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Introduction 

0.0 INTRODUCTION 

The Interstate 49 Connector project in Lafayette, Louisiana is a future 5.5-mile segment of limited-access 
highway that will extend Interstate 49 southward from Interstate 10 to the Lafayette Regional Airport. It is a 
critical transportation link for Lafayette and the State of Louisiana. The Interstate 49 Lafayette Connector is 
a key component of Interstate 49 South, which will: 

• Function as a critical hurricane evacuation route 
• Complete a major energy and trade corridor to the nation 
• Enhance safety by providing new interstate connectivity within the Lafayette region and to New Orleans 
• Improve mobility around the downtown core by reducing traffic on Evangeline Thruway and providing 

enhanced pedestrian and bicycle accommodations 

The purpose of this report is to evaluate traffic operations for the Interstate 49 Connector project. 
Alternatives considered include Existing, the 2003 ROD Alternative, and two Refinement Alternatives. This 
report summarizes the data collection process and results. Existing Network Analyses are detailed in 
sections discussing corridors and interchange influence areas. The interchange influence areas are 
identified as subareas throughout the corridor that have unique and interrelated impacts. Each Alternative 
is studied in detail including Tier 1 and Tier 2 analysis findings. 

LEGEND 
Proposed 
Interchange 

Study Limits 

Project 

N
 

Figure 1: Vicinity Map 
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Data Collection 

1.0 DATA COLLECTION 

1.1 7-DAY 24-HOUR AND 48-HOUR COUNTS 

Stantec Consulting Services Inc. hired Southern Traffic Services to collect traffic data within the study area. 
The collected data include 7-day, 24-hour counts at forty-four locations. Southern Traffic Services is aware 
of all LADOTD’s best practices about traffic data collection. No counts were taken on holidays. The single 
day counts were performed on Tuesdays, Wednesdays, and Thursdays only. Lafayette public schools and 
the University of Louisiana at Lafayette were verified to be in session during each of the counting periods. 
The data collection dates were from August 25, 2015 to October 16, 2015. A detailed list of each count 
location as well as the full counting reports can be found in Appendix A. 

1.2 PEAK PERIOD DETERMINATION 

The counts collected were comprehensive enough to estimate peak periods for turning movement counts. 
A breakdown of the weekday 24-hour traffic counts by 15-minute interval, which were averaged over three 
weekdays, is presented in Figure 2. The vertical axis represents the sum of averaged values of the 15-
minute counts (Tuesday through Thursday) for the forty-four locations counted. After a review of the 24-
hour traffic counts, the following time periods were selected for turning movement data collection: 6:30 AM 
– 9:00 AM, 12:00 PM – 1:00 PM, and 2:00 PM – 6:30 PM. The longer counting period for the PM peak 
period was based on observations of data at some of the 24-hour count locations. Locations near either 
elementary schools, high schools, or the University of Louisiana at Lafayette, experienced earlier peak 
periods occurring near 3:00 PM. Counting from 2:00 PM to 6:30 PM ensured that a comprehensive set of 
data was obtained for each intersection. 
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Counting Period 

Peak Hour 

Peak Hour Counting Period 
AM 7:00 AM - 8:00 AM 6:30 AM - 9:00 AM 

NOON N/A 12:00 PM - 1:00 PM 
PM 4:30 PM - 5:30 PM 2:00 PM - 6:30 PM 

Figure 2: Weekday 24-Hour Count Summary and Time Period Recommendations 

‘This document and the information contained herein, is prepared for the purpose of identifying, evaluating, and planning safety
improvements on public roads, which may be implemented utilizing federal aid highway funds.  This information shall not be subject
to discovery or admitted into evidence in Federal or State court pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 407.’

1.1 



  

  
      

 

  
 
 
 

  

 
     

        
       

   

        

  

   
        

  

   
 

           
         

    
         

 
    

     
     

      
 

   
          

     
        

 
 

  
 

LAFAYETTE URBAN SECTION INTERSTATE 49 CONNECTOR 

Data Collection 

1.3 PEAK PERIOD COUNTS 

Southern Traffic Services collected turning movement counts at fifty-seven intersections. The counts were 
performed on Tuesdays, Wednesdays, and Thursdays only between the times of 6:30 AM - 9:00 AM, 
12:00 AM – 1:00 PM, and 2:00 PM – 6:30 PM. LADOTD approved the counting periods and assisted in 
choosing which intersections to count and include in the study. A detailed list of each count location and 
the count data is included in Appendix B. The turning movement counts were collected and aggregated in 
15-minute increments. For the purposes of this study, the peak hours within the study area were determined 
to be 7:00 – 8:00 during the AM peak period and 4:30 – 5:30 during the PM peak period. 

1.4 PEAK PERIOD OBSERVATIONS 

Stantec performed peak hour observations from August 25, 2015 to September 2, 2015 on Tuesdays, 
Wednesdays, and Thursdays only. Observations were made during the AM and PM peak periods along 
Evangeline Thruway from Interstate 10 to Kaliste Saloom Road. 

The overall traffic trend during the AM peak period was stop-and-go traffic movement in both directions. In 
the northbound direction there were a few intersections that were noticeably worse than others. There was 
a large queue in the left turn lanes at Southeast Evangeline Thruway and University Avenue. At Pinhook 
Road queues extended past and blocked the first median opening along Southeast Evangeline Thruway. 
Queuing from Louisiana Avenue backed up through Fourteenth Street which caused drivers to brake 
suddenly as they approached Fourteenth Street. There was also consistent congestion around Jefferson 
Boulevard. In the southbound direction there was significant congestion around Castille Road. Queuing of 
15-20+ vehicles occurred along Northwest Evangeline Thruway at Willow Street, Mudd Avenue, and 
Pinhook Road. The queueing at Mudd Avenue was observed to be caused by downstream queuing from 
Simcoe Street extending through the intersection at Mudd Avenue. There was also congestion around 
Fourteenth Street. Overall, the corridor was observed to be more congested in the southbound direction 
than in the northbound direction. 

During the PM peak period, traffic was free flowing except for a couple areas where congestion was 
observed. In the northbound direction, there was queuing at Pinhook Road as acceptably as congestion 
between Jefferson Street and Third Street. The only trouble area in the southbound direction was at 
Johnston Street where the far-right lane had a queue of approximately 10-15+ vehicles due to right turns 
onto Johnston Street. Overall, there was observed to be more traffic traveling northbound than southbound 
in the PM peak period. 

Maps displaying the length of the observed queues superimposed on Google Maps can be found in 
Appendix B. 

‘This document and the information contained herein, is prepared for the purpose of identifying, evaluating, and planning safety
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LAFAYETTE URBAN SECTION INTERSTATE 49 CONNECTOR 

Data Collection 

1.5 TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL 

At the time of this study, the Acadiana Planning Commission provided the Regional Travel Demand 
Forecasting Model (TDM) for the years 2015 and 2040. 

The Acadiana Planning Commission provided model runs for the Existing Conditions. The ADT results for 
the 2015 TDM runs are shown in Appendix B. 

N 

LAFAYETTE 

Figure 3: Roadway Network Map 

1.6 TRAVEL TIME RUNS 

Stantec performed travel time runs from August 25, 2015 to September 2, 2015 and from August 25, 2016 
to August 30, 2016 on Tuesdays, Wednesdays, and Thursdays only. The travel time runs were made during 
the AM and PM peak periods along Evangeline Thruway from Interstate 10 to Kaliste Saloom Road. AM 
peak hour runs were performed between 6:30 AM and 8:30 AM; PM peak hour runs were performed 
between 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM. 

The travel time runs were performed until a large enough sample size was collected to achieve a 95% 
confidence interval. In the AM peak period, the resulting travel times for NB and SB Evangeline Thruway 
were 8 minutes 11 seconds and 9 minutes 6 seconds, respectively. In the PM peak period, the resulting 
travel times for NB and SB Evangeline Thruway were 10 minutes 2 seconds and 8 minutes 57 seconds, 
respectively. The full results of the travel time runs can be found in Appendix B. 

1.3 
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LAFAYETTE URBAN SECTION INTERSTATE 49 CONNECTOR 

Data Collection 

1.7 TRAFFIC FACTORS 

The traffic factors D, K, and T were determined by reviewing the LADOTD statewide average for urban 
interstates and the intersection traffic counts collected. Based on this review, the following factors were 
identified for use in the traffic analyses. 

• K = 8% 
• D = 60% for Evangeline near Second/Third and Johnston Streets 
• T = 8% on Interstate (5.5% single unit trucks and 2.5% combination trucks), and T = 7% on surface 

streets (5.7% single unit trucks and 1.3% combination trucks) 

The K value of 8% was determined by analyzing the existing traffic counts at all study area locations as 
shown in Table 1. The sum of peak hour counts for all study area roadways was compared to the daily 
traffic. 

Table 1: 2015 Existing Volumes on Study Area Roadways 

AM PM 

Average 
Peak 
Hour ADT 

Sum of all Roadways 64971 68393 66682 831318 
K % 7.82% 8.23% 8.02% 

Design % 8% 

The D value of 60% was determined for the Interstate 49 Connector by analyzing the existing traffic 
counts at locations on the Evangeline Thruway along the proposed interstate route as shown in Table 2. 

Table 2: 2015 Existing Volumes along Evangeline Thruway 

AM PM 
SB NB D SB NB D 

I-10 to Willow Street 3199 2034.667 61% 2223 3613.667 62% 
Willow Street to Second Street 3104.667 1757 64% 2207.667 3214.333 59% 
Second Street to Third Street 2867 1985.667 59% 1974.333 3205.667 62% 

Third Street to Louisiana Avenue 2923.667 1911.333 60% 2125.667 3012 59% 
Louisiana Avenue to Pinhook Road 2918.333 1810 62% 2098.667 2612.333 55% 
Pinhook Road to University Avenue 2337 1706.333 58% 1753 2339.333 57% 

University Avenue to Kaliste Saloom Road 3477 2675.667 57% 2591 3427 57% 

1.4 
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Data Collection 

The T values were determined by analyzing the existing traffic counts on two different types of roadways. 
The Interstate truck percentage was determined by using the traffic volumes entering and exiting 
Evangeline Thruway from the Interstate 10 interchange. The surface street truck percentage was 
determined using the sum of the surface area streets within the study area. The evaluated data is shown 
in Table 3 and Table 4. 

Table 3: 2015 Existing Volumes entering Evangeline Thruway from Interstate 10 

Interstate 
Total Combo Total Combo SU Truck 

Vehicles SU Trucks Trucks Trucks Truck % % Truck % 
AM Peak Hour 5608 334 129 463 5.96% 2.29% 8.26% 
PM Peak Hour 4365 235 117 352 5.38% 2.68% 8.06% 

Average Peak Hour 4987 285 123 408 5.71% 2.46% 8.17% 
Design % 5.5% 2.5% 8% 

Table 4: 2015 Existing Volumes on Study Area Surface Streets 

Surface Streets 
Total Combo Total Combo SU Truck 

Vehicles SU Trucks Trucks Trucks Truck % % Truck % 
AM Peak Hour 52723 2868 711 3579 5.44% 1.35% 6.79% 
PM Peak Hour 55034 2846 600 3445 5.17% 1.09% 6.26% 

Average Peak Hour 53879 2857 656 3512 5.30% 1.22% 6.52% 
Design % 5.7% 1.3% 7% 

1.5 
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LAFAYETTE URBAN SECTION INTERSTATE 49 CONNECTOR 

Existing and No Build Analysis 

2.0 EXISTING AND NO BUILD ANALYSIS 

2.1 EXISTING ANALYSIS 

Evangeline Thruway (US 90) is currently a 6-lane urban arterial roadway that extends from the Interstate 10 
/ Interstate 49 interchange south through Lafayette, Louisiana. The current speed limit throughout the 
corridor ranges from 35-55 mph. Existing traffic flow along Evangeline Thruway is heavier in the southbound 
direction during the AM peak hour and heavier in the northbound direction in the PM peak hour. The AM 
peak hour average traffic volume in the southbound direction is 3,000-3,500 vehicles and in the northbound 
direction is 2,000-2,600 vehicles. The PM peak hour average traffic volume in the southbound direction is 
1,800-2,600 vehicles and in the northbound direction is 2,300-3,600 vehicles. Existing volume maps can 
be found in Appendix B. 

Figure 4: Evangeline Thruway Corridor 
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Existing and No Build Analysis 

2.1.1 Operational Analysis 

VISSIM software was used to analyze the Existing network along the Evangeline Thruway (US 90) corridor 
from Pinhook Road to Mudd Avenue in the AM and PM peak hours. Vistro software was used to analyze 
the Existing network outside of the VISSIM limits from Interstate 10 to Mudd Avenue and from Pinhook 
Road to Kaliste Saloom Road. 

The VISSIM model was calibrated to existing conditions using three parameters: throughput, travel times, 
and queue lengths. The target values for these parameters were adopted from the Wisconsin DOT 
standards referenced in the FHWA publication “Traffic Analysis Toolbox Volume III: Guidelines for Applying 
Traffic Microsimulation Modeling Software”. The chosen target values and calibration results for the 
throughput and travel time parameters are shown in Table 5 below. Additionally, the queue lengths were 
verified through a visual inspection and comparison of field observed values and values reported by the 
VISSIM model. The comparison of all three chosen parameters indicates that the model sufficiently 
replicates existing conditions. Detailed VISSIM calibration document can be found in Appendix D.1.1. 
VISSIM and Vistro capacity analysis results can be found in Appendix D.1.1 and Appendix D.1.2, 
respectively. 

Table 5: Calibration Targets Versus Modeled Values 

CRITERIA AND MEASURES CALIBRATION ACCEPTANCE TARGETS 
MODELED VALUES 

AM PM 
Hourly Flows, Model Versus Observed 

Individual Link Flows 
Within 15%, for 700 veh/h < Flow < 2700 veh/h 
Within 100 veh/h, for Flow < 700 veh/h 
Within 400 veh/h, for Flow > 2700 veh/h 

Sum of All Link Flows 

> 85% of cases 
> 85% of cases 
> 85% of cases 
Within 5% of sum of all link counts 

100% 
100% 
100% 

2% 

100% 
100% 
100% 

1% 
Travel Times, Model Versus Observed 

Journey Times, Network 
Within 15% (or 1 min, if higher) > 85% of cases 100% 100% 

Other notable observations are noted below. 

• Evangeline Thruway at Chalmette Drive experiences significant delays and queuing on all 
approaches. The northbound left turn movement from Evangeline Thruway has insufficient gaps to 
complete the turn resulting in delays higher than the software can calculate. The right turn 
movements on Chalmette Drive experience queues approaching a mile long in the peak hours. 

• Evangeline Thruway at Castille Avenue experiences significant delay on Castille Avenue in the AM 
Peak. In the PM peak, all approaches experience significant delays with queues on Evangeline 
Thruway approaching ½ mile. 

‘This document and the information contained herein, is prepared for the purpose of identifying, evaluating, and planning safety
improvements on public roads, which may be implemented utilizing federal aid highway funds.  This information shall not be subject
to discovery or admitted into evidence in Federal or State court pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 407.’
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Existing and No Build Analysis 

• Evangeline Thruway at Willow Street operates somewhat acceptably in the AM Peak but 
demonstrates significant capacity failures on almost all approaches in the PM Peak. Most notably, 
delays on NB Evangeline Thruway rise to over 1,000 seconds per vehicle with a queue of almost 
4,000 feet. 

• Evangeline Thruway at Simcoe Street experiences long delays on Simcoe Street with queues 
upwards of 900 feet observed. 

• Evangeline Thruway at Louisiana Avenue experiences significant delays along Louisiana Avenue 
with queuing upwards of 1,000 feet in the westbound direction. 

• Evangeline Thruway at Pinhook Road experiences significant delays along Pinhook Road in the 
PM Peak hour with queues upwards of 1,200 feet. Evangeline Thruway operates acceptably in both 
peak hours. 

• Evangeline Thruway at Surrey Street / University Avenue experiences significant delays along 
Surrey Street / University Avenue in both the AM and PM Peak hours. Delays along Surrey Street 
reach over 700 seconds per vehicle with queues of over 1,300 feet. Delays along University Avenue 
reach over 150 seconds per vehicle with queues of over 700 feet. Delays along Evangeline 
Thruway are moderate in the AM peak and minimal in the PM Peak. 

• Evangeline Thruway at Tower Drive experiences significant congestion along southbound 
Evangeline Thruway in the PM peak with delays of almost 800 seconds per vehicle. All other 
movements operate acceptably. 

• Evangeline Thruway at Kaliste Saloom Road operates acceptably in the AM peak hour but 
experiences longer delay in the PM Peak hour with northbound Evangeline Thruway experiencing 
over 100 seconds of delay per vehicle. 

‘This document and the information contained herein, is prepared for the purpose of identifying, evaluating, and planning safety
improvements on public roads, which may be implemented utilizing federal aid highway funds.  This information shall not be subject
to discovery or admitted into evidence in Federal or State court pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 407.’
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Existing and No Build Analysis 

2.1.2 Crash History and Safety Analysis 

Crash data was downloaded from the LADOTD crash database covering the period from 2019-2022 
between the I-10 interchange and Kaliste Saloom. Analyses of the historical crash data were performed 
using the CATScan tool for intersections and segments and the outcomes summarized in Appendix C. 
Overall, left turn-angle and side swipe-same direction crashes were shown to be collectively over-
represented in the corridor. These crashes are mostly “property damage only” (PDO) crashes with 92.32% 
being a non-injury or complaint occurrence. A total of 9 fatalities have been reported between January 2019 
and December 2021 for the analyzed corridor. 

A cumulative total of 1640 intersection collisions were analyzed along the corridor. Through a safety 
comparison, there is high potential for improvement for all severity crashes being classified as Level of 
Safety of Service 4 for each intersection analyzed. 

Rear end collisions typically occurred because of driver’s inattentiveness behind a slowing or stopped 

vehicle. Additionally, the large quantity of wet surface collisions may warrant investigation into the status of 
the pavement friction and/or drainage. A factor relating to the high quantity of right angle and side swipe-
same direction collisions may include vehicles turning onto the main road without sufficient gap to do so. 

A total of 36 crashes involved either pedestrians or bicyclists between 2017 and 2021. With such high 
numbers, investigation into implementation of bike lanes and/or reconfiguration of street lighting is 
warranted. Street lighting may be improved to properly illuminate the roadway at intersections, specifically 
at crosswalks where pedestrians are most evident. Continuous lighting would assist in illuminating the bike 
lane as well. 

The following list of segments, presented from North to South, were analyzed in the safety analysis. 

• US 167 Segment: Log-mile 0.00-1.94 

o There was a total of 513 crashes in this segment. The over-represented crashes in this 
segment were left turn-angle (1.37%), left turn-opposite direction (2.73%), right angle 
(9.55%), and side swipe-opposite direction (0.78%) crashes. Crash severities over-
represented were fatal (0.39%) and complaint and no injury crashes (92.98%). Alcohol 
involved crashes (3.90%) were also over-represented in this segment. 

• US 90 Segment: Log-mile 1.95-4.04 
o There was a total of 299 crashes in this segment. The over-represented crashes in this 

segment were left turn-angle (4.35%) and side swipe-same direction (37.79%) crashes. 
Crash severities over-represented were complaint and no injury crashes (92.98%). 
Nighttime crashes (3.01%) were also over-represented in this segment. 

The following list of intersections, presented from North to South, were analyzed in the safety analysis. 

• US 167 @ Castille Avenue 

‘This document and the information contained herein, is prepared for the purpose of identifying, evaluating, and planning safety
improvements on public roads, which may be implemented utilizing federal aid highway funds.  This information shall not be subject
to discovery or admitted into evidence in Federal or State court pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 407.’
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Existing and No Build Analysis 

o There was a total of 62 crashes at this intersection. The over-represented crashes at this 
intersection were left turn-angle (9.68%), right turn-angle (6.45%) and right-angle crashes 
(27.42%). Crash severities over-represented were fatal (8.07%), complaint and no injury 
crashes (74.19%). 

• US 167 @ Willow Street 
o There was a total of 186 crashes at this intersection. The over-represented crashes at this 

intersection were left turn-opposite (13.44%) and rear end (52.15%) Crash severities over-
represented were complaint and no injury crashes (92.47%). 

• US 167 @ Tissington Street 
o There was a total of 79 crashes at this intersection. The over-represented crashes at this 

intersection were left turn-angle (15.19%), and side swipe same direction crashes 
(45.57%). Crash severities over-represented were complaint and no injury (96.20%). 
Alcohol involved (5.06%) and wet surface (17.72%) crashes were also over-represented 
at this intersection, as well as pedestrian related crashes. 

• US 167 @ Bellot Street 
o There was a total of 87 crashes at this intersection. The over-represented crashes at this 

intersection were left turn-angle (14.94%), side swipe same direction crashes (40.23%). 
Crash severities over-represented were complaint and no injury crashes (94.25%). 

• US 167 @ Goldman Street 
o There was a total of 44 crashes at this intersection. The over-represented crashes at this 

intersection were left turn-angle (6.82%), and right-angle crashes (38.64%). Crash 
severities over-represented were complaint and no injury crashes (86.37%). Alcohol 
involved crashes (4.55%) were also over-represented. 

• US 167 @ Hobson Street 
o There was a total of 38 crashes at this intersection. The over-represented crashes at this 

intersection were left turn-angle (10.53%), rear end crashes (52.63%) and side swipe same 
direction crashes (31.58%). Crash severities over-represented were complaint and no 
injury crashes (89.47%). 

• US 90 @ Mudd Avenue 
o There was a total of 170 crashes at this intersection. The over-represented crashes at this 

intersection were left turn-angle (8.24%), left turn opposite direction (6.47%) and right-
angle crashes (27.65%). Crash severities over-represented were complaint and no injury 
crashes (93.53%). Wet surface (21.18%) related crashes were also over-represented at 
this intersection. 

• US 90 @ E Simcoe Street 
o There was a total of 118 crashes at this intersection. The over-represented crashes at this 

intersection were non-collision with moving vehicle (5.09%), right-angle crashes (21.19%), 
side swipe same direction (29.66%) crashes. Crash severities over-represented were fatal 
(0.85%), complaint and no injury crashes (91.53%). Wet surface (20.34%) crashes are also 
over-represented. 

• US 90 @ E Second Street 

‘This document and the information contained herein, is prepared for the purpose of identifying, evaluating, and planning safety
improvements on public roads, which may be implemented utilizing federal aid highway funds.  This information shall not be subject
to discovery or admitted into evidence in Federal or State court pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 407.’
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Existing and No Build Analysis 

o There was a total of 64 crashes at this intersection. The over-represented crashes at this 
intersection were left turn-angle (7.81%), side swipe same direction crashes (28.13%). 
Crash severities over-represented were complaint and no injury crashes (96.87%). Wet 
surface (23.44%) related crashes were also over-represented at this intersection. 

• US 90 @ E Third Street 
o There was a total of 60 crashes at this intersection. The over-represented crashes at this 

intersection were left turn-angle (10.17%), non-collision with moving vehicle (8.48%) right 
angle crashes (32.20%). Crash severities over-represented are complaint and no injury 
(96.61%). 

• US 90 @ Jefferson Boulevard 
o There was a total of 96 crashes at this intersection. The over-represented crashes at this 

intersection were left turn-angle (9.38%), side swipe same direction crashes (28.13%). 
Crash severities over-represented were complaint and no injury crashes (97.06%). Wet 
surface crashes (17.71%) are also over-represented. 

• US 90 @ Seventh Street 
o There was a total of 38 crashes at this intersection. The over-represented crashes at this 

intersection were left turn-angle (7.90%), rear end (50.00%) and side swipe same direction 
crashes (34.21%). Crash severities over-represented were complaint and no injury crashes 
(86.84%). 

• US 90 @ Eighth Street 
o There was a total of 52 crashes at this intersection. The over-represented crashes at this 

intersection were left turn-angle (20.21%), side swipe same direction (30.32%) crashes. 
Crash severities over-represented were complaint and no injury (94.23%) crashes. 

• US 90 @ Johnston Street 
o There was a total of 188 crashes at this intersection. The over-represented crashes at this 

intersection were right-angle (11.54%), side swipe same direction (40.39%) crashes. Crash 
severities over-represented were complaint and no injury (94.68%) crashes. Wet surface 
(17.02%) were also over-represented in the crashes. 

• US 90 @ Twelfth Street 
o There was a total of 29 crashes at this intersection. The over-represented crashes at this 

intersection were left turn-angle (6.90%). Crash severities over-represented were 
complaint and no injury (100.00%) crashes. 

• US 90 @ Fourteenth Street 
o There was a total of 28 crashes at this intersection. The over-represented crashes at this 

intersection were side swipe same direction (39.30%) crashes. Crash severities over-
represented were complaint and no injury (92.80%) crashes. 

• US 90 @ Sixteenth Street 
o There was a total of 22 crashes at this intersection. The over-represented crashes at this 

intersection were side swipe same direction (44.44%) crashes. Crash severities over-
represented were complaint and no injury (86.36%) crashes. Alcohol involved (13.64%) 
crashes were also over-represented.  

‘This document and the information contained herein, is prepared for the purpose of identifying, evaluating, and planning safety
improvements on public roads, which may be implemented utilizing federal aid highway funds.  This information shall not be subject
to discovery or admitted into evidence in Federal or State court pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 407.’
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Existing and No Build Analysis 

• US 90 @ E Pinhook Road 
o There was a total of 98 crashes at this intersection. The over-represented crashes at this 

intersection were head-on (2.04%), rear end (51.02%) crashes. Crash severities over-
represented were complaint and no injury (94.90%) crashes. Alcohol involved (5.10%) and 
wet surface (25.50%) crashes were also over-represented at this intersection, as well as 
pedalcycle related crashes. 

• US 90 @ Surrey Street 
o There was a total of 91 crashes at this intersection. The over-represented crashes at this 

intersection rear end (48.35%), right turn-angle (5.50%) crashes. Crash severities over-
represented were fatal (1.10%), complaint and no injury (92.31%) crashes. Night crashes 
(5.50%), alcohol involved (6.59%) and wet surface (20.88%) were also over-represented 
in the crashes. 

• US 90 @ E Kaliste Saloom Road 
o There was a total of 92 crashes at this intersection. The over-represented crashes at this 

intersection were rear end (66.30%) crashes. Crash severities over-represented were 
complaint and no injury (89.13%) crashes. Night crashes (2.17%), alcohol involved (5.44%) 
and wet surface (26.09%) were also over-represented in the crashes. 

‘This document and the information contained herein, is prepared for the purpose of identifying, evaluating, and planning safety
improvements on public roads, which may be implemented utilizing federal aid highway funds.  This information shall not be subject
to discovery or admitted into evidence in Federal or State court pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 407.’
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Existing and No Build Analysis 

2.2 2003 ROD ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS 

The No Build analysis has been performed using the 2003 ROD Approved Alternative. This configuration 
represents the base future year condition. A geometric layout of the ROD Alternative is included in 
Appendix D.2.1. 

2.2.1 Alternative Traffic Volumes 

The 2015 Existing TransCAD model was checked against the existing traffic counts to determine the 
accuracy of the TransCAD model for predicting volumes on the future roadway network. 

As shown in Figure 5 below, the TransCAD model reasonably approximates the existing conditions along 
Evangeline Thruway. Over 80% of the TransCAD volumes along Evangeline Thruway occur within 15% of 
the 2015 traffic counts. However, the TransCAD model cannot be shown to accurately represent existing 
conditions along the streets which intersect Evangeline Thruway. Only 15% of the crossing streets occur 
within 15% of the 2015 traffic counts. Therefore, the study area for the alternative analysis only includes 
those intersections located along Evangeline Thruway. 
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Figure 5: ADT Comparison, Evangeline Thruway 

The chosen study area limits were verified by comparing the TransCAD peak hour volumes accessing 
Evangeline Thruway within the study area for the 2040 ROD Approved Alternative scenarios. The 
comparison shows that the traffic using Evangeline—including those accessing it via the new Interstate 49 
interchange on- and off-ramps—in the ROD Approved Alternative is primarily the same as the traffic on 
Evangeline under the existing geometric scenario. Based on this, the movements along Evangeline can be 
shown to be reasonably approximated by the 2040 ROD Approved Alternative model. 

The ROD alternative traffic projections are included in Appendix D.2.2. 
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Existing and No Build Analysis 

2.2.2 Operational Analysis 

Operational analysis for the 2003 ROD Alternative was performed fully using VISSIM software. The 
calibrated existing conditions VISSIM model documented in Appendix D.1.1 was used as the basis for 
analysis. Segments that were not part of the existing conditions Vissim model were coded using parameters 
identified during the core area calibration. 2003 ROD Alternative analysis results are documented in 
Appendix D.2.3. Notable observations are noted below. The acceptability of different movements was 
determined by whether they experienced delays of no more than 80 seconds per vehicle. There are 
significant delays and operational failures in the Core Area, primarily caused by the close spacing of the 
Evangeline Thruway to the single point urban interchanges (SPUIs) on Second Street / Third Street and 
Johnston Street. 

• Evangeline Thruway at Willow Street operates acceptably for all movements except for eastbound 
and westbound lefts. These movements experience upwards of 100 seconds of delay per vehicle. 

• Evangeline Thruway at Donlon Avenue operates acceptably except for the southbound thru 
movement on Evangeline Thruway, which experiences almost 100 seconds of delay per vehicle in 
the AM Peak Hour and 240 seconds of delay per vehicle in the PM Peak Hour. 

• Evangeline Thruway at Mudd Avenue experiences significant capacity failures on all approaches 
in both the AM and PM Peak Hours. Delays of over 1,000 seconds per vehicle are observed at the 
intersection, with queues extending over 1,700 feet on some approaches. 

• Evangeline Thruway at Simcoe Street experiences significant capacity failures on all approaches 
in both the AM and the PM Peak hours. Delays of over 350 seconds per vehicle are observed at 
the intersection, with queues extending to almost 1,000 feet on some approaches. 

• Evangeline Thruway at Second Street / Third Street operates acceptably except for a few 
movements. The left turn movements experience upwards of 120 seconds of delay per vehicle, 
with queues extending upwards of 600 feet. 

• Evangeline Thruway at Jefferson Boulevard experiences significant capacity failures on all 
approaches in both the AM and the PM Peak hours. Delays of over 220 seconds per vehicle are 
observed at the intersection, with queues extending over 1,700 feet on some approaches. 

• Evangeline Thruway at Johnston Street experiences significant capacity failures on almost all 
approaches in both the AM and the PM Peak Hours. Delays of over 240 seconds per vehicle are 
observed at the intersection, with queues extending over 1,700 feet on some approaches. 

• Evangeline Thruway at Pinhook Road generally operates acceptably except for some moderately 
long delays on the left turn movements on Evangeline Thruway, with delays upwards of 120 
seconds per vehicle. 

• Evangeline Thruway at University Avenue experiences significant capacity failures on almost all 
approaches in both the AM and the PM Peak Hours. Delays of over 300 seconds per vehicle are 
observed at the intersection, with queues extending over 1,600 feet on some approaches. 

‘This document and the information contained herein, is prepared for the purpose of identifying, evaluating, and planning safety
improvements on public roads, which may be implemented utilizing federal aid highway funds.  This information shall not be subject
to discovery or admitted into evidence in Federal or State court pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 407.’
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Alternative Analysis 

3.0 ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS 

The current Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) was initiated following input received 
during an initial Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) feedback process. During the CSS process, local 
stakeholders voiced displeasure with certain features of the 2003 ROD Alternative. The 2003 ROD 
Alternative included two large single point urban interchanges (SPUIs) at Johnston Street and Second 
Street / Third Street near downtown which were paired with new graded separated railroad crossings. 
These two interchange locations were a main discussion point to highlight what the local stakeholders felt 
was lacking. The 2003 ROD Alternative was seen as discouraging multimodal connectivity from east to 
west across both Evangeline Thruway and Interstate 49. Additionally, the 2003 ROD Alternative geometry 
violated the LADOTD control of access policy and signal spacing requirements in multiple locations, which 
resulted in poor predicted operations. 

This feedback led to an alternative refinement process with included consideration of nineteen (19) corridor 
options and twenty-three (23) potential design modifications (PDM). The result of this refinement process 
was a new corridor base alternative with new ramp locations and interchange types. The alternative 
featured a new x-pattern ramp configuration from the south end of the project to just south of Willow Street. 
This x-pattern ramp configuration was selected due to its ability to correct some lane balance issues 
identified in the 2003 ROD Alternative and to provide a transition from the planned x-pattern corridor south 
of the project. 

Four variations on this base refinement alternative were identified for consideration at the beginning of SEIS 
process. 

• Alternative A – This alternative locates the southbound exit to Downtown within the Willow Street 
interchange area and realigns the Evangeline Thruway as a boulevard generally in the Core Area 
between Taft Street and Simcoe Street. 

• Alternative B - This alternative locates the southbound exit to Downtown within the Willow Street 
interchange area and maintains Evangeline Thruway as a couplet in the Core Area between Taft 
Street and Simcoe Street. 

• Alternative C - This alternative locates the southbound exit to Downtown at Second Street and 
realigns the Evangeline Thruway as a boulevard generally in the Core Area between Taft Street 
and Simcoe Street. 

• Alternative D - This alternative locates the southbound exit to Downtown at Second Street and 
maintains Evangeline Thruway as a couplet in the Core Area between Taft Street and Simcoe 
Street. 

‘This document and the information contained herein, is prepared for the purpose of identifying, evaluating, and planning safety
improvements on public roads, which may be implemented utilizing federal aid highway funds.  This information shall not be subject
to discovery or admitted into evidence in Federal or State court pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 407.’
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LAFAYETTE URBAN SECTION INTERSTATE 49 CONNECTOR 

Alternative Analysis 

3.1 ALTERNATIVE TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

Traffic volumes for Alternatives A, B, C, and D were developed using the same methodology applied to the 
ROD alternative. The volume projections, as well as preliminary layouts for each alternative, are presented 
in Appendix E.2.2. 

3.2 TIER 1 ANALYSIS 

At the start of the Tier 1 process, Alternatives A and B were eliminated due to their locating the southbound 
downtown off-ramp upstream of a railroad crossing. LADOTD determined that this ramp location violated 
their control of access policy for off-ramps due to their inability to control the access in the instance of a rail 
event. Each of the individual segments of Alternatives C and D were then evaluated through the normal 
Tier 1 process. 

3.2.1 Willow Street Interchange 

The Willow Street area was evaluated for interchange improvements. The 2003 ROD Alternative included 
a diamond interchange at this location which was considered less than desirable because of short weaving 
distances between the off-ramp / frontage road tie-ins and the intersections with Willow Street. The 
preliminary Tier 1 evaluation considered thirty (30) interchange configurations. Four options were selected 
for consideration under an advanced Tier 1. 

• A diamond interchange similar to that in the 2003 ROD Alternative. Improvements were proposed 
such as increasing the weaving distances on the frontage roads and increasing the laneage on 
Willow Street to add capacity. 

• A modified single point urban interchange (SPUI) with all turning movements offset to occur at the 
southbound Evangeline Thruway intersection. 

• A single loop in NE quadrant for northbound ramp to westbound Willow Street movement. 

• A single loop in NE quadrant for all northbound ramp movements. 

The diamond interchange option was selected to move forward to Tier 2 analysis due to its simplicity and 
because the other three remaining options did not provide significant benefits in vehicle delay, conflict 
points, or construction cost. 

A summary of the Willow Street Tier 1 evaluation is presented in Appendix E.1.1. 

‘This document and the information contained herein, is prepared for the purpose of identifying, evaluating, and planning safety
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Alternative Analysis 

3.2.2 Pinhook Road Interchange 

A Tier 1 evaluation was performed for the Pinhook Road interchange. The existing intersection provides all 
movements with the exception of the westbound left turn from Pinhook Road to southbound Evangeline 
Thruway. This is partly due to the high volume of eastbound traffic on Pinhook Road. 

Interchange concepts were investigated for the option to provide all movements at the intersection, 
including the currently disallowed westbound left turn. Most interchange options such as single point urban 
interchanges (SPUI), diverging diamond interchanges (DDI), and partial cloverleaf interchanges were 
eliminated due to right-of-way impacts and the resulting impact on the historic neighborhood of Freetown-
Port Rico on the west side of the Evangeline Thruway. 

The only alternative which emerged as feasible was a single-leg displaced left turn intersection. This option 
provides accommodation of the westbound left turn without removing signal time from the heavy eastbound 
left turn movement and without roadway widening impacting Freetown-Port Rico on the west side of the 
Evangeline Thruway. All of the road work for adding the displaced left turn could occur on the east side of 
the Evangeline Thruway. 

A summary of the Pinhook Road Tier 1 evaluation is presented in Appendix E.1.2. 

3.2.3 Kaliste Saloom Road Interchange 

Based on the runway protection zone (RPZ), the interstate mainline profile near Kaliste Saloom Road and 
University Avenue required adjusting. The three-level interchange at Kaliste Saloom Road under the 
2003 ROD Alternative encroached vertically into the RPZ. A Tier 1 analysis was performed to determine 
options to reduce to a two-level interchange. The only route conflict which could not remain grade-separated 
was that between the eastbound and northbound left turners. Geometric options were investigated to create 
an elevated intersection between these two movements. The alternative which emerged from the Tier 1 
was to create a directional DDI-style intersection to allow both movements to cross on tangent sections to 
reduce braking through the intersection and maintain a steady flow of traffic. 

A summary of the Kaliste Saloom Road Tier 1 evaluation is presented in Appendix E.1.3. 

3.2.4 Evangeline Thruway Core Area 

Two separate Tier 1 evaluations were performed for the Core Area, representing the two remaining corridor 
alternatives C and D: a boulevard corridor that widens the existing SB Evangeline Thruway to accommodate 
two-way traffic and a couplet corridor that follows the existing footprints of NB and SB Evangeline Thruway, 
respectively. In accordance with the LADOTD Engineering Directives and Standards (EDSM) IV.2.1.4: 
Median Openings on Divided Multi-Lane Roadways and EDSM VI.3.1.6: Installation of a New Traffic Signal, 
the initial Tier 1 concepts featured no traffic signals and all medians were closed at the intersections. Traffic 
volumes were rerouted to U-turns provided at a minimum of ¼-mile spacing throughout the corridor. With 
each iteration, as capacity failures were identified at locations along the corridor, modifications to the 
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Alternative Analysis 

alternative were made such as intersection medians opening to restricted/full access, the addition of traffic 
signals, or the addition of roundabouts. A summary of the Core Area Tier 1 evaluation is presented in 
Appendix E.1.4. 

Based on the findings of the iterative access management and capacity analysis process, six (6) boulevard 
alternatives and two (2) couplet alternatives were identified. 

• Refinement Alternative C1 
o Evangeline as a boulevard section between Taft and Jefferson 
o Roundabouts at Taft, Johnston, Second/Third, and Mudd 
o Downtown Ramp touching down before Second Street 
o Evangeline SB passes over Mudd Avenue 
o Two-way ground-level frontage near Mudd Avenue 

• Refinement Alternative C2 
o Evangeline as a boulevard section between Taft and Jefferson 
o Roundabouts at Taft, Johnston, Second/Third, and Mudd 
o Downtown Ramp touching down before Mudd Avenue 

• Refinement Alternative C3 
o Evangeline as a boulevard section between Taft and Jefferson 
o Roundabouts at Taft, Twelfth, Johnston, Jefferson, and Second 
o Signalized intersection at Mudd 
o Either a signalized mid-block pedestrian crossing or a roundabout at Sixth 
o Downtown Ramp tying in directly to Second Street roundabout 

• Refinement Alternative C4 
o Evangeline as a boulevard section between Taft and Jefferson 
o Signalized intersections at Taft, Twelfth, Johnston, Sixth, Jefferson, Second, and Mudd 
o Downtown Ramp tying in directly to a split phase signal at Second Street 

• Refinement Alternative C5 
o Evangeline as a boulevard section between Taft and Jefferson 
o Signalized intersections at Taft, Johnston, Jefferson, Second, and Mudd 
o Downtown Ramp tying in as the fourth leg of a signalized intersection at Second Street 

• Refinement Alternative C6 
o Evangeline as a boulevard section between Taft and Jefferson 
o Roundabouts at Jefferson and Second 
o Signalized intersections at Taft, Johnston, and Mudd 
o Downtown Ramp tying in as the fourth leg of a roundabout at Second Street 

• Refinement Alternative D1 
o Evangeline as a couplet section between Taft and Jefferson 
o Roundabouts at Taft, Johnston, Second/Third, and Mudd 
o Downtown Ramp touching down before Second Street 
o Evangeline SB passes over Mudd Avenue 

‘This document and the information contained herein, is prepared for the purpose of identifying, evaluating, and planning safety
improvements on public roads, which may be implemented utilizing federal aid highway funds.  This information shall not be subject
to discovery or admitted into evidence in Federal or State court pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 407.’
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Alternative Analysis 

o Two-way ground-level frontage near Mudd Avenue 
• Refinement Alternative D2 

o Evangeline as a couplet section between Taft and Jefferson 
o Roundabouts at Taft, Johnston, Second/Third, and Mudd 
o Downtown Ramp touching down before Mudd Avenue 

3.2.5 Alternatives Selected for Tier 2 Analysis 

From the eight (8) Refinement Alternatives that were developed in the Tier 1 process, all but Alternatives 
C5 and C6 were eliminated from further consideration. 

Alternatives C1, C2, D1, and D2 were all eliminated for similar reasons. In each of the four alternatives, 
alternative, significant queueing was observed at the Second Street roundabout. This was determined to 
be due to the rerouting of vehicles from the closed Jefferson Boulevard intersection. The rerouted Jefferson 
Boulevard traffic causes the Second Street roundabout to exceed capacity. Alternatives C3, C4, C5, and 
C6 do not experience this saturation because they maintain access at Jefferson Boulevard. 

The elimination of Alternatives D1 and D2 resulted in the removal of the couplet configuration from further 
consideration. Alternatives D1 and D2 terminated the couplet configuration just south of Jefferson 
Boulevard, transitioning to a boulevard section near Second and Third Streets. Maintaining access at the 
Jefferson Boulevard intersection would require ending the couplet section further south of Jefferson 
Boulevard. The required configuration would result in a short couplet section, which would be incapable of 
achieving the intended operational potential benefits associated with couplets. 

During preliminary Tier 2 analysis, Alternatives C3 and C4 were eliminated upon coordination with the City 
of Lafayette. Alternative C3 was eliminated due to the additional right-of-way required and the operational 
impact of including a number of roundabouts through the downtown area. Alternative C4 was eliminated to 
avoid operating a split phase signal at Second Street. 

‘This document and the information contained herein, is prepared for the purpose of identifying, evaluating, and planning safety
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Alternative Analysis 

3.3 TIER 2 ANALYSIS 

Tier 2 Refinement Alternatives C5 and C6 are identical except for traffic control type at the southbound 
downtown ramp terminal at Second Street. Refinement Alternative C5 incorporates a signalized intersection 
at Second Street while Refinement Alternative C6 incorporates a roundabout intersection. Geometric 
layouts of the Refinement Alternatives are included in Appendix E.2.1. 

3.3.1 Critical Geometry 

Both alternatives feature six basic lanes along Interstate 49 and continuous four-lane frontage roads along 
the existing Evangeline Thruway alignment. Between on- and off-ramp locations, the Connector adds 
auxiliary lanes to widen to an eight lane section. On- and off-ramps occur in multiple locations, but primarily 
delineate interchanges at Kaliste Saloom Road, Pinhook Road, and Willow Street. 

Access to the Core Area is provided through four ramps: access to the south is provided just south of 
Pinhook Road. Access to the north is provided by a northbound on-ramp south of Willow Street and a 
southbound off-ramp at Second Street. The southbound off-ramp at Second Street ties into a signalized 
intersection in Refinement Alternative C5 and into a roundabout intersection in Refinement Alternative C6. 

3.3.1.1 Access 

Refinement Alternatives C5 and C6 were developed in accordance with the LADOTD Control of Access 
Policy, but there are a few locations within the study area where reduced control-of-access is currently 
proposed. The traffic analysis indicates that operations would not suffer from the access accommodations. 
Locations which will require control of access waivers are listed below. 

• Willow Street 

o West Leg – The proposed improvements for the west leg of Willow Street include a new 
signalized intersection located approximately 395 feet west of the proposed intersection of 
the SB Frontage Road downstream of the I-49 SB Exit Ramp terminal. This new 
intersection is created by a newly proposed road that connects Willow Street to Martin 
Luther King Jr. Drive on the north side of Willow Street. This new intersection will feature 
a left and right turn lane in only the eastbound directions on Willow Street. A westbound 
left turn lane into the shopping center area was not proposed at this intersection to eliminate 
weaving concerns between the southbound ramp terminal and the new signalized 
intersection. Instead, drivers wishing to access this area from the exit ramp must continue 
on the southbound frontage road and access the proposed extension of Lena Street which 
is proposed to connect to the southbound frontage road. 

o East Leg – The proposed improvements for the east leg of Willow Street include a new 
signalized T-intersection located approximately 375 feet east of the proposed intersection 
of the NB Frontage Road and Willow Street. This new T-intersection is created by the 

‘This document and the information contained herein, is prepared for the purpose of identifying, evaluating, and planning safety
improvements on public roads, which may be implemented utilizing federal aid highway funds.  This information shall not be subject
to discovery or admitted into evidence in Federal or State court pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 407.’
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extension of the existing Service Road that currently provides access to commercial 
businesses on the east side of NB Evangeline Thruway. On Willow Street, a westbound 
left turn lane is proposed for accessing the new service road. On the proposed service 
road, an exclusive left and right turn lane is proposed. 

• Second Street 

o Under Alternatives C5 and C6, control of access would extend west of Evangeline Thruway 
to E Grant Street just east of the railroad crossing. 

• Pinhook Road 

o Control of access would extend west of Evangeline Thruway to Guidry Street. 

o Control of access would extend east of Evangeline Thruway to Gauthier Road. The 
Gauthier access would accommodate the relocation of one existing access location to 
maintain local road network connectivity: 

 Judy Street (1 street access relocated to Gauthier Street) 

3.3.2 Operational Analysis 

Similarly to the 2003 ROD Alternative, Refinement Alternatives C5 and C6 were evaluated using VISSIM 
software. Analysis results are documented in Appendix E.2.4. Based on the results, the majority of 
locations within the study area operate acceptably in both alternatives, with minimal delay and queuing 
observed. Notable observations are detailed below. 

• Mainline operating speeds remain near free flow conditions for all segments. No issues are 
anticipated in weaving or merge / diverge sections. 

• Willow Street at the Evangeline Thruway ramp terminals operate acceptably on all approaches with 
no significant delays. Queuing of approximately 400 feet was observed on the southbound off-ramp 
in both Peak Hours for both alternatives. This queue is contained within the 1500 feet of available 
storage on the off-ramp and the potential for this queuing to spillback onto the Interstate 49 mainline 
is low. 

• For the Willow Street corridor, it should be noted that storage between the four closely spaced 
intersections is limited but the traffic models indicate that queues will not regularly spill back into 
adjacent intersections. 

• In Refinement Alternative C5, the closely spaced signals at Second Street, Third Street, and 
Jefferson Street operate acceptably with no spillback queuing between intersections. However, 
closely spaced signals have the potential to present operational challenges. Proper progression 
timings should be considered if this alternative moves into design. 

‘This document and the information contained herein, is prepared for the purpose of identifying, evaluating, and planning safety
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• In Refinement Alternative C5, the signalized intersection at Second Street and Evangeline Thruway 
operates acceptably on all approaches with minimal delay. Queues upwards of 1,400 feet were 
observed on the eastbound approach of Second Street, however, this was only present in a limited 
number of model runs for a short period of time and does not cause queuing on the Interstate off-
ramp. 

• In Refinement Alternative C6, the roundabout at Second Street and Evangeline Thruway operates 
acceptably on all approaches with minimal delay. Queues upwards of 1,600 feet were observed on 
the eastbound approach of Second Street, however, this was only present in a limited number of 
model runs for a short period of time and does not cause queuing on the Interstate off-ramp. 

• Johnston Street at Evangeline Thruway operates acceptably on all approaches; however, in both 
alternatives, the intersection is near capacity as this is a busy intersection. 

• Pinhook Road at Evangeline Thruway operates reasonably well in both the AM and PM peak hours. 
There is some moderate queuing observed on the westbound approach for the displaced left, but 
the queue appears to clear within the cycle and does not affect the next upstream signalized 
intersection. The westbound left turn experiences some minor lane imbalance due to the preference 
for vehicles to access the southbound Interstate 49 on-ramp, but no mitigation could be identified 
to improve lane utilization without making significant changes to the mainline geometry or causing 
impacts to Lerosen Preparatory School, an historic property. 

3.3.3 Safety Analysis 

3.3.3.1 High PSI Locations 

There are several intersections identified on the 2021 high potential for safety improvement list and they 
are discussed below with potential changes that could address the identified issues with crashes. 

• US 167 @ Castille Avenue 

o Castille Avenue intersection has left turn angle, right turn angle and right-angle crashes 
over-represented. Also over-represented were fatal and complaint and no injury crashes. 
A grade separation and new roundabouts are proposed at this location which will reduce 
conflicts and have traffic calming effect thus reducing the severity of any crashes. 
Furthermore, it will eliminate left turn related crashes. Also, the reduction in exposure of 
traffic on the surface streets will reduce the likelihood of crashes. 

‘This document and the information contained herein, is prepared for the purpose of identifying, evaluating, and planning safety
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• US 167 @ Willow Street 

o US 167 at Willow Street intersection has left turn opposite and rear end crashes over-
represented. Also over-represented were complaint and no injury crashes. A grade 
separated interchange is proposed at this location which will reduce conflicts at this 
location. Furthermore, the reduction in exposure of traffic on the surface streets will 
reduce the likelihood of crashes. 

• US 167 @ Tissington Street 

o US 167 @ Tissington Street intersection has left turn angle and sideswipe same direction 
crashes over-represented. Also over-represented were complaint and no injury crashes. 
The elevated freeway through the corridor at this location will reduce conflicts at this 
location, reduce the exposure of traffic on the surface streets and therefore reduce the 
likelihood of crashes. 

• US 167 @ Bellot Street 

o US 167 @ Bellot Street intersection has left turn angle and sideswipe same direction 
crashes over-represented. Also over-represented were complaint and no injury crashes. 
The elevated freeway through the corridor at this location will reduce conflicts at this 
intersection, reduce the exposure of traffic on the surface streets and therefore reduce 
the likelihood of crashes. 

• US 167 @ Goldman Street 

o US 167 @ Goldman Street intersection has left turn angle and right-angle crashes over-
represented. Also over-represented were complaint and no injury, and alcohol related 
crashes. The elevated freeway through the corridor at this location will reduce conflicts at 
this intersection, reduce the exposure of traffic on the surface streets and therefore 
reduce the likelihood of crashes. 

• US 167 @ Hobson Street 

o US 167 @ Hobson Street intersection has left turn angle, rear end and sideswipe same 
direction crashes over-represented. Also over-represented were complaint and no injury 
crashes. The elevated freeway through the corridor at this location will reduce conflicts at 
this intersection, reduce the exposure of traffic on the surface streets and therefore 
reduce the likelihood of crashes. 
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• US90 @ Mudd Avenue 

o Mudd Avenue intersection showed overrepresentation in left turn angle, left turn opposite, 
right angle, complaint and non-injury, and wet surface crashes. The reduction in 
exposure on the surface streets will reduce crashes at this location for all crashes. The 
new pavement can address any issues related to friction and wet surface crashes. 

• US90 @ Simcoe Street 

o Simcoe Street intersection showed overrepresentation in non-collision with moving 
vehicle, right-angle, side swipe same direction, fatal, complaint and non-injury, and wet 
surface crashes as over-represented.  The reduced exposure on the surface streets will 
improve safety performance at this location for all crashes. The traffic calming effect of 
roundabouts would positively impact the total number of crashes and the crash severity 
at this location. The new pavement could also address any issues related to friction and 
wet surface crashes. 

• US90 @ Second Street 

o Second Street showed left turn-angle, side swipe same direction, non-complaint and no 
injury, and wet surface crashes as over-represented. The reduction in exposure on the 
surface streets will reduce crashes at this location for all crashes. The new pavement can 
address any issues related to friction and wet surface crashes. The proposed roundabout 
at this intersection will eliminate left turn-angle crashes. The traffic calming effect of 
roundabouts would positively impact the total number of crashes and the crash severity 
at this location. 

• US90 @ Third Street 

o Third Street showed left turn-angle, non-collision with moving vehicle, non-complaint and 
no injury, right angle and wet surface crashes as over-represented. The reduction in 
exposure on the surface streets will reduce crashes at this location for all crashes. The 
new pavement can address any issues related to friction and wet surface crashes. The 
proposed roundabout adjacent to this intersection will have a calming effect on traffic and 
positively impact the total number of crashes and the crash severity at this location. 

‘This document and the information contained herein, is prepared for the purpose of identifying, evaluating, and planning safety
improvements on public roads, which may be implemented utilizing federal aid highway funds.  This information shall not be subject
to discovery or admitted into evidence in Federal or State court pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 407.’

3.10 



  

  
      

 

  
 
 

   

   
 

  
  

  
 
  

  

   

   
  

    
  

   

   

  
   

 

   

   

 
 

  
 

 
   

   

   
  

   

LAFAYETTE URBAN SECTION INTERSTATE 49 CONNECTOR 

Alternative Analysis 

• US90 @ Jefferson Street 

o Jefferson Street intersection showed overrepresentation in left turn-angle, side swipe 
same direction, complaint and non-injury, and wet surface crashes as over-represented.  
The reduced exposure on the surface streets will improve safety performance at this 
location for all crashes. The proposed roundabout at this intersection will eliminate certain 
types of crashes such as left turn related crashes. The traffic calming effect of 
roundabouts would also improve crashes at this location in the long run albeit some initial 
increase in rear end collisions can be expected. The new pavement could also address 
any issues related to friction and wet surface crashes. 

• US90 @ 7th Street 

o The 7th Street intersection showed overrepresentation in left turn-angle, rear end, side 
swipe same direction, and complaint and non-injury crashes. The elevated freeway 
through this location will reduce exposure on the surface streets and will improve safety 
performance at this location for all crashes. The proposed roundabouts in the corridor will 
calm traffic which should improve rear end collisions. 

• US90 @ 8th Street 

o The 8th Street intersection showed overrepresentation in left turn-angle, side swipe same 
direction, and complaint and non-injury crashes. The elevated freeway through this 
location will reduce exposure on the surface streets which will improve safety 
performance at this location for all crashes. The nearby roundabouts will calm traffic and 
reduce severity of crashes. 

• US90 @ Johnston Street 

o Johnston Street intersection showed overrepresentation in right-angle, side swipe same 
direction, complaint and non-injury, and wet surface crashes are over-represented.  The 
reduced exposure on the surface streets will improve safety performance at this location 
for all crashes. The traffic calming effect of roundabouts would positively impact the total 
number of crashes and the crash severity at this location. The new pavement could also 
address any issues related to friction and wet surface crashes. 

• US90 @ Twelfth Street 

o The Twelfth Street intersection showed overrepresentation in left turn-angle and 
complaint and non-injury crashes. The reduced exposure on the surface streets will 
improve safety performance at this location for all crashes. 

‘This document and the information contained herein, is prepared for the purpose of identifying, evaluating, and planning safety
improvements on public roads, which may be implemented utilizing federal aid highway funds.  This information shall not be subject
to discovery or admitted into evidence in Federal or State court pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 407.’
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LAFAYETTE URBAN SECTION INTERSTATE 49 CONNECTOR 

Alternative Analysis 

• US90 @ Fourteenth Street 

o The Fourteenth Street intersection showed overrepresentation in side swipe same 
direction and complaint and non-injury crashes. The reduced exposure on the surface 
streets will improve safety performance at this location for all crashes. 

• US90 @ Sixteenth Street 

o The Sixteenth Street intersection showed overrepresentation in side swipe same 
direction, complaint and non-injury, and alcohol involved crashes. The reduced exposure 
on the surface streets will improve safety performance at this location for all crashes. 

• US90 @ Pinhook Road 

o Pinhook Road intersection showed overrepresentation in head-on, rear end, alcohol 
involved, complaint and non-injury, and wet surface crashes as over-represented.  The 
reduced exposure on the surface streets will improve safety performance at this location 
for all crashes. The use of the displaced left turn at this location could reduce head-on 
collision but generally it appears to increase all types of crashes. The new pavement 
could also address any issues related to friction and wet surface crashes. 

• US90 @ Surrey Street 

o The Surrey Street intersection showed overrepresentation in right turn angle, fatal, 
complaint and non-injury, nighttime, wet surface and alcohol involved crashes. The 
reduced exposure on the surface streets will improve safety performance at this location 
for all crashes. New pavement can improve the pavement friction and reduce rear end 
collisions. Lighting can also improve nighttime collisions by enhancing visibility. 

• US90 @ Kaliste Saloom 

o The Kaliste Saloom intersection showed overrepresentation in rear end, and complaint 
with non-injury, nighttime, wet surface and alcohol involved crashes. The reduced 
exposure on the surface streets will improve safety performance at this location for all 
crashes. New pavement can improve the pavement friction and reduce rear end 
collisions. Lighting can also improve nighttime collisions by enhancing visibility. 

‘This document and the information contained herein, is prepared for the purpose of identifying, evaluating, and planning safety
improvements on public roads, which may be implemented utilizing federal aid highway funds.  This information shall not be subject
to discovery or admitted into evidence in Federal or State court pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 407.’
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LAFAYETTE URBAN SECTION INTERSTATE 49 CONNECTOR 

Alternative Analysis 

3.3.3.2 IHSDM Model 

The Interactive Highway Safety Design Model (IHSDM) was used for the predictive analyses of the 
geometric elements of the roadway and exposure to evaluate safety performance between the existing 
arterial and other alternatives proposed during the refinement phase. The IHSDM faithfully implements the 
Highway Safety Manual (HSM) Part C methodologies for prediction of crashes using geometric and traffic 
data. The safety analysis outcomes presented here are based on predictions using the default SPFs and 
model parameters developed in the HSM without any calibration factors (the calibration factor can be 
assumed to be equal to 1). Furthermore, there are interchange configuration types with no SPFs in the 
HSM. In instances where other sources such as the CMF Clearinghouse have crash modification factors 
available, those can be applied and best judgments made.  To mitigate some of these challenges, the 
predictive analyses and evaluation focuses on comparing roadway functional classifications with SPFs 
available.  In spite of these limitations imposed by the lack of locally developed SPFs or calibration factors, 
the approach here provides significant insights into the safety performance of roadway geometric 
configurations for decision making. 

The safety performance of the existing Evangeline Throughway was performed, and crashes predicted for 
the period of 2020 through 2040. The existing alignment yielded a total of 5,009 crashes. 

The safety performance of the proposed freeway and frontage road system was evaluated for both the 
Refinement Alternatives C5 and C6 for the period of 2020 through 2040. The frontage road system yields 
a total of 880 crashes in Alternative C5 and a total of 1,119 crashes in Alternative C6 for the analysis period. 
Compared to the existing roadway performance, the frontage road system yields fewer crashes. The total 
predicted crashes for Alternatives C5 and C6 (including the combined Interstate mainline and frontage road 
system) are 7,676 and 7,915, respectively. These two alternatives (C5 and C6) yield more total crashes 
than the existing roadway. Generally, if AADTs and lengths of roadways are increased the predicted 
crashes also increase. The lane miles in the proposed scenarios also significantly increase compared to 
the existing roadway. Alternative C5 yields fewer crashes than C6. This difference can be attributed 
primarily to use of different intersection controls through the core area. Alternative C5 proposes signalized 
intersection and C6 proposes roundabouts. There is sufficient literature that shows that generally 
roundabouts yield more crashes than signalized intersections however the crash severities are lower for 
roundabouts than signalized intersections due to the lower speeds and lower angles of collision compared 
to T-bone at signalized intersections. The IHSDM outcomes show that at the signalized intersections 
proposed along the arterial (Alt C5), the proportion of fatal and injury crashes are expected to be about 33% 
of total crashes, however in roundabouts (Alt C6) this the proportion reduces to 18%. 

‘This document and the information contained herein, is prepared for the purpose of identifying, evaluating, and planning safety
improvements on public roads, which may be implemented utilizing federal aid highway funds.  This information shall not be subject
to discovery or admitted into evidence in Federal or State court pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 407.’
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Appendix A  Initial Data Collection 

Appendix A INITIAL DATA COLLECTION 
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Appendix B  Final Data Collection 

Appendix B FINAL DATA COLLECTION 
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Appendix D EXISTING AND NO BUILD ANALYSIS 
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Appendix E  Alternative Analysis 

Appendix E ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS 
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