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L SUMMARY 

1.1. MAJOR CONCLUSIONS AND FINDD'l'GS 

1.1.1. Purpose and Alternatives. The purpose of this study" 10 detennine the feasibility 

of reducing flood damagel within the urban area of East Baton Rouge Parish. 

1.1.3. EnvirpnmenW Losses. The most significant environmenW losses would be the loss 
of (1) the aesthetic appeal of wooded edges adjacent 10 strtams traversing through the 

otherwise brick and CO!lC!\.."\e of the city and (2) bottomland Iwdwood f=:st habiw 

adjacent 10 the IItreamS of the projea !ma. 

1. 1.4. Enyjronmenta! Features. Features are incQfpOrated in the Recommended Plan for 
each basin 10 mitigate the loss of bot:tomland Iwdwood forest habitat. Features 10 mitigate 

aesthetic losses are aLio incorporated inlO each alternative. 

1.15. ~~;;;~:~.;.A requeSt was sent 10 the U.S. Fl.!h and Wildlife Service 
.f endangered species regarding requi=nenlS for the project as 

currently designed. The responding CQD'Cspoodence: mentions the inflated boclsplina and 

the bald eagle, but indicates that the USFWS anticipates DO advefse effect 10 the inflated 
hcelsplitter under current project design. The uSFWS reports that the coooem for the caKie 
is for an inactive nellt tiUII has IIOt been used since the 1990 mating season. Since: inactive 
nests are monitored for five years. they advise the District 10 contact their offIce prior 10 

contracting any work proposed within one mile of the exisr:ing nest 10 determine if the nest 
is occupied. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report, Appendix F of this 
document. provides this lame caution. A concern wu voiced in 1990 by the Louisiana 

Department of Wildlife and Fisbcries, Narural Heritage Program, for a unique tract of old 
growth woodlllDlb in the Ward Cn:ck: basin. The desien of the Re<:ommendcd Plan would 
DOl: include construction in that area; theref=:, the identified tnlCl would IlOI be iIJlpacted. 

1.1.6. Executive Order 119S8. £.0. 11988, Aoodpiain Management. deals with 

minimizing or avoiding impactS associated with the base floodplain unless there is no 

practicable alternative. Project implementation would result in the removal of 
approximately 2,429 residencies from the l00-year floodplain. Thill nlmoval would oo:ur 
essentially because of the reduction of sages within the basins that would be pmt...,..., by 
the lOO-~ar Stoml. Stage reductions vary in different pans of the srudy area. No ptuject 
bertefilS were projected for the conversion of wooded lands 10 developed lands within !he 
IOO-year floodplain. Project benefil$ were confiDed 10 flood iosSC5 prevented 10 existing 

residential and commerctal development 'They did nor. inc:Iude any possible benefits that 
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would occur to future developed areas with projeCI implemcntation. Project impacts 10 
those significiU1t resources within the l OO-year floodplain are discussed primarily within 
the sections on booomland hardv .. ood fon:sts, aquatic reSOllICes, and socioeconomic 

~S. Public lIOIice of possible Fcdcrll.lactlons 10 be rDCOIIllIlcndcd within the 
floodplain was made al the public meeting of October 30, 1984, the Notice of Intent in the 

Federal Register 01\ February 12. 1988, and the scoping IIIl!lOUJlCC!Ilni of March 4, 1988. 

1.1.1. Eucutive Order 11990. E.O. 11990, Protection of Wetlands, was considered in 
projoct planning. 1ltc decision 10 ttaIlSporI excavated material from Beaver Bayou, 
Blackwater Bayou, and Jones ~k watersheds 10 the cily/pari$h landfill would 
significantly reduce adverse impacts 10 wcdands. Tberdon:, any plan included in the final 

amty of alternatives, including the Recommended Plan, for those watcnhcds produces 
comparatively minimal effects on wetlands. Placing excavated material from Ward Creek 
and Bayou Fountain watersheds in Mississippi River levee borrow pits to just below the 
level of the swmunding batture would impacl ~t1and.i by changing an area of deep water 

area 10 a moist soil and shallow water f~stcd wetland area. 

I.1 .S. Clean Water ActlSection 404(b)(1l Evaluation. A 404(b)(l) Evaluation was 
completed for the applicable feawres of the Recommended Plan for each of the 
watcIllheds. Usc of any selected. disposal sites would not harm any cndan~ species or 
their critical habitat. Placement of tile fill material (coocrete, riprap, geotextilc, or 

excavated material) for the RecommcDdcd Plan for any watershed would not be ex,,,,,,,,,""" 
to result in significant violation of applicable Loorisiana Water Qualily StaDdanIJ. The 
proposed discharge would nor lCSult in nnacccptable adverse effects on hwnan health and 
welfare, including municipal and private water supplies and aesthetic$., recreational and 

commercial fishing. plankton. fish. shcllfisb. wildlife, and special aquatic sites. The life 
stages of aquatic life and other wildlife would not be liIdvcrscIy affected Significant 

advel'Se effects on aquatic ecosystem divmily. productivity and stability, recreational, 
aesthetic, and economic values would nOl occur. On the basis of tile guidelines, the 
pioposed discharge sites for the Recommended Plan for each basin ft1t; iptcified as 
co[tlplying with the rcqummcnts of \he$C guidclines, with tile inclusion of appropriate and 
practical conditions 10 minimize poUution or adverse effa:ts 10 the aquatic ecosystem. 

State Water Qualily Certification, dated May l j, 1m, was granted by the Louisiana 

Department of Environmental Quality for the ~nded Plan for eacb watershed 
described in this report. 

1.2. HAZARDOUS, TOXIC, AND RAOIOACIlVE WASlES 

Hazardolu. toxic, and radioactive waslCS (HI'RW) are of coocern because of sevent! 
s tatutes. One of the most. if not the most. significant starutcs from !be standpoint of 

construction is !be Comprehensive, Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability 

Act (CERa..A). CERa..A addresses, amonS other things, the assigmnent of liability 
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regarding HTRW issues. Since liability for HTRW response is a cost thaI is 10 be born 
totally by the local sponsor. it is nf obvious concern 10 any potential sponsor. TIle lITRW 

issue is discussed, not in tile body nf this statement bul in Appendix D. TIle significance 

nf those materials. of COUI"5e. is not from a positive. but from a negative value standpoint. 
Appencfu D contains records of ~nces within a large portion of East BalOn Rouge 
Parish of regulated and unregulated materials from several databases of different regulatory 

agencies. Additionally. the appeDdiJ; also presents observation records of a visual site 
s\lIVey where CODSlIUCtioo is pioposcd on the differeru waterco\lllieS. The data collcctioo 
and surveys are 10 aid in establishing the requirements 10 implement the srudy objectives in 
such a way as not 10 impact upon bazardous. Wltic. and radioactive wastes. If sucb wastes 

are found through future surveys of this nature, it is the intent 10 mitigate by avoidance or 
to modify conslIUCtion in !rites wbere those wastes are consido=d to be pcuntial problems. 
Appendix D also includes a stns.itivity analysis that identifies specific points of concern 

regarding HTRW and potential impacts 10 plan fonnulation. The sensitivity analysis 
incl~ a probability of HTRW IXC= within each watersbed and the potential for 

affect on project design. Additional HTRW investigations will be accomplished in latel" 

preconstruetion, engineering. and design studies. 

1.3. AREAS OF CONTROVERSY AND UNRESOLVED ISSUES 

There are no areas of controveny or unresolved isssues associated with the Recommended 
Plan for any basin. 

1.4. ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS 

A number of concerns have been raised during project planning that have resulted in 
feature$ being deveiQpe>d aDd included in the Recommended Plan. These concerns. witb 

the resulting commitments. are pruented in Table I. 
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3. NEED FOR AND OBJECTIVES OF sruDY 

3.1. SlUDY AUTHORITY 

The study is part of the Amite Rivu and Tributaries Study authorized by a resolution 
adopted April 14, 1967, by the Ol!D.mittcc on Public Worb of the United States Senate al 
lbe request of formu Senator R.uuell B. Long and the laIC Senator Allen 1. Ellender. Due 
<ll the complex nann of the flood problems, the feasibility phase studies were divided 
JJong hydrological and political boundaries w advaDce the study process. Seven 
watenbcds were identified as having the pcential for Federal. participation in flood control 
srudie,. This srudy focuses on the East Blton Rouge Parish basin and is an interim 
~sponse 10 !he aulhorizing resolution. 

32. PUBUC CONCERNS 

The public is concerned about flooding within the urban portion of East Baton Rouge 
Parish. This flooding originates from excessive rainfall ~sulting in headwate~ and 
backwater overflow of the tributary SIJ'e&mS of the AmiIC and Comite Riven. From 1973 
10 1993, major floods CICCIIm.d in the Amite basin. The maximum flood of ~ord 
occurred in 1983 and cluscd an c:st:imated $65,200,000 in damages in East Baton Rouge 
Parish. The lou of bottomland hardwood habitat and urban green spaces is also of 

00'_ 

3.3. PLANNING OBJECTIVES 

The following planning objectives wen: developed by the interdisciplinary study team and 
guided the study proc:css: 

• Reduce flood damages associated with headwater and backwater flooding of 
tributary sueams in East BalOll Rouge Parish. 

• Minimize strcambank erosion in areas where channel mOOjfications are MJ.uim:l 

• Minimize significant adverse environmental impacts associated with the 
implementation of flood control measures. 

• Minimize, 10 the greateSt extent possible, the dcsuuction of archcological and 
historical resources. 

• Minimize pankularly the loss of bouomland hardwood forests, or if not possible, 
mitigate those losses "in·kind" 10 !he extent possible. 
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• Accomplish aU mitigation activities within East Baton Rouge Parish. 

• Incorporate, to the greatest extent justiflllblc, rccreatioo measures in flood control. 
plans. 

• InC(ll'p!:"ue, to the greatest extent pos$iblc, aesthetic mitigation measures in 
project dffign. 
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4. ALTERNATIVES 

4.\. GENERAL. Seven wau:n~ within East Baton Rouge Parish ~ smdiod These 
include Beaver and Blackw~ bayous north and east of the Comite River; JODes Cleek, 
Clay Cut Bayou, Wan! Crttk, Bayou Fountain, and Bayou Manchac SQuth of the Comite 
River and within the central and southern portion of the urban area N111DCl"OUS structural. 
and non-$lrUClUJlIl alternatives ~ evaluated fer each watershed. Economically justifiable 
alternatives were developed for Be&vcr and BIIICkwatcT Bayous, .Jones Creek, Ward Crttk, 
and BIl-You Fountain. No ecOOODl.ically justifiable plans were identified for Oay Cut 
Bayou or Bayou Manchac. 

4.2. PLANS ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER SlUDY 

2_1. Jones ~ basin 

.2.1.1. Plan JCCkP2. Concrete lined lS-Yr main Stem plus tributaries. This alternative 
was not economically justified.. 

4.2.1.3. Pian JCCkP4. Concrete lined 25-Yr main Stem only. Not economically 
justified. 

4.2.2. Wan! Oeek basin '--~ 

4.2.2.1. Plan WeeP\' Concrete lined 25-Yr main Stem only. NO{ economically justiflC:d. 

l .2.2. Pian WCC-P2. Concrete lined 50-Yr main stem only. NcM economically justified. 

4.2.2.3. Plan WCC-P3. Coocrue lined 100-YI main Stem only. Not economically 

j ustified. 

4.2.2.4. PIau WCC-P4. Concrete lined 25·Yr main Stem plus Dawson Creek and North 
BllUlCh Ward Creek. Not economically justified. 

4.2.2.5. Plan WCC-P4A6. Concrete lincd.. Not economically justified. 

4.2.2.6. Plan WCC-PS. Concrete lined 25·Yr main stem plus tributaries. NOI: 
economically justified. 

4.2.2.7. Plan WCC·P6. ~te lined SO-Yr main stem plus tributaries. Not 
economically justified. 
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4.2.3. Bayou FolUltain basin 

4.2.3 .1. Plan BF-2!iA. Eanben e1ulUIeI2s-Yr. NO( economically justified. 

4.2.3.2. Plan BF-2!iB. Earthen channel 25·Yr. Not economically justified. 

4.23.3. Plan BF-2SC. Concrete-lined cbanncl25-Yr. NO! economically justified. 

4.2.3.4. Plan BF-sO, Eartbcn channel so.Yr. Not CCOIlOIllkally justified. 

4.2.3.5. Plan BF-SOC. Concrete-lined channel 50-Yr. Not economically justified. 

4.2.3.6. Plans BFPS 300. 600. and 900. Pump station with 300, 600, and 900 cubic feet 
per second (ds) capacity and each including associated barrier \evee.. Not economically 
justifIed. 

4.23.7. Pian! YBF35QA and B. Pump station located on Upper Bayou Fountain willi and 
without flow diversion 10 the Mississippi River. Not economically justified. 

4.2.3 .g. "MEADRL and HHLPRC. Ring lcvccs around Meadow Bend and Highland Park 
Subdivisions. Not cconomically justified. 

4.2.3.9. BuyoUT 10 and 25. Buyout of plOperties in the 10 and 25 year floodplains.. 
Not economical.ly justified. 

4.2.3.10. Various combinations. No! economically justified. 

4.2.4. Beaver Bayou basin 

4.2.4. Plan Preliminary BEN-PI. Channel enlargement of 7.8 miles on Beaver Bayou and 
3.7 miles on twO tributaries (lo-year design). Discharge of tributaries dc:es nO( meet 
ff:quirements for Federal participation. 

4.2.5. Plan Preliminary BBN-Pl. Cbanne\ en1argement of 7.8 miles on Beaver Bayou and 
3.7 miles on twO tributaries (2S·year design). Discharge of tributaries does not meet 
ff:q~ments for Federa1 participation. 

Cbannc:! enlargetnent of 7.8 miles 011 Beaver Bayou and 

~:~::~:~:' •• "'). Discharge of tributaries docs not meet 
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4.2.4. PIN! BBC-Pl. Minimal concre~ lined main S\eIn phiS tributaries. Compalliliveiy 
weak economic justification. 

4.2.4. Plan BBC-PS. Minimal COIlCI'eIC lined main S\eIn only. Comparatively 110m 
f~onomic justification. 

4.25.1. Plan BW-PI. Earthen cbannel 10-Yr main stem only. Not c:aJDOm.ically justified. 

4.25.2. Plan BW-P3. Earthen channel 25-Yr main S\eIn only. Not economically justified. 

4.25.3. Plan BW-P5. Con=:IC linod IO-Yr main stem only. Not ewnotnically justified. 

4.25.4. Plan BW-Pti. Con=:IC lined to-Yr main stem plus aibutaries. Not ewnomically 
justified. 

4.2.5.5. Plan PrWoYwv BW-P2. Channe1 enlargement of 8.8 miles on Blackwater Ba)'QU 

and 6.7 miles on two aibutaries (IO-year design). Discharge 011 one of the tributaries does 
not meet requirements for Fedenl participation. 

4.2.5.6. Plan Prclimjnary BW-P4. Channel enlarge:ment of 8.8 miles on Blackwater 
Bayou and 6.7 mi.k:s on twO aibutaries (25-year design). DisclIarge on one of the 

tributaries does not meet requirements f(li" FedmI.l participation. 

4.2.6. Clay CuI Bayou basin 

4.2.6. 1. P1!\!l A. lS Yell" concrete-lined channel. Not economically justified. 

4.2.6.2. Plan B. Backwater control structure and biurier levee. Not ecooomicaUy 

justified.. 

4.2.6.3. Plan C . Earthen chlnnel. Not economically justified. 

4.2.7. Saypu Manchac basin. Pump station and baJrier levee. Not economically 
justified. 

4.2.8. Non-StruclUIl!l. Alternatives 

Non-struclUJlll. alternatives considen:d consisted of floodplain management, floodplOofing 

of structures, raising structures in plllce, building small eanhen levccs of floodwalls, 
construction of small-scale ring IevttS around smaller areas or subdivisions, buy-out or 
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relocation of struCtweS subject 10 repetitive flooding, and public acquisition of floodplain 
land.. Although noo-sttuclIulll al1efPlllives address the planning objectiYes reflecting 

conccm f~ !he environment, they did not cost-effectively address the flood damage 
rerlUCtiOll objective sufficiently to reWn them for Late-stage planning. Aftel" review of !he 

draft repon, more exteMi,"!: evaluation was made of non-struCtural a1ternarivcs in the 
Beaver and Blackwater watcnhcd late in the plarudng process. Costs of flood-proofing by 
house elevation and ring levees were then detenniDCd 10 be comparable 10 channel 

modification alternatives. The ne! economic beDCfits of !he channel modification 
alternatives were de!C11Ilined 10 be signifiCantly higher than those of the non·structural 
allCmalives. Thus,!he channel modifICation alternatives wert de!C11Ilined 10 be more cost­

effective. Subsequently, !he non-structural al~arlves were not added 10 the plans 

considered in detail. 

4.3. PLANS CONSIDERED IN DETAIL 

Gc:nqal Table 4-1 displays a concUc S\IDlIllaTy with pertinen! infonnation of the plans 

considerT.d in detail within !he diffaem watersheds. 

4.3.1. lones Creek. buin. 

4.3.1.1. Plan ]COeP!. lhqnoposcd plan for .loDes Creek. consists of widening 
approximately 18 miles of channel designed 10 convey in excess of a 25-year S!OmI event 

within stream banks. Improvements on !he main stem of Jones Creel:: are proposed from 
its mouth upstream 10 Lobdell Road.. Also incllldcd are proposed improvements 10 the 
creek's twQ main tributaries as well as one sub-ttibulmy. Proposed improvements 10 
Weiner Creek begin ar. its confluence with Jooes Creel:: and proceed upstream to Cedar 
fust Avenue:. Proposed improvements 10 Lively Bayou begin at its loncs Creek 
coofiucncc and extend upstream 10 its crossing with !he lllinois Central Railroad. 
Proposed improvements 10 !he Lively Bayou Tributary begin at its confluence with Lively 

Bayou upstream and extend 10 Tams Drive (see Plates 16 and 44). 

The proposed channel design calls fOl" a 5-fOOl bottom width with 3:1 sJopcd banks. Both 
!he channel bottom and banks are 10 be lined with concrete. This design remains COIlSlaIlt 
for all of the above-listed channcl reaches with !he exception of the mOl! downstream 
segment of Jones Creek. In !his reach, from its mouth 10 Jones Creel:: Road, only channel 

clearing and snagging is proposed. E.xcava!cd material for this and all other allCmalivcs 

within this watenhcd would be hauled 10 a city/pari.!h landfill for disp!mL Requira:l 
operation and maintePAIlCC (O&M) for the channcl~ consists of continuous inspeclioo. and 

debris removal, annual berbicide application on earthen channels, and pavements repairs as 

necessary. aearing and snagging will be pcrfonned wbere necessary every 5 to 10 yeatS 

maximizing the use of hand-beld equipmenl Herbicide application would be conducted in 
accoroance with guidelines of the Environmental Protection Agency (sec Appendix E, 
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Section 1). Maintenance of the recommended combined. project mitigation ueas for the 
tentatively selected. pl.a.ns woIDd include: ~OII of the land and plantings 10 achieve the: 
IIabitat value projected. 

4.3.1.2. Plan JecL-P3. This plan for Jones Cnek consists of widening approximately 
12 miles of cllann!:l designed 10 convey in excess of II. lQ-year swrm event within Stream 
banks. Improvements on the main stem of Joocs Creek am propo:scd from its mouth 
upstream to Lobdell Road No wort. is proposed far the tributaries. The poposed channel 
design calls for a five foot bottom width with 3:1 sloped banks. Both the chllDllel bottom 
and banks am to be Jined with concrete. This design remains constant except for the most 
downstream segment of Jooes Creek. In this reach, from its mouth 10 lODes ~ Road, 
only channel clearing and snagging is proposed. Required O&M would be similar to Plan 
JCCL-Pl. 

4.3.1.3. Recreation Pevs:\opmtD! Plan. A rccrea.tional bike path would be a feature of lIDy 
alternative cauideml. within this waterShed. The weStem fork of the Jones Qeek bicycle 
path begins at Cuyhmga Parkway traversing the western stream bank in a soutberly 
direction far approsimately 5 miles. At the convergence of Weiner Creek, the path would 
turn west along the nortbmJ bank of Weiner C:rtek for approximately one mile and end at 
South Sherwood Forest Boulevard near Lake Sherwood Avenue North. 'The nonhem 
segment of the center leg of the path would begin on the western bank of lively Bayou 
Tributary at Tams AV1:nue. This portion of the path wouJd extend appro;Onately two 
miles south IIDd adjoin the Lively Bayou eastern leg near Woodcliff Street. The nonhem 
beginning of the Lively Bayou cal1cm leg wO\lld begin at the dead end of Wallis Street 
and extend south far approximately 2.5 miles. A sroe! and wooden bridge, 10 by SO feet, 
would be installed on the western side of Lively Bayou facilitating the crossing of Livdy 
Bayou Tributary at its terminus with Lively Bayou. At that point, the path would continue 
on the weStern bank of Lively Bayou. At Old Hammond Highway, the path wouid 
continue on the northern right-of-way of the highway. A steelll!ld wooden bridge, 10 by 
150 feet, would be placed along this right-of·way Cl'I»sing Jones Oeek: connecting the 

Lively Bayou path to the western side of the Jones Creek path. Tree planting would Ix: 
iDcluded. Figure 1 graphically illustrateS the bike path route. Dots represent the pmject 
bike path and dashes delineate the proposed street connectm routes that contribute 10 a 
"riding circuit". 'The 1Ota11ength of the outer perimeter is 14 miles. The plan would also 

include lIDy necessary operation, maintenanoe, and Iqllaccments. 

4.3.1.4. Mitigation. Measures to mitigate both ae~tbetic and babitat losses for Jones Oeek: 
basin and all other basins we:re developed. Planning and plans are de$Crlbcd Ix:low. 

4.3.1.4.1. Aesthetic mitigation. Aesthetic mitigation bas been developed far each of the 
alternatives for each of the buins. The loss of top-Of-bank treel and Ibrubs will be 
mitigated on site by ~placement with similar vegetation. The Jones Creek: plan, as well as 
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the plans for Ward Cluk and Bayou Fountain basins, comists of replanting both hardwood 
IJ'CCS and shrubs with I. spacing of 25 and 15 feet, ~spective!y, for a 101al of 402 and 704 
units per mile. Plantings would be done on both sides of the channels. However, the 

plao.s for the Beaver and Blackwalel" bums would consist of planting hardwood trees omy. 
The Jones, Ward, and Fountain basins are in beavily popuI.ated urban environments, 
whctcas &ave- and Blackwater basins arc in rural arcaJ. This rural venus urban project 

setting determines the extent of replacement vegetative plantings. The rationale for this 
planting scheme is that the losse~ arc more tignificant simply because of the number of 
viJuai observations lost in an urban setting when compared 10 a sparsely populated rural 
sitt:. Since polential significant l!It:sthetK: losses arc ~ in urban arus., I!IO!"e inteme 
and immediate mitigative planting is reqai:td ill these &JeaS. However, popu.lation density 
in rural areas is low; therefOR:, potential liCsthetic kisses arc nO( IU great and arc less in 
iIlteru)il}' than ill urllanil:ed arclU. Open farm lands and more expansive wooded rracu 
dominatt: the rural areas; tbc:~fore, only ILardwood trees will be planted along these 
impacted stream banks. Linear nilies of mcJshrub aestbctic mitigation for tIle.individual 
Recommended Plans arc 4.25, 1.5,2.5,7.6, and 13.5, for the Jones, Ward, Fountain, 
Beaver, and Blackwater basins, respectively. Apperulix E, Section 2 explains the details of 
the aesthetic plan. 

4.3.1.4.2. Habitat mitigation. Habitat mitigation needs fOJ" tbc Rccontmended Plan for tbc 
Jones Creek basin and all other basins were summed 10 prod.uce the rota.l neal. for all. The 
total. plan, therefore, is m!ldc ap uf the mitigation needs of all basins and the plan for the 
Recommended Plan fnr any basin can be allocated according I{) the individual mitigation 
need The plan consists of creating bonomland hardwood habitat OIl lands expcclCd. to 

remain, if the project were DO( to be implemented, in an open or unforesIed statuJ. The 
combined mitigation plan is to acquire and reforest by planting approximately 397 ~s of 
open land. Lands adjacent to, or nearby, as practical, land owned and opented, by the 
Recreation and Parle. Commission for the Parish of East Baton Rouge (BREe) woald be a 
prioriI}' fOl" acquisition and mana~menl Since all of the mitigation needs could not be 
compensated cost effectively in this manner, the residual needs would be compensated by 
the acquisilion and n:fon:sting by planting ILIIOthu open arcll(s) located off]oor Road and 
near Highway 64 (or as available). Approx.im.atdy 115 acres woukl be acquired and. 

n:fon:sted near BREC facilities alld approximately 282 residual acres would be locatcd. at 
the otber site(s) (see Figures 52 and 53). Fencing of the area would be requtred. 
Stewardship of the area would be reqai:td to sa: tha.! the planted trees arc proteetal and 10 
acbicvc: the habitat vahle projected. The plan would also include operation and 
maintenance as well as any necessary n:placemcnts. Perimeter fencing would require 
replacements. The 1ands required for the individual Recommended Plans an: 99, 28, 21, 
122, and 127 a=, for the Jones, Ward, Fountain, Beaver, and Blackwater basins, 
respectively. Acreages required for mitigation fnr any other plans art presented in Tables 
4-5· 1 through 4-5·5. Mitigation is a component of each alternative within tbc final army. 
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4.3.2. Ward Cn:ck basin 

4.3.2.1. Plan lCCkP4M. The proposed altemative would provide appnWrnfUCly the 
100year ICVt:1 of prott:Cti.oo and incluck:s minima.l clearing and snauing of the main stem 
of Ward Creek from its mouth 10 its termination jusl above Colpora!c Boulevard nol 
including the newly enlarged and relocated section bclw«:n Pecue and Siegen Lanes (sec 
Plate 45) . Abo included is minima! cle;uing and snagging of Dawson Creek frmn its 
mouth 10 its confluence with Bayou DuplantieT jusl above Kenilworth Blvd. Also included 
is concrete lining of North BIlIJICII of Ward Creek between, and including, Intcmale 
Highway lO (J-lO) 10 Interstate Highway (I- 12) with a design channel section consisting of 
a 32-fOOl bottom width and IV on 3H side slopes. Finally, an existing paved section in 
this reach of approximately 1,150 feel shall remain. No wort: on !his aibutary above 1· 12 
is proposed. Although the work consists entirely of ccocrete Jining or clearing and 
snagging, there may be some e;tcavated matcria1. Any excavated earthen material, trees, 
and stumps would be bauled 10 nearby bofrow sites on !be batture of the Mississippi River 
thaI have been Clea\ed by obtaining matcri.als for levee upgradings in =nl years. Any 
other refuse would be bauled 10 the citylparish ·landfill. Required O&M for the channels 
consists of continuous inspection and debris remaval, annual herbicide application, and 
pavements repairs as nece!sary. Clearing and snagging will be performed wbcre necessary 
every S 10 JO years muimiring the use of hand-held equipment. Herbicide application 
would be conducted in accordanoe with guidelines of the Environmental Protection 
Agency. MaintcnllllCC of the rcoommcOOcd combined project mitigation areas for the 
t.cntatively $electcd plans would include proIe(:tion of the land and pLaruings III achieve the 
habiw value projected. 

4.3 .3. Bayou Fountain Iwin 

4.3.3.1. Plan SF-1M. This plan for Bayou Fountain consists of clearing and or widening 
approJlimatcly II miles of channel designed 10 convey a IQ-year 110m! event within stream 
banks. Improvements are jJloposed from the bayou's mouth upstream to Stoney ~k 
Avenue. The proposed channel design calls for clearing and snagging only for the entire 
reach with !he exception of a section between Seigen and G~ I..anes. In this reach, 
channel widening is ~cd and consists of a SO-foot bottom width with 3:1 sloped 
banks. It is ptopos«l that improvements be made to one major obstruCtion, a 6O-inch 
~wer main crossing localCd at Mile 53.S (approximue!y 1,000 feet upstream of Gardere 
Larte near Stoney ~ Avenue). The pt~ design calls for !he c.onstruction of a 
ooocn:te "U-channel" with a 5Q-foot bouom. width. Any 6Cavated earthen material, treeS, 

and stumps f~ this or any other alternative for this wltcnhcd would be hauJed to nearby 
borrow sites on the batture of the Mississippi River that have been Cleated by obtaining 
materials for levee upgradings in recent yean. Any other refuse wouJd be hauled III the 
cityJparish landfill. Rtquired O&M for the channels conruts of continuous inspection and 
debris n:moval, annual herbicide application, and cicarin& and snagging when: necessary 
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every :'I to 10 yems maxiIniring the use of hand-held equipment HeIbicide application 
would be conducted in accordance with guidelines of the Environmental Prou:ction 
Agency. Maintenance of the ~ combined project mitigation areas f~ the 

tentatively selected plans wou1d include: protection of the land and planliDCS to adlieve the 
habiwvalueprojected. 

4.3.3.2. Plan BF-lOB. The proposed plan for Bayac Fountain consists of clearing and or 
widening approximately 11 miles of channel designed 10 COIIvey a l().year storm evenl 
within stream banla. Improvements are JIloposed from the bayou's mouth upstream to 

~n Hur Road (!ICe Plale 46). The JIlopwed charmel design calls f~ clearing and snagging 
only for the entire reach with the exception of a section between Seigen and Gauiere 
Lanes. bt this reach, channel widening is proposed and consists of a :'I().foot bottom width 
with 3:1 sloped ban4 It is proposed thai improvements be made to one major 
obsnuction, a 6O-inch sewer main crossing located al Mile :'13.8. 1be ptoposed design 
calls for the construction of a co=te "U-channcl" with a 5().foo\ bottom width. 
Excavated material disposal and required O&M would be similar 10 PllIII BF-IOA. 

4.3.4. Beaver Bayou basin 

4.3.4.1. Plan BSN-PI. This plan for Beaver Bayou consists of widening approximately 
7.8 miles of channel desigoed to convey a l().year SUJmI evenl within Stream banks. 
Modifications are proposed from F~town Road, where recent improvements are in 
place from this poinl to the mouth of the bayou, upstream 10 Hubbs Road. The proposed 
channel design is eanhcn with 35:1 bank slopes. In order to control erosion, more 
erodable sections of hanks are proposed to be puJtected with a gcosynthetic mat R-90 
iIOTIe would hold the mal in place: . Design bottom widths v8Jy for each !CACh. Required 
O&M for the channel consists of continuous inspection and debris removal, annual 
herbicide application, and c1caring and snagging. Oearing and snagging would be 
performed where necessary every 5 10 10 yean mllJ<imiring !be use of hand-held 
equipment Hemicide application would be oondocted in accordance with guidelines of the 
Environmental ProteCtion Agency (sec Appendix E, Section 7) . Maintenance of the 
recommended combined project mitigation areas for the tentatively selected plans would 
include protection of the land and plantings to achieve the habiw value: projected.. 

4.3.4.2. Plan BBN-P2. The proposed plan for Beaver BllYOU consists of widening 
approximately 7.8 milcs of channel designed to COIlvey a 25·year storm evenl within 
stream banks. As willi Plan BBN-Pl, modifications ~ proposed from Frenchtown Road, 
upstream 10 Hubbs Road (see Plat: 42). The proposed channel design ill eanhcn with 3.:'1: 1 
bank slopes. In order to contrOl crosiooo, more crodable sections of banks are proposed 10 
be prOICCtCd with a geosynthetic mat Design bottom widths vary for each reach. 
Requited O&M would be similar 10 Plan BBN·PI. 
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4.3.4.3. Plan BBN-P3. This alternative would be the same as Plan BBN_PI, except it 
would be COll3tructed to provide a 5Q.ycar levt:l of pl'1XCction. 

4.3.5. Blackwater BaYOIl basin 

4.3.5 .1. Plap 8W-P2. The proposed plan for Blackwater Bayou consists of widening 
approotirnateJy 13.4 miles of channel designed 10 convt:y a IQ-ycar storm event wilhin 
stream banb:. Improvements on the main stem of Blackwater BaYOIl are proposed from 
Hooper Road upstream to Highway 64 (Greenwell Springs Road). Minor actions may be 
necessary on the segment from. \he moum to Hooper Road. Abo included are proposed 
improvements to the bayou's main lriblltary. Proposed widening of Tributary I begins 
from its confluence with Blackwatu Bayou upstream to McCullough Road (see 
Plate 42). The p.oposed channel design is eanhen with 3.5:1 bank slopes. In order 10 
CQIl1l'01 erosion, mOle erodabJe sections nf banks are proposed 10 be proteeted with a 
geosynthetic mat. Design bottom widths vary for ~ reach. Rcqu.iJal O&M for the 
channels consists of continuous inspection and debris removal, annual herbicide 
application, and clearing and snagging. Clearing and snagging will be performed w~ 
necessary every 5 to 10 years maximizing the use of hand-held equipment. Herbicide 

application would be conducted in accordance with guidelines of the Environmental 
Protection Agency. Mai!llt nanct of the recommended COJDbined project mitigation IU'CI.'l 

foc the Recommendr.d Plans would include ~tion of the land and plantings 10 ac~ 
the habitat value projected. 

4.3.5.2. Plan BW·P4. This plan for Blacn-acer Bayou consists of widening approximately 
13.4 miles of channel designed 10 convey a 2S-year storm even! within stream banb. 
Improvements on the main stem of Blackwater Bayou = proposed &om Hooper Road 
upstream 10 Greenwell Springs Road. Minor actions may be necessary on the segment 
from the mouth 10 Hooper Road. Also included = proposed improvements 10 the bayou's 
main tributary. Proposed widening of the tributary is from its confluence with Blacn-atu 
Bayou upstream 10 McCullough Road. The Ploposed channel design is earthen with 3.5: 1 
bank slopes. In order to con1l'01 erosion, mOle erodab1e sections of banks are proposed 10 
be protected with a gcosynlltetic mat. Design bono!!. widths vary for each reach. 
Requ.iJal O&M woukl be similar to Plan BW·P2. 

4.4. PLAN IMPLEMENTATION RESPONSffiILITY 

The FWeraI government would prt:part: detailed designs, plans, and SpccifiClltionS and 
would bear 75 percent of tile final costs of the plan that is recommended. Non-Federal 
intert:sts would bear 2S pcn:ent of the COSts and would provide all lands, easements, and 
rights·of-way, accomplish aU n:locations; bold and save the U.S. free from damages; and 
operate and maintain all fe"tures. 
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4.5. FlITURE CONDmONS WITHOUT PROJECT I NO ACTION 

With no FedtnlI action 10 addresl the flooding problems of the study 1IIU. the flooding 
problems experienced in recent ytatS would reoccur and possibly result in more extensive 
damages. TIle expaJUion of the city would continue with the majority of development 

generally occurring in a south-eastcrly direction. That devclopment would OCC\ll" at the 
eJ<pcnse of the minimal amount of fanned land and remaining wooded ttacts in the area. 
Water quality woukI be slightly improved due 10 the impkrncmation of the Louisiana 
Water Quality Management P18.11. However. the aquatic rcsoun:cs of the area would 
cootinue 10 remain of low quality due 10 \lI'ban runoff beina; such a large portion of the 

flows. Continued flooding and sedimentation would further obscure potentially Significa.nl 
cultural rcsoun:es while future development woWd continue 10 threaten these resources. 
Continued development will continue 10 diminish those characteristics that give the 
waterways their aesthetic appeal. Socioeconomic factorli rcsulting born the possibility of, 

and after-effects of, flooding would continue 10 be e!Cperienced by residents and 
landowners in the area. 

4.6. COMPARATIVE IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES 

Tables 4-6-1 tbIOugh 4-6-5 present in comparative form the significance of nlSOUl'CeS and 
the effects of !he no action and al.1ion alternatives ooosidrn:d on significant resoun:es and 
plan economic chamcteristi~. Detailed information about impllClS on signlficant nlSOUTCeS 

de$cribed in these tables is included in Section 5, Affected Environment and 

Environmental Effects, for eacb watenhed. 
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TABLE 4-1 (CONTINUED) 
DETAU...ED OR FINAL ARRAY OF ArnON ALTERNATIVES 
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COMPARATIVE IMPACfS OF ALTERNATIVES 
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TABLE 4-6-3 
COMPARATIVE IMPACTS OF AL'IERNATIVES 
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TABLE 4-64 
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TABLE 4-6-5 
COMJ'ARATIVE IMPACI'S OF ALTERNATIVES 
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TABLE 4-6-6 
COMPARATIVE IMPACTS OF ALJERNATIVES 

All. BASINS 

ALTERNATIVE ECONOMIC CHARAC'fERlsnCS' 

..,."" """" "" ..... ""'" """" 
No Action NlA NlA N/A 

JCCL-PI (RP) $6.715.000 $4,430./XXl =.000 

>00.-" ~.m"" "" ''''' $1,5i3,ooo 

No ,,",00 NlA WA NlA 

WCC-P4AS (RP) $1,l)l2,(lI)') .m.ooo $100,000 

No_ WA WA N/A 

SF-lOA ~" ... "".000 "' ... 
B~IOB (RP) ~~ ... sm,ooo "'.000 

No_ WA WA WA 

BBN-PI """"" Sl.I l ~.coo ~-
BBN_P2 (RP) S7,ISI.ooo SI,3S1,ooo ".soo"" 
BBN·P3 """ ... SI,4n,ooo $5,732.000 

No Action "'A N/A "'A 
Bw·n (R1') SJ.306.coo "" ... $2,419,000 

BW-P4 $1,465.000 $1,195,000 ="" 

'Ie .... 
NlA 
,~, 

U. 

N/A 

1.11 

WA 

1.14 

1.16 

WA 

>A, ,.,. 
, ... 

WA 

3.' ., 
, CO!U shown above are IMX for Ihe M-CASES cost"";"'Mcs The M-CASES MIjm ..... were p:qsed 

Ihc Recommended PIIIlS only. TDe <qlllvalenl. OOSIS are shown m Ihc fqoolritil)' report for eat:It ....-.rsbed 
under 1Ile title, (WaunIo:d) Final Allemati_ SIIIMl3<)' of Comparative II<m&. 
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5. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENTIENVIRONMENTAL EFFEcrs 

S.l. ENVIRONMENTAL CONDmONS 

The overall. study ~ discussed in this document is the Amite River basin. The Amite 

River basin encompasses an area of approximately 2,!XX) sq= miles and iJx:ludes 
portions of East Baton Rouge. Ascension, Livin~1OII, East Feliciana, St. Helena, Iberville, 

St. James. and St. John the Baptilt Parishes within Louisiana, and Amite County within 
MississippL The study area of this ~ is within this basin and consists of those 
portions of East Baton Rouf.e Parish subject 10 flooding of Beaver and Blackwater Bayous, 

Jones and Ward Crecll, and Bayou Fountain. Action alternatives considered in this 
document would result in socioc:conomic impaclS and benefits 10 this described study aJea. 

Direct coruttuction activities neo;e$SaJ)' for the implementation of any structunIl alternative 
would affect only I portioo of the study area. That area, the area of project·induced 
flooding, and an area of Mississippi Rivr:r levee bolrow pits in the vicinity of Oardere 

Lane, jointly, for the remainder of this document is referred to as the affected area. Also 
included are portions of receiving waters immediately downstream of the moulhll of each 

of Ihe$e WIUeI'CI.lUnes. ThU is but a wall part of the overall study area. Two separate 
mitigation sites include an area near a facility of the Baton Rouge Recreation and Part: 
Commission (BREC) and anomer site in the nonhem portion of the parish east of loor 
Road and south of La. Hwy. 64. An alternative mitigation site that was evaluated was 
land adjacent to Bl YOU Duplantier from Stanford Avenue to near the confluence of Bayou 
Duplantier with Dawson Creek. 

East Baton Rouge Parish is the westernmost of the Florida Parl$hes of Louisiana. The 
tcnn, Florida Parishes. is used quite commonly when referring to this area and describes 
tIuu portion of the State located east of the Mississippi Rivr:r and north of Lakes Maurepas 
and PonlChartrain. The area is pari of the original land area known lIS Wesl Florida during 

co1oniaI times. 

The study area is of relatively low relief, with mOil portions being on the Pleistocene 

terrace land formation. Swrouoding hod elevations vary from highs of 120 feel National 
Geodetic Vertical Datum (NOYD) ncar the East Baton Rooge I St. Helena Parish line to 

approximately 5 feel NGYD ncar the confluence of Bayou Fountain with Bayou Manchac:. 

Land elevations in the lower portion of the study area are approximately 30 fCC! NOYD at 
the weSICrn edge of the Plci.!ltocene terrace before !be drop-off occun to the Mississippi 
River alluvial floodplain. TIte Mississippi River cast bank levee within Louisiana begins al 

Baton Rouge. The study area contain a ponion of the city limits of Baton Rouge. 
Contmcreial and residenti.al development is essentially adjacent to or ncar major traffic 
aneries. The largest conc:enttations of undeveloped land are found in the nortbcm portion 
of the study area. 
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5.2. SIONffiCANT RESOURCES 

A iiven re= is comidc:m:l significant if it is identified in the l.a.ws, regulations, 
guidelines, or OthcT institutional standards of national, regional, and local public agencies; 
if it is SpeciflClI1ly identified as I concern by kx:al public inte~ or if it is judged by the 
responsible Federal agency to be of sufficient importance to be designated as significant 
(see Tables 5-1 and 5-2). This section discusses each significant resource OC(:w:ring in the 
study ~a and listed ~usly in Tables 4-5-1 through 4-5-5, Comparative Impacts of 
Alternatives. The significance of the resoun:e is (IIOt described.. The effects of the no­

action alternative and CllCh of !be action altcmatives carried into the final array are also 

""'yud. 

EIS-30 



TABLE 5-1 
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RECOGNITION OF SIGNIFICANT RESOURCES 
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5.2.1. Jones ~k Basin 

5.2.1.1. AGRICULWRALLANDS. 

5.2.1.1.1. Significance. Approxima!ely 158.soo acres are classified as fannland in 
government jurisdiction (land capabk of being farmed) in East Baton Rouge Parish. A 

large portion of this is prime farmland. Prime, unique. and statewide or locally important 
fannland is protected by tIr. FamUand Protection Policy ACI (FPPA). Approximately 
129,500 or eighty-one percent of the acreage DI.XCd is defined as fannJand by the Fl'PA. 

Crops grown are soybea..n., com, wheat, and pas~ for cattle. The use of cleared land for 

agricultural purposes in the study area. is continually dt-clining as urbanwuioo of Baton 
Rouge and the sUlTOundlng CO!llI1lunities ptoc·eds. Value of these Jands is based only in 
pan by their ability to produce a crop, but is most heavily based upon their potential for 
development into cconornicnlly higher uses. Agricultural land has value for some formll of 

wildlife, bul because of the ~iioDaJ abundance, thaI value is not considered significant in 
this study area. 

5.2.1.2. 1. Effects of No Action. Acreage of open and agricuJ.tural lands including priIJIe 
and unique fannJands would decline as the development and zoning of the city continues. 

The trend of rapid co~i<m of cleared agricultural landll for urban and industrial usc as 
occurred from the late 1950's through the early 1980's is not expected. to continue, bllt will 
instead be rqllaccd by a reduced nue of conversion. Projections of land use ctIange$ in the 
Amite River Basin w~ made by the L.ouisiana State Planning Office (LSPO) and are 

included in the report within Appendix B. The Jones Creek watershed is in the <=& 

described in that repon as the Urban portion of the basin. Agricul.turaI. land is projected to 
decline due to development at a rate of approxilllately 3.48 pelcent pel" year in that area.. 

The only components of the mitigation area that are in land zoned as agricultural are 
located. in the Northeast portion of the pMish. Agricul.turalland is projected 10 decline due 
to development at the low rate of 0.0634 pe:ce.nt pel" year in the Northeast portion. 
Although a decline in agricul.tural land is projected in the overall Jones watenhed as well 

as the oWen, the exact area of potential project impact of prime and unique farmland for 

both oomlnlCtion and mitiguion measures for project analysis pIllpOSes is projected to 
remain the same with no Federal action as cumntly exists. 

5.2.1 .2.2. EffectS of Plan JCCk.P1. The consnuction of flood control features would 

resul.t in no losses 10 this =oun:e. The impiemenllltioo of the combined mitigation plan 
(from all watersheds) would resull in the oonve"ion of approximately 282 ~s of land 
wned lIS prime and unique farmland use to wooded lands pmteCted &om any furore 
agricullUral crop production. An additional 115 IICJ"eS of agriculturallJDd W(luld be 
convened by the combined. mitigation plan, but that traCt is !lOt r.ooed as prime or unique 

farmland. Implemenllltion of this alternative would. consist of the conversion of prime and 

unique farmIands equal 10 approximately 25 percent of !be combined mitigation plan 
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conversion. A request was made to the local representative of the Soil CoruervatiOil 
Service (SCS) regarding the cffects of the project (including this altenwive) upon 
landowners relative to the swampbuslCl" provisions of !he Food Security Act of 1985. The 
respon!IC =ivai was negative as 10 any effect (sec Appendix E , Section 6 for the Soil 
Conservation Service lctter). The soc10-«:0n0mic effccu of producing a commodity crop 
on those lands, if any may cUst, arc described in Panigmpb 5.2.1.10.8. The analym of the 
cffc:cu of the project (including the percentage made up by this al~tive) relative 10 the 

FPPA is also included in Appendix E, Section 6. 

5.2.1.2.3. Effects of Plan JCCL:J2. This alternative would resllit in similar cffc:cu as dlc 

previous plan, cJU:CPt implemcntatioo of this alternative would consist of the convcrsion of 
prime and unique flLmllands equal 10 approximately 17 pen:ent of the combined mitigation 

plan conversion. 

5.:U.2. BOTTOMLAND HARDWOOD FORESTS. 

5.2.1.2.1. Sj&nificance. Forests of the overall $T\ldy area. (Easl Baton Rouge Parish) are 
made up of both natural foresl communities and include some introduced ornamental 

plantings in the urban areas. Approximately 112,222 acn:s of the area were in forests in 
1985 (sec Table 5.2.1.2.1.). The term mixed hardwood is the local descriptive = for 
these lowland foreslS. The term bottomland hardwood is ecologil:ally and 

pbysiogrnphically correcl for these f!nSlS, oowcver, and is applicable to S\lU.lllbottom 
forests of the southeast that also contain associated loblolly and spruce piDes (Whorton et . 
al., 1982). Much of the fOlCSIS in the study area. are located on the Pkistocene terrace 

rather than on the alluvial floodplain. Within this natura1 forest is an area described hy the 

Louisiana NarurnJ. Heritage Program as the PnLirie TcmICC Loess Fortst community, whlch 
occurs 00 the teml.ce formation (see Iettet from the Louisiana Natural Hcrllllge Program in 
Appendix E-4). However, this description does not remove this community from the 
overall bottomland hardwood category. Lowland forelilS intergrades into a beech-magnolia 

community on narrow ridge!!. Spruce pines are generally iiCallUed 10 common on lowlands 
along the Comite River and are common to ablmdanl along the Aulilr;. Bottomland 
hardwoods of lower sile$ and including species that tolerate: welter conditions IlJe commoo 
on the alluvial floodplain. 

Somc oversrory hardwood species of the riparian II!ld beech-magnolia community includes 
black willow and river birch (immediately adjaceUI to or within the banks of streams), as 

well as sweetgum. b\acltgum, water oak, cow oak, !IOIItbem magnolia., American beech, 
white ash, yellow poplar. and rW maple. Midstory and understory ~pecics inl:lw:lc 

ironwood, eastern hopbombeam, arrowwood, bigleaf snowbell, silverbe1l, llweetieaf, and 
sou:rwood. These: plant communities commonly occur on Cascilla and Ochlockonee soil 
as~iations (Dance el al., 1968), which are rill loam and fine sandy loam overflow soils 

thai arc naturally flooded once Of twice each year, bUI are wcll-draincd. lberc IlJe 
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hardwood forests occurring in the affected ~Il thaI tolerate more prolonged. flooding. 
These contain a much gre!lti:r pcn:entage of Wiler oak., cow oak., and s~ in the 
overstory. wid! poison ivy a.s I common understory species. This forest type ill typically 
found on OIiver-Caihoun-Loring soil associations and the Calboun-Zacllllry-Frost 

associations. These soil as§OCiations am dominantly level, generally poorly drained 10 
moderately well drained and occur on broad flats and in Slighl depressions. "These ftRSU • 

clearly resemble the bottomland bardwood foreru of the Mississippi Alluvial Valley. 
Forests occurring on soils llerween these conditions contain species of both upper and 
lower wncs. 

Fon:sted lands within the overaJ..l region have value as timber J"CSOIll"CeS. Even within tile 
parish of East Ba%On Rouge the avenge annual removal for all species of growing stock 
for !be period of 1974 through 1980 Willi 5.3 million cubic fCC;{ II!ld for sawtimber was 25.0 
million boM1 fOCI (Thomas and Bylin, 1982). Proccsl>ing markets are readily available for 

forest ptOOUCts eilher within. or in the proltimity of, the study area.. However. fO!eStlands 
in the specific possible impact area (adjacent to the channels) ILave little value as timber 
resoun:es since they are in such an hlghly urbanized area. 

Some forcsdlLllds of the area are considc:red to be wetlands. FactorS that identify area$ as 

wetlands are hydrophytic vegetation, 1OiI. classification of bydric, and wetland hydrology. 
Wetland hydrology is a t=n u&ed to describe the presence of pmnaneIII or periodi.c soil 
$lUUJ1Ition for a significant period (normally a woclr.; or more) during !be growing season. 
Areas adjacent to the Cornite and Amite Rivers frequently are inundated by flooding 

during the growing season. However. the rise and faD of these rivers is a rapid process 
with out-of-banlr. flows commonly retuming back 10 the rivers after the second day. Soils 
of the adjacent Ilreas are l)'pically coarse grained and are not known for their moisture 
retention capabilities. "ThcIt: are depressional amas or flats in the basin, however, where 
fine-grained soils are more prevalent TIlese soi1s are more likely 10 Stay sarurated for 

longer periods after significant storms. Wooded wetlands such as me depreuional areas 
described above have functions of groundwaler recharge, floodwater retention, habitat for 

fuheriell, recreation. and others. However, the function considered most signifiea'1t in 
these areas is wildlife habitat vallie. The goal of "no net loss" of wetlands is applicable to 

thU portion of this zt;.so~ category. TIle tables included in the land use resource 
category of this and other watenhcds in this repon include a category of wetlands . 

Baldcypress and/or rupeloguln swamps make up the wetlands in these tables. 

The habital provided by bottomland hardwood forestS is considered to be most significant 

of any habitat type of the areL Bottomland bardwood soils provide high fertility, readily 
available soil mcrisrure, and associated high vegetative productivity. 1bese forests azt: 

highly productive in wildlife eauying capacity because of these factors. Bottomland 
hardwood areas receiving winter inundation are utilized by migratory puddle ducks 

generally because of the acorns available bul also because of the invertebrate fauna that 
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occurs in abundance in leaf liru:r 00 the wet !'omit floor (Huber! and Krull, 1973). 
FmlrX:kson (1980) reporu that namra1 W(l(l(\ed wWands provide protein sources that have 
a divenity of amino acids that are common to wood duck eggs. The value of bottomland 
forests to wateri"owl species is affected by the amount of winter flooding. Increased 
flooding results in increased habimt value for watcri"owl. Other wildlife species of 
bonomland hardwood forestS, for which there is significant concern as game animals, 
include wrutc-tailed deer, gray squint!, swamp mbbit, raccoon, and wild rurtey. In 
addition to raccoon. other furbearen include mink, Virginia opo&liIllIl, ~ fox, and gray 
fox. Nwncrous passc:rinc bi:ds an: found in this habitat while raptors such lIS barrro owls, 

screecb owls, and red sllouldem:! hawks are oomrnon. 

Land$ adjacent to streams are described as riparian l.OI"IeS. The width of a riparian zone is 
very arbitrary in a forested area, bllt for the purpose of this srudy is considc:m1 to be 300 
fect. lbe 300-fOOl width is the width used as an evalu.ation parameter in the United States 
Fish and Wildlife SeIVicc (USFWS) Habitat Suitability lndcJr; Model: Nonh American 
Mink (Allen, 1986). Wooded riparian zones of the study area provide an especially 
valuable habitat to an abundance rL animals because of the diver-siry of forest and shruh 
vegetation in the ncar proximity 10 flowing water. Molt animals rt:q~ acccss to water 
for survival even though !hey may spend most of !heir time elsewhere. The riparian z.onc 
provides proteCted access to water (Martin and Ailm, 19S8). Many small mammals, 
reptiles and amprulrians are restricted to the riparian zone. Because of the abundance of 
insects, open areas f~ feeding and woody cover, forested riparian habitat provides vital 
nesting and feeding habimt for songbirds (StauffCT and Best, 1980). Popularion densities 
of birds breeding in riparian habitats are exceptionally high (Brinson et al., 1981). 
Migrarory birds rely on riparian habitat to provide pnxection from predatorS and cover 
from the elements. Riparian COOlIystems support a greater divcnity of wildlife than 
JIOII-water-related bahitats (Brinson et al., 1981). Riparian vegetation provides the hulk of 
food, cover, and nesting habitat for much of the wikllife in the srudy area (NllIIIIlIlly and. 
SrueJds, 1985). Forested riparian 20IleS are important in maintaining gene: flow between 
wildlife populations because they are used ILS travel eorridors for animals moving between 
forested tracts that 0I:berwise wou.Id be separated by open areas. Wooded riparian areas 
also provide esthetically pleasing green areas in an otherwise agricultural and urban 
landscape. 

Forested riparian areas also have high value in the maintenance of wannwalrer stream 
productivity. Adjacent and. overhanging trees provide shade so lhat lower water 
temperatures and higher dissolved oxygen levels are maintained during critical bot weather 
periods. Rttsted riparian areas provide leaf litter wllicb is the principal source of cs-gan.ic 
input to the aquatic system. Fallen trees and branches provide practically the only source 
of in=am cover that exis!5. Riparian vegetation also retards bank erosion, retains flood 
waters, and filters sbcetflow, thereby minimizing turbidity and dc:uimental excess nucrient 
inflow. The significance of riparian z.oncs bas been documented in numerous publications 
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(Teskey and Hinckley, 1977: Johnson and McCormick, 1978; Warner, 1979; Stauffer and 
BeSl, 1980; Brinson et a1.. 1981; Johnson et al., 1985; USDA Forest Service, 1987). The 
U.S. Conpn recognized the value of riparian wnes in the Wild and Scenic Rivt:rs Act in 
1968 which affords proteCtion 10 riven and their immediate cnvironmenl The Louisiana 

Legislalurt: passed the Natural and Scenic Streams Act in 1970 10 provide a mecbanism for 
proteCting rivers and adjacent riparian areas. 

F=tlands of the study ~a also have high value from the visual pcreeprion of citizens of 
the urban area. Wooded an:.as provide living rdicf from the noise, congestion, and 
mechaniwion of the city. Wooded areas p!"OVide shade and relief 10 !be citizenry from 

intense summer heal Wooded areas provide: the habitat including edge habilll! fOl" urban 

wildlife, the sights of which is enjoyed by residents and visitors 10 the city alike. Urban 
wildlife include species such as mockingbirds, brown thrasbcrs, loggcrhc:ad shrikes, 
bluebirds, cardinals, jays, di~n! iipOcies of woodpeckm, gray squirrels, and COtIontail 
and swamp mbbil.'l. Urban wooded areas ~ as points of educational and scientific 
in1el"est, especially for studenlll in elementary grades, but even fOl" higher grades and 
college-age studenrs. Wooded strips st:I"Vt' as shields from objectionable views and also 
effectively sctve as boundaries beIWCCn propcn:ics and neighborhoods. Residential 

plOpt:Ity values are often significantly enhanced when !meS or wooded 8lUS arc present on 
the site. The International Society of Arboriculture (1979) ptt:sents a methodology for 
valuation of urban trees. This method prodnces values of inwvidualllJban IIttS at SI8.00 
per squarc incb of trunk caliper (diameter) resulting in values of $903. $1,413. and $2,036 
for trees of eight, ten, and twelve inches, respectively, of trunk caliper. 

5.2.1.2.2. Effects of No Action. The overall Jooc:s freek watershed is in an area of 
relatively Casl development and is in the area described as the Urban portion of the parish 
(see IIlDCi use analysis in Appcnofu: n. The remaining walCfShcds discnsscd, Ward freek, 

Bayou Fountain. &aver Bayou. and Blackwater Bayou arc in the Urban, Southern, 
Northeast. and Northwest portions, respectively. Table 5-2-1-2-1 presents past and 
projected lICrCage in forest land in the portions and the total of the parish. Although there 

is a trend of convcnion of agricultun.l\and 10 forested land throughOUt the region, this is 
not ttue for the study area due 10 the urban nature. Forested \ands are being developed or 

COIlvcrtcd to other uses at an annual rate of -2.2996 pacent in this portion of the parish. 
The effects of no action to me wildlife species occupying that entire pcMtntially impllClCd 
area am dim:tly related 10 tlte changes in acres of t:baI: TCSOIlI"Ce. The present and future 
amO\lllt of flooding 10 woodlands would result in little change 10 the existing very limited 
value to waterfowl in this urban area.. Although a decline in forested land is projected. in 

this overall WlUCl""Sbed lIS wcll lIS the others, the area of JlOICnti.al project impact would not 
expcrlcnce I:hc 5anlt rate of conversion since it is contiguous: to the existing chanDel. The 
development rate of the Cltact area of potential project impact is projected to maintain. with 
no Federal action, approxinuuely 20 percent of the development rate of the remainder of 

"'~ 
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TABLE 5-2-1-2-1 
PAST AND PROJECI'ED FOREST ACREAGE 

BY YEAR IN AREAS OF EAST BATON ROUGE PARISH I 

Xm Urban NonhW1iU Ng)hr:lIst Cenutl Southern -
'978 10,316 28,603 53,579 11,703 14,105 118,306 

"" 7,608 28,896 33,137 11,550 11,011 112,222 

""" ''''' 27,739 '2.596 10,s48 2,711 96,655 

I From Appendix J, Land Use Analysis 

3.2.1.2.3. Effects of Plan JCCL-Pl. Approximately 78 acres of wooded lands would be 
lost due to project conSlJUction measures. Habitat units lost due to pro,iect construetion 
utilizing \he U.S. Anny Corps of Engincc::rs Habitat Evaluation System (lIES) wouId be 44 
annnaliud babiUlt value (HUVs). A complete analysis of the RES evaluation and 
m:ommeodal. mitigation is included in Appendix E. Section I. Lost habitat value is fully 
compensated with tbr: offsite mitigation mea5UMS implemented according to !be liES. 
'Thc:lt: would be no net Joss of habitat value. The habitat losses and the recornmeDdcd 
mitigation utilizing tbr: U.S. Filib and Wildlife Service Habitat Evaluation Procedures 
(REP) for this and all other waterslteds ~ displayed in Appendix F. The: evaluation was '.......-
done only for Ute R«:ommended Plao fa- each watenhed in the REP. A total of 67.40 
avetll.ge annual habitat units (AAHU's) would be kist for all evaluation species as 
determined by the HEP for this a1te:mative. Analy5is of Iaod ILIC and stage f:rcqueocy data 
fa- this and all other watenbeds of the entire srudy area ~vealed that the impacts of $l.8.ge 
reductions to the limited amount of wintering waterfowl habitat of this urban area were 
insigniflClllL The amount of forested wetlands upon which flooding would be reduced hy 
lhis alternative, as well as any other action altemative of this Of any other watcnhcd., 
would be minimal in tbit urban mil. 'The effects of visual losses of theM: l'CsourteS ~ 

covered in the paragraphs on aesthetics. The location of the habitat mitigation sites 

adjacent to existing public use pms within !be parish as possible will allow the public 10 
benefit from those areas for nature enjoyment, scientific study, and diversity of land use. 
Loss of the value of individual m:es to residents can be minimimd if construction is 
conduclCd with a concern fa- mininlization of those losses. Increased urban gmwtb with 
some associated conversion of wooo:led lands may be an indirect effect of the proposed 
action. 

5.2.1.2.4. Effects of Plan JCCL-P3. Implementation of this altemative would be very 
similar 10 Plan Jco..-pJ. However, approximately 52 ac:res wouJd be impacted by 
construction measures with a corresponding habitat Joss of 29 HUVs. The offsite habitat 
mitigation plan deveJopc:d would fully offset tIIose habitat losses. 
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5.2.1.3. 1HR.E.ATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

5.2.1.3.1. Reso\I!CC Sjgnifif:!Y!£!,. Letter requeStl weIll made early in project design 10 the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) 10 detcnnine if any listed threatened or endangered species or any spc:eic:$ 
proposed for such lUting occur in the study area. A similar request was also made 10 the 
Louisiana Natural. Heritage Program (l,NHP) for information on species of their roocern. 
AIl of the agencies responded. Pertinent correspondence is included in Appendix E. 
Section 4. !be NMFS repli!d initially with a list of species that may occur in the marine 

environment off coastal Louisiana. A re!>JlOlldin8 letter $CDt by !be District expWned more 
spc:cifically the location of t'ne propoled work in relation 10 the marine environment and 
made the detemtination that !be wor:Ir:: would DOl effect the continued existence of any of 
the species listed in their initial letter. A SUbseqUCDt letter received from the NMFS agreed 
with the detcnn.ination. thai: populations of elldangered species under their purview would. 
not be adversely affected by !be ptoposc:d action. 

A request was made in lal1lr stage project desi8ll to the USFWS explaining in more detail 
!be kind and extent of propoled modifications. The USFWS did express a conccm for the 

inflated heeLsplitter, a ~atened species, in the Amite Riva, and the bald eagle. 
However, due 10 the limited amount of W(R"k on the lower end of Jones Creek, !bey 
acknowledged that they anticipate no adverse affect 10 the inflated hee15plitter as a result 

of the proposed WmL Tbe USfWS mentions the coocem for the bald eagle. A nest is in 
the vicinity of Bayou Fountain but lias 001 been uled since the 1990 nesting season. 
However, ahandoned nests am monitored for five yean after last blown use. No mention 

was made of eagles nesting in any 0Ihet watershed. 

The LNHP replied early in project design thai: a significant naturlll hahilll! occurs on one of 
!be watersheds, Ward Creek. on the Louisiana State University (LSU) Burden Resean:h 

Plantation. They stated that the area is a virgin or old-growth Prairie Terrace Loess Forese 
that is currently registered with the l.ouUiana Natural Areas ~gi.stty Program (sec 
Appendix E, Section 4). 

The inflated beelspliner. Ppwnilus Wlwi, is a mshWlUCl" mussel. !he exislCl"lCC of whicb 
is reportedly threal1lnc:d by gnlvel dredging, flood control, and navigation intere5t:s . SteJn 

(1976) rq>OIU the preferm1 hahitat of !be inflated hccl5plittCT is soft, stahle subsmltes in 
slow 10 moderate curn:nts. Hartfield (1988) repom it lias been found in sand, mud, silt, 

and sandy-gravel. hulllOl in large gravel or annored gravel. It is usually found 011 the 

proteCted side of ban and m<ty occur in depths of over 20 feet. Limited amounts of 
siIlation may suffocate juveniles whereas adultS could survive. Historically, the beelsplitter 

occurred in the Tangipahoa. River ItS well as !be Amite River in Louisiana. It has not been 
repo1ted from the Comite River. It also occurred. in the Pearl River in Mississippi as well 

as the Tombigbce. Black Wanior. Alabama, and Coosa Riven in Alabama. Recent 
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surveys indicate the heclsplitter is no longer found in the Alabarna River, oor in the Coosa 
River, dthough the original ttC.-.ds within the Coosa have been doubted. Also, the 
heclsplitter is no longer found in the Tangipahoa and Pearl Rivers. Populations within the 
remaining rivers have been mIlCh m:ioccd. Listed species are accorded protection under 
the Endangered Species Act and are subject to its provisions, including Section 7. 

The bald eagle, H!!!jReeM .mmhd!li, is a migratory mpror typically found in COIISW 
areas or adjacent 10 lakes or riven in Louisilna. Nesting ill the Sooth occurs from October 
I through May 15". Nests are found in laJge, prominent treeS with tops sufficiently Jarge to 
support nests of sizes that may ~&Ch as much as twelve feet in height and eight feet in 
width. A neuing: limitary is made up of the nest ~ and sevc:ral pc:rcll trees that may be 

loca~ as much as one-quaner mile away from the nest tree. Tolerance to distu:bancc is 
least during egg laying, incuhation, and the first sevenl weeks after hatching. Fish ill a 

favored food of eagles but watert"owl, typically ctXX:i in Louisiana, make up a large portion 
of the diet also. It il; noted that the nest that was found is IlOl in the Jones Creek 
Waten~ 

5.2.1.3.2. Effects of No Action. Since the NMFS has indicated no species WIder their 
purview would be adversely el'fucwl. by the proposed action, no further comments are 
&pptoptiate ~garding those specie!i. However, the thrca.tenc:d smtuS of the inflated 
heclsplittCr indiCatc!l that activities in areas where these creatures exist may be causing a 
decline in populations. A definite statement, however, of whe1her ibUI species woold or 

would not be present for the next SO years cannot be made with any degree of accuracy. 
The most Iimlting factor to the exUteoce of the heelsplitter is the ilInOUIlt of activity of any 
action that abruptly cuts away or buries hcclsplitter colonies in the Amite River. Naturally 

occurring transpOrt of sediment caused by unrestricted flows including flood flows is 

cvKlcntly a necessary factor to the exisl:ncc of the hcclsplitter mussel. The CUII'CDt 
sediment transport capacity for the one--year event and the five-yeu event of 16,000 and 
430,000 tons per day. n:spcctiveIy. on the Amite RiVCl" near Bayou Manchac: would be 
mamlajr<d The remnant old-growUt forest mentioned by the L.NHP would probably be 

left intact since it m:eivcs a considerable amount of proiCCdon by bcWg on the ptoputy of 
the LSU Research Plantation. However, this forest is limited to the Ward Creek wruersllod 
only. The eagle nest may IIot be used again if the use in =nt years can be used 3.'l an 

indicator of future use. 

5.2.1.3.3. Effects of Plan lCCL-Pl. The cagle nest, and thus the nesting bald eagles, 

would not be affected by any plan since the nest is DOt 1oc1llCd in tltis watershed. 
Implementation of this or any other alternative would n:sult in essentially the same: effects. 
0vemU, the proposed channel improvemenl5 would not n:sult in a reduction of flood 

runoff.volume. Also, the frequency of peak. discharges would remain essentially 
unchanged. The proposed improvements would affect conveyance. Concrete lining would 
increase OOIlvtyBllCe, but would greatly n:duce the sourt:e of sediment to be u-ansponcd. 



Bank erosion would be significandy reduced throughout a large pan of the Jones Ctuk 
watershed; the«:f~, the amount of transported material would be minirniud. Some 
erosion would still occur on the lower section of Jones ~ immediately below Jones 
~k Road; however, erosion is nOi nearly as pTOIlOUIlCed in that segment as in upstream 
segments of the watershed. The backwater effecB of the Amite is a major factor 
influencing Stages, COI'Iveyance, and sediment depo$ition at: this area. The actual 
construction of the conctete lining or the &;tuaI clearing and snagging work, however, 
would rerruJt in immediate ~ in turbidity leveU during construction on the 
downstream segments that could be evident even in tbe Amite River at some times.. OIlCC 
within the river, the flows of the Amite would rapidly move any remaining sediment 
introduced by Jones CRek. In SUmmlry, it is anticipated that ~ would be liule change 
in the IrlIItsport capacity of !be lower 9Cgment of Jones Creek near the Amite River. 
Funhennore, the uanspon capaciry of !he significantly larger Amite River is more than 
adequate 10 move any introduced materials wi\bout any anticipated adverse effectS such lIS 
quklr:: release of particles from suspension in the river and. dlus, possible suffocation 10 !be 
hcelsplitter. 

5.2.1.:l.4. Effects of Plan JCQ..,..r3. The effects of this alternative would be 'ff:rY similar 
10 the effects of !be previou"i alternative but less pmoounced since no work would be 
included on me aibutaries . 

502.1.4 AQUATIC RESOURCES 

General. For the purpose of this document, aquatic resources of the study area are 
separtlted into water quality and ecological features. 

5.2.1.4.1. Water Quality Fesrun:s 

5.2.1.4.1.1. SigniflC!l!lCC. The project streams located in the srudy ~ are not specifically 
listed in Louisiana's water quality standards. However, as they are all either tributaries, 
disaibutaries or interc9IlJlC(;ted Streams of the Comitc and Amite Rivers they all have 
primary contact rttl'eation, secaulary OOOlaCt =arion and propagation of fish and 
wildlife as their designated water IUCS. No segments of the projocI streams, !be Comite 
River or the Amite River in the srody ama am designated as 911lStaDding nalW1li resource 
waters. In 1988 the Louisiana Department of Environmental QuaJiry (lDEQ) assessed the 
Comite River, from the eD1I1InCC of White BB)'QII to the Amite River, as paniaJly 
supportive of its designated water 1lSeS- This assessment was based on information other 
than current site-specific ambieDt water quality data, such as direct ohservations II!Id 
geocnoJ knowlc:dge of the wuerbody, locatiQfl ofpollutioo sources, citizen complaints, fish 
kill investigations. fishing SllCCCSS. II!Id sborNerm intensive surveys and flSbcries s\II'VCyS. 
The LDEQ also assessed !be Amite Ri~, from La. Hwy. 37 10 tbe Amite River Diversion 

'----' CanaI. as partially supportivt: of its designated water uscs. This asseSS!Itent was based 
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solely on currenl site-specific ambient water quality data. Dissolved oxygen oonccncrations 

and fecal coliform emmts were the primary panunetcn of cooocrn in this asscssment 

Lake Mawepas, the evenw.al receiver of all waters from the East Baton Rouge Parish IUU, 

also has primary contaCt recn:ation, secondary contact recreation and propaglUion of tUh 
and wildlife as its designated water uses. Based on information other than currenl 
site-specifIC ambient water quality data, the LDEQ has assessed LaIce Maurepas as fully 

supportive of its designated water uses. 

3.2.1 .4.1.2. Effects of No Action. Tbere is no indication that the water quality of !be 
Comite River, Amite River, Lake MauttpaS, or any of the East Balon Rouge Parish 

watersheds would worsen without the project In fact, it seeIDS that the watcT quality of !be 
afo=nentionod waterbodies woo.ld improve as a nmlll of the implementation of the best 

management practices as set forti! in the Louisiana Water Quality Management PIaD. 
Implementation of East Baron Rouge Parish's pilIn to divm a large portion of the 

municipal waste that is cwrently being discharged into tributaries of the Amite River into 
the Mississippi River would abo improve the water quality in the aforementioned 
waterbodies. 

3.2.1.4.1.3. Effects of Plan lCCL-P1. BoI:h concrete lining and also clearing and snagging 
of channels an: usM. to increase suum capacity for flood control. The impactS of conctete 

lining may be similar, hul an: much gJUter than !bose =ulting from clearing and 
snagging. S= bottoms and side slopes must be denllded of all vegetative materials to 
begin the work. Concrete SUIfaces leach OUI chemical su"Mtances. Mostly carbonates and 

hydroxides of calcium and 1lllI.gncsiwn come from cement mixing operatioos and from !be 
cement itself. Although !be greatest amount of leaching occurs during and immediately 
after conscruction, long-\Cl1Il leaching undoubtedly takes place. 

ConslIUCtion activities such as site preparation, development of aa;en routes, and actual. 
excavation cauring !be suspension of bottom sediments would result in increased turbidity 
levels in the above stn:ams- TIle ICmoval of lilly ,hading SIICa.m hank cover would elevate 

the temperature of the stream! . Dcjn'cssed oxygen levels would likely occur as !be result 
of disturbing unoxidiTM bottom sediments having high chemical and biological oxygen 

demands, although the extent of m:lu=i oxygen levels would largely depend on the na~ 

of the disturbed sediment Ehllriate analys« indicates that ~ would IlOC be any 

significant adverse water quality impacu associated with !be ~5uspcnsion or rtdillsolving 
of heavy metals in !be stream bed materials. No significant differences in nutrient and 
contaminant fecal levels are expected beea"se these levels are usually ~lated to types of 
land usc and their distribution within !be drainage basin. These impactS are temporary in 
nalUR: and would diminish soon after the completion of the project. By and large , 

especially at times of moderate to high flows, channel improvements facilitate water !low 

and flushing. As a result of !be increased assimilative capacity of !be stream, dtc water 
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quality with respect 10 many paratnelen, and particularly dissolved o>;ygen content, may 
increase after the channel improvemenu. Also, clearing and snagging may mnove many 

problem materials, thus lpCCding up !be ra:ovcry lime of a stream. This plan should nOi 
have any significant long-tel'!ll impactS on Lake MaUIepaS. Short-tenn turbidity iIx:reue$ 

are expected in the Amite River. No adverse water quality impacts are anticipated as a 
result of any !tee plantings or bike path on Jones Creek. In fact, any ll"Ce plantings on the 

saums would have positive water quality impactS, sucb as providing shade cover for the 
5tteamS, preventing soil erosion and contaminant leaching from mrface runoff into !be 

5=S, and prechxling fu= development adjacent to the streams. 

5.2.1.4.1.4. Effects of Plan lCCJ.d>3. The effects of this plan are similar to, but less 

adverse than Plan ICQ.- l, since no construction would be conductod on any tributaries of 
Jones Cleek. 

5.2. 1.4.2. Ecological Fearures 

5.2.1.4.2.1. Significance. '[be walCrCOllrSCS of !be area have limited significance from an 

ecological standpoint. Since their main fUllCtion is conveyance for urban JllDOff, !beir 

ecological significance ill llimply because of!beir contribution 10 downstream habitats and 
DOt because of their ltigh habital value . Virtually all of the streaml Md channels in !be 
area have been altered by prior enlargement or clearing and snagging activities. Woody 
vegetation has been removed from the side slopes in moa portions within the beavily 
urbanized area!. Benthos is made up of organisms tbal: can eUsl in bottoms of vel)' low 

dissolved oxygen. Omsequently, those habitats definitely do not support a significant 
population of harvcstable siu:d spon or commercial fishes. However, those areas do 
support sufficient numbers of minnows, mosquitofisb. and other forage species to provide 
food for other fishes hiper up the food chain and for wading birds. The lowermost portion 
of Jones Creek (or any other stream) where the backwater effects of the receiving stream 
or river is most prominent, is !be mOSl valuable portion from B fisheries population 

StandpoinL 

5.2.1.4.2.2. Effects of No Action. This stream and its tributaries provide rather poor 
habitat. Since the entire input to the saeam iii wban runoff, and development is still 

occuni.n.g, lIOy change would likely be a dec1ioc in aquatic habitat value. The low=nost 
portion in the proximity nf the Amite RiveT wouJd continue to be heavily influenced by 

backwllICrS conditions of thaI w~oursc: . 0Ia0nel banks woukl cootinue to be 
maintained by cutting of small treeS with application of stump killers and by application of 
lIcrbicides to the side slopes. The establishment of a native bennudagrass slope lining is 

the intended goal of the program. Expansloo of the program is pmjeetcd, therefore, native 
bennudagrass as well as some other :resistant passes would continue to smvive. Tolerant 

minnows u wcll as other species inhabiting waters with low dissolved oxygen cootent 

'NOUld eooOnue 10 survive. 
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5.2.1.4.23. Effects of Plan JCQ.-Pl. This plan COIIsisti of clearing and snagging of the 
lower 3.4 miles of Jones Creek and concrete lining of apprt»< 16.3 miles of channels on 
Joncs Creek: and itl tributaries. Coocme lining WO\IkI. initially provide an essentially 
barren substrate with notb..ing for bWTOWetS 10 inhabit. However, after several TlLins 
sc4imentl would accumulate and would then begin to provide a substnte sutrlCient for 
limited development of some benthic organisms. These organisms would IlO( likely be of 
the type utifued by commen.:ially important fish, but nuher would be of the type tolerant 
10 prolonged periods of low dissolved oxygen. The leaching of carbonates and hydroxides 
from cakium and magnesium from the concrete may restrict the development of organisms 
for some time but this would become more and more minimal with time. TIle forees of 
passing floodwaterS readily removes easily erodible material$ from COIlCJtte surfaces.. 
Clearing and snagging would remove allllCCWTlul.ated obslnlCtions including sediment 
accumulations at cenain lOCations and would result in areas of denuded channel banb and 

channel bottoons. Trees would be cut and removed 10 the lOp of the bank line. "The 
removal of the cover of grasses from channel slopes would allow urulitered runoff and 
erosion from side slopes.. However, ~H;OIllilrUCtion grass plantings on those $ide slopes 
and top of bank would quickly minimize those impacts. The removal of snags where dley 
occur wooid remove some diver:illy; oowevcc, YaY linie exisfS in the area at presenL 
Turbidity and instrum tem~s would be incmIsed as a result of clearing and 
snag~g, but this would have little signifIcant impacts on tbc fishery that is so dc~ 
now. Aesthetic mitigation measures consisting of plantings of !reeJ and shrubs in selected 
IIJ"CIIS could eventually result in a band of adjacent treeS alons those ponioos of the charulcl 
where right-of- way is sufficiently wide 10 allow planting. From an ecological standpoint it 
would create shade, reduce water temperatUI"el, and produce organic matter for input into 
the watercourse. lbilJ good type of organic matter rather than "poor input" (ref"etring to 
I'UlIOff from lawns and industrial areas) would be a change 10 the SQIm:e of productivity of 
the SlJCaIll and the entire downstream system. Additionally, the off·site wildlife habitat 
mitigation measure for this alternative of reforestation of a designated acreage of open 
lands would provide a mOle desirro soun;c for runoff when considering the source of 
water!) for this resource, than would lands in a cleared condidon in the mitigation area. In 
sum, Ihe implementation of this alternative would result in a negligible negative effect on 
aquatic productivity OVC/" the no action alternative whell COIlSidcring the entire length of die 
affected water"COllne and the runoff from the mitigation area. Aquatic resourees 
downstream of the COIIstruCtiolllllCll may receive higher water volwnes and possibly higher 
stages over a m1'!Q"<i period during and immediately following very Joc.lite<\. storms. 
When more widespread stOlmII have resulted in biiher mgts in the receiving waters those 
effects would be less pronounced 

4.2.1.4.24. Effs:ru of Plan JCCl-f3. This plan would consist of concrete lining and 
clearing and $llagging, but would be confined 10 Jones ~ only. Appmrimately 3.4 
miles would be cleared and snagged (as with Plan Jca.,.Pl) and 9.0 miles would be 
concrete lined. "The overall effeccs of this aitemative would be YaY similar but would be 
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less significant than the effects of Plan JecL-Pl. The benefits of mitigation measures 
would be similar to the previous plan. 

5.2.1.5. CULTlJRAL RESOURCES 

5.21.5.1. S ignificance. Channel maintellance or mo:lification by non·federal entities has 
been conducted along virruany an of Jones Creek: as wen as the lributaries, Lively Bayou 
and Weiner Creek. The exlent of these impacts was documented during a literature and 
recordlI re!lean:h coupled with I'CCQDD3issance fie1dwork by Goodwin el at. (1990). Thi, 
research was conducted as pan of Ihe current feasibility study. Louisiana Slate Site 
Records indicate there arc three sites which may be located within the prQject area. Two 
of these (l6EBR13, 16EBR16) have not been assessed in terms of their National RegislCr 

significance. The Addison ,ite (16EBR27), was it'poiled 10 have: been destroyed durin, 
the CO!ISbUCtiOll of Interstate 10 and is not significant (Goodwin et aI. 1990). 

5.2.l.5.2. Effects of No ActiQ!l. Channelization, en1argelllent, and construction within the 

project arCl is likely to continue as urblllliz.alion continues. Ie appean unlikely that 
significant culrural reSOUl'Ce$ will be encountered due 10 impacts already IIlStained 10 the 
project area. 

5.2.1.5.3. Effects of Plans le(UPl and ICQ.-PJ. The proposed plan for the project area 
cousins of clearing and snagging the downstream segment of Jones Creek from its mouth 
to Jones Creek Road and widening and lining the upstream segment of Jones Creek and its 
lributaries. These tributaries consist of Weiner Creek, Lively Bayou and an \I1IJWllCd 
tributary. 

Investigations conducted during the feasibility srudy indicate that channel maintenanee or 
modifIcation has impacted virtually all of the project area (GooxIwin et aI. 1990). No 
funbc:r survey is planned in the project an:a. The State Historic PrellCl'VaUon Officer 
(SHPO) hall been informed of the decision. Previous investigations have identified three 
an:lleological sites in !be project area: I6EBR13, 16EBR26, and 16EBRZ7. Site t6EBRl) 
is located in the downstream pnrtion of lones Creek. Plans for clearing and snagging for 
this segment will IlOl impact the site. The Palmar site (16EBR26) is described as an 
prellistoric midden, that may Ilave been redeposited with other dredged material during 
previous chanoc:l maintenancc. The site could be impacted by channel widening which is 
plarmed on Lively Bayou. Both 16EBR13 and 16EBR26 have DOt: been assessed in terIl\S 

of their National Regincr sif,llificaoce. Previous channel improvements appear to have 
impacted both sites and they arc not expected to possess the quality of significance 
necessary for inclusion on the National Register. The Addison Site (16EBR27), was 
lcp(ud destroyed by hiJ:hway construction by Goodwin ct aI. (1990). Therefore, no 
further work is requifcd at this site. The SHPO has been infonnec1 of these 
recommendations (Appendix G). 
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5.2.1.6. RECREATION RESOURCES 

5.2.1.6.1. Significance. East B:llOn Rou.gc Parish has an aggressive n:creation program 
providing mcreationallites and programs for urban and runI aretIli alike. Existing 
r=arionallll'elS in East Baton Rouge Parisb inclu.de nu.merous local parts, neighborhood 
playgrounds, coonII)' clu.bs. a wo, state commemorative rueas. etc. The ReaeatiOll and 
Pam Commission for the Parish of Easl Baton Rouge (BREC> in their mosl recenl 
reponing year (1992), reportS 136 BREC factl.itics on a total of 3.840 acres. Attendance al 
these sites 15 cstimated al 8,309,801 ilJUlually. Many pmgram!i wen: e~ and new 
pro&r1llll wen: added by BREC. Improvement inclu.de an An Gallery al City Park, IS 
new cen1ClS, 26 new day camps, the Vclodromc bike facility, a horse activity center, the 
fairgrounds, Highland Road tennU center, and many otben. Golf o:ourses within the BREC 
system rcgisteml. 200,000 rounds of golf played in 1992. The Greater Baton Rouge Zoo 
experiellCcd a to!al of 34.5,193 visitorS ItS it observed. its 20th anniversary. All of the 132 
tennis courts were highly utiliza1 with llnIlualtoumamcnts being bcld at mOSl of the tennis 
cenltrl!. 0tbeT popular activitie~ offered at BREC facilities include wOInCn's co-cd sports, 
OasUtball, baseball. football, and fun runs. BREC parks rue genenlly located in 
neighborhoods within walking ar biking distance from IDOIil of !be potential lISen. These 
pam; are equidistant from each other providing the oppot (unity far high ncighborllood 
utilization. Few fonnal bicycle riding traiIs exist within the parish. Appto.umately 
4.' miles of Qass I bikewa~ and '.2 miles of Class n bikeways are present in East Baton 
Rouge Parish. Qass I bikeways ale bikeways which have a separate path far the exclusive 
use of bicycles. Class n bikeways generally consist of a shoulder of a roadway designated 
for preferential or exclusive use of bicycles. 

5.2.1.6.2. Effects of No Action. The no action alternative wouJd DOt impact exiJling or 
future recreation pl.annc:d within East Baton Rouge Parish.. However, population expansioo 
in Baton Rouge would, in time, overload existing recreation facilities requiring addiDonal 
park development to satisfy the greater demand.. The Horizo!I Plan, a com~bensive land 
use plan developed by the East Baton Rouge City Planning Cornmi5sioD, and IonS range 
pliIIU of BREC identify substantial rccrwi.onal improvemems, including bike trails, parks, 

and. other features for future dcvelopmenL 

5.2.1.6.3. Effects of Plan JCCkPI. Implemencatkm of the recreation developmenl plan 
associated with this alternative b projected to provide approximately 45,000 bicyclist user 
days annually. 

5.2.1.6.4. Effeets of Plan JCCL.P3. The effects of this alternative would be similar 10 \he 
prevlowi alternative. However,!:ince no work would be done on the aibutaries, total miles 
of paths constructed woukt be reduced, and user daYI woukl nol be as numerous. 
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5.2.1.7. AESTIIETIC RESOURCES 

5.2.1.7.1. Sjgnifu;!\!!cc. Within East Baton Rouge Pariah vegetation existing along the 

various drainage corridon provides a variety of aesthetic and ecological benefits. Erosion 
cooaol, wildlife benefits, improvement of air quality and providing a scenic buffer zoot, 

are positive IUtribu\eS amibutable to !hese vt:gc:llItive linear gn:en spaa:s. Veit'llItiOll 
existing aloog the stmUn banks also contributes to erosion conaol. The natural vegellltive 
growth of horizontal roo!: systems limits bank erosion and contributes to stable banb. The 
existing stream bank ve~ provides wildlife and bird habitau. In a wodd of conaete, 

gas fumes, industrial corridors, and shopping centen, the sightings of native birds and 

ground-dwelling wildlife is quite lllIique for B ciry. These ~ stream bank corridor-s 
provide nestin.g and feedinj. areas for native fa.una.. These stream. corridors in=se the 
abundance and diversity of wildlife in the city contributing to an overall aesthetic 
neighborhood experience. Another advantage of greenway corridors in the city is the 
reduction in pollution, CTUtion of made, and, thus, cooler spaces. In swnmer, shaded 
vegetated stream bank areas can be as mu.ch as IeII degn:es cooler than IJOn-sbaded areas. 
Air currents moving through the city over forested areas results in cooler air and lower 
humidity. PreservaDon of natural areas where trees and native shrubs are allowed to 
flourish asswes that the associated aesthetic conditions are maintained Greenways along 
stream banks provide: B buffer zone decreasing the nuisance of lights, noise, visual 
unsightliness, ele., from the view of adjacent residents. Throughout the city, greenways 
screen norr--wmpatible use from aesthetic degradation by providing a spacial sepantion 
between areas of difftJent use within the city and by strengthening neighborhood identities. 

5.2.1.7.2. Effects of No Action. Urbaniution WO\I.kI continue to slowly diminisb the 
remaininll ereen spaces including those alonll the watcrt:ounes within the city. The 
demand for those areas woold increase as the extent is diminisllcd. 

5.2.1.7.3. Effects of Plan JCCkPI. Approximately 78 acres of wooded stream banks 
woukl. be lost Visl1al degradation would occur through the project lou of oventory 
hardwood trees of the beccb-magnolia type such as swcetgum, blackgum, water oak, cow 
oak. soutbetn magnolia, American beech, whlte ash, yellow poplar, and red DllI.ple. 
Midstory and UlIdcf'Scmy species Iosl inciLne ironwood, caslCm bophombeam, axrowwood, 
bigleaf soowbell, silverbell, IOWcedeaf, and !IOurwood. Removal of these treeS along the 
upper stream bank corridor wouJd delete the privacy and enclosure created by their 
p!"t:sence. Trees adjr.cent w the stream provide aesthetic benefiu w adjacent landownen. 
TIle removal of the meam bank riparian habitat and the associated wildlife would cause a 
COITtsponding loss 10 the overall aesthetic appeal. 

TIle acslhetic mitiption plan conmu of the planting of approximately 4.25 milCl1 of treeS 

II!ld shrubs along the channel. The plan would return the lOSt gn:en space, extensive screen 
of treeS and shrubs, and rural feeling w this Illban area (see Appendix E, Section 2). 
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Additionally, !bose treeS plan~ as pan of !he rec=u:ioo development plan would also add 

aesthetic appeal and shade to !he bike path (see AppendiI< E, Sectioa 3). 

5.2.1.7.4. Implementation of this alternative would be vuy 
similar 10 a.esdletic losses would be less Jince only 52 acres of 
s~am bank vegelllUon wooJd b~ IO$L TherefClr'e, less teVCgclllOOn through new treeS and 
liln"ubs would be ~ 

5.2.l.8. NOISE. 

5.2.1.8.1. Significance. Noise can be defined most sil!lply as unwanted sound or sound in 
the wrong place al the wrong wne. Noise can also be defIned as any sound that is 
undesirable because it interferes with speech and bearing, is inlC!llIe enough 10 daJIlage 
bearing, or is otherwise annoying:. Noise levels in the effected area are typically low in 
subdivisions and in ootlying areas and are higbcr in the proximity of major Stn:elS and 
highways. The ambient dBA level in an urban residential C(lllllIlunity bas been determined 
by the Environmental ~tion Agency (EPA) 10 be 60. The ambient noise along a 
major traffic corridor would be higher, possibly 10 70 dBA. East Baton Rouge Parish has 
established criteria or standards for environmental noise and has enacted them as a 
CityJParish ordinance. Maximum pcnnissible DOise levels measun:d in dBA (decibels) are 

listed in Scc.12:102 of !hat ooiinance for different wnings throughout the day. However, 
an exception to these prohibitions is allowed by St(:. 12:103 (b)(3) which SIIlICS "Nothing 
in this cbaplCT shall be connrued 10 prohilnl, restrict, penalize, enjoin 01" in any manner 

regulate any federal, stale or local goverrunental agency or any employee or agent of the 

liame in the fu1fillment of any official duty or activity IiiUICtioned by or on behalf of the 
governmental agency." 

5.2.1.8.2. Efft(:ts of No Action. Noist: levels in leliS developed areas would be expected 

10 increase moderately wilh the pmjt(:ted increase in ~sidential and commercial growth. 

5.2.1.8.3. EffectS of Plan JOCk-P l. Noise levels IVOIIld essentially be increased for all 
plans during construction due 10 the operation of equipnlCnL Since the overall area is 

highly developed, it is aclcnowJcdged that project nobes would be heard by a 1arge number 
of hearers both in commercial and ~sidential areas. It is assumed that for this and each 

otber altema.tive, the construction equipmcnt would opcmtc from 10 10 12 bour$ per day 
(depending upon the season), six day! per week. Construction is projected to progress 

from the outlel end of the !'Ollie 10 die inlel end. Noises associated with exc.avatioo and 
hauling of excavated material. would prouess gradually down !he right-of·way. During 
certain phases of COOl)truetion, nuise impIICIS acrually would be insignificant for ceruin 
periods of time. A decreasing circle of noise would be )lnx"":ed by the equipment as it 
movc! alOllg the COIlSUUCtion route. The equipment (00=, draglines, and hauling uucks) 

that would be working 011 the ex~vation would produce sound levels of approximately 102 
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dBA al 50 feel, 96 dBA al 100 feet, 90 dBA al 200 feel, and 84 dBA al 400 feet. An)' 

specific locatioo wou1d be ~ to tbcsc levels for vllI}'ing amounts of time. The toW 
duration for Jll'O#t consU'UCtion is projected to be approltimaltly 72 months, 36 of which 
is projected for COIlntuction on the tributarieJi of Jones Creek. Therciore, cooslIUCOOn 
noise could be heard al any lime during daylight hours during that period. Howevez, the 
total duntioD of WQd:: includes all activities some of which would be much quieter than 
the major construction activities. A1so buildings and treeS tend to restrict the effects of 

sound; therefore. construction noise may be muffled in some areas. EPA has a Iimil of 83 
dBA for eighl hours of conlinuouS exposlin' to proteCl againSt pcmtanent hearing 1055. 
The decibcllevci.'l associated with channel construction woold he higher than tlillI. but for a 
relatively shor1 dumtion; thm:fOl'C, 110 hearing impairment should occur. CoaSIruCtiOD 
workers would have pmltCtive hearing devices. Since oonmuction would IIlke place 
during daylight hOW'S, sleep interfe= should occur only for napping children and day 
sleeper&. Noise affects many bodily fllllCtioru (heart rate, rcspirawry volume:, dl~stive 
=wons, hormonal sc:erctiOIlS, eu;.). If prolonged. the construCtion noise levell could 
produce significant physiological damage. However, the relatively short duration of the 
noise should prevent such problems. The noise would definitely be annoying to 
inhabitants of all buildinp within 400 feet of the actual work site. During the lime the 
noise is higher than 83 dBA. il wou1d be difficull to hold a convc:nalion within str\ICtIlml 
with linle iJuulation from noise. 

5.2.1.8.4. EffcclS of Plan l CCkP3. The effects of this alternative would be very similar 
10 the pn:vious alternative; however, the projecltd dumtion of consuuction is 41 mooths. 

5.2.1.9. VECTORS 

5.2.1.9.1. SignificagG. Vectors in the project area include a variety of mosquitoes, the 
mOSt COIDmon gcllCJ1\ being Anopheles. Acdcs. and.Q.lla. Some species inhabit various 
habitats while others are m01'C reslricted. Some species, such as Aedes solicitant breed 
only in ternpen!}' water while others. such as.QUa glinarius. require permanenl water 
for bn:eding. The most common vector-borne di",ases are infectious equine anemia, 
anaplasmosis, and Venezuelan equine encephalitis. 

5.2.1.9.2. Effect!> of No Action. No change in the present populations or facton affecting 
the populations of mosquilDe' are projected in tlx: project area. An active mosquito 
control program is presently in wstence and is projected 10 be continued.. 

5.2.1.9.3. Etfem of All Plans. Implementation of any alternative would result in no 
projected change: in vector populations. Improved. channt.:b and adjacent rop-of· baok area:! 

would be shaped to eliminate the IlCCIIlttnce of standing water. Depressions made by 
equipmenl during construction would provide !be potential for dcYclopmcnl of mosquito 
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habitat Currenl controls should be adeq~ ro maintain populations at dc:siml levels. 
Control ",1)Uld be necessary if noticeable population inc:reaJes OCCwmd. 

5.2.1 .10. SOClOECONOMIC RESOURCES 

The purpose of this $eCti.on is ro describe the ~ $ignificanl social and economic 
conditions of the area and 10 identify potential impacts of various projecl allematives, 
including JlO Federal action. 

5.2.1.10.1. Land Use. 

5.2.1.10.2. Significance' Table 5-2-1-10-1 shows hisroricailand usage in East Baton 
Rouge Parish for 1972, 1978, alld 1985. Urban land has increased dramatic:ally largely at 
!he expense of agricultural and feresl lands. 

The demand for urban land has originated largely from the gn>wIb of peuu-cbemical 
processing industries, Ocep-wlUCr port facilities. the development of stale gov=uncnt, 
increases in higher Mllcation, and the need for additional rt:sidenrial dcvelopmenLS. The 

stale capitol and the main campflSCS of Louisiana Stale UniYCCSity (LSD) and Soulhern 
University are located in Baton Rouge. 

5.2.1.10.1.2. Efkcu of No Action. The gcnerlIi effects of no action WQU\d include the 
COIllinued level of flood hazard in the lODeS Crt:elr:: Watenhed. SeveniJ. of !he sub-basins in 
!his walershed are virtually C()[!Ipletcly developed at the present time. The ttend of 
increasing urban growIh can be expected 10 continue in tbose areas not fully developed 

Urban 
A9:dcultura1 
Forest 
W.t. r 
Wetlands 
Otl>or 

Totah 

TABLE 5-2-1-10- 1 
Land Use In Ea.st Baton Rouge Parish 

(in acres) 

1912 1978 

53,U5 79 , 17& 
126,317 92,407 
8~, 702 83,088 

1, 100 ." 
~, 357 6,917 
1,0 49 7,265 

26~, 720 269,720 
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1985 

93, 054 
86,HO 
76,754 

1,130 
6,593 
5,529 



although probably DOl althe rue experienced during the late 1970'$ and early 1980's. 
lncrease$ in urban land will OCCUf through the continued conversion of agricultural and 
foresl lands, infIueoced in 11iU1 by an an:a's level of flood protection.. 1985 land use foe 
the lones Creek Watershed i$ shown in Table 5-2-1-10-2. It is 1IOted!hat the lad: of 
wetlands shown in the !able should IlOI he interpreted that tbe:R; are absolutely no wetlands 
in the waterShed. It means thaI any we!lands in the watenhed are so sca~ and 
fragmented thaI they could not he picked up in the survey. 

5.2.1. 10.1.3. Effects of Plan JCQ..-n The immediate effects of this plan ou land usc 
would be a reduction in the c=nl level of flood huanl. thaI Ihreatens developments in 
the less proI«ted areas of the warenhcd, primarily, re$idenliaJ developmcnts. "Ibere would 
be DO dirca changes in land usc due to conSlIUCtion. 

TABLE 5-2-1-10-2 
Jones Creek: Watenhed 1985 Land Use 

Ba sil> • Ur ban "" ror.at Wat.r Wetlands Otll.r Tota l 

" 8,212 no 1,103 , , 
" 10,730 

" 1,120 , 
" 

, , , 1,150 

" 1,969 '" '" 
, , 

'" 3,105 

" 1. 602 '" " n , .. 1,829 

-
Total 12,~63 '" 2,587 U , 

'" 16,aU 

5.2.1.10.1.4. Effects of Plan lCQd'3. Similar to Plan lCCL-PI but with less flood 
reduction as no improvemenlll are planned for the ttibutaries.. 

5.2.1.10.2. Howling. 

5.2.1.10.2. 1. Significance. Much of the urban land and IIOIIIC of the run:! portion of the 
flood plain arc used for residential developmCllL The totaJ Dumber of housing unilll in 
East Baton Rouge Parish hal increased steadily from 88,9S9 in 1970 10 133,635 in 1980 to 

156,767 in 1990. The 1990 density of 344 housing unilll per square mile, as expected. is 
much higher than the S!ate avenge of 39 per square mile. 

S.2.1.10.2.2. Effects of No Action. The effect of no action, or the \.acl" of any other flood 
COI\tro1 program, would rt.!u[t in the continued periodic floocHng of !bose houses within the 
watershed that have inadcquille flood proteetioo. Recent survey of this watershed indicates 
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that approximately 1,332 residential StI'\ICtIlreS have floor elevations al or below the C\Ul'el"ll 

lOO-year level of flood ~on. Currenl iru!1IIlIfICC programs for homeowners encourage 
new construCtion to provide greater protection. 

5.2.1.10.23. Effects of Plan lCQd'l . Complc:tioa of !his plan would liubstantially reduce 
the threal of flooding within the watcnhed.. With the project in place, the number of 
I"I';sidentiaJ structures with floor elevl.tions at or below the lOO-year level of proteCtion. 
would decline from 1.532 to 36. 

5.2.1.10.2.4. Effects of Plan lCQ..,£3. Similar to Plan lca.,.PI bUI less of a reduction in 
the threat of flooding, since tbel:e is no improvements along the tributaries. This plan 
would leave approximately 46S residential stnJCtun:s al or below the lOO-year level of -. 
5.2.1.10.3. Propeny Valuc. 

5.2.1.10.3.1. Sjgnffignu;s;. PIOI'elly values in Easl Bawn Rouge Parish an: influenced by 
a wide variety of facton, including the level of flood pro!eCtion. ()ther factOrs influencing 
piopelty values include such lhings as economic development, urban amenities, access 10 
transportation sY$ICDI.s, and proximity 10 scenic l.andscapes and recreational opportunities. 
All otber things being equal, tht unit values of Jll"OleftCd land tends 10 be higher than 
unprotcCtcd land. This is particularly significanl in or arouod urban deve10pments whett: a 
wide variety of inlereSlS, both private and public, must compete for a limited amounl of 
land. The potential for expansion in the Baton Roogt: urbanized area is restticted by the 
Mississippi River to the weSI and south, and by wetlands to the south and cast. These 
facton significantly influence existing and future plOpeny values. Tabk 5-2-1-10-3 shows 
the assessed valuation of pzope.t"ty in East Baton Rouge Parish for the lasl 10 years. 

5.2.1.10.3.2. EffCljU of No ActiQn. Under no Fede:ral action, the value of pzO)X:1ly with 
adequate flood protcctioo in the watcnbed would. tend to incRase as the general. economy 
of the Baron Rouge area improv~s and as the demand for development increased. The 
value of PlOpeIty without adequate flood prolCCtion, however, is unlikely to increase as 
npidly and could eventually decline, as developers seek opportunities for investment 
elsewlJcm. 

5.2..1.10.3.3. Effects of Plan lQ+-PI. The drainage improvements offered by this plan 
would tend to raise the value of existing developments where the potential for flood 
damage is the greatest, The value of undeveloped areas would aJso tend to ri!IC. Coocrete 
lining of the: channc:1 will eliminate erosion problems which should a1$O improve ptO)X:1ly 
values. 
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U 79 
U80 
un 
1982 
1983 
US( 

H 8S 
1986 
US7 
1988 

Milli ons of Dollars . 

TABLE 5-2-1-\(). l 
Assessed Vahation of Pr~~"",,,,,"y 

in East Baton Rouge Parish 

907 . 8 
975.9 

1,035.3 
1 , H5.0 
1, 337 . 0 
1,404.8 
1 , 50 9. 2 
1,549. 2 
1, 5 ' 5.2 
1 , 500 . 3 

5.2.1.10.3.4. Effects of Plllfl lCCkP3. Impacts to ptOpClly values would be similar to 

Plan JCCL-Pl. 

5.2.1.I0.4. Business and lIIdusay. 

5.2. 1.10.4.1. Significance' Business and indusay in the vicinity of Baron Rouge have 
developed Jargdy by !he expansion of port activities, petrO-chemical processing plants, and 
It'lalCd sales and services. Wholesale, retail, and service industries have been attracted by 
these basic industries, as well as by 1be professional and ta:bnica.I need.!; of State 
government. Baton Rouge is also the location of the main campuses of Louisiana SUIte 
University and Soutbe:rn University. Table 5-2-1-10-4 shows the growth of business and 
industry in East Baron Rouge Parish. 

5.2.1.10.4.2. Effects of No Action. Recent !rends and the existing infrastructure suggest 
an eventual recovery of port activi~ and potential fOJ" continued economic growth, 
although III rates below those e~ricnced during the rapid expansion of the Gulf Coast's 
oil boom. 

5.1.1.10.4.3. Effects of Plan JCCL-Pl. Improved flood protection would reduce pb~cal 
damages to bU$1nesscS and industries, as well as reduce possible disruption of normal 
business activities, with an a:::companying income loss. 

5.2.1.10.4.4. EffC£!S of Plan JCCL-P3. ImpactS would be similar to Plan lCCL.-Pl. 
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5.2.1.10.4.5. Employment. 

5.2.1 .10.4.5. 1. Sivrificance. Table 5-2-1-10-5 shows employmenl and unemplO}'lnCnt 
~nds for Easl Beum Rougi: Parish. Employment increased for tv1:1)' year shown except 
1983 which WlI!I due primarily 10 the decHne in oil production and relata! petro-<:hemical 

induslrie$. Unemployment increased dramatically during the SO's due 10 the 
aforementioned oil decline, fluctUations in port activities, and reductions in relaled services. 
In 1988, unemployment in Easl Baton Rougi: Parish was about 8.3 pereelll while 
unemploynH:nl natiouwidc WlI!I reponed 10 be 5.3 percent. 

5.2.1.10.5.2. Employment is expxted 10 increase as ocooomic 
conditions improve 1be me of increase lihould be liigbtly greater than 
the populations increase, as a ileater number of women join the won: force. 

TABLE 5-2-I -J ()..4 
Business and Manufacturing Trends 

East BalOll Rougi: 

H61 1977 1982 1 987 

t<anytaeture r ... 
• o f u ta.t>1i$"-nt S ". '" ,.. m 
• ot empl oyees 16 , 100 17 ,8 00 18 , 300 13 , 000 

'" '" m '" ~.414 8 , ~39 11, 101 9. 30e 

ReJOl il Ira~ 
f o f establ ishments 1. 902 2,4U 2 , 850 2, 331 
f of ....,1o~s 14 , HO 23,592 n,51S 31, 948 

1 ,411 2 , 738 (N / A ) 3, 099 
S, 406 14,392 25 , 771 29,381 

5.2.1.10.5.3. Effccu of Plan lc(],..pl . Employmenl gcnemtod by construction of the 
project would tend 10 be temporary. In addition to employmenl generated by COlUtruction 
of the project, !be: impmvcd flood proteCtion would iodim::tly help control ovmtll 
economic development COSts and enhance employment opportunities. 
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t.q>loyment 

UbO 
1970 
1960 
1983 
1968 

TABLE 5-2-1-10-5 
Civ.ilian EmployJJlentlUnemployment Trends 

East Baron Rouge Parish 

Civillan Unemployment 
Labor For.,. ~loyed on~loyed Pe r cent 

e3 , 805 78,5E7 51,136 U 
1&7 ,422 102 , 511 4,845 .., 
1n ,057 161,997 9, OED .., 
n4,600 160,000 14,600 ••• 2CQ,800 184,100 16,700 .., 

5.2.1.10.5.4. Effects of Plan JCC!..-PJ. impactS would be similar 10 those of 
Plan ICQ...PI. The smaller project (no wort on the ttibuwies) would reduce the effectS 

of employment created directly by the project 

5.2.1.10.6. Community and Regional Growth. 

5.2.1.10.6.1. SjgniflC3llC£. Community and regiooal growth trends in the vicinity of BalOll 
Rouge have been influenced targely by ecooomic developments, including port and petrO­

cbemical activities, by the expanskln of goverDlIlClltal .services centered at the state capitol, 
and the growth of LSU and Soutbem University. As a result of this growth and continued 
population incttase, this wiUCfShed and the parish have n:quin:d additional flood 
protec1ion. 

5.2.1.10.6.2. Effects of No Action. Historically, growth has occwm1 from the Mississippi 
River 10 the east-southell$l along Interstate Highway 10 and 12. Much of \be land along 
the Jones Creel; ttibutaries are fully developed so future growth should occur along the 
main stem located between the two interstate highways. Some growth would occur even 
without additional flood pmlection. 

5.2.1. 10.6.3. Effec!S pi Plan lCQ.d'l. Improved drainage throughout the colin: watershed 

would facilitate continued gtoWlh from east to west. 

5.2.1.10.6.4. Effects of P1m lCClcP3. Impacts would be similar to Plan Jco..-PI . 
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5.2.1.10.7. Displacement of People. 

5.2. 1.10.7. 1. Significance. As discussed in !he sectioo of Housing, some 1,532 residential 
struCtUreS are located wilhin the l(X}.year flood zone. Asswning that the size of an 
avenge household within this woe is about the same as an average houlleboid in East 
Baton Rouge Parish as reponed in the 1990 census, or 2..65 pecsons, the total populatio<l 
living wilhin Ihis lOO-year flood woe is about 4,060. 

5.2.1.10.7.2. Ef'1i;ru of No Action. The periodic flooding of some residences wilhi.n the 
wa~rshed coukl cause !bose living in !he lower elevations 10 move, seekUlg shelter in 
more prtXCCted areas. 

5.2..1.10.7.3. Effecu of Plan lCCl.cPl . Assuming the average number of pcnons pel" 

household within the lOO-year flood :woe would be 2.65 (similar 10 the number of penons 
pel" bousehoId living in East Baton Rouae Parish in 1990), !his plan would reduce the total 
number of people i the l{)()'yec floodplain from 4,000 10 100, a reduction of 3,900. 
Flooding whlch occurs with greater mqucncy, would also be reduc:od, reducing the 
possibility of displAcement 10 people living in houlle$ with less than lOO-year flood 
prtXCCtion. No relocation of ret.identia1 structures will be mtuircd da!: 10 construetion. 

5.2.1.10.7.4. Effect! of PIM lCQ..-PJ. The impacts wou1d be similar to Plan JCQ....PI. 
An estimated 2,770 people cum:ntly living in !he lOO-year flood woe would DO Iooget be 
subject 10 floods of this frequency, and possible dispiaoeJnenl. 

5.2.1.10.8. Displacement of Farms. 

5.2.1.10.8.1. Significance. Agriculrura11and in East Baton Rouge Parish decreased by 
40,000 acres from 197210 1985. While this acreage i.'I dccIeasing, it still acwunts for 
32 percent of the total. Most of the remaining agriculture land is in the nonhem balf of 
the parish and the extreme southern sub-basin of Bayou Fountain. As discussed 
previonsly, the pattern of urban eJlp8Dsioo has resulted \argely from the conversion of 
agriculruraJ. and fomst land 10 urban usel. 

5.2.1.10.8.2.. Effect! of No ActiQ!!. Only 975 acres of agricultumJland remain in this 
walershcd. Under without-project conditions. a furtber decrease is expected as the 
population grows and changes ill technology continue. 

5.2..1.10.8.3. Effects of Plan Jcq...pl. Improved flood protection would probably have a 
minimal impact on farms in !his WlIter$hcd. The altema.tive, ill well as any other flood 
control measure of this or any otber watershed., would reduce the annual flooding 00 a 
minimal amount of wetlands, including farmed. wetlands. These lands may be subject to 

!he wetland conversion provisions of the Food Security Act of 1985 (Public Law 99- 198). 



These provisions discourage conversions of farmed _tlands and abandoned farmed 
wetlands for the production of an agricultural commodity. The means of diilCClUnging 
loch activities include sharply reducillg the participating landowner or operata"s eligibility 

ill a number of USDA programs including any type of price support, certa..in farm loans 
including house loans , disal,1er payments, and crop msmance. Therefore, the financial 

consequences to any individual unfamiliar with Public Law 99-198 who produces 
agricultural commodities on fanned wedands Of even abandoned flD'ttlCd wetlands thai are 
converted (by the flood n:ductions of this alternative), could be 1ieVCn:. However, the 

Disnict Conservationist of the USDA's Soil Conservation Service indicates (see 
Appendix E, Section 6) that there is very little land that would be classifIed as fanDed 
wetland (that oouId be convened) within the area where flood reductions would be 
produced (wetlands convened) by the project. Constroction features of this plan would DOl: 

impact any agricultural land. bowevcc, 70 acms z.ooed lIS fannland would be converted to 
permanently forested land with implemenwion of the ofIsite mitigation feature. 

5.2.1.10.8.4. EffeclS of Plan lCQd'3. Impacu would be similar 10 Plan JCCJ...Pl, but 
fcwc:r acres (47) wned as fann1and. would be convened 10 permanently forested land with 

implemenmtiOll of the offsitc mitigation feature. 

5.2.1.10.9. Public Facilities and Services. 

5.2.1.10.9.1. Significapce. Public facilities and services in East Baton Rouge Parish 

include roads, bridges, SttcelS, utilities, schools, file and police pnXeCtion. waste disposal. 
and other facilities and services IlOIIIlaily available ill a metropoliWl area. Baton Rouge is 
also the seat of Stale government and is the location of tbe maiD campuses of Louisiana 
Stale Univcnity and Southern Uniwrsity. Adequate drainage and flood oonlrOl are 
necessary 10 sustain the continued mamtelUUlCC and development of these public facilities 

and services. 

5.2.1.10.9.2. Effocts of No Action. The expansion of public facilities and servioes would 
probably follow previous patterns of population growth 10 !be east-iIOutheast along the 

interState highways. 

5.2.1.10.9.3. Effects of Pl3.{llCQ.·Pl. With improved flood proteetion, economic 

developments and n:sldcntial expansion would also probably follow previous patterns; and 
the demand for public facilities and seJVices would follow as well. This plan would !lOt 

require relocations or any public and quasi-public facilities and xrvices (e.g. roads. 
bridges, pipelines, etc.). 

5 .2.1.10.9.4. Effects of Plan lCCb-P3. Similar impactS \0 Plan lCCJ...Pl. 
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5".2.1.10.10. Tax Revenues. 

5".2.1.10.10.1. Significance. Tax revenues directly related to changes in the level of flood 
proteCtion do not represent a major SOUl'tt of local or swe revenues. More significant 
sowccs of revenue come from the collection of t.alcs and income tax, only iodirectIy 
influenced by an area's level of flood procection. 

5.2.1.10.10.2. EffCCls of No Astion. Without additional flood proteCtion in the marginally 
protected poru, economil; development would be attraetcd 10 other areas wbcrc the 

potential for revtnllCS woukI be greater. 

5.2.1.10.10.3. Effects of Plan ICQ.,..PJ. Improved flood proteCtion could attract 

development in areas where prOlection is currently marginal or inadnqlWe. The increasc:d 
development and improved protcCtioo would help to PlAintain the stability of the tax base. 

5.2.1.10.1Q.4. Effects of Plan ICQ.....P3. Impacts would be similar to Plan Ica..,.PI. 

5.2.1.10.11. Community Co~ion. 

5.2.1.10.11. 1. SigpifiCMCC. Community cohesion can best be defined lIS II "sense of 
community" among members of II llCighborbood, subdivision, or small community. While 

the gcoenl COfl&eIUUS of community opinion within East BIUOn Rouge Parish seems 10 
support the level of flood pnXeCtion rcquUed for economic and residential growth along . 

traditional trends, concerns over the potential for advenc environmental impacu appear to 

have increased in recent years, i.Dcluding the impactS to fish and wildlife resources and 
scenk: saeams. as well as other conditions affecting bumllrl health and the quality of life. 
The environmental review process ill designed 10 give the public an opportunity 10 
comment on proposals influencing individual concerns and tbc concerns of the community 

at large. In geneml, the 1cvc1 of support expressed by ioc:al and state officials reflects the 
desires of the community. 

5.2.1.10.11.2. E.ffeW of No Action. If 110 action is taken to improve flood proteetion in 
the watershed, residents who are experiencing frequent floOOing may eventually choose to 
ru_. 

5.2.1.10.11.3. Effects of Pian ICQ..-P1. Minjmat impact to community cohesion lIS flood 
protection is improved with very little environmental changes. 

5.2.1.10.11.4. Effects of Plaq lCQ..-P3. Similar impacts to PIIIrl ICCL-PI. 
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5.2.2 Ward Creek Basin 

5.2.2.1. AGRlCUL11JRAL LANDS 

5.2.2.\.1. Significance. This is the same as fOl' this catcgoJ)' under Jones Creek. 

5.2.2.1.2. Effects of No Action. This is the same as for this category wider Jones Creek. 

5.2.2.1.3. Effccu of Plan WCC·P4A5. This is essential.ly the IIILIIIC lIlI for this category 
undeT Jones Creek. but implementation of mitigation for this alternative would consist of 
the conversion of prime and unique farmlands equal 10 approximately 7 pcn;ent of the 
combined mitigation plan c()I1venion. 

5.2.2.2. BOlTOMLAND HARDWOOD FORESTS 

5.2.2.2.1. Significance. This is !be: same as for this category under Jones Creek. 

5.2.2.2.2. EffecU of No Action. This is the same as for this category under Jones Creek. 

5.2.2.2.3. Effects of Plan WCC-P4A:i. This is essenrially the same lIlI for this category 
under Jones CTeek, but 22 acres and 12 HUVs. according to the RES, would be lost due to 
construction of flood control feature5. These los5c:s would be fully compensated with the 
habitat mitigation plan. A total of 19.15 AAHU's would be: lost for all evaluation species 
as determined by the HEP for this alternative. 

5.2.2.3. 'IHREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

5.2.2.3.1. Significance. This is !he same as for this category under Jones Creek. II is 
noted that the eagle nest mentioned is not in the Ward CTeek area. 

5.2.2.3.2. Effects of No ActiQ!!.. This it the same as for this categot)' under Jones Creek. 

5.2.2.3.3. Effects of Plan WCC-P4A5. This is essentially the same as for this categ<l(}' 
under Jones Creek. II is noted thaI flows from !his watershed are deposited inlO Bayou 
Mancha!:. There sediments nre slowly released from suspension and some finer materials 
would be: transported 10 the Amite River. There wou1d be no effects resulting from 
implementation of this alternative: to tile special old-growth wooded area of concern 
mentioned by the LNHP. Cluumc:! modification work would not extend upstream 10 that 
area, but would slOp jusl downstream of lntel'State 12. 
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5.U4. AQUATIC RESOURCES 

5.2.2.4.1. WalCl' Quality Features 

5.2.2.4.1.1. Signif\.Caru;x. This ill the same as for this category under Jones CRek. 

5.2.2.4.1.2. EffectS of No ActiOlL This is the same as for this category under lones Creek. 

3.2.2.4.1.3. EffectS of Plan WCC-P4A5. This is esselltially the same all for this category 
Ilnder Jones Oeek, but only 1.3 of the entire 14.2 miles to be modified WQuld be I.'OnCn!te 

lined. The ICmaindcr would be cleared and snagged. Instream temperatures would be 

increased but the IClatively short length of concrete lining would result in a comparatively 
small incn:asc: in IeIDpemtureS throoghoul the mmLining length. The ICIDpemtw'e ~ 
as a ICsult of clearing and snagging would be much less prooouDCed 

5.2.2.4.2. Ecological Features 

5.2.2.4.2.1. Significance. This is the same as for this calegOJ)' under Jones Creek. 
However, the Mississippi River levee borrow pits do provide nursery habitat for sevmli 
Spccieli and also make a significant contribution to overall primary productivity. When the 
river """""'cs, however, there is no connection to allow fish 10 move between the two 
bodies. Thus, because of hot summer temperatures in !he pits. fISh inhabiting them an: 
fish that arc able 10 withstand prolonged periods of low dissolved oxygen levels. 

5.2.2.4.2.2. Effects of No Action. This is the same as for this calegory Ilnder Jones Creek. 

5.2.2.4.2.3. EffectS of Plan WCC-P4A5. This is e.sentially the same as for this category 
under Jones Oeek. However, as as mentioned previously in paragraph 5.2.4.1.3 .• the 
limited amount of concrete lining would r=llt in less bank modificatioru, which would 
result in a ~duction in the amount of $hading vegetatioll removed. The reduced amount of 
waler temperanxe reductioo would TCSult in less impilCts to any aquatic fauna that is 
sensitive to incJCased temperatures than would mort extensive coocrete lining. The 
deposition of excavated materi.aJ. into Mississippi River borrow pits would result in a 
reduction of the amount of aquatic habital Assw:ning borrow pil depths of IS feet and 1 
00 2 side slopes. approximately 7 acres would be filled with excavated material. This 
would be a change from habitat for fish to habitat for a variety of wetland creatures other 
than fish. Creatures using !he areas would include mink, raccoon, CTlIwfish, frogs. turtles, 

wading birds. and wintering waterfowl Borrow pit habitat is rated as a habitat of JJlCdium 
10 low value according to the USFWS habitat ming IiYSIem. These habitats ofteQ have 
potential value as candidate areas fill' mitigating losses of anotbc:r habitaL High Willer 

periods and winds would provide a seed source as well as inundating waters and willows 
would rapidly become established following minimal drying. 
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!i.2.2.S. CULnJRAL RESOURCES 

5.22.5.1. Significance. Cultural m!lO\lroeS investigationfl were completed foc Ward Creek 
and the North BIlIJlCh of Ward Creek during 1990 as pan of the cumml feasihility lrudy. 
The results of these investigations indicate ihat the project area has heeD extensively 
modified by channel enlargement and chlllllK:I diversions. No significant cultunl resoura:s 
were encountered in the project area during these inVCItigations and 00 significant cultural 
Ttosourccs are anticipated. A review of the State Site Records indicates that two site!, 
16EBR31 and 16EBR34, below the confluence of Bayou Duplantier and Dawson Creek, 
and one site, 16EBR77, adjacent 10 Ward Creek, are located in close proximity 10 !be 

project azea. 

5.22.5.2. E{fe(:ts of No Ac!ion. QJannelizatiQII, enlargement, and coostruction withiS 14709551 JIll,( 

an: unlikely 10 he eOCOUD~ due 10 impacts ~y sustained 10 the plOject azea. 

5.2.25.3. Efft:cts of Plw WCC-P4AS. The project call.s foc clearln, and S1talging m 
approximately 9.2 miles along Ward Oeek, 3.7 miles of clearing and snagging along 
Dawson Creek, and ~te lining along 1.3 10 2.6 miles of North Branch of Ward Cn:cL 
Cultural resources investigations have heel] completed f<r ponicms of the project located 
along Ward Creck and North Branch of Ward Creek.. Three an:heological sites are 
recmdcd in close proximity 10 the project area (16EBR31, 16EBR34, and 16EBR77). 
Clearing and linagging in the vicinity of these sites dloukI1lOI impact the sites however, 
fwthc:r effortS 10 assess the potential for project impacts will he oonducted during the 

design phase of the project. The SHPO has heen informed of these recommendations 
(Appendix G). 

5.2.2.6. RECREATION RESOURCES 

5.22.6.1. Significance. This is the same as for this CIlIegory under Jones Creek. 

5.2.2.6.2. Eff,s:!! of No Action. This is the same as for this category under JOItes Creek. 

5.2.2.6.3. Effects of PIM wee P4A;i. No recreation development is proposed under thU 
plan since limited land is availahle in public owncnhip. 

5.2.2.7. AESTIlETICS 

5.2.2.7.1. Sjgnjficl!!ce. This is the same as for this category undet Jooes Creek. 

5.2.2.7.2. Effects of No AcDoo. This is the same as for this category under Jones Creek. 
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5.22.7.3. Effects of Plan wee P4A5. This is essentially the same for this caltgory 
under Jones Creek. However, approxima1Cly 1.5 mllc. of = bank vegetation would 
be lost on both sides along the upper bank of the north Brancb tributary. Thill impacted 

area would require revegetation in order 10 return lost aesthetic quality. The I.S miles 10 
be plan\M with the aesthetic mitigation pl.an would replace the lost aesthetic value. 

522.8. NOISE 

5.22.8.1. Significance. This is tbe same as for this category under JODeS Creek. 

5.2.2.82. Effects of No Action. This is the same as for this category under Jones Cn:ck. 

5.22.8.3. Effects of Plan WCC·P4Aj. 'I'hi3 is essentially the same as for this category 

under Jones Cn:ck. 'The toU.l duration for project construCtion is projected 10 be 
approximately 18 month!. 

5.22.9. VEcroRS 

5.2.2.9.1. Significance. This is the same as for this category undel' Jones Creek. 

5.2.2.9.2. Effects of No Action. Thill is !be same as for this category under Jones Ct:ek. 

5.2.2.9.3. Effects of Plan WCC-P4A5. This is the $lIII1C as for this category under Jones 
C=~ 

5.2.210. SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES 

The purpose of this section is describe the more significant social and economic cooditions 
of the alea and 10 identify potential impacts of various project altcmatiYe$, including no 
Fc:dcral action. 

5.22.10.1. Land Usc. 

5.2.2.10.1.1. Significance. This is the same as for this category under Jones Creek. 

5.22.10.1.2. Effccu of No Action. The general effects of no action would include the 
continued kvel of flood hazard in the Wani Crt:e.k Watershed. !u sllown in 
Table 5-2-2-11J..I, over 80 percent of !he IO!ai land arca is curn:ntly in urban usc. 
lncrcascd urban growth will CQ!1tinue through the continued conversioo of agricultural and 
forestlands. influenced in pan by the IImI'S level of flood proccction. 
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TAllLE 5 - 2-2- 10- 1 
Wa r d Cr.ek Wat.r~h.d 1 985 

Ba~in • UrJ». n I,gd P'oren Water ~tandS Other 'I'ota1 

" ~, 853 ". .., • • " 6 , ~'( 

" 3, H 6 " ... '" • , 4, 771 

" 2 , 6'~ , .. " • • • 2,90 5 

" 4, Ue " '" • • " 4, 8H 

" 1 , 585 '" '" • • • 2,207 

-- --
Total 17 , 126 1 , 368 1 , 763 '" • " 21 , 20 1 

5.2.2.10.1.3. Effects of Plan WCC-P4A5. The immediaTe effectS of the above plan 011 

land use would be a reduction in the current level of flood baurd thaI \hrea.Tens 
developments in the less ~ areas of tile watershed, primarily residential 
developmental There are no din:ct changes in land use due to project construction. 

5.2.2.10.2. Housing. 

5.2.2.10.2.1. SjgnifiClll\CC. This is the same as for this caTegory under Jones Creek. 

5.2.2.10.2.2. Effects of No Action. The effect of no actiOll, or the lack of any other flood 
control program, would result in !he continued periodic flooding of those houses within the 
_terihed m.t Ilave inadequaTe flood protection. Recent studies of this watershed indicaTe 
that approximately 1,123 IUidentiai ~ Ilave floor elevations al or below the 
lOO-year level of flood protection. Cu:rrelJt inSInJlCC programs for homeowners encourage 
new C(ln5truction 10 provide ucalCr protection. 

5.2.2.10.2.3. EffectS of Plan WCC-P4A;j . Completion of this plan woold reduce the t:IRat 
of flooding within the watenbod. With the project in place, the number of residential 
Structu:rel with floor elevatioll$ at or below the I(IQ-year level of ptorection would decline 
from 1,12310 787. 

5.2.2.10.3. Ptopeny Value. 

5.2.2.10.3.1. Significance. This is the same as for this caTegory ~ Jones Creek. 

5.2.2.10.3.2. Effects of No Action. This is the same as for No Action in Jones Creek. 
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5.2..2. 10.3.3. Effects of Plan WCC-P4A5. The drainage improvements offeted by this plan 
would tend 10 raise the value of existing developments w~ the poI:ntial for flood 
damages is me gnoate$t. The vallie of undeveloped area would aI50 tend 10 rUe. 

5.22.10.4. B\l.siness and Ind\lSQ")'. 

5.22. 10.4.1. Sjgnif\CllnCC. This in the same as for this calCgory under Jones Creek.. 

5.2.2.10.4.2. Effects of No AcIlO!!. This is the same as for No Action in Jones Cn:ek.. 

5.2.2.10.4.3. Effects of Plan WCC-P4A5. Improved flood proteCtion WOQ.\d reduce 
pbysical damages to business and industries, as wen as reduce possible disruption of 
DOllIlal business activities, with an lICCOIIIpanying income loss. 

52.2.10.5. EmploymcnL 

5.2.2. 10.5.1. Significance. This is me same as for this calCgot)' under Jones Creek. 

5.2.2.10.5.2. EffectS of No Action. This is !he $aIDe as for No Action in Jones Cn:ek.. 

5.22.10.5.3. Effects of Plan WCC-P4A5. Employment genented by construction of the 
project would tend 10 be temporary. In addition 10 this empklymellt, the improved flood 
profCCtion would indirectly help conlrol overall economic development COSts and enhance 
employment opportunities. 

5.22.10.6. CommuniI)' and Regional Growth. 

5.2.2.10.6.1. Significance. Thi'l is the same as for this category UDder Jones Creek. 

5.2.2.10.6.2. Eff@ofNo Action. This w8ter5hed is already one of the mCR urbanU.ed 
in the parish. Growth should continue in this watershed along IntemalC 10 even wilhout 
additional flood proteCtion. 

5.2..2.10.6.3. Effects of Plan WWC-P4A5. Improved drainage tbroughout the watershed 
would facilitate expected continued growth. 

5.2.2.10.7. Displacement of People. 

5.2.2.10.7.1. Simificance' AI; discussed in the section on Housing, some 1,123 residential 
structures are located within the lOO-year flood ZOIlC. Assuming that the site of an 
average household within this :woe is about the same as an average bouschold in East 
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Baton Rouge Parish (2.65 persOlU - 1990 Census), the total population living within !his 
l00-year flood zone is aboul 2,975. 

5.2.2.10.7.2 Effects of No Action. This is the same as for No Action in Jones Cttck. 

5.2.2.10.7.3. Effects of Plan WCC. P4A5. Assuming !be average number of persom per 
household within !lie lOO-year flood zone would also be 2.65, !his plan would mioce !be 
total number of people in the lOO-year floodplain from 2,975 to 2,085, a miuction of 890. 

5.22.10.8. DisplllCCment of Farms. 

5.22.10.8.1. Siwitjcancc. This is !be same as for Ihi!J category Ullder.Jones Creek. 

5.2.2.10.8.2 Effecls of No Action. Agriculrurallaods in !be walerSbed IOIaied nearly 
1,400 = in 1985. This number is expected to decrease as w-ban encroachmem 
continues. 

5.2.2.10.8.3. Effects of Plan WCC· P4AS. Minimal impactS to fannland in Ihi!J walCf"Sbcd 
as il is already high.ly urbanized. Construetioo fcalmes of Ihi!J plan would DOl impact any 
agriculluralland, however, 20 IICl"eS zoned as farmland would be converted to permanently 
foresied land willl implementation of offsite mitigatiOll. 

5.2.210.9. Public Facilities and Services. 

5.2.2. 10.9.1. Significance. This is !he same u for this category under Jones Q-eek. 

5.2210.9.2. Effects of NQ AmM. The expansion of public facilities and services would 
probably follow previous J)llttetn5 of populalion growth to the east-southeast along 
Interstate 10. 

5.22.10.9.3 EffesjQ of Plan WCC-P4A5. With improved f100d prota;tion, !be demand for 
public facilities and services would follow residential eJ<pMsions along pw.ious pattetn5 of 
growth. This plan would ~ requiR: any relocations of public and quasi-public facilities 
and se:vices. 

5.22.10.10. Tu Revenues. 

5.22. 10. 10.1. Significance. This iJ the same u for this category under Jones Creek. 

5.22.10.10.2 EffectS of No Action. This is the: same as for No Action in Jones Creek. 
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5.2.2.10.10.3. Effects of Plan WCC-P4A5. Improved flood proteCtion could attract 
developmeot in areas where pro«>etioo is cum:nlly mazginal or inadequate. 1be inauscd 
development and improved J>I'O=tion would help to maintain the stability of the tax base. 

5.2.2.1Q.11 . Community ~ion. 

5.2.2.10.11.1. Significance. TIliJ is the same as far !:his category under Jones Creek. 

5.2.2. 10.11.2. Eff«ts of No AId!Qs. This is the same lIS for No Action in Jones Creek. 

5.2.2.10.11.3. EffectS or Plan wcc·P4M. Minimal impact to commllllity cohesion lIS 
flood protection is improved with very little enviroomentai change. 

5.2.3. Bayou Fountain Basin 

5.2.3.1. AGRICUL1URAL LANDS 

5.2.3.1.1. Sjenificance. This is the same as for this category UDder Jones Creek. 

5.2.3.1.2. Effects of No Action. This is the same as for !his category UDder Jones Creek. 

5.2.3.1.3. Effc:s;ts of Plan BFIO-A. This is essentially the same as for this category under 
Jones Creek, but implementation of mitigation for this alternative would consist of the 
eonvc:IlIion of prime and unique farmlands equal to approximately 5 perc:ent of the 
oombined minga.tion pIan eQIlversion. 

52.3.1.3. Effects of Plan BEIO-B. This is essentially the same as for Plan BElO·A. 

5.2.3.2. BOITOMLAND HARDWOOD FORESTS 

5.2.3.2.1. SignificAncc. This iJ; the same as for this category under Jones Cleek. 
However, ~ is • signifieant area of wooded wetlands just north of Bluebonnet Road and 
east of Higblaod Road.. This area is a unique swamp are. of cypress, n:d maple, green 
ub, and pumpkin ash in I. sump within the lenace fonnation just beflm: il de$cends into 

the alluvial floodplain at the: cdfe of the: Balon Rouge urban area. The area is a P:lOpalY 
of 'The Nature Conservancy (TNC). TNC acq.um piopettieS sucb as this thai an: UDder 
threat of desttuction by devdopmcnl and thai have SOllIe !}'pC of unique ecological 
characteristic. The plan iJ; to ptt:sc:rvc:: the area and to possibly develop tbe area into an 
edueational pari::. 

5.2.3.2.2. Effects of No Actiog. This is the same as fo£ this category UDder Jones Creek. 
However, there is concern for ~ tbe degree of wetness of the wooded wetland 
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area juSt north of Bluebonn¢t Road and cast of Highland Road. The degne of Wi:UlCSS 
would be determined primarily by IDe factors dctemtining low-flow cooditions of the 
wateICOUrse that drains IDe area. The low-flow stages ~ dc=ine4. by the depth of the 

cbannel below the Bluebonnet Road bridge, the invert or sill of the culvert l1llIicr Highland 
Road, and the $iu of and restrictions withio the clLannel between these bridges. 

5.2.3.2.3. Effects of Plan BFlO-A. This is enentially the samc as for this category under 
Jones Creek. but 15 acres and 8 HUVs, according to the HES, would be lost due to 
constrUCtion of flood control featurQ. These losscs woold be fully compensllled with the 
habitat mitigation plan. The wooded _tland area just north of BluebonrJr,l Road and east 

of Highland Road would not be impacted by this aJlCIlIalive. 'l"'hU alternative would not 
affoct any of the factOn that determine the low-flow stages in \be waterCOUtSC that drains 

"'= 
5.2.3.2.3. Effeqs of Plan BFIO-B. This is IDe same as for Plan BF- IOA, but 17 IICI"eS and 9 
HUV, would be \OSt due to flood cootrol features. Neither would this alternative affect 
any factor that detennints low-flow Slagel! in the watercourse that drains the Bluebonnet 

swamp an:a. A toW of 25.94 AAHU's would be lost for all evalWllion species as 
determined by the REP for this alternative. 

5.2.3.3. lHREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECfES 

5.2.3.3.1. SigninclUlcc. This is the same as for this category under Jooes Creek. 
However, the eagle nest mentioned (that currently is not being used) is located near this _.nho1 
5.2.3.3.2. Effects of No Action. 1"'hU is the SIlllle as for this category under Jones Cmek. 

5.2.3.3.3. Effes:1i of Plan BI' IO-A. This is essentia!ly the SIllllC as for this category under 
lODeS Cn:cl::. The lower 4.4 miIes of the channel modification would consiSI of clearing 

and snagging. AI ill true for Ward ~k. it is noted that flows from this watenhed are 
also deposited into Bayou MlUICbac. ~,as again true for Ward Cmck, tranSpOrtCd 
materials would slowly be released from suspension and some finer materials would be 

D1U\sportcd 10 the Amite River. The mllCb larger volume and IIlIIISpon capllc:ity of the 
Amite River would dilute and move any panicks that would be dclivcmd to it Therefore. 

the inflated heelspIitter would DOl be affcc&ed by the impkmentation of this alternative. 

The clearing and snagging that is proposed near the an:a of the eagle nest would be 
scheduled 10 be dooe in that area in non-DCSting periods if nesting activity is resumed 
again at that rite or anotbe:r rite near the proposed woO:: area. Them=:, if the eagles 

rerum to the area they would not be affected by the implementation of this a1tcma.tive. 

5.2.3.3.4. Effects of Plan 8 F IO-B. This is the SIlllle as for Plan BFIQ.A. 
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5.2.3.4. AQUATIC RESOURCES 

5.2.3.4.1. Water Quality Fea=s 

5.2.3.4.1.1. Significance. Thill is the same as for this category under Jooes Creek. 

5.2.3.4.1.2. Effects of No Action. This is the same as for this category IIDder Jones Oeek. 

5.2.3.4.1.3. Effects of Plan BE-lOA. This is similar for this category as that for Jones 
~k, but only 2.9 of the total tU miles to be modified would receive channel 
enllll'gCDlCllL The remainder would be clcaml and snagged. The removal of any sbadjng 
vt:getation, whether by channel enlargement or by clearing and snagging would resu1t in 
increases of water tempcrllture. However, shading would OIXIU' more rapidly 00 cleared 
and snaued segments than on channel segmelll$ lbat are enlarged. 

5.2.3.4. 1.3. Effects of Plan BF-IOB. Thill is enentially the same as for this category under 
Plan BF-IOA. The additional 2.5 miles of clearing and SIIagging would RSult in some 
increases in water tempcrlltures when compared to Plan BF· IOA. 

5.2.3.4.2. Ecological Features 

5.2.3.4.2.1. Sj&nificarce. This is the same as for this category under Ward Creek. 

5.2.3.4.2.2. Effects of NQ Actioq. This is the same as for this ca1egory under Jones Creek. 

5.2.3.4.2.3. Effects of PlAn BF-10A. This is similar for this category as under Ward 
Creek. The majority, 5.2 miles, of the modifications consist of clearing and snagging 
wb.ilc the remainin, 2.9 miles consist of channel enlargemenL CIuLnncl enlargement will 
remove all forms of diversity of lLabiws, while clearing and Slll.gging will stillicave some 
divcnity such u Ilt:c lOOtS and some accumulated scdimeol$ in the channels. Both 
methods will include removal of overhanging vegetatioo, but channel en1argement will 
include n:moval of an approxin1!Ue lj-foot band of IIttS aloog the banks, as available, for 
equipment access al!lO. Organi$lTls with limited mobility may be destroyed as the 
equipment works in the channel but any fish species likely to be found in these streams is 
normally sufficiently mobile to C5CllPC dra&J.ines and CKher construction equipment 
Turbidity caused by the equipment would likely cause suffocation in the immediate area if 
organisms oould not e5Cllpc fmm the area The deposition of cxc:avated material inID 
Mississippi River borrow pits would result in a reductioo of the amount of aquatic habillU 
with an increase in wooded ILIld wetland habitats. Assuming borrow pit depths of 15 feet 
and I on 2 side slopes, approximately 14 acres would be filled with excavated material. 
1bU would be a change from habitat for fish 10 habillU for a variety of wetland creatures 
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other than fish. Creanues using the areas would include mink, raccoon, crawfish, frogs, 
turtles, wading birds, and wintering waterfowl (sa: Ward ~ Paragraph 5.2.2.4.2.3). 

5.2.3.4.2.4. Effects of Plan SF-lOB. This is !be same for this alternative as far Plan 
BF-I0A. However, beeanS(". of !he 2.5-mile increase in Ibe amount of u~am clearing 
and snagging, that amount of additional adverse impacts would occur. 

5.2.3.5. CULlURAL RESOURCES 

5.2.3.5.1. Significance. 1ben: are presently six p:topellies currently listed on or pending 
nomination to the National Regis!et of Hisroric Places located in promnity to the proje(:t 

area. Plan!et's Cabin was nominated 10 Ibe Regis!et in 1984, !he Joseph Pertilpiem House 
was nominated in 1986, Mount Hope Pbntation was nominated in 1980, and !he Loe Site 
(16EBR51) was nominated in 1984. Nominations are pending far Live Oak Plantation and 
!he Ory House. In addition to tile Lee Site (16EBR5 1), five art:heological silts have been 
rttonicd in close proximity to !he; project area; site5 included an: 16EBROl, 16EBR04, 
16EBR05, 16EBR65, and 16EBR67. All of!hese p:topenies are located OIl the Prairie 
terrace surface which lies adjacent \0 !be Bayou Fountain floodplain and !he; project area. 

Literatun: and n:cords resean:h coopled wilb n:connaisSllllCC fieldwod: was conducted 
under this feasibility srody (Goodwin el at 1990). Although no sites wen:: Iecordcd in thc 
project area some evidence of disturbed n:mains of 20th century occupation exists. The 
ficldWOTk indicated !hat modem alluvial deposits of considerable thickne!5 are present . 
within the project area and any earlier culrural deposits are likely to be deeply buried. The 
disposition of known archeological sites, tile senlemcnt hiStory of tile project an:a, and the 
results of the fieldwork would indicate !hat the pioject area is assumed 10 contain a bigh 
probability for cllC()UIltcring signifu:ant culturaJ resoun:es. 

Historic records indicate a series of contiguous land grants fronting Bayou Fountain were 
made during the late eighteenlb century. The area remained settled during Illuch of the 
subscq\>CDI historic period. Significant n:maiOli associated wilb the late eighteenlb through 
20th cenmry settlement of the area are anticipated ro occur in deeply buried material 
throughout the cutin: p:tOjcct area 

5.2.3.5.2. EffectS of No Action. Potentially significant culrural ~ains !Il'e expected to 
occur within deeply buried contexts adjacent \(l ~ordcd archeological sites within on the 
floodplain of Bayou Fountain. Continued flooding would n:sult in additional sediment 
infilling of the IIIClL further obscuring any unreconkd and potentially significant culrural 
res.ouroc!l. Owmel migration of Bayou Fountain ooukI expose and eventually en:de 
potentially significant n:soun:es. 
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5.2.3.5.3. Effects of Plan BFIQ.A AND BFIG-B. The p10ject calls for improvetnents of 
IIpproximatcly 11 miles of channel from the bayou'S mouth 10 Ben Hur Road. 
Improvements will consists of clearing and snagging of the en~ Mach with the excepIioo 
of a section bet'NCCn Siegen and Gardere Lanes. In this Mach, the channel will be widened 
for construction of a concrete lined channel with a 5G-foot honorn width. Fn:h.istoric 
cultural remains are likely 10 occur adjacent 10 known an::be(ll(IgicaI sites located on the 
adjacenl Prairie terraCe swface. Potentially signifu:anl cultwal deposits associaled with 
sites 16EBRl, 16EBR4, and 16EBR65 lIlay occur within the reach where channel widening 
and lining are planned. An:hcological deposits &!so are expected to occur within portions 
of the project lidjacent to Site 16EBR$. This site is located 00 the Prairie terrace swface 
ncar the mootb of Bayou Fountain. Plans for clearing and snapin, atOll, this reach of the 
bayou should have no impact 10 significanl cultural resoun:es. Sites 16EBR!il and 
16EBR67 are located in a large erosional guUy that CUI!! into the sum:runding Pmirie 
terrace surface on the nonh side of Bayou Fountain. Plans for clearing and SIlllgging will 
Jl(){ impact the sites. No significant cultuml resoun:es are expected 10 occur in the area. 

Up 10 four pDleIltially significant archeological siteS are expected 10 occur within deeply 
buried contexts in the proje<:l area. Clearing and soagging will not adversely impact any 
sites. Plans 10 widen and concrete line a portion of the chll!lllCl from Siegcn 10 Gardenl 
Lanes has the potential for impacting potentia1Jy significant lites which may be located in 
this area. In1CDSive survey cooducted during the design phase is recommended for the 
entire II mile project area. Any sites identified during these investigations will be 
evalu.a.ted in terms of their National Register significance and projecl impacts will be 
assessed. The SHPO has been informed of these recommendations (Appendix 0) . 

.5 .2.3.6. RECREATION RESOURCES 

.5.2.3.6.1. Significance' This is the same as for this ClllCgoty under Jones Creek. 

.5 .2.3.6.2. Effects of No Action. This is the same as for this category under JODeS Ocek. 

5.2.3.6.3. Effects of Plan BF-IOA. This is the same as for this category under tile Ward 
Creek wee P4A!1. 

5.2.3.6.4. EffectS of Plan BF-IQB. This is the same as for this eDitgo!}' UDder the PUn 
WCC- P4A5 . 

.5.2.3.7. AESTIiETICS 

.5.2.3.7.1. Significance. This is the same as for this category under JOOC3 Creek. 

5.2.3.7.2. Effects of No Action. This is the same as for this category under Jones Ocek. 
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5.2.3.7.3. Effects of Plan Bf-IOA. ImpactS to existing aesthetics and p:toposed mitigation 
teChniques !U'C esscnti.al.ly the same for this category as IIllda Jones Creek. However, 
approximately 25 mile! of suearn bank vegetation would be lost along both sides of tile 
upper bank of the Bayou Fountain within the impacted area of cbanncl enlargement. 'This 
area would require re-vegctation in order 10 rerum lost aesthetic quality. The planting of 
trees and shrubs along both sides of 2.5 miles of stream would mitigate aesthetic losses. 

5.2.3.7.4. Effects of Plan BF-IOB. 'This is the same as for BF-lOA plan. 

5.2.3.8. NOISE 

5.2.3.8.1. Siillifu:ance. 'Iltis is the same as for this category under Jones Creek. 

5.2.3.82. Effegs of No Agjoo. This is the same as for this ca.tegory under Jones Creek. 

5.2.3.8.3. Eff«ts of Plan Bf-IQA. This is essentia.lly tile same as for this category under 
Jones Oeck. The wtaI dunllion for project COItstruCtioo is projected to be apptoltimately 
18 months. 

5.2.3.8.4. Effects of Plan BF-lOB. This it the same :u for- SF-lOA plan. 

5.2.3.9. VECTORS 

5.2.3.9.1. SignificMce. This is the Ja11\e as for this category under Jonel Oeck. 

5.2.3.92. Effo:cu of No Action. This is the same as for this category under JODeS Creek. 

5.2.3.9.3. Effects of Nl Plans. This is the same as for this category under Jones Creek. 

5.2.3.10. SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES 

5.2.3.10.1. Significance. The purpose of this section is to describe the more signif}Cl\ll\ 
social aDd economic conditioIu of the area and to identify potential impacts of various 
pmjcct: alternatives, including no Federal action. 

5.2.3.10.1. Land Use. 

5.2.3.10.1.1. SigJ!ificance. This the same as for this categoty under Jones Creek. 

5.2.3.10.1.2. Weeg of No Action. The general effects of no action would include the 
continued level of flood hazatd in the Bayou Fountain Wa.ICrshe4. As sbown in Table 
5-2-3-10-1, this watershed is one of the IIKR underdeveloped in !be study area. 
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The trend of growth in urban land can be eltpected to continue through the conversion of 
agricullllI1ll and forest lands. influenced in pllrt by the level of flood prota:ti.oo. 

5.2.3. 10.1.3. Effects of PI!\!] BF. !OA. The immedlale effects of the above plan 00 land 
usc would be a reduction in !he cunent level of flood hazard that threatens deve10pments 

in the less pttKec!ed areas of the watershed. Them are DO direct cbanges in land use due 

10 construCtion. 

5.2.3.10.1.4. Effect! of Plan BE-lOB. Similar impacu to Plan BF·lOA. Slighdy mote of 
a rt:duc:tiot:l in the flood hazard as clearing and snagging is cooducied over a looger portion 
of the bayou. 

TABLE 5·2·3·10.1 
Ba)'Oll Fountain Watmsbed 1985 Land Use 

Urb .. n £,420 .. "re$ 
Agriculture 11,195 aCrea 
l"ore$t 3,861 ac reS 
Ofate . " ..crea 
ltetlar><l.:l 3,869 .. ""ea 
~~< 390 .,,:rea 

7ctals 25,808 "'"re$ 

5.2.3.10.2. Housing. 

5.2.3.10.2.1. Significancs: . This is the same as for this category under Jones Cnlek.. 

5.2.3.10.2.2. Effects of No Ac!iQu.. The effect of no actioo, or the lack of any other flood 

control program, WQU!d result in !he continued periodic flooding of those houses within the 
watershed that have inadeqwuc flood pmu:ction. Recent surveys of this watm;hcd ind.icatc 
that approximately 40S resideotial 5ttuctllrel hl.ve floor ele~tions at or below !he current 
tOO-year level of flood p:!otectiml. Orrrcn.t ins\ll1Ulcc prognuns for homeowncn cncoun.ge 
new coostruCticm 10 provide ~tcr procection. 

5.2.3.10.2.3. Completion of thU plan would It:docc the tbrel.t of 
flooding . the project in place, the number of residential 

slrUCturc$ with fIooc elevations al or below the: lOO-year level of p:!otectioo wouJd declioe 
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from 40S to 398. The main impact, however, would be the reduction of flood risk of 
many of these itI'UCtoJ'eS from a storm with a frequency of 25 years or kss. 

5.2.3.10.2.4. Effects of Plan SF-lOB. Similar impllCtS to Plan SF-lOA. 

5.2.3.10.3. Propeny Value. 

5.2.3.10.3.1. Significance. This is the WIle as for this clle~ under Jones ~ 

5.2.3. 10.3.2. Effects of No Action. This is the same as for No Actio!! in Jones Creek. 

5.2.3.10.3.3. Effects of Plan BF-IOA. The drainage improvements offered by !his plan 
would tend to raise the value of existin, developments where the pote.utial for flood 
damage is !be greatest. The value of undeveloped ~ would also umd (() rise. 

5.2.3.10.3.4. Effects of Plan BF·IOB. Similar impaea 10 Plan BF·lOA. 

5.2.3.10.4. Business and Industty. 

5.2.3.10.4.1. Simificancc. This is the s&me as for this ca.tegory under Jones Creek.. 

5.2.3.10.4.2. Effects of No Action Plan. This is the WIle as for No Action in Jones 

""'Ie 
5.2.3.10.4.3. EffC9s of Plyl BF-IOA. Improved flood procectioo would ~uce physical 
damageli to businesses and industries. as well as raIuee possihle dlsrupOOIl of DOnnai 
business activities, with an aerompanying income loss. 

5.2.3.10.4.4. Effects of Plan BF-IOB. Similar impacts to Plan BF·lOA. 

5.2.3.10.5. Employment. 

5.2.3.10.5.1. SignWcjlOCC. This is the same as for this category undt:I Jones Creek. 

5.2.3.10.5.2. EffectS of No Action. This is the !WIle as fir No Action in Jones Creek. 

5.2.3.10.5.3. Effects of PI8/! BF·IOA. Employment geoemcd by consttuetion of the 

project would tend w be tem.porary. In additio!! ro this employment, the improved flood 
protection would indirectly help control ovenill economic development costs and enhance 
emplnyment opportunities. 

5.2.3.10.5.4. Effects of Plan Sf-lOB. lmpa!::ts would be similar w Plan BF·lOA. 
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5.23.10.6. Community and Regional Growth. 

5.23. 10.6.1. Significance. This is tile same as for this category Ilnder Jone$ Creek. 

5.23.10.6.2. Effects of No Action. This is a rapidly developing watershed localed to the 
south and soudtcast of the Barou Rouge UIbanizcd area. Major industrial ~ are located 

along the Mississippi River portion of this watersbcd. It sc:ves as the place of residence 
far worken in both Bawn Rouge and the river industries. Growth is expected to continue 
even without additional f100d JIlotcction. 

5.2.3.10.6.3. Effects of PIN! Bf· 10A. Jmpn;:rvt:d drainage throughout the watel"!liled would 
facilitate the expected continued growth. 

5.2.3.10.6.4. Effects of flap SF-lOB. Similar impactS 10 Plan SF. lOA. 

5.2.3.10.7. Displacement of People. 

5.2.3.10.7.1. Significance. As discussed i!be section on Housing, some 405 residential 

SIIUCIllItS are located within the lOO-ycar flood wue. Assuming the size of an average 
household within this woe is about the same as N! average household in East Saron Rouge 
Parish as .eponed in !be 1990 Census, or 265 penons, the IOtal population living within 

this lOO-year flood Z(Hle is about 1,100. 

5.2.3.10.7.2 megS of No Mrinq. The periodic flooding of some residences within the 
walel"Sbed could cause !hose living in the Iowtt elevations to move, seeking shelter in 
more protected areas. 

5.2.3.10.7.3. M ects of Plan BP-10A. Asswning the average number of persons per 
household would be 2.65 (similar 10 the 1990 Census oumbeI for East Bawn Rouge 
Parish), this piN! would reduce the totaJ numbeI of people in the tOO-year floodplain from 
1,100 10 1,050. 

5.2.3.10.7.4. Effects of PIN! SF- lOB. Similar imp8(:1S to Plan BF· IOA. 

5.2.3.10.8. Displacement of F81ms. 

5.23.10.8.1. Signj!jrppfr . nw is the same lUI for this category under Jones Creek.. 

5.2.3.10.8.2. Effects of No Actjon. Over 43 pera:nl of this watershed remains in 
agricultural lands. The 1983 totaJ of 11.200 QCleS does, however, reprucnts a decrease of 
1,200 acres since 1978. Even witbout any project, the polential for urban growth in this 

area is great, as it is located near the city of Bawn Rouge and 10 Lo.cisiano State 
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University, and it borders on the MissilSippi River which provides oppommities for 
industrial development. 

5.2.3.10.8.3. Effects of Plan BF·IQA. Improved flood protection would probably have 
minimal impact on fanns in u.;, watershed. Con:ttruction features of this plan would not 

impact any agricuJrural1and. however, approximately IS acres, zoned as farmland, would 
be converted to pcnnancntly fnrested land with implementation of the offsitc mitigation 
feature. 

5.2.3.10.S.4. Effects of Plan BE· lOB. Impacts are similar to Plan BF-IOA. ConstruCtion 
features would not impact any agriculruralland. however, approximately 13 acres of zoned 
farmland would be set aside for offsite mitigation plUpOSeS. 

5.2.3.10.9. Public Facilities and Services. 

5.2.3.10.9.1. Significance. This is the same as for !hit category under Jones Clttk. 

5.2.3.10.9.2. EffCSits of NQ Action. The expansion of public facilities and services would 
probably follow previous patternS ofpopulation growth to the east-$OUtheasl along 
Highland Road. 

5.2.3.10.9.3. Effects of BE- lOA Plan. With improved flood proteCtion, economic 
developments and residential npansion would also probably follow previous panerns; and 
the demand for public fllCilitic, and services would follow as ~ll. Relocation of one 
culven and ODe petroleum pipeline would be rtqulrcd. 

5.2.3.10.9.4. Effects of Plan BE- lOB. Similar impacts to Plan BE· lOA. 

5.2.3.10.10. Tax Revenues. 

5.2.3.10.10.1. Significance:. This is the same as for this category under Jones Cn:ck. 

5.2.3.10.10.2. Effects of No Action. This is the same as for No Action in Jones ~k. 

5.2.3.10.10.3. EffC£!s of Plan BF·IOA. Improved flood protection could attraCt 
development in areas whe!c protection is c=ntly marginal or inadequate. The increased 
devdopmeDt and improved IR'OJeCtion would help to maintain the stability of the tax base. 

5.2.3.10.10.4. EffC<.j1S of Plftll BE· 10B. Similar impacts to Plan BF-IOA. 
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5.2.3.1O.11. Cornmllniry Cohesion. 

5.2.3.10.11.1. Significance. This is the lame as for this category wider Joocs Creek. 

5.2.3.10.11.2. Effects of No Action Plan. This is the same as faT No Action under Jones 
C=k. 

5.2.3.10.1 1.3. Effects of Plan BF·IOA. Minimal impact to conununity cobesioo as flood 
pmcoction is improved with ~ little environmental change. 

5.2.3.10.11.4. Effectl of PIN! BF.IOB. Similar impactS to Plan BF·IOA. 

5.2.4. Beaver Bayou Basiu 

5.2.4.1. AGRICULTIJRAL LANDS 

5.2.4. 1.1. Significance. This it the same as for this caregOf)' under Jones Creek. 

5.2.4.1.2. Effects of No Action. This is the same as for this categocy under Jones 0eeL 

5.2.4.1.3. EffeCtS of P!aq BBN·PI. This is esscntially the same as for this category UDder 
Jones Cn:ek, bul implementation of mitilation for this alternative would coo.sist of !he 
C()Qversion of prime and IIIliqIlC fannlands equal 10 approlUmmly 31 pcn:ent of the 
combined mitigation plan coovcrsioo. 

5.2.4.1 .4. EffectS of Plan BBN. P2, This is the same as for Plan BBN·Pl, bul 

implementation of mitigation for this d!Crna.tive would consist of the oonvcmon of prime 
and unique farmlandS equal to approximmly 31 pcn::cnt of !he combined mitigation plan 
oonvemon. 

5.2.4.1.5. Effcctl of Plan BBN·Pl. This is !he same as for P:Ian BBN·PI, but 
implementation of nritigation for this alternative would consist of the convcrsioo of prime 
and unique farmlands equal 10 approximately 32 pcroeot of !he combined mitigation plan 
convemon. 

5.2.4.2. BOI IOMLAND HARDWOOD FORESTS 

5.2.4.2.1. Significance. This is the same as foc this category under Jones CJte.k. 

5.2.4.2.2. Effects of lip Action. This is the same as for this cmgOf)' under JOIteS Creek. 
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5.2.4.2.3. Effects of Plan BBN-PI. This is essentially tbe same as for this category under 
Bayou Foontam except that all work woold be by channel enIargwlent. However, 88 acrt:1 
and. 55 HUVs would be los: due to consuuction of flood control fcatun:s. These losses 
would be fully compensated with !be Ilabitat mitigation plan. 

5.2.4.2.4. Effects of Plan BBN-Pl. This is essentially the same as for this category under 
Plan BBN-Pl, but 86 a.cres and 54 HUVs wou1d be tost due to oonstruction of flood 
COIItro! features. These losses would be fully compensated with the habitat mitigalioo 
plan. A tota1 of 142.n AAHU' , would be lost fill" all evalualion ~ as determined by 
the REP fill" this alternative. 

5.2.4.25. Effects of Plan BBN-P3. This is eueotially the same as for this category under 
Pilm BBN-PI, but 89 =8 .and 56 HUVs would be lost due to constrUCtion of flood 
COIItrOl features. These losses would be fully compensated with the habitat miligatioo 
pion, 

5.2.4.3. 1HREAlENED AND ENDANGERED SPEaES 

5.2.4.3.1. Significance. This is the same as for this =gory under Jones Creek. 

5.2.4.3.2. EffectS of No Action. This is the same as for this Category under Jones Creek. 
However, the eagle Dest mentioned (that clDTeDtly is IlO( being wed) is Dot lIx:ated ncar 
this watershed.. The curren! sediment transpOrt capacity fOC" the ODe-year even! and tbe 
five-year event of 29,400 and 250,000 tons per day, respectively, on the Amite River 
immediately downstream of the confluence of the Comite River would be maintained 
Any sediment material that may be introduced by flood f10wt into the Amite River would 
becoIIle part of the system of sediments that is conStantly being moved from the upstream 
end to the downstreatn end of the point bats within the river. 

5.2.4.3.3. E!foclS of Plan BBN-PI. This is similar for this Category as for Jones Creek. It 
is noted that within this basin 7.8 miles of channel above FTenchtown Road would =ive 
channel en1argement. Channel enlargement would contribute to ~d bank erosion. 
An estimated I JO,ooo cubic yards of sediments is ptojected 10 accwnulate within and near 
the mouth of the main channel over a ten-year period with no action to prevent it. 
However, to minimitt the expected erosion, a mat of geoteXtile material would be plllCed 
on the channel slopes to bold vegetation and, thw, the surrounding soil. This would not 

prevent. hut would minimize the anticipated erosion. The transpOrt capacity of the Comite 
River is sufficient to distribllte any sediments that would eventually be introduced into il 
by !:be implementation of this a1tem~. l..i.II:ewise, the transport capacity of the Amite 
River is sufficient to move any sediments eventually inm.xluced into it by the Comiu:: 
River. Any materia! that may be introduced would bcoomt: pan of the system of 
sediments that is constantly heing moved from the upstream cod to the downstream end of 
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the point bars within !he river. Thel"efClrl:, the jollait'd hcelsplincr WOIIkl not be affected 
by !he implementation of lhis Illem&tive. 

5.2.4.3.4. Effects of Plan BBN·P2. This is the same Ill) for Plan BBN-Pl. 

5.2.4.3.5. Effects of Plan BBN-P3. This is !he same Ill) for Plan BBN-P1. 

5.2.4.4. AQUATIC RESOURCES 

:5.2.4.4.1. Waler Quality Fearures 

5.2.4.4.1.1. Signifieancc. This is !he same Ill) for this calegory under l00es Creek; 

however, the souroe W3lers are DOl. all from urban IIIUS. 

:5.24.4.1.2. Effects of NQ Action. This is the same lUI f(r Ibis calegory UDder lones Creek. 

5.2.4.4.1.3. Effecls of Plan BBN-PI. This is essentially !he same as fOl" this calegory 
under lones Creek. bill 7.8 milt.s of this watercourse: and tributaries above Frenchtown 
Road would receive channel en1.argentent. 0uLnne1 enlargement resulting in removal of 
ovcrh~g vegetation would result in inaea.ses of stream tempcrann and n:duced 
dis9Olvcd. oxygen content. Removal of restrictions would conlribule to IIlOTe effcclive 
flushing actions. 

5.2.4.4.\.4. Effectl! of Plan BBH-Pl. This is essentially \he same as for this calegtty 
under Pl.an BBN-PI. 1he difference in excavarion would make minima.\ difftleDCe in 
effects to waler quality. 

""'" effectS to waler quality. 

:5.2.4.4.2. Ecological Features 

• This is essentially the same lUI for lhis calegory 
;;:;;;;;, in excavation would make minimal difference in 

5.2.4.4.2.1. Significance. This is tbc same as for Ibis category under lones Oeek. 
However, 8 portion of this watercourse begins in an agricultural area tatbcr!han an IU"ban 
area. lberefClrl:, the source waterS are somewhat hi~r in ecolOJical value !han tbc 
previous basinll of !he overaI.J. study area discussed. 

5.2.4.4.2.2. Effects of No Acrior!. This is the same as for this calegory UDder Jones Creek.. 

5.2.4.4.2.3. EffeclS of Plan BBN-PI. This is similar for lhis category lUI that for Jooes 
Crtek and fOl" Bayou Fountain. However, all work would consist of channel enlargement. 
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Tht: right-cf·way nccessary for the channel enlargement would most probably result in the 
complete mnoval of aU overhanging vegetation over the waltrcoutSe5 except: the largest 
trees. The accomplUlying ~asc of temperature may result in a change in species 
diversity towards aquatic species requiring 10wered dissolved oxygen. Excavation fa: 
channel enlargement would result in complete destruction of the benthic community within 
the channels. Complete =Ionizatioo should occur in approximately one year. The 
gcosynthctic mat 011 the chmmcl slopes should help to provide microhabitats to whicb 
smaller organisms on the food chain would adhere. Those organisms would !ben provide a 

food source to higher organisms. 

5.2.4.4.2.4. EffectS of Plan BBN·P2. This is essentially the same as for this category 
under Plan BBN·PI. The difference in required excavaticm for diffemlt levels of 
protcetion would make negligible ~nce in affects upon aquatic resources as compared 
10 the other alternative. 

. This is essentially the same as for this category 
_ ;;;;;. in required excavation for different levels of 

protcetion would make negligible diffcrellCC in affects upon ecological f~s of aquatic 
resources. 

5.2.4.5. CUL1URAL RESOURCES 

5.2.4.5.1. Significance. Beaver Bayou cuts Pleistocene tcmtce surfaces tItroIIgb Jeu 
highly developed country. An intensive pedestrian $wvcy of the project area was 
completed by Bryant (1985). Two potentially significant sites were ~ as a result of 
the survey. The Bilunore Site (16EBR66). represents the =ain$ of l p«historic campsite 
dating from the PaJeo-lndian or Early Archaic period. SIwWi Cemetery was Iepolted to 
CO!Itain approximately 30 grave markert with dates ranging from the 1870's 10 the 1930's. 
Previous channel modif'lcatioru and improvements may have impocted both of these sites. 
Previous investigations provide infonnation valuable for ~g the kinds and nwnhen 
of cultllIlll resources which may be expected 10 occur within the project area and in other 
similar settings. 

5.2.4.5.2. Effects of No Action. Oaannc:l maintcnaONl or modification by oon-fcdcral 
entities has been conducted lllong the lower reaches of Beaver Bayou. The continuation of 
this program would presumably continue without fcdcn.I involvemcnL Potentially 
significant archeological sile3 located along Beaver Bayou could be affected by future 

maintenance or modification proja:ts. Without SlICb a program, channel migration could 
expose and evenrually erode as yet unrecorded potentially significant cultural reso~s. 

5.2.4.5.3. Effects of Plans BBN·PI. P2, and P3. The proposed plan for Beaver Bayou 
consists of widening approximately 7.8 miles of channel designed 10 C(lII'Iey a 10, 2S, or 
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so.-year !tOnD event within stream banks for each ~vt plan. Plans 10 widen the 
existing channel could severely impact any culturlll. ~sourccs located within the project 

~ 

CuI\U1'1ll ~sourccs invtstigation. have been completcd for much of the pmjelCt z=a.. 
Investigations are n:quircd for tbc portion of Beaver Bayou from Hooper to H ubbs Roads. 
There are two sites recorded on Seava Bayou downstream from Hooper Road. TIle 
National ~gister stanu of bodL the Billmcre rite (l6EBR66) and Shanks Cemetery is 
unknown. Only a portion of the ~mctery is thought 10 be loca.tcd within the project area 
however, right-of-way limits have DOt been cstablished for this location 

~vious investigations indicate. that the project area has a low probability for OOIItaining 
sigttif'"lCI1IIt cultural ~soun:es. Although no significant culrural n:sources are expected 10 
occur within previously unswvcycd portions of the project area the SlINey i! ~ommendcd 
due to the severity of LillticipatCil project impactS from widening. Two ~usly recon.led 
sites. l6EBR66 and Shanks Cemetery haV1: DOl been evaluated in ICl'lllS of tbeir National 
~gistcr significance. H these rites are found 10 be within the area of project impact, 
effons will be made to determine their significance and LueSI Lilly project impactS during 
the design phase of the project. The SHPO has been informed of these recommendations 
(Appendix G). 

5.2.4.6. RECREATION RESOURCES 

5.2.4.6.1. Significance. TbU is the same &$ for this category under Jones Creel<.. 

5.2.4.6.2. Effects of No Action. This is the same as for this category undc1 Joocs Creek. 

5.2.4.6.3 . Effects of Plan BBN-PI. This is the samc as fOT this category under Plan 
WCC-P4A.5. 

5.2.4.6.4. Effw of PIAP BBN:-P2. This is the same u for this category under Plan 
BBN-PI. 

5.2.4.6.5. Effects of Plan BBN-PJ. This is the sa.me as for this category under Plan 
BBN-PI. 

5.2.4.1. AESTHETICS 

5.2.4.7.1. Significance. This is the same as for this category under Jones Creek. 

5.2.4.1.3. Effects of Plan BBN-PI. Impacts to existing aesthetic, and proposed mitigation 
teChnique!! are similar 10 this category as under the Jones Creel: plan, with the exception 
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that only ~I are piuposed. This cmek. is located in a rural setting w~ adjacent shrub, 

vine, and ground cover vegetation flourisl!es. In time, IIDdastory vegetation would 
encroacb and voluntarily establisb within the impacted corridor. Approximately 10.75 of 
stream bank vegetation would be lost akwg both sides of the upper bank of Beaver Bayou 
willlin the impacted area of channel en1argement. The hardwood ~ plantings .w:og that 

affected area would mitigate the lost aesthetic quality. Appendix E, Section 2 fully 
describes the details of the IICSlbetic mitigation planning. 

5.2.4.7.4. Effects of Plan BBN-P2. lmpllCts to existing aesthetics and p:oposed mitigation 
are Jimila:r to the Beaver Bayou BBN-PI plan. However, streaII\ bank channel 

enlargement areas are different in magnitude than those above. Aesthetic mitigation 
through ~ plantings would be adjU!ited according to the degttt of impactS. 

5.2.4.75. EffectS of Plan BBN-P3. This is the same as for this category under Plan 

BBN-2 plan. 

S.2.4.8. NOISE 

5.2.4.8. 1. Significance. This is the same as for this category under Jones Creek. 

S.2.4.8.2. Effects of No Action. This is tile same as for this category IlllIier lones Cnek. 

5.2.4.8.3. Effects of Plans BBN·PI. Pl, and P3, This is essentially the same as for this 

category IIIlder Jones ~k, The IOta! duration for project construCtion is projected to be 
approximately 24 months for each of the altemati~s, 

5.2.4,9, VECTORS 

5.2,4,9,1. Sjgnificf,!lC¢. This is the same as for this category Wlder Jones Creek.. 

5.2,4.9.2, Effcgs of No Action. This is the same as for this Category under Jones Creek. 

5 ,2.4 ,9.3, Effecu of all Plan" This is the same as for this category under Jones Creek. 

5 ,2,4, iO. SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES 

'I'he purpose of this section is 10 describe the man: significant social and ecooomK: 

conditions of the area and 10 identify potential impacts of various project ailCmalivell, 
including no Federal. action, 
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5.2.4.10.1. Land Use. 

5.2.4.10.1. 1. Signjficance. This the same as for this category UDder J0ne5 Cruk. 

5.2.4.10.1.2. EffectS of No Action. The gencra.l effects of no action would include the 

continued level of flood hazard in the Beaver Bayou Watershed. Table 5·2+10-1 sbows 
1985 land use for this watershed. Tbc trend of urban growth can be expected 10 continue: 
Ihrough the continued convmioo of agricultural and foresl lands, influenced in pan by the 

level of flood protection. 

TABLE 5-2+1Q.1 
Beaver Bayou Watershed 1985 Land Use 

Deban 2,798 acees 
A<jdculture 3,629 acee. 
Foe .. ,t 3,861 acres 
" ster " acees 
lfethnds " acres 
~~< '" acees 

!'otals 7,927 scrtls 

The ttwd of urban growth can be expected 10 continue through the continued con~ 

of agricultural and foreS! lands, influenced in pan by the level of flood protection. 

5.2.4.10.1.3. Effect.!! of Plan BIlli:fl. The ilnlllcdiale effe<;t.!! of the above plan on land 

use would be a ~OJI in !be C=I level of flood hazard that tlueatens developments 
in the less protected IL!'CaS of the warashcd. primarily residential development.!! . Then: an: 
DO dUect changes in laIld use due 10 project ccmstructiOJl. 

5.2.4.10.1.4. Effect.!! of Plan BRN·Pl. ImpactS wouJd be similaf to Plan BBN·P1. An 
increase in cb.annel silC would Tcducc the flood hllZlltd slightly more. 

5.2.4.10.l.S. Effects of Plan BBN· n Impacts would be similar to Plan BBN-PI. An 
incI'ease in channel silC woWd reduce !be flood hazard slightly more. 

5.2.4.10.2. Housing. 

5.2.4.10.2.1. Sjgn.jficaru.-c. ThU is the same as for this category under Jones ~ 
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5.2.4.10.2.2. El!csy of NQ Action. The effect of no action, or the Jack of any other flood 
control prognun, would reSl.~t in the continued periodic flooding of !hose hooses within the 
watenhod that have ioadcquate flood pnXeCtioo.. Reccn( surveys of this watershed indicillC 
thai: appmrimatdy 604 R:5identi.al structure5 have floor elevations II or below the: currenl 
IOO-year level of flood prorectiOll. Curn:nt inSunInCC programs for borneownen cllCOUJllge 
new construction 10 provide greater protectioo. 

5.2.4.10.2.3. Completion of this plan would reduce the Ihteal of 
flooding . project in placc. the number of n:sidenti.al 
struerures with flom e1evatiOlls II or below the l()()'year level of protection would decline 

from 604 to 353. 

52.4. 10.2.4. Effects of Plan BBN-Pl. ImpactS would be similar 10 Plan BBN·PI. With a 
Iargcr channel size. only 286 residential sttuCtUrts would have floor Clevltions at or below 
the too-year flood level. 

5.2.4.10.3. Property Value. 

ImpactS would be similar 10 Pian BSN·PI. With I 
sttuCtUrts would have flood e1c:vatiOllll at: or below 

5.2.4.10.3.1. Sicnificaw;. This u the same III for this category under Jones Oeek. 

5.2.4. 10.3.2. Effects of No Action. This is the samc III for No Action in Jones Cmek.. 

5.2.4.10.3.3. Effects of Pian BBN-P1. The drainagc improvemcnts offc:n:d by this plan 
would tend to raise the value of existing devclopments whcm !he potential for f100d 
damage is the: greatest The value of o.uxIevelopcd areu would also tcnd 10 rise. 

5.2.4. 10.3.4. Effects of Plan BBN·P2. Impacts would be similar to Plan BBN-Pl. 

52.4.10.3.5. EffectS of Plan BBN·P3. Impacts would be similar to Plan BBN·PI. 

52.4.10.4. Business and Industry. 

5.2.4.10.4.1. Significance. lbis is the same as for this category under Jones Oeek. 

5.2.4.10.4.2. Effects of No Action. This is the samc as for No Action in Jones Creek.. 
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5.2.4.10.4.3. Effc:cu of Plan BBN-PI. Improved flood protection would reduce physical 
damages 10 businesses and industties, as well as reduce possible. disruption of normal 
business activities. with an !lC(:ompanying income loss. 

5.2.4.10.4.4. Effects ofPJap BBN-P2. lmpacl5 would be similar to PIan BBN-PI. 

5.2.4.1Q.4.5. Effecu of Plan BBN-P3. Impacl5 would be similar 10 Plan BBN-PI. 

5.2.4.1O~. Emp1oyment. 

5.2.4. IO~.I, Signjficaoo::. This is the same as for this category under Jones Creek. 

5.2.4.10.5.2. Effects of No Action. This is the same IS for No Action in Jones Cnlek. 

5.2.4.10.5.3. Effecu of Plag BEN-Pl. Employment geoeraIcd by coomuction of the 
project wou1d tend 10 be temporary. In addition \0 this employment, the improved flood 
protection would indirectly help cootrol economic development COSI5 and enhance 
employmen\ oppmtunilies. 

5.2.4.10.5.4. Effects of Plan BBN-n. Impacts would be similar \0 Plan BBN-Pi. 

5.2.4.10.5.5. Effects of Plan BSN-P3. Impacl5 wou1d he similar \0 Plan BBN-PI. 

5.2.4.10.6.. Community and Regiooal Growth. 

5.2.4.10.6.1. Significance. This is the same as for this category UDder Jones Creek. 

5.2.4.10.6.2. Effects of No Arn2!l.. This waterShed, kx'att-Ll to the northeast of urbanized 
Bacoo Rouge. is one of the mon: rural watersheds in the paruh. It is IIOt expected 10 grow 
as fast as the watersbeds i the ioutbem half of the parish t:haI: are located along the 
InterState Highways. ion of this watershed. Its nearness \0 the urbaoi«:d areas should 
ins~ some growth. 

5.2.4.10.6.3. Effects of Plan BBN-PI. Jrnpmva;! drainage Ihrougboot the watershed would 
facilitate whateveJ' growth might OCCW'. 

5.2.4.10.6.4. Effects of Plan BUN-Pl. Impacts would he similar \0 Plan BBN-PI. 

5.2.4.10.6.5. Effects of ptag SPN-P3. Impacts woukl be similar \0 Plan BBN-PI. 
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5.2.4.10.7. Displacement of~e. 

5.2.4.10.7.1. Significance. & discussed in the section on Housing, some 604 rt:sidential 
SU'\lCtllfeS ue located within the 1000year flood zone. Assuming the size of an avcmge 
household within this wne iJ llbout \be same as an IIvcragC: household in East Baton Rouge 
Parish 1.5 reported in the 1990 Census, OJ' 2.63 penoru,!he 100Il population living within 

this 1000year flood wne iJ about 1,600. 

5.2.4.10.7.2. Effecu of No Action. The periodic flooding of some residences within this 
watershed conId cause those living in the: \owel" clcvalions to move, seeking ,better in 
man: prota:tcd areas. 

5.2.4.10.7.3. EffectS of Pian BBN-Pi. Assuming the average number of penon! per 
household within the l()Q.year flood ZODc would be 2.65 (similar 10 the 1990 CcnIruS 
number (OT East Baton Rouge Parish), this plan would reduce the total number of people in 
the l00-year floodplain from t,600 10 935, a reduction of 665. 

5.2.4.10.7.4. Efkcts of Plan BBN-Pl. The impacts would be similar 10 Plan BBN·PI. 
An c$timatcd 840 people currently living in !he tOO-year flood ZODc would no longer be 
subject to floods of this frequency and possible displacement 

5.2.4.10.7.5. Effcm of Plan BBN·P3, The impactS would be similar 10 Plan BBN·Plo 
An estimated 870 people currently living in the tOO-year flood zone woukl no longer be 
subject 10 floods of this frequency and possible displacelIlCnt 

5.2.4.10.8. Displacement of Fanns. 

5.2.4.10.8.1. Significance. This is the s.amc as fOJ' this category under Jones Creek. 

5.2.4.10.8.2. Effects of No ActiorJ. This watershed is near the easttrP edge of East Baton 
Rouge Parish and, thus, it is more rural in cbaracttr tban those waterslK:d.s closer 10 
downtown Baron Rouge. The 1978 agricultutalacreage of 3,725 has decreased nn1y 10 
3,629 in t9g5. Some decrease in this ~agc is expecled due to conversion to urban land 

even without II project. 

5.2.4.10.8.3. Effects of Plan BBN· PI. Improved flood protection would probably have a 
minimal impact on fanns in this watenbed COlmruclion fcanues of this plan would IlO1 
impact any agricultutalland, however, 89 acres, wned as farmland. wou1d be conVClU>d 10 
permanently forested land with implementation of the otnite mitigation feature. 

5.2.4.10.8.4. Effecu of Plan BBN·P2. Impacts would be similar to Plan BBN·Pi with 1fT 
acres of wned farmland required for offsite mitigation. 
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5.2.4.10.8.5. Effects of Plan BBN·P3. ImpaclS would be ~imilar to Plan BBN-PI with 
90 acres of zoned fannland required for offsite mitigation. 

5.2.4.10.9. Public Facilities and Services. 

5.2.4.10.9.1. Sjgnificance. This is !be same as fill" this category under Jones Creek.. 

5.2.4.10.9.2. Effects of No Action. The expansion of public fllCilitie~ and services would 
follow any future population growili. This growth is expeeted. to be slow. 

5.2.4.10.9.3. EffectS of Plan BBN·Pl. Improved flood proteCtion should facilitate the 
slow growili in this watershed a100g with an increase in demand for public facilities and 
services. The clwmel enlargement in Ibis plan would nqulre !be relocation of 6 bridges, 4 
pipelinc:s, 3 watC'J"lines, and 5 culvens. 

5.2.4.10.9.4. EffectS of Plan BI!I:tfl. Similar impactS to Plan BBN·P1. 

5.2.4.10.9.5. Effects of Plan BBN·n Similar impacts to Plan BBN-PI. 

5.2.4.10.10. Tax ~nues. 

5.2.4.10.10.1. SigniflCllllCC. This is tItc same as frr this category under Jones Crcek.. 

5.2.4.10.10.2. Effects of No Action. This is the sarne as fill" No Action in Jones Creek. 

5.2.4.10.10.3. Effects of Plan RBN·Pl. Improved flood pmteetion could attract 
development in areas where profCCtion is cum:ntly marginal or inadequ.ue. The increased 
deve10pmcnt and improved protection would help to maintain the stability of the tax base. 

5.2.4.10.10.4. Effects of Plan BBN·Pl. Similar impactS to Plan BBN-P1. 

5.2.4.\0.10.5. Effects of Plan BBH·P). Similar impactS to Plan B8N·PI. 

5.2.4.10.11. Community Cobesion. 

5.2.4.10.11.1. Simifip!lCe. This is tItc same as frr Ibis category under Jones Creek. 

5.2.4. 10.11.2. Effects of No Action. This is the same as for No Action in Jones Creek. 

5.2.4.10.11 .3. Effects of Plan BBN-PI. Minimal impact to conununity cohesion as flood 
protection 1$ improved with very little environmental change. 
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5.2.4. 10.11.4. Effms of Plan BBN-P2. Similar im.pacts to Plan BBN_PI. 

5.2.4.10.11.5. Mew of PlPll BBN·P3, Similar impacts to Plan BBN-Pl. 

5.2.5. Blackwater Bayou Basin 

5.2.5.1. AGRICUL1URAL LANDS 

5.2.5.1.1. Significance. Thi, is the WIle as for this categocy under Jones CreeL 

5.2.5 .1.2. Effects of No Action. This is the same as for this category UIlder Jones Creek. 

5.2.5.1.3. Effect!! of Plan BW-f2. This is essentially the same as for this category I1Ilde:r 
Jones Creek, bUI implemenwion of mitigation for this allCmalive would consist of the 
cooversion of prime and llllique farmlaods equal to approximately 32 pc:rcc:nt of !he 
combined mitigation plan conversion. 

5.2.5.1.3. Effects of Plan BW..£!. This is essentially the same as for Plan BFtO-A, bul 
implementation of mitigation for this alternative would consist of the conversioll of prime 
and unique farmlands equal \0 approximately 55 percent of the combined mitigation plan 
coo~rsion. 

5.2.5.2. BOTTOMLAND HARDWOOD FORESTS 

5.2.5.2.1. Siil)ificance. This is the same as for this category WIder Jones Creek. 

5.2.5.2.2. Effects of No Action. This is the same as for this category under Jones Oeek. 

5.2.5.2.3. Effects of Plan BW·P2. This is essentially the same as fOl' this category UDdec 
Beaver Bayou Plan BBN·PI, but n acres and 48 HUYs would be lost due to construction 
of flood control features. These losses would be fully compensated with the habitat 
mitigation plan. A total of 127.8S AAHU'I would be lost for all evaluation species as 

dctenninc:d by the HEP for this alternative. 

S.2.S.2.3. Effects of Plan BW·P4. This is the same: as for Plan BW.P2, but 141 acres and 
88 HUVs would be lost by flood cootrol fea~s caused by additional construction 
required for the higher level of pnxc:ctiou. 

5.2.5.3. THREATEl\'ED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

5.2.5.3. 1. SignifiCance. This is the same as for this category under Jooes Creek. 
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5.2.5.3.2. Effects of No Action. This is Ihe same as for this category under Jones Creek 
and Beaver Bayou. 

5.2.5.3.3. Effects of Plan BW-P2. This is essentially Ihe same as for this category WIder 
Beaver Bayou Plan BBN-PI. However, with no action 10 prevent it, a projected 145.000 
cubic yanis of materials would accumulate within and near the mouth of Ihe main cbannel 
and its aiblltary. Again, the gt:oICxtile mat mentioned for Beaver Bayou would also be 
utilized in this watershed 10 mi~ this projected erosion. The transport capacity of !he 
Comite River is sufficient to disaibute any scdintents lhal would evcnlUlll:J.y be iotmiutw! 
into it by the implementation of this alternative. Likewise. the transpon capacity of the 
Amite River is sufficient 10 move any sedimcots eventually introduced into it by the 
Comite River. Therefore, the inflated heelspliner would DOl be affecu.1 by the 

implementation of Ibis alternalivc. 

5.2.5.3.4. Effects of Plan BW-P4. This is the same as for Plan BBN-Pl. 

5.2.5.4. AQUATIC RESOURCES 

5.2.5.4.1. Water Quality Feanues 

5.2.5.4.1.1. Significans:e. This is Ihe same as fOlthis category under Jones Creek. 
However, this watclCOurSC begins in an agricultmal and foreSted area rather than an urban 
lUea. T'be:fefore, the quality of soun::e waters iii higher than the pttvious basins of the 
over:all srudy area discussed. 

5.2.5.4.1.2. Effects of No ActiOQ. This is the same as for Ibis category under Jones Creek. 

5.2.5.4.1 .3. Effects of Plan BW-Pl. 'This is similar fOl this category as thai: for Beaver 
Bayou BBN-PI. However, 13.4 miles of this waterOOUlSC and a aibutary would Tt:Ccivc 
channel eo1argcrncm. 

This il the same as fOlthis category under Plan BW-

5.2.5.4.2. Ecological Feanucs 

5.25.4.2.1. Significance. This is the same as for this categOJy UDder.Jones Cree.k. 
However, because of higher water qualiry, the SOUItt waters an: higher in ecoIogicai value 
than the prm>iou.s basins of the overall study area discIlssed. 

5.25.4.2.2. Effects of No Action. This is the same as for this category under Jones Creek. 
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5.2.3.4.2.3. Effects of Plan I1W-P2. This is rimilar for this category u that for Beaver 
Bayou PJan BBN-Pl . As with that a1tcmative, all work woold consist of channel 
enlargement 

5.2.5.4.24. Effects of Plan BW-P4. This is the WIle for this category as for Blackwater 
Bayou Plan BW-P2 other than for the different level of prlXCCtion. 

5.2.5.5. CUl:ruRAL RESOURCES 

S.2.5.S.1. Significance. The proposed plan for Blackwater Bayou and iu main tributary 
consislS of widroing approximately 13.4 miles of channel designed 10 convey a to-year 
storm event within S!le8nl bank. Plans 10 widen the cbannel could severely impaa any 
cultural ICSOUI"l."CS located within the project area. mvestigations cooductcd during !be 
feasibility study indicate that similarities exist in the number and kinds of culrural 
resoun:es found along both IIbckwl.\er and Bel.ver bayous (Goodwin et al. 1990). The 
project area is considered 10 have a low probability for containing significant cultural 
n:soun:es. The Blackwater Bayou Site (I6EBR33) and 16EBR66 on Beaver Bayou, appear 
similar in age and presumed function also. Both site1 appear to represent campsites which 
date from the Paleo-lndian or Early Archaic period. Impacts at 16EBR33 include bod! 
residential construction and drainage improvemenlS. The National Register eligibility has 
J1O( been determined for thh site. 

5.2.5.5.2. Effects of No ActiOD. Channel migration could expose and evenrually erode 
potentially significant cultural fHOIUCCS. 

5.2.5.5.3. Effects of Plan BW-P2 and BW-P4. Similarities 10 Beaver Bayou indica.te the 
project area hu a low probability for containing significant culrural resources. However, 
intensive investigations sboU:d be undcna.ken prior to the next phase of work. The 
proposed project has potenti.t.l for adversely affecting one pmviously reconled potentially 
significant archeological site (t6EBR33). An attempt should be made to identify site 
limits with relation to the project boundaries and make a finaJ determination of eligibility 
prior 10 construction of the project features. 'The SHPO bas been informed of tbeJe 
recommendations (Appendix 0 ). 

5.2.5.6. RECREATION RESOURCES 

5.2.5.6.1. Sjmifici!DS!' This is the same as for this categcry under Jones Oeek. 

5.2.5.6.2. Efferu of No Action. This is the same as for- this category UDder looes Creek. 

5.2.5.6.3. EffectS of Plan BW-P2. This is the same as for this category UDder Plan 
.,-/ WCC-P4A5. 
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5.2..5.6.4. Effects of Plan BW P4. This is the same as for this category WIder Plan 
BW.P2. 

5.2.5.7. AESTHETICS 

5.2.5.7.1. Significance. This is the same as for this category under 10000s Qeek. 

5.2.5.7.2. Effects of No Action. This is the same as for this category WIder 1000es Creek. 

5.2.5.7.4. Effects of Plan BW- n Impacts 10 existing aesthetics and proposed mitigation 
are similar 10 Plan BBN-PI. However, the CXlent of Strealll bank channel enlargement 

areas is different. The 13.5 miles of tree plantinp would mitigall: the losses of these 
~soun:e$. 

5.2..5.7.5. Effects of Plan BW P4. This is the same as for this Category WJder P1an 
BW- P2 plan. 

5.2.5.8. NOISE 

5.2..5.8.1. Sjgnific!!!l!?e. 'fhis is the same as for this category IJl\der Jones Creek. 

5.2..5.8.2. Effects of No ActiO!l. This is the same as for this category under Jones Crec.k. 

5.2..5.8.3. Effects of Plan BW-P2. This is essenti.ally the lame as for this category under 
Jones Cleek. The total duration for project coruttuction is projected to be approximately 
18 montlu. 

5.2.5.8.4. Effects of Plan BW-P4. This is the same as for this category as UDder Plan 
BW-P2. 

5.2.5.9. VECTORS 

5.2.5.9.1. SilUlificancs;. This is the same as for this category under JOlIet Creek. 

5.2.5.9.2. Effects of No Action. This is the same u fa- this category UDder Jones Crec.k. 

5.2..5.9.3. Effests of All Plans. This is the same as for this category under Jones Creek. 
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5.2.5.10. SOCIOECONOl.-DC RESOURCES 

T'be purpose of this section u to describe the mote significant social and economic 
conditions of the area and to identify potenti.al impactS of various project ahernatives, 
including DO FcdeI1li action . 

5.25.10.1. Land Use. 

5.2..5.10.1.1. Significance. This the same all for this category under Jones Creek. 

5.U.10.l.2. Effects of No Action. The general effects of no action wOllld inchldt!be 
continued level of flood Iw.ard in the Blackwater Bayou Watershed. Table 5~2·5- l o-1 

shows 1985 land use for !hiB wazershed.. 1be trend of urban growth can be expected to 

COlltinue Ihrough the cootinued conversion of agricultura.l. and forest lands, influenced in 
pan hy the level of flood proo:ction. 

5.2.5.10.1.3. Effects of Plan BW-PZ. The immediate effects of the above plan on land use 

would he a reduction in the cu=nt level of flood hazard that ~ developments in 
the less protected areas of the watershed, primarily residential developments. There are no 

direct changes in land use duc to project construction. 

TABLE 5-2-5-10-1 
Blackwater Bayou Watershed 1985 Land Use 

"-" Aqricultu~e 

Forest 
Wate~ 

NetUnds 
~~< 

Totals 

2, 882 ac~es 
3 , 716 ac~u 
2, 743 ac~., 

o acre s 
o 'C~.8 

__ ,0 aC«$ 

5.2.5.10.1.4. EffectS of Plan BW-P4. Impacts would be similar 10 Plan BW-PZ. 

5.2.5.10.2. Housing. 

5.2.5.10.2.1. Significance. This is the same as for this categuy under JOItcS Creek. 

5.2.5.10.2.2. Effects of No Action. The effect of no action, or the lock of any olb« fJood 
control program, would result io the continued periodic flooding of those houses within the 
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watcnhcd that have inadequate flood prolOCtion. Recent $lUdies of this watershed indicate 
that approximately 866 residential suuctures have floor e1cvlllions at or below the e=t 
I()()..year level of flood protection. Current insurance programs for homeowners encourage 
new construction 10 provide greater proteCtion. 

5.2.5.10.2.3. Effects of Plan BW.P2. Completion of this plan would substantially reduce 
the threat of flooding within the watershed. With the project in place, the nwnber of 
residential struCtures with floor elevations at or below the I OO-year level of protCCtioo 
would docline from 866 10 642. 

5.2.5.10.2.4. Effcs;ts of Plan BW·P4. Impacu woold be similar 10 Plan BW·P2 widl a 
slighdy greater reduction of the flood threat, since this cbannel would accommodate a 
larger flow. This plan WQ\I1d kaye approximately 461 residential structures at (I[' below 
the I()()"year level of protection. 

S.2.5.10.3. Ptopal)' Value. 

5.2.5.10.3.1. Significance' Thh is !be same as for this tategOr}' um1er Jones Creek. 

5.2.5.10.3.2. Effects of No Action. This is the same 8li fIX' No Action in Jones Creek. 

5.2.5.10.3.3. Effects of Plan BW-P2. The drainage improvements offered by thls plan 
would tend 10 raise the value of existing developments where the potential for flood 
damages is the &TCBtest The value of undeveloped areas would also tend 10 rise. 

5.2.5.10.3.4. Effccn of Plan BW-P4. lmpilClS wou1d be similar 10 Plan BW·P2. 

5.25.10.4. Business and Industty. 

5.2.5.10.4.1. SimifiCl!!lcc. This is !be same as fOI' this category um1er Jones Creek. 

5.2.5.10.4.2 meets of No AcIi,Qn. This is the same as fOI' No ActioII in Jones Creek. 

5.25.10.4.3. Effects of Plan BW-P2. lmproved flood pmtectioo would reduce pb)'$icai 
damages 10 busines$es and industries, as well as ~uce possible d.istuptioo of normal 
business activities, with an accompanying income loss. 

5.1.5.10.4.4. Effects of Plan BW-P4. Imparu wou1d be similar 10 Plan BW-P2. 

5.2.5.10.5. Employment 

5.2..5.10.5.1. SjmiftCance. This is !be same as for this category under Jones Creek. 
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5.2.5.10.5.2. Effects of No Action. This is the same as for No Action in Jones Creek. 

5.2.5.10.5.3. Effects of Plan BW-Pl. Empklyment generated by construction of the 
project would teoo to be temporary. In addition to this employmenr., the improved flood 
pnXeCtion would indirectly help control overall economic developmeot COIlS and enhance 
employment opportunities. 

5.2.5.10.5.4. Effew of Plan BW-P4. ImpllCtS would be similar to Plan BW-Pl. 

5.2.5.10.6. Conununity and Regional Growth. 

5.2.5. 10.6.1. Signifil:ance. This is the same for this category as 11Ilda.Jone:s Cn:ek. 

5.2.5.10.6.2. Effects of No Action. As this watenhed is one of the more mraI in the 

parish. not as much growth is expected as in Ihooe watersheds along the twO interSllIte 
higbwa~ Howcvtt, some growth would occur even without additional flood proleC1:ion. 

5.2.5.10.6.3. Effects of Plan BW-P2. Improved drainage throughout the waterShed would 
facilitate whatever growth might occur. 

5.2.5.10.6.4. Effects of Plan BW-P4. lmpllCtS would be similar to Plan BW-Pl. 

5.2.5.10.7. Displacement of People. 

5.2.5.10.7.1. Significance. As discussed in the secttoo on Housing, some 800 residential 
struct\u'es 1m' located within the l(l().year flood woe. Assumin& mat the size of an 
average household within this %One: is about the same as an average household in East 
B!UOll Rouge Parisb as Iql'Olted in the ]990 Census, cr 2.6S persoru, the total population 
living within this l(l().year flood zone is about 2,120. 

5.2.5.10.7.2. Effects of No MrifJ!! . This is the same as for No Action I1Ilda Jones Creek. 

5.2.5.10.7.3. Effects «Plan BW-P2. Asrum..ing the average number of persons per 
household within the lOO-year flood woe would be 2.65 (similar to the 1990 CeIlSUI 
nurnben for East Batoo Rouge Parish), this plan would reduce the totalllwuber of people 
in the lOO-year floodplain from 2,300 to 1,675, B reduction of 62S. 

5.2.5.10.7.4. Effects of Plan BW-P4. The impacu would be similar to Plan BW-Pl. All 
estimated 1,100 people currently living in the l(l().year flood zone WQUid no longu be 

subject to floods of this fn:,qIICOCY and JIO$!lihle displacement, 
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5.2.5.10.8. Displacement of Farms. 

5.2.5.10.8.1. Significancx. Thils ill the same lIS for this category under Jones Creelt. 

5.2.5.10.8.2. Effect! of No Act jon. 0vCT 3,700 acres of agricultural. land ~main in 1his 
wacushed. Even Ulldcr without-project conditions, a further decrease is el[~ as the 
poplllation grows and changes in technology continue. 

5.2.5.10.8.3. Effects of Plan BW-Pl. Improved flood proteCtion would probably have a 
minimal impact on farms in Ihis walCISbed. Construction feanues of this plan wou1d DOl 
imPlICt any agriculrurailand, bowever. 90 acres wned as farmland would be converted 10 
pcnnanently fcmstod land with implementation of the offsite mitigation fearure. 

5.2.5.10.8.4. Effects of Plan BW-P4. ImpactS are similar 10 Plan BW-Pl. Construction 
fea= would IJO( impact any agricultural land. 1\oII.-ever. as this plan involves greater 

channe1 en1argement, more farmland acrea (154) will be set aside for offsite mitigation 
purposes. 

5.2.5.10.9. Public Facilities and Service,. 

5.2.5.10.9.1. Significance. This is the same as for this category UDder Jones Creek. 

5.2.5.10.9.2. Effects of No Action. The expansion of public facilities and services would 
follow lIIly furure population growth. This growth is expectod 10 be very 5low. 

5.2's.10.9.3. Effects of PI!\!! BW-P2. lmproved flood protection should facilitate the slow 
growth in t1tis warushed along with an increase in demand for public facilities and 
servio::es. The channel eNargement in this plan would require the relocation of II bridges, 
5 pipelli=, and 2 power lines. 

5.2.5.10.9.4. Effects of Plan BW-P4. Similar impacu 10 Plan BW-P2. 

5.2.5.10.10. Tax Revenues. 

5.2.~U0.10.1. Significance. This is the same as for thilI category Ulldcr Jones Cmek. 

5.2.!U0.10.2. Effects of No Action. This is the ume as for No Action in Jones Cleek. 

S.2.S.10.10.3. Effects of Plan SW.P2. Improved flood proteCtion couk1 attract 

development in areas whert: protection is currently marginal or inadequate. The increased 
development IIIld improved ~ction wou1d belp 10 maintain the stability of the ta;J[ base. 
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5.2.5.10.10.4. Effects of Plan BW-P4. Similar impacts to Plan BW-P2. 

5.2.5.10.11. Community Cohesion. 

5.2.5. 10.11.1 . Significance. This is the same as for thU category Wlder Jones 0"eeI:.. 

5.2.5.10.11.2. Effects of No Action. This is the same as for No Action in lones Clttk. 

5.2.5.10.11.3. Effects of P1an BW-P2. Minimal impact to community cohesion as flood 
protection ill improved with very little environmental chan~. 

5.2.5.10.11.4. Effects of pt'm BW-P4. Similar impacts to Plan BW-P2. 

5.3. ClJMULATIVE IMPACfS. 

Population growth of the parisb bas slowed in =ot yem as compaJCd to the rapid 
growth of the 1950's througll early 1980's with !he decline of !he oil IMustty. A ~ 
rate of 0.6 percent is projecled to occur hetween 1986 and 2047. Devdopment involving 
the clearing of wooded lands under the future without project condition will result in link 
cltanges in the older parts of Baton Rou~ simply because there is little left to develop. 
Development of the nonbem mea will likely continue to be llow, but development of the 

southern portion, however, will result in the rapid conversion of wooded and agricuilUnll 
lands 10 residential and commercia! IISC because the demand for land is so greaL The past 
and projected conversion of wooded land 10 urban uses within the total parish. and !he 
diffCTenl portions, is rdIccted in Table 5-2-1-2-1. The e:ity/parisll hili developed. what is 
calkd The Horizon Plan to assist in planoro. growth and development The HoriWll Plan 
incorporates numerous conct:pu. one of which is drainage, and was adopted by the 
citylparish council in 1992. 

'The total of 280 acres of wooded land converted 10 flood control channels by the sum of 
the Recommended P1ans for each of the waterSheds described in thU report would be a 
pan of the total, bUI would coliNt of a minimal portion of the total wooded land converted 
in the parish during the time of construction. Howeve1". Ihc conversion of approximately 
397 acres of cleared land to wooded land as proposed by the habitat mitigation plan would 
actually result in a net incrca.sc. as a result of the proposed action, in the uxaI. amount of 
wooded land in the~. Various flood control activities planned by the ciry/parish but 
awaiting funding would be additive to, but 1\01 pan of. the plOposcd action. These actions 
consist of replacements of culvetts or bridges, additional clearing and magging or 
enlalgcmenl of channels, and similar activities. Some adverse impacts would accrue to the 
aquatic and terrestrial resoun;cs including wetland functions as a result of these actions in 
the process of achieving positive social and ecooomic impacts. 
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6. LIST OF PREPARERS 

The following people were primarily responsible foe preparing this statemenL 

NAME D=ruNE """""'" ROI.JlIN EIS 

"""'ruE 
Mr. William Wib:o> WMlife Biology 6 Yrs. Wildlife BioI., E1S CoordinaIOr, 

Georgia DNR; E1Jecu on Agri Iancb, 
16 Yrs, Bioiogia. NOD BUt knsts, TolE 

specie$, Aquali:: 
Rescuces (EooI.) , 

Noise, Yecun 

Mr. ~ YicidominI Civil Fngir>a-r Ij YIS. Civil ''''''''''''''' EngineIerina, NOD 

Mr. TlfDOIIIy I..ookin&bill """'"'" 29 YIS, Regional --EcoooIniac. NOD _'00 
Soc:i" .. , ... Wc& 

Mr. Slepben FiDIepn ...... 17Yrs.~ Effco:IS 011 Aeslbelics, ........ ArtlUIco:~ NOD -.. 
Mr. Jornes WojmIa - 17 YIS. An:beoIo$iSt. 3 Effects on CuIlmaI 

y", NOD .....". 

Mr, Blll Hk:b H ydralilic I 6 YIS Civil, Eft"CO:Il on Aquali:: 
Enyironmetllal 2 Yrs Environmental -,"-
""""" I Fn&inreriDg, NOD QIIaliry), 

W_ QuaIil:y Soetion 
of Eapmg Ay;e.Mlh 

Ms.. Ch<ryl O. hy\o<I, H ydraJlic EQgineet 4 Yrs Civil, 4 Yrs HIRW Appmdr. ... "'-E~gi-, 1. YI'S NOD 

Ms.. JIIlie Z. LelIIlIn<: , Hytbulk Engi ...... 3 Yrs Civil, PriY. 404(b)(1 ) (Pbysbl ... llIduo; 1. Yn HynIrauIic fcawres); HIRW 
_,NOD AllP"'di. 

Mr. FaIcoIm Hun Civil Fn&iIWT 21 Yrs. Civil SmdyS~ 
Enp ... ring; Smdy land U,. Appeadi>: 
Mngr, NOD 

Mr. Nicbch1 Conalan - 24 Yrs. Reiional """"....-
" '"""""'ill, NOD ...... 

Mr. David Camey WildIiJc Biology I Yr, BioIogis~ 0veraIl EnvinxuneI>ta1 
OSFWS; ...... 
17 YB, Biologist NED 
& NOD 
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7. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENt, REVIEW, AND CONSULTATION 

7.1. PUBUC INVOLVEMENT PROGRAM 

The initial public meeting was held October 30, 1984, in Baton Rouge, Louisiana, 11) allow 

!he public 10 commenl on the plans devdoped in the Initial Evaluation Repon. &oping 
for IhilJ EIS was begun with the mailing of a scoping input request dated March 4, 1988 10 
all 00 the mailing list for the project. Map concenu resulting from that mailing 
including prompl implemc:nt3tioo of flood coouoJ. IDCAS\lJCS, allCmIUives, fisb and wildlife 
habital procection, and noo·~1I'UCtUrlLI. alternatives. Letten receivul from the following 

agencies or individuals were as follows: from Federal agencies · four; from local 
government - twO; from kx:cl business - ooe; from environmemal gIOOpti - one; and from 
private citizens - five. Betweell 1988 and 1993 meetings have: been bcld with 

environmental gJOUp$, Fcden..I and state government, and with local CitylParisb 
government. Cose COOl'dination has been maintained with the Amite River Basin Drainage 
and Wafer Conservation Disaict (ARBWrn). Corps of Engineers pe!'SOnIII:l have attended 
tbcir meetings. ~s personnel have met with local mayan, statt legisla!on, Batoo 
Rouge OJambet of Commerce, Easl Baton Rouge Oty/Parish Department of Public Works, 
Louisiana Depamnent of Wildlife and Fisheries, Louisiana Department of Environmental 

Quality, Loubiana Department of Transponuioo and Development, and Louisiana 
Department of Agriculture alld Foresay. The Notice of Availability of the Draft as was 
documented in the Fedc:nl Regisler of February 24, 1995. The review period ended on 
April 14, 1995. For a more oomplele di$cussion of the public involvement program, see 

the Section entitled Summary of Coordination, Public Views, and Commcntll within the 
Feasibility RepO!t. 

7.2. REQUIRED COORDINATION I COMPUANCE 

7.2.1. Geperal. As indicated in the previOllS paragrapb, close coordination hllll been 
maintained with !lCveml local, state, and Federal agencies. Map statntel for which 

complianee has been achieved or will be achieved are inclOOod in the following 
paragraphs. 

7.2.2. National Environmental Policv Act. The following activities have: been or ~ in 
the process of being accomplislled: filing of a ootice of inteo{ in the Federal Register 00 

February 12, 1988; $COping u indicated Paragraph 7.1 above; publishing a Draft 
Environmental Impact Sl*tement (EIS) and incorporation of comments from public review 
including a public meeting into this Final EIS; publishing of the Final EIS and allowing 
public review; and, £uulJ.y, preparation and signing of a Record of Decision. 

7.2.3. Oean Air Act Review of this 51*temenl by the Environmental PrcMcction Ageocy 
achicYes compl.iance. 
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7.2.4. Clean Water Act A 404(b)(1) Evaluation has been prepared fix" !he portions of 
each of the watl'nbeds in which materials will be deposilcd into watcn of the United 
StateS. Project compliance widt 404(r) requirements has been achieved, however, the 
District chose 10 pursue State Water Quality Ccnification, instead. State Water Quality 

Certification, dated May 15, 1995, wu granted by tile Louisiana Department of 
Environmental Quality for the Rr.cOOlDlended Plans u described in this TqlOT1. 

7.2.5. Coastal Zone Ma9a"l!l£n! ACL East Batoo Rouge Parish is IlOI in the coastal woe. 
A lcacr was sent 10 the Coordillator of the Louisiana Coasta1 Resources Program with the 
determinarion that the ptoposed action for each watc:nhcd would be consistent, 10 the 
muimwn elL:tent practicable, with the Coastal Resoun:es Program of the State of 
Louisiana. No critical !cner nor telephone call wu rcoeivN in the 45-day review period. 
A copy of the letter sent is included in Appendix E. Section 9. 

7.2.6. National Historic Preservation ACL Pre1illlinary cultural ~s investi&atIDns 
bave been coordinl.1ed with tile State Historic PresCl"Vanon Office: (SHPO). Plans 10 
C(lDduct additiooa1 inve$tigation! are being coordi.m.ted with the SHPO. All necessary 
cultunll resourcc:s studic5 and coordination will be completed prior 10 construction. A 
record of pertinent correspondence is included in Appendi.:J: G. 

7.2.7. has been maintained 
with as well as the Louisiana Department of 
Wi..I.dlife and Fisheries. The report of the Secretary of the Interior (from the USFWS) is 
included in this report. Recommendations and the District respooses &Ie included in 
pan.graph 7.5. 

7.2.8. Endan~ered Soecies AcL Correspoodence was initiated with all agencies 
responsible for administering the Act Copies of the c=pondcnce II!ld any pc:ninent 
follow-up correspondence ares included in Section 4 of Appendix E. Comments regarding 
threatened and endangered spedies are included in the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
Report. Additionally. one specific section of this ElS addresses the coru:ents of this 
sta1llte. 

7.2.9. FI1I1Illand Proteetion Policv Act A request wu IlUIde 10 the repttSCntative of the 
Soil Conservation Service reganling compliance with this starute. A copy of tbe rating 
form for the features of the project affecting \and zoned as fatmlaDd is included in Scetion 
6 of Appendix E. 

7.2.10. E lL:eeYtive Ordg 11988. Floodplain ManagemenL This order deals with 
minimizing or avoiding impacts associated with the base floodplain unless tbere is no 
practicable alternative. Public notice of possible FcderaI actioos 10 be ru:ommcnded 
within the floodplain was made at the public meeting of October 30, 1984, within the 
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Notice of Intent 10 prepare 1m EIS, in the scaping packet mailed 10 intereSted individuals, 
and in this statement 

7.2.11. EXC!"iptixe Ordg 11990. Protection of Wetlands. This order was COIUkWcd in 
planning. The decision 10 bll.u1 the dredged mll.tcriallO • landfill in three of !be wlI.lCrshcds 
wIn based, in part, upon thi.lI order. 

1.3. STATEMENT RECIPJENTS. 

Copies of !be draft ElS were mailed to those listed in Section 8 of Appendix E. 

1.4. P\JBUC VIEWS AND RESPONSES 

1.4.1. GenmJ. The vieWli expreued during the .!JCQping period Wi:re considered in the 
planning process. SignifiClU11 flood events of 19j3, 1962, 1973, 1977, 1979, 1983, 1989, 
1991), and 1993 resulted in signifiCllnt public concern for corrective flood Cootroi action 10 
be taken. Meetings with environmenul groups revealed their concern for aestbetiC$ and 
green areas within the urban area. 

Comments on the draft EIS -were generally sUppoitive of flood conuoi actions. A public 
. meeting on the study was held at the East Baton Rnugc City/f>arish Council OIII.mben on 

Marcb 21, 199j. Approximately 10 persons aUCndcd. Most of th06C in aacndcnce -were in 
suppon: of the flood control actioru. Some victims of past flooding expressed concern tbal 

implementing any son: of remedial action was taking !IO long. The oppositiOil was in 
~gard 10 the Bayou Fountain waterShed work plan and fear of the effects of additional 
flows overtopping the levee on the IIOUth bank of Bayou Manchac. This ooncem was 
voiced by the Pontchanrain Levee Board, represenUltivel of the two cor=:tional institutes 
in Ibervillc Parish, represenUltiVCS of Ascension Parish govemme.nl. and II. citium of !be 

Spanisb Lake area of Iberville and Ascension Parisb. The concern and the response, 
including an explanation, is included in Appendix 1., Pub]jc Involvement. 

1.4.2. Comments 10 the Draft EIS. Letters of comment 10 the Draft EIS were received 
from the following agencies, busines5e!, 01" individuah. Responses 10 the !etten are 
included in AppelMfu L. 

• U.S. Environmental ProIcction Agency 
• Federal Emergency Management A~ncy 
• U.S. Dcpartmellt of the Interior 
• U.S. Dcpartmellt of Commerce 

Coast and Geodetic Survey 
National Marine Fisheries Service 



• U.s. Department of Transponation, Fedc:nl Highway AdminUtnltion 
• U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Public Health Service 
• l.oulsiana Department of Environmental Quality 

7.j. U.s. FISH AND WILDUFE SERVICE (USFWS) RECOMMENDATIONS 

The recommendations made by the USFWS in !be Coordination Act Report are Ii.str.d 
along with the Corps ofEngincen responses. 

1. To the exrem feasible, flood control measures in Blackwater arK! Beaver 
Bayous, particularly in the lower «:achcs, lbould be limited to minimal clearing and 

snagging activities. 

Response: The Recommended Plan proposed for Blackwater Bayoo includes 
minimal modification from the mouth of the bayou at the Camire River upstream to 

Hooper Road. 'Ibc Recommended Plan proposed for Beaver Bayou includes no channel 
modification from the Comite River upstream to Fralchtown Road. 

2. Whc«: sufflCienl space is available. channel rights-of-way impacted by clLanneI 
cnlalgt:man should be revegctaled imme.:ljarcly after construction is C(Il:llpleted. 

Response: The aesthetic mitigation plan will include, where space is available, the 
planting of hardwood treeS and shrubs on lont:s Cn:ek. Ward Creek. and Bayou Fountain, 
and trees only on Beaver and Blackwater Bayous. This would be in addition w any 
habitat mitigation. Olannel slopes would be planted with grass seed w esta.blish a turf 
immediately after constroetion is completed. 

3. Project impactS to fish and wildlife resources should be mitigated by either a) 
purchasing and implementing timber 5tand improvement measures on 319 lICfeli of land 
adjacent to Bayou Duplantic:r, from the Stanford Avenue crossing to its confluence with 
Dawson Creek: or b) purchasing and reforesting 436 acres of open land, in one parcel or 
SCIICtCRd traclS, located adjacent to l.and(s) currently 0WllCd by the Baton Rouge Recreation 
and Park CotnmiliSion. These Jands sbould be located within floodplain IIlUS with 
hydrology similar w thaI of the project chanoelli. 

Response: Currently the recommcDded nritigation plan, which is the product of an 
attempt to develop conscnSll5 of the Corps and Service's evaluation and compensation 
output, would include acquisitioa of 397 acres of 1and., 11j of which would be adjacent w 
one of the BREe pam. with !be 282-acrc residual area cum:ntly to be off lOot Road in 
the northern ponion of the parish. We should IlOl restrict the local spoiUOl' 10 these twO 

~c iIllCtS. however, if other suill1ble sitC1 become available at less CO$ts. We coocur 
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with the cooccpf that milipfioo may be more cost effective ro riparian species on sites 
adjacent to SttelmS; however, this is based upon the assumption that land would be 
available and would be relatively inexpen&ive whcn actually it may nOl be inexpensive 

bccaU5C of high acqumtioo and sevcraro::e oosts when dealing with numemus )hopeny 
ownen. We do not recommend the acquisition of the tr¥t of land adjacent 1(1 Bayou 

Duplantier becaUiiC of high real eSlate costs. 

4. Maintenance work conductcxl on impacted SImlrnS should be limited to insueam 
c1ellring and snagging with hand-held equipment. 

Response: The funne conditions without any FedeTalaction includes maintenance 

work consisting of regular herbicide applicatiODJ to control insueam tree growth and to 

produce channel banks lined with bermudagnss. This is currently being done on somc 
basins and is planned for all basins. It would continue with implementation of any 
alternative. With any alternative in place. operation and maintenance would involve 

as-needed. removal of large obsttuctions. Periodic selective clcaring and snagging, Le., 
maximizing the use of hand-held equipment, would be utilized ro maintain the channels. 

S. Prior to initiating any construction activities, the Fish and Wildlife Service 
(Service) should be consulted regarding threatened and codangered species, particularly the 
bald eagle, as there is a currently inactive nest in the vicinity of the worl:. area. 

Response: Concur. 
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