proposed project alternatives. Public input is documented in the EA and considered by the 
project team in developing alternatives. Unlike an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
prepared when significant impacts are known, an EA is a concise public document that presents 
sufficient evidence and analysis for determining whether the impacts from the proposed action 
warrant further analysis in an EIS or whether a Finding Of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is 
appropriate. 
 
1.3 WHERE IS THE PROPOSED PROJECT IN THE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS?  
 
The NEPA process for this project began in 2009 when project information and a request for 
comments letter was sent to resource agencies, elected officials, and other stakeholders 
(Appendix B). Public meetings were held for the project on October 29, 2009 and on May 20, 
2010 to provide the public information about the project and to record comments. Two different 
sets of alternatives were presented at the meetings, both of which included at least one alternative 
for widening the roadway to four travel lanes.   
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In 2014 DOTD recorded new traffic data for the project corridor and applied new growth 
forecasts to update traffic volume estimates for the roadway. The new traffic volume estimates 
no longer warrant the roadway to be widened to four lanes. It was determined that congestion 
and delays would be sufficiently relieved by separating the existing lane configuration with 
raised medians and J-turns and adding access management features. Upon approval by FHWA, 
this EA will be distributed to regulatory agencies and other stakeholders to solicit comments for 
the project. A public hearing will be held following the distribution of the EA to provide 
interested parties an opportunity to learn more about the proposed project and to submit 
comments.   
 
2.0 PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED 
 
2.1 PURPOSE OF THE PROJECT 
 
The primary purpose of the project is to increase capacity and decrease congestion along US 11 
between Spartan Drive and Lake Pontchartrain (Figure 1).  
 
2.2     NEED FOR THE PROJECT 
 
US 11 is an important link for motorists travelling to and from the Greater New Orleans area and 
Slidell. The roadway provides access to the subdivisions along Carr Drive to the west of the road 
and to the Eden Isle community to the east (Figure 2). Commercial and residential properties and 
private camps also access this section of the road via numerous driveways. As the following 
traffic data show, this section of US 11 currently experiences considerable daily congestion 
which is expected to worsen with anticipated future increases in traffic volume.  
 
2.2.1 Capacity 
 
Traffic data were initially collected in June 2009. Because considerable time had passed since 
the initial counts, DOTD collected traffic data at selected locations along the project in April 
2014 to verify whether the initial counts were still appropriate. The 2014 counts indicated 28-
percent less traffic than 2009. As such, the 2009 counts were reduced by 28-percent. Future 
average daily traffic (ADT) was determined using a 1.5-percent annual growth rate. The highest 
ADT counts were observed at the US 11 intersection with Oak Harbor Boulevard, where 2017 
and 2037 ADT projections were calculated to be 12,403 and 16,706, respectively. 
 
2.2.2 Congestion 
 
LOS is a measure describing operational conditions within a traffic stream. The measure is based 
on factors such as speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, comfort, and 
convenience. Depending on these operational conditions, the roadway is assigned a grade of A 
through F. An A represents free-flow traffic, and an F represents operational failure, with ease of 
traffic movement becoming increasingly difficult. LOS D describes decreasing free-flow levels, 
with reduced speeds and more limited maneuverability within the traffic stream.   
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Existing, 2017, and 2037 LOS were determined using data collected by DOTD in April 2014. To 
estimate future volumes a 1.5-percent annual growth rate was applied to 2014 volumes. Existing 
and future (with- and without-project) LOS are presented in Table 1. 
 

Table 1.  Project Corridor Existing and Future Level of Service (LOS), 
With- and Without-Project 

 

Left Turn A A A A A A B B A A
Through A B A B A B B B A C
Right Turn A B A B A A B B A A
Left Turn A A A A A A A B A B
Through A A A A A A A B A A
Right Turn A A A A A A A B A A
Left Turn C C C C C C C C C C
Through C C C C C C C C C C
Right Turn C C C C C C C C C C
Left Turn C C C C D C C C C C
Through C C C C D C C C C C
Right Turn C C C C D C C C C C
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Source: GEC, 2014. 
 
As shown in Table 1, the Build Alternatives would: 
 

 Maintain good LOS for north- and southbound peak traffic on US 11 in 2017;  
 Eliminate left turn movements from westbound Oak Harbor Boulevard onto US 11, 

which without the project would worsen from LOS E to LOS F; 
 Improve LOS for right turn movements from westbound Oak Harbor Boulevard onto 

US 11, which without the project would worsen from LOS C to LOS E; and 
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 Improve LOS for left turn movements from westbound Eden Isles Drive onto US 11, 
which is currently LOS E and, without the project, will be so in 2037. 

 
3.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 
 
As the project progressed, alternatives to increase capacity for the roadway were developed and 
evaluated. As explained below, the alternatives covered a range of measures, including 
construction of additional lanes, widening existing lanes, and construction/incorporation of 
access management features.    
 
3.1 NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE 
 
NEPA regulations require evaluation of the No Build Alternative. The No Build Alternative 
assumes that no actions would be taken to improve US 11 capacity from Spartan Drive to Lake 
Pontchartrain. Under this alternative, existing, degraded LOS would persist.   
 
3.2 BUILD ALTERNATIVES 
 
3.2.1 Preliminary Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration  
 
The first set of Build Alternatives developed for the project included variations of a four-lane 
road configuration with a median, bicycle facility, and sidewalk. Operationally there was little 
difference between any of the three alternatives. The Build Alternatives were either 
asymmetrical or symmetrical to the ROW centerline. Under the asymmetrical alternative, the 
existing two-lane roadway would remain in place to be used for southbound traffic with a 
median and additional lanes constructed to the east. Businesses using the eastern portion of the 
ROW for parking would be adversely impacted. Under the symmetrical alternatives, the existing 
roadway would be removed and the new, widened roadway would be built on the ROW 
centerline, mitigating impacts to parking and frontage areas of the businesses and residences on 
the east side of the road. The first set of alternatives included:   
 

 Alternative 1:  No Build; 
 Alternative 2: Roadway asymmetrical to ROW centerline with four lanes, a 30-foot-wide 

median, and separate bike path and sidewalk offset to the east of the roadway;   
 Alternative 3: Roadway symmetrical to ROW centerline with four lanes, a 30-foot-wide 

median, and a separate bike path and sidewalk offset to the east of the roadway; and   
 Alternative 4: Roadway symmetrical on ROW centerline with four lanes, a 20-foot-wide-

median, eight-foot paved shoulders, and a sidewalk offset to the east of the roadway. 
 
These alternatives were presented at a public meeting held on October 29, 2009 at Salmen High 
School in Slidell. Based on input from the attendees regarding adverse impacts to the frontage 
and parking areas of properties along the east side of the road, all three Build Alternatives were 
dismissed from further consideration, although elements of each were used in the development of 
new alternatives.   
Feedback from the first public meeting included recommendations for considering a two-lane 
alternative with an added center turn lane. This and other feedback was incorporated into the 
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development of a second set of alternatives which were presented at a second public meeting on 
May 20, 2010. The second set of alternatives included: 
 

 Alternative 1: No Build; 
 

 Alternative 2: Four lanes asymmetrical to the ROW centerline with eight-foot paved 
shoulders, and a sidewalk offset to the east of the roadway; and   
 

 Alternative 3: Combination Two and Four Lanes 
o From Lake Pontchartrain to Eden Isles Drive – Two lanes asymmetrical to the 

ROW centerline with eight-foot paved shoulders, a 20-foot median, and a 
sidewalk offset to the east of the roadway; and   

o From Eden Isles Drive to Spartan Drive – Four lanes symmetrical to the ROW 
centerline with eight-foot paved shoulders, a 20-foot median, and a sidewalk 
offset to the east of the roadway.   
 

Based on stakeholders input, Alternative 3 was chosen as the preferred alternative because of 
reduced costs and fewer impacts to businesses’ parking areas. Alternative 3 was carried forward 
for further analysis. However, after updating 2009 traffic counts and annual traffic growth rates 
in 2014 it was determined construction of a four-lane roadway was no longer necessary to 
improve capacity; construction of access management improvements would improve capacity. 
Consequently, Alternative 3 (Combination Two and Four Lanes) was dismissed from further 
consideration.   
 
3.2.2 Build Alternatives Evaluated in this EA 
 
Two Build Alternatives are currently being considered, both of which would improve traffic flow 
with access management features and provide bicycle facilities. Impacts to frontage and parking 
areas within the ROW have been minimized by adjusting the alternatives to two travel lanes 
divided by a combination of raised medians and J-turns. 
 
Alternative 1: From Lake Pontchartrain to Schneider Canal Alternative 1 consists of one 
northbound lane and one southbound lane divided by a combination of raised medians and J-
turns. This combination requires that vehicles turning left onto US 11 first make a right turn then 
U-turn at the next available median opening. The J-turn does not require through traffic to stop 
or yield. Both travel lanes would be 12-feet wide with 10-foot-wide paved shoulders and a curb 
and gutter.  
 
Over Schneider Canal the roadway would rise to match the existing grade of the existing flood 
protection levee east of US 11. This section of the road over the canal would generally be 
maintained in its current configuration (two travel lanes divided by a turn lane), but the turn lane 
would be widened slightly, and 10-foot paved shoulders would be added. 
 
From Schneider Canal to Spartan Drive the current lane configuration would be retained.   
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Bicycle lanes would be located on the north- and southbound shoulders throughout the entire 
length of the project. Figure 3 presents a typical section of Alternative 1. 
 
Alternative 2: Alternative 2 is identical to Alternative 1 with one exception. A bikeway, which 
would be 8–10 feet wide, would be offset to the east of the roadway, approximately four feet 
beyond the back of the curb. The bikeway would not continue throughout the entire length of the 
project; it would serve only that portion of the project corridor south of Oak Harbor Boulevard. 
Figure 3 presents a typical section of Alternative 2. 
 
Both Build Alternatives would include the following access management features: 
 

 Northbound and southbound U-turns with bulb-outs at various locations;  
 A yield-controlled J-turn with dedicated left turn lane in the southbound direction and right 

turn lane for westbound traffic at the Oak Harbor Boulevard intersection;  
 Either a dedicated left turn lane (the existing traffic signal would remain), or, preferred,  a 

three-legged roundabout at the Eden Isles Drive intersection; 
 A three-legged roundabout at the Carr Drive intersection;  
 Improvements that provide left-in and right-out turns, a J-turn from the north, and a U-turn 

sized for passenger vehicles at Northshore Circle; and 
 Improvements that provide right-in and right-out turns (only, with no access from the 

north) at Lakeview Drive.  
 
All improvements would be constructed/located within the existing ROW, and no additional 
ROW would be acquired. Appendix A presents preliminary plans for both Build Alternatives.  
 
3.3   PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
 
The selection of a preferred alternative takes into consideration the environmental effects of each 
alternative, cost, public opinion, and other factors. Alternative 1, with the roundabout at the Eden 
Isles intersection, is recommended as the preferred alternative. As detailed in Section 4.0 and as 
summarized in Table 9, Alternative 1 would entail environmental impacts equal to those 
anticipated with Alterative 2; however, the location of bicycle lanes on the north- and 
southbound shoulders and within the curbs (Alternative 1) is preferred over the offset bikeway 
(Alternative 2) because of the large number of driveways on the east side of the roadway. Co-
locating the bicycle lanes with the roadway shoulders provides a uniform grade for bicyclists and 
reduces potential conflict points between cyclists and traffic entering/exiting driveways east of 
the roadway. Alternative 1 also provides areas for pedestrians, on the outside five feet of both 
shoulders, to walk the entire length of the project without having to negotiate the numerous 
driveways located on the east side of US 11. 
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION 
 
4.1 ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS AND POTENTIAL EFFECTS 
 
4.1.1 Land Use and Community Character 
 
The project extends approximately 2.8 miles from Lake Pontchartrain to the southern limits of 
Slidell. The majority of the west side of the roadway is zoned single family residential. These 
homes have waterfront access to Schneider Canal. The properties along the east side of the road 
are a mix of multiple-family residences and commercial properties (St. Tammany Parish 
Government, 2014a).  
 
Field surveys pursuant to the noise analysis observed residences on both sides of US 11 between 
Lake Pontchartrain and Oak Harbor Boulevard. A total of 169 single family homes, duplexes or 
triplexes, 478 apartments or condominiums, and three mobile homes are present within 500 feet 
of the proposed roadway edge. According to the St. Tammany New Directions 2025 Land Use 
Plan (St. Tammany Parish Government, 2014b), land use in the project area in 2025 will 
continue to be zoned a mix of residential and commercial. Currently, property within the existing 
ROW is used for parking by some of the businesses located along the road. 
 
Landscape west of the project area is comprised mainly of undeveloped land that extends to the 
Big Branch Marsh National Wildlife Refuge (Figure 2). The Eden Isle community occupies a 
large area to the east of the road corridor and is zoned as a planned unit development (St. 
Tammany Parish Government, 2014a). The northern portion of the roadway, from Schneider 
Canal to Spartan Drive, is located within Slidell city limits. There are no bicycle facilities within 
the project corridor.  
 
No Build Alternative: The No Build Alternative is not anticipated to change existing and future 
land use and community character. Residents and businesses would continue to experience 
delays on US 11, and conditions are expected to worsen in the future (Table 1).   
 
Build Alternatives: The Build Alternatives would not alter existing or future land use and 
community character. The project area would continue to include a mix of residential and 
commercial land uses. However, congestion and traffic delays would be ameliorated, providing 
benefits to roadway users.   
 
Both Build Alternatives would accommodate bicyclists. The bicycle facility, together with the 
proposed raised median, could create a more aesthetically pleasing and bicycling friendly 
environment for users of the road which, in turn, could enhance community character. Bicycling 
access to businesses along the corridor would be improved. 
 
With both Build Alternatives, areas within existing US 11 ROW currently used by businesses for 
parking would be incorporated into the project to accommodate additional width. Encroachments 
that fall within the clear zone of the widened project and/or within the footprint of project needs 
(i.e., utility locations, drainage, etc.) will be removed during project construction. Any remaining 
encroachments that fall outside the area of project need will be dealt with according to DOTD 
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policy by removal of the encroachment, by disposal of the excess ROW, or by entering a Joint 
Use Agreement granting a servitude to St. Tammany Parish over the excess area that would be 
maintained by the parish.  
 
4.1.2 Economic Activities 
 
The largest employment sectors in St. Tammany Parish are healthcare and social assistance, 
retail trade, and accommodation and food services (U.S. Census Bureau, 2011). Slidell is the 
headquarters of Vesco Tennis Courts, a privately held firm specializing in construction of hard 
surfaces for outdoor sports facilities, and Textron, an automotive manufacturer and defense 
contractor. The US 11 project corridor includes a mix of restaurants, retail stores, and other light 
commercial businesses.    
 
No Build Alternative: The No Build Alternative would have no impacts on economic activities 
in the project area. 
 
Build Alternatives: The Build Alternatives would not relocate any businesses or residences. 
However, areas within the existing ROW currently used by some businesses for parking would 
be incorporated into the project to accommodate additional width. This was a primary concern 
expressed during the two public meetings held for the project in 2009 and 2010. With both Build 
Alternatives, areas within existing US 11 ROW currently used by businesses for parking would 
be incorporated into the project to accommodate additional width. Encroachments that fall within 
the clear zone of the widened project and/or within the footprint of project needs (i.e., utility 
locations, drainage, etc.) will be removed during project construction. Any remaining 
encroachments that fall outside the area of project need will be dealt with according to DOTD 
policy by removal of the encroachment, by disposal of the excess ROW, or by entering a Joint 
Use Agreement granting a servitude to St. Tammany Parish over the excess area that would be 
maintained by the parish.  
  
The bicycle lanes in Alternative 1 would be located on the roadway shoulders, and impacts to 
areas within the existing ROW used for parking would be minimized. Under Alternative 2 the 
offset bikeway would cross existing driveways and parking lots located within the ROW and 
would present potential conflict points between pedestrians/cyclists and traffic entering/exiting 
driveways.   
 
The proposed project would enhance economic activities in the project area by improving traffic 
operations and making the area more attractive for retail and light commercial development. 
Although the proposed project would affect access patterns by limiting left turns to only those 
points where turn lanes cross the median, thereby changing the way businesses and residential 
properties are accessed, the overall improvement in traffic flow resulting from the Build 
Alternatives would be expected to offset any impacts from the left turn limitations. 
 
Those travelling the project corridor might be temporarily inconvenienced during construction; 
however, the roadway would remain open during construction and any project-related adverse 
effects on economic activities would be minor and temporary.  
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4.1.3 Relocations of Homes and Businesses 
 
Some residences and businesses are located in close proximity to the existing ROW.   
 
No Build Alternative: This alternative would not relocate businesses or residential properties. 
 
Build Alternatives: The proposed project would be limited to the existing ROW. The proposed 
project would not require the relocation of any business or residential properties. 
 
4.1.4 Demographics and Environmental Justice 
 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act (42 United States Code [USC] 2000) and Executive Order 12898 
Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income 
Populations mandate that federal agencies identify and address, as appropriate, 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of their programs, 
policies, and activities on minority and low-income communities. Socioeconomic and 
demographic data for the project area were reviewed to determine if the proposed action would 
have a disproportionately high and adverse impact on minority or low-income communities. For 
this analysis, low-income is defined as household income at or below the poverty line based on 
statistics updated annually by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services and the U.S. 
Census Bureau’s American Community Survey. 
 
Demographic data were collected from the 2010 U.S. Census Bureau for populated Census 
Blocks located within 2,000 feet of the project corridor (Table 2). The average percentage of 
minorities (all races/ethnicities except non-Hispanic white persons) of all Census Blocks within 
this buffer was estimated to be approximately 23.4 percent of the population, which is 
approximately four-percent more than St. Tammany Parish as a whole (19.4 percent).   
 

Table 2.  Minority Populations by Census Block  

Census 
Tract/Block 

 
Total Population 

 
Minorities 

 
Minorities (%) 

408.01/1027 624 112 17.9 
408.01/1037 57 1 1.8 
408.01/1042 2 2 100.0 
408.01/1051 76 16 21.1 
408.01/1054 48 3 6.3 
408.01/1055 43 6 14.0 
408.01/1056 55 19 34.5 
408.01/1071 469 239 51.0 
408.01/1072 95 21 22.1 
408.01/1078 123 104 84.6 
408.02/1000 730 215 29.5 
408.02/1011 291 62 21.3 
408.02/1012 11 0 0.0 
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Census 
Tract/Block 

 
Total Population 

 
Minorities 

 
Minorities (%) 

408.02/1017 12 0 0.0 
408.02/1020 6 0 0.0 
408.02/1021 830 136 16.4 
408.02/1029 2 0 0.0 
408.02/3001 36 2 5.6 
408.02/3003 385 97 25.2 
408.02/3006 1,326 130 9.8 
408.02/3016 107 3 2.8 
411.04/1024 6 0 0.0 
411.04/1040 21 2 9.5 
411.04/2031 34 18 52.9 
411.04/2032 44 29 65.9 
411.04/2033 62 28 45.2 
411.04/2034 58 18 31.0 
411.04/2036 60 16 26.7 
411.04/2037 53 22 41.5 
411.04/2041 79 9 11.4 
411.04/2042 122 45 36.9 
411.04/2043 44 1 2.3 
411.04/2044 113 27 23.9 
411.04/2045 2 0 0.0 
411.04/2046 14 1 7.1 

 Total Population  
6,040 

Total Minorities 
1,384 

Average Percentage 
               23.4 

       Source:  U.S. Census Bureau’s Population and Housing Summary File 1, 2010. 
 
Approximately 13.6 percent of the population living in the three project area census tracts (the 
smallest geographic unit of analysis available) lives below the poverty line (Table 3), which is 
slightly greater than St. Tammany Parish on the whole (11.5 percent).   
 

Table 3.  Poverty by Census Tract 
  

Census 
Tract 

% Below Poverty 
Line 

408.01 22.7 
408.02 4.4 
411.04 13.5 

Average Percentage = 13.6% 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 5-Year Estimates, 
  American Community Survey, 2006-2010. 
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No Build Alternative: The No Build Alternative would not have disproportionate effects on 
minority or low-income communities. 
 
Build Alternatives: Minority and low-income communities would not be adversely impacted by 
the project. The project would benefit the public through reduced congestion and improved 
traffic flow.      
 
4.1.5 Cultural Resources 
 
Consideration of impacts to cultural resources is mandated under Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act as implemented by 36 CFR Part 800. Requirements include the 
identification of significant historic properties that might be impacted by the proposed action or 
alternatives within the project’s area of potential effect. Historic properties are defined as 
archaeological sites, standing structures or other historic resources listed, or determined eligible 
for listing, in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). If adverse effects on historic, 
archaeological, or cultural properties are identified, agencies must attempt to avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate the impacts to these resources.  
 
According to DOTD correspondence with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
(Appendix C), one archaeological site is located within one mile of the project area. This site, the 
Guzman Site, has been deemed ineligible for the NRHP. Seven standing structures are also 
located within one mile of the project area. Six have been deemed ineligible for the NRHP; 
Kronos contains no information regarding the seventh.  
 
The US 11 Bridge over Lake Pontchartrain was constructed in 1928 and is 4.7 miles long. It was 
determined eligible for the NRHP on August 18, 2000.  
 
No Build Alternative: The No Build Alternative would not impact cultural resources. 
 
Build Alternatives: The project is not anticipated to affect the US 11 Bridge over Lake 
Pontchartrain because all work would be performed within the existing ROW and entail no work 
on the bridge. FHWA, in conjunction with DOTD, has determined that no historic properties 
would be adversely affected by the proposed project. In correspondence dated October 28, 2010, 
SHPO concurred with this determination (Appendix C).   
 
4.1.6 Section 4(f) Resources 
 
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 stipulates that FHWA cannot 
approve the use of land from publicly owned parks, recreational areas, wildlife and waterfowl 
refuges, or public and private historical sites unless: (1) there is no feasible and prudent 
avoidance alternative; or (2) use of the land would have only a de minimis impact, or no adverse 
effect, to key features of such properties.   
 
The Big Branch Marsh National Wildlife Refuge, which is located approximately 0.25-mile west 
of the project area (Figure 2), could be considered a Section 4(f) resource. Established in 1994, 
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lands for the refuge were acquired by the U.S Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to protect, 
enhance, and manage this wetland ecosystem. Originally 12,000 acres, the refuge has grown to 
almost 19,000 acres. It comprises the largest undeveloped natural area along Lake 
Pontchartrain’s northern shore.   
 
No Build Alternative: The No Build Alternative would have no impacts on Section 4(f) 
resources. 
 
Build Alternatives: As documented in Section 4.1.5 (Cultural Resources), no historic properties 
or features would be affected by the proposed project. In correspondence dated October 28, 
2010, SHPO concurred with the determination that no historic properties would be adversely 
affected by the proposed project (Appendix C).   
 
Although the Big Branch Marsh National Wildlife Refuge could be considered a Section 4(f) 
resource, the Build Alternatives would not involve the acquisition of ROW from the refuge and 
no impacts to the refuge are anticipated. According to the Solicitation of Views response from 
the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF), “No state or federal parks, wildlife 
refuges, scenic streams, or wildlife management areas are known at the specified site within 
Louisiana's boundaries” (Appendix B). 
 
4.1.7 Section 6(f) Resources 
 
Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Act requires that unavoidable conversion of 
lands or facilities acquired or developed with Land and Water Conservation Act funds be 
replaced in kind or coordinated with the Department of the Interior (DOI). 
 
No Build Alternative: The No Build Alternative would not affect Section 6(f) resources. 
 
Build Alternatives: The LDWF has identified no state or federal parks, wildlife refuges, scenic 
streams, or wildlife management areas within the project limits (Appendix B). The proposed 
project would not result in the conversion of a designated 6(f) resource. 
 
4.1.8 Community Facilities, Services, and Social Resources 
 
Properties that front US 11 within the project limits are primarily residences or businesses, which 
include restaurants, automotive service centers, convenience stores, and retail stores. Most 
nearby community institutions, such as schools and churches, are located north of the project 
area in Slidell. The First Baptist Church and a school are located on Spartan Drive just west of 
the project corridor, and several schools are located near Spartan Drive northeast of the project 
corridor. Additionally, a church is located on Carr Drive west of US 11. The project corridor is a 
commonly used route to these institutions. 
 

No Build Alternative: Congestion and traffic delays currently affecting access to project area 
businesses and community facilities would persist under the No Build Alternative. Bicyclist 
access to these facilities would remain difficult due to the lack of bicycle facilities. 
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Build Alternatives: The project would be restricted to the existing ROW; no properties along 
the corridor would be acquired, and no structures would be relocated. Community facilities 
located near the project corridor would not be adversely affected, although short-term traffic 
delays might occur during construction. Over the long term, the project would provide more 
efficient access to the facilities.  
 
4.1.9 Wildlife and Protected Species 
 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 requires federal actions to be 
implemented in a manner that does not jeopardize protected species or their habitat. The USFWS 
is charged with implementing the ESA and maintains a list of protected plants and animals and 
their protection status. The Louisiana Natural Heritage Program (LNHP) of the LDWF lists 
threatened and endangered species for each parish in Louisiana. Table 4 presents species listed as 
threatened or endangered in St. Tammany Parish.   
 

Table 4.  State and Federal Threatened and Endangered Species 
in St. Tammany Parish 

 

Scientific Name Common Name State Status Federal Status 
Acipenser oxyrinchus 
desotoi 

Gulf sturgeon Threatened Threatened 

Gopherus polyphemus Gopher tortoise Threatened Threatened 
Graptemys oculifera Ringed map turtle Threatened Threatened 
Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus 

Bald eagle Endangered Delisted 

Picoides borealis 
Red-cockaded 
woodpecker 

Endangered Endangered 

Potamilus inflatus Inflated heelsplitter Threatened Threatened 
Rana sevosa Dusky gopher frog Not listed Endangered 
Trichechus manatus Manatee Endangered Endangered 
Ursus americanus 
 luteolus 

Louisiana black bear Threatened Threatened 

 
  Source:  LNHP, April 2014. 
 
The USFWS Critical Habitat Mapper indicates critical habitat for the Gulf sturgeon is located in 
Lake Pontchartrain just south of the project area (USFWS, 2014). 
 
In correspondence dated September 28, 2009, USFWS stated, “the northern portion of the project 
(Oak Harbor Boulevard to Spartan Drive) is located within an area that may be inhabited by the 
red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW), federally listed as an endangered species. RCWs nest in open, 
park-like stands of mature (i.e., greater than 60 years of age) pine trees containing little 
hardwood understory or midstory.” USFWS recommended that a survey be undertaken to 
identify any suitable RCW nesting and/or foraging habitat in the project area.   
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On January 7, 2010, a survey was conducted and determined that no suitable RCW habitat was 
located within the project area. It was determined that the project would have no effects on RCW 
nesting or foraging habitat or to RCW individuals (Appendix C). USFWS concurred with this 
finding in a letter dated October 22, 2010, stating, “According to the provided information, no 
mature pine trees (i.e., 10 inches or greater in diameter at breast height) exist within the project 
area or would be removed by the construction activity. Because the potential project area is 
located primarily in a residential, semi-urban area, no potential foraging or nesting habitat is 
present. Based on the above information, the Service concurs with your determination that no 
impacts to RCWs would occur as a result of the proposed action. No further endangered species 
consultation will be required for this project unless there are changes in the scope or location of 
the work” (Appendix C). In November 2014 coordination with the USFWS’ Louisiana 
Ecological Services Office (Appendix C), USFWS states the proposed project is not an activity 
that would affect a federally listed threatened or endangered species; nor is there proposed or 
designated critical habitat within St. Tammany Parish. Therefore a “no effect” conclusion is 
appropriate. In a letter dated September 24, 2009, LDWF stated, “no impacts to rare, threatened, 
or endangered species or critical habitats are anticipated for the proposed project” (Appendix B).  
 
4.1.10 Wetland Reserve Program 
 
The project corridor does not contain any properties enrolled in the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) Wetland Reserve Program (WRP); therefore, none of the 
alternatives would impact WRP properties.  
 
4.1.11 Wetlands and Other Waters 
 
Executive Order No. 11990, Protection of Wetlands, issued May 24, 1977, directs federal 
agencies “to avoid to the extent possible the long and short term adverse impacts associated with 
the destruction or modification of wetlands and to avoid direct or indirect support of new 
construction in wetlands wherever there is a practicable alternative.” Wetlands are semiaquatic 
lands flooded or saturated by water for varying periods of time. For an area to be delineated as a 
wetland, it must exhibit appropriate hydrology, contain hydric soils, and support hydrophytic 
vegetation (Environmental Laboratory, 1987).   
 
Wetlands restore and maintain water quality by removing and retaining nutrients contained in 
storm water runoff that would otherwise flow directly into the water column. These ecosystems 
provide critical habitat for a diversity of plants and animals, including fish, shellfish, waterfowl, 
shorebirds, wading birds, songbirds, and mammals. Wetlands provide flood control by retaining 
water that would otherwise flood nearby residential and agricultural areas.   
 
The USFWS National Wetlands Inventory identified the presence of estuarine emergent and 
estuarine subtidal wetlands to the west and east of the project area. However, no wetlands were 
identified in the project area. GEC conducted a preliminary wetland delineation on April 23, 
2014 in the project area. Ten herbaceous wetland communities comprising a total of 
approximately 0.95 acres and approximately 0.09 acres of other waters of the U.S. (in Schneider 
Canal) were identified in the ROW. The wetland report is provided in Appendix D. The USACE 
will make the final determination as to whether these areas are to be considered jurisdictional 
wetlands.  
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4.1.12 Floodplains 
 
Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management) and U.S. DOT Order 5650.2 require federal 
agencies to avoid to the greatest extent possible long- and short-term adverse impacts associated 
with the occupancy and modification of floodplains and to avoid direct and indirect support of 
floodplain development wherever there is a practicable alternative. The 100-year floodplain is 
defined as an area that would be inundated by a precipitation event that has a 1-in-100 chance of 
occurring every year. Regulations require that encroachment within the 100-year floodplain be 
minimized and that land development inconsistent with floodplain values be avoided.   
 
According to the effective Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM, revised in 1991), the project is 
located within Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Zones V15, A10, and 
AE, all of which are within the 100-year floodplain (Appendix B). Federal floodplain 
management regulations and mandatory purchase requirements apply in these zones.  
 
No Build Alternative: The No Action Alternative would have no impacts on floodplain 
management in the area. 
 
Build Alternatives: Because the project would be constructed within existing ROW within a 
developed commercial area, it would not impact natural or beneficial floodplain values. No 
significant encroachment of the floodplain would result from the proposed project. No flood 
hazard would result from development of the proposed project. Further, the proposed project 
would not interrupt or terminate an emergency access or evacuation route. Correspondence from 
the DOTD Floodplain Management Program Coordinator stated, “During construction there 
must be allowance for the adequate flow of water and assurance that there would be no back up 
of water. There must be no instance of the creation of flooding where there was no flooding prior 
to construction. At this time, consideration must be given to the responsibility for cleaning debris 
and keeping the surrounding area clear so as not to interfere with its function” (Appendix B). 
The St. Tammany Parish Floodplain Administrator offered no objections to the project 
(telephone communication, June 10, 2014).  
 
4.1.13 Coastal Resources and Essential Fish Habitat 
 
The Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of 1972 authorizes the Coastal Zone Management 
Program, a federal-state partnership dedicated to comprehensive management of the nation’s 
coastal resources. By making federal funds available, the law encourages states to preserve, 
protect, and, where possible, restore or enhance valuable natural coastal resources, such as 
wetlands, floodplains, estuaries, beaches, dunes, barrier islands, and coral reefs, as well as the 
fish and wildlife using those habitats. Any federal or state agency whose activities directly affect 
the coastal zone must, to the maximum extent practicable, be consistent with approved state 
management programs. The proposed project lies within the Louisiana Coastal Zone and would 
be subject to the rules and regulations of the CZMA.  
 
The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation Act (MSFCA) (50 CFR 600) states that essential 
fish habitat (EFH) is “those waters and substrate necessary for fish for spawning, breeding or 
growth to maturity.” The 2005 amendments to the MSFCA set forth a mandate for the National 
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Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), regional Fishery Management Councils, and other federal 
agencies to identify and protect EFH of economically important marine and estuarine fish. A 
review of NMFS data identified no EFH in the project area (National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA), Habitat Conservation, 2014).    
 
No Build Alternative: The No Action Alternative would not affect coastal resources or EFH. 
 
Build Alternatives: According to correspondence from the LDNR Office of Coastal 
Management dated October 28, 2009, the proposed activity is a use of state concern in 
accordance with Louisiana Revised Statue 49:214.5 and requires a Coastal Use Permit 
(Appendix B).   
 
Correspondence from NMFS stated, “Based on the information provided and our knowledge of 
the project area, none of the proposed alternatives would adversely impact NOAA trust 
resources” (Appendix B). Neither Build Alternative would affect EFH.  
  
4.1.14 Subsurface Water 
 
The EPA defines a sole source aquifer as an underground water source that supplies at least 50 
percent of the drinking water consumed in the area overlying the aquifer. These areas have no 
alternative drinking water sources that could physically, legally, and economically supply all 
those who depend upon the aquifer for drinking water. The project is located on the Southern 
Hills Aquifer System, which has been designated a sole source aquifer by the EPA. 
 
No Build Alternative: The No Build Alternative would have no effect on subsurface water. 
 
Build Alternatives: In a letter dated September 15, 2009, the EPA’s Sole Source Aquifer Program 
coordinator stated, “Based on the information provided for the project, we have determined that the 
project, as proposed, should not have an adverse effect on the quality of the groundwater underlying 
the project site” (Appendix B). 
 
4.1.15  Wild, Scenic, and Natural Rivers 
 
The National Wild and Scenic Rivers System was created by Congress to preserve rivers 
possessing outstanding natural, cultural, and recreational values. In 1970, the Louisiana 
Legislature created the Louisiana Natural and Scenic Rivers System. The system was developed 
for the purpose of preserving, protecting, developing, reclaiming, and enhancing the wilderness 
qualities, scenic beauty, and ecological regimes of selected free-flowing streams in Louisiana.  
According to LDWF’s LNHP, no scenic streams are located in or near the project area. None of 
the alternatives would have an impact on wild, scenic, or natural rivers. 
 
4.1.16 Navigable Waterways 
 
In compliance with the Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) of 1982, the FHWA 
determined by letter to the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG), dated November 19, 2012, that the proposed 
improvements across Schneider Canal, including replacement the existing culverts with larger 
culverts, is exempt from USCG permitting. In correspondence dated November 27, 2012, the USCG, 
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8th Coast Guard District concurred with these findings, stating, “…the Coast Guard accepts your 
determination that this bridge project meets the criteria for the STAA and is exempt from Coast 
Guard Bridge Administration purposes. Plans for the proposed bridge construction project should 
provide for navigational clearances to accommodate any recreational boating that may exist at high 
water and should be at an appropriate elevation to pass floodwaters” (Appendix B). 
 
The USCG further stated that the improvements are not exempt from the statute requiring the 
establishment, maintenance, and operation of Coast Guard required lights and signals on fixed 
structures. To comply with the statute, DOTD must request an exemption to the statute or install 
navigational markers on the new culverts. A copy of the USCG concurrence letter is provided in 
Appendix B. 
 
4.1.17 Farmland 
 
Through the NRCS, the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) administers the Farmland 
Protection Policy Act to minimize the extent to which federal actions contribute to the 
unnecessary conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses. Of particular concern are prime or 
unique farmland soils. The USDA defines prime farmland as land that has the best combination 
of physical and chemical characteristics for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops 
and is available for these uses but is not urban, built-up land, or water. Unique farmland is land, 
other than prime farmland, that is used for production of specific high-value food and fiber 
crops.  
 
No Build Alternative: The No Build Alternative would not affect the geology or soils of the 
project area.    

 
Build Alternatives: In its correspondence (Appendix B) the NRCS advised, “A portion of the 
soils on the proposed project site are Prime Farmland, however, the project is located in a 
developed area and therefore, it is considered "built-up”, thus there would be no impact to prime 
farmland and it appears the project would not impact any NRCS work in the immediate area. 
Also, this project would not impact any farmland protection efforts in the area.”  Therefore, the 
Build Alternatives are not anticipated to affect farmland. 
 
4.1.18 Noise 
 
The two current Build Alternatives do not increase the number of travel lanes, and a noise 
analysis would not normally be conducted. However, previous build alternatives considered for 
the project included four-lane and combined two- and four-lane variations, and a noise analysis 
was prepared in accordance with DOTD policy. Although alternatives requiring additional travel 
lanes have been eliminated from consideration, the noise analysis (Appendix E) has been 
retained for reference and informational purposes. Because future ADT determined in 2009 was 
reduced in 2014 based on updated traffic counts and a reduced annual growth rate 
(Section 2.2.1), and because neither of the two current Build Alternatives increase the number of 
travel lanes, actual impacts will be less than those discussed in the following.    
 
Traffic noise levels are expressed in terms of the hourly, A-weighted equivalent sound level in 
decibels (dBA). A sound level represents the level of the rapid air pressure fluctuations caused 
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by sources such as traffic that are heard as noise. A decibel is a unit that relates the sound 
pressure of a noise to the faintest sound the human ear can detect. The A-weighting refers to the 
amplification or attenuation of the different frequencies of the sound (subjectively, the pitch) to 
correspond to the way the human ear hears these frequencies. Generally, when the sound level 
exceeds the mid-60 dBA range, outdoor conversation in normal tones at a distance of three feet 
becomes difficult. 
 
Noise abatement procedures are considered for DOTD projects if (1) future sound levels are 
66 dBA or greater, or (2) a substantial increase in existing sound levels (10 dBA or more) is 
predicted. A total of 169 single family homes, duplexes or triplexes, 478 apartments or 
condominiums, and three mobile homes are located within 500 feet of the proposed edge of 
roadway. Other noise-sensitive land uses that might be affected by the project include the First 
Baptist Church just south of Spartan Drive on the west side of US 11. The Noise Abatement 
Criteria (NAC) of 66 Leq (dBA) would apply to these noise-sensitive land uses.  
 
To determine existing sound levels, measurements were conducted at noise-sensitive land uses 
on September 24, 2009. A sound level of 65 dBA was the greatest sound level recorded. This 
sound level occurred at the noise sensitive sites closest to US 11. The lowest measured sound 
levels of 46 dBA were recorded along Moonraker Drive (Figure 2). US 11 was the dominant 
noise source at all of the measured sites. 
 
No Build Alternative: Sound levels for the No Build Alternative were estimated by evaluating 
existing and future traffic volumes on US 11. Doubling the traffic on a roadway would result in a 
3 dBA increase in the sound level at a given receptor assuming all other conditions remained the 
same. By 2029, traffic volumes on US 11 were predicted to be approximately 80 percent greater 
than existing volumes. The resulting 2 dBA increase in sound levels at nearby noise-sensitive 
land uses was anticipated to impact 23 residences. 
 
Build Alternatives: Noise analysis of the previous build alternatives requiring additional travel 
lanes was completed using the FHWA Traffic Noise Model computer program, which calculated 
design-year equivalent sound levels at noise-sensitive land uses in the project area, including the 
measurement locations. Projected noise levels ranged from 51 dBA for the residences along 
Moonraker Drive to 70 dBA at the residences closest to US 11. In total, 68 residences were 
predicted to be impacted under the previous build alternatives requiring additional travel lanes by 
noise levels exceeding the 66 dBA threshold. None of the receivers were impacted based on the 
10 dBA criteria. 
 
DOTD policy requires the consideration of abatement measures when traffic noise impacts occur 
as a result of a project. Most of the impacted sites adjacent to US 11 have driveways that connect 
to the road. Maintaining access to the highway would require that the noise barrier have gaps at 
each driveway, which would render the barrier ineffective at reducing sound levels. 
Discontinuous noise barriers generally cannot achieve the eight-decibel insertion loss required by 
the DOTD noise policy; therefore, a detailed analysis of a noise barrier was not performed.   
 
In order to protect future development from becoming incompatible with anticipated highway 
traffic noise levels, projections of future noise levels for undeveloped lands would be provided to 
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local planning and building officials. As desired, these officials might review project-related 
noise data during their consideration of future land use decisions. 
 
4.1.19 Air Quality 
 
Analysis of potential air quality effects was conducted with respect to previous build alternatives 
that have since been eliminated from consideration and based on future ADT determined in 2009 
but reduced in 2014 (Section 2.2.1). As with noise analysis, air quality analysis (Appendix E) has 
been retained for reference and informational purposes, and actual impacts will be less than those 
discussed in the following. 
 
Analysis assessed the potential for the project to affect air quality standards, including 
transportation conformity requirements and any potential Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs) 
effects. The EPA has established allowable concentrations and exposure limits called National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for six criteria air pollutants: 
 

 Carbon monoxide;  
 Nitrogen dioxide; 
 Ozone;  
 Sulfur oxides (commonly measured as sulfur dioxide);  
 Lead; and   
 Particulate matter no greater than 2.5 micrometers (µm) in diameter; and particulate 

matter no greater than 10 µm in diameter.   
 
In accordance with the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA of 1990), EPA identified 
those areas that did not meet NAAQS for the criteria pollutants and designated them as 
nonattainment areas. St. Tammany Parish is currently in attainment for all criteria pollutants. 
 
No Build Alternative: The No Build Alternative would have no impacts on air quality. 
 
Build Alternatives: The greatest expected design year annual average daily traffic (AADT) in 
the project corridor was substantially less than the FHWA criterion. Therefore, the previous 
build alternatives would have low potential MSAT effects.   
 
Substantial construction-related MSAT emissions were not anticipated as construction is not 
planned to occur over an extended period. However, construction activity might generate 
temporary increases in MSAT emissions in the project area. 
 
4.1.20 Hazardous Materials 
 
An investigation for recognized environmental conditions (REC) was undertaken for the project 
area (Appendix F). As defined by American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) 
E1527-13, REC are, “the presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum 
products on a property under conditions that indicate an existing release, a past release, or a 
material threat of a release of any hazardous substances or petroleum products into structures on 
the property or into the ground, groundwater, or surface water of the property.”   
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Two active underground storage tanks (USTs) are located adjacent to the project area at the 
former Busy “B” Tackle and at Cracker Barrel #43. No permit violations or major spills, 
releases, or other concerns were noted in LDEQ files. Various commercial and residential 
businesses adjacent to the project area could potentially present RECs (for example, iron works, 
construction yards, mechanic and equipment shops, boat and RV storage areas, and residences).  
However, site investigation and database research provided no evidence of any releases, spills, or 
permit violations. In conclusion, the assessment revealed no evidence of REC within or adjacent 
to the project area. 
 
No Build Alternative: The No Build Alternative would have no effect on hazardous materials. 
 
Build Alternatives: Project construction would not disturb hazardous materials or create 
potential hazards to human health. If hazardous constituents are unexpectedly encountered in the 
project area during construction operations, DOTD would be immediately notified and 
appropriate measures for the proper assessment, remediation, and management of contamination 
would be initiated in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations. Liquid 
materials and chemicals such as fuels, lubricants, and paints would be stored on site during 
construction in accordance with all applicable regulations and requirements, and the contractor 
would be required to take appropriate measures to prevent, minimize, and control any release of 
hazardous materials in construction areas. 
 
4.1.21 Travel Patterns 
 
Both Build Alternatives would include two 12-foot-wide travel lanes, 10-foot-wide paved 
shoulders, curbs and gutters, and bicycle facilities. The travel lanes would be separated by a 
combination of raised medians with J-turns, and the following access management features 
would be constructed at the intersections to facilitate traffic flow: 
 

 Northbound and southbound U-turns with bulb-outs at various locations;  
 A yield-controlled J-turn with dedicated left turn lane in the southbound direction and 

right turn lane for westbound traffic at the Oak Harbor Boulevard intersection;  
 Either a dedicated left turn lane (the existing traffic signal would remain), or, preferred,  

a three-legged roundabout at the Eden Isles Drive intersection; 
 A three-legged roundabout at the Carr Drive intersection;  
 Improvements that provide left-in and right-out turns, a J-turn from the north, and a U-
  turn sized for passenger vehicles at Northshore Circle; and 
 Improvements that provide right-in and right-out turns (only, with no access from the  
  north) at Lakeview Drive.  

 
The medians and J-turns would alter the way properties and side streets are accessed; however, 
current access points to properties would be maintained. No significant changes to existing travel 
patterns are anticipated. 
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4.2 CONSTRUCTABILITY 
 
4.2.1 Construction Sequence 
 
Both Build Alternatives were analyzed to determine the most appropriate construction 
sequencing to minimize traffic impacts. Construction sequencing is essentially identical for both 
alternatives because the only variation between the two is the location of the bicycle facility. 

 
Because the roadway centerline would be relocated approximately 15 feet to the east (to the 
center of the existing right-of-way), the project would be constructed in two main phases. Full 
passage through the project corridor would be maintained during each phase. Driveway access 
might experience intermittent disruptions but would be almost constantly maintained. 
 
The first phase would entail pavement construction for the northbound lane and shoulder (a 
paved width of 22 feet). This improvement would be readied with temporary striping, signage, 
and east side driveway access for the placement of all traffic during the second construction 
phase. 
 
The second phase would entail demolition of the existing road, construction of the median and 
southbound lane and shoulder, and construction of the roundabout at Carr Drive. 
 
Additional staging at the southern extent of the project would be necessary for re-connection of 
the new roadway to the US 11 Lake Pontchartrain Bridge. This might require single lane closures 
and flagging operations at the bridge for short durations. It is likely that single lane closures 
would also be required at the US 11 intersection with Carr Dr. during roundabout construction. 
 
Standard DOTD advance warning signage, flashing lights, and retro-reflective markings would 
be used. Where possible, and when it would not create excessive noise impacts, nighttime and 
weekend construction activities might be authorized to mitigate traffic impacts. The anticipated 
construction duration would be approximately 12 – 15 months. 
 
4.2.2 Complete Streets Policy 
 
DOTD implemented the Complete Streets Policy on July 18, 2010. It aims to create a 
“comprehensive, integrated, connected transportation network for Louisiana that balances access, 
mobility, health, and safety needs of motorists, transit users, bicyclists, and pedestrians for all 
ages and abilities, which includes users of wheelchairs and mobility aids.”   
 
Taking into account such factors as the surrounding residential and commercial development, 
potential property impacts, costs for construction and ROW acquisition, project scope, and other 
factors, it was determined reasonable and feasible to include a bicycle facility with the project. 
Two variations were considered in the Build Alternatives, and neither would require the 
acquisition of additional ROW. In Build Alternative 1, continuous bicycle lanes would be striped 
and marked within the north- and southbound shoulders throughout the length of the project. In 
Build Alternative 2, for that portion of the corridor south of Oak Harbor Boulevard, a bikeway, 
8-10 feet wide, would be offset to the east of the roadway, approximately four feet beyond the 
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back of the curb. Alternative 1 is preferred over Alternative 2 because it is continuous in two 
directions throughout the length of the project, it provides a uniform grade for bicyclists, and 
because it presents less potential for conflict points between bicyclists and traffic entering/exiting 
the large number of driveways (97 in total) on the east side of the roadway. Alternative 1 also 
offers the potential for future bicycle connectivity from the north shore of Lake Pontchartrain to 
and throughout Slidell. Additionally, Alternative 1 provides areas for pedestrians, on the outside 
five feet of both shoulders, to walk the entire length of the project without having to negotiate the 
numerous driveways located on the east side of US 11.  
 
Consideration shall be given during final plan development for such supplemental features as 
roadside “Share the Road” signage to facilitate this mixing of motorized and non-motorized 
travel modes.   
 
4.2.3 Access Management Policy 
 
DOTD has adopted an Access Management Policy for the construction of new roadways. Access 
management is the systematic control of the location, spacing, design, and operation of 
driveways, median openings, and street connections of roadways in order to improve safety. 
Both Build Alternatives would incorporate access management through the use of raised medians 
with intermittent openings. 
 
4.3 INDIRECT IMPACTS 
 
The purpose of the project is to increase the capacity of US 11 and decrease congestion along the 
route. This would be accomplished by adding a median with J-turns, adding paved shoulders, 
and constructing access management features. The potential for increased urbanization and land 
use change along the project corridor as a result of this project is limited due to the current level 
of residential and commercial development and the location of Schneider Canal. Furthermore, 
the undeveloped land west of Schneider Canal is zoned as conservation land, the majority of 
which will remain part of the Big Branch Marsh National Wildlife Refuge. 
 
4.4 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 
Cumulative impacts are defined in 40 CFR 1508.7 as those effects that result from: 
 

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

 
The analysis of cumulative impacts focuses on those resources expected to be directly or 
indirectly affected by the proposed project. Although the project is located in the Louisiana 
Coastal Zone and in the 100-year floodplain, no effects to these resources are anticipated.  
However, this EA has identified potential project impacts to noise and wetlands/other waters.  
Therefore, these resources are the focus of the cumulative impacts assessment. 
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4.4.1 Noise 
 
Build alternatives requiring additional travel lanes, although eliminated from consideration, were 
at one time considered for the project, and a noise evaluation was prepared to determine existing 
and future sound levels at noise-sensitive land uses in the project area for the previous build 
alternatives and for the no build alternative. The highest measured existing peak hour equivalent 
sound level of 65 dBA was recorded at those noise-sensitive sites located closest to US 11. The 
lowest measured existing sound levels of 46 dBA were recorded at residences along Moonraker 
Drive (Figure 2). US 11 was the dominant noise source at all of the measured sites. 
 
Summary of Project Impacts on Noise: For previous build alternatives requiring additional 
lanes, noise levels for sites along US 11 were expected to exceed the 66 dBA noise threshold 
(Appendix E), and 68 residences were expected to be impacted by the alternatives. Because 
neither of the two current Build Alternatives increase the number of travel lanes, and because 
future ADT determined in 2009 was reduced in 2014 based on updated traffic counts and a 
reduced annual growth rate, fewer residences will actually be impacted.  
 
Other Reasonably Foreseeable Effects: According to parish land use projections through 2025, 
land use in the area is not expected to change (St. Tammany Parish Government, 2014b). The 
project corridor would continue to be zoned a mix of residential and commercial. Land to the 
west of the project area would continue to be conservation lands, and the area to the east of the 
project would continue to be residential. No new sources of noise are expected to add cumulative 
effects to noise levels in the project area.   
 
4.4.2 Wetlands/Other Waters 
 
The project is located in the Deltaic Coastal Marshes and Barrier Islands ecoregion, which was 
historically dominated by wetland habitat (EPA, 2014a). Wetland habitat in the project area has 
been significantly reduced as a result of development and ongoing trends affecting coastal 
Louisiana such as sea level rise, lack of sediment input, delta erosion, and land subsidence. Ten 
herbaceous wetland communities comprising a total of approximately 0.95 acres and 
approximately 0.09 acres of waters of the U.S. (in Schneider Canal) were identified within the 
ROW. The wetland report is provided in Appendix D. The USACE will make the final 
determination as to whether these areas are to be considered jurisdictional wetlands.  
 
Summary of Project Impacts on Wetlands/Other Waters: Depending on final plans and 
specifications for the proposed project, it might impact wetlands identified in the project area. If 
so, compensatory mitigation would be completed in the region to offset these impacts.   
 
Other Reasonably Foreseeable Effects: Other present and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions and their effects on wetlands in the area include: 
 

 Within the project limits, St. Tammany Parish is developing plans to re-construct that 
segment of US 11 at Schneider Canal near Oak Harbor Boulevard. The project requires 
re-construction of this segment of the highway because it traverses the site of a proposed 
flood protection levee improvement. The levee improvement would require raising the 
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road approximately nine feet. The interim project would also require replacement of the 
existing culverts beneath US 11 at Schneider Canal with larger, longer culverts.  
Construction work might impact wetland habitat and other waters of the U.S. near the 
canal. Any impacts would be compensated through mitigation coordinated with 
regulatory agencies. 

 Other construction projects implemented for flood protection or traffic might similarly 
impact wetlands. These impacts would be offset through compensatory mitigation 
coordinated with regulatory agencies. 

 Ongoing trends of sea level rise, delta erosion, and land subsidence would continue to 
convert wetland habitat to open water habitat. Coastal restoration projects planned for 
coastal Louisiana would minimally offset these effects.  
 

Cumulative effects on wetlands in the area as a result of this and other construction projects 
combined with delta erosion and sea level rise could cause an overall net loss of wetland habitat 
in the future. Any adverse impacts to wetlands as a result of the proposed project could 
incrementally add to such losses. However, by providing compensatory mitigation for wetland 
impacts, any contribution to overall wetland loss by this project would be minimal.  
     
4.5 MITIGATION FOR ADVERSE IMPACTS 
 
The proposed project is expected to have minimal effects on the environment. For those impacts 
that cannot be avoided, the following mitigation measures would be implemented. 
 
4.5.1 Wetlands and Other Waters 
 
To ensure no net loss of wetlands, any impacts to wetlands as a result of the project would be 
compensated in accordance with an approved mitigation plan developed during the permit 
process. To mitigate potential water quality impacts to surface waters, the proposed project 
would adhere to standard DOTD BMPs and applicable LDEQ permit provisions to prevent 
erosion and nonpoint source pollution that might result from construction-related activities. 
 
4.5.2 Floodplains 
 
Required drainage structures would be designed, installed, and maintained to ensure adequate 
water flow through the project area and to ensure no adverse impacts to the natural function of 
local floodplains. 
 
4.5.3 Noise 
 
DOTD Highway Traffic Noise Policy requires that if a noise impact is identified, abatement 
measures must be considered. Only noise abatement measures deemed reasonable and feasible 
would be proposed for the project. When noise abatement measures are considered, every effort 
would be made to obtain a noise reduction of at least 8 dBA, and at least one receptor must 
receive an 8 dBA reduction for the abatement measure to be feasible. Receivers anticipated to be 
impacted from construction of previous build alternatives were evaluated with respect to noise 
barrier feasibility. The impacted residential and commercial sites have individual driveways 
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connecting them to US 11. To maintain access, a noise barrier would have to incorporate 
openings, which would prevent it from achieving an 8-dBA noise reduction. Therefore, it was 
determined that noise barriers would not be feasible for the project corridor. 
 
Because the project is relatively land-locked, non-barrier measures such as alterations to the 
horizontal and/or vertical alignments or the acquisition of property rights of the lands adjacent to 
the project area would not be viable options for noise abatement. In order to protect future 
development from becoming incompatible with anticipated highway traffic noise levels, 
projections of future noise levels for undeveloped lands would be provided to local planning and 
building officials. As desired, these officials might review project-related noise data during their 
consideration of future land use decisions.   
 
4.5.4 Coastal Zone 
 
The project is located within the Louisiana Coastal Zone and will be subject to the rules and 
regulations of the Coastal Zone Management Act. A coastal use permit will be required. All 
applicable permit conditions would be followed.   
 
4.5.5 Construction Impacts 
 
Short-term construction impacts (e.g., noise, air quality) would be mitigated through adherence 
to applicable local, state, and federal regulations, including (but not limited to) Section 107.14 
(Environmental Protection) of the Louisiana Specifications for Roads and Bridges and 
appropriate LDEQ Air Quality Regulations governing fugitive emissions of particulate matter 
during road construction activities (LAC 33:III.1305). Standard specification 107.27 
(Archaeological and Historical Findings) dictates procedures necessary in the event that 
archeological or historical material is discovered during the course of construction-related 
activities. 
 
5.0 PUBLIC COMMENTS AND AGENCY COORDINATION 
 
5.1 AGENCY COORDINATION 
 
Information regarding the proposed project was sent to federal, state, and local agencies and 
officials on September 8, 2009. The Solicitation of Views information and the associated 
responses are included in Appendix B. A list of agencies consulted and a summary of their 
comments are provided in tables 5 and 6. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



29 

Table 5.   Summary of Responses to the Solicitation of Views 
 

 
Date of Comment 

 
Agency/Tribe 

 
Comment Summary 

November 27, 2012 USCG Accepts FHWA STAA determination; bridge not 
exempt from Coast Guard lighting requirements 

February 23, 2010 USACE No adverse impacts to USACE projects; indicated 
the possibility of jurisdictional wetlands in the area 
and the need for a Coastal Use Permit. 

November 3, 2009 LDWF No impacts to rare, threatened or endangered 
species or critical habitats are anticipated from the 
proposed project. No state or federal parks, 
wildlife refuges, wildlife management areas or 
scenic rivers are known at the specified site or 
within ¼ mile of the proposed project. 

September 23, 2009 SHPO The U.S. Highway 11 Bridge has been determined 
eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places. As such, will need to review the 
proposed widening project design plans for the 
U.S. Highway 11 Bridge approach area before 
commenting. 

October 7, 2009 LDNR Resources-
Office of 

Conservation 

No active oil, gas, or injection wells in the project 
area; possibility of registered/unregistered water 
wells in the project vicinity. 

October 20, 2009 LDOTD – Floodplain 
Management 

Project is located in the 100-year floodplain. The 
local floodplain administrator should be contacted 
to ensure compliance with the National Flood 
Insurance Program. 

October 5, 2009 LDEQ No objections. Take necessary steps to obtain 
and/or update all necessary approvals and 
environmental permits. 

October 9, 2009 NRCS A portion of the soils on the proposed project site 
are Prime Farmland, however, the project is 
located in a developed area and therefore, it is 
considered "built-up", thus there would be no 
impact to prime farmland, and it appears the 
project would not impact any NRCS work or any 
farmland protection efforts in the area. 

September 15, 2009 EPA No adverse effect on the Southern Hills aquifer 
system. 

October 22, 2009 NOAA None of the proposed alternatives would adversely 
impact NOAA trust resources. As such, the 
National Marine Fisheries Service has no 
comments to provide. 
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Date of Comment 

 
Agency/Tribe 

 
Comment Summary 

September 24, 2009 USFWS Northern portion of the project (Oak Harbor 
Boulevard to Spartan Drive) is located within an 
area that may be inhabited by the RCW. All 
suitable nesting habitat within a one-half mile 
radius from the project boundary should be 
carefully surveyed for the presence of RCW 
clusters. 

 
 
 

Table 6.   Summary of Follow-Up Coordination 
(Appendix C) 

 
Date of Comment Agency/Tribe Comment Summary 
November 18, 2014 USFWS The proposed project would not affect threatened 

or endangered species and no critical habitat is 
present. A “no effect” conclusion is appropriate. 

October 15, 2010 USFWS The Service concurs with the determination that no 
impacts to RCWs would occur as a result of the 
proposed action. 

October 6, 2010 SHPO The proposed undertaking would have no adverse 
effects on historic properties. 

 
 
5.2 PUBLIC MEETINGS 
 
Two public meetings were held at Salmen High School in Slidell, on October 29, 2009 and 
May 20, 2010. Meeting notices were published in The Times Picayune on October 8 and 22, 
2009 and in the St. Tammany News on October 9 and 23, 2009. Notices of the public meetings 
were also distributed to the agencies and stakeholders that were sent Solicitation of Views letters 
and to local officials.   
 
The public meetings provided an opportunity to learn more about the proposed project and 
provide written and verbal comments for consideration by the project team. Project overview 
handouts, maps, and comment cards were provided for all attendees. A PowerPoint presentation 
describing project alternatives was provided for viewing. A transcriber recorded all presentations 
and comments.   
 
Approximately 138 people attended the first meeting and 132 attended the second. The handouts, 
PowerPoint presentation, and comment cards specified that written comments would be accepted 
until November 8, 2009 for the first meeting and May 30, 2010 for the second. Attendee 
comments recorded at the meeting along with the DOTD responses are summarized in Table 7. 
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Table 7.   Public Meeting Comments and Responses 
 

No. Comment Response Type 

October 29, 2009 Meeting 

1 The bridge over Schneider Canal 
should be widened to prevent a 
bottle neck at the bridge. 

Comment taken into consideration.  The 
center turn lane would be widened but 
the travel lanes would not be. 

Verbal 

2 Opposed to four lanes; only a turn 
lane should be added. Adding two 
lanes would have too much of an 
impact on parking for businesses. 

Impacts to parking areas within the 
ROW have been minimized by 
adjusting the alternatives to two lanes 
divided by a median/J-turns with paved 
shoulders. 

Verbal 

3 Four lanes are not needed for 
alleviating traffic delays. Two lanes 
with more turn lanes would solve 
congestion problems. 

The alternatives have been modified to 
two lanes divided by a median/J-turns 
with paved shoulders. 

Verbal 

4 Recommend paved shoulders that 
also may be used as a bike path. 

These features are included in the 
current Build Alternatives. 

Verbal 

5 The roadway needs to be level to 
avoid flooding in certain low areas. 

The roadway would be designed so that 
high water drains off the road to the 
curb and gutters. A minimum of 0.4% 
road profile grade is planned for the 
entire corridor to carry water along the 
gutter line to the catch basins. 

Verbal 

6 The existing culverts under US 11 at 
Schneider Canal need to be larger to 
convey water away from the road. 

St. Tammany Parish is constructing a 
flood protection project at Schneider 
Canal that would include replacing 
existing culverts with larger ones. 

Verbal 

7 Drainage on the road needs to be 
improved.  

The project would improve drainage by 
installing sub-surface drainage features 
with pipe outfalls into the canal on the 
west side of the road. A minimum of 
0.4% road profile grade is planned for 
the entire corridor to carry water along 
the gutter line to the catch basins. 

Verbal 

8 The traffic congestion in the project 
corridor is dangerous, especially 
when the interstate is blocked or 
closed and traffic re-routes to US 11.

Forecasts show that traffic congestion 
and delays would be significantly 
reduced as a result of the proposed 
project.   

Verbal 
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No. Comment Response Type 
9 The impact statement for this project 

should include an analysis of 
impacts to wetlands near the 
roadway. 

A preliminary wetland delineation was 
conducted for the project area. The 
USACE will make a final determination 
of the presence of jurisdiction wetlands 
and other waters.  Mitigation 
requirements for wetland loss may 
require creation of wetlands off-site in 
an approved wetland mitigation area.  

Verbal 

10 What this road needs is a turn lane, a 
sidewalk, a bike path, and improved 
drainage.  

The current proposed alternatives 
incorporate all of these features, except 
that the sidewalk and bike path would 
be combined into a shared-use path. The 
project would improve drainage by 
installing sub-surface drainage features 
with pipe outfalls into the canal on the 
west side of the road. A minimum of 
0.4% road profile grade is planned for 
the entire corridor to carry water along 
the gutter line to the catch basins. 

Verbal 

11 Opposed to widening the road to 
four lanes if the road over Schneider 
Canal is only two lanes. 

The road would no longer be widened to 
four lanes, and the turning lane over 
Schneider Canal would be widened. 

Verbal 

12 In favor of landscaping. Comment taken into consideration. Verbal
13 Widening the road to four lanes with 

a bike path and landscaping is more 
than what is needed. 

The current alternatives no longer 
consider a four-lane option.   

Verbal 

14 It is very difficult to bike down the 
project corridor. In favor of a bike 
lane or path. 

Both Build Alternatives feature a 
shared-use pedestrian/bicycle path. 

Verbal 

May 20, 2010 Meeting 

15 The grade of the road is steep near the 
bridge. The road elevation should be 
leveled. 

The road profile will be adjusted over 
the entire project length, including the 
bridge approach. 

Verbal 

16 A two-lane configuration to the lake 
would cause traffic delays if an 
accident were to take place, not 
allowing for emergency response. 

The alternatives include paved 
shoulders on both sides of the 
roadway, enabling the movement of 
vehicles involved in accidents off the 
roadway. 

Verbal 

17 Drainage ditches need to be 
maintained. 

Drainage ditches would be maintained 
as a function of water quality 
certification parameters. 

Verbal 

18 Sidewalks would put people close to 
the road, which is dangerous. 

Comment taken into consideration Verbal 
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No. Comment Response Type 
19 An asphalt turning lane should be 

constructed between the travel lanes. 
The two travel lanes would be 
separated by a median with J-turns.  
This feature has been found to be safer 
than a continuous turn lane. 

Verbal 

20 In favor of the bike lane and 
pedestrian lane. 

The current Build Alternatives include 
these features. 

Verbal 

21 Two lanes with a median and turning 
lanes would be sufficient. Four lanes 
are not needed. 

The current Build Alternatives include 
these features. Alternatives with four 
lanes have been dismissed. 

Verbal 

22 In favor of the US 11 widening 
project.  

Comment taken into consideration. Verbal 

23 In favor of the four-lane configuration 
with a bike lane. Drainage needs to be 
improved for properties along the 
roadway. 

Comments taken into consideration.  
New traffic estimates based on 
expected growth in the area no longer 
warrant the four-lane alternative. It is 
anticipated that congestion and delays 
would be relieved with the current 
alternatives of widened two lanes 
separated by a median/J-turn center 
lane. 

Written 

24 In favor of four lanes from Spartan 
Drive to the Schneider Canal bridge. 

Please see response to Comment 23 
above. 

Written 

25 A traffic light is needed at US 11 and 
Oak Harbor for safety. 

At the Oak Harbor Boulevard 
intersection, a southbound J-turn 
would be created with a dedicated left 
turn lane, and a signalized J-turn at 
westbound Oak Harbor Boulevard. 

Written 

26 Traffic lights will be needed at Oak 
Harbor Boulevard and Eden Isles 
Drive 

At the Eden Isles intersection, the 
southbound lanes would include a 
dedicated left turn lane. The traffic 
signal would remain.  At the Oak 
Harbor Boulevard intersection, a 
southbound J-turn would be created 
with a dedicated left turn lane, and a 
signalized J-turn at westbound Oak 
Harbor Boulevard. 

Written 

27 Trash and debris along the roadway 
needs to be cleaned up. 

Comment taken into consideration. Written 

 
Numerous comments on the project were mailed to the project team after the meetings. Table 8 
presents those comments. The most frequent comments included those expressing support for a 
two-lane alternative with a center turn lane (285 comments), improved drainage (274 comments), 
paved shoulders (270 comments), street lights (268 comments), and four lanes (145 comments).  
Other comments from stakeholders are shown in the Table 8, along with responses from the 
project team. 
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5.3 PUBLIC HEARING 
 
A public hearing will be held following the distribution of the Draft EA to provide interested 
parties an opportunity to learn more about the proposed project and to submit comments. A 
synopsis of the public hearing will be compiled in a public hearing transcript, which will include 
comments received grouped into similar topics and areas of concerns. The Final EA will provide 
a response to each comment in a comment/response summary table. 
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Table 8.  Comments Mailed in After the Public Meetings 
 
 

No. 
 

Comment 
Number of People Who 

Made this Comment 
 

Response 

1 In favor of two lanes with a center turn lane—opposed to 
four lanes because of either (1) bottle neck issues at the 
Schneider Canal Bridge, (2) not needed, (3) adverse 
impacts and safety hazards for properties abutting the 
ROW. 

285 The current Build Alternatives include two 
lanes with a center median/J-turns 

2 In favor of improving drainage. 274 The project would improve drainage by 
installing sub-surface drainage features with 
pipe outfalls into the canal on the west side of 
the road. A minimum of 0.4% road profile 
grade is planned for the entire corridor to 
carry water along the gutter line to the catch 
basins. 

3 In favor of paved shoulders. 270 The current Build Alternatives include paved 
shoulders. 

4 In favor of street lights.  268 Comment taken into consideration. 
5 In favor of four lanes. 145 New traffic estimates based on expected 

growth in the area no longer warrant the four-
lane alternative.  It is anticipated that 
congestion and delays would be relieved with 
the current alternatives of widened two lanes 
separated by a median/J-turn center lane. 

6 Expressed general support for the widening project. 21 Comment taken into consideration. 
7 In favor of a 30-foot wide median to enable larger 

vehicles to U-turn safely. 
21 Comment taken into consideration. 

8 Businesses should not be entitled to dictate how the 
public ROW of the road is used. The use of the ROW 
should benefit the general public, not just business 
owners. 

15 Comment taken into consideration. 



36 

 
No. 

 
Comment 

Number of People Who 
Made this Comment 

 
Response 

9 In favor of a bike path, shared-use path and/or sidewalk 12 The current Build Alternatives include a 
shared-use path. 

10 In favor of landscaping/beautification 10 Comment taken into consideration. 
11 The trash and debris along the roadway needs to be 

cleaned up. 
6 That action is outside the scope of this 

widening project. 
12 In favor of a four-lane/two-lane alternative 6 Please see the response to Comment 5 above. 
13 In favor of Alternative 4 presented in Oct. 29, 2009 

public meeting. 
5 Please see the response to Comment 5 above. 

14 Opposed to bike path, shared-use path and/or sidewalk 
for safety reasons. 

5 Comment taken into consideration. 

15 Opposed to a median. 5 Comment taken into consideration. 
16 In favor of underground utilities. 4 Comment taken into consideration. 
17 Opposed to landscaping/beautification. 3 Comment taken into consideration. 
18 The shared-use path should be on the west side of the 

road to avoid having to cross through business parking 
lots and to avoid the high volume of traffic turning into 
and out of businesses on the east side. 

3 Comment taken into consideration. 

19 The traffic light at Eden Isles Drive should either be 
eliminated or the timing of the light should be adjusted 
when congestion peaks (when the I-10 bridge is closed). 

3 In the current Build Alternatives, at the Eden 
Isles intersection the southbound lanes would 
include a dedicated left turn lane. The traffic 
signal would remain. 

20 The U-turns (breaks in the median) should be located in 
front of businesses. 

2 Comment taken into consideration. 

21 Safety would be enhanced on the roadway by reducing 
the speed limit and/or ticketing people who speed. 

2 Comment taken into consideration, however, 
that action is outside the scope of this 
widening project. 

22 The road ROW should not be used for businesses’ 
garbage dumpsters. 

2 Comment taken into consideration, however, 
that action is outside the scope of this 
widening project. 
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No. 

 
Comment 

Number of People Who 
Made this Comment 

 
Response 

23 In favor of a traffic light at Oak Harbor Boulevard 2 At the Oak Harbor Boulevard intersection, a 
southbound J-turn would be created with a 
dedicated left turn lane and a signalized J-turn 
at westbound Oak Harbor Boulevard. 

24 The camps on the west side of the street should be 
removed. 

2 That action is outside the scope of this 
widening project. 

25 People will park on the shared-use path if it is 
constructed on the east side of the road.   

1 Comment taken into consideration. 

26 The parish should provide a parking lot so that people 
don't park in the grass along the ROW. 

1 Comment taken into consideration. 

27 Recommend two northbound lanes and one southbound 
lane 

1 Please see the response to Comment 5 above. 

28 The existing geometry of the roadway is a safety hazard, 
especially at curves. 

1 The road alignment will be improved with the 
proposed Build Alternatives. 

29 In favor of Alternative 2 presented in Oct. 29, 2009 
public meeting. 

1 Comment taken into consideration. 

30 Four lanes would put my business out of business 
because of reduced parking. 

1 The current Build Alternatives propose two 
travel lanes. 

31 In favor of four lanes between Spartan and Eden Isles 
Drive, three lanes between Eden Isles Drive and Carr 
Drive, and two lanes from Carr Drive to the bridge. 

1 Comment taken into consideration. 

32 The traffic light at Carr Drive should be eliminated. 1 The current Build Alternatives propose 
replacing the traffic light at Carr Drive with a 
round-about. 
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6.0 COMPARISON OF THE BUILD AND NO BUILD ALTERNATIVES 
 
A comparison of quantifiable project impacts is provided in Table 9 to offer a basis for 
discussion of the No Build and Build Alternatives. 
 

Table 9.  Comparison of Impacts of Alternatives 

 
Evaluation Measure 

 
Units 

 
No Build 

 
Alt. 1 

 
Alt. 2 

Relocation Impacts 
    Residential Relocations Each 0 0 0 
    Commercial Relocations  Each 0 0 0 
    Community Relocations Each 0 0 0 
    Vacant/Unused Structures Each 0 0 0 
    Other Relocations Each 0 0 0 
Natural Environment 
    Wetlands Acres 0 0.95 0.95 
    Other Waters of the U.S. Acres 0 0.09 0.09 
    Scenic Streams Each 0 0 0 
    Stream Crossings Each 1 1 1 
    Sole Source Aquifer Impacts Acres 0 0 0 
    Protected Species Each 0 0 0 
    Prime and Unique Farmland Acres 0 0 0 
    Coastal Resources and Essential Fish Habitat Each 0 0* 0* 
Cultural Resources 
    Properties Eligible for or Listed on NRHP Each 0 0 0 
    Properties Not Eligible for NRHP Each 0 0 0 
    Section 4(f) and 6(f) Properties Each 0 0 0 
Noise 
    Impacted Receivers Each < 23 < 68 < 68 
Bicycle Facilities 
    Type  N/A None Bicycle 

Lanes 
Bikeway 

    Potential Bicyclist/Traffic Conflict Locations Number 
of 

Driveways 
Crossed 

N/A 0 97 

Pedestrian Accommodation 
 Present N/A No Yes Yes 
 Proximity to Bicycle Facility N/A N/A Adjacent Co-Located 
 Potential Pedestrian/Traffic Conflict 
    Locations 

Number 
of 

Driveways 
Crossed 

N/A 0 97 

*Note:  Although the project is located in the Louisiana Coastal Zone and will require a Coastal 
Use Permit, no impacts to the coastal zone or essential fish habitat are expected. 



39 

 7.0 REFERENCES 
 
Environmental Laboratory. 1987. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual. 

Technical Report Y-87-1. U.S. Army Engineer Waterways Experiment Station, Vicksburg, 
Mississippi. 

 
EPA. 2014a. Ecoregions of Louisiana.  Online resources accessed April 28, 2014. 

http://www.epa.gov/wed/pages/ecoregions/la_eco.htm. 
 
NOAA, Habitat Conservation. 2014.  National Marine Fisheries EFH Mapper.  Online resource 

accessed May 20, 2014: http://www.habitat.noaa.gov/protection/efh/habitatmapper.html. 
 
St. Tammany Parish Government.  2014a. Ward 9 Zoning – May 2014.  Online resource 

accessed May, 2014:  http://www2.stpgov.org/pdf/zoning_ward9.pdf. 
 
St. Tammany Parish Government. 2014b. New Directions 2025 Land Use Plan Council.  

Southeast Quadrant, Future Land Use Maps.  Online resource accessed May, 2014: 
http://staging.stpgov.org/public_html/index.php/new-directions-2025/13-parish-
departments/180-future-land-use. 

 
U.S. Census Bureau. 2011. County Business Patterns (NAICS): St. Tammany Parish, Louisiana.  

Online resource: http://censtats.census.gov.  Accessed May 14, 2014. 
 
USFWS. 2014. Critical Habitat Mapper.   Online resource: 
  http://ecos.fws.gov/crithab/flex/crithabMapper.jsp  Accessed May 4, 2014. 



 

Appendix A 
 

LAYOUTS OF 
ALTERNATIVES 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ALTERNATE 1 



℄









































































 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ALTERNATE 2 



℄





































































 

Appendix B 
 

SOLICITATION OF 
VIEWS AND 

RESPONSES 































11/84/2809 18:45 2257&52625 DAVE BUTLER 

BOBBY JINDAl. 

GOVERNOR 
Jitab o:f 1fiouisiana 

DEPARTMENT OF WU • .OUFE & FISHERIES 

~ovetnber3,2009 

Karl Morgan, Administrator 
Louisiana Department of Natural Resources 
Coastal Management Division 
P.O. Box 44487 
Baton Rouge, LA 70804-4487 

RE: ApplicationNumber: P20091222 
Applica11t: Regional Planning Commission 
Notice Dale: October 28.. 2009 

Dear Mr. Morgan: 

PAGE 01/11 

ROBERT J . BARHAM 

SECRETARY 

·-~ 

(..") . 

The professional staff of the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF) has 
reviewed the public notice referenced above. The following recommendations have been provided 
by the appropriate biologist(s): 

Eeological Studies: 
It is anticipated that the proposed activity will have minimal" or no long-tenn adverse 
impacts to wetland functions and, therefore, we have no objection. 

Loui$iana Natural Heritage Program: 
No impacts to rare, threatened or endangered species or critical habitats are anticipated 
from the proposed project. No state or federal parks, wildlife refuges~ wildlife 
management areas or scenic rivers are known at the specified site or within Y. mile of the 
proposed project. 

The Louisiana Natural Heritage Program (LNHP) has compiled data on rare, endang~ 
or otherwise · significant plant and animal species, plant communities, and other natural 
features throughout the State of Louisiana. LNHP reports summarize the existing 
i.nfonnation known at the time of the request regarding the location in question. LNHP 
reports should not be considered final statements o.o the biological elements or areas being 
considered, nor should they be su~tituted for on-site surveys required for environmental 
assessments. If at any time LNHP tracked species are encountered within the project area, 
please contact OUl' biologist at 225-765-2643. 
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The Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries appreciates the opportunity to review and 
provide recommendations to you regarding this proposed activity. Please do not hesitate to 
contact IDWF Permits Coordinator Dave Butler at 225-763-3595 should you need further 
assistance. 

Sincerely, 

4-B-'--
Kyle F. Balkum 
Biologist Program Manager 

cd/cm 

c: Chris Davis, Biologist 
Carolyn Michon, Biologist 

' • 
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September 23, 2009 

Mr. Carmela Guiterrez 
Senior Vice President 
Regional Planning Commission 
30 13 27th Street 
Metairie, LA 70002 

Re: State Project No. 700-52-0196 
F.A.P. No. DE-5208(508) 
RPC Contract US 11 - EA 
U.S. Highway 11 Widening- Environmental Assessment 
St. Tammany Parish, LA 

Dear Mr. Guiterrez: 

PA M BREAUX 

S ECRETARY 

SCOTT HUTCHESON 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

Thank you for your letter of September 8, 2009, concerning the above-referenced project. In 
consultation between the Federal Highway Administration, DOTD, and our office, the U.S. Highway 11 
Bridge has been determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. As such, we 
would need to review the proposed widening project design plans for the U.S. Highway 11 Bridge approach 
area before we could review and comment. 

If you have any questions, please contact Mike Varnado in the Office of Cultural Development at (225) 
2i9-4596. 

Sincerely, 

D~;J~ 
~to~~~, 

State Historic Preservation Officer 
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!·.I :~i c:, LJ::::::uc. LL' J"vlicux CuusuiL<:llll::>, i.r-.: . 
.30 l l 27'11 Street 
Mdai ri e, LA 70002 

RE: State Project No. 700-52-0196 
F.A.P. No. DE-5208(508) 

1- e s j:JL ·~ 
-----~~ ·--

TELEPHONE (985) 892-4801 

FAX (985) 892-4925 

RECEJ\t"EiJ 
r11'iET.!.\IRI£:. C1FF'r:: 

SEP .2 2 2009 

Krebs, la~}~ lf\, 1.:-o#t r,: . , 1 : 

Consu.t.r;'~. 1, ..., 

New Ork:~;-. . L.' . _ 

U.S. Highway 11 Widening - Rnvironmenta l Assessment 
St. T ammany Parish 
RPC Contract US11 -EA 
Our File S-17,543 

:)•::ar Mr. Guticrre7: 

Please bC' ad,: ised that our Firnr :·epresents the St. Tammany Parish School Board and we are 
;n receipt of your September 8, 20091cttcr (copy enclosed) in connection with the above referencecl 
project. 

We greatly appreci« te your re<'l u ~::s t (Solicitation o f Views) and in response thereto, our 
pre liminary thoughts include. but are not r.ecessarily limited to, the fo llowing: 

i . We bcli {.:vc the widcnmg from t'v\O to four lanes is much needed. 

2. To the ex tent that thi s porti o,-, of Hwy_ 1 I (2.85 miles) affects ingress/egress lo pub lic 
schools and/or commonl y used n •Utes to pub! ir schools. the number and location of dn veway 
curb ~ubs. as well as median cuts. is absolu tely cri t i~al to promote the efficient and safe now 
of vehiclec; to and from the pubi ic schoo ls in the area. 

l)l'p ;rti cu l<tl concern t~ rc 1 he nrr.mt.ernents mad ~- <.brmg !he w;dcning process, includtng such 
i~tCl;) r:.. hS cv:~<>tru·: ! !1m con1l !ci ~ "'" ; Li: St:l rt <mJ c :use of school days, :cmporary l::tncs, 
;·,:;:·cs~~eg,··.:s,; n·:~'d ior s i ~nagc and traffiL· ~u . trds clc 



September 21, 2009 
Page 2 

If and w hen you would li ke the School Board to partic ipate in a meeting on this project, 
please let me know. 

With best regards, 

JDS:swg 
Enclosure 
cc: St. Tammany Parish Schoo l Board 

Very truly yours, 



"'< W~# ~ 
,~5~~~L==~~--------~·~~~ 

STATE OFLOUISIANA 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

P .0. Box 94245 

BOBBY JINDAL 
GOVERNOR 

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-9245 
www.dotd.la.gov 

Floodplain Management 
W ILLIAM D. ANKNER, Ph.D. 

STATE PROJECT NO.: 700-52-0196 
F.A.P. NO.: DE-5208(508) 

October 20, 2009 

NAME: US HIGHWAY 11 WIDENING- ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
PARISH: ST. TAMMANY 
RPC CONTRACT US11-EA 

Carmela Gutierrez, P.E. 
Krebs, LaSalle, LeMieux Consultants, Inc. 
3013 27m Street 
Metairie, LA 70002 

Subject: Solicitation of Views 

Dear Ms. Gutierrez: 

SECRETARY 

Enclosed is a copy of the Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) for St. Tammany Parish 
indicating the proposed project. 

During the construction, there must be allowance for the adequate flow of water and 
assurance that there will be no back up of water. There must be no instance of the creation of 
flooding where there was no flooding prior to construction. At this time, consideration must be 
given to the responsibility for cleaning debris and keeping the surrounding area clear so as not to 
interfere with its function. 

In order to assure compliance with St. Tammany Parish requirements for the National 
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP), and ensure that appropriate permits are obtained, please 
contact the floodplain administrator for St. Tammany Parish. The contact person is: Mr. Alan 
Pelegrin, 21490 Koop Drive, Mandeville, LA, 70448, and telephone no. 985-898-2574. 

We thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. If you need additional 
information, please contact our office, (225) 274-4354. 

pc: Mr. Alan Pelegrin 

Sincerely, 

~~v~ 
Susan Veillon, CFM 
Floodplain Management Program Coordinator 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
A DRUG·FREE WORKPLACE 

02 53 2010 















Mr. Gutierrez 
October 9, 2009 
Page 2 of2 

A portion of the soils on the proposed project site are Prime Farmland, however, the project is 
located in a developed area and therefore, it is considered "built-up", thus there will be no 
impact to prime farm land and it appears the project will not impact any NRCS work in the 
immediate area. Also, this project will not impact any farmland protection efforts in the area. 

Hydric Soil Classification 

Hydric soils are defined by the National Technical Committee for Hydric Soils (NTCHS) as soi ls 
that formed under conditions of saturation, flooding, or pending long enough during the growing 
season to develop anaerobic conditions in the upper part (Federal Register 1994). Under 
natural conditions, these soils are either saturated or inundated long enough during the growing 
season to support the growth and reproduction of hydrophytic vegetation. 

Some of the soils within the proposed project area are classified as "Hydric Soi l". Although 
hydric soil is only one of the three parameters required for an area to be classified as a wetland, 
there is high probabil ity that the project area would be classified as wetland, and may be subject 
to the wetland regulations cited by Section 404 of the National Clean Water Act. There may be a 
slight alteration to wetlands during construction. Mitigation maybe required. NRCS 
recommends that the Project Sponsor contact the Corps of Engineers for determination of any 
requirements. 

I have attached the Farmland Classification and Hydric Soil Classification maps with this 
response for your convenience and use. 

Furthermore, NRCS does not believe that the proposed project will impact any NRCS work in 
the vicinity. However, NRCS does recommend that appropriate erosion control measures are 
employed during the construction of the project to minimize any adverse effect on the 
surrounding environment. 

Should you have any questions regarding the above comments, feel free to contact Kevin 
Stilley, District Conservationist, in our Franklinton Field Office at (985) 839-5688, Ext. 3. 

Attachments 

cc: Kevin Stilley, District Conservationist, NRCS, Franklinton, Louisiana 

















---1 ~ .. f,/{ .s ,. 
United States Department of the Interior 

Ms. Carmelo Gutierrez 
Senior Vice President 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
646 Cajundome Blvd. 

Suite 400 
Lafayette, Louisiana 70506 

September 24, 2009 

Krebs, LaSalle, LeMieux Consultants, Inc. 
3013 2i h Street 
Metarie, Louisiana 70002 

Dear Ms. Gutierrez: 

RECEIVED 
METAIRIE OFFJ!"' r= 

SEP 2 8 2009 

Krebs, LaSalle, LeMicu.< 
Consultants. Inc. 

New Orlean&, LA 701 79 

Please reference your September 8, 2009, letter, received by this office on September 11 , 2009, 
regarding the Regional Planning Commission and the Louisiana Department of Transportation and 
Development's proposed U.S. Highway 11 widening project [State Project No. 700-52-0196, Federal 
Aid Project No. DE-5208(508)] from Lake Pontchartrain to the City limit of Slidell, St. Tammany 
Parish, Louisiana. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has reviewed the infonnation provided, and 
offers the following comments in accordance with provisions of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 
(87 Stat. 884, as an1ended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act ( 48 
Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.). 

According to our records, the northern portion of the project (Oak Harbor Boulevard to Spruian Drive) 
is located within an area that may be inhabited by the red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW, Picoides 
borealis), federally listed as an endangered species. RCWs nest in open, park-like stands of mature 
(i.e., greater than 60 years of age) pine trees containing little hardwood understory or midstory. RCWs 
can tolerate small numbers of overstory hardwoods or large midstory hardwoods at low densities found 
naturally in many southern pine forests, but they are not tolerant of dense hardwood midstories 
resulting from fire suppression. RCWs excavate roost and nest cavities in large living pines (i.e., 10 
inches or greater in diameter at breast height). The ca-vity trees and the foraging area within 200 feet cf 
those trees are known as a cluster. Foraging habitat is defined as pine and pine-hardwood (i.e., 50 
percent or more of the dominant trees are pines) stands over 30 years of age that are located contiguous 
to and within one-half mile of the cluster. 

If the proposed project area does not contain suitable nesting and/or foraging habitat as defined above, 
further consultation with the Service for these bridge replacement projects will not be necessary. If 
suitable nesting and/or foraging habitat does exist, however, all suitable nesting habitat within a one
half mile radius from the project boundary should be carefully surveyed by a qualified biologist for the 
presence ofRCW clusters in accordance with the RCW Recovery Plan (2003) survey protocol. We 
recommend that you provide this office with a copy of the survey report, which should include the 
following details: 



1. survey methodology including dates, qualifications of survey personnel, size of survey area, 
and transect density; 

2. pine stand characteristics including number of acres of suitable nesting and/or foraging habitat, 
tree species, basal area and number of pine stems 10 inches or greater per acre, percent cover of 
pine trees greater than 60 years of age, species of dominant vegetation within each canopy 
layer, understory conditions and species composition (several representative photographs 
should be included); 

3. number of active and inactive RCW cavity trees observed and the condition ofthe cavities 
(e.g. , resin flow, shape of cavity, start-holes); 

4. presence or absence ofRCWs; and 

5. topographic quadrangle maps which illustrate areas of adequate RCW nesting and/or foraging 
habitat, cluster sites, and cavity tree locations relative to proposed construction activities. 

IfRCW clusters are found in the surveyed areas, further consultation with this office is recommended. 

The proposed project may also impact wetlands. For a complete jurisdictional wetland delineation of 
the proposed project, please contact Mr. Robert Heffner (504/862-2274) at the New Orleans District, 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps). If the Corps detennines that the proposed project is within 
their regulatory jurisdiction, official U .S. Fish and Wildlife Service comments will be provided in 
response to the corresponding Public Notice. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments in the planning stages of this proposed project. If 
you need further assistance, please contact Joshua Marceaux (337/291-3 110) of this office. 

cc: Corps ofEngineers, New Orleans, LA 

Brad S. Rieck 
Deputy Supervisor 
Lafayette Field Office 

LADOTD, Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development, Baton Rouge, LA 
LDWF, Natural Heritage Program, Baton Rouge, LA 

Literature Cited 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2003 . Recovery plan for the red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides 

borealis): second revision. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Atlanta, GA. 296 pp. 
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~hrtc nf 1f.inuisiamr 
DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES 

OFFICE OF WILDLIFE 

September 24, 2009 

Carmelo Gutierrez 

Krebs, LaSalle, LeMieux Consultants, Inc. 

3013 27th Street 

Metarie, LA 70002 

State Project No. 700-52-0196 
U.S. Highway 11 Widening 
St. Tammay Parish, LA 

3552009 

0909241 7 

ROBERT J. BARHAM 

SECRITARY 

JIMMY l. ANTHONY 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

RECEIVED 
METAIRIE OFFICE 

SEP 2 8 2009 

Krebs, Lc:;:,..J"""· -·~•· ·· "''-~x 
Cons:.;lf:-:U.t:;, !::c 

New Orleans, LA 70179 

Personnel of the Habitat Section of the Coastal & Non-Game Resources Division have reviewed the preliminary data for 
the captioned project. After careful review of om database, no impacts to rare, threatened, or endangered species or critical 
habitats are anticipated for the proposed project. No state or federal parks, wildlife refuges, scenic streams, or wildlife 
management areas are known at the specified site within Louisiana's boundaries. 

The Louisiana Natural Heritage Program (LNHP) has compiled data on rare, endangered, or otherwise significant plant and 
animal species, plant commw1ities, and other natural features throughout the state of Louisiana. Heritage reports 
summarize the existing infom1ation known at the time of the request regarding the location in question. The quantity and 
quality of data collected by the LNHP are dependent on the research and observations of many individuals. In most cases, 
this information is not the result of comprehensive or site-specific field surveys; many natmal areas in Louisiana have not 
been surveyed. This report does not address the occunence of wetlands at the site in question. Heritage reports should not 
be considered final statements on the biological elements or areas being considered, nor should they be substituted for on
site surveys required for enviroru11ental assessments. LNHP requires that this office be acknowledged in all reports as the 
source of all data provided here. If at any time Heritage tracked species are encountered within the project area, please 
contact the LNHP Data Manager at 225-765-2643. If you have any questions, or need additional information, please call 
225-765-2357. 

~( 

Sincerely, 

Gary Lester, Coordinator 
Natural Heritage Program 

P.O. BOX 98000 • BAlON ROUGE, LOUISIANA 70898·9000 • PHONE <2251 765-2800 
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNriY EMPLOYER 
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STATE OF LOUISIANA 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION Al\'J> DEVELOPMENT 

P.O. Box. 94245 

!lOUD Y J!N0,\1. 

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-9245 
www .dotd.la.gov 

S!IERRJ t.EaAS 
SECRETARY GOVERJo;OR 

STATE PROJECT NO. 700-52-0196 
F.A.P. NO. DE-5208 (508) 
NAME: US 11 WIDENING 
ROUTE: US 11 
P ARJSH: ST. TAMMANY 

Mr. Phil Boggan 
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 
Department ofCulhtre, Recreation and Tourism 
Office of Cultural Development 
P.O. Box 44247, Capitol Station 
Baton Rouge, LA 70804 

SUBJECT: No Adverse Affect 

Dear Mr. Boggan: 

(225) 2-U-4502 

October 6, 20 10 

Thr prnpost'd undc.-rrakmf: wrll haH: lh> :ul>erse 
dkl:t 1111 IJJ:.tnnc prup~:llrc~. 1111~ dlcct 
,f.-ll'llll IIHII IIlii t:1111ffl L IJ:JIJ~t· :>Jrnu (rJ liCV. 

Jlll<•liii:J!ruu nnur to uut HII••JJlHHl. 

rf.-:!,?!4~ ~~;~~:10 
! l••·puty St.ll<' lltswri.: l're~c.:rvatmn Ollr<·er 

Please reference tbe letter from your office dated September 23, 2009 with a request to review the proposed 
widening project design plans for the US 11 Bridge approach area for the above-captioned project. 

The Regional Planning Commission (RPC) and the Louisiana Department of Transportation and 
Development (DOTD) arc preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) that will examine alternatives for widening 
a pmiion of US I 1 in St. Tammany Parish (see attached map). This project would widen US I i approximately 2.44 
miles from Spartan Drive to the US 11 Bridge. From Spartan Drive to Eden Isles Drive, there will be two lanes in 
each direction separated by a median. From Eden Isles Drive to the bridge will be one lane in each direction with a 
median. 

Although this EA is currently being developed and the altematives analyzed, the project, as cwTently 
proposed, will not require any additional right-of-way (ROW). Figure 2 is a schematic design from the line and 
grade study for the cuiTent prefened alignment of the proposed project at the north approach of the US 11 Bridge. 

A culhiral resources survey was not perfom1ed for this project due to all work being done within the existing 
ROW. One archaeological site is located within one mile of the project area- 16STI53. This site, ll1t.:: Guzman 
Site, has been deemed i ncl i gib I c for tbe Na tiona] Regi stcr ofH istori c Places (NRHP). Seven standing struch1res. 55-
00528, 55-00529, 55-00530, 55-00531, 55-00532, 55-00533, and 55-00534 are also located within one mile of the 
project area. All of these, with the exception of 55-00529 for which .Kronos has no infom1ation regarding status of 
eligibility, have been deemed ineligible for the NRHP. The US 11 Bridge over Lake Pontchartrain (standing 
structure# 52-00527) was constructed in 1928 and is 4. 72 miles long (see Figure 1 ); it was detennined eligible for 
the NRHP on August 18, 2000. 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
A DRUG-FREE WORKPLACE 

n? c.;, ?n1n 



State Project No. 700-52-0196 
October 4, 2010 
Page2 

Under a separate project, S.P. 018-02-0057, the US 11 Bridge (Structure No. 0180200001) is scheduled for 
replacement of its bani.er railing on the reinforced concrete deck girder spans due to damage from Hurricane 
Katrina. The concrete portion of the existing rail will be replaced with an Illinois Curb Mounted Bridge Rail. A 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) was developed between FHW A, DOTD, and SHPO to mitigate the adverse 
affect to the bridge. In accordance with a stipulation in this MOA, LADOTD is in the process of having a 
recordation treatment measure implemented to document the original US 11 Bridge barrier. Furthermore, LADOTD 
will erect a Louisiana Historical Marker interpreting the history of the bridge. 

Since all work for the proposed US 11 Widening, including the approach area to the bridge, is expected to be 
performed within the existing right-of-way and will not include work on the bridge, FHW A, in conjunction with 
DOTD, has determined that no historic properties will be adversely affected by the proposed project. We request 
your concurrence. If you have any questions or comments, please call Nild<i Leon at (225) 242-4514. 

Attachments 
NA/nl 

Cc: Robert Lott 
SHPO File 
FHWA 

J. cerely, l { I) rxiJ) 
AD-Wwr-u 

·-\(){ el Ardoin 
Environmental Engineer Administrator 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
A DRUG-FREE WORKPLACE 

n? ::;'l ?01n 



Krebs, LaSalle, LeMieux 
Consultants/ Inc. 

I ' l ( I t I ' ' II ' \ I ., I )\ " • ', ' ( • I I - . I • 

Mr. Joshua Marceaux 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Lafayette Field Office 
646 Cajundome Blvd. , Suite 400 
Lafayette, Louisiana 70506 

Dear Mr. Marceaux: 

January 26, 201 0 

RE: State Project No. 700-52-0196 
F.A.P. No. DE-5208(508) 
U.S. Highway II Widening 
St. Tammany Parish 
RPC Contract US Il -EA 

In yom letter dated September 24, 2009, you suggested that the northern portion of the project 
site between Oak Harbor Boulevard and Spru1an Drive might be inhabited by the red-cockaded 
woodpecker (RCW). Additiona l insight was provided by a USFWS biologist in emails of 
December 31,2009 and January 7, 2010. As we appreciate the RCW information provided to us, 
critical habitat issues for the RCW include: 

• Nesting habitat of open, pru·k-like stands of mature pine trees containing little hardwood 
understory or midstory and that provide large (2: 1 0" dbh) living pine trees for roost and 
nest cavities; 

o There are no mature pine trees (trees 2: 1 0" dbh) on the site proper. Following 
our discussions with a USFWS biologist, a follow-up field inspection on 
January 7, 2010 found only one pine tree that might need to be removed for 
the proposed highway widening. That tree has a dbh of approximately 8.5" . 
Limbs on several other pine trees adjacent to the powerlines, but off of the 
right-of-way, may have to be trimmed, but it appears that they are already 
being routinely trimmed as part of the powerline maintenance program. The 
habitat within the project reach in the area of concern consists almost 
exclusively of mowed grass (there are also a couple of oak trees and some 
ornamental palms present). Our investigation also found significant mid- and 
understory vegetation on the property adjacent to the existing cleared right of 
way, i.e., the surrounding area cannot be considered to be "open" or ·'pru·k
like" . It is, therefore, om opinion that neither the proposed project area nor 
the immediately adjacent property provide suitable nesting habitat as defined 
in your letter. Photos of the area are attached for your review. 

• "Cluster" habitat consisting of cavity trees and the foraging area within 200 feet of those 
trees; and, 

Engineering • Traffic • Planning • Survey i ng • Hydrology • Env i ronmental 
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Krebs, LaSalle, LeMieux Consultants, Inc. 
Mr. Joshua Marceaux 
Highway II 
January 20. 20 I 0 

o As appropriate nesting habitat was not observed, we do not believe cluster 
habitat wi ll be affected by the proposed project. 

• Foraging habitat comprised of pine and pine-hardwood (2: 50% of dominant trees are 
pine) stands over 30 years of age that are located contiguous to and within one-half mile 
of the cluster. 

o As only one pine tree might be removed and as we do not believe it is over 30 
years of age, we do not believe RCW foraging habitat will be impacted. 

Determination 

Based on the lack of suitable habitat and/or nesting conditions for the RCW and as the project 
will not require the removal of any mature (2: 1 0" dbh) pine trees, it is our belief that the 
proposed upgrade of High,..vay 11 will have "no effect" on RCW nesting or foraging habitat or to 
RCW individuals. 

Should you find that you have any questions or comments concerning the above material , feel 
free to contact me at the office by phone at (504) 837-9470, by fax at (504) 837-9477. or by 
email at rventola@kllconsultants.com 

Sincerely, 
Krebs, LaSalle, LeMieux Consultants, Inc. 

--;gJVen a. J~ 
Regulatory Compliance Director 

- 2-













United States Department of the Interior 
..... 

FISH A Wll.DUPI!: 

ij 
Mr. Ronald J. Ventola 
Regulatory Compliance Director 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
646 Cajundome Blvd. 

Suite 400 
Lafayette, Louisiana 70506 

October 15, 2010 

Krebs, LaSalle, LeMieux Consultants, h1c. 
P.O. Box 19688 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70179 

Dear Mr. Ventola: 

RECEIVED 
METAIRIE OFFICE 

OCT 2 2 2010 

Krebs, LaSalle, Leivliew: 
Consultants. Inc;. 

New Orleans, LA 7017f) 

Please reference your letter dated January 26, 2010, received by this office through electronic 
mail (email) on October 15, 2010 and the attached red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW, Picoides 
borealis) survey report, regarding the proposed widening of U.S. Highway 11 [State Project No. 
700-52-0196, F.A.P No. DE-5208(508)] near Slidell in St. Tanrmany Parish, Louisiana. That 
correspondence requested our concurrence with your deterruination that the proposed project 
would not affect the federally endangered RCW. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) 
has reviewed the provided information, and offers the following comments in accordance with 
provisions of the Endangered Species Act of1973 (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et 
seq.). 

The proposed project would be located in the vicinity of habitat that may be inhabited by RCWs. 
RCWs inhabit open, park-like stands of mature (i.e., greater than 60 years of age) pine trees 
containing little hardwood understory or midstory. RCWs excavate roost and nest cavities in 
large living pines (i.e., 10 inches or greater in diameter at breast height). The cavity trees and the 
foraging area within 200 feet of those trees are known as a cluster. Foraging habitat is defined as 
pine and pine-hardwood stands over 30 years of age that are located contiguous to and within 
one-half mile of the cluster. 

According to the provided information, no mature pine trees (i.e., 10 inches or greater in 
diameter at breast height) exist within the project area or would be removed by the construction 
activity. Because the potential project area is located primmily in a residential, semi-urban area, 
no potential foraging or nesting habitat is present. 

Based on the above information, the Service concurs with your determination that no impacts to 
RCWs will occur as a result ofthe proposed action. No further endangered species consultation 
will be required for this project unless there are changes in the scope or location of the work. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding the proposed project. Should you 

TAKE PRIDE~IF:; "t 
iN AM ERICA :;a;""{ 



have further questions, please contact Michael Sealy (33 7/291-3123) ofthis office. 

Sincerely, 

~k 
Deputy Supervisor 
Louisiana Ecological Services Office 

cc: LDWF, Natural Heritage Program, Baton Rouge, LA 
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WETLAND DELINEATION REPORT 
U.S. HIGHWAY 11 WIDENING 

ST. TAMMANY PARISH, LOUISIANA 
 
 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
A wetland delineation was conducted within the proposed right of way (ROW) in preparation for a 
proposed widening project along the eastern side of a 2.85 mile stretch of US Highway 11 (US 
11).  This planning effort is sponsored by the Regional Planning Commission (RPC) of Jefferson, 
Orleans, Plaquemines, St. Bernard, and St. Tammany Parishes and the Louisiana Department of 
Transportation and Development (LADOTD) to examine alternatives for widening the 2.85 mile 
stretch of US 11 between Spartan Drive and Lake Pontchartrain (Figure 1 in Appendix A).  
 
The project site is a portion of the existing US 11 right-of-way (ROW) adjacent to the two-lane 
road. It is approximately 2.85 miles long; the southern terminus is at Lake Pontchartrain and the 
northern terminus is the intersection of US 11 and Spartan Drive.  The northernmost 
approximately 1,000 linear feet of the project is located in the City of Slidell and the remainder is 
in an unincorporated area of St. Tammany Parish. The site is located in Township 9 South, 
Range 14 East, Sections 28, 29, 31, 32, and 44. The northern terminus is located at 
approximately 30° 14’ 53.0”N, 89° 47’ 36.8”W and the southern terminus is at approximately 
30° 13’ 03.0”N, 89° 49’ 26.2”W. 
 
The site is currently an actively used highway and associated ROW, connecting the New Orleans 
area on the south shore of Lake Pontchartrain with the Slidell area on the north shore of Lake 
Pontchartrain. Most of the ROW is cleared of nonherbaceous vegetation; however, in a few 
areas, trees and shrubs have encroached into the ROW. Residential and commercial 
developments with only a few undeveloped lots are present immediately east and west of the 
highway and ROW.  Extensive areas of undeveloped marsh are across an adjacent canal west of 
US 11 in the southern portion of the project  
 
The proposed project is located within the Liberty Bayou-Tchefuncta Watershed (HUC Code 
08090201).  The canals adjacent to the US 11 project area drain into Lake Pontchartrain, an 
estuary which connects to Lake Borgne (and the Gulf of Mexico) via the Rigolets and Chef 
Menteur Pass. 
 
2.0 METHODOLOGY 
 
The wetland delineation was conducted in accordance with Section D, Subsection 2 of Technical 
Report Y-87-1, Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual as well as the Atlantic and 
Gulf Coastal Plains Regional Supplement.  Aerial photography, Natural Resources Conservation 
Service (NRCS) St. Tammany Parish soil survey maps, and U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 
topographic quadrangle maps were reviewed prior to the initiation of field work to identify the 
potential extent of wetlands present on the subject property. 
     



2 
 

Routine Wetland Delineation Data Forms (Appendix B), as approved by Headquarters, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 10/08, were completed for each vegetation community 
encountered throughout the property.  These data forms contain sufficient information regarding 
the presence or absence of hydric soils, hydrophytic vegetation, and wetland hydrology, to 
support the demarcation of a wetland boundary.  Locations of each sample plot, mapped 
wetlands, and other waters are presented on Figures 2–4 in Appendix A.   
 
Dominant vegetation was recorded on the data forms along with the indicator status as listed in 
the National List of Plant Species Occurring in Wetlands (Region 2) published by the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service.  Once dominant vegetation was recorded and evaluated, if more than 
50 percent of the dominant vegetation had an indicator status of FAC, FACW, or OBL the 
hydrophytic vegetation criterion was met. 
 
A soil pit was excavated to a depth of approximately 18 inches at each sample plot.  The pit 
remained open for at least 15 minutes to allow the pit to fill with water, if present.  Soils were 
sampled along the exposed stratum.  Information recorded on the data forms included soil colors 
(hue, value, and chroma as per the 1992 revised edition of the Munsell Color Chart), size, color, 
abundance, and depth of mottles, as well as soil texture.  Soil texture was determined using the 
texture by feel analysis.  The soils mapped by the NRCS within the project area are depicted in 
Figure 5 (Appendix A). 
 
Wetland hydrology indicators were also recorded at each sample plot as per the USACE 
requirements.  If at least one primary or two secondary hydrology indicators were present, the 
sample plot was classified as having wetland hydrology. 
 
Photographs were taken at each sample plot where a data form was completed.  These 
photographs show a representative soil profile, as well as overviews of the sample plot 
(Appendix C).  Additional photographs were taken of various water features in the project area. 
 
A wetland delineation of the ROW was conducted by KLL on June 16, 2009.  On May 7, 2014, 
GEC re-evaluated the wetlands in the ROW.  The results of data collected during both surveys 
are presented below. 
 
3.0 RESULTS 
 
The following subsections describe the different soil conditions, plant communities, and 
hydrological conditions observed during the investigations in 2009 and 2014.   
 
3.1 Non-Wetland Area 
 
Sample Plot 1 is located within the maintained right-of-way (ROW) of US 11 in the southern 
portion of the proposed project boundary (Figure 2; Photographs 1 and 2).  This herbaceous 
habitat is dominated by common reed (Phragmites australis) and southern dewberry (Rubus 
trivialis).  The shrub stratum is dominated by Cory poisonbean (Sesbania drumondii) and the 
sapling strata is dominated by small Chinese tallow (Triadica sebifera).  The hydrophytic 
vegetation criterion is met within this sample plot. 
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The soils are mapped as Aquents (dredged).  This series is listed as a hydric soil on the National 
or the Louisiana Hydric Soils lists.  Field observations of the soil profile at the sample plot did 
not identify any hydric soil indicators.  Therefore, the soils are not considered to be hydric at this 
location.   
 
The only primary hydrology indicator recorded at the sample plot was drift deposits (B3).  It is 
GEC’s opinion that this sample plot is not within a wetland, based on the fact that only two of 
the three wetland parameters, hydrophitic vegetation and wetland hydrology were met at this 
sample plot (see Data Form Plot - 1).   
 
3.2 Wetland Area A  
 
Sample Plot 2 is located within the maintained right-of-way (ROW) of US 11 in the southern 
portion of the proposed project boundary (Figure 2; Photographs 3 and 4).  This herbaceous 
habitat is dominated by common reed (Phragmites australis).  The shrub stratum is dominated 
by Eastern baccharis (Baccharis halimifolia) and Cory poisonbean (Sesbania drummondii).  The 
hydrophytic vegetation criterion is met within this sample plot. 
 
The soils are mapped as Aquents (dredged).  This series is listed as a hydric soil on the National 
or the Louisiana Hydric Soils lists.  Field observations of the soil profile at the sample plot did 
not identify any hydric soil indicators.  Therefore, the soils are not considered to be hydric at this 
location.   
 
The only primary hydrology indicator recorded at the sample plot was depleted below dark 
surface (A11).  It is GEC’s opinion that this sample plot is within a wetland, based on the fact 
that all three wetland parameters, hydrophitic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology 
were met (see Data Form Plot - 2).    
 
Sample Plot 6 is located within the maintained right-of-way (ROW) of US 11 in the southern 
portion of the proposed project boundary (Figure 2; Photographs 11 and 12).  This herbaceous 
habitat is dominated by common reed (Phragmites australis).  The hydrophytic vegetation 
criterion is met within this sample plot. 
 
The soils are mapped as Aquents (dredged).  This series is listed as a hydric soil on the National 
or the Louisiana Hydric Soils lists.  Field observations of the soil profile at the sample plot did 
not identify any hydric soil indicators.  Therefore, the soils are not considered to be hydric at this 
location.   
 
No hydrology indicators were recorded at the sample plot.  It is GEC’s opinion that this sample 
plot is not within a wetland, based on the fact that only one of the three wetland parameters, 
hydrophitic vegetation was met at this sample plot (see Data Form Plot - 6).    
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3.3 Wetland Areas B-E  
 
Sample Plot 3 is located within the maintained right-of-way (ROW) of US 11 in the southern 
portion of the proposed project boundary (Figure 2; Photographs 5 and 6).  This herbaceous 
habitat is dominated by redroot flatsedge (Cyperus erythrorhizos) and common reed (Phragmites 
australis).  The tree stratum is dominated by Chinese tallow (Triadica sebifera).  The 
hydrophytic vegetation criterion is met within this sample plot. 
 
The soils are mapped as Aquents (dredged).  This series is listed as a hydric soil on the National 
or the Louisiana Hydric Soils lists.  Field observations of the soil profile from the sample plot 
identified a depleted matrix, a hydric soil indicator.  Therefore, soils within this sample plot met 
the hydric soil criteria. 
 
No primary hydrology indicators were recorded at the sample plot; however, the secondary 
indicators surface soil cracks (B6) and geomorphic position (D2) were recorded.  It is GEC’s 
opinion that this sample plot is within a wetland, based on the fact that all three wetland 
parameters, hydrophitic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology were met (see Data 
Form Plot - 3).  Wetland Areas B–E contained surface water during the 2014 site visit and are 
connected to each other through culverts under driveways.    
 
3.4 Wetland Area F 
  
Sample Plot 7 is located within the maintained right-of-way (ROW) of US 11 in the southern 
portion of the proposed project boundary (Figure 2; Photographs 13 and 14).  This herbaceous 
habitat is dominated by common rush (Juncus effusus).  The hydrophytic vegetation criterion is 
met within this sample plot. 
 
The soils are mapped as Aquents (dredged).  This series is listed as a hydric soil on the National 
or the Louisiana Hydric Soils lists.  Field observations of the soil profile from the sample plot 
identified a depleted matrix, a hydric soil indicator.  Therefore, soils within this sample plot met 
the hydric soil criteria. 
 
The primary hydrology indicator surface water was observed at the sample plot during the 2014 
site visit.  It is GEC’s opinion that this sample plot is within a wetland, based on the fact that all 
three wetland parameters, hydrophitic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology were met 
(see Data Form Plot - 7).   
 
3.5 Wetland Area G  
 
Sample Plot 5 is located within the maintained right-of-way (ROW) of US 11 in the southern 
portion of the proposed project boundary (Figure 2; Photographs 11 and 12).  This herbaceous 
habitat is dominated by bermudagrass (Cynodon dactylon).  The hydrophytic vegetation criterion 
was not met within this sample plot. 
 
The soils are mapped as Aquents (dredged).  This series is listed as a hydric soil on the National 
or the Louisiana Hydric Soils lists.  Field observations of the soil profile from the sample plot 
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identified a depleted matrix, a hydric soil indicator.  Therefore, soils within this sample plot met 
the hydric soil criteria. 
 
No hydrology indicators were recorded at the sample plot.  It is GEC’s opinion that this sample 
plot is not within a wetland, based on the fact that only one of the wetland parameters, hydric 
soils was met (see Data Form Plot - 5).    
 
3.6 Wetland Areas H-I 
 
Sample Plot 8 is located within the maintained right-of-way (ROW) of US 11 in the central 
portion of the proposed project boundary (Figure 3; Photographs 15 and 16).  This herbaceous 
habitat is dominated by perennial ryegrass (Lolium perenne).  The hydrophytic vegetation 
criterion was not met within this sample plot. 
 
The soils are mapped as Aquents (dredged).  This series is listed as a hydric soil on the National 
or the Louisiana Hydric Soils lists.  Field observations of the soil profile at the sample plot did 
not identify any hydric soil indicators.  Therefore, the soils are not considered to be hydric at this 
location.   
 
No hydrology indicators were recorded at the sample plot.  It is GEC’s opinion that this sample 
plot is not within a wetland, based on the fact that no wetland parameters were met (see Data 
Form Plot - 8).    
 
3.7 Wetland Area J 
  
Sample Plot 4 is located within the maintained right-of-way (ROW) of US 11 in the northern 
portion of the proposed project boundary (Figure 3; Photographs 13 and 14).  This herbaceous 
habitat is dominated by dallisgrass (Paspalum dilatatum).  The tree stratum is dominated by 
black williow (Salix nigra); the sapling strata is dominated by small Chinese tallowtree (Triadica 
sebifera), and  the vine stratum is dominated by southern dewberry (Rubus trivialis). The 
hydrophytic vegetation criterion is met within this sample plot. 
 
The soils are mapped as Aquents (dredged).  This series is listed as a hydric soil on the National 
or the Louisiana Hydric Soils lists.  Field observations of the soil profile from the sample plot 
identified a depleted matrix, a hydric soil indicator.  Therefore, soils within this sample plot met 
the hydric soil criteria. 
 
The primary hydrology indicator saturation was observed at the sample plot during the 2009 site 
visit.  It is GEC’s opinion that this sample plot is within a wetland, based on the fact that all three 
wetland parameters, hydrophitic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology were met (see 
Data Form Plot - 4).   
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4.0 CONCLUSION 
 
Investigators identified 10 herbaceous wetland areas, a small manmade pond, a canal, and 
roadside ditches within the project ROW.  The 10 herbaceous wetlands encompass a total of 0.95 
acre within the existing US 11 ROW (Figures 2–4).    
 
A total of 879.3 linear feet of roadside ditches were identified during the investigation 
encompassing approximately 0.18 acre (Figure 4; Photograph 18).  These ditches were about 4 
feet wide and were located north of Schneider Canal.  Portions of the ditches drain fairly quickly 
after a rainfall event; however, most of the ditches hold water and are supporting hydrophytic 
vegetation.   
 
A small (0.03 acre) manmade pond was present in the area (Figure 2; Photograph 16).  A portion 
of Schneider Canal (0.09 acre) is within the ROW (Figure 4; Photograph 17). 

 
Wetlands and Other Waters Within ROW Acreage 
Wetland A 0.10 
Wetland B 0.01 
Wetland C 0.02 
Wetland D 0.05 
Wetland E 0.22 
Wetland F 0.12 
Wetland G 0.21 
Wetland H 0.06 
Wetland I 0.03 
Wetland J 0.13 
  Total All Wetlands 0.95 
Manmade Pond 0.03 
Waters of the U.S. (Schneider Canal) 0.09 
Roadside Ditches 0.18 

 
 
Although the investigators used the same criteria and methodology as that of the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE), due to the degree of subjectivity associated with studies of this 
type, there may be some degree of variance in the demarcation of the wetland boundary.  
Consequently, the opinions presented in this report may not necessarily reflect that of the 
USACE, nor does it relieve our client of any legal obligations to verify the wetland findings, 
consult with the USACE, and possibly obtain a Department of the Army permit prior to 
performing any dredging, filling and/or construction operations in Waters of the United States, 
including wetlands. 
 
It is our conclusion that the proposed project will impact a total of approximately 0.95 acre 
of wetlands, 0.09 acre of Waters of the U.S. (Schneider Canal), 0.03 acre of manmade pond, 
and 0.18 acre of roadside ditches. 
 



APPENDIX A 
 

FIGURES 



Service Layer Credits: Copyright:© 2013 National Geographic Society, i-cubed

US 11 Widening S.P. No 700-52-0196
Slidell, Louisiana Source: ESRI/GEC

Scale:
Date: May 2014

Site Location Map Figure: 1

1:24,000

Map ID:

¯0 0.5 10.25 Miles
Legend

US 11 ROW



!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

SP7

SP6

SP5

SP3

SP2

SP1

G

A

F

D

E

C
B

Service Layer Credits: Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

US 11 Widening S.P. No 700-52-0196
Slidell, Louisiana Source: ESRI/GEC

Scale:
Date: May 2014

Wetland Delineation Map 1 Figure: 2

1:7,000

Map ID: 521830409061-3130

¯0 500 1,000250 Feet

Legend
!( Sample plots

Wetlands
Roadside Ditch
Schneider Canal
Man-made Pond
US 11 ROW



!(

!(

!(

SP8

SP5

SP4

G

J

H

I

Service Layer Credits: Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

US 11 Widening S.P. No 700-52-0196
Slidell, Louisiana Source: ESRI/GEC

Scale:
Date: May 2014

Wetland Delineation Map 2 Figure: 3

1:7,000

Map ID: 521830409061-3130

¯0 500 1,000250 Feet

Legend
!( Sample plots

Wetlands
Roadside Ditch
Schneider Canal
Man-made Pond
US 11 ROW



!(

Schneider Canal

SP4

J

Service Layer Credits: Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

US 11 Widening S.P. No 700-52-0196
Slidell, Louisiana Source: ESRI/GEC

Scale:
Date: May 2014

Wetland Delineation Map 3 Figure: 4

1:7,000

Map ID: 521830409061-3130

¯0 500 1,000250 Feet

Legend
!( Sample plots

Wetlands
Roadside Ditch
Schneider Canal
Man-made Pond
US 11 ROW



W

LF

Ag

CV

Ag

Gy

Ag

Ag

W

Ad

LF

Ag

Pr

CV

Mt

St

W

St

St

Aa

Aa

Bg

Lt

AC

Ad

W

Ag

W

Gy

W

W

W

W

Service Layer Credits: Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

US 11 Widening S.P. No 700-52-0196
Slidell, Louisiana Source: ESRI/GEC

Scale:
Date: May 2014

Soils Map Figure: 5

1:20,000

Map ID: 521830409061-3130

¯0 0.5 10.25 Miles

Legend
US 11 ROW

Soils
AC - Allemands muck
Aa - Abita silt loam, 0-2% slopes
Ad - Allemands muck, drained
Ag - Aquents, dredged
Bg - Brimstone-Guyton silt loams
CV - Clovelly muck
Gy - Guyton silt loam, occasionally flooded
LF - Lafitte muck
Lt - Latonia fine sandy loam
Mt - Myatt fine sandy loam
Pr - Prentiss fine sandy loam, 0-1% slopes
St - Stough fine sandy loam
W - Water



APPENDIX B 
 

DATA FORMS 
 
 
 

  



1

16-Jun-09

5.0% 2.9

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Region currently given a "D0" ("Abnormally Dry") classification on U.S. Drought Monitor website (http://drought.unl.edu/DM/DM_south.htm).  (see 
below for continued discussion)

City/County:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

Sampling Date:

Lat.:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Long.:

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s):

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

T

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

Soil Map Unit Name:

Datum:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

NWI classification:

Remarks:

R

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region

Are Vegetation

Section, Township, Range:  S 

significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area

within a Wetland?

Local relief (concave, convex, none):

naturally problematic?

Slope:

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

/

, Soil

Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region -- Interim Version Oct. 2008US Army Corps of Engineers

Subregion (LRR or MLRA):

Highway 11 Slidell/St. Tammany Parish

RPC LA

Ryan Munchausen, Rocky Hinds 31 9-S 14-E

Footslope of bridge ramp concave

MLRA 152A in LRR T 30 13 03.154 89 49 24.573 NAD83

Aquents (dredged) None

Weather records (http://www.accuweather.com) for Slidell show 0.8 inches of rain for the month of June to date vs. a normal of 3.97 inches; this 
follows a deficit of 3.92 inches in 
May.                                                                                                                                                                     Sampling point 1 is at the 
bottom of the side slope of the ramp to the Hwy 11 bridge.  Major drift deposits from Lake Pontchartrain at SE perimeter of site.  There is a small 
ditch, about 4' wide at this location (see photos), that runs most of the length of the Hwy 11 right-of-way.  Maintenance of the ditch is spotty; in 
places it is culverted.

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydrology

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)

Marl Deposits (B15) (LRR U)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

Secondary Indicators (minimum of 2 required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7) Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Fac-neutral Test (D5)
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Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region -- Interim Version Oct. 2008

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

 = Total Cover

Indicator
Status

 = Total Cover

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

 = Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants

Dominance Test worksheet:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

1 Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Herb Stratum

 = Total Cover

Number of Dominant Species
That are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (If observed, list morphological adaptations below).

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Percent of dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

      Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.
11.
12.

Tree Stratum  

Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS.

Absolute
% Cover

Dominance Test is > 50%

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

5

0

0

0

0

100.0% FAC  

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

5

0

0

0

0

100.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

5

0.0%

 = Total Cover

Sapling Stratum

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

0

0

0.0%

0.0%

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

0

0

0.0%

0.0%

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

0

0

0.0%

0.0%

Definition of Vegetation Strata:

Tree - Woody plants, excluding woody vines, 
approximately 20 ft (6 m) or more in height and 3 in. 
(7.6 cm) or larger in diameter at breast height (DBH). 

Sapling - Woody plants, excluding woody vines, 
approximately 20 ft (6 m) or more in height and less 
than 3 in. (7.6 cm) DBH.

Shrub - Woody plants, excludeing woody vines, 
approximately 3 to 20 ft (1 to 6 m) in height.

Herb - All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, including 
herbaceous vines, regardless of size.  Includes 
woody plants, except woody vines, less than 
approximately 3 ft (1 m) in height.

Woody vine - All woody vines, regardless of height.

1Sampling Point:

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 30' radius )

(Plot size: 30' radius )

(Plot size: 30' radius )

(Plot size: 30' radius )

Triadica sebifera

Sesbania drummondii

Phragmites australis

Rubus trivialis

Campsis radicans



Sample hole difficult to dig because of amount of river gravel (generally <1" diameter), Rangia shells, broken pieces of asphalt, etc.  Appears to be 
highly influenced by, if not comprised entirely of, exogenous fill material used to create the bridge ramp.

1Soil Sampling Point:

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist)

Matrix Redox Features
% Loc² Texture RemarksType%

gravel, Rangia cuneata 
shells  asphalt

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Hydric Soil Present?

Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
   wetland hydrology must be present,     

unless disturbed or problematic.

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1) (LRR O, S)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region -- Interim Version Oct. 2008

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR P, S, T, U)

Stratified Layers (A5)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR S, T, U)

Redox Depressions (F8)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR O)

1

1

3

3

Organic Bodies (A6) (LRR P, T, U)

5 cm Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRR P, T, U)

Muck Presence (A8) (LRR U)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR P, T)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR S, T, U)

Marl (F10) (LRR U)

Depleted Ochric (F11) (MLRA 151)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR O, P, T)

Umbric Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, U)

Delta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 151)

Reduced Vertic (F18) (MLRA 150A, 150B)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149A)

Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR S)

Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A,B)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, S, T)

Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 153B)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) (LRR T, U)

0-16 10YR 6/1 100% Sand



2

16-Jun-09

0.0% 0.0

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

See discussion for Sampling Point 1.

City/County:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

Sampling Date:

Lat.:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Long.:

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s):

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

T

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

Soil Map Unit Name:

Datum:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

NWI classification:

Remarks:

R

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region

Are Vegetation

Section, Township, Range:  S 

significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area

within a Wetland?

Local relief (concave, convex, none):

naturally problematic?

Slope:

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

/

, Soil

Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region -- Interim Version Oct. 2008US Army Corps of Engineers

Subregion (LRR or MLRA):

Highway 11 Slidell/St. Tammany Parish

RPC LA

Ryan Munchausen, Rocky Hinds 31 9-S 14-E

Footslope undulating

MLRA 152A in LRR T 30 13 10.682 89 49 17.849 NAD83

Aquents (dredged) None

Depressional area at the foot of the Hwy 11 shoulder.

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydrology

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)

Marl Deposits (B15) (LRR U)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

Secondary Indicators (minimum of 2 required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7) Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Fac-neutral Test (D5)



0

0

0

0

0

5

3

0

0

0

90

5

3

5

3

5

3

15

0

0

0

Yes No

30.0%

0.0%

30.0%

0.0%

100.0%

0

0.0%

62.5% FAC  

37.5% FACW 

0 0

0.0%

101 202

0.0%

8 24

23 92

8

0 0

0.0%

132 318

69.8% FACW 

2.409

3.9% FACW 

2.3% FACW+

3.9%

2.3% FAC- 

3.9% FACU 

2.3% FACU 

11.6% FACU+

0.0%

129

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region -- Interim Version Oct. 2008

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

 = Total Cover

Indicator
Status

 = Total Cover

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

 = Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants

Dominance Test worksheet:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

1 Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Herb Stratum

 = Total Cover

Number of Dominant Species
That are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (If observed, list morphological adaptations below).

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Percent of dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

      Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.
11.
12.

Tree Stratum  

Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS.

Absolute
% Cover

Dominance Test is > 50%

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

0

0

0

0

0

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0

0

0

0

0

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0

0.0%

 = Total Cover

Sapling Stratum

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

0

0

0.0%

0.0%

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

0

0

0.0%

0.0%

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

0

0

0.0%

0.0%

Definition of Vegetation Strata:

Tree - Woody plants, excluding woody vines, 
approximately 20 ft (6 m) or more in height and 3 in. 
(7.6 cm) or larger in diameter at breast height (DBH). 

Sapling - Woody plants, excluding woody vines, 
approximately 20 ft (6 m) or more in height and less 
than 3 in. (7.6 cm) DBH.

Shrub - Woody plants, excludeing woody vines, 
approximately 3 to 20 ft (1 to 6 m) in height.

Herb - All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, including 
herbaceous vines, regardless of size.  Includes 
woody plants, except woody vines, less than 
approximately 3 ft (1 m) in height.

Woody vine - All woody vines, regardless of height.

2Sampling Point:

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 30' radius )

(Plot size: 30' radius )

(Plot size: )

Baccharis halimifolia

Sesbania drummondii

Phragmites australis

Sesbania drummondii

Juncus effusus

setaria sp.

Verbena brasiliensis

Cynodon dactylon

Ambrosia artemisiifolia

Solidago altissima



Photos a bit misleading as soil is extremely dry.  Darkens when wet.  Note that the area is part of a storage yard for creosote treated poles - some 
treated wood was encountered within the upper 6" while trying to dig sampling pit; may have affected soil color.

2Soil Sampling Point:

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist)

Matrix Redox Features
% Loc² Texture RemarksType%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Hydric Soil Present?

Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
   wetland hydrology must be present,     

unless disturbed or problematic.

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1) (LRR O, S)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region -- Interim Version Oct. 2008

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR P, S, T, U)

Stratified Layers (A5)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR S, T, U)

Redox Depressions (F8)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR O)

1

1

3

3

Organic Bodies (A6) (LRR P, T, U)

5 cm Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRR P, T, U)

Muck Presence (A8) (LRR U)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR P, T)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR S, T, U)

Marl (F10) (LRR U)

Depleted Ochric (F11) (MLRA 151)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR O, P, T)

Umbric Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, U)

Delta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 151)

Reduced Vertic (F18) (MLRA 150A, 150B)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149A)

Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR S)

Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A,B)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, S, T)

Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 153B)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) (LRR T, U)

0-5

5-16

10YR

10YR 2/2

3/2 95%

75%

10YR

10YR

5/6

5/6

5%

25%

C

C

M

M

Clay Loam

Clay
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16-Jun-09

0.0% 0.0

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

See discussion for Sampling Point 1.

City/County:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

Sampling Date:

Lat.:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Long.:

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s):

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

T

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

Soil Map Unit Name:

Datum:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

NWI classification:

Remarks:

R

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region

Are Vegetation

Section, Township, Range:  S 

significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area

within a Wetland?

Local relief (concave, convex, none):

naturally problematic?

Slope:

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

/

, Soil

Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region -- Interim Version Oct. 2008US Army Corps of Engineers

Subregion (LRR or MLRA):

Highway 11 Slidell/St. Tammany Parish

RPC LA

Ryan Munchausen, Rocky Hinds 32 9-S 14-E

Flat flat

MLRA 152A in LRR T 30 13 24.811 89 49 05.258 NAD83

Aquents (dredged) None

Slight depressional area between Hwy. 11 and drainage ditch at edge of R.O.W.  Tire ruts through area made when area was wet.

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydrology

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)

Marl Deposits (B15) (LRR U)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

Secondary Indicators (minimum of 2 required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7) Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Fac-neutral Test (D5)



0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

15

2

25

2

1

10

0

0

0

0

Yes No

Tallow and trumpet creeper added to herb statum as total shrub and vine stratums <5%

20.0%

0.0%

20.0%

0.0%

100.0%

0

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

25 25

0.0%

29 58

0.0%

2 6

0 0

0

0 0

0.0%

56 89

1.8% FAC  

1.589

26.8% FACW 

3.6% FACW 

44.6% OBL  

3.6% FACW 

1.8% FAC  

17.9% FACW 

0.0%

0.0%

56

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region -- Interim Version Oct. 2008

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

 = Total Cover

Indicator
Status

 = Total Cover

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

 = Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants

Dominance Test worksheet:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

1 Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Herb Stratum

 = Total Cover

Number of Dominant Species
That are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (If observed, list morphological adaptations below).

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Percent of dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

      Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.
11.
12.

Tree Stratum  

Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS.

Absolute
% Cover

Dominance Test is > 50%

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

0

0

0

0

0

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0

0

0

0

0

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0

0.0%

 = Total Cover

Sapling Stratum

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

0

0

0.0%

0.0%

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

0

0

0.0%

0.0%

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

0

0

0.0%

0.0%

Definition of Vegetation Strata:

Tree - Woody plants, excluding woody vines, 
approximately 20 ft (6 m) or more in height and 3 in. 
(7.6 cm) or larger in diameter at breast height (DBH). 

Sapling - Woody plants, excluding woody vines, 
approximately 20 ft (6 m) or more in height and less 
than 3 in. (7.6 cm) DBH.

Shrub - Woody plants, excludeing woody vines, 
approximately 3 to 20 ft (1 to 6 m) in height.

Herb - All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, including 
herbaceous vines, regardless of size.  Includes 
woody plants, except woody vines, less than 
approximately 3 ft (1 m) in height.

Woody vine - All woody vines, regardless of height.

3Sampling Point:

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 40' x 150' )

(Plot size: )

Triadica sebifera

Phragmites australis

Sesbania drummondii

Cyperus erythrorhizos

Vigna luteola

Campsis radicans

Cyperus virens



3Soil Sampling Point:

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist)

Matrix Redox Features
% Loc² Texture RemarksType%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Hydric Soil Present?

Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
   wetland hydrology must be present,     

unless disturbed or problematic.

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1) (LRR O, S)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region -- Interim Version Oct. 2008

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR P, S, T, U)

Stratified Layers (A5)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR S, T, U)

Redox Depressions (F8)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR O)

1

1

3

3

Organic Bodies (A6) (LRR P, T, U)

5 cm Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRR P, T, U)

Muck Presence (A8) (LRR U)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR P, T)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR S, T, U)

Marl (F10) (LRR U)

Depleted Ochric (F11) (MLRA 151)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR O, P, T)

Umbric Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, U)

Delta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 151)

Reduced Vertic (F18) (MLRA 150A, 150B)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149A)

Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR S)

Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A,B)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, S, T)

Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 153B)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) (LRR T, U)

0-2

2-16

10YR

10YR 5/2

4/1 100%

60% 10YR

10YR

5/8

2/1

25%

15%

C

C

M

M

Sandy Clay

Clay
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16-Jun-09

0.0% 0.0

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

See discussion for Sampling Point 1.

City/County:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

Sampling Date:

Lat.:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Long.:

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s):

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

T

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

Soil Map Unit Name:

Datum:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

NWI classification:

Remarks:

R

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region

Are Vegetation

Section, Township, Range:  S 

significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area

within a Wetland?

Local relief (concave, convex, none):

naturally problematic?

Slope:

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

/

, Soil

Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region -- Interim Version Oct. 2008US Army Corps of Engineers

Subregion (LRR or MLRA):

Highway 11 Slidell/St. Tammany Parish

RPC LA

Ryan Munchausen, Rocky Hinds 44 9-S 14-E

Flat flat

MLRA 152A in LRR T 30 14 19.13 89 47 59.216 NAD83

Aquents (dredged) None

3

Adjacent to ditch at edge of R.O.W.  Only sample site with moist soil.

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydrology

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)

Marl Deposits (B15) (LRR U)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

Secondary Indicators (minimum of 2 required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7) Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Fac-neutral Test (D5)



5

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

5

2

5

5

5

50

2

0

0

0

0

Yes No

4100.0% OBL  

0.0%

40.0%

0.0%

100.0%

5

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

5 5

0.0%

5 10

0.0%

67 201

12 48

0

0 0

0.0%

89 264

6.8% FACW+

2.966

2.7% FACU-

6.8% FACU+

6.8% FACU 

6.8% FAC- 

67.6% FAC+ 

2.7% FAC  

0.0%

0.0%

74

0.0%

0.0%

5

0 0.0%

Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region -- Interim Version Oct. 2008

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

 = Total Cover

Indicator
Status

 = Total Cover

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

 = Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants

Dominance Test worksheet:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

1 Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Herb Stratum

 = Total Cover

Number of Dominant Species
That are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (If observed, list morphological adaptations below).

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Percent of dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

      Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.
11.
12.

Tree Stratum  

Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS.

Absolute
% Cover

Dominance Test is > 50%

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

5

0

0

0

0

100.0% FAC  

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

5

0

0

0

0

100.0% FAC  

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

5

0.0%

 = Total Cover

Sapling Stratum

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

0

0

0.0%

0.0%

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

0

0

0.0%

0.0%

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

0

0

0.0%

0.0%

Definition of Vegetation Strata:

Tree - Woody plants, excluding woody vines, 
approximately 20 ft (6 m) or more in height and 3 in. 
(7.6 cm) or larger in diameter at breast height (DBH). 

Sapling - Woody plants, excluding woody vines, 
approximately 20 ft (6 m) or more in height and less 
than 3 in. (7.6 cm) DBH.

Shrub - Woody plants, excludeing woody vines, 
approximately 3 to 20 ft (1 to 6 m) in height.

Herb - All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, including 
herbaceous vines, regardless of size.  Includes 
woody plants, except woody vines, less than 
approximately 3 ft (1 m) in height.

Woody vine - All woody vines, regardless of height.

4Sampling Point:

(Plot size: 10' x 55' )

(Plot size: 10' x 55' )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: 10' x 55' )

(Plot size: 10' x 55' )

Salix nigra

Triadica sebifera

Juncus effusus

Plantago virginica

Paspalum notatum

Cynodon dactylon

Verbena brasiliensis

Paspalum dilatatum

Ambrosia trifida

Rubus trivialis



4Soil Sampling Point:

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist)

Matrix Redox Features
% Loc² Texture RemarksType%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Hydric Soil Present?

Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
   wetland hydrology must be present,     

unless disturbed or problematic.

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1) (LRR O, S)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region -- Interim Version Oct. 2008

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR P, S, T, U)

Stratified Layers (A5)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR S, T, U)

Redox Depressions (F8)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR O)

1

1

3

3

Organic Bodies (A6) (LRR P, T, U)

5 cm Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRR P, T, U)

Muck Presence (A8) (LRR U)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR P, T)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR S, T, U)

Marl (F10) (LRR U)

Depleted Ochric (F11) (MLRA 151)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR O, P, T)

Umbric Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, U)

Delta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 151)

Reduced Vertic (F18) (MLRA 150A, 150B)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149A)

Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR S)

Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A,B)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, S, T)

Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 153B)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) (LRR T, U)

0-1

1-5

5-16

10YR

10YR

10YR 4/1

4/2

2/2 100%

95%

85%

10YR

10YR

5/6

5/6

5%

15%

C

C

M

M

Clay Loam

Clay

Clay



5

24-Jul-09

0.0% 0.0

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Area mowed and maintained; previously filled.  Just off west of wet area.

City/County:

State:

, or Hydrology

, or Hydrology

Project/Site:

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Applicant/Owner:

Sampling Date:

Lat.:

   Hydric Soil Present?

Long.:

Sampling Point:

Investigator(s):

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

T

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

Soil Map Unit Name:

Datum:

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

NWI classification:

Remarks:

R

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region

Are Vegetation

Section, Township, Range:  S 

significantly disturbed?

Is the Sampled Area

within a Wetland?

Local relief (concave, convex, none):

naturally problematic?

Slope:

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

, Soil

Summary of Findings - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

/

, Soil

Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region -- Interim Version Oct. 2008US Army Corps of Engineers

Subregion (LRR or MLRA):

Highway 11 Slidell/St. Tammany Parish

RPC LA

Lucas Watkins, Jay Prather 31 9-S 14-E

MLRA 152A in LRR T 30 13.556 89 48.713 NAD83

Aquents (dredged)

(no indicators noted)

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
Yes No

Hydrology

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)

Marl Deposits (B15) (LRR U)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present?

Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Wetland Hydrology Present?

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

Secondary Indicators (minimum of 2 required)

Iron Deposits (B5)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Thin Muck Surface (C7) Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Fac-neutral Test (D5)



0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

75

15

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Yes No

00.0%

0.0%

10.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0 0

0.0%

0 0

0.0%

15 45

75 300

0

0 0

0.0%

90 345

83.3% FACU 

3.833

16.7% FAC  

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

90

0.0%

0.0%

0

0 0.0%

Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region -- Interim Version Oct. 2008

Woody Vine Stratum

(B)

 = Total Cover

Indicator
Status

 = Total Cover

Prevalence Index is ≤3.0 

 = Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

US Army Corps of Engineers

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants

Dominance Test worksheet:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Prevalence Index worksheet:

Prevalence Index = B/A = 

(A/B)

1 Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

Herb Stratum

 = Total Cover

Number of Dominant Species
That are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

Remarks: (If observed, list morphological adaptations below).

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

FACU species

UPL species

Column Totals:

x 1 = 

x 2 =

x 3 =

x 4 = 

x 5 = 

(A)

(A)

Percent of dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

      Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:

(B)

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.
11.
12.

Tree Stratum  

Shrub Stratum

*Indicator suffix =  National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS.

Absolute
% Cover

Dominance Test is > 50%

Dominant
Species?
Rel.Strat.
Cover

1

1

1

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

0

0

0

0

0

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0

0

0

0

0

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0

0.0%

 = Total Cover

Sapling Stratum

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

0

0

0.0%

0.0%

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

0

0

0.0%

0.0%

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

0

0

0.0%

0.0%

Definition of Vegetation Strata:

Tree - Woody plants, excluding woody vines, 
approximately 20 ft (6 m) or more in height and 3 in. 
(7.6 cm) or larger in diameter at breast height (DBH). 

Sapling - Woody plants, excluding woody vines, 
approximately 20 ft (6 m) or more in height and less 
than 3 in. (7.6 cm) DBH.

Shrub - Woody plants, excludeing woody vines, 
approximately 3 to 20 ft (1 to 6 m) in height.

Herb - All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, including 
herbaceous vines, regardless of size.  Includes 
woody plants, except woody vines, less than 
approximately 3 ft (1 m) in height.

Woody vine - All woody vines, regardless of height.

5Sampling Point:

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: )

(Plot size: )

Cynodon dactylon

Stenotaphrum secundatum



5Soil Sampling Point:

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth
(inches)      Color (moist)     Color (moist)

Matrix Redox Features
% Loc² Texture RemarksType%

Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains    ²Location:  PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix

Yes No

Hydric Soil Indicators:  (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  :

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Hydric Soil Present?

Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
   wetland hydrology must be present,     

unless disturbed or problematic.

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Muck Mineral (S1) (LRR O, S)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Type:

Depth (inches):

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region -- Interim Version Oct. 2008

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR P, S, T, U)

Stratified Layers (A5)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR S, T, U)

Redox Depressions (F8)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR O)

1

1

3

3

Organic Bodies (A6) (LRR P, T, U)

5 cm Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRR P, T, U)

Muck Presence (A8) (LRR U)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR P, T)

Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR S, T, U)

Marl (F10) (LRR U)

Depleted Ochric (F11) (MLRA 151)

Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR O, P, T)

Umbric Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, U)

Delta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 151)

Reduced Vertic (F18) (MLRA 150A, 150B)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149A)

Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR S)

Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A,B)

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, S, T)

Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 153B)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) (LRR T, U)

0-3

3-8

8-22

10YR

10YR

10YR 6/1

6/6

3/1 100%

70%

50%

7.5YR

10YR

7/1

6/8

30%

50

RM

RM

M

M

Clay Loam

Clay

Clay Loam



Highway 11 Lake Pontchartrain to Spartan Drive St. Tammany 7-May-14

RPC LA 6

Donna Rogers, Quinton Daigre S 31, T 9S, R 14E

Footslope undulating

MLRA 152A in LRR T 30° 13' 11.65" N 89° 49' 17.39" W NAD 83

Aquents (dredged) None

✔

✔

✔

✔

Region currently given a DO (Abnormally Dry) on the U.S. Drought Monitor Website (http://droughtmonitor.unl.edu/Home/StateDroughtMonitor.aspx?LA)

✔

✔

✔



6

30 ft rad.
Triadica sebifera 5 no FAC 1

1

100%

5
  

2.5 1
  

30 ft rad.
  

    

NaN

0
0 0

30 ft rad.
Phragmites australis 85 yes FACW

Verbena brasiliensis* 5 no FAC

Rubus trivialis 5 no FACU

    
    
    

    
    
    
    

    
    

95
47.5 19

30 ft rad.

    
    
    
    

    
0

✔0 0

*Not present in 2014 list, used indicator status from1988 list.



6

0-16 6/1 100     SL

          

         

         

         

         

    

✔

 
 



Highway 11 Lake Pontchartrain to Spartan Drive St. Tammany 7-May-14

RPC LA 7

Donna Rogers, Quinton Daigre S 32, T 9S, R 14E

Flat none

MLRA 152A in LRR T 30° 13' 30.80" N 89° 48' 50.85" W NAD 83

Aquents (dredged) None

✔

✔

✔

Region currently given a DO (Abnormally Dry) on the U.S. Drought Monitor Website (http://droughtmonitor.unl.edu/Home/StateDroughtMonitor.aspx?LA)

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔



7

30 ft rad.
 1

1

100%

75 75
0

 15 30
0 0

 5 15
30 ft rad.

 

95 130

1.36842105263

0
0 0

30 ft rad.
Juncus effusus 75 yes OBL

Oenothera speciosa* 5 no   

Juncus coriaceus 10 no FACW

Briza minor 5 no FAC

Alopecurus carolinianus 5 no FACW
    

    
    
    
    

    
    

100
50 20

30 ft rad.

    
    
    
    

    
0

✔0 0

*Not present on 1988, 2012, or 2014 lists.



7

0-8 10 YR 4/1 100     SL organic

8-16 10 YR 4/1 80 10YR 6/1 5 D M SL

   10YR 6/6 15 C M CL

         

         

         

    

✔

✔

 
 



Highway 11 Lake Pontchartrain to Spartan Drive St. Tammany 7-May-14

RPC LA 8

Donna Rogers, Quinton Daigre S 44, T 9S, R 14E

Flat none

MLRA 152A in LRR T 30° 13' 45.66" N 89° 48' 26.27" W NAD 83

Aquents (dredged) None

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

Region currently given a DO (Abnormally Dry) on the U.S. Drought Monitor Website (http://droughtmonitor.unl.edu/Home/StateDroughtMonitor.aspx?LA)

✔

✔

✔

✔ ✔



8

30 ft rad.
 0

1

0%

5 5
0

 5 10
0 0

 5 15
30 ft rad.

 60 240

75 270

3.6

0
0 0

30 ft rad.
Lolium perenne 50 yes FACU

Phragmites australis 5 no FACW

Solidago altissima 5 no FACU

Rubus trivialis 5 no FACU

Briza minor 5 no FAC

Hydrocotyl umbellata 5 no OBL

    
    
    
    

    
    

75
37.5 15

30 ft rad.

    
    
    
    

    
0

✔0 0



8

0-2 10 YR 4/2 100     SL  

2-16 10YR 6/2 40 10 YR 4/2 20     CL  

2-16 10 YR 6/4 40     CL  

         

         

         

    

✔

 
 



 
Appendix C 

 
PHOTOGRAPHS 

 
 



 
Photo 1:  Sample plot 1 soil sample. 

 

 

 
Photo 2:  Sample plot 1 vegetation sample. 

 

 



 

 
Photo 3:  Sample plot 2 soil sample. 

 

 

 
Photo 4:  Sample plot 2 vegetation sample. 

 



 

 
Photo 5:  Sample plot 3 soil sample. 

 

 

 
Photo 6:  Sample plot 3 vegetation sample. 

 



 
Photo 7:  Sample plot 4 soil sample. 

 

 

 
Photo 8: Sample plot 4 vegetation sample. 



 
Photo 9:  Sample plot 5 soil sample. 

 

 

 
Photo 10: Sample plot 5 vegetation sample. 

 



 
 

Photograph 11.  Soil Profile Observed at Plot 6 
 
 

 
 

Photograph 12.  Overview of Habitat Observed at Sample Plot 6 
  



 
Photograph 13.  Soil Profile Observed at Plot 7 

 

 
 

 
Photograph 14.  Overview of Habitat Observed at Sample Plot 7 

 



 
 

Photograph 15.  Soil Profile Observed at Plot 8 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Photograph 16.  Overview of Habitat Observed at Sample Plot 8 
  



 

 
 

Photograph 17.  Very small manmade pond 
 

 
Photograph 18.  Schneider Canal at US Hwy 11. 



 
 

 
Photograph 19.  Roadside Ditch along US Hwy 11 
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AIR QUALITY AND 
NOISE EVALUATION 
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1. 0 I N TRODUCTION 

This report documents the results of an analysis of the air quality and noise impacts ofthe widening 
and improvementof US 11, between Lake Pontchartrain and Spartan Road in Slidell Louisiana located within 
St. Tammany Parish. The current two lane roadway will be widened to a four Jane boulevard design with a 
150 foot right-of-way. Figure 1 shows the general project area. The proposed new alignment is shown in 
Figure 2. 

2.0 A IR Q UALITY EVALUA TION 

This report section summarizes the results of an analysis of the potential air quality effects of the 
project. The purpose of this analysis is, first, to address the potential for the project to affect air quality 
standards including transportation conformity requirements; and second, to address the potential Mobile 
Source Air Taxies (MSATs) effects of the proj ect. 

2.1 National Ambient A ir Quality Standards (NAAQS) 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has established allowable concentrations 
and exposure limits called the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for various "criteria" 
pollutants. These pollutants include carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NQ), ozone (0:1), particulate 
matter (PM10 and PM2.5) , sulfur oxides (SQ), and lead (Pb). 

In accordance with the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA of 1990), EPA identified those 
areas that did not meet the NAAQS for the criteria pollutants and designated them as "nonattainment" areas. 
Once a nonattainmert area meets the NAAQS, it is redesignated as a "maintenance" area. 

St. Tammany Parish inc luding Slidell is currently not a nonattainment or maintenance area for any 
criteria po llutant 

2.2 Transportation Conformity 

Transportation conformity is a process required of Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) 
pursuant to the Clean Air Act Amendments of (CAAA) of 1990. CAAA require that transportation plans, 
programs, and projects in nonattainment or maintenance areas that are funded or approved by the Federa l 
Highway Administration (FHW A) be in conformity with the State Implementation Plan (SIP), which 
represents the State 's plan to e ither achieve or maintain the NAAQS for a particular pollutant. 

The proposed project is not located in a nonattainment onnaintenance area, so conformity does not 
apply to this project. 

2.3 Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

Transportation projects have the potentia l to affect air quality by changing the number of vehicles at 
specific locations. Tailpipe emissions from vehicles could result in increases in ambient concentrations of 
carbon monoxide (CO) near the proj ect. 
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Carbon monoxide (CO) is a colorless, odorless gas that interferes with the delivery of oxygen to a 
person' s organs and tissues. The health effects of CO exposure depend on the duration and intensity of 
exposure as well as a person's health. CO concentrations are usually higher during the winter months because 
vehicles emit higher CO emissions in cold weather due to the characteristics of internal combustion engines. 
The National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for CO include a one-hour standard of 35 parts per 
million (ppm) and an eight-hour standard of9 ppm. 

The state ofLouisiana is in attainment statewide for CO. Past project-level CO "hot spot" analyses on 
similar projects have revealed no violations of the NAAQS. <arbon monoxide (CO) concentrations are not 
anticipated to cause or contribue to an exceedance of the CO NAAQS. 

2.4 Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs) 

On February 3, 2006, FHW A released "Interim Guidance on Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA 
Documents. "[ 1] The purpose of this guidance is to advise on when and how to ana lyze Mobile Source Air 
Taxies (MSA Ts) in the NEPA process for highways. This guidance is interim because MSAT science is still 
evolving. As the science progresses, FHW A will update the guidance. 

A basic analysis of the potential MSAT emissions impacts of this project was completed in accordance 
with this Interim Guidance. Addit ional background information regarding MSATs is provided in Appendix A. 

Technical shortcomings of emissions and dispers ion models and uncertain science with respect to 
health effects prevent meaningful or reliable estimates of MSAT emissions of this project. However, even 
though reliable methods do not existto accurately estimate the health impacts ofMSA Ts at the project level, it 
is possible to qualitatively assess the levels of future MSAT emissions. The qua litative assessment presented 
below has been prepared in accordance with FHW A' s Interim Guidance derived in part from a study 
conducted by the FHW A entitled "A Methodology for Evaluating Mobile Source Air Toxic Emissions Among 
Transportation Project Alternatives. " [2] 

FHW A' s Interim Guidance groups projects into the following categories: 

• Exempt Projects or Projects with no Meaningful Potential MSAT Effects; 
• Projects with Low Potent ial MSA T Effects; and, 
• Projects with Higrer Potential MSAT Effects. 

Examples of projects with low potential MSA T emissions include minor widening projects and new 
interchanges, such as those that replace a signalized intersection on a surface street, or where design year traffic 
projections are less than 140,000 to 150,000 annual average da ily traffic(AADT). 

The Build Alternative includes the widening of US 11 and meets the definition of a project with low 
potential MSA T effects as the highest design year AADT on US 11 is substantially lower than the FHW A 
criterion. 

For the No-Bui ld and Build Alternatives, the amount ofMSA Ts emitted would be proportional to the 
vehicle miles traveled, or VMT, assuming that other variables such as fleet mix are the same for each 
alternative. The estimated VMT for the Build Alternative is essentially the same as the VMT for the No-Build 
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Alternative. Therefore, it is expected that there wou ld be no appreciable difference in overall MSAT emissions 
between the No-Build and Build Alternatives. 

Additionally, travel speeds for the Build Alternative will be higher than for the No-Build Alternative. 
According to EPA's MOBILE6 emissions model, emissions of all of the priority MSATs except for diesel 
particulate matter decrease as speed increases. Thrextent to which these speed-related emissions decreases 
will offset VMT-related emissions increases cannot be reliably projected due to the inherent deficiencies of 
technical models. 

Also, regardless of the alternative chosen, emissions will likely be lower than present levels in the 
design year as a result ofEPA's national control programs that are projected to reduce MSAT emissions by 57 
to 87 percent from 2000 to 2020. Local conditions may differ from these national projections in terms of fleet 
mix and turnover, VMT growth rates, and local control measures. However, the magnitude of the EPA
projected reductions is so great (even after accounting for VMT growth) that MSA T emissions in the study 
area are likely to be lower in the future in nearly all cases. 

The additional travel lanes contemplated for the Build Alternative will have the effect of moving some 
traffic c loser to nearby homes and churches; therefore, under the Build Alternative there may be localized areas 
where ambient concentrations ofMSATs could be higher than under the No-Build Alternative. However, as 
discussed above, the magnitude and the duration of these potential increases compared to the No-Build 
Alternative cannot be accurately quantified due to the inherent deficienc ies of current models. 

In sum, when a highway is widened and, as a result, moves closer to receptors, the localized level of 
MSA T emissions for the Build Alternative could be higher relative to the No-Build Alternative, but this could 
be offset due to increases in speeds and reductions in congestion (which are associated with lower MSA T 
emissions). However, on a regional basis, EPA's vehicle and fuel regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, will 
over time cause substantial reductions that, in almost all cases, will cause region-wide MSA T levels to be 
s ignificantly lower than today. 

Substantial construction-re lated MSAT emissions are not anticipated for this project as construction is 
not planned to occur over an extended building period. However, construction activity may generate 
temporary increases inMSA T emissions in the project area. 

3.0 NOISE EVALUATION 

This study has been prepared in accordance with Federal Highway Administration noise standards, 
Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic and Construction Noisr; 23 CFR 772 [3] , and the Louisiana 
Department ofTransportationand Development's (DOTD)Highway Traffic Noise Policy. [4]. The no ise 
analysis included the following tasks: 

• Identification of noise-sensitive land uses: Identification of existing land uses irthe project area 
that are sensitive to highway traffic noise; 

• Determination of existing sound levels: MG!!surement of existing sound levels at sensitive land 
uses to characterize the existing noise env ironment in the projectuea; 

• Determination of future samd levels: Prediction of future, d5>ign year, worst-hour sound levels for 
the No-Build and Build AJternatives; 
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• Determination oftraffic noise impacts: Determination of noise impacts based on thmcrease in 
existing sound levels, as well as the future somd levels; 

• Noise abatement evaluation: Evaluation of noise abatement fonoise-sensitive land uses 
determined to be impacted by the project; 

• Discussion of construction noise; and, 
• Coordination with local cfficials. 

Each of these analysis steps is discussed in detail fo llowing a discuss ion of DOTD's criteria for 
determining noise impacts. 

3.1 Criteria for Determining Impacts 

3 .1.1 Traffic Noise Terminology 

Traffic noise levels are expressed in terms of the hourly, A-weighted equivalent sound level in decibels 
(dBA). A sound level represents the level of the rapid air pressure fluctuations caused by sources such as 
traffic that are heard as noise. A decibel is a unit that relates the sound pressure of a noise to the faintest sound 
the young human ear can hear. The A-weighting refers to the amplification or attenuation of the different 
frequencies of the sound (subjectively, the pitch) to correspond to the way the human ear "hears" these 
frequencies. Generally, when the sound level exceeds them id-60 dB A range, outdoor conversation in normal 
tones at a distance of three feet becomes difficult. A 9-10 dB increase in sound level is typically judged by the 
listener to be twice as loud as the orig inal sound while a 9-10 dB reduction is judged to be half as loud. 
Doubling the number of sources (i.e., vehicles) will increase the hourly equivalent sound level by 
approximately3 dB, which is usually the smallest change in hourly equivalent A-weighted traffic noise levels 
that people can detect without specifcally listening for the change. 

Because most env ironmental noise fluctuates from moment to moment, it is standard practice to 
condense data into a single level called the equivalent sound level (Leq). The Leq is a steady sound level that 
would contain the same amount of sound energy as the actual time-varying sound evaluated over the same 
time-period. The Leq averages the louder and quieter moments, but gives much more weight to the louder 
moments in the averaging. For traffic noise assessment purposes, Leq is typically evaluated over the worst one
hour period and is defined as 4q ( 1h). 

The term insertion loss (IL) is generally used to describe the reduction in Leq ( lh) at a location after a 
noise barrier is constructed. For example, if the Leq (l h) at a residence before a barrier is constructed is 75 
dB A and the Leq (1 h) after a barrier constructed i; 65 dB A, then the insertion loss would be 10 dB. 

3 .1.2 Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) 

Noise impact is determined by comparing future project sound levels: ( 1) to a set ofNoiseAbatement 
Criteria (NAC) for a particular land use category, and (2) to existing sound levels. 

The FHW A noise standards (contained in 23 CFR 772) and DOTD's noise policy state that traffic 
noise impacts that require consideration of abatement occur when worst-hour equivalent sound levels exceed 
the NAC listed in Table I. 
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Table 1: DOTD Noise Abatement Criteria 

Activity 
Leq(llz) (dBA) Description of Activity Category 

A 56 (Exterior) Land 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. 

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

c 71 (Exterior) Developed lands, properties, or activities not included in Categories A 
orB above. 

D --- Undeveloped lands. 

E 51 (Interior) Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools, churches, 
libraries, hospitals, and auditoriums. 

As shown in Table 1, Category A land uses refer to parks or other areas where low noise levels are 
essential for the proper use of the area, such as nature areas. Activity Category B land uses include picnic and 
recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports areas, poks, and the exterior areas of residences, motels, hotels, 
schools, churches, libraries, and hospitals. Activity Category C includes all developed lands not included in 
Categories A and B, while CategoryD includes undeveloped lands. ActivityCategoryE land uses are those 
Activity Category B areas where there is no outdoor use of the property, so interior noise levels are considered. 

DOTD noise policy also defines impacts to occur if there is an increase of 10 dB or more in design 
year equivalent sound levels above the existing equivalent sound levels. The primary areas of concern for this 
project are the residential properties located along or adjacent to US 11 , so the NAC for Activity Category B 
apply. Therefore, impacts would occur and noise abatement would be considered if future equivalent sound 
levels for an analysis location were 66 dB A or higher, or if an increase of 1 0 dB or more in existing equivalent 
sound levels was predicted. 

3.2 Identification of Nois~Sensitive Land Uses 

A review of available electronic mapping as well as field reconnaissance revealed residences on both 
sides of US II between Lake Pontchartrain and Oak Harbor Drive. Residences were also identified further 
back from US 11 along Lakeview Drive, North shore Circle, Moonraker Drive, Carr Drive, Eden Isle Drive and 
Cape Breton Drive. A total of 169 single fami ly homes, duplexes or triplexes, 478 apartments or 
condominiums and 3 mobile homes were found within 500 feet of the proposed edge of roadway. 

Other noise-sensitive land uses that might be affected by the project include the First Baptist Church 
just south of Spartan Road, on the west side of US 11. 

The NAC for Activity Category B will apply to these noise-sensitive uses. Noise impacts will be 
identified and noise abatement will be considered if future sound levels are 66 dBA or higher, or if a 
substantial increase in ecisting sound levels (1 0 dB or more) is predicted. 
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There are several tracts of Category D undeveloped lands exist along the project. These undeveloped 
lands are not noise-sensitive and have not been included in the noise analysis. However, noise impacts could 
occur in the future if noise-sensitive land uses are constructed near US II. A discussion of future sound levels 
and the need for noise-compatible land use planning is provided later in this report. 

3.3 Determination of Existing Sound Levels 

Measurements were conducted at DOTD-approved, sensitive land uses on September 24, 2009 
between 7:00am and 6:00 pm. Two RION NL-32 noise meters, which meet ANSI Type I standards, were 
deployed at six different locations for both peak and of.tpeak noise measurements. 

Measurement procedures at a site included: 

I. Record measurement and site information on data sheets: equipment parameters, calibration, time, 
date, distance to key sources or other landmarks and weather parameters (temperature, wind speed 
and direction). 

2. Set the microphone of the analyzer on a tripod at height of approximately 1.5 meters above the 
ground; place a windscreen on the microphon(i which was oriented 70 degrees from the horizontal 
per manufacturer's recommendations. 

3. Calibrate before and after each set of measurements. 

4. Measure for desired number of periods. 

5. Record notes for the individual one minute periods onto field dm sheets. 

6. Count and record traffic volumes in fiveminute increments during noise measurements. 

7. Check data sheets for completeness. 

Table 2 summarizes the measured equivalent sound levels at each of the measurement sites. The 
measurement locations are shown in Figure 2. The noise measurement data, data sheets, and site photographs 
are provided in Appendix B. 

Noise measurements of at least 15 minute duration were recorded at all s ites in one minute interval 
periods. Background noise was noted, and any one-minute measurement intervals with intrusive, non
representative noise (dogs barking near microphone, s irens, loud car stereos) were eliminated from the 
averaging of the measurement data. 

Four of the measurementsites were selected as representative of the first row noise-sensitive land uses 
along US 11. The site along Moonraker Drive was chosen to be representative of the second row noise 
sensitive land uses along US 11 . The final site along the fence-line of the Pelican Harbor Condominiums was 
not representative of any residence but instead was used as a reference site to gauge the variation of traffic 
noise levels throughout the day. 
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Table 2: Existing Sound Levels at Measurement Locations 

Distance Peak Duration Peak Off Peak 
Duration 

Of/Peak 

Site to USll Start (min) 
Leq Start (min) Leq 

({t) Time (dBA) Time (dBA) 
4848 Pontchartrain Drive 

130 7:36 20 59 14:01 20 57 (Sea Oats Apartments) 

4777 Pontchartrain Drive 45 8: 13 20 65 14:40 20 64 

234/238 Moonraker Drive 400 - - * 13:02 15 46 

Pelican Harbor Condos 
90 7:00 60 63 13:00 60 60 (fence line) 

4629AIB Pontchartrain 
50 7:00 20 65 12:10 20 62 

Drive 

4518 Pontchartrain Drive 110 - - * 10:35 20 59 
. . * Local, noise mtrustve condttwns prevented a peak hour sound level measurement for these measurement locatwns . 

As indicated in Table 2, the highest measured peak hour equivalent sound level of 65 dBA was 
recorded at the closest sites to US I I, 4 777 Pontchartrain Drive and 4629 AlB Pontchartrain Drive, for the AM 
peak. The lowest measured sound levels of 46 dBA were recorded at the second row residences along 
Moonraker Drive. Typically the peak our equivalent sound level was 2-3 dB higher than the off-peak. 
US 11 was the dominant noise source at a ll of the measurement sitB. 
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3.4 Model Validation 

As a check to make sure that TNM was accurately predicting traffic noise levels for the geometry of 
the project area, model validation was necessary. The traffic count from each ftrst row representative noise 
measurement session was factored to an hourly volume. That hourly volume was plugged into TNM and the 
resulting 4q prediction was compared to the measured le-q- The results of this validation process are shown 
below in Table 3. 

Table 3: TNM Model Validation Results 

Dista11ce Peak Peak Of/Peak Off Peak 
from Measured Predicted Pred- Measured Predicted Pred-

Site 
USII Leq Leq Me as Leq Leq Meas 

(feet) (dB) (dB) (dB) (dB) 

4848 Pontchartrain Drive 130 59 59 0 57 57 0 (Sea Oats Apartments) 

4777 Pontchartrain Drive 45 65 63 -2 64 63 -I 

4629A/B Pontchartrain 
50 65 64 -1 62 63 I Drive 

45 18 Pontchartrain Drive 110 * * * 59 60 I 

In general, the modeled results showed good agreement with the measured Leq- All of the individual 
predictions were within 3 dB of the measured le-q-

The Pelican Harbor Condominiums measurement s ite was used as a reference site and did not have 
traffic counts associated with its measurementdata. Given the distance from US 11 and the lack of a clear line 
of sight to the roadway no traffic counts were taken for the second row site along Moonraker Drive either. 
Because of that lack of traffic counts both of those sites were not included in the validation process. 

3.5 Prediction of Traffic Noise Equivalent Sound Levels 

Krebbs, LaSalle, LeMieux Consultants, Inc.developed provided traffic counts and traffic projections 
for the project for the existing year 2009 and the design year 2029. These projections include traffic volumes 
on US 11 for the AM and PM peak hours. The design year traffic projections areshown in Appendix C. 

TNM traffic noise predictions were made at sixty two representative receptors along the length of the 
project. Six of these receptors are noise measurement locations discussed in Section 3.3. The other receptors 
were chosen to represent the noise-sensitive land uses that are within 500 feet of the proposed roadway 
widening. Each receptor may represent more than one single family home, condominium or apartment. The 
noise prediction receptors are shown in Figure 2. 

Noise predictions were made for both the AM and PM peak hour traffic conditions. The highest 
predicted level from those two traffic cases was used for each receptor in the Existing Year 2009 and Design 
Year 2029 cases. 
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3.5 .1 Existing Year 2009 

Existing noise levels are determined by modeling the existing US 11 geometry and traffic within TNM 
and then calculating the Leq(h) for each representative noise receptor. Predicted Leq(h) for the Existing Year 
2009 case ranged from 45 dBA for the residences along Moonraker Drive up to 66 dBA at the closest 
residencesalongPontchartrainDrive. A total of8 residences are impacted in the Existing Year by noise levels 
from USII. 

3.5.2 No-Build Alternative2029 

Sound levels for the No-Bui ld Alternative can be reasonably estimated by evaluating existing and 
future traffic volumes on US 11. 

As noted previously, doubling the traffic on a roadway would result in a 3 dB increaslin the sound 
level at a given receptor assuming all other conditions remain the same. Year 2029 traffic volumes on US I I 
are predicted to be approximately 80% higher than existing volumes. This increase in traffic wou ld increase 
sound levels at nearby land uses by approximately2 dB. 

As a result, existing sound levels have been increased by 2 dB to arrive at design year 2029 sound 
levels for the No-Bui ld Alternative at all noise prediction sites. A total of23 residences are impacted by noise 
levels for the No-Build Alternative. 

3.5.3 Build Alternative2029 

Noise modeling of the Build Alternative was completed using the FIIW A Traffic Noise Model (TNM 
2.5) computer program. The program calculated design year 2029 equivalent sound levels at the noise
sensitive land uses in the project area, including the measurement loations. 

Conceptual design plans and aerial photographydata were used to develop the TNM runs. 

In developing the TNM files, the points of TNM objects including roadways, receptors, barriers, 
terrain lines; and building rows were first digitized from the conceptual plans. Then a DXF file was exported 
out of MicroStation and read into TNM. Those DXF objects were then converted to TNM objects and 
e levation data was entered 

The posted speed of45 mph on US 11 was modeled for all traffic. 

The predicted design year sound levels for the modeled receptors are summarized in Table 4 and are 
discussed in the following section. TNM plan views showing the locations of the modeled roadways and 
receptors are provided in AppendixD. 

Predicted Leq(h) for the Build Design Year 2029 case ranged from 51 dBA for the residences along 
Moonraker Drive up to 70 dBA at the closest residences to the project along Pontchartrain Drive. 
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Table 4: Predicted Sound Levels and Impact Determination 

2029 
2029 

# of 
2009 No 

Build Exceed Increase Number of 
Receptor 

Res 
Leq(lll) Build 

Leq{lh) NAC? >10? 
Impact? 

Impacts 
dB A Leq{lll) 

dB A 
dB A 

4848 Pontchartrain (M) 2 61 63 66 y N Impact 2 

4777 Pontchartrain (M) I 65 67 70 y N lmQ_act I 

234 Moonraker (M) 16 45 47 51 N N 

Pelican Harbor (M) 0 63 65 69 y N Impact 0 

4629 Pontchartrain (M) 3 65 67 70 y N Impact 3 

4518 Pontchartrain (M) 12 62 64 67 y N lm __ Qact 2* 

71 Lakeview 2 49 51 52 N N 

4975 Pontchartrain I 62 64 67 y N Impact 1 

II ONB Northshore 4 58 60 62 N N 

114NB Northshore 8 53 55 56 N N 

RVs- Northshore 2 63 65 69 y N Impact 2 

4854 Pontchartrain 12 61 63 65 N N 

493 1 Pontchartrain I 65 67 70 y N Impact I 

49 19 Pontchartrain 3 63 65 68 y N Impact 
,., 
.) 

4848 Pontch - N end 38 61 63 65 N N 

4903 Pontchartrain 2 63 65 68 y N Impact 2 

S End Moonraker 16 46 48 52 N N 

4875 Pontchartrain 7 64 66 69 y N Impact 7 

IOOA Carr 4 57 59 61 N N 

4800 Pontchartrain 36 55 57 61 N N 

4790 Pontchartrain 4 56 58 63 N N 

4833 Pontchartrain 2 64 66 69 y N Impact 2 

4 782 Pontchartrain 36 54 56 60 N N 

4774 Pontchartrain 38 56 58 63 N N 

4766 Pontchartrain 6 52 54 58 N N 

48 13 Pontchartrain 2 63 65 69 y N Impact 2 

4 7 54 Pontchartrain 18 54 56 61 N N 

Moonraker Mid/South 30 45 47 51 N N 
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2029 
2029 

# of 
2009 No 

Build Exceed Increase Number of 
Receptor L eq{Jh) Build Impact? 

Res 
dB A L eq(Jh) 

L eq(lh) NAC? >10? Impacts 

dB A 
dB A 

4732 Pontchartrain 4 55 57 6I N N 

476 I Pontchartrain I 63 65 69 y N Impact I 

Seabreeze Apts 4 1 59 6 I 63 N N 

4749 Pontchartrain I 65 67 70 y N Impact I 

Condos (8) 8 60 62 65 N N 

4 73 5 Pontchartrain 2 64 66 69 y N Impact 2 

4768 Pontchartrain 12 59 6 1 63 N N 

4 7 I9 Pontchartrain 2 65 67 70 y N Impact 2 

4 70 I Pontchartrain 6 65 67 70 y N Impact 6 

4678 Pontchartrain 2 59 6 I 62 N N 

4660 Pontchartrain 18 60 62 63 N N 

4663 Pontchartrain I 64 66 69 y N Impact I 

4648 Pontchartrain 22 6 I 63 66 y N Impact 2* 

MidNorth Moomaker 30 47 49 52 N N 

Chez Cherie 20 62 64 67 y N Impact 2* 

4620 Pontchartrain 22 6 I 63 66 y N Impact 10* 

N End Moomaker 10 47 49 52 N N 

46 I9(?) Pontchartrain 2 64 66 70 y N Impact 2 

46 I 0 Pontchartrain I 56 58 59 N N 

Eden Isle 6 47 49 52 N N 

4524 Pontchartrain 12 61 63 66 y N Impact 2* 

4545 Pontchartrain I 65 67 69 y N Impact I 

45 I2 Pontchartrain 27 58 60 62 N N 

4504 Pontchartrain 24 60 62 65 N N 

4529 Pontchartrain 2 66 68 70 y N Impact 2 

4500 (?) Pontchartrain I 59 61 63 N N 

Second row- Islander 5 48 50 52 N N 

4480 Pontchartrain 28 60 62 65 N N 

4493(?) Pontchartrain 2 66 68 70 y N Impact 2 

4469 Pontchartrain 4 66 68 69 y N Impact 4 

Commodore 10 58 60 63 N N 
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2029 2029 
#of 2009 No Build Exceed Increase Number of 

Receptor L eq{lh) Build Impact? 
Res 

dB A L eq(llz) 
L eq{lh) NAC? >10? Impacts 

dB A 
dB A 

N End Cul-de-sac 5 47 49 51 N N 

4424 Pontchartrain 12 56 58 60 N N 

First Bapt Ch - 53 55 56 N N 

Total 68 
* For these receptors the closest residences to the project are impacted while the remainder of residences are shielded from the 
roadway noise by the building structure and are not impacted 

3. 6 Noise Impact Determination Analysis 

As noted previously, a Category B land use is impacted if 1) the predicted worst hour Leq (I h) 
approaches or exceeds the NAC (defined by DOTD as 66 dBA), or 2) a substantial increase (defined by 
DOTD as an increase of 10 dB or more) in leq(lh). 

Design year sound levels at the receptors located along the widened section of US 11 are predicted to 
be 3 to 7 dB higher than exist ing sound levels. These increases are not substantial increases according to DOD 
policy. Therefore, none of these receptors are predicted to be impacted by a substantial increase in sound level. 

As shown in Table 4, design year sound levels at the first row receptors along US 11 are predicted to 
be between 60 and 70 dBA. A total of 68 residences represented by those receptors are predicted to be 
impacted by the project with design year sound levels ofi6 dBA or higher. 

In total, 68 residences are pred icted to be impacted under the Build Alternative. Those impacted 
residences are indicated in Figure 2. 

The predicted exterior sound level at the First Baptist Church is 56 dB A. Therefore, the church is not 
predicted to be impacted. 

Table 5: Impact Summary 

Case Impacts 

2009 Existing 8 

2029 No Build 23 

2029 Build 68 

3. 7 Noise Abatement Evaluation 

DOTD policy requires the consideration of abatement when traffic noise impacts occur as a result of a 
proj ect. Noise abatement measures may include alteration of horizontal and vertical alignment and traffic 
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management measures (such as reducing speed limits, prohibition of heavy trucks, etc.). These forms of 
mitigation have already been taken into consideration in the design and development of the project. Noise 
barriers would be the best available abatement measures to reduce sound levels for impacted areas. 

DOTD requires that a determination of feasibility and reasonableness be made for an abatement 
measure. For an abatement measure to be feasible, at least one of the impacted receivers must receive a 
minimum of an 8 dB insertion loss. 

DOTD a lso requires that the cost of any proposed abatement measure be at or below $25,000 per 
benefited residence. A benefited residence receives at least 5 dB of insertion loss from the abatement measure. 

Though there are impacted residences, achieving an 8 dB insertion loss to meet DOTD'feasibility 
requirement is not possible because of the numerous access points and driveways that connect to US 11. Those 
access points and driveways would create large gaps in any noise barrier a long the edge of shoulder and would 
drastically reduce the effectiveness of the barrier 

3.8 Construction Noise 

The construction of the project would result in temporary noise increases for the residences and noise 
sensitive land uses along US 11. Other noise-sensitive land uses are located at a distance far enough from the 
project area that noise levels would not increase. The noise would be generated primarily from heavy 
equipment used in hauling materials and building the roadway. 

The construction contractor has the responsibilityfor protection of the general public in all aspects of 
construction throughout the life of the project. All construction equipment will be required to comply with 
OSHA Regulations as they apply to the employees' safety, and in accordance with the DOTD Standard 
Specifications. All construction equipment used in the construction phase ofhe project should be properly 
muffled and all motor panels should be shut during operation. In order to minimize the potential for impacts of 
construction noise on the local res idents, the contractor should operate, whenever possible, between the hours 
of7:00 a.m. and 5:00p.m. 

3.9 Future Noise Levels on Undeveloped Lands 

In order to protect future development from becoming incompatible with anticipated highway traffic 
noise levels, the best estimation of future noise levels for undeveloped lands will be provided to local officials 
and planners. 

Table 5 presents predicted design year 2029 sound levels for areas near the project where vacant and 
possibly developable lands exist. Noise predictions were made at distances between 50 and 200 feet from 
US 11. These values do not represent predicted levels at every location at a particular distance away from the 
roadway. Sound levels will vary by location and will be affected by the shielding of terrain features such as 
hills and tops of cuts, and the shie lding by objects such as buildings. 
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Table 6: Design Year 2029 Sound Levels- Undeveloped Lands 

Distanci1J 

50ft 

75 ft 

90ft 

100ft 

125ft 

150ft 

175ft 

200ft 

(I ) Perpendicular distance to the center of near lane. 
(2) At-grade situation. 

Leq (liz) (dBA;flJ 

69 

67 

66 

65 

63 

61 

59 

58 

This information is being included to make local officials and planners aware of anticipated highway 
noise levels so that future development will be compatible with these levels. 
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RECOGNIZED ENVIRONMENTAL  
CONDITIONS SURVEY 

U.S. HIGHWAY 11 WIDENING 
ST. TAMMANY PARISH, LOUISIANA 

 
1.0 SUMMARY 

This Recognized Environmental Condition (REC) Survey was performed as a supplement to the 
U.S. Highway 11 (US 11) Widening Environmental Assessment (EA).  The US 11 EA is a 
planning effort sponsored by the Regional Planning Commission (RPC) of Jefferson, Orleans, 
Plaquemines, St. Bernard, and St. Tammany Parishes and the Louisiana Department of 
Transportation and Development (LADOTD) to examine alternatives for widening the 2.85 mile 
stretch of US 11 between Spartan Drive and Lake Pontchartrain in St. Tammany Parish, 
Louisiana.  US 11 is an important link for motorists travelling to and from the Greater New 
Orleans area.  
 
Pursuant to acquisition of the required right-of-way for the project, a REC Survey was conducted 
to identify potential sites of recognized environmental conditions located in or near the project 
right of way (ROW).  KLL reviewed federal, state, and local environmental databases; conducted 
historical research; and performed a site investigation to characterize environmental conditions 
for the project.  GEC reviewed the results from KLL and conducted an additional site 
investigation in May 2014. 
 
Based on the reviews and site investigations, no REC sites were observed that warranted 
additional investigation. 
 
2.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
2.1 Purpose 
 
The purpose of the survey was to identify potential REC sites in the vicinity of the US 11 
Widening project that have, or may have in the past, adversely impacted environmental 
conditions within the required ROW for the project. 
 
2.2 Scope of Services 

GEC was responsible for investigating the project in order to identify REC sites within and 
adjacent to the required ROW of the project.  Investigation procedures included:  
  

• Research of available federal, state, and local environmental databases for potential 
REC sites on, or within a specified distance of, the project area; 

 
• Reviews of historical aerial photographs, United States Geologic Survey (USGS) 

topographic maps, and published soils and geologic information; 
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• Visual observations of accessible portions of the project area to identify current and 
historic REC sites.  Visual observations of accessible portions of properties adjacent 
to the project’s required ROW were also conducted; 

 
• Preparation of a written report identifying potential REC sites that warrant additional 

investigation. 
 
A REC Survey typically does not include sampling and analysis of soil and/or groundwater.  In 
addition, a REC Survey typically does not include wetland, asbestos, or radon surveys. 
 
2.3 Limitations and Exceptions 
 
GEC’s review of the record information and environmental databases queried by KLL included 
information that was reasonably ascertainable from standard sources.  Reasonably ascertainable 
denotes: (1) information that is publicly available; (2) information that is obtainable within 
reasonable time and cost constraints; and (3) information that is practically reviewable. The 
review included information gathered from governmental and regulatory agencies as well as an 
electronic database search performed by GeoSearch.   Much of this information was gathered 
from public records and sources maintained by third parties.  Although reasonable care was 
taken to verify this information, GEC does not accept responsibility for errors, omissions or 
inaccurate information.  
 
Observations made during the GEC and KLL reconnaissance of the project were limited to: (1) 
sites or portions of sites that were accessible to investigators; and (2) evidence visible to the 
investigators.  Observations were based on evidence visible to inspectors while walking the 
ROW.  No ground excavation, vegetation clearing, or physical relocation of obstacles was 
conducted during site investigations.  Accordingly, no guarantee is made or intended that all site 
conditions were observed. 
 
Finally, any changes in project actions, including, but not limited to, changes to required ROW 
and corridor realignment from those provided to GEC may render the recommendations and 
conclusions presented in this report invalid and void. 
 
2.4 User Reliance 
 
GEC is not required to verify independently the information provided by various sources but 
may rely on the information unless there is actual knowledge that certain information is incorrect 
or unless it is obvious that certain information is incorrect based on other information obtained 
during the course of the investigation or otherwise actually known to the investigators 
conducting the assessment.  However, GEC has no indication that the information provided by 
outside sources is incorrect.  
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3.0 SITE DESCRIPTION 
 
3.1 Location and Legal Description 
 
The project area is along the US 11 corridor south of Slidell, Louisiana between Lake 
Pontchartrain and Spartan Drive. Logical Termini are the rational endpoints for the review of 
environmental impacts of a proposed action. The defined logical termini for this project are 
Spartan Drive to the north and Lake Pontchartrain to the south.  
 
GEC’s investigation of the project was conducted with respect to specific project boundaries and 
required ROW limits provided by LADOTD. 
 
3.2 Site Vicinity  
 
US 11 is an important link for motorists travelling to and from the Greater New Orleans area. 
Marine-oriented housing units (apartments and condominiums) line the eastern side of the 
highway. A number of commercial properties are present along the eastern boundary of the 
highway and along both sides of the highway in south Slidell. The western border of the highway 
has a number of private camps.   
 
3.3 Geologic, Hydrogeologic, Topographic, and Soil Conditions 
 
3.3.1 Geology 
 
The Prairie Terrace is in southeastern St. Tammany Parish, continuing outside the parish to the 
east and the west, and extending along streams and rivers such as the Pearl and the Bogue Chitto.  
Elevations in the Prairie Terrace range from near sea level in the south to approximately 70 feet 
msl in the north.  The Prairie Terrace was likely deposited during the Sangamon interglacial 
stage approximately 75,000 to 125,000 years ago.  However, recent evidence suggests that the 
Prairie Terrace formation was composed of two major interglacial stages, the Sangamon and the 
Middle Wisconsin or Farmdalian. As a result, the Prairie Terrace is formed by two discrete 
alluvial sequences of notably different ages.  
 
3.3.2  Hydrogeology 
  
The Chicot equivalent aquifer system in St. Tammany Parish consists of two adjacent, near-
surface aquifers: the upland terrace aquifer in the northern half of the parish and the upper 
Ponchatoula aquifer in the southern half. The base of the Chicot equivalent aquifer system ranges 
from about 0 ft below NGVD 29 in northern St. Tammany Parish to 500 ft below NGVD 29 in 
the southern portion. Aquifers in the Chicot equivalent aquifer system typically consist of 50- to 
300-ft-thick units of sand and gravel.   
 
The Evangeline equivalent aquifer system underlies the Chicot equivalent aquifer system and in 
St. Tammany Parish consists of, from near surface to deepest, the lower Ponchatoula, Big 
Branch, Abita, Covington, and Slidell aquifers. 
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The Jasper equivalent aquifer system underlies the Evangeline equivalent aquifer system and in 
St. Tammany Parish consists of, from shallowest to deepest, the Tchefuncte, Hammond, Amite, 
and Ramsay aquifers. 
 
3.3.3 Topography  
 
Elevations in the project area vary between 3 to 7 ft (NAVD88).  According to Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps, with the exception of 
inside the city limits and at the Lake Pontchartrain shore, the project study area is almost entirely 
within Zone A-10, the 100-year flood inundation zone.  The zone at the Lake Pontchartrain shore 
is V-15, which includes hazards by wave action.  The area inside the city limit has been zoned 
AE, or inundated by flood with an established Base Flood Elevation (BFE). 
 
3.2.4  Soils 
 
The soils observed during the site visit appear to have been impacted from construction of the 
existing roadway as well as the construction of commercial and residential developments along 
the roadway. Listed soils for the project site include Aquents (dredged) and Prentiss fine sandy 
loam. The Aquents (dredged) soils are considered to be hydric and are present in the 
southernmost 2.6 miles of the project. The Prentiss fine sandy loam soils are non-hydric soils 
present in the northernmost 0.2 mile of the project area.  
 
4.0 REASON FOR PERFORMING REC SURVEY 
 
GEC conducted this investigation to identify potential REC sites in the vicinity of the project 
area that have, or may have in the past, adversely impacted environmental conditions within the 
required ROW for the project. 
 
5.0 RECORDS REVIEW 
 
KLL conducted a thorough search of federal, state, and local government environmental 
databases to obtain and review records and/or documents that would aid in the identification of 
known or potential REC sites on or near the project area.  In 2014, GEC reviewed the results of 
the KLL search. 
 
5.1 Standard Environmental Record Sources 
 
ASTM E 1527-00 Section 7.2.1.1 Standard Environmental Record Sources: Federal and State 
requires a review of the following databases and proscribes various search radii: 
  
 Federal NPL Site List      1.0 mi 
 Federal RCRA CORRACTS List    1.0 mi 
 Federal RCRA Non-CORRACTS TSD Site List  0.5 mi 
 Federal CERCLIS List     0.5 mi 
 Federal CERCLIS/NFRAP Site List    0.5 mi 
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 Federal TRIS Database     0.5 mi 
 Federal RCRA Generators List    property/adjoining 
 Federal ERNS List      project only 
 State-Equivalent NPL List     1.0 mi 
 State-Equivalent CERCLIS List    0.5 mi 
 State Landfill and/or Solid Waste Disposal Site Lists 0.5 mi 
 State Leaking UST Lists     0.5 mi 
 State-Registered UST Lists     property/adjoining 
 
A summary of plottable sites listed in federal and state environmental databases identified during 
the environmental records review are provided in Table 1.  A one-mile search radius was used 
for all databases.  In addition to plottable sites, GeoSearch generated a list of orphan sites (Table 
2).  Orphan sites contain insufficient location information and can only be identified as being 
within the same zip code(s) as the project.   
 
 Table 1. Plottable Sites Identified in Federal and State Databases (GeoSearch) 
 

ID# Database 
Name 

Site ID# Distance 
From Site 

Site Name Address City, Zip 
Code 

1 UST 70114 0.020 SE Bryan T. Ledet 4838 Pontchartrain Dr Slidell, 70458 
2 UST 70921 0.030 S Help You Go 4826 Pontchartrain Dr Slidell, 70458 
3 ERNS 30407344953 0.020 SE  4480 Pontchartrain Dr Slidell 
4 RCRAG LAD981596802  0.020 S Master Tech Inc 4618 Pontchartrain Dr Slidell, 70458 
5 FRS 110003298805 0.020 S Master Tech Inc 4618 Pontchartrain Dr Slidell, 70458 
6 RCRAG LAD98190453 0.20 W Imagine That Printing 4543 Pontchartrain Dr Slidell, 70458 
7 FRS 110003303764 0.20 W Imagine That Printing 4543 Pontchartrain Dr Slidell, 70458 
8 RCRAG LAR000014365 0.020 S Redline Performance 

Marine 
4726 Pontchartrain Dr Slidell, 70458 

9 FRS 110003354192 0.020 S Redline Performance 
Marine 

4726 Pontchartrain Dr Slidell, 70458 

10 RCRAG LAD985191139 0.020 S Redline Performance 
Marine 

4726 Pontchartrain Dr Slidell, 70458 

11 UST 70522 0.020 NW Alabama Great Southern 
Railway 

4981 Pontchartrain Dr Slidell, 70458 

12 UST 74904 0.030 S Cracker Barrel Stores Inc 
#43 

4856 Pontchartrain Dr Slidell, 70458 

13 RCRAG LAD98151285 0.040 W S Slidell Medical Center 4031 Pontchartrain Dr Slidell, 70458 
14 NLRRCRAG LAR000059014 0.080 NE West Marine 4036 Pontchartrain Dr Slidell, 70458 
15 DCR 4250653111 0.120 NE Corporate Clnr 4000 Pontchartrain Dr Slidell, 70458 
16 HLUST 52-006682 0.290 NE Spur Station #1953 3898 Pontchartrain Dr Slidell, 70458 

 
Table 2. Orphan Sites 

ID# Database 
Type 

Site ID# Site Name Address City 

1 ERNS 118556377  Pontchartrain Dr Slidell 
2 ERNS 54013147 Site Specific US 11 Slidell 
3 PCS LAR10D933 Paris Properties, LLC Business on US 11 Slidell 

 
The GeoSearch research of the databases identified 16 plottable and 3 orphan (unlocatable) sites.  
Of the UST sites identified, two (ID #1 and 12) were still active, two have been removed (ID #2 
and 11), and one (ID #16) is still active but is located 0.28 miles north of Spartan Drive.  Several 
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of the businesses are now closed or have relocated (ID #6–11), and the rest of the plottable and 
orphan sites were determined to not have any apparent REC issues at the time of the site 
investigation.    
 
5.2 Physical Setting Sources 
 
GEC and KLL researched historical quadrangles and aerial photographs for structures, mines, 
quarries, clearings, wells, and land use in order to: (1) ascertain development of the project area 
since the 1940s; and (2) identify indications of possible REC sites.  A current USGS 7.5-Minute 
Topographic Map was utilized as the primary physical setting source.  Additional sources were 
utilized to ascertain the geologic, hydrogeologic, hydrologic, and topographic conditions of the 
project.  The sources researched included: 
 
 U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-Minute and 15-Minute Topographic Quadrangle Maps 
 Louisiana Geological Survey Bedrock Geology Maps 
 Louisiana Geological Survey Surficial Geology Maps 
 Aerial Photographs 
  
5.3 Historical Use Information on Property and Adjoining Properties  
 
Development in the vicinity of the project is consistent with the general trend of development 
throughout southern areas of St. Tammany Parish.  The northern border of the project area 
includes south Slidell.  The project area consists of primarily marine-oriented residences 
(apartments and condominiums) and camps and a few businesses. 
 
6.0 SITE RECONNAISSANCE  
 
Field investigations were conducted by GEC and KLL in order to inspect the project and 
surrounding areas for structures, oil and gas exploration and production, land use, runoff 
patterns, and indications of environmental impacts.  The investigation consisted of windshield 
and pedestrian surveys conducted in May, 2014. 
 
6.1  Methodology and Limiting Conditions 

 
The project area was investigated to identify potential REC sites, current and historical, that 
have, or may have in the past, adversely impacted environmental conditions within the required 
ROW for the project.   
 
Observations made during the GEC and KLL reconnaissance of the project were limited to: (1) 
sites or portions of sites that were accessible to investigators; and (2) evidence that was visible to 
the investigators.  Several sites adjacent to the project area had access limitations, including 
private property restrictions, locked gates, impenetrable vegetation, solid waste debris, locked 
buildings, concrete pavement, and unsafe conditions that impeded inspection of the entire area or 
specific portions or features of a site.  Observations were based on evidence visible while 
walking the sites.  No ground excavation, vegetation clearing, or physical relocation of obstacles 
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was conducted during inspections.  Accordingly, no guarantee is made or intended that all site 
conditions were observed. 
 
6.2  General Site Setting 
 
The project vicinity is generally rural grading into suburban.  Residential and commercial 
properties are located along US 11.  Several improved and unimproved local roadways intersect 
the project area, as well as numerous private roads and driveways. 
 
6.3  Observations 
 
Two active USTs are adjacent to the project area (formerly Busy “B” Tackle and Cracker Barrel 
#43); however, there are no records regarding any current leaking USTs (LUSTs) at these 
locations.  In addition, various commercial and residential businesses adjacent to the project area 
could potentially create RECs (for example, iron works, construction yards, mechanic and 
equipment shops, boat and RV storage areas, and residences).  However, during the field 
investigation, no RECs were observed in the ROW or adjacent to the ROW and no current 
violations within or adjacent to the project area are listed on the LDEQ website. 
 
6.3.1 CERCLIS 
 
The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Information System 
(CERCLIS), maintained by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) did not list any active 
or archived sites along the project area. 
 
6.3.2 ERNS 
 
The Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS) is maintained by the National Response 
Center (NRC). NRC’s primary function is to serve as the sole national point of contact for 
reporting all oil, chemical, radiological, biological, and etiological discharges into the 
environment anywhere in the United States and its territories.  One incident occurred at 4480 
Pontchartrain Drive on 6/30/2004.  The caller reported a sheen in the water of Eaton Isles Canal.  
The material and amount released was unknown.  Two other reports were unlocatable.   
 
6.3.3  Enforcement and Compliance History 
 
A review of the EPA database revealed no enforcement or compliance violations in the study 
site.   
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6.3.4 Underground storage tanks (USTs) 
 
Owners of Underground Storage Tanks (USTs) are required to register these structures along 
with construction information concerning the UST systems with the Louisiana Department of 
Environmental Quality. The project area does not appear on the LDEQ UST List. Two active 
UST sites are located adjacent to the corridor: 
 

Bryan T. Ledet, 4838 Pontchartrain Dr. 
Cracker Barrel Stores, Inc. #43 4656 Pontchartrain Dr. 

 
6.3.5 Groundwater Resources 
 
In its solicitation of views response letter dated September 15, 2009, the EPA advised that the 
project site is over the Southern Hills sole-source aquifer. EPA further determined that the 
project, as proposed, should not have an adverse effect on the quality of the ground water 
underlying the project site. 
 
6.3.6 Oil & Gas 
 
Information on Oil and Gas wells was obtained from the LADOTD and the Louisiana 
Department of Natural Resources (LDNR).  No oil or gas wells are located in the project area. 
 
7.0 FINDINGS 
 
There are two active USTs adjacent to the project area (formerly Busy “B” Tackle and Cracker 
Barrel #43); however, there are no records regarding any current LUSTs at these locations.  In 
addition, various commercial and residential businesses adjacent to the project area could 
potentially create RECs (for example, iron works, construction yards, mechanic and equipment 
shops, boat and RV storage areas, and residences).  However, during field investigation, no 
RECs were observed in the ROW or adjacent to the ROW and no current violations adjacent to 
the project area are listed on the LDEQ website. 
 
8.0 OPINION 
 
GEC considers the likelihood of RECs in the ROW to be minimal and does not recommend any 
additional investigations at this time. 
 
9.0 CONCLUSIONS 
 
GEC performed this REC Survey in conformance with the scope and limitations of ASTM E 
1527-00, as applicable and appropriate.  Any exceptions to, or departures from, this practice are 
described in the report.  Based on the site reconnaissance, records review, and best engineering 
judgment, this assessment has revealed no evidence of recognized environmental conditions in 
connection with the project, and GEC considers the likelihood of RECs in the ROW to be 
minimal and does not recommend any additional investigations at this time. 
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10.0  DEVIATIONS 
 
Based on the scope of the project, GEC believes an appropriate inquiry level was utilized for the 
assessment.  GEC did not perform an exhaustive assessment of observably clean properties.   
 
11.0 SIGNATURE OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROFESSIONAL 
 
I certify that I am familiar with the provisions of ASTM E 1527-00 and attest that this REC 
Survey has been conducted in accordance with the proscribed standards, as applicable and 
appropriate. 
 
Signature  
Name  Jeffrey H. Robinson 
Organization GEC, Inc. 
Date 6/5/14 

 
12.0  QUALIFICATIONS OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROFESSIONAL 
 
Mr. Robinson is a professional civil engineer, Louisiana No. 29322, and has project management 
experience in civil engineering for environmental, hydrologic, and geotechnical projects 
throughout the United States.  He provides planning, coordination, and consulting services on 
federal and state regulatory compliance issues for numerous governmental and private clients.  
Environmental projects completed since 1995 include: 
 
Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste (HTRW) Investigations – Risk liability studies 
addressing approximately 800,000 acres in Arkansas and 325,000 acres in Louisiana.  
Investigations conducted in accordance with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Regulation ER 
1165-2-132, Water Resources Policies and Authorities for Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive 
Waste for Civil Works Projects, which requires identification and evaluation of potential 
environmental risks in federal project areas. 
 
Environmental Site Assessments – Numerous assessments for commercial and industrial 
clients to evaluate the presence of hazardous substances and petroleum products in accordance 
with American Society for Testing and Materials Standard E 1527-00, Standard Practice for 
Environmental Site Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process. 
 
Certified Industrial Hygienist Investigations – Investigations of 10 industrial sites involving 
soil, water, and groundwater sampling and analyses with respect to the Louisiana Department of 
Environmental Quality’s Risk Evaluation/Corrective Action Program (RECAP), 
recommendations regarding project feasibility, and development of site safety and health plans. 
 
Environmental Baseline Studies – Characterizations of 15 Army Reserve Centers and U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers properties with respect to potential environmental contamination 
liabilities in accordance with the Department of the Army’s Preliminary Assessment Manual 
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200-1.  Characterizations required assessments of radon, lead, petroleum products, hazardous 
materials, unexploded ordnance, PCBs, and asbestos and whether or not hazards were posed to 
human health and the environment. 
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