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SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

For
Channel Modifications to Canal 1
Long Beach Watershed

Harrison County, Mississippi
(Hydrologic Unit Number 03 170009-0603)
A supplement to the original environmental impact statement for providing updated impacts for the channel
modifications of Canal 1; includes supplemental watershed agreement No. 2.

Prepared by:
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service
In Cooperation with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Mobile District and
The Sponsoring Local Organizations: Long Beach Water Management District, City of Long Beach and the
Harrison County Soil and Water Conservation District

AUTHORITY
The original work plan was prepared under the authority of the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act
(Public Law 83-566), as amended (16 U.S.C. Parts 1001-1008, 1010 and 1012).

ABSTRACT

Canal 1 is 2 manmade canal constructed in or about 1918 originating in Harrison County near the western edge of
Gulfport. The Long Beach Watershed plan and Environmental Impact Statement was developed in 1989 to modify
Canal 1 in order to reduce flooding to urban areas along the canal. Local project sponsors have chosen to update the
Environmental Impact Statement in order to identify the impacts of channel modification. The purpose of the
channel modifications is to reduce flooding to the residences and business along the canal. The modification consists
of 3.8 miles of widening, side-sloping and grading of the earth-lined channel, and 0.2 miles of rock riprap lined
channel. The project installation cost is estimated to be $3,233,700. Minimal environmental impacts have been
identified on wildlife habitats and wetlands associated with the remaining work for Canal No. 1, the subject of this
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. Appropriate measures will be implemented to mitigate adverse
effects.

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) COMPLIANCE
This document fulfills the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act and is to be considered
authorization for funding under Public Law 83-566.

COMMENTS AND INQUIRIES:
Comments and inquires must be received by April 1, 2015. Submit comments and inquiries to: Kurt Readus, State
Conservationist USDA, Natural Resources Conservation Service, 100 W. Capitol Street, Suite 1321
Jackson, Mississippi 39269, (601) 965-5205

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination against its customers. If you believe you experienced discrimination when
obtaining services from USDA, perticipating in a USDA program, or participating in a program that receives financial assistance from USDA,
you may file a complaint with USDA. Information about how to file a discrimination complaint is available from the Office of the Assistance
Secretary for Civil Rights. USDA prohibits discrimination in all its programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age,
disability, and where applicable, sex (including gender identity and expression), marital status, familial status, parental status, religion, sexual
orientation, political beliefs, genetic information, reprisal, or becanse all or part of an individual’s income is derived from any public assistance
program. (Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs.)

To file a complaint of discrimination, complete, sign end mail a program discrimination complaint form, available at any USDA ofTice location or
online 8t www ascr.usda.gov, or write to:

USDA

Office of the Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights

1400 Independence Avenue, SW,

Washington, DC 20250-9410

Or call toll free at (866) 632-9992 (voice) to obtain additional information, the appropriate office or to request documents. [ndividuals who are
deat, hard of hearing, or have speech disabilities may contact USDA through the Federal Relay service at (800) 877-8339 or (800) 845-6136 (in
Spanish). USDA is an equal opportunity provider, employer, and lender.

Persons with disabilities who require alternative means for communication of program informalion (e.g , Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.)
should contact USDA’s TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD).
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LONG BEACH WATERSHED

Supplemental Watershed Agreement No. 2
For Canal 1 Channel Modifications
Between the

Long Beach Water Management District
City of Long Beach
Harrison County Soil and Water Conservation District

State of Mississippi
And the

Natural Resources Conservation Service
(Referred to herein as NRCS)
United States Department of Agriculture

Whereas, application has heretofore been made to the Secretary of Agriculture by the sponsors
for assistance in preparing a supplemental environmental impact statement for works of
improvement for the Long Beach Watershed, State of Mississippi, under the authority of the
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act, as amended ( 16 U. S, C. Sections 1001 to
1008, 1010, and 1012); and

Whereas, the responsibility for administration of the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention
Act, has been assigned by the Secretary of Agriculture to NRCS; and

Whereas, there has been developed through the cooperative efforts of the sponsors and NRCS
an Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for works of improvement for the Long Beach
Watershed, State of Mississippi, hereinafter referred to as the SEIS, which is annexed to and
made a part of this agreement;

Now, therefore, in view of the foregoing considerations, the Secretary of Agriculture, through
NRCS and the sponsors hereby agree on this SEIS and that the works of improvement for this
project will be installed, operated, and maintained in accordance with the terms, conditions, and
stipulations provided for in this supplemental watershed agreement and including the following:

1. Term. The term of this agreement is for the expected life of the project (100 years) and does
not commit the NRCS to assistance of any kind beyond that point unless agreed to by all parties.

2. Costs. The costs shown in this agreement are preliminary estimates. Final costs to be borne
by the parties hereto will be the actual costs incurred in the installation of works of improvement.

3. Real Property. The sponsors will acquire all land rights, easements, or right-of-ways as will
be needed in connection with the works of improvement. The amount and percentages of the real
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property acquisition cost to be borne by the Sponsors and NRCS are as shown in the cost-share
table in item 5 hereof.

4. Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act. The sponsors
hereby agree that they will comply with all of the policies and procedures of the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (42 U.S.C. 4601 et.seq. as
further implemented through regulations in 49 C.F.R. Part 24 and 7 C.F.R. Part 21) when
acquiring real property interests for this federally assisted project. If the sponsors are legally
unable to comply with the real property acquisition requirements of the Act, they agree that,
before any federal financial assistance is furnished; they will provide a statement to that effect,
supported by an opinion of the chief legal officer of the state containing a full discussion of the
facts and law involved. This statement may be accepted as constituting compliance.

5. Cost-share for Channel Modification. The percentages of total canal project costs to be paid
by the sponsors and by NRCS are as follows:

Canal 1
Works of limprovement NRCS Sponsors Total
Cost Sharable Items
Channel Modifications {Construction Cost) $£1,895,700 $0 51,895,700
Relocation, Replacement in-kind $0 50 £0
Relocation, Required Decent, Safe, Sanitary 30 $0 50
Sponsors Planning Costs NA $0 50
Sponsors Engineering Costs NA 30 $0
Sponsors Project Administration a/ NA $6,000 $6,000
Land Rights Acquisition Cost b/ NA $930,400 $930,400
Subtotal: Cost-Share Costs $1,895,700 $936,400 $2,832,100
Cost-Share Percentages 65% 35% 100%
Non Cost-Sharable Items ¢/
NRCS Engineering & Project Administration a/ $401,600 NA $401,600
Natural Resources Rights NA 50 50
Federal, State and Local Permits NA $0 50
Relocation, Beyond Required decent, safe, sanitary NA 50 $0
Subtotal: Non Cost-Share Costs - $401,600 50 $401,600

&/The spansors and NRCS will each bear the costs of project administration that cach incurs.

b/The sponsors will acquire with other than Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act Funds, such real property as will be
needed in connection with the works of improvement. The valuc of real property is eligible as in-kind contributions toward the
sponsors’ share of the works of improvement costs. In no case will the amount of an in-kind contribution exceed the sponsors’ share
of the cost for works of improvement. The maximum cost eligible for in-kind credit is the same as that for cost sharing.

o/ [f actual Non Cost-Sharable item expenditures vary from these figures, the responsible party will bear the change.

6. Floodplain Management. Before construction of any project for flood prevention, the
sponsors shall agree to participate in and comply with applicable Federal floodplain management
and flood insurance programs.

7. Water and mineral rights. The sponsors will acquire or provide assurance that landowners
or resource users have acquired such water, mineral, or other natural resources rights pursuant to
State law as may be needed in the installation and operation of the works of improvement. Any
costs incurred shall be borne by the sponsor and these costs are not eligible as part of the
sponsors cost-share.
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8. Permits. The sponsors will obtain and bear the cost for all necessary Federal, State, and local
permits required by law, ordinance, or regulation for installation of the works of improvement.
These costs are not eligible as part of the sponsors cost-share.

9. NRCS assistance. This agreement is not a fund-obligating document. Financial and other
assistance to be furnished by NRCS in carrying out the Rehabilitation Plan is contingent upon
the fulfillment of applicable laws and regulations and the availability of appropriations for this

purpose.

10. Additional agreements. A separate agreement will be entered into between NRCS and the
sponsors before either party initiates work involving funds of the other party. Such agreements
will set forth in detail the financial and working arrangements and other conditions that are
applicable to the specific works of improvement.

11. Amendments. This SEIS may be amended or revised only by mutual agreement of the
parties hereto, except that NRCS may de-authorize or terminate funding at any time it determines
that the sponsors have failed to comply with the conditions of this agreement or when the
program funding or authority expires. In this case, NRCS shall promptly notify the sponsors in
writing of the determination and the reasons for the de-authorization of project funding, together
with the effective date. Payments made to the sponsors or recoveries by NRCS shall be in
accord with the legal rights and liabilities of the parties when project funding has been de-
authorized. An amendment to incorporate changes affecting a specific measure may be made by
mutual agreement between NRCS and the sponsors having specific responsibilities for the
measure involved.

12. Prohibitions. No member of or delegate to Congress, or resident commissioner, shall be
admitted to any share or part of this plan, or to any benefit that may arise therefrom; but this
provision shall not be construed to extend to this agreement if made with a corporation for its
general benefit.

13. Operation and Maintenance (O&M). The sponsors will be responsible for the operation,
maintenance, and any needed replacement of the works of improvement by actually performing
the work or arranging for such work, in accordance with the Operation and Maintenance
Agreement. An O&M agreement will be entered into before Federal funds are obligated and will
continue for the project life (100 years). Although the sponsor’s responsibility to the Federal
Government for O&M ends when the O&M agreement expires upon completion of the evaluated
life of measures covered by the agreement, the sponsors acknowledge that continued liabilities
and responsibilities associated with works of improvement may exist beyond the evaluated life.

14. Memorandum of Understanding. A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) shall be
prepared between NRCS and the project sponsors that identifies and establishes a maximum
value of the non-federal in-kind contribution. All project sponsors providing in-kind services
and/or land rights acquisition for the rehabilitation project shall sign the MOU. Only costs
accrued for activities included in the MOU shall be considered as part of the non-federal in-kind
contribution. Determination of the final amount to be credited shall be at the sole discretion of

NRCS.



15. Nondiscrimination provisions. The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits
discrimination against its customers. If you believe you experienced discrimination when
obtaining services from USDA, participating in a USDA program, or participating in a program
that receives financial assistance from USDA, you may file a complaint with USDA. Information
about how to file a discrimination complaint is available from the Office of the Assistance
Secretary for Civil Rights. USDA prohibits discrimination in all its programs and activities on
the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, and where applicable, sex (including
gender identity and expression), marital status, familial status, parental status, religion, sexual
orientation, political beliefs, genetic information, reprisal, or because all or part of an
individual’s income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not all prohibited bases
apply to all programs.)

To file a complaint of discrimination, complete, sign and mail a program discrimination
complaint form, available at any USDA office location or online at www.ascr.usda.gov, or write

to:

USDA

Office of the Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights
1400 Independence Avenue, SW.

Washington, DC 20250-9410

Or call toll free at (866) 632-9992 (voice) to obtain additional information, the appropriate office
or to request documents. Individuals who are deaf, hard of hearing, or have speech disabilities
may contact USDA through the Federal Relay service at (800) 877-8339 or (800) 845-6136 (in
Spanish). USDA is an equal opportunity provider, employer, and lender.

Persons with disabilities who require alternative means for communication of program
information (e.g., Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA’s TARGET Center

at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD).

16. Certification Regarding Drug-Free Workplace Requirements. (7CFR Part 3021). By
signing this watershed agreement, the sponsors are providing the certification set out below. If it
is later determined that the sponsors knowingly rendered a false certification, or otherwise
violated the requirements of the Drug-Free Workplace Act, the NRCS, in addition to any other
remedies available to the Federal Government, may take action authorized under the Drug-Free

Workplace Act.

Controlled substance means a controlled substance in Schedules I through V of the Controlled
Substances Act (21 U.S.C. Section 812) and as further defined by regulation (21 CFR Sections
1308.11 through 1308.15);

Conviction means a finding of guilt (including a plea of nolo contendere) or imposition of
sentence, or both, by any judicial body charged with the responsibility to determine violations of

the Federal or State criminal drug statutes;

Criminal drug statute means a Federal or non-Federal criminal statute involving the
manufacturing, distribution, dispensing, use, or possession of any controlled substance;

Employee means the employee of a grantee directly engaged in the performance of work under a
grant, including: (i) all direct charge employees; (ii) all indirect charge employees unless their
impact or involvement is insignificant to the performance of the grant; and (iii) temporary
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personnel and consultants who are directly engaged in the performance of work under the grant
and who are on the grantee's payroll. This definition does not include workers not on the payroll
of the grantee (e.g., volunteers, even if used to meet a matching requirement; consultants or
independent contractors not on the grantees' payroll; or employees of sub-recipients or
subcontractors in covered workplaces).

Certification:
A. The sponsors certify that they will or will continue to provide a drug-free workplace by:

(1) Publishing a statement notifying employees that the unlawful manufacture, distribution,
dispensing, possession, or use of a controlled substance is prohibited in the grantee's
workplace and specifying the actions that will be taken against employees for violation of
such prohibition.

(2) Establishing an ongoing drug-free awareness program to inform employees about:
(a) The danger of drug abuse in the workplace;
(b) The grantee's policy of maintaining a drug-free workplace;

(c) Any available drug counseling, rehabilitation, and employee assistance programs;
and

(d) The penalties that may be imposed upon employees for drug abuse violations
occurring in the workplace.

(3) Making it a requirement that each employee to be engaged in the performance of the
grant be given a copy of the statement required by paragraph (1).

(4) Notifying the employee in the statement required by paragraph (1) that, as a condition
of employment under the grant, the employee will:

(a) Abide by the terms of the statement; and

(b) Notify the employer in writing of his or her conviction for a violation of a criminal
drug statute occurring in the workplace no later than five calendar days after such
conviction.

(3) Notifying the NRCS in writing, within ten calendar days after receiving notice under
paragraph (4) (b) from an employee or otherwise receiving actual notice of such
conviction. Employers of convicted employees must provide notice, including position
title, to every grant officer or other designee on whose grant activity the convicted
employee was working, unless the Federal agency has designated a central point for the
receipt of such notices. Notice shall include the identification number(s) of each affected
grant.

(6) Taking one of the following actions, within 30 calendar days of receiving notice under
paragraph (4) (b), with respect to any employee who is so convicted:

(a) Taking appropriate personnel action against such an employee, up to and including
termination, consistent with the requirements of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as
amended; or

(b) Requiring such employee to participate satisfactorily in a drug abuse assistance or
rehabilitation program approved for such purposes by a Federal, State, or local health,
law enforcement, or other appropriate agency.
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(7) Making a good faith effort to continue to maintain a drug-free workplace through
implementation of paragraphs (1), (2), (3), (4), (5), and (6).

B. The sponsors may provide a list of the site(s) for the performance or work done in
connection with a specific project or other agreement.

C. Agencies shall keep the original of all disclosure reports in the official files of the agency.

17. Certification Regarding Lobbying (7 CFR Part 3018).
(applicable if this agreement exceeds $100,000).

A. The sponsors certify to the best of their knowledge and belief, that:

(1) No Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid, by or on behalf of the
sponsors, to any person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee
of an agency, Member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of
a Member of Congress in connection with the awarding of any Federal contract, the
making of any Federal grant, the making of any Federal loan, the entering into of any
cooperative agreement, and the extension, continuation, renewal, amendment, or
modification of any Federal contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement.

(2) If any funds other than Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid to
any person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of any
agency, a Member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a
Member of Congress in connection with this Federal contract, grant, loan, or cooperative
agreement, the undersigned shall complete and submit Standard Form - LLL, "Disclosure
Form to Report Lobbying,” in accordance with its instructions.

(3) The sponsors shall require that the language of this certification be included in the
award documents for all sub-awards at all tiers (including subcontracts, sub-grants, and
contracts under grants, loans, and cooperative agreements) and that all sub-recipients shall
certify and disclose accordingly.

B. This certification is a material representation of fact upon which reliance was placed when
this transaction was made or entered into. Submission of this certification is a prerequisite for
making or entering into this transaction imposed by Section 1352, Title 31, U.S. Code. Any
person who fails to file the required certification shall be subject to a civil penalty of not less
than $10,000 and not more than $100,000 for each such failure.

18. Certification Regarding Debarment, Suspension, and Other Responsibility Matters -
Primary Covered Transactions (7 CFR Part 3017).

A. The sponsors certify to the best of their knowledge and belief, that they and their
principals:

- (1) Are not presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared ineligible, or
voluntarily excluded from covered transactions by any Federal department or agency;

(2) Have not within a three-year period preceding this proposal been convicted of or had a
civil judgment rendered against them for commission of fraud or a criminal offense in
connection with obtaining, attempting to obtain, or performing a public (Federal, State, or
Local) transaction or contract under a public transaction; violation of Federal or State
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antitrust statutes or commission of embezzlement, theft, forgery, bribery, falsification or
destruction of records, making false statements, or receiving stolen property;

(3) Are not presently indicted for or otherwise criminally or civilly charged by a
governmental entity (Federal, State or Local) with commission of any of the offenses
enumerated in paragraph (A)(2) of this certification; and

(4) Have not within a three-year period preceding this application/proposal had one or
more public transactions (Federal, State, or Local) terminated for cause of default.

B. Where the primary sponsors are unable to certify to any of the statements in this
certification, such prospective participant shall attach an explanation to this agreement.

19. Clean Air and Water Certification.

(Applicable if this agreement exceeds $100,000, or a facility to be used has been subject of a
conviction under the Clear Air Act (42 U.S.C. Section 7413(c)) or the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act (33 U.S.C. Section 1319(c)) and is listed by EPA, or is not otherwise exempt)

A. The project sponsoring organizations signatory to this agreement certify as follows:

(1) Any facility to be utilized in the performance of this proposed agreement is ( ), is
not {_x ) listed on the Environmental Protection Agency List of Violating Facilities.

(2) To promptly notify the NRCS-State administrative officer prior to the signing of this
agreement by NRCS, of the receipt of any communication from the Director, Office of
Federal Activities, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, indicating that any facility
which is proposed for use under this agreement is under consideration to be listed on
the Environmental Protection Agency List of Violating Facilities.

(3) To include substantially this certification, including this subparagraph, in every
nonexempt sub-agreement.

B. The project sponsoring organization(s) signatory to this agreement agrees as follows:

(1) To comply with all the requirements of section 114 of the Clean Air Act as amended
(42 U.S.C. Section 7414) and section 308 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act
(33 U.S.C. Section 1318), respectively, relating to inspection, monitoring, entry,
reports, and information, as well as other requirements specified in section 114 and
section 308 of the Air Act and the Water Act, issued there under before the signing of
this agreement by NRCS.

(2) That no portion of the work required by this agreement will be performed in facilities
listed on the EPA List of Violating Facilities on the date when this agreement was
signed by NRCS unless and until the EPA eliminates the name of such facility or
facilities from such listing.

(3) To use their best efforts to comply with clean air standards and clean water standards at
the facilities in which the agreement is being performed.



(4) To insert the substance of the provisions of this clause in any nonexempt sub
agreement.

C. The terms used in this clause have the following meanings:

(1) The term “Air Act” means the Clean Air Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. Section 7401 et
seq.).

(2) The term “Water Act” means Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as amended (33
U.S.C. Section 1251 et seq.).

(3) The term “clean air standards” means any enforceable rules, regulations, guidelines,
standards, limitations, orders, controls, prohibitions, or other requirements which are
contained in, issued under, or otherwise adopted pursuant to the Air Act or Executive
Order 11738, an applicable implementation plan as described in section 110 of the Air
Act (42 U.S.C. Section 7414) or an approved implementation procedure under section
112 of the Air Act (42 U.S.C. Section 7412).

(4) The term “clean water standards” means any enforceable limitation, control condition,
prohibition, standards, or other requirement which is promulgated pursuant to the Water
Act or contained in a permit issued to a discharger by the Environmental Protection
Agency or by a State under an approved program, as authorized by section 402 of the
Water Act (33 U.S.C. Section 1342), or by a local government to assure compliance
with pretreatment regulations as required by section 307 of the Water Act (33 U.S.C.
Section 1317).

(5) The term “facility” means any building, plant, installation, structure, mine, vessel, or
other floating craft, location or site of operations, owned, leased, or supervised by a
sponsor, to be utilized in the performance of an agreement or sub-agreement. Where a
location or site of operations contains or includes more than one building, plant,
installation, or structure, the entire location shall be deemed to be a facility except where
the Director, Office of Federal Activities, Environmental Protection Agency, determines
that independent facilities are collocated in one geographical area.

20. Assurances and Compliance

As a condition of the grant of cooperative agreement, the sponsor assures and certifies that it is in
compliance with and will comply in the course of the agreement with all applicable laws,
regulations, Executive orders and other generally applicable requirements, including those set
out below which are hereby incorporated in this agreement by reference, and such other statutory
provisions as a specifically set forth herein.

State, Local, and Indian Tribal Govemments: OMB Circular Nos. A-87, A-102, A-129, and A-
133; and 7 C.F.R. Parts 3015, 3016, 3017, 3018, 3021, 3052.

Nonprofit Organizations, Hospitals, Institutions of Higher Learning: OMB Circular Nos. A-110,
A-122, A-129, and A-133; and 7 C.F.R. Parts 3015, 3017, 3018, 3019, 3021, and 3052.



21. Examination of Records.

The sponsors shall give the NRCS or the Comptroller General, through any authorized
representative, access to and the right to examine all records, books, papers, or documents related
to this agreement, and retain all records related to this agreement for a period of three years after
completion of the terms of this agreement in accordance with the applicable OMB Circular.
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22. Signatures .
3

Long Beach Water Management District BY

P. O. Box 748

Long Beach, MS 39560 Title &\&i HAAYY R AN
Address Zip Code

Date u“l}"‘ \%

The signing of this supplemental watershed agreement was authorized by a resolution of the
ﬁ{)ﬁ;ﬂing body of the Long Beach Water Management District adopted at a meeting held on

13, 20IS  (Date).
I o=

Sttty Slnu it 0 Degutr ‘/04 Loldorndt 0S5 5950
Secretary Address Zip Code
Harrison County Soil and Water BY ﬁ”’%ﬂ ?’Ju./
Conservation District ¥
12238 Ashley Drive ' .
Gulfport, MS 39503 Title rea Elos
Address Zip Code

Date T-2-1¢"

The signing of this supplemental watershed agreement was authorized by a resolution of the
governing body of the Harrison County Soil and Water Conservation District adopted at a
meeting held on

1-2-(8 (Bﬁ{e)-
o )t

V4
Secretary B/ Address Zip Code

City of Long Beach BY ﬂm@%& b/

201 Jeff Davis Avenue g
Long Beach, MS 39560 Title M AL/0I
Address Zip Code '

pate_ (o] /(s /XO 1N
The signing of this supplemental watershed agreement was authoriZed by a resolution of the
govemning pody of the City of Long Beach adopted at a meeting held on

Zip Code

Natural Resources Conservation Service BY .

United States Department of Agriculture Kurt Readus

100 W. Capitol Street, Suite 1321 Federal Building

Jackson, Mississippi 39269 Title: State Conservationist
Address Zip Code

Date ?// §/.z 753
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Summary of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Long Beach Watershed

Project Name: Long Beach Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the channel modification
of Canal 1

Authorization: Public Law 83-566 (16 U.S.C. Parts 1001 — 1008, 1010 and 1012)
County: Harrison State: Mississippi Mississippi Congressional District: 4

Sponsors: Long Beach Water Management District, Harrison County Soil and Water Conservation
District, City of Long Beach

Hydrologic Unit Number: 03170009-0603

Latitude and Longitude: Upper end of Canal 1: Lat. 30.3836, Long -89.1366

Description of Preferred Alternative: Improve 3.8 miles of earth-lined channel and install 0.2 miles of
rock riprap lined channel

Resource Information: Watershed
Drainage Area (acres) 10,857
Land Use (acres)
Grass Land 688
Forest Land 4,206
Urban and Built-Up 4,825
Idle Land 536
Marsh Land 546
Other 56
Land Ownership:
% Private 89.4%
% Federal 0%
% State/Local 10.6%
Wetlands (lacustrine acres) Total: 3,587.1
Estuarine and Marine 387.6
Palustrine Emergent 90.8
Palustrine Forested or Shrub 3,033.7
Lacustrine 75.0
Floodplains:
Floodplains Total 1,861.4
Grassland 344
Forestland 1,043.5
Urban and Built-Up 695.8
Idle Land 77.6
Other 10.1
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Project Beneficiary Profile

Harrison County ¥ Mississippi (V) Nation (!
Population 194,029 2,986,450 313,873,685
% White Alone 70.6 59.9 779
% Black or African American Alone 234 374 13.1
% American Indian & Alaska Native Alone 0.6 0.6 1.2
% Asian Alone 29 0.9 5.1
24 Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific [slander Alone 0.1 0.1 0.2
% Tow or More Races 24 1.1 2.4
% Hispanic or Latino 5.4 29 16.9
% White Alone, not Hispanic or Latino 66.1 57.6 63.0
Median per capita income $23,378 $20,670 $28,051
Median household income 543,593 $38,882 $53,046
Median value owner-gccupied housing units $143,900 $100,200 $181,400
Persons living below the poverty level 18.2% 22.3% 14.9%

1) 2012 Data from http://quickfacts census.gov/qfd/states/28000.html, State and County Quick Facts

Threatened and Endangered Species: There are no threatened or endangered species known to be present
in the Canal No. 1 study area. A letter was received May 2009 from USFWS stating: “no impacts
anticipated to any federal listed species.”

Cultural Resources: According to the Cultural Resources Survey completed by Earth Search in December
of 2008, there are no sites or structures of archaeological or historical significance known to be present in
the Canal No. 1 study area. The Mississippi Department of Archives and History concurred with the
survey in a letter dated March 10, 2009.

Climate: Average Annual Precipitation: 63.41 inches
Average Annual Temperature: 77.1 degrees

Topography: The watershed lies in the Gulf Coast Flatwoods Physiographic area, a flat strip of land
which parallels the coastline and terminates in a man-made seawall and white-sand beach. Elevations
range between 5 and 30 feet above mean seal level.

Relevant Resource Concemns from Scoping: Floodwater, Streams, Lakes and Wetlands, Clean Water
Act, Floodplain Management, Wetlands, Air Quality, Clean Air Act, Riparian Areas, Land Use and
Flora, Fish and Wildlife Habitat, Endangered and Threatened Species, Flood Damages, Sponsors Cost,
NED Cost, Historic Properties, Local and Regional Economy, Public Health and Safety, Transportation

Problem Identification: Homes and businesses, as well as roads and bridges, utilities and other public
facilities within the watershed, are vulnerable to flooding due to the inadequacy of existing drainage
provided by Canal No. 1.The total value of at-risk property in the Canal No. 1 floodplain is estimated to
be $11,750,300. The average annual cost of damage to structures and their contents from flooding in the
Canal No. 1 floodplain is $1,069,300.

Alternative Plans Considered:
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1. No Action (Future Without Federal Project): Sponsors would leave the Canal 1 unimproved. With
this alternative there would not be reduction in flood damage along the canal.

2. Alternative 2 (Channel improvements): Improve 3.8 miles of earth-lined channel and install 0.2
miles of rock riprap lined channel. This altemnative would provide flood damage reduction benefits

to the homes along Canal 1.

Purpose and Need for the Remaining Work: To reduce flooding to residences and businesses located
within the floodplain of Canal No. 1. The purpose of the remaining work which is the focus of this
Supplemental EIS is to implement the additional improvements necessary to reduce flood damages to 121

structures located along Canal No. 1.

Remaining Project Measures to be Completed: Proposed improvements to the 4.7 miles of Canal 1
between the Naval Construction Battalion Center (NCBC) and Espy Avenue include 3.8 miles of
widening, side-sloping and grading of the earth-lined channel, about two-tenths of one mile of rock
riprap-lined channel construction and seven-tenths of one mile of selective snagging. The earth-lined
channel sections will be constructed with 3:1 side slopes and a bottom width of 30-40 feet. The existing
bottom width is 18-40 feet. These improvements will significantly enhance the capacity of Canal No. 1
and reduce damages associated with flooding in the Canal No. 1 floodplain.

Project Costs: Public Law 83-566 funds

Sponsor’s funds Total Project Costs

Construction $1,895,700 $0 $1,895,700
Engineering $360,200 $0 $360,200
Project Administration $41,400 $6,000 $47.400
Land rights $0 $930,400 $930,400
Total for Sites 15 and 16 $2,297,300 $936,400 $3,233,700

Project Benefits: Reduces flooding to 121 homes located along Canal 1. Modifications to Canal 1 will
provide $492,200 of average annual flood damage reduction benefits.

Net Beneficial effects:
Monetary: Provides net benefits of $369,300.

Number of Direct Beneficiaries: Offsite 310

Benefit to Cost Ratio: 3.1:1.0

Period of Analysis: 104 Years

Project Life: 100 Years

Funding Schedule; Year 2015 Year 2016  Year 2017  Year 2018
Federal Funds $0 $360,200 $947.800 $989,300
Non-Federal Funds $465,200 $465,200 $6,000 $0

Mitigation: Minimization measures include sediment control features such as 3:1 channel side-slopes,
vegetation of disturbed areas every 500 feet of construction, sediment traps within constructed channel

USDA - NRCS
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segments, and small equipment usage for selective snagging activities. Compensatory measures include
reforestation of 119 acres to replace the loss of pine and hardwood habitats. Mitigation for the potential
loss of approximately 0.01 acres of wetland will be determined during the Section 404 permitting process.

Environmental Values changed or lost: Loss of 61 acres riparian timber. Planting of 119 acres of
hardwood tree species.

Major_Conclusions: Modification to Canal 1 will provide flood damage reduction benefits for 121
homes/business along the canal.

Areas of Controversy; None

Issues to be Resolved: None

Evidence of Unusual Congressional or Local Interest: None

Is this report in compliance with executive orders, public laws, and other statues governing the
formulation of water resource projects? Yes _x_ No
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Purpose and Need for the Remaining Work
Purpose

To reduce flooding to residents and businesses along Canal 1 by modifying the channel to carry a larger
capacity of runoff. The remaining proposed work will reduce flood damages to 121 residences and
businesses located along the canal.

Need

To address public health and safety issues surrounding the flooding to residences and businesses located
along Canal No. 1.

Scope of the EIS

A scoping process was conducted to determine objectives and primary concerns of the project sponsors
and to identify other relevant issues and environmental concerns associated with Canal No. 1. Several
meetings and watershed site visits were held with project sponsors, landowners, and other agency
personnel to discuss issues on, and potential impacts to, human health and safety, flooding, land use and
management, wetlands, riparian habitat, and fish and wildlife habitat. Areas of potential concern were
evaluated and are listed in Table A along with their relevance to the proposed action.

Table A. Summary of Scoping

ITEM / CONCERN Relevant to the RATIONALE
proposed action
YES NO
SOILS
Upland Erosion X Upsiream area is mostly urban.
Stream bank erosion X Stream bank is stable.
Sedimentation X Little sedimentation from urban areas upstream.
Prime and Unique X None present.
Farmland
WATER
Floodwater X Major concern.
Streams X Potential impacts with some alternatives.
Lakes and Wetlands X Potential impacts with some alternatives.
Surface Water Quality X Potential impacts with some alternatives,
Surface Water Quantity X No effects
Ground Water Quantity X No effects
Clean Water Act X Alternatives may require USACE 404 permit.
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Table A. Summary of Scoping Continued

ITEM /CONCERN Relevant to the RATIONALE
proposed action
YES NO
Regional Water Mpt. X None present in area of project.
Plans, Waters of the
United States and Coastal
Zone Management Areas
Floodplain Management X 121 structures impacted by 500-year flood event
Sole Source Aquifers X No sole source aquifers identified in Coastal Mississippi.
Wetlands X Potential impacts with some alternatives
Wild and Scenic Rivers X None present in area of project.
AIR
Air Quality X Possible temporary increase in PM-10 or other potential emissions with
some alternatives.
Clean Air Act X Permits may be required if it involves emission of a regulated pollutant.
PLANTS
Endangered and X None Present
Threatened Species
Essential Fish Habitat X No designated areas in the area of the project.
Invasive Species X Low potential for any species introduction.
Natural Areas X No designated areas in the area of the project.
Riparian Areas X Potential decrease with some alternatives.
Ecological critical areas X None present in the area of the project.
Forest resources X Low potential for significant affect.
Land Use and Flora X Potential change with some alternatives.
Mineral Resources X None Present
ANIMALS
Fish and Wildlife Habitat X Potential changes in habitat with some alternatives.
Coral Reefs X None Present.
Endangered and X “Not likely to adversely affect” determination concurred in by USFWS.
Threatened Species
Invasive Species X No invasive species in the area of the project and no potential for
introduction.
Migratory Birds/Bald and X No impacts to migratory birds or eagles.
Golden Eagles
HUMANS
Cultural Resources No impacts
Flood Damages X Annual flood damages = $1,069,300
Cost, Sponsor X Proposals must be within the economic capacity of the sponsors.
Cost, NED X Required criteria by P & G.
Historic Properties X No documented NRHP sites in area of project.
Environmental Justice and X The channel modifications will decrease flooding to individuals along
Civil Rights Canal 1.
Local and Regional X Increased protection with some alternatives.
Economy
Potable Water Supply X No impacts
Public Health and Safety Potential damages to residences with the no action alternative.
Recreation X No impacts
Transportation X Potential damages with the no action alternative.
Employment X No impacts
Scenic Beauty and X No impacts
Parklands
Scientific Resources X None present in area of project

USDA - NRCS
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Affected Environment

Background and Current Status

The Long Beach Watershed Plan and EIS was completed in 1989. The project was formulated for the
purpose of reducing flood damages to residences and businesses by improving two canals, Canal No. 1
and Canal No. 2-3. These canals were originally constructed in 1918. Since 1918, urbanization within the
drainage area of the Long Beach Watershed has steadily increased causing need for improvements. After
completion of the Long Beach Watershed Plan and EIS in 1989, Canal 2-3 improvements were completed
in 2012 with Canal No. 1 improvements still remaining. This Supplemental EIS will update the effects of
implementing Canal No.1 in order to reduce flooding to residences and businesses along the canal.

Canal No. 1 is a man-made canal located at the upper end of Johnson Bayou and flows into the St. Louis
Bay which flows in a southwesterly direction. The original Long Beach Watershed Plan and EIS proposed
improvements to the 4.7 miles of Canal 1 between the Naval Construction Battalion Center (NCBC) and
Espy Avenue including 3.8 miles of earth-lined channel construction, about two-tenths of one mile of
rock riprap-lined channel construction and seven-tenths of one mile of selective snagging. The earth-lined
channel sections are proposed to be constructed with 3:1 side slopes and a bottom width of 30-40 feet.
The existing bottom width is 18-40 feet. These improvements will significantly enhance the capacity of
Canal No. 1 and reduce damages associated with flooding in the Canal No. 1 floodplain.

Size and Location:

Detailed information regarding the size and location may be found on pages 5-9 of the original watershed
Plan-EIS. The material presented in this section is intended to update or supplement information
presented in the 1989 document.

Climate:

Based on the Southeast Regional Climatic Center, the Mississippi Gulfport Naval Center’s climate data
was updated in 2012 with average annual figures based on data from 1935 to 2012. The average annual
precipitation is 63.41 inches. The wettest month is July with an average of 7.42 inches and the driest
month is October with an average of 2.98 inches. The average annual temperature is 77.1 degrees
Fahrenheit. January is the coldest month with an average temperature of 61.0 degrees and July and August
are the hottest months with an average temperature of 90.6 degrees.

Geology, Topography and Soils:

Information regarding geology, topography and soils may be found on pages 6 and 7 of the original
Watershed Plan-EIS. There is no perceived need to update this information.

Population:

The Long Beach Watershed is located entirely in Harrison County. According to the 2012 Census
information Harrison County has a population of 194,029. The county population is 70.6% white, 23.4%
black, 5.4% Hispanic and 0.6% Native American. The City of Long Beach, which contains 42 percent of
the area of the watershed, had a population of 15,300 in 2012 according to the 2010 Census Estimates.
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The City of Pass Christian, which contains 13 percent of the watershed, had a population of 4,920 in
2012. According to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Environmental Justice Map Figure No.
2, The population along Canal No. 1 from 28" St. southwest to Klondike St. is 10-30% minority; the
south side of Canal No. 1 from Klondike southwest to Beatline Rd. is 1-10% minority and the population
on the south side of canal from Beatline Rd. southwest to Menge Ave. is 40-100% minority. Based on
data that was collected during the inventory of houses we do not foresee an influx of population or a build
out along the Canal. The area that is affected by the canal is located within a floodplain area; any
construction in this area is govemed by local floodplain management.

Social and Economic Data:

The largest single employer in the City of Long Beach is Triton Systems, Inc., a manufacturer of
automated teller machine (ATM) equipment. Triton currently employs 185 workers according to the
Harrison County Development Commission. The largest employer in the City of Pass Christian is DuPont
DeLisle, a manufacturing company, which employs 850 workers. The unemployment rate for Harrison
County was 8.4% in 2012 compared to the State of Mississippi at 9.0%. The unemployment rate for the
county is slightly lower than the 8.9% rate from the original 1986 watershed plan.

Land Use and Development

Much of the land along Canal No. 1 has been developed for residential or other uses an inventory of
parcels abutting the canal right-of-way revealed that there are 292.8 acres of residential property adjacent
to the canal. This represents slightly more than one-third of the 868.4 acres contained in land parcels
abutting the Canal No. 1 right-of-way. Another 357.6 acres (41.2 percent of the total) remain
undeveloped. The remaining 25 percent of the acreage contained in parcels adjacent to the canal is
primarily devoted to services (121.4 acres of 14.0 percent) or agriculture and forestry (82.3 acres or 9.5
percent). The balance of 14.2 acres, representing only 1.6 percent of the total, is divided among trade,
transportation, utilities and industrial uses.

Development is fairly intensive south of the canal in the older sections of the City of Long Beach.
Population density in this area exceeds 2,000 persons per square mile. In the newer section of the city
located north of the canal, population density is closer to 1,000 persons per square mile. The most
sparsely populated portion of the study area is located west of Beatline Rd. in Pass Christian and
unincorporated Harrison County. Population Density in the area bounded by Pineville Rd. on the north,
Second St. on the south, Espy Ave. on the west and Beatline Rd. on the east, is only about 300 persons
per square mile. Much of this area is occupied by the Harrison County Development Commission’s Long
Beach Industrial Park. Many of the houses that were destroyed or damaged by Hurricane Katrina have not
been rebult.

There are 121 structures consisting predominantly of residences and businesses currently impacted by
flooding during the 500-year flood event, 107 structures are impacted by the 100-year flood event.

Floodpiain Management

Harrison County, which includes the Long Beach Watershed, is a participating member of the National
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) administered by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).
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The NFIP was created to mitigate future flood losses nationwide through sound, community-enforced
building and zoning ordinances; and to provide access to affordable flood insurance protection for
property owners. To participate in the NFIP, local communities have to agree to adopt and enforce
floodplain management ordinances designed to reduce future flood risks to existing and new
construction. The current Flood Insurance Study (FIS) and Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for
Harrison County (FIS # 28047CV001A) were published in 2007 and are largely based on hydrologic and
hydraulic analysis completed in 1985.

Flood Waters

There are 121 structures including homes and businesses located within the 500-year floodplain along
Canal No. 1 and 107 of these structures are located within the 100-year floodplain along the canal. These
structures receive damages from floodwaters during large storm events.

Flood Damages

The 121 structures including homes and businesses that are located within the 500-year floodplain along
Canal No. 1. These structures incur an estimated total of $1,069,300 in average annual damages from
flooding along Canal No 1.

Public Health and Safety

Landowners living and working along Canal No. 1 are at risk during flood events, they can incur damages
to houses and businesses. They may also need to use alternate routes during flooding to avoid dangerous
floodwaters on roads and bridges.

Water Quality

The general water quality of Canal No. 1 was noted during a field survey conducted October 13-16, 2008.
Water in the channel was consistently turbid and murky brown. The flow was impeded in places by
beaver dams, woody debris, or man-make ponds. The presence of anthropogenic trash and other debris in
the water was noted. However, Canal No. 1 is not included in the Mississippi Department of
Environmental Quality (MDEQ) “List of impaired Water Bodies” (MDEQ 2009). There are no scenic
streams in the project corridor,

Wetlands and U.S. Jurisdictional Warers

Preliminary wetland investigations with on-site inspections were conducted along the 4.7-mile length of
Canal No. 1 within the project limits during the period from October 13-15, 2008. The field
reconnaissance included a 125-foot corridor on either side of the canal. The preliminary survey identified
4.74 acres of palustrine wetlands, 2.89 acres of lacustrine wetlands, and 5.26 miles of U.S. jurisdictional
waters within the project area. A second wetlands survey was conducted in March and April, 2009, to
evaluate changes to the preliminary wetlands delineation. The revised survey revealed 2.72 acres of
palustrine wetlands, 2.89 acres of lacustrine wetlands, and 5.26 miles of jurisdictional waters within the

project area.
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Fish and Wildlife Habitat

Typical vegetation characteristics of the project area were recorded by biologists during an October 13-
16, 2008, field survey. Three community types were identified; mixed forest, pasture, and
rural/developed. Mixed forest communities are typically dominated by mature hardwoods with scattered
pines and somewhat dense undergrowth. Pasture in the study area is located within the limits of a grassy
power-line right-of-way. The rural/developed community is associated with roads, residences and
commercial property and includes small areas of upland mixed forest and pasture, as well as mowed
lawns, hardwoods, and omamental trees and shrubs.

Vegetational characteristics of the project area vary with the landscape. In undeveloped areas vegetation
includes plant species associated with the upland mixed forest and maintained pasture communities. Near
the canal it is typically mature upland hardwood/pine forest with dense shrubbery. The electrical power-
line right-of-way located alongside a portion of the canal consists of herbaceous species that are kept cut.

Riparian area species proliferating along the canal include water oak, willow oak, southern red oak, sweet
gum, live oak, magnolia bay, Chinese tallow, red maple, persimmon, blackgum, loblolly pine, and black
willow. Chinese privet and devils walking stick exist throughout the shrub layer. Common vines mixed
throughout include peppervine, roundleaf greenbrier, and blackberry.

The canal edges and wetland areas feature common rush, smartweed, bushy bluestem, eastern baccharis,
titi, beaked rush, St. Johnswort, alligator weed and arrowhead. In the power-line right-of-way and
maintained pastures, noted species included Vasey’s grass, dallisgrass, dogfennel, goldenrod, giant
goldenrod, pokeweed, cogon grass, wax myrtle, little bluestem, and Bermuda grass.

Fish and Wildlife

Faunal communities noted in the project area include both aquatic and terrestrial species. Aquatic species
are limited by the character of Canal No. 1 as a man-made channel for discharge of storm water. There is
little flow during dry periods, so the canal is generally unsuitable for fish species. Canal No. 1 empties
into Johnson Bayou which is part of the Bay of Saint Louis estuary. The estuary supports important
fisheries resources, including spotted sea trout, redfish, brown and white shrimp and blue crab. The
turbidity of water in Canal No. 1 impeded observation of aquatic species in the canal and precluded the
identification of species below the surface. No sampling was conducted in connection with the field
survey, but small fish of indeterminate species, as well as frogs, turtle and surface invertebrates were

observed.

Terrestrial species in the project area include small mammals, reptiles, and avian species. Whitetail deer,
raccoon, fox, and cottontail rabbit are common. The fox squirrel is found where deciduous trees are
present on uplands, and gray squirrels occur along drainages. Common bird species include pine warbler,
cardinal, summer tanager, Carolina wren, ruby-throated hummingbird, blue jay, eastern towhee, and
tufted titmouse. Common snake species include cottonmouth, copperhead, rough green snake, rat snake,
coachwhip, and speckled kingsnake. Fence lizards and glass lizards are also common.

USDA - NRCS 10 September 2015



Long Beach Watershed Canal 1 Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

The presence of wildlife in the project area is highly influenced by roadways and human development.
Canal No. | and the drains which flow into it represent a vital source of water for wildlife species that
inhabit the area, whether on a permanent or seasonal basis, as well as for species whose migratory routes
traverse the corridor and for those which seek temporary shelter of forage in the vicinity of the canal.

Threatened and Endangered Species

The USFWS lists 15 species of plants and animals that are threatened or endangered that may potentially
occur in Harrison County (see Table B). In addition, the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is
currently protected statewide under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act and the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act. None of the listed or protected species were observed during field surveys.
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Table B. Federally Listed Species of Potential Occurrence in Harrison County

Common Name Federal Year Habitat Description
Scientific Name Status Listed

Alabama red-bellied turtle E 1987 Shallow vegetated streams, rivers, or

Psuedemys alabamenis backwaters

black pine snake C N/A Sandy, well-drained soils; open pine

Pituophis melanoleucus lodingi forests, moderate to sparse midstory; and
well-developed herbaceous understory
dominated by grasses

brown pelican E 1970 Coastal waters no more than 20 miles out

Pelecanus occidentalis to sea

gopher tortoise T 1987 Deep sand ridges which originally

Gopherus Polyphemus supported longleaf pine and patches of
scrub oak

green turtle T 1978 Coastal waters

Chelonio mydas

gulf sturgeon T 1991 Salt waters into large coastal rivers to

Acipenser oxyrinchus desotoi spawn

Kemp's Ridley sea turtle E 1970 Coastal waters

Lepidochelys kempii

leatherback turtle E 1970 | Coastal waters

Dermochelys comacea

loggerhead sea turtle T 1978 | Coastal waters

Caretta caretta

Louisiana black bear T 1992 Bottomland hardwoods

Ursus omericanus luteolus

Louisiana quillwort E 1992 | Sandy soils and gravel bars in or near

Isoetes louisianenis shallow blackwater streams and overflow
channels in riparian woodland/bayhead
forests of pine flatwoods and upland
longleaf pine

Mississippi gopher frog E 2001 Both upland sandy habitats historically

Rona capito sevosa forested with longleaf pine and isolated
temporary wetland breeding sits

piping plover T 1986 | Coastal beaches

Charadrius melodus

red-cockaded woodpecker E 1970 | Open, mature, and old-growth pine

Picoides borealis ecosystems of the southeastern U.S.

West Indian manatee E 1967 Large, slow-moving rivers, river mouths,

Trichechus manatus and shallow coastal areas such as coves

and bays

Source: U. 8. Fish and Wildlife Service (2008)

Legend: T - Threatened, E — Endangered, C — Candidale for listing.
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Flooding

In the Long Beach Watershed Plan and Environmental Impact Statement the project sponsors identified
the flooding of homes and businesses as the major problem confronting watershed management planners.
With proposed improvements to Canal No. 1 identified in the Watershed Plan-EIS still pending, flooding
continues to be the major problem. This was painfully evident during Hurricane Katrina in 2005 when
areas along both sides of the canal all the way from Johnson Bayou to Klondyke Road were inundated.
This represents some 80 percent of the canal length included between the project limits of the Watershed
Plan-EIS. Most of this flooding was, of course, caused by the tidal surge which pushed water from the
Bay of Saint Louis into Bayou Portage and up the channels of connecting waterways. Nevertheless,
flooding from major rainfall events continues to be a significant source of concern. The original
Watershed Plan-EIS noted that there had been steadily increasing urbanization in the watershed since
canals number 1 and 2-3 were constructed in 1918. Steadily expanding development has progressively
reduced natural land cover, increasing runoff and the associated flooding due to shrinking drainage

capacity.
Effects of Turkey Creek Overflow

Turkey Creek Watershed lays North & East of and shares a common boundary with the Long Beach
Watershed. It is well known that during time of peak flows, some of the Turkey Creek floodwater breaks
over the watershed boundary along 28th Street and flows into the Long Beach Watershed. The effect of
the Turkey Creek overflow on Canal No. 1 is a major concemn to the residents downstream. The quantity
and timing of any overflow from Turkey Creek down Canal No. 1 will affect both the existing function of
the channel as well as the design of the modified channel. Further investigation into the Turkey Creek
overflow was warranted and conducted to answer these concerns.

The original planning determined that the vast majority of the overflow that occurred from Turkey Creek
was transported downstream by Canal No. 2-3. As a result, hydrographs of the expected overflow from
Turkey Creek for the various storm frequencies were developed and used in the hydrologic analysis of
Canal No. 2-3. The hydrologic analysis of Canal No. 1 did not include any overflow from Turkey Creek.
Various documents have been found that support this view. An NRCS trip report in 1985, during the
flooding following Hurricane Juan, only reported on flow into Canal No. 2-3 from Turkey Creek.
Consulting engineers in 1986 reported that the most serious flooding along Canal No. 2-3 is due to
overflow from Turkey Creek.

Analysis of USACE cross-sectional survey data and the latest available (Post Katrina) LiDAR elevation
data yielded much information. The analysis concentrated on a 3,500 foot long stream reach of Canal-1
that is just downstream of 28th street. Canal No. 1 and Canal No. 2-3 are hydraulically connected and
share a common 100-year floodplain within this reach. Downstream of this common floodplain the two
canals separate into unique stream systems that are not hydraulically connected. The Canal No. 1 stream
reach is largely located within the U.S. Naval Reservation at Gulfport.

It is obvious that the general topography slopes downward from east to west or from Canal No. 1 to Canal
No. 2-3. Canal No. 2-3 generally has a more defined stream channel and much greater flow capacity
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overall than Canal-1 within this reach. It is also obvious that the channel elevation of Canal No. 1 is
approximately three to five feet higher than the channel elevation of Canal No. 2-3 in a given section.
Canal No. 2-3 in general has significantly more conveyance than Canal No. 1 given the same elevation.
This difference in elevation/conveyance between the two channels indicates that floodwater from Canal
No. 1 will overflow into Canal No. 2-3, but the reverse is not likely to occur. Overflow from Canal No. 1
within this reach will migrate toward Canal No. 2-3 while overflow from Canal No. 2-3 will just be
conveyed downstream in the overbank section.

LiDAR also shows two areas within the Navy Reservation where the flow of water down Canal No. 1 will
be disrupted. One area appears to be a low water crossing where the channel is partially blocked and the
flow is diverted west toward Canal No. 2-3. The other area shows a significant break in the dike on the
west side of the channel that allows flow to escape Canal No. 1 and go west toward Canal No. 2-3. Once
again it should be noted that once water overflows or is diverted from Canal No. 1 into Canal No. 2-3, it
is lost to the Canal No. 1 system and will not be replaced.

Additional questions have been raised on how the planned improvement to Canal-1 will affect the
quantity and timing of overflow from Turkey Creek as well as the remaining flow down Turkey Creek.
The improved channel is located far enough downstream that there is no change in the backwater effect
from Canal-1 at the area that the Turkey Creek overflow occurs near 28th Street. This means that there is
no change in overflow from Turkey Creek to the Long Beach Watershed expected for any given storm.
The implementation of Canal-1 will not affect the quantity or timing of overflow from Turkey Creek for
any given storm. Also, the implementation of Canal-1 will not affect the quantity or timing of flow down
the Turkey Creek Watershed for any given storm.

In summary, all analysis conducted supports the original planners decision that the vast majority of any
overflow from Turkey Creek will be transported downstream by Canal No. 2-3. Although some overflow
from Turkey Creek could eventually make its way down Canal No. 1, the amount would be limited to the
minimum channel capacity of Canal No. 1 within this reach and would be insignificant when compared to
the storm discharges used for the downstream analysis. It should also be noted that due to the increased
distance that any overflow from Turkey Creek would have to travel, it would likely not add directly to the
peak flow on Canal No. 1, but would instead just prolong the flow after the peak.
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Development of Alternatives

The primary objective of the Sponsors is to reduce the $1,069,300 in annual damages due to flooding.
Both the original 1989 environmental study and the more recent USACE analysis made use of
hydraulic modeling to determine the extent of existing exposure to flooding conditions and to evaluate
the potential benefits of both structural and nonstructural measures. In formulating the original
alternatives, it was determined that the topography of the area limited the available structural measures
for reducing flooding to clearing and snagging, selective snagging, channel enlargement and a levee.
The nonstructural measures given consideration included warmning techniques, the purchase of existing
structures and relocation of residents and businesses, and simple flood proofing techniques. An
incremental analysis was undertaken in order to determine the cost-effective channel section that would
minimize the risk to public safety due to flooding.

Description of Alternatives

Three alternatives were evaluated for the original Watershed Plan-EIS. Alternative No. 1 was the "No
Action" option, furnishing a base condition by which to measure the effects of other altematives.
Projected average annual damages due to flooding in the Canal No. 1 floodplain would be unaffected
by foregoing implementation of the project.

Alternative No. 2 is the recommended alternative, consisting of improvements on Canal 1 which
includes 3.8 miles of earth-lined channel, 0.2 miles of riprap lined channel, and 0.7 miles of selective
snagging.

For 2014, the updated costs are $1,895,700 for construction, $930,400 for Land Rights, and 407,600 for
Technical Assistance (Engineering, Construction Inspection, and Project Administration), for a total
cost of $3,233,700.

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study

Altemmative No. 3, the nonstructural option, involves moving, closing in, elevating or building
floodwalls around approximately 121 buildings at a cost of $7,629,300 (NRCS,1989:25 updated to
2014 costs).
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U.S. Department Agriculture Watershed: Long Beach
Natural Resources Conservation Service 08-03 County/State: Harrison County, MS
Canal No. |

Table C. Environmental Evaluation for
Watershed Planning/Comparison of Alternatives

Purpose: These tables document existing resource concerns/conditions and summarizes the effects and impacis of proposed watershed
alternatives and activilies on natural, human, and cultural resources.

National Economic Development Account

No Action Prelerred Alternative 2
Project Investment $0 $3,233,700
NED Account
Beneficial Annual £0 $492,200
Adverse Annual $0 $122,900
Net Beneficial £0 $369.300

Regional Economic Development Account (RED)Y

Other Social Effects Account

No Action Preflerred Alternative 2
Health and Safety See Comments See Comments
Impact to Rural Development Continued flood damages Decreased flood damages
Impact Disadvantaged Persons Continued flood damages Decreased flood damages
Social well-being Heightened anxiety Maintained
Maintaining Productivity Continued flood damages Decreased flood damages
Beneficiaries (number) None 310 Beneficiaries
Bridges/Roads Benefited (number) None Six roads
Business/Homes/Public Facilities None 103 homes and 18 businesses
Benefited with reduced flooding
Domestic Water Supplies None None
Other See Comments See Comments
UThe RED Account was not included in the plan since it was not identified as an issue during plan

development
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Environmental Quality Account

No action Alternative 1

Preferred Alternative 2

Threatened/endangered species

Not likely to adversely affect

Not likely to adversely afTect

Landscape resources {aesthetics)

Maintain existing resources

Maintain existing resources

Streams/corridors
enhanced/protected (miles)

Maintain existing resources

Maintain existing resources

Lakes/reservoirs/enhanced
protected (surface acres)

Maintain existing resources

Maintain existing resources

Water quality

Short-lerm negative impact due to

No effect . o
construction activities
Wetlands (acres) T e s Loss of 0.01 acres of palustrine
wetlands
Upland/riparian habitat S Maintain existing resources with
Maintain existing resources ——
created/enhanced (acres) mitigation plan
Air quality No efFect Short-term minor negative impact
due to construction activities
Clean Water Act No effect 404 permit may be required
Clean Air Act No effect Permits may be required
Cultural resources No effect No cffect
Fish and wildlife habitat Loss of 61 acres riparian habitat
No effect Compensatory mitigation gain of

61 acres riparian and 58 acres
hardwood tree plantings.

Land use Increased flood damage Decrease flood damage
Riparian area No effect xla‘:;;:g ::i[zt;ng resources with
Floodplain management No flood protection Increased flood protection
Stream channel modification None Increase stream channel capacity
Environmental Justice No effect No effect

| Migratory Bird Treaty Act No cffect No effect
Essential Fish Habitat None present None present
Natural Areas None present None present
Parklands None present None present
Ecologically critical areas None present None present
Invasive Species No effect No effect

Comments:
Cultural Resources: If cultural resources are discovered during implementation, then policies and

procedures found in NRCS General Manual 420 part 401 and National Cultural Resources Procedures
Handbook (H 190 601) will be initiated. According to a letter dated March 10, 2009, the Mississippi
Department of Archives and History concurs with the findings of the cultural resources survey conducted
by Earth Search in October of 2008.

Health & Safety: School bus routes, emergency vehicle access, and access to towns and medical facilities
will be affected during flood events for the No Action alternatives.

Impact to Disadvantaged Persons: People are adversely affected by flood events during the No Action
altemative. Figure No. 2 displays the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency’s 2010 Environmental
Justice map of the minority groups along Canal No. 1. The northwest side of Canal No. 1 has a population
that is 0-10% minority and the southeast side of Canal No. 1 is 10-20% minority. Figure No. 3 displays
the poverty level groups along Canal No. 1; the northwest side of Canal No. 1 is 10-20% below the
poverty level and the southeast side is 0-10% below the poverty level.
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Qther

Air Quality: The short-term negative impacts are minor air pollution increases inherent to construction
activities.

Cumulative Effects: The modification to Canal No. 1 for the Preferred Alternative will provide increased
flood protection to houses and businesses located along the canal.

Risk and Uncertainty
Engineering

The structural information for the planned channel improvement is based on data collected and analyzed
for the 1989 planning effort. All costs are estimated based on those quantities. There is a potential for
changes in actual quantities when final surveys and designs are completed. Unit costs are estimated, and
may change during contracting. The actual location for placement of excavated materials has not been
located, but land rights costs and transportation costs have been estimated and included in the alternative
cost.

Hydrology and Hydraulics

The original planning for the Long Beach Watershed was competed in 1989. The original hydraulic and
hydrologic (H&H) models and channel design were to be used for all analysis needed to complete the
updated EIS. However, the final H&H runs could not be located in the files. A decision was made to use
the best data available to update the depths of inundation at each structure needed for economic analysis.
A matching set of WSP2 and TR20 runs for each alternative (Present and Future Condition) dated
October of 1987 were selected for use. A thorough check of these runs did not reveal any major problems
with the input/output that would raise concerns about the accuracy of the results. It should be noted that
the results of these H&H runs do not match the results in the final plan. However, since the economic
analysis is based on the relative difference between the two alternatives, these runs are considered more
than adequate for this task. Care has been taken to refer to any results taken from these runs in general
terms or as differences between altematives rather than specific numbers to avoid confusion.

Additional analysis was conducted to determine the effects of the project on the area downstream of the
designed Canal-1 channel or downstream of Espy Avenue. The downstream area was analyzed by
modifying an existing USACE HEC-RAS model to run a steady flow analysis for each alternate using the
peak discharges produced by the corresponding TR20 model. The model used for the downstream
analysis provides sufficient detail to determine the downstream effects of the project on flora and fauna.
This method was also utilized to determine the effects of the project on the existing houses and businesses
located downstream of the improved channel. It should be noted that the successful use of this method
depends not only on the accuracy of the model used, but also on the accuracy of the discharges used and
the house and business inventory.

It is highly recommended that new hydrologic & hydraulic models be developed during the final design
that covers Canal-1 from 28th Street downstream to the bay. This comprehensive model will allow any
updates needed to the hydraulics or hydrology to be made and can incorporate any changes made to the
final Canal-1 design. This model should be used to update the appropriate Flood Insurance Rate Maps
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(FIRMs) needed to comply with the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). The final design phase
should also include a check of the existing house and business inventory to update any changes needed.
The updated inventory and model will ensure that all downstream effects of the constructed channel on
current improvements have been accurately identified and mitigated for.

Ecohomics

A database of houses used by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for the Section 205 Turkey Creek Flood
Damage Reduction Study was used as a base to gather information on houses in the floodplain. The
houses were then ground checked to determine which houses had been demolished, rebuilt to new
elevations and also for new construction. The Harrison County Assessor website was used to update
house values for completing the economic analysis.
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Environmental Consequences

Flooding

Floodplain Management

There is not a significant change in the extent of the existing mapped floodplain expected due to the
construction of the improved channel. The floodplain upstream of the improved Canal No. 1 is already
zoned and changes to the existing boundaries will be limited. The floodplain downstream of the
improved channel is controlled by the 100-year tidal surge and the existing boundary will not change.
The most significant change to the existing floodplain will occur within the 3.8 mile length of the
improved channel. The average width of the 100-year floodplain will decrease approximately 150 feet
between without and with project conditions. The smaller storms will have an even greater decrease in
the average width between without and with project conditions due to a higher percentage of the flow
being carried within the channel. For example, the average width of the 5-year floodplain will decrease
approximately 550 feet between without and with project conditions. The without and with project
floodplain is well documented in the original Long Beach Watershed Plan. Appendix B of this document
contains maps showing the extent of the 100-year and 500-year floodplains for both without and with
project conditions.

Even though there is not a significant change expected in the regulated floodplain due to the construction
of Canal No. 1, it is highly recommended that the current Flood Insurance Study (FIS) and appropriate
Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) be updated during the final design stage if and when the project is
accepted and funded. Updating the floodplain during the final design will allow any updates needed to
the hydraulics or hydrology to be made and can incorporate any changes made to the final Canal No. 1

design.

The potential enlargement of Canal-1 will reduce the existing floodplain and could result in more
development around the canal in the future. This expectation of increased runoff was considered and
included in the future with project condition analysis. It has been suggested that this reduced floodplain
be preserved as undeveloped area in order to reduce potential runoff. The NRCS certainly has no
objection to leaving the reduced floodplain area undeveloped to help minimize future flooding. In this
case, the existing floodplain maps could be used as is. In any case, the existing floodplain regulations
should be strictly enforced to minimize encroachment and reduce the runoff potential.

Floodwaters

The following demonstrates the average difference in elevation, top-width, and velocity expected between
the without and with project conditions for Canal No. 1. The average difference in elevation will decrease
approximately 0.9 feet for the 100-year flood event, 1.0 feet for the 10-year flood event, and 1.3 feet for
the 1-year flood event. The average difference in total width will decrease approximately 150 feet for the
100-year flood event, 450 feet for the 10-year flood event, and 400 feet for the 1-year flood event. The
average difference in flow velocity will increase approximately 0.3 feet per second (Ft/S) for the 100-year
flood event, 0.5 Ft/S for the 10-year flood event, and 0.6 Ft/S for the 1-year flood event.
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Flood Damages

There are 121 structures including homes and businesses that are located within the 500-year floodplain
along Canal No. 1. These structures will benefit from the modifications to Canal No 1. Be decreasing the
depth of flooding along the canal. There will be a reduction of approximately $428,000 in average annual
flooding damages.

Public Health and Safety

There are no public health issues associated with the construction of the canal. There will be a decrease in
the depth of flooding along the canal during flood events which will help with flooding of roads and
bridges.

Natural Environment

Water Quality

As stated in the original Watershed Plan-EIS (on page 52), the primary impact to water quality is urban
runoff. The proposed project will have little impact on the water quality of the canal. The point discharge
sites empty into lateral ditches before entering the canal and therefore, the proposed action will have little
effect on these sources. Canal No. 1 is not included in the Mississippi Department of Environmental
Quality (MDEQ) “List of Impaired Water Bodies” (MDEQ 2009).

Again, as stated in the original Watershed Plan-EIS, the effect on the downstream water quality of
Johnson Bayou will be limited because the detention time in the canal will change only slightly.
Turbidity levels may temporarily increase during construction and before vegetation is established,
however, timing of construction and construction techniques will be used to minimize the effects of
increased turbidity levels. Sediment decreasing construction techniques include sediment traps at the
lower end of the channel, vegetation of spoil, berm, and channel slopes every 500 feet of construction,
and channel side slopes constructed at 3:1. Water quality impacts due to construction of channel 1 are not
expected to violate any state water quality standards.

The removal of materials impeding flow in the canal, in sections to be improved by means of selective
snagging, would be accomplished primarily with hand-operated equipment, water-based equipment, or
other small equipment used in a manner intended to minimize soil and water disturbance.

Wetlands and U.S. Jurisdictional Waters

The survey effort determined there would be direct impacts on jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the
United States. This includes 2.72 acres of palustrine wetlands, 2.89 acres of lacustrine wetlands, 4.56
miles of Canal No. 1 and 0.7 miles of ditches. However, the only permanent resource loss anticipated as a
result of the project involves a fingerlike projection of palustrine wetland located on the south side of the
canal immediately east of milepost 14500. Widening of the channel at this point would cause the loss of
less than 500 square feet (approximately 0.01 acre) of existing wetland which would either be excavated
to expand the canal or filled to stabilize the canal bank. During the design phase the engineers will work
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with NRCS biologist to choose access points that have higher concentrations of invasive species or non-
sensitive plant communities. Access will be accomplished by moving from one access side to the other
without crossing the canal with equipment.

Other than this one wetland impact, it is not anticipated that any jurisdictional waters will be filled in
connection with the project. The purpose of the project is to clear and/or widen the existing channel in
order to increase its carrying capacity and enhance its operational functionality. The centerline of the
channel will be realigned in some sections in order to avoid impacts to delineated wetlands. In most cases
relocation of the centerline will be limited to 10-20 feet; in no case will it exceed 50 feet. As the bottom
width of the canal will be widened to 30 to 40 feet along most of its length, realignment of the centerline
as little as 10-20 feet may be only a matter of excavating on one side of the existing channel rather than
the other. These are details that will be addressed in the design phase of the project. Where the canal is
shifted or expanded away from a connecting ditch or other water course, it may or may not prove
necessary to extend the tributary to maintain the connection. Where the canal is shifted or expanded
toward a ditch or other water course, it is possible some portion of the tributary would be subsumed by
the widened channel. However, it is not expected that any portion of a connecting waterway would be
filled.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat

Any impacts to flora in the project area resulting from the modification of Canal No. 1 will be minor and
temporary. Reforestation of approximately 61 acres temporarily cleared within the channel right-of-way
will be accomplished and an additional 58 acres of tree plantings will be accomplished on cleared land

within the watershed.
Fish and Wildlife

Any impacts to fish and wildlife habitat in the project area resulting from modification of Canal No. 1 will
be minor and temporary. Approximately 61 acres of riparian area will be cleared within the channel
right-of-way. Reforestation of this acreage of riparian area will be accomplished along the channel
boundaries and an additional 58 acres of tree plantings will be completed on cleared land within the
watershed. Some migratory bird habitat will be lost due to clearing of 61 acres of riparian timber along
the canal, but will be replaced by mitigation area plantings.

There are no known federal or state threatened or endangered species in the work area. No changes in
salinity are expected in the work area due to construction of project.

Threatened and Endangered Species

The USFWS has concurred that “there are no known federally listed threatened or endangered species, or
their habitats, within the project area. Therefore, the Service anticipates no impacts to any listed species
to occur as a result of the proposed project.” However, to minimize the potential for downstream impacts
on state or federally listed threatened or endangered species or their habitat, in Johnson Bayou, Bayou
Portage, the Bay of Saint Louis or environs, suitable measures will be taken to prevent increased siltation
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and deposition of added sediment below the westem limit of the Canal No. 1 project at Espy Avenue both
during and after construction of the proposed improvements. These measures include construction of
earth-lined channel sections with 3:1 side slopes: vegetation of spoil berm and channel slopes after every
500 feet of construction; and installation of sediment traps at the downstream end of the constructed

channel.
Soils

General soil types identified in the Soil Survey of Harrison County were reviewed and compared with the
list of hydric soils obtained from the NRCS. Hydric soils found to be present in the Canal No. 1 corridor
included the following: Atmore silt loam, Hyde silt loam, Plummer loamy sand, and Ponzer and Smithton
soils. A hydric soil is defined as one formed under conditions of saturation, flooding or ponding
prolonged sufficiently during the growing season to develop anaerobic conditions in the upper part
(Environmental Laboratory 1987). Low-chroma color, an indicator of hydric soils, was observed at all
sample plot. Re-vegetation of the area along Canal No.1 may be affected by the anaerobic soil conditions.
This may result a longer re-establishment period than normal conditions.

Hydrology

The natural hydrology of the project corridor has been altered significantly by urban development.
Hydrological indicators observed by surveyors included inundation, saturation in the upper 12 inches,
drainage patterns in wetlands, oxidized root channels in the upper 12 inches and water-stained leaves.
Five of the 14 sample plots (A, B, C, D and E) showed signs of hydrological activity, including
inundation, saturation in the upper 12 inches, drainage patterns, sediment deposits, water-stained leaves
and oxidized root channels in the upper 12 inches. Two plots (Ul and U2) revealed no indications of

hydrology.

Cultural Resources

Earth Search, Incorporated (ESI) conducted a Phase 1 survey and cultural resources management
assessment for the proposed channel modifications to Canal No. 1 during a three-day period from October
15 through 17, 2008. The Phase 1 survey effort included both archaeological and architectural surveys.
Before undertaking the fieldwork, ESI researchers performed a comprehensive search of the relevant
literature and reviewed the pertinent ;;ublic records on file at the Mississippi Department of Archives and
History (MDAH) in Jackson. Materials reviewed recorded standing structures in the area. Other materials
examined included geomorphological data, maps and aerial photography. Preliminary historical
investigations included secondary documentation located in local and regional archives and record
depositories. The archaeological survey covered an Area of Potential Effect (APE) parallel to the canal
and within 30 meters, or a little less than 100 feet, of either side of the channel. For the purposes of the
architectural survey, the APE encompassed a quarter-mile buffer surrounding the waterway.
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Previous Investigations

Research at MDAH revealed that 13 previous cultural resources surveys have been undertaken within one
mile of Canal No.1. However, four of the 13 survey reports were not available for review. By examining
the other nine, ESI researchers determined that one archaeological site and numerous standing structures
50 years of age or older have previously been recorded within a one-mile buffer area. A December 2000
survey by James Lauro identified one early-to-mid-20th-century site which has not been catalogued by
MDAH. A February 2007 survey, in connection with the proposed construction of a new Harper
McCaughan Elementary School to replace the facility destroyed by Hurricane Katrina, uncovered what
was believed to have been the historic site of Hahn Brothers Nursery. The site was assigned a catalogue
number (22HR973) but determined to be ineligible for nomination to the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP). A total of 29 structures at least 50 years old were located within one mile of the Canal
No.1 project area. Of those, one is listed on the NRHP, three are considered eligible for nomination to the
NRHP and six are considered potentially eligible.

Archaeological Survey

Field investigations in the project area consisted of pedestrian survey with judgmental shovel testing. Two
transects, one on either side of the canal within 30 meters (less than 100 feet) of the bankline, were
surveyed. Shovel-testing was limited to high-probability areas defined on the basis of the local
geomorphology. Excavations were 30 centimeters (12 inches) in diameter with a maximum depth of 50
centimeters (20 inches). Excavated soils were screened through quarter-inch mesh. All soils were replaced
upon completion of testing. The Mississippi Department of Archives and History concurs with the
findings of the cultural resources survey, according to a letter dated March 10, 2009.

Most of the project area was cleared, allowing excellent visibility for the pedestrian survey. While recent
debris (bottles, cans, etc.) was much in evidence, there were no signs of any artifacts sufficiently aged to
warrant further investigation. Shovel tests in the high-probability areas revealed two strata. The upper
consisted of a mix of very dark grayish brown soil and light gray sand to a depth of 35 centimeters (or
13.8 inches). The lower was a layer of unmixed light gray sand from 35 centimeters below the surface to
the maximum depth of the excavation (50 centimeters or 20 inches). All shovel tests were negative, and
there was no evidence of culture-bearing strata in the project area. Nevertheless, if cultural resources are
discovered at anytime during the implementation of the project, work should cease until the Mississippi
Department of Archives and History (MDAH) can assess the significance of the find and make a
recommendation regarding how any such discovery should be handled. In the event of inadvertent
discovery of cultural resources, NRCS will follow its discovery procedures as outlined in the Mississippi
State Level Agreement. If excavated materials are to be stored, yarded, or spread off-site in new or
unevaluated areas, these new areas in most cases will require an archaeological inventory as well as
additional consultation.
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Architectural Survey

An APE spanning 400 meters (.25 mile), 200 meters on either side of the canal, was established for the
purposes of the architectural survey. All standing structures at least 50 years old, located within the limits
of the APE, were to be recorded on MDAH Historic Resource Inventory forms. Digital photographs were
also to be taken to document the appearance of recorded structures. However, only one culturally
significant site was identified. The Resource Inventory form and digital photographs of the Courtenay
Cemetery may be found in the Phase 1 Cultural Resources Survey report. The unmarked cemetery is
located approximately 100 meters (a little less than 330 feet) due east of Espy Avenue. Access is via an
easy-to-miss unsigned gravel lane, and there is no gateway or other entrance to the
historical/contemporary burial ground. The cemetery, while roughly square, shows no indication of
having lain out according to any plan. Grave markers are randomly distributed among the oaks and other
shade trees. No other improvements are visible. There are approximately 50 markers, but the names and
dates on some are indiscemible. There is a single brick-masonry tomb which appears to represent the
earliest interment in the cemetery, All other burials are below the surface. There is also a granite obelisk
and several simple folk-style markers made of poured concrete covered in tile. The earliest burial date is
1892; the majority fall between 1950 and 1980. As the nearly hidden cemetery lies on the very edge of the
one-eighth-of-a-mile project area buffer, channel modifications will have no effect on the property.

Downstream Effects of Project

Long Beach Canal 1 was designed to end at the limits of the 100-year tidal surge which occurs along Espy
Avenue. The area downstream of Espy Avenue was not modeled or analyzed during the original
planning. This has left many questions and concemns unanswered on the projects effect on downstream
development and aquatic resources. A HEC-RAS model was developed to determine the effects of the
project downstream of the proposed channel. The following analysis shows us the average difference in
velocity and elevation expected between the pre-project and post-project conditions.

The channel between Espy and Menge Avenues has seen significant modification and increased
development over the years. The results of the modeling show that there is a small increase in storm
elevations expected for this area. The larger storms (25-year to 500-year) produced no change in velocity
but had an average increase in elevation of 0.35 feet. The smaller storms (1-year to 10-year) produced an
average increase in velocity of 0.19 F/S and an average increase in elevation of 0.57 feet. The greater
increase in the velocity and elevation for the smaller storms is due to the fact that the smaller storms are

more confined to the channel and are less dependent on the floodplain.

The channel enters Johnson Bayou just downstream of Menge Avenue. This area is mostly undisturbed
and considered rich in aquatic resources. The results of the modeling show that there is no significant
change in either elevation or velocity for the area downstream of Menge Avenue. The larger storms (25-
year to 500-year) produced an average increase in velocity of 0.02 F/S and an average increase in
elevation of 0.06 feet. The smaller storms (1-year to 10-year) produced an average increase in velocity of
0.06 F/S and an average increase in elevation of 0.13 feet. The greater increase in the velocity and
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elevation for the smaller storms is due to the fact that the smaller storms are more confined to the channel
and are less dependent on the floodplain.

By the time the floodwaters get to the confluence of Johnson Bayou and Bayou Portage, there isnota
measurable difference in the without and with project elevation and velocity results for any storm
modeled. It is obvious that as you proceed downstream from the improved Canal-1 that the difference in
without and with project conditions rapidly dissipates. Due to the extremely minor changes in velocity
and elevations downstream of the work area, it is expected that there will be no downstream effects on
flora and fauna due to installation of the project. There are no direct or indirect impacts anticipated to
tidal and tidally influenced waters or wetlands located downstream of the Canal-1 project. Additionally,
there are no anticipated impacts to any tidal or non-tidal areas located downstream of the proposed action
area.

The downstreamn boundary conditions used for these runs were critical to provide meaningful results. The
average high tide was used for the starting elevation of the analysis shown. It should be noted that as the
downstream boundary elevations get higher due to storm surge, the differences between the pre-project
and post-project runs become even smaller.

Two residential houses located just upstream of Menge Avenue will incur increased flooding as a result of
this project. Neither house is currently inundated by the 100-YR storm under pre-project conditions,
while both houses are inundated by the 500-YR storm under pre-project conditions. The completed
project will increase the average depth of the 500-year storm at the two houses an average of 0.19 feet. In
addition, the two houses would be inundated by depths of 0.13 feet and 0.61 feet by the 100-year storm
under post project conditions. A build out or population growth analysis along Canal No. 1 was not
conducted, it is evident from the site visit that many of the houses that were damaged or destroyed by
Hurricane Katrina were not rebuilt. New construction is regulated by the local floodplain management
board.

Cumulative Effects

The modifications to Canal No. 1 will provide average annual benefits of $492,200 from reduced
flooding. The combination of the improvements of Canal No. 1 and Canal No. 2-3 will provide even more
benefits to the residents and business owners along both canals. The most significant change to the
existing floodplain of Canal No. 1 will occur within the 3.8 mile length of the improved channel. The
average width of the 100-year floodplain will decrease approximately 150 feet between without and with
project conditions. The smaller storms will have an even greater decrease in the average width between
without and with project conditions due to a higher percentage of the flow being carried within the
channel. For example, the average width of the 5-year floodplain will decrease approximately 550 feet
between without and with project conditions.

The improvements to Canal 2-3 that were completed in 2012 have provided reduced flooding to structures
with no known negative impacts to the surrounding environment.
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Consultation, Coordination, and Public Participation

Project Coordination

Information regarding public and agency involvement in development of the original Long Beach
Watershed Plan and Environmental Impact Statement may be found in the “Consultation and Public
Participation” section of the Watershed Plan-EIS (SCS, 1989:65). “Letters of Comment Received” from
interested agencies were attached as Appendix A of that document. Written comments were submiited by
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Department of Commerce, the U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services, the Missippi Department of Wildlife, Fisheries and Parks, and the U.S.
Department of the Interior. A public meeting was held at the Long Beach Public Library on July 17, 1989
for the purpose of presenting the Draft Watershed Plan-EIS and affording an opportunity for area
residents and other interested individuals to submit comments regarding the plan. The meeting was
attended by 33 persons. Those submitting comments were generally in support of the project, although
some expressed concern about the fact that it would not go beyond Espy Avenue in Pass Christian.
“These concerns were adequately addressed during the course of the meeting,” according to the original

report.

Agency Coordination

As previously noted in Section 1.2 (Project Scoping) agency coordination for the SEIS update of the
original Watershed Plan began with a scoping meeting held on August 14, 2007. The following agencies
were represented at that meeting: the Long Beach Water Management District, one of the principal
sponsors of the original study; the Natural Resources Conservation Service, successor agency to another
of the principal sponsors (the Soil Conservation Service); the U.S. Armmy Corps of Engineers, a
cooperating agency for the present study; and the Mississippi Forestry Commission.

Letters soliciting the views of officials representing potentially interested agencies and organizations were
sent to representatives of the following:

Jena Band of Choctaw Indians

Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians

Tunica-Biloxi Indians of Louisiana, Inc.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers — Mobile District

U.S. Department of Agriculture — Mississippi Farm Service Agency

U.S. Department of Agriculture — Forest Service
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U.S. Department of Agriculture — Natural Resources Conservation Service
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

National Marine Fisheries Service

Mississippi Department of Marine Resources

Mississippi Department of Environmental Quality

Mississippi Department of Finance and Administration

Mississippi Department of Archives and History

State of Mississippi — Office of the Governor

Mississippi State Director of Rural Development

Mississippi Department of Wildlife, Fisheries and Parks — Natural Heritage Program
Mississippi Forestry Commission

Mississippi Soil and Water conservation Commission

Mississippi Department of Transportation

Southwest Mississippi Planning and Development District

Gulf Regional Planning Commission

Gulf Restoration Network

Responses were received from individuals representing six of the contacted agencies: the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency; Mississippi Department of Marin Resources; Mississippi Department
of Wildlife, Fisheries and Parks; the Jena Band of Choctaw Indians; the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service;
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Copies of the Solicitation of Views (SOV) letter and all responses
received may be found in Appendix 1. The following comments — some of which have already been
addressed directly in previous chapters — were offered in the letters of response.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency — In a letter dated January 2, 2009, Heinz J. Muller, chief of the
NEPA Program Office, Office of Policy and Management, recommended that the SEIS include discussion
of impacts on “existing hydraulics and hydrology (including...changes in the FEMA designated
floodplain and the ‘adopted regulatory floodway’), protected species, soils, geology, hazardous materials,
underground storage tanks, the transportation network, recreational opportunities, air quality, noise,
cultural resources, aesthetics, socioeconomics, and land use.” On behalf of the EPA Region 4 Water
Protection Division, he also asked that the SEIS “include an analysis of how the proposed project could
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(or will) serve as a diversion canal for any adjacent streams.” This request had particular reference to the
Turkey Creek basin, an EPA priority watershed.

Mississippi Department of Marine Resources — In a letter dated December 18, 2008, Greg Christodoulou,
coastal resource management specialist, noted that while it seemed unlikely tidal systems would be
directly affected by the project, the SEIS should address “indirect impacts to tidal and tidally influenced
waters and wetlands located... downstream from the proposed action area.”

Mississippi Department of Wildlife, Fisheries and Parks — In a letter dated December 4, 2008, Andy
Sanderson, Mississippi Natural Heritage Program ecologist, noted that “the Mississippi coast has suffered
a great deal of habitat loss since the agency last commented on this project” in 1989. He also noted the
presence of five protected species (manatee, saltmarsh topminnow, Mississippi diamond back terrapin,
gulf salt mash snake and least killifish) in Saint Louis Bay, Bayou Porage, tributary streams and adjacent
marshes. Nothing that channel improvements can “increase storm water runoff conveyance and stream
flow velocities, and potentially increase transport of contaminants™ he stressed the need for precautions to
prevent erosion and sedimentation. He also recommended that measures be implemented to forestall the
potential disturbance or loss of wetlands due to increased development resulting from a reduction in the

risk of flooding.

Jena Band of Choctaw Indians — Environmental Director Lillie McCormick stipulated, in a letter dated
December 23, 2008, that the project would not have a significant impact on any property held by the Jena
Band of Choctaw Indians.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service — Fish and Wildlife Biologist David Felder confirmed, in a letter dated
May 4, 2009, “There are no known federally listed threatened or endangered species, or their habitats,
within the project area. Therefore, the Service anticipates no impacts to any listed species to occur as a
result of the proposed project.”

U.S. Ammy Corps of Engineers — In a letter dated December 2, 2008, John McFadyen of the Mobile
District acknowledged receipt of the solicitation of views letter regarding the project and noted that he
would serve as project manager for the Corps. In a follow-up email on December 22, 2008, Mr.
McFayden said that USACE officials had indicated their desire to have the Corps included as a
cooperating agency in the development of the Supplemental EIS for Canal No. 1 improvements.

Public Involvement

Public involvement in the development of the original Watershed Plan-EIS dates from as early as January
16, 1986 when a meeting was held with affected property-owners to discuss the need for a “study [of] the
effects of Turkey Creek overflowing into the Long Beach Canal No. 17 (SCS, 1989:56). As noted above,
a public meeting was held at the Long Beach Public Library on July 17, 1989 for the purpose of
presenting the Draft Watershed Plan-EIS and receiving comment on it.
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Public Meetings

August 14th, 2007 — Scoping meeting was held to discuss updating the SEIS.

November 19, 2013 — A meeting was held between the Oklahoma NRCS and sponsors to discuss the
project.

February 4™ 2015 — A public meeting is scheduled to present the updated SEIS.
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Preferred Alternative

Overall the Recommended Alternative would involve improvements to roughly 4.7 miles of Canal No. 1
between the NCBC and Espy Avenue, including 3.8 miles of earth-lined channel construction, about two-
tenths of one mile of rock riprap-lined channel construction and seven-tenths of one mile of selective
snagging. As noted in the original Watershed Plan-EIS, the earth-lined channel sections will be
constructed with 3:1 side slopes due to the sandy bank materials (SCS, 1989:30). The plan initially called
for most construction to be performed from one side of the canal with most spoil being deposited on one
side as well. This aspect of the plan has been modified slightly to include the removal of spoil material
from the project area and its transport to a suitable deposition site. The channel section reinforced by the
placement of rock riprap will be constructed with 2:1 side slopes in order to provide adequate flow
capacity within the narrower canal segment. The rock lining will prevent erosion due to accelerated water
velocity from the Beatline Road crossing to the point 950 feet downstream at which the channel widens
out again. Earthen channel slopes and berms will be re-vegetated after every 500 feet of construction, or
at least weekly, soil moisture conditions permitting. This will serve to stabilize the banks, inhibiting
erosion and reducing the excess sedimentation that might otherwise occur during construction.

In order to minimize the impact of proposed improvements on wetlands and natural habitat areas located
along Canal No.1, the recommended alignment of the canal was modified at selected locations as shown
in Exhibit A - Conceptual Alignment. (Conceptual alignment drawings will be found in Appendix C). The
route of the canal improvement will remain within the floodway boundaries The upstream end of the
project is located where Canal No. 1 flows out of the Naval Construction Battalion Center (NCBC) and
into the City of Long Beach proper. The Recommended Alternative calls for selective snagging in the
first 0.7 miles from the eastern city limits to the vicinity of Commission Road. The canal right-of-way
would be 100 feet wide throughout this section and would be located immediately south of a 100-foot
Mississippi Power Company servitude beginning roughly 1,560 feet west of the east end of the project.
The canal would have a bottom width of 10 feet. A grade control structure would be installed on the
upstream side of the Commission Road crossing. The existing canal alignment would be altered slightly
beginning on the downstream side of Commission Road in order to pass between two delineated wetland
areas, one on the south side of the canal just east of Klondyke Road and the other on the north side of the
canal immediately west of Klondyke Road. Canal widening would also commence in this section. The
modified alignment would shift the canal 50 feet or more north of its present course from Klondyke Road
to the vicinity of Quarles Avenue, a street which terminates on the south side of the canal. Swinging into
a more southwesterly track at this point, the improved canal would avoid another delineated wetland area
on the northwest bank of the drainage basin. The 110-foot right-of-way width maintained heretofore
would narrow to 100 feet, with the bottom width being reduced from 40 to 30 feet.

The medified canal would shift back to the southeast of its current alignment, before crossing Pineville
Road, in order to avoid a small delineated wetland area on the northwest side of the drainage facility (see
Figure No. 6, Appendix C). South of Pineville it would pass between the Tower Plaza property and a
larger wetland area located on the southeastern side of the canal. It would also cross over to the north side
of the Mississippi Power servitude. The 100-foot right-of-way with 30- foot bottom would be maintained
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throughout this section. Roughly 4,500 feet downstream from the Pineville Road crossing, the canal
would traverse a fingerlike extension of a delineated wetland area located on the southeast side of the
canal, requiring the mitigation of approximately 500 square feet of wetland that would be incorporated
into the widened drainage structure (see Figure No. 7, Appendix C).

The path of the proposed Canal No. 1 right-of-way begins to diverge from that of the Mississippi Power
servitude just east of Beatline Road. The right-of-way would also narrow to 70 feet at the Beatline
crossing and then to 60 feet another 650 feet downstream (see Figure No. 8, Appendix C). The 30 foot
bottom width on the upstream side of Beatline will be maintained through the 70 foot right-of-way section
on the downstream side, then reduced to 20 feet in the 60 foot-wide right-of-way section encompassing
roughly the next 400 feet of the canal. In this narrower section of the canal, with its 60 to 70 foot right-of-
way and 20 to 30 foot canal bottom width, stretching for 1,050 feet or so downstream from Beatline Road
to just beyond the western city limits of Long Beach, the channel will be lined with rock riprap to prevent
erosion and accommodate the significant increase in velocity attributable to the temporarily diminished
capacity of the canal. '

From the lined section to the end of the project at Espy Avenue, a distance of almost one mile, Canal No.
1 would be enlarged to maintain a 40 foot canal bottom within a 110-foot right-of-way. The alignment of
the canal within this section would be largely unchanged, crossing the Mississippi Power servitude again
and running along its southern edge for a short distance before the paths of the two utilities diverge in
traversing the Long Beach Industrial Park.

Permits and Compliances

The USACE has participated in the development of this Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(SEIS) as a cooperating agency with the Natural Resources Conservation Service {NRCS) and Long
Beach Water Management District {LBWMD). The original study determined that a Section 404 permit
~ would be required for the proposed canal improvements based on two criteria: (1) total drainage area
upstream of the proposed construction and (2) area affected at the normal high-water mark. The USACE
has indicated it will use the SEIS as the NEPA document on which to base a decision regarding the
issuance of a Section 404 or Section 10 permit. Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 requires
that a permit be obtained from the Corps for certain structures or work in or affecting navigable waters of
the United States prior to undertaking the work (33 U.S.C. 403). Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
requires that a permit be obtained for the placement or discharge of dredged and/or fill material into
waters of the U. S., including wetlands, prior to undertaking the work (33 U.S.C. 1344). For regulatory
purposes, the Corps of Engineers defines wetlands as those areas that are inundated or saturated by
surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support a prevalence of vegetation
typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.

Navigable waters of the U.S. are those waters subject to the ebb and flow of the tide shoreward to the
mean high-water mark and/or other waters identified as navigable by the USACE. Land clearing
operations involving vegetation removal with mechanized equipment such as front-end loaders, backhoes,
or bulldozers with sheer blades, rakes, or discs; windrowing vegetation; land leveling; or other soil
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disturbance in areas subject to Corps jurisdiction may be considered placement of dredged material under
USACE jurisdiction. In order to determine the level of Corps jurisdiction, final wetland delineation for the
project (including dredged material disposal sites) should be conducted in accordance with the Gulf
Coastal Plain Regional Supplement to the 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual. Any work in waters of
Canal No. 1subject to the ebb and flow of the tide will require authorization under Section 10. It will also
be necessary to comply with the requirements of 40 CFR Part 230 ("Section 404(b) (1) Guidelines for
Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredged or Fill Material"); 33 CFR Part 320.4 ("General Policies for
Evaluating Permit Applications"); and 33 CFR part 332 ("Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic
Resources"). The Corps has indicated that the proposed Canal No. 1 project appears to be compatible with
the USACE Mississippi Coast Improvements Program (MsCIP) project on Canal No. 2-3 which was
scheduled to begin in the first quarter of 2009. (Improvements to the Long Beach canals are listed among
the "Authorized Interim Projects” in Table 1-1of the Corps's Mississippi Coastal Improvements Program
(MsCIP) - Comprehensive Pion and Integrated Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (USACE,

2009: 1-5).

It is recommended that the sponsors coordinate with the Mississippi Department of Marine Resources on
Coastal Zone Management Plan consistency for Mississippi and determine if additional permits are
required by the State for consistency other than Mississippi Marine Resources.

The sponsors will need to work with the local floodplain zoning authorities to determine building permit
requirements. A No-Rise / No-Impact Certification may be required or a Conditional Letter of Map
Revision CLOMR/LOMR if the regulatory floodway boundaries are encroached.

Mitigation

Mitigation features included in the recommended plan incorporate avoidance and minimization of adverse
impacts, as well as compensation for unavoidable losses of fish and wildlife habitat. Avoidance measures
include re-alignment of the center line of some sections of the channel to avoid impacts to delineated
wetlands.

Minimization measures include several sediment control features: construction of earth-lined channel
sections with 3:1 side-slopes; vegetation of spoil berm and channel slopes after every 500 feet of
construction; and installation of sediment traps at the downstream end of constructed channels. The
sediment traps will provide storage for increased sediment yields during construction, as well as normal
yields from the watershed. Traps consist of channel sections excavated an additional two feet for a
distance of approximately 350 feet. Other minimization measures include selective snagging to be
performed with hand-operated and other small equipment in a manner designed to minimize soil and
water disturbance.

Compensatory activities include reforestation with hardwood species to offset clearing of pine and
hardwoods. Compensation related to works of improvement on Canal No. 1 includes reforestation of
approximately 61 acres temporarily cleared within the channel right-of-way. An additional 58 acres of
reforestation will be located on suitable cleared land within the watershed. Suitable cleared land criteria
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includes: ownership or easement of the land for the life of the project to insure protection and
maintenance of the plantings, soil and hydrologic characteristics that are adequate for tree survival and
growth. Tree plantings will consist of hardwood species, including at least four different kinds of oaks,
and are to be planted in alternating rows on a 12-foot matrix spacing scheme.

The potential loss of approximately 0.01 acres of wetland as a result of improvements to Canal No. 1 will
be mitigated separately and the specifics of that mitigation will be determined during the Section 404
permitting process. Two homes are shown to have increased depths of flooding as a result of installation
of the recommended plan. Flood proofing or other types of damage mitigation will be provided for these
properties during final design and installation of the project.

Costs and Benefits

Information regarding the projected costs and benefits associated with the installation of improvements
identified in the Long Beach Watershed Plan - Environmental Impact Statement may be found on pages
33-37 of said document and in tables 1-6 following on pages 38-45. The project has $492,200 in average
annual benefits associated with reduced flooding to the structures located along Canal No. 1, the average
annual cost over the next 100 years is $119,400. The total installation cost for improvements to both
Canal No. land Canal No. 2-3 was $1,794,900. Nearly two-thirds of that total was attributed to
improvements along Canal No. 1. The Canal No. 1 funding requirement of $1,161,000 (in 1938 dollars)
included costs for construction ($814,500), engineering ($129,900), project administration ($57,100) and
land rights ($159,500). The construction cost included $58,400 in mitigation-related expenses.

A preliminary cost estimate expressed in current (2014) dollars shows a total estimated construction cost
for Canal No. 1 improvements of $3,223,700. This total includes $1,795,700 for actual construction,
$407,600 for engineering and permitting expenses and $100,000 for remaining wetlands mitigation. It
also includes $930,400 for costs which may be incurred for the acquisition or use of land. These figures
are preliminary and based on current unit prices for labor and materials. Actual costs will vary to one
degree or another, depending on prevailing economic conditions when construction actually gets

underway.
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Long Beach Watershed Canal 1

Final Supplemental Watershed Plan

Table 4 - Estimated Average Annual NED Costs
Long Beach Watershed, Mississippi

(Dollars) ¥
Evaluation Unit Amortized Installation 0&M & Replacement Total
Rehabilitation .
Canal 1 $109,000 $10,400 $119,400
GRAND TOTAL $109,000 $10,400 $119,400
Y Discount rate is 3.375% with a 104 year period of analysis. Price base 2014. December 2014
Table 5 - Estimated Average Annual Flood Damage Reduction Benefits
Long Beach Watershed, Mississippi
(Dollars) ¥
Average Annual Average Annual Average
Canal 1 Damages Damages Annual
Without Project With Project Benefits
Ag Non-Ag Ag Related | Non-Ag Ap. Non-Ag
Item Related Related Related Relate’ | Related
Floodwater Damage
Urban - $1,069,300 - $641,300 - $428,000
Subtotal - $1,069,300 - $641,300 - $428,000
Indirect Damage” - 160,400 - $96,200 - $64,200
GRAND TOTAL - $1,229,700 - $96,200 - $492,200
December 2014

' Discount rate is 3.375% with a 104 year period of enalysis. Price base 2014.

¥ Indirect benefits were calculated as 25% for road and bridge benefits, 15% for Urban and 10% for all other benefits in table, as shown in Economics

Guide, Page 32, dated 1964.

Table 6 - Comparison of NED Benefits and Costs
Long Beach Watershed, Mississippi
(Dollars) ¥

Average Annual Benefits
Average Benefit-
Evaluation Damage Reduction ¥ Other ¥ Annual Cost
Unit Total Cost ¥ Ratio
Agricultural Non-Agricultural Agricultural Non-Agricultural
Canal 1 $492,200 | $119,400 4.1:1.0
TOTAL $492.200 $492,200 | $119,400 4.1:1.0
' Discount rate is 3.375% with a [04 year period of analysis; all values are updated to 2014. December 2014
¥From table 5.
Y From table 4.
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Table D - List of Preparers

NRCSY
Name Current Position-years Education Experience-years
Billy R. Porter Assistant State Conservationist, | B.S. Agricultural Economist — 14
Water Resources — 15 Economics Soil Conservationist-4
Gary W, Utley Hydraulic Engineer-30 B.S. Agricultural Resource Engineer-2
Engineering

Steven P. Elsener

Biologist-36

B.S. Wildlife Ecology

Soil Conservationist-3

Richard L. Lane

Planning Engineer-23

B.S. Agricultural
Engineering

Project Engineer-2
Area Engineer-7

K.C. Kraft Archaeologist 13 B.A. Anthropology Archaeologist-23
M.A. Anthropology
PhD Anthropology

April Burns Water Resources Planning | B.S. Ag Economics Ag Economist — 6

Coordinator-10

“The drafl watershed plan and environmental impact statement was reviewed and concurred with by State stafT specialists having responsibility for
engineering, soils, agronomy, range conservation, biology, cultural resources, forestry, and geology. This review was followed by review of the document by
the NWMC.,

Other Individuals

Name

Current Position-years

Education

Experience-years

Neel-Schaffer, Inc.

Barry Brupbacher Senior Project Manager-6 M.S. Urban Studies Sr PM-6, Transport/Env
Planner-30
David Ruhl Senior Project Manager-6 B.S. Civil Engineering — | Sr PM-5, Project
B.S. Geology Engineer-22
Robert Walker Senior Vice President-6 B.S. Civil Engineering Sr VP-6, VP-5, SrPM-5,

PM-7

James Wilkinson Planning 111-8 M.UR.P Plan 111-8, Sr Trans
Plan-13, Trans Plan-12

Alane Young Geologist 111-5 B.S. Geology, ML.S. Project Geologist-26
Geology

Scott Holland Project Manager B.S. Civil Engineering

William E. Knesal, Jr., | President-19 B.S. Civil Engineering

P.E.

Erin Netterville Biologist N/A

Steve Smith Biologist N/A

Earth Search, Inc.

Rhonda Smith Senior Project Manager-16 M.A. Anthropology Archaeologist-22

Jill-Karen Yakubik Principal Investigator-26 PhD, Anthropology Archeologist-32
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Distribution List

Tunica-Biloxi Indians of Louisiana, Inc.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers — Mobile District

U.S. Department of Agriculture- Mississippi Farm Service Agency

U.S. Department of Agriculture — Forest Service

U.S. Department of Agriculture — Natural Resources Conservation Service
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

National Marine Fisheries Service

Mississippi Department of Marine Resources

Mississippi Department of Environmental Quality

Mississippi Department of Archives and History

State of Mississippi — Office of Governor

Mississippi State Director of Rural Development

Mississippi Department of Wildlife, Fisheries and Parks — Natural Heritage Program
Mississippi Forestry Commission

Mississippi Soil and Water Conservation Commission

Mississippi Department of Transportation

Southwest Mississippi Planning and Development District

Gulf Regional Planning Commission

Gulf Restoration Network
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USDA
— United States Department of Agriculture

May 14, 2015

Kyle Swanier, Conservation Biologist

Mississippi Natural Heritage Program

Mississippi Department of Wildlife, Fisheries, and Parks
2148 Riverside Drive, Jackson Mississippi 39202

Dear Mr. Swanier,

In response to your letter dated March 11, 2015, regarding the Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement for the Long Beach Watershed, the Natural Resources
Conservation Service would like to thank you for reviewing the drafl SEIS,

NRCS agrees with your recommendations concerning implementation of best management
practices, wetland disturbance and erosion prevention. Monitoring during project implementalion
will be performed to assure compliance. If unforeseen impacts to designated wetlands occur,
miligation will be provided.

Respectfully,

Kurt Readus
Stale Conservationist

Nalural Resources Conservalion Service
100 W Capital Street, Suile 1321
Jackson, MS 39269
Vaoice (601) 965-5205
An Egual Opportunity Provider and Employer
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April 20, 2015
Kurt Readus
State Conservationist USDA

Natural Resources Conservation Service
100 W. Capitol Street, Suite 1321
Jackson, Mississippi 35269

DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
(DSEIS) For the LONG BEACH WATERSHED
CEQ Number: 20150049

Dear Mr. Readus:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the referenced Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) for the Long Beach Watershed
in accordance with its responsibilities under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act and
Section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy Act.

Background: The Long Beach Watershed DSEIS is a supplement to the original
environmental impact statement (1989) that includes updated information for the
channel modification of Canal 1. The DSEIS also includes a supplemental watershed
agreement No. 2. According to NRCS, the project sponsors are updating the
Environmental Impact Statement in order to identify the impacts of modifying the
channel to reduce flooding to urban areas which include 121 residences and businesses
along the canal. The proposed modifications include 3.8 miles of widening, side-sloping
and grading of the earth-lined channel, and 0.2 miles of rock riprap lined channel. The
Long Beach Watershed shares a common border with the Turkey Creek Watershed.

EPA Comments and Recommendations:
Floodplain:
e Comment: EPA is concerned that decreasing the size of the floodplain as defined by

FEMA flood plains and flood insurance and FIS maps invites encroachment of
development which will only exacerbate existing flooding issues.

Internet Addreas (LURL} « httpi//www.spa.gov
W-maﬂﬁﬁWGMMmmmmmw
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Recommendation: Preserving undeveloped areas along the canal and allowing those
areas to flood, similar to the approach that is being taken in Turkey Creek, provides a
step toward a more long-term solution.

o Comment: The DSEIS proposes increasing the capacity of the canals which will
decrease the floodplain by 150 ft, 450 fi, and 400 ft for the 100-year, 10-year, and 1-
year flood events respectively. The flow velocity will also increase by 0.3 ft/s, 0.5
fi/s, and 0.6 fi/s for the 100-year, 10-year, and 1-year flood events respectively.
According to the DSEIS, FEMA floodplain maps and the Fiood insurance maps will
be modified after the channel improvements are complete.

Recommendation: EPA believes that this action may result in more development
around the canal in the future. Should this oceur, then larger canals may be needed in
the future. A more sustainable solution to address future watershed issues should be
considered similar to what is being considered in Turkey Creek.

¢ Comment: The Long Beach Watershed shares a common boundary with the Turkey -
Creek Watershed According to information in the DSEIS, during time of peak flows,
the vast majority of any overflow from Turkey Creek will be transported
downstream by Canal #2-3, and some of the Turkey Creek floodwater breaks over
the watershed boundary along 28" Street and flows into the Long Beach Watershed.
By letter dated 1/2/09, EPA requested that the DSEIS include an analysis of how the
proposed project could (or will) serve as a diversion canal for any adjacent streams.
EPA particularly stated the analysis should investigate impacts to the drainage
conditions within the Turkey Creek basin. The DSEIS discusses the effects of the
Turkey Creek overflow on Canal #1 and Canal #2-3, but it does not appear to
specifically discuss the impacts of the project to the drainage conditions within the
Turkey Creek basin. :

Recommendation: EPA would like to reiterate its previous request for an analysis of
the impacts of the proposed project to the drainage conditions within the Turkey
Creek basin. EPA requests that the Final SEIS indicate how much overflow from
Turkey Creck is entering the Long Beach Watershed, and whether the improvements
of Canal #1 will in turn affect the drainage of Turkey Creek (e.g., increase the
quantity of overflow from Turkey Creek).

¢ Comment: According to the DSEIS, the survey conducted identified 2.72 acres of
palustrine wetlands, 2.89 acres of lacustrine wetlands, and 5.26 miles of
jurisdictional waters within the project area. The only permanent impact would be
0.01 acres of palustrine wetland that would be lost to the channel widening. The
project will involve clearing a total of 61 acres which would be considered
temporary since they will be replanting the 61 acres and an additional 58 acres after
the project is completed. Revegetation may be affected due to anaerobic soil
conditions and any newly planted trees may take a while to grow back.
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Recommendation: EPA notes that although there are only 0.01 acres of permanent
impacts, there are substantial impacts to the riparian area which may include clearing
of wetlands. Clearing should be minimized as much as possible both for surface
roughness and bark stabilization. Also, efforts to mitigate/address some of the
temporal loss should be considered.

o Turkey Creek Overflow: According to the DSEIS, Canal No. 1 and Canal No. 2-3
are hydraulically connected and share a common 100-year floodplain within this
reach. Downstream of this common floodplain the two canals separate. The Canal
No. 1 stream reach is largely located within the U.S. Naval Reservation at Gulfport.
During time of peak flows, some of the Turkey Creek floodwater crosses over the
watershed boundary along 28" Street and flows into the Long Beach Watershed.
The effect of Turkey Creek overflow on Canal #1 is a concern to the Long Beach
residents downstream. The quantity and timing of any overflow from Turkey Creek
down Canal No. 1 will affect both the existing function of the channel as well as the
design of the modified channel. To reduce flooding to residents and businesses along
Canal #1, the NRCS is proposing to modify the channel to carry a larger capacity of
runoff.

Comment; EPA notes that the improvements to Canal 2 in Turkey Creck have been
iraplemented. However, it is unclear what impact these improvements have had on
potential overflows to Long Beach Residents. The Final SEIS should include this

information.
Impacts of Overflows

e The DSEIS States that the channel modifications is designed to reduce flooding to
121 residences and business along the canal by modifying the channel to carry &
larger capacity of runoff. The DSEIS indicates that the channel improvemnents
would result in a decrease in storm elevations by 0.9 ft, 1.0 ft, and 1.3 ft for the 100-
year, 10-year, and 1-year flood events respectively. However, downstream from the
channel improvements, storm elevations will increase by 0.35 ft for the 25-yx to 100-
yr storm and 0.57 ft for the 1-yr to 10-yr storm. Velocity would also increase by 0.19
fi/s for the 1-yr to 10-yr storm. As a result, two residential homes will experience
increased flooding. Currently the homes are not inundated by the 100-yr storm but
after the channel improvements are completed, these homes will be inundated by
0.13 ft t0 0.61 ft of water. The homes currently floed during the 500-yr event but
after the project is completed, flooding would increase by 0.19 ft.

Recommendation: The DSEIS notes the potential residential impacts, but does not
discuss efforts to compensate or offset impacts to these residents.

According to the DSEIS, improvements to Canal 2-3 that were completed in 2012
have provided reduced flooding to structures with no known negative impacts to the
surrounding environment.
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Comment: The Final SEIS should provide information or data that supports the
reduction in flooding to structures and the lack of adverse impacts to the
environmenl, This information would be helpful because local residents and others
remain concerned about potential flooding in their communities and it may further
support the benefits of the proposed modification.

» Compensatory Mitigation Comment: Compensation for impacts to fish and
wildlife habitat include planting an additional 58 acres of trees on suitable cleared
land within the watershed. However, there is no description of what is considered

suitability.

Recommendation: It is recommended that the Final SEIS describe or explain what is
considered “suitable cleared land” as it relates to the compensatory mitigation
activity (for example, is it based on certain zoning requirements/restrictions,
proximity to Canal #1, etc.). It is also recommended that the Finat SEIS indicate the
estimated amount of “suitable cleared land” currently available in the watershed.

Other Comments or Clarifications:

Comment: In order to minimize the effects of increased turbidity levels, sediment
decreasing construction techniques will be implemented, including: (a) sediment
traps at the lower end of the channel; (b) channel side slopes constructed at 3:1; and
(c) vegetation of spoil, berm, and channe! slapes. However, the DSEIS contains
discrepancies regarding the distance that spoil berm and channel slopes will be
vegetated, Some pages of the DSEIS (e.g., Pages 21 and 31} state that spoil berm
and channel slopes will be vegetated every 1,000 feet of construction, but other
pages (e.g., Pages 3, 23, and 33) state that spoil berm and channel slopes will be
vegetated every 500 feet of construction.

Recommendation: This Final EIS should correct this discrepancy.

¢ Comment: Page 31 of the DSEIS explains that the centerline of some sections of the
channel will be realigned in order to avoid impacts to some delineated wetlands.
However, this avoidance measure is not included in the "Mitigation" section on Page
33.

Recommendation: Since mitigation features included in the recommended plan
incorporate avoidance and minimization of adverse impacts, as well as compensation
for unavoidable losses of fish and wildlife habitat, it would be appropriate to also
have the avoidance measure identified under the "Mitigation” section, Page 33. For
the convenience of the reader, it is recommended that the realignment of the
centerline of sections of the channel be identified in the “Mitigation” section (Page
33) as an avoidance measure.

¢ Comments; Some of the Survey data or correspondence appear to be 5-7 years old.
(i.e., Cultural Resource Surveys, Fish and Wildlife Survey). Is the information still
up-to-date and do the agencies still support the previous findings?
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Thank you for the opportunity to review this DSEIS. We rate this document EC-1
Environmental Concerns; We have concemns that the proposed action identifies the
potential for impacts to the environment that should be further avoided/minimized and
addressed in the Final SEIS. We also strongly agree with the need for a robust
monitoring and evaluation program to determine the potential for any adverse impacts
from the project.

Please contact Ken Clark of my staff at (404) 562- 8282 if you have any questions or
want to discuss our comments further.

Sincerely,

Jaallal

Heinz J. Mueller, Chief
NEPA Program Office

USDA - NRCS
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May 14, 2015

Heinz J. Mueller, Chief

NEPA Program Office

U.S. Environmenlal Prolection Agency, Region 4
Atlanta Federa! Center

€1 Forsyth Street

Atlanta, Georgia 30303-8960

Dear Mr. Mueller

In response to your letter dated April 20, 2015, regarding the Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement for the Long Beach Watershed, the Natural Resources Conservation Service
would like to thank you for reviewing the draft SEIS.

NRCS has provided responses to your comments and recommendations below:
Floodplain;

Comment 1: EPA is concerned thal decreasing the size of the floodplain as defined by FEMA
flood plains and flood insurance and FIS maps invites encroachment of development which will
only exacerbate existing flooding issues.

Recommendatlon: Preserving undeveloped areas along the canal and allowing those areas
to flood, similar to the approach ihat is being taken in Turkey Creek, provides a slep foward a
more long-term selution.

Comment 2: The DSEIS proposes increasing the capacily of the canals, which will
decrease the floodplain by 150 R., 450 f., and 400 ft. for the 100-year, 10-year, and 1- year
flood events respectively. The flow velocity will also increase by 0.3 ft./s, 0.5 ft./s, and 0.6
ft./s for the 100-year, 10-year, and 1-year flood events respectively. According to the
DSEIS, FEMA floodplain maps and the flood insurance maps will be madified after the
channel improvements are complete.

Recommendation: EPA believes that this action may result in more development
around the canal in the future. Should this occur, then larger canals may be needed in the
future. A more sustainable solution to address future watershed issues should be
considered similar to what is being considered in Turkey Creek.

NRCS Response Comment 1 & 2: NRCS agrees that the enlargement of Canal-1 will reduce
the existing floodplain and could result in more development around the canal in the
future. This expectalion of increased runoff was considered and included in the

Natural Resources Congervation Service
100 W. Capitol Street, Suile 1321
Jackson, MS 39269
Volea {601) 965-5205
An Equa) Oppartusuly Provider and Emplayer
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future with project condition analysis. However, the NRCS certainly has no objection to leaving
the reduced floodplain area undeveloped to help minimize flooding. The following paragraph
was added to the SEIS on Page 20 recommending that this be considered.

The potential enlargement of Canal-1 will reduce the existing floodplain and could result in more
development around the canal in the future. This expectation of increased runoff was
considered and included in the future with project condition analysis. 1t has been suggested lhat
this reduced floodplain be preserved as an undeveloped area in order to reduce potenlial
runoff. The NRCS certainly has no objection to leaving the reduced floodplain area
undeveloped to help minimize future flooding. In this case, the existing floodplain maps could
be used as is. In any case, the existing floodplain regulations should be slrictly enforced to
minimize encroachment and reduce the runoff potential.

Comment 3: The Long Beach Walershed shares a comman boundary with the Turkey
Creek Watershed According to information in the DSEIS, during time of peak flaws, the vast
majority of any overflow from Turkey Creek will be transported downslream by Canal #2-3,
and some of lhe Turkey Creek floodwater breaks over the watershed boundary along 28th
Street and flows into the Long Beach Watershed. By letler dated 1/2/09, EPA requested that
the DSEIS include an analysis of how the proposed project could {or will) serve as a diversion
canal for any adjacent streams. EPA particularly stated the analysis should investigate
impacts to the drainage conditions wilhin the Turkey Creek basin. The DSEIS discusses the
effects of the Turkey Creek overflow on Canal #1 and Canal #2-3, but il does nol appear to
specifically discuss the impacts of the project to the drainage conditions within the Turkey
Creek basin.

Recommendation: EPA would like to reiterate its previous request for an analysis of the
impacts of the proposed project to the drainage conditions within the Turkey Creek basin.
EPA requests that the Final SEIS indicate how much overflow from Turkey Creek is
entering the Long Beach Watershed, and whether the improvements of Canal #1 will in turn
affect the drainage of Turkey Creek (e.g., increase the quantity of averflow from Turkey
Creek).

NRCS Response Comment 3: The improved channel is located far enough downstream that
there is no change in the backwater effect from Canal-1 at the area that Turkey Creek overflow
occurs hear 28th Street. This means that there is no change in overflow from Turkey Creek to
the Long Beach Watershed expected for any given storm. The implementation of Canal-1 will
not affect lhe quanlity or timing of overflow from Turkey Creek for any given storm. Also, the
implementation of Canal-1 will not affect the quantity or timing of flow down the Turkey Creek
Watershed for any given storm. The following paragraph was added to the SEIS on Page14 to
address this comment.

Additional questions have been raised on how the planned improvement to Canal-1 will affect
the quantity and timing of overflow from Turkey Creek as well as the remaining flow down
Turkey Creek. The improved channel is located far enough downstream that there is no change
in the backwater effect from Canal-1 at the area that the Turkey Creek overflow occurs near
28th Street. This means that there is no change in overflow from Turkey Creek to the Long
Beach Watershed expected for any given storm. The implementation of Canal-1 will not affect
the quantity or timing of overflow from Turkey Creek for any given storm. Also, the

Nalural Resources Conservalion Servica
100 W. Capilol Street, Suite 1321
Jackson, MS 38269
Volca (BC1) 955-5205
An Equal Opporlunity Provider and Employer
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implementation of Canal-1 will not affecl the quantity or timing of flow down the Turkey Creek
Watershed for any given storm.

Comment 4: According to the DSEIS, the survey conducted identified 2.72 acres of palustrine
wetlands, 2.89 acres of lacustrine wetlands, and 5.26 miles of jurisdictional waters within the
project area. The only permanent impact would be 0.01 acres of palustrine welland that would
be lost to the channel widening. The project will involve clearing a total of 61 acres which would
be considered temporary since they will be replanting the 61 acres and an additional 58 acres
after the project is completed. Re-vegetation may be affected due to anaerobic soil conditions
and any newly planted trees may take a while to grow back,

Recommendation: EPA notes that although there are only 0.01 acres of permanent impacts,
there are substantial impacts to the ripartan area which may include clearing wetlands. Clearing
should be minimized as much as possible both for surface roughness and bank stabilization.
Also, efforts to mitigate/address some of the temporal loss should be considered.

NRCS Response Comment 4. NRCS agrees with the recommendation to minimize clearing of
the riparian area and all efforts will be made to minimize temporal losses.

Turkey Creek Overflow: According to the DSEIS, Canal No. 1 and Canal. No. 2-3 are
hydraulicatly connected and share a common 100-year floodplain within this reach. Downstream
of this common floodplain the lwo canals separate. The Canal No. 1 stream reach is largely
located within the U. S. Navel Reservation at Gulfport. During time of peak flows, some of the
Turkey Creek floodwater crosses over the watershed boundary along 28" Street and flows into
the Long Beach Watershed. The effect of Turkey Creek overflow on Canal No. 1 is a concern to
the Long Beach residents downstream. The quantity and timing of any overflow from Turkey
Creek down Canal No. 1 will affect both the existing function of the channel as well as the
design of the modified channel. To reduce flooding to residents and businesses along Canal No,
1, the NRCS is proposing to modify the channel to carry a larger capacity of runoff.

Comment 5: EPA notes that the improvements to Canal 2 in Turkey Creek have been
implemented. However, it is unclear what impact these improvements have had on potential
overflows to Long Beach Residents. The Final SEIS should include this information,

NRCS Response Comment 5: Detailed analysis of the environmental impacts of the
implemented Canal 2-3 in the Long Beach Watershed were not considered to be part of the
current SEIS and wers not conducted. Any detailed analysis of Canal 2-3 was limited to what
directly effects Canal-1 such as the division of the Turkey Creek overflow. Observations of what
worked well and/or what didn't work as expected have been ongoing since the implementation
of Canal 2-3. These lessens learned during and since the implementation of Canal 2-3 will
certainly be considered in the final design phase of Canal-1.

Impacts of Overflows

The DSEIS States that the channel modification is designed to reduce flocding to 121
residences and business along the canal by modifying the channel to carry a larger capacity of
runoff. The DSEIS indicates that the channel improvements would result in a decrease in storm
elevations by 0.9 fi., 1.0 ft., and 1.3 ft. for the 100-year, 10-year, and 1-year flood events
respectively. However, downstream from the channe! improvements, storm elevations will
increase by 0.35 fi, for the 25-year to 100-year storm and 0.57 ft. for the 1-year to 10-year
storm. Velocity would also increase by 0.19 fi./s for the 1-year to 10-year storm. A result, two

Natural Resources Consarvation Service
100 W Capitol Street, Suile 1321
Jackson, MS 39269
Voice (601) 965-5205
An Equal Oppoertunity Provider end Employer
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residential homes will experience increased flooding. Currently the homes are not inundated by
the 100-year storm but after the channel improvements are completed, these homes will be
inundated by 0.13 ft. to 0.61 f. of waler. The homes currently flood during the 500-year event
but after the project is completed, flooding would increase by 0.19 ft.

Recommendation: The DSE|S notes the potential residential impacts, but does not discuss
efforts to compensate or offset impacts to the residents. According to the DSEIS, improvements
{o Canal 2-3 that were completed in 2012 have provided reduced fiooding lo structures with no
known negative impacts to the surrounding environment.

Comment 6: The Final SEIS should provide information or data that supports the reduction in
flooding to structures and the lack of adverse impacts to the environment. This information
would be helpful because local residents and others remain concerned aboul potential flooding
in their communities and it may further support the benefits of the proposed modifications.

NRCS Response Comment 6: Page 34 of the document indicates that flood proofing or other
types of damage mitigation will be provided for the two properties with increased flooding.
Detailed analysis of the environmental impacts of the implemented Canal 2-3 were not
considered to be part of the current SEIS and were not conducted. Any delailed analysis of
Canal 2-3 was limited to what directly effects Canal-1 such as the division of the Turkey Creek
overflow. Observations of what worked well and/or what didn't work as expected have been
ongoing since the implementation of Canal 2-3. These lessons learned during and since the
implementation of Canal 2-3 will certainly be considered in the final design phase of Canal-1.

Comment 7 Compensatory Mitigation: Compensation for impacts to fish and wildlife habitat
include planting an additional 58 acres of trees on suitable cleared land within the watershed.
However, there is no description of what is considered suitability.

Recommendation: It is recommended that the Final SEIS describe or explain what is "suitable
cleared Jand" as it relates to the compensatory mitigation activity (for example, s it based on
certain zoning requirements/restrictions proximity to Canal No. 1 etc.} it is also recommended
that the Final SEIS indicate the estimated amount of “suitable cleared land” currently available
in the watershed.

NRCS Response Commant 7: NRCS agrees with the comment and “suitable cleared land” will
be described in the final plan.

Other Commants or Clarifications Comment 8: In order to minimize the effects of increased
turbidity levels, sediment decreasing construction techniques will be implemented, including: (a)
sediment traps at the lower end of the channel; (b) channel side slopes cansiructed at 3:1; and
(c) vegetation of spoil, berm, and channel slopes. However, the DSEIS contains discrepancies
regarding the distance that spoil berm and channel slopes will be vegetated.

Recommendation: This Final EIS should correct this discrepancy.

NRCS Response Comment 8: NRCS agrees discrepancies will be corrected, all distances will
he changed to every 500 ft,

Natural Resources Conservation Service
100 W. Capilol Streat, Suile 1321
Jackson, MS 39269
Voica (601) 965-5205
An Equal Opporturuty Provider and Employer
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Comment 9: Page 31 of the DSEIS explains that the centerline of some sections of the channel
will be realigned in order to avoid impacts lo some delineated wetlands. However, this
avoidance measure is not included in the *Mitigation” section on Page 33.

NRCS Response Comment 9; NRCS agrees, changes to text will be made to add avoidance
measures to Mitigation section on page 33.

Comment 10: Some of the Survey data or correspondence appear to be 5-7 years old. (i.e.,
Cultural Recourses Surveys, Fish and Wildiife Survey). Is the information still up-to-date and do
the agencies still support the precious findings?

NRCS Response Comment 10: Yes, information is still up-lo-date. Commenting agencies still
support previous findings.

Respecifully,

A

Kurt Readus
State Conservationist

Nalural Resourcas Consenvalion Service
100 W Capilol Strest, Suite 1321
Jackson, MS 39269
\oice (601) 965-5205
An Equal Qpponunity Provider and Empleyer
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May 14, 2015

Willa J. Brantley

Bureau Director, Wellands Permitting
Mississippi Department of Marine Resources
1141 Bayview Avenue

Biloxi, MS 39530

Dear Ms. Brantley,

In respanse to your letter dated March 27, 2015, regarding the Drafl Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement for the Long Beach Watershed, the Nalural Resources
Conservalion Service would like to thank you for reviewing the draft SEIS.

The Joint Application Form and Notification form will be completed after final design prior to any
construction, The wetland delineation report has been reviewed and is considered current by
our Area Biologist for lhat area.

Respectfully,

AT

Kurt Readus
State Conservationist

Nalural Rasources Conservatian Service
100 W Capilol Sireel, Suite 1321
Jackson, MS 39268
Voice (601) 965-5205
An Equal Opportunily Provider and Employer
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MISSISSIPPI
DEPARTMENT OF MARINE RESOURCES

March 27, 2015

United States Department of Agriculture
Natural Resources Conservation Service
Antn: Kurt Readus

100 W. Capitol Street, Suite 1321
Jackson, MS 39269

RE: DMR-090274; SAM-2009-01918-JBM; USDA; Supplemental EIS, City of Long Beach
Walershed Improvements

Dear Mr. Readus:

The Department of Marine Resources in cooperation with other state agencies is
responsible under the Mississippi Coastal Program {MCP) for managing the coastal
resources of Mississippi. Proposed aclivities in the coastal area are reviewed to insure that
the activities are in compliance with the MCP.

The Department has received a request to review the draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for the Long Beach Watershed, Mississippi. Please note the
comments made in response to the previous review on December 18, 2008 (enclosed). In
addition, it is recommended that an updated wetland delineation be submitted with the Joint
Application and Notification form. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your

project.

For more information, questions concerning this correspondence, or to obtain an
application packet, contact Greg Christodoutou with the Bureau of Wellands Permitting at

{228) 523-4109 or greg.christodoulouw@dmr.ms.gov.

Z‘;i%@/

Wiila J, Brantley
Bureau Director, Wetlangds Parmitting

WJB/gsc
Enciosure

Cc: MS Coastal Team, USACE Regulatory Division, Mobile District

1141 Bayview Avenuz « Bilogi. MS 39526 - (238 3724-5000
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MISSISSIPPI
DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE, FISHERIES, AND PARKS

Sam Polles, Ph.D.
March 11,2015 Executive Director

U.S. Department ol Agriculture
100 W, Capitol Street, Suite 1321
Jackson, MS 39269

Re:  Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement R# 10750
Long Beach Watershed
Hamison County, Mississippi

To Mr. Kurt Readus:

In response to your request for information dated February 9, 2015, we have scarched our
database for occurrences of state or federally listed species and species of special concern that
occur within 2 miles of the site of the proposed project. Please find our concerns and
recommendations below.

The following species of concem may occur within 2 miles of the proposed project area:

STATE

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME FED STATE | RANK
Charadrius alexandrinus Southeastern Snowy

tenuirostris Plover LE S2
Charadrius melodus Piping Plover LE.LT |LE 82N
Ervthrodiplax umbrata Band Winged Dragonlet St
Litucopsis carolinensis Carolina Lilaeopsis 5253
Muacrodiplax balteata Marl Pennant 52
Sternula antillarum Least Tern PS:LE 53B

State Rank

ST Cemeally imperaled 1m Vassissippi bevause of extreme ranty (5 of [ewer accumencds or very lew romamnm misaduals or aores] or bevause
ol vome factor») making it vulnerable w extipation

S — Imperiled in Mississippi beeause ol @nLy 1§ W 20 eecummemees or lew remaionmg dividials or aeees) wr betause ol some factor shnaking
it vulnerable o extirpation

$3  Rarear uncommon i Messssippi (on the order ol 21 0 T oguwmeme!

Mississippi Muscum of Narural Science ® 2148 Riverside Drive ® Jackson, Missiasippi 39202-1353 & (601) 354-7303

USDA - NRCS 60 September 2015



Long Beach Watershed Canal 1 Final Supplemental Watershed Plan

State and Federal Status
LE Endangered = A species which us in danger ol extinetion throughiat all o a significant partion of its range
LT Threatenied -~ - & speeic likely to bevome endangered 1n [oreseeable future throughout a1l or a sigrulicant potion of it range.

Based on information provided, we conclude that if best management practices are
properly implemented, monitored, and maintained {particularly measures to prevent, or at
least, minimize negative impacts to water quality), the proposed project likely poses no
threat to listed species or their habitats.

Recommendations:
We recommend that best management practices be properly implemented, monitored, and
maintained for compliance, specifically measures that will prevent suspended silt and
contaminants from leaving the site in stonmwater run-ofl as this may negatively affect
waler quality and habitat conditions within nearby streams and waterbodies.

In addition, portions of this project site are underlain by hydric seils and may be designated
wetlands. Ifthis project is approved, we ask that serious consideration be given to the
cumulative impacts of wetland disturbance and elimination, and that appropriate in-kind
mitigation be provided.

We recommend that areas up and downstream of the project arca be monitored for
increased erosion due to proposed channel allerations. Any additional erosion due to the
proposed project should be addressed to prevent incrcased turbidity in receiving waters.

Please feel free to contact us if we can provide any additional information, resources, or
assistance that will help minimize negative impacts to the species and/or ecological communities
identified in this review. We are happy to work with you to ensure that our state’s precious
natural heritage is conserved and preserved for future Mississippians.

Sincerely,

Kyle Swanier, Conservation Biologist
Mississippi Natural Heritage Program
(601) 576-6047

The Missisippi Natural Hemtage Program (MNHP) has compiled a database that s the most complete source of inlonination about Mississippi's
rare, threatened, and endangered planis. animals. and ecological commwties. The guanlity and quality of data collected by MNHP are
dependent on the rescarch and observations of many mdividuals and organizations. In many cases. this in foamaton is not the result off
comprehensive of sie-specific licld surveys, most naturad areas in Mississippi have nol been thoroughly surveyed and new occurrences of plant
and animal specics are often discoverad  Heritage 1eports summarize the existing information known to the MNHP at the time of the request and
cannoi always be considered a definitive statement on the presenee, absence or condiion of biolegical elements on a particular site
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May 14, 2015

Piet deWilt, PhD
7325 Puncheon Landing Road
Pocomoke, MD 21851

Dear Mr. deWitt,

In response to your letter dated March 7, 2015, regarding the Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement for the Long Beach Watershed, the Natural Resources Conservation Service
is providing the following respenses to your questions.

1. Did NRCS prepare a Notice of Intent to prepare this statement and if it did, when was
the Notice published in Ihe Federal Register? Yes, a Notice of Intent was prepared in
April 2014 and sent to the responsible federal agency for publication.

2. In addition, what impact statement is the subject statement supplementing? The Long
Beach Watershed Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, 1989,

3. Is the Town Creek Walershed project still active or has it been terminated? Yes, Town
Creek is an existing watershed with an approved plan and EIS in MS. The sponsors
were requesling NRCS begin the process to build Dam No. 5. The EIS was required to
be updated. As we begin the process of updating the EIS, the watershed funding was
stopped, therefore we stopped work on updating the EIS. | would not say the project is
dead but wailing on further funding.

Respectfully,

i v

Kurt Readus
State Conservationist

Nalural Resources Canservation Service
100 W Capilol Street, Sule 1321
Jackson, MS 39268
Voice (601) 965-5205
An Equal Opportunily Provider and Employer
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7325 Muncheon Landing Road
Pocomoke, Maryland 21851
March 7, 2015

Kun Readus

Stare Conservalionst

Natural Resources Conservatinn Service
100 West Capital Surect

Suite 1321 Federal Building

Jackson, Missvissippi 39269

Dear Mr. Readus.

On March 6, 2015, the U.S Environntcatal Protection Ageney (FIPA) announced the
avaulability ol a drall supplemental environmental impact statement (E1S) on the “Long
Beach Watershed ™ You were entified as the contact persan for the document. | am
writing Lo ask if the NRCS prepared a Notiee of Intent to prepare this statement, and 1 it

slatement is the subject statement supplenenting?
In addilion. on July 25, 2003, the EPA announced the availahiliy of a dratl supplemental
EIS on the “Town Crech Watershed,™ [s this project stili active or has it been

termunated?

Thank you [or your ume and consideration

Raspet fitlly.

Flefla )~

It deWitt. PhID

USDA - NRCS
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May 14, 2015

Joseph Paige

Water Quality Certification Branch

Mississippi Department of Environmenlal Quality
Post Office Box 2261

Jackson, MS 39225

Dear Mr. Paige,

In response to your letter dated March 6, 2015, regarding the Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Slatement for the Long Beach Walershed, the Natural Resources Conservation Service
would like to thank you for reviewing the draft SEIS. NRCS agrees with your comments
regarding obtaining permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the MDEQ.

The project sponsors will work with the appropriate agencies to obtain the required permits
before construction begins.

Respectfully,

Kurt Readus
State Conservalionist

Natural Resources Conservation Service
100 W. Capitol Street, Suite 1321
Jackson, M5 39269
Voice (601) 965-5205
An Equal Opporturity Provider and Employer
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STATE OF MISSISSIPPL
B Bses 1
CGameanin
MISSISSIPPI DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALTTY

oy U Rl bt i I aurTiom

Mareh 6, 2015
Mr Kurt Readus
maturl Resourse Comservation Sen e
100 W Capitol Street, Suite 1121
Juchson. Misaissippi 19269
Duear Mr. Readns.
e [ asironmental Impact Slatement

Long Neacli Watershed
Harrison County

[he Mlississippi Depantment of Livironmental Quality, Enviconmental Pemuts ODnosion has received
your request [or commaents on the abuse referenced prgject by letter dated February 9, 2015 Based on the
mlvrmation provided,

I ltappears that the project area may contain junsdictional waters and could reguire o Clean
Water Ach Sectien 404 pemut, The applicamt should contact Mr Munther Sahawieh (231605
3782) of the U5 Army Corps of Engineers- Mabile Distriet for fuzther information.

ra

Please be aware, (Fthis project is disturhing inore than | acre ol land, it will require coverape
under a conslruction geacial permit for control of stormwater/sediment runull. Please enntact
ihe appropriste baanch of MDEG permitting {or this eos erage prior 10 commencemen of'
construction at §01-961.5171.

Please feel fres 1 contt me al 1601) 9613621, sheuld there be any guestions

Joseph Paige

Water Quality Cerilication Branch

Sincercly,

(e Mr. Munther Suhawneh, 1S Ammy Corpy of Engineers, Mohile Disirict

OFFICE OF PMIUTHON CUNTRO
Dot (et p Mo 2200 ¢ Baom™s Mivsisara 3922823600 Tey f60H1961 3110 Fax 1t1) 955 0602 2w L smabe ms g
AN R A OP e ONITS BMTLOWER
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LONG BEACH WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

POST OFFICE BOX 746
LONG BEACH, MISSISSIPPI 39560

November 24, 2008

Mr. David Felder

U. 5. Fish and Wildlite Service

6578 Dogwood View Parkway, Suite A
Jackson MS 19213

Subject: Solicitation of Views
Supplemental Environmental Impaci Statement for Long Beach Watershed

Canal No. 1 Channel Modilications
Harrison County, Mississippi

Decar Mr. Felder:

The Natural Resources Conservation Service and Long Beach Water Management District conducted a
Scoping Meeting for the subject project on August 14, 2007. The seoping meeling contributed to (he
development of a scope relating 1o the preparation ol Supplemental Tnviconmental Impaet Slatement
(EI8) to update the “Environmental Tmpact Statement for Long Beach Watershed. Harrison County,
Mississippt” dated October 1989,

In association with the Long Beach Water Management District, the Natural Resources Conservation
Service is proceeding with the preparation of the Supplemental EIS for Canal No. |. The purpose of this
letter is (0 solicit views from agencies and elected and appointed officials: which by law, interest, or
experlise can assist the project planners with the limely identification of economic, social. and
environmental opportunities and constraints within the study area,

A map showing the limits of the project is attached. The following information can be downloaded from
the ftp site referenced below:

The minutes of the August 14, 2007 scoping meeting:

a PDF file of the initial EIS:

comments received in association with the September 2001 scoping meeting:
aerial imagery of the study area: and

associated project maps.

Because some of the files are large, it is suggested that you copy the files to a local drive before you
try 1o open them.

tLp://Etp.neel-schaffer.com/Mississippi/Jackson/Public/Long Beach Canal 1 _SEIS/

USDA - NRCS
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Written comments regarding the project should be directed to:

Alane C. Young. RPG
Neel-Schatfer. Inc.

833 Highway 90. Suite 13
Bay Saint Louis, MS 39320
Phone (228} 466-5155

Fax {228) 466-5156

Ematl - glane.voung@ neel-schafTer.com

The District requests thar all comments be provided by November 30, 2008
It you have any questions or need additional infarmation, please contact Alane directly.

Sincerely,
Bretr Mallette

Brett Mallelte
Chairman

Lnclosures
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
MOBILE DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.0. BOX 2288
MOBILE, AL 386280001

December 2, 2008

Mr Breu Mallett, Chairman

Lonp Beach Water
Management District

Post Office Box 748

Long Beach, Mississippi 39560

Dear Mr. Mallew:

We are in receipt of your request in preparation of a Supplemental Eavironmental inpact
Statement from the Departiment af the Army (DA) to perform dredging and fill. Speeifically, the
project is in Canal Number [, Long Beach, Iarrison County. Mississippi.

The request has been assigned the lile number SAM-2008-01918-JBM, which should be
referred to in all future correspondence with this office. The request is also identilied as Canal
Number 1 Channel Modifications.

[ have been assigned as Project Manager for this action and can be reached by telephone al
(2513 690-3222, by e-mail at john.b.mcfadyenf@usace.army.mil or by mail 10: U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, Mobile District, Attention: CESAM-RD-C. McFadyen, Post Office Box 2288,
Mabile, Alabama, 36628-0001. Aler I have thoroughly reviewed your application package, [
will tet you know if additional information is needed beforc we can compleie our evaluation,

Please take @ moment Lo visit our website where vou can track the slatus of your
application and complete our customer satisfaction suney. Our website is:
www.sam.usace.army.milfrd/rep/.

Sincerely,

=

Vi s
John Mcladyen
Project Manager
Regulatory Division

Copy Fumished:;

Weel-Schaffer, Inc,

Adtention: Ms. Alane C. Young
./ 833 Highway 90, Suite 13

Day St. Louis. Mississippi 39520

Mississippi Department

of Marine Resources
1141 Bayview Avenue, Suite 101
Biloxi, Mississippi 39530
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
VICKSBURG DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
4155 CLAY STREET
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPT 39183-3435
REPLY TO
ATTENTHON OF-

December 2, 2008
Cperaticons Division

SUBJECT: Lorg Beach Water Management Dist

Chanrel Modifications, Harrison Cournty, Mississippi

Ms. Alane C. Young

Neel-Schaffer, lncorporated

833 Highway 92, Suite 13

Bay Saint Louis, Mississippi 39520

Dear Ms. Young:

since the proposed projects fall within the gecgraphic
noundaries of their District.

Their contact information is:

U.S. Army Engineer District, Mobile
Attention: Regulatory 3Branch

Post COIfice Box 2288

Mobile, RAlabama 36628

Teiephone: (Z5.) 690-2658

Siancerely,
¥ g g AT
'*Zyﬁ.tféﬁflj§?2f {VLL*égg‘

Michael F. McNair, R.F.
Chief, Regulatory Branch

cr, Canal No.

Yeur recent correspondence, subject as above, has been
forwarded for action to the Mobile District, Corps of Engineers,

USDA - NRCS 70
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MISSISS1PPI
DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE, FISHERIEs, AND PARKS

December 4, 2008

Alane C, Young, RPG
Neel-Schalter, e,

833 Highway 90

Suite 13

Bay Saint Louis, MS 39320

Rer Canal Moot Channel Moditications
Soliitation of Views R# 6961
Long Beach, Tarrison County, Mississippi

To Alane Young.

In response 10 your request lor inlormiation dated November 24, 2008, we hine searchied
our database for oecurrences of state or federally listed specics and specics of speeial
coneermn that oceur within 2 miles ol the site of the proposed preject. Please lind aur
concerns and recommendations below.

Since 1989, the Mississippi coust has sulTered a great deal of habitat loss since the agency
last commented on this project. The comments ineluded below are a result of these losses
and a bener understanding ol how channe] modefications ¢an alfect sensitive habitaws
such as marshes and tidal streams.

According 1o the information provded, there are documented oceurrences of the
following species in St Louis Bay. Bayou Portage. and their surrounding tributanes and
marshes: Manatee, Memanes teichioclins (LE, MS: LE, Fed): Salimarsh Topminnow,
Funelnfus jenkinsi (LE, MS); Mississippi Diamondback Tereapin, Wulaclemys rerrapin
pileara (82, Gull Salt Marsh Snake, Nerodia clarkii elarkii (523, and Least Killifish,
Hetoramedria formose {S3).

Relyrence wlbrmation:

LE - Fadangered A species which is in danger ol catistion thrmaglout all er 2 swgnilizant partion olils mnge.

52« A specivy that is imperiled 1n MN becawse ol Trin (6t 20 weeewrrences or Few remaimng indwiduals or aeres) or
Lseanuse of winz facior(s) mahking it vulnerable 1w extirpativn.

87 - R or vouninwmn i Missassappi fon the arder o) 2, 0 (00 ooy umemees).

Migsissippt Moseum af Natural Scicnce @ 2b43 Hiverside Urive ®  Jockson, Missisuippi 39202.1353 # [ROT) 331-734%

USDA - NRCS
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The widening and desnagging ol channels will increase stormwater runolT conveyance
and stream flow velovities, and potentially increase transport ol contaminants.
Precautions are planned to prevent crosion and sedimentation within the projeet area and
areas upstream of the natural stream segments. However, increased stream velocity may
inerease erosion and sedimentation of the downstream natural channel areas resulting in
negative impacts to crucial marsh habitat and 1o water guality, Inaddition. the project
could result in wetland disturbance and elimination caused by incredsed development in
areas where the risk ol looding is decreased.

Should the proposed praject be permitted, we suggest ihe foilowirg be considerad 15
partial mitigation:

Place into perpetual easements, parcels of wetlands or land that could be restored 10
wetlands along cither side ol the canals to contain increased stormwater capacities. This
would benetit the marshes and bay s that the canals feed and prevent fuher habitat
degradation in these arcas. This would help compensate lor potential increased
Hoodwater eapacity, slow water velocity. prevent downstream erosion, and filter out
contaniinants and sediment before stonnwater enters the canals. 1t would also prevent
these arcas from becoming developments within the oodplain and eliminate the need s
continued canal modifications.

Please teel free to conlact us if we can provide any additional informalion, resources. or
agsistance that will help minimize negative impacts to the species and/or ceological
communities identified in this review. We are happy to work with you 1o ensure that our
slate’s precious natural herilage is conseryed and preseeved Tor Tuture Mississippians.

Sin%crcly,

(bl

Andy’Sanderson, Ecologist
Mississippi Nawural Heritage Program
(601) 333-6367, ext. 117

The Missrssoppn Sanemal Herigge Progrm (NI Ros compiled a database tlaa is e mast camplete souree o infonmation about
Misatssippr's ma, eatened, and endaryered planks. angnads. and weulgeal conmunites. The goanit and gualiy ol data eolleivd
by MESNHIP are dependent on the resarch sl wboen anens el muny andiodisls and ortanizabons. In many cases, this mlemaation is
not the 1esult of compreliensive or sitesspect e Fe'd sun ey 82 moss i s 1 Mt Rane nod buen thoroughiy saneyed and
Ao sveurrenves of plant and animal spacies are witen discovered. Heritege reports sammanize e enisting nfotnation Anown o the
SINTI at the rime of the request and eannet alway s be comvtdered a dedinit o stutement on the presenee. absence or condition of
bilngreal clemgrts onopomwalar aie,
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Mississippi
DepaRTMENT OF MARINE RESOURCES

December 18, 2008

Mr. Brett Mallett. Chairman

Long Beach Water Management District
P.O. Box 748

Long Beach. M3 39560

RE: DMR-090274
Dear Mr. Mallett:

The Departmenl of Manne Resources in cooperation with other slate agencies is
responsible under the Mississippi Coastal Program (MCP) for managing lhe coastal
resources of Mississippi Proposad activilizs in the coastal area are reviewzd {o insure that
the activities are in compliance with the MCP.

The Department has received a requesl for assistance in the preparation of a Supplemenital
Environmenlal Impacl Satement {(EIS) to review proposed channe! modifications la Canal 1
located in Long Beach, Hammison County. Mississippi. While it appears that tida! systems
will not be directly impacled by the proposed action, indirect impacts to lidal and lidally
influenced waters and wellands located further downstream are possible. Additionally. Ihe
final Supplemental EIS should conlain anticipated impacts to tidal and non-tidal areas
downstream from lhe proposed aclion area. A Joint Application form (enclosed) should be
submitted to this office for review and determination of Coastal Zone Consistency {CZC) for
the proposed project. Thank you for the opporfunity lo comment on your request.

For more informalion or questions concerning this comrespondence, contact Greg
Christedoulou with the Bureau of Wetlands Permitting at (223} 523-4109.

Sincerely,

N

Greg Christodoulou
Coastal Resource Management Specialist

Enclosure

/
cc. Alane C Young, Neel-Schaffer, tnc. .

114y Bayoaxw Avanua So02 700« Sugv *45 3B550 - 1229 375-2060
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From: McFadyen, John B SAM [John.B.McFadyen@usace.army.mil]

Sent: Monday, December 22, 2008 7:10 AM

To: Alane.young@neel-schaffer.com

Cc: Steele, Jason W SAM; Sahawneh, Munther N SAM; Liueken, Craig J SAM; Smith, Thomas E
SAM; Brown, Linda T SAM; Jacobson, Jennifer L SAM

Subject: Long Beach Canal 1 Supplemental EIS (SEIS)

Alane;

This responds 1o the Long Beach Water Management District's (LBWMD) lewter of November 24, 2008,
regarding the subject project.

The Corps would like to be a co-operating agency with the NRCS in the preparation of the SEIS. If a
Section 404 or Section 10 permit is required we would use the SEIS as our NEPA document to support a
permit decision.  Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 requires that a DA permit be
obtained for certain structures or work in or affecting navigable waters of the U.S., prior to conducting
the work (33 U.5.C. 403). Section 404 of the Clean Water Acl requires that a DA permit be obtained for
the placement or discharge of dredged and/or £ill material into waters of the U.S., including wetlands,
prior to conducting the work (33 U.S.C. 1344). For regulatory purposes, the Corps of Engineers defines
wetlands as those areas that are inundated or salurated by surface or groundwaler at a frequency and
duration sufficient to support, and under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation
typically adapled for life in sawrated soil conditions. Nnvigable waters of the U.S. are those waters
subject to the ebb and flow of the tide shoreward to the mean high water mark, and/or other walers
identified as navigable by the Mobile District.

Please be advised that land clearing operations involving vegetation removal with mechanized
equipment such as front-end loaders, backhoes, or bulldozers with sheer blades, rakes, or discs;
windrowing vegetation; land leveling, or other soil disturbance in areas subject to Corps jurisdiction
may be considered placement of dredged material under our jurisdiction. In order to determine the level
of Corps jurisdiction a wetiand delineation of the project area (including dredged material disposal sites)
should be conducted in accordance with Gulf Coastal Plain Regional Supplement to the 1987 Wetland
Delineation Manual. Resulis of the delineation will be reviewed/approved by the Corps in order to
determine the limits of Corps jurisdiction under Section 404. Any work in waters of Canal 1 subject to
the ebb and flow of Lhe tide will required authorization under Section 10, therefore, upstream limits of
tidal waters in Canal 1 should be identified.

The SEIS should include a statement of the project purpose and need as well as a addressing compliance
with 40 CFR part 230 (Section 404(b)(1) guidelines), 33 CFR part 320.4, General policies for evaluating
permit applications and 33 CFR part 332, Compensatory mitigation for losses of aquatic resources. The
SEIS should also address the secondary (indirect) impacts of the channel improvements as well as
cumulative impacts as required by the NEPA. The proposed Canal 1 project appears to be compatible
with the Corps (MsCIP) project on Canals 2&3, which is scheduled to begin in the first quarter of 2009.

We look forward to working with the LBWMD, NRCS and Neel-Shaffer, Inc. on the SEIS.

John B. McFadyen, P.G.

Project Manager

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District

Regulatory Division, Coastal Branch (SAM-RD-C)

(251) 690-3222 Voice (251) 690-2660 Fax

NOTE: new e-mail address john.b.mcfadyen @usace.army.mil
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Jena Band of Choctaw Indians

F. O. Box 14 * Jena, Louisiana 71342-0014 * Phone: 318-992-2717 » Fax; 318-992-8244

December 23, 2008

Alane C. Young, RPG
Neel-Schaffer, Inc.

833 Highway 90, Suite 13
Bay Saim Louis, M§ 39520

RE: SOLICITATION OF VIEWS
SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR
LONG BEACH WATERSHED
CANAL NO. 1 CHANNEL MODIFICATION
HARRISON COUNTY, MI1SSISSIPPI

To Whom It May Concern:

Reference is made to your letter, dated November 24, 2008, concerning the above-
proposed project.

After thorough review of the documents submitted, it has been determined that there will
be no significant impact in regards to the Jenz Band of Choctaw Indians.

Should you have any questions, please feel free to call me.

Sincerely,

M Melome

Lillie McCormick
Environmental Director

Jena Band of Choclaw Indians
Ph:  31B-092-8258

Fax: 318-992-8244

1 PPN 0 DR

[ nec 2 6 o |

e i)
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January 5, 2009 g -

Alane C. Young, RPG
Neel-$chaffer, Inc,

33 Highway 90, Suite 13
Bay Saint Louis. MS 39520

SUBJ: EPA s Scoping Comments for the Supplemental Environmental Tmpact Statement (SEIS)
I.ong Beach Watershed. Canal No. | Channel Modifications, Hamson County. MS

Dear Mr. Young:

Consistent with Section 102{2}{c) of the National Environmentel Policy Act (NEPA) and
Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the .S, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 4
appreciales the opportunity to provide scoping comments on the proposed Supplemental
Covironmenta) Impact Statement (SLIS) for the proposed canal project. 1118 our understanding
that the Long Beach Water Management Districl will be modifying Canal No, | from Lhe crossing
at Menge Avenue in Pass Chrishian, Mississippi, Lo the croysing at 7% Street in Long Beach,
Misstssippi. It is our understanding that the SELS is intended lo supplement and update the
original Environmenta! Impact Siatement (EIS) developed for the Long Beach Watershed in
October 1989,

EPA recommends that the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(SEIS) include discussions on the proposed project’s impacls to: existing hydraulics and
hydrology (including discussions on changes in the FEMA designated flandplain and the
~adopied regulatory floodway™), water qualily, aquatic habital and wildlife, terrestrial habital and
wildlife (including migratory birds), protected species, soils, geology, hazardous matenals,
underground storage lanks, the iransportation network, recreational opportunities, air quality,
noise, cullural resources, acsthetics, socioeconomics, and land use. EPA Region 4's Water
Protection Division has specifically requested (hat the SEIS include an analysis of how the
proposed project could (or will) serve as a diversion canal for any adjacent streams. In particular,
the analysis should invesligate impacts to the drainage conditions within the Turkey Creek basin,
an EPA prionty walershed. The SEIS should also address the indirect and cumulative elfects of
the proposed project.

EPA Region 4 recommends that the SEIS idenufy any waters impacted by the proposed
project thal are classificd “Iligh Quality Waters” or "Nutrienl Sensitive Waters” or are included
on the Siate of Mississippi’s eurrent 03(d) list of impaired waters. Any Total Maximum Daily
Load (TMDL) studies that have been completed should alse be fully identified.

el Acdres UAL] o P TR v epegay
Rucyclyd/ALcyclskie s AR & 0y el a2 B3t Ny s B, B s VR T 2 e Preltar ot
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Should you have questions, please feel free lo coordinale with Region 4 stafT member,
Paul Gagliano, P.E., a1 404/562-9373 or at gagliano.paul@epa.gov, or Region 4's Mississipp
Watershed Coordinator, Mr. Kenneth Dean, at 404/562-9378 or at dean.william-
kenneth{@lepa.gov.

Sir_;c_e‘(cly, B
Aol B 8=

Heinz J. Mueller, Chicl

NEPA Program Office

Office of Policy and Management
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April 29, 2009

Mr. David Felder

U. 8. Fish and Wildlife Service

6578 Dopwood View Parkway, Suiie A
Jackson MS 39213

Re: Long Beach Water Management District
Caonel No. | Channel Modiftcations
Svupplemental Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Felder;

The ettached Solicitation of Views (SOV) letter was sent to you and to other representatives of the U, S.
Fish and Wildlife Service last fall shortly after the nbove-referenced project was initiated by the Long
Beach Waler Management District and Natural Resources Conservation Service. To date there has been
no response from anyore at your agency, end as we cannot complete the project without USFWS input, T
am writing to request your assistance in securing the needed informalion. Specifically, we need to know
if there are any federally designated threatened or endangered species in Harrison County, Mississippi
which could conceivahly be affected by this project.

It is possible that our original SOV letter should have been directed to someone other than yourself, If
that is the case, please forward the attached copy to someone in your office who will be able to respond.
Your ossistance in this matter will be greatly eppreciated. Please feel free to contact me ot (228) 374-

1211 or at james wilkinson{@neel-schaffer.com if you have any questions about the project.

Sincerely,
NEEL-SCHAFFER, INC.

é‘:e)s D. Wilkinson
Planner I(

attachment

772 Howard Avenue, Biloxi, MS 39530-3820, 228.374.1211, Fax 22B.374.1216
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Mississippi Field Office
6578 Dogwood View Parkway, Suite A
Jackson, Mississippi 39213

May 4, 2009

Mr. James Wilkinson
Neel-Schaffer

772 Howard Avenue
Biloxi, Mississippi 39530

Dear Mr. Wilkinson:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has received your letter dated April 29, 2009,
regarding the Long Beach Water Management District’s Canal No. 1 Channel Modifications
Project in Harrison County, Mississippi. Our comments are submitted in accordance with the
Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. B84, s amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

There are no known federally listed threatened or endangered species, or their habitats, within the
project area, Therefore, the Service anticipates no impacts to any listed species to occur as a

result of the proposed project.

If you have any questions, please contact our office, telephone: (601) 321-1131.

David Felder
Fish and Wildlife Biologist

USDA - NRCS 79 September 2015
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Appendix D: Investigation and Analysis Report
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Investigation and Analysis Report

Biology

The survey undertaken in October of 2008 covered a corridor 125 feet wide on either side of the canal.
Location data for use in mapping jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the U.S. were collected with a
Trimble GeoXH global positioning system (GPS) unit. The data collected were then entered into a
geographic information systems (GIS) program for analysis. Project area photographs, a list of plant
species observed and data sheets for delineated wetlands may be found in appendices to the Final
Wetlands Technical Report. A follow-up visit to the project area was conducted jointly by ERG biologists
with the USACE project manager on March 23, 2009. At that time the Corps representative recommended
certain modifications to the initial delineation. The ERG biologists returned to the project area on April
22, 2009 to evaluate the USACE recommendations. The changes were subsequently made and
incorporated in the final report.

The identification of hydrophytic vegetation was based on the “National List of Plant Species” that Occur
in Wetlands” (Reed 1988). Observed plant species were classified as obligate wetland, facultative
wetland, facultative, facultative upland or upland. Hydrophytic vegetation is prevalent in an area when the
dominant species in a plant community are typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions
(Environmental Laboratory 1987).

A determination regarding the presence of wetland hydrology was made on the basis of on-site visual
observation of geomorphic and hydrological characteristics, including inundation, saturation, watermarks,
drift lines, drainage patterns, oxidized root channels, and water-stained leaves. Soil pits were also
excavated to reveal saturated soil present in areas not inundated at the time of the survey.

Finally, soil profiles were examined to seek out hydric soil indicators. Additional information was
obtained from the Soil Survey of Harrison County, Mississippi (U.S. Department of Agriculture 1975).
And a list of hydric soils in the area was obtained from the local Natural Resources Conservation Service

(NRCS) office.

Engineering
Project formulation
Alternatives considered were a) No-Action (Future without project), b) Channel Improvement, and c)

non-structural measures (flood proofing and relocation). Costs for Channel Improvement and Non-
structural measures were updated from 1989 data.
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Engineering Design

Engineering design data from the 1989 EIS was used for analysis in this update. Unit costs were
estimated and the quantities from the original designs were used to develop cost estimates. These costs
were compared to the figures developed in the 2012 study, and the costs indexed from the 1989 study, and
found to be reasonably comparable. Costs were updated using ENR construction cost index and current
construction costs. The 2012 study was the update done by Neel-Schaffer for the Long Beach Water
Management District.

Economics

A database of houses used by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for the Section 205 Turkey Creek Flood
Damage Reduction Study was used as a base to gather information on houses in the floodplain. The
houses were then ground checked to deterrnine which houses had been demolished, rebuilt to new
elevations and also for new construction. The Harrison County Assessor website was used to update
house values for completing the economic analysis. Damage Factors from the Corps of Engineers (U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, 2000) were used to calculate depth damages to structure and content damages
for the following storms: 500-year, 100-year, 50-year, 25-year, 10-year, 5-year, 2-year and l-year. The
depth damage factors used are a generic factor; the damages from actual floods could be more or less than
the figures calculated. A build out analysis for new construction in the area due to the implementation of
this project was not completed. Many of the houses that were destroyed during Hurricane Katrina have
not been rebuilt; any new construction along the canal is regulated by the local floodplain board. The
decrease in depth and velocities of the flood waters due to this project being implemented will not result
in a decrease of the floodplain area relevant enough to warrant an increase in housing construction.

The indirect benefits were calculated as 10% of agricultural related benefits, 15% for urban benefits and
25% of road and bridge benefits as shown in the Economics Guide, page 32, dated 1964. This is the latest
data found with the indirect benefit calculations.

Hydrology

The original planning for the Long Beach Watershed Plan was completed in 1989. Engineering field
surveys were completed for the selected bridge and valley sections required. Hydrologic data including
reach lengths and N-Values were developed as needed. TR-61 or the WSP2 computer program was
utilized to compute the water surface profiles needed for hydraulics. Hydrologic parameters including
reach lengths, drainage area and Time of Concentration (Tc) were developed as needed. Runoff curve
numbers were developed for both present and with project conditions. TP-40 was utilized to obtain the 24
Hour duration rainfall for the selected storm frequencies if applicable. The eight storms analyzed for each
alternative included the 1-Yr, 2-Yr, 5-Yr, 10-Yr, 25-Y1, 50-Yr, 100-Yr, and 500-Yr frequency 24-Hour
duration rainfall events. Altematives evaluated included the present condition (Existing Channel) and the
- future condition (Designed Channel) runs. The TR20 computer program for project formulation was used
to analyze the hydrology for the different altemnatives. Detailted flood insurance studies from FEMA were
utilized to calibrate the WSP2 and TR20 models for present conditions. Output from the WSP2 and TR20
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models provided all the H&H data needed to evaluate economic damages and benefits for the
alternatives.

The original hydraulic and hydrologic (H&H) models and channel design were to be used for all analysis
needed to complete the updated EIS. However, the final H&H runs could not be located in the files. A
decision was made to use the best data available to update the depths of inundation at each structure
needed for economic analysis. A matching set of WSP2 and TR20 runs for each alternative (Present and
Future Condition) dated October of 1987 were selected for use. A thorough check of these runs did not
reveal any major problems with the input/output that would raise concems about the accuracy of the
results. It should be noted that the results of these H&H runs do not match the results in the final plan.
However, since the economic analysis is based on the relative difference between the two alternatives,
these runs are considered more than adequate for this task. Care has been taken to refer to any results
taken from these runs in general terms or as differences between alternatives rather than specific numbers

to avoid confusion.

Due to the lack of original data files and the methods used to set up the WSP2 and TR20 models,
additional work was required to create all the data needed to analyze the Long Beach Watershed. The
main reason this additional work was required was that the TR20’s were setup to only produce peak
discharges at limited locations. It should be noted that this method does not necessarily affect the quality
of the results, but certainly increases the workload required. Al of the original files and data provided
were thoroughly read and researched to gleam all pertinent data. All of the basic input data required for
WSP2 and TR20 for each alternative were compiled in Excel to check and validate the original data used.
All of the road and valley cross sections used in the original analysis for each alternate was entered into
Excel and graphed to facilitate the research and analysis needed. This same cross-sectional data was also
utilized to develop input for an additional cross-sectional ratings computer program executed for the
purpose of obtaining more complete top width, velocity, and flow area data. The rating tables produced
by WSP2 for each cross-section and alternate were also entered into an Excel spreadsheet to compute the
average velocity for each rating point. This same data was also utilized to interpolate any and all missing
data for each cross-section, storm, and alternate; including peak elevations, flow areas, and average
velocities. Finally, all pertinent peak results for each cross-section, storm, and alternate were compiled
into a single Excel spreadsheet for further use in analyzing the Long Beach Watershed.

The economic analysis was initiated by creating an Excel table that contained the peak elevation at each
cross-section for each storm and alternative. An additional spreadsheet was provided by the economist
that included the identification, floor elevation, and location (Lat-Long) of each structure inventoried by
the economist. A Geo-HEC-RAS project was developed and utilized to create a common stationing
between the cross-sections and the structures being evaluated. The peak elevation for each alternative and
storm combination was then interpolated at each structure location/station using the peak elevation results
from TR20. The depth of inundation for each structure by each storm and alternative was then
computed. The reduction in flooding from present to future condition for each structure and storm was
also computed and analyzed. This data was then retumed to the economist for the computation of
damages and benefits.
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Additional analysis was conducted to determine the effects of the project on the area downstream of the
designed Canal-1 channel or downstream of Espy Avenue. This area of concem was not addressed during
the original planning of the Long Beach Watershed. The downstream area was analyzed by modifying an
existing USACE HEC-RAS model to run a steady flow analysis for each alternate using the peak
discharges produced by the corresponding TR20 model. A sensitivity analysis using different starting
elevations was conducted with the average high tide being selected as the appropriate starting elevation.
The results of these runs were transferred into an Excel spreadsheet to facilitate further analysis. The
average change in the elevations and velocities over multiple cross-sections were computed for each
alternative. The difference in the without and with project results produced the expected average increase
in elevation and velocity for a given stream reach. The same HEC-RAS model was also utilized to
produce the peak elevations for each storm and alternative needed for the economic analysis of the
structures located downstream of Espy Avenue. The model used the same starting elevations and
discharges that were used in the original planning effort.

Additional analysis was also conducted to address some concerns over the possible overflow of Turkey
Creek into the upper end of Canal-1 during storm events. Determination of the exact flow that each of the
three separate stream systems would carry for a given storm is extremely difficult if not impossible to
model. Flow quantity and paths in this complex area would also change over time and from storm to
storn. Therefore, the analysis concentrated on where any possible overflow would likely be conveyed
downstream rather than the quantity of the overflow. A USACE HEC-RAS model for Turkey Creek and
Canals 1 and 2-3 was used as a base model. Inspection of the cross-sections used in the HEC-RAS model
was extremely helpful to help understand the dynamics of the overflow. Heavy use was also made of the
ArcMap 10.0 analysis tools and available data layers such as ortho imagery and topographic sheets. The
post-Katrina LiDAR elevation dataset was the most heavily used and helpful data used for this analysis.
Numerous contours and flow paths were developed from the LiDAR dataset to help determine the path of
any overflow. Limited time was spent in looking at the difference in timing of the storm hydrographs for
Turkey Creek and Canal-1.

It is highly recommended that new hydrologic & hydraulic models be developed during the final design
that covers Canal-1 from 28th Street downstream to Saint Louis Bay. This comprehensive model will
allow any updates needed to the hydraulics or hydrology to be made and can incorporate any changes
made to the final Canal-1 design. This model should be used to update the appropriate Flood Insurance
Rate Maps (FIRMs) needed to comply with the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). The final
design phase should also include a check of the existing house and business inventory to update any
changes needed. The updated inventory and model will ensure that all downstream effects of the
constructed channel on current improvements have been accurately identified and mitigated for.

Prime Farmland and Soils Information

Prime farmland and soils information was obtained from “Soil Survey of Harrison County, Mississippi,”
issued in June 1975.
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Appendix E: Other Supporting Information
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Project Scoping Meeting:
September 20. 2001
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On September 20, 2001 a site visit to the proposed channel 1 of the Long Beach project
was conducted. The group toured portions of the watershed including bridges at street
crossings and an area potentially suitable for 2 retention basin. Attendees were:

- Gerald Miller, Environmental Protection Agency
Jerry Brashier, Mississippi Department of Maring Resources
Robert Seyfarth, Mississippi Department of Environmental Quality
Daniel Gregg, US Fish & Wildlife Service
Patric Harper, US Fish & Wildlife Service
Allison Felsher, Mississippi Department of Marine Resources
‘Wayne Ellis, Natural Resources Conservation Service
Jim Garner, Natural Resources Conservation Service
Larry Williams, Natiral Resources Conservation Service
I'yree Harrington, Natural Resources Conservation Service
Scott Culberson, Natural Resources Conservation Service
Robmr-Shetby, Natural Resources Conservatmn Service

We need fu]luw—up maintenance to assure the minimal number of trees per acre on
mitigation sités. Better yet, mitigation should be through purchasing into a bank where
improvements have already been established.

What happens to people down stream when additional water gets to the end of the
enlarged channel? Be sure to identify the area that will get increased fiooding.

‘Will the project be designed to provide relief for the current residents or for firture
development as well? The NEPA document should state this decision. If fiture needs
are to be planned into the project, we need to know how many building construction
variances have been issued in the floodplain since entering into the flood insurance
program? Also, what is the rate of building Construction within the watershed.

If this canal ties into Turkey Creek drainage, the additional flow must be addressed.

The old channel has healed nicely and looks good as hebitat; water quality is good,
clearing will be problematic. \

Could clegring be done on only one side of the channel?

‘We need local ordinances that require all developments to held, on site, the first inch of
rainfall or the 30-year siorm, which ever is greater. :

Water quality will definitely decrease with installation of the enlarged ditch. This could
bave various impacts, including the fisheries of Bay St. Louis, which is one of the most
important fisheries m Mississippi. We need to check for ava.ila.‘b]e water quality data.

Retention basins ere needed to trap run-off and reduce the amount of pollution leavmg
the drainage area. Buffer mnps should offset any deficiency in this aspect.
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Uniled Statas Soll : . .
S Consarvation Suite 1321, F.‘ederal Building
Agriculturs Sarvice 100 West Capitol Street

Jackson, Mississippi 39269
May 17, 1993

Mr. Bill Bunkley

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
OP-SP

P. 0. Box 2288

Mobile, AL 36528

Dear Mr, Bunkley:
As you requested, the following is being transmitted for your use:

1. A listing of those individuals who participated in the environmental
coordination of Leng Beach Watershed;

2. A listing of mitigation acres for the Long Beach Watershed;

3. A listing of soilsg in the Long Beach Watershed showing those with
hydric and hydric inelusion soils;

&. A land righta map for chapnel 2-3 showing in detail the location
of the channel and Spoil placement for work areas; a wetlands
mitigation map showing those soils which are hydric and thoss with
hydric inclusions; inciuded on this wap are the locations of channel
1 and chaanel 2-3 area of spoils placement and area of migitation.

I hope this information is what you will need. If net, please lat me
know, and we will provide additional information. ’

Sincerely,

Fredrick E, ﬁ -

Water Resources Staff Leader
Attachments
cc: Billy Davis, Ares Conservationist, 8Cs, Hattiesburg, MS

David Peacock, District Conservationist, SCS, Gulfport, MS N\
Calvin McElreath, Civil Engineer, SCS, Oxford, MS

FEkeeter:db

" YELLOW COPY
O The Soll Conaervalion Service
U :;n;:r::w::?dm.l?;cuuur-
99 September 2015
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Long Beach Water

MITIGATION AREAS FOR LONG BEACH WATERSHED

Acres of Mitigation

Location Hydric Soils _ Acres
Areas along Channel 2-13 == 32
Areas along Channel 1 - 52
Area in TS8S - R12W Section 16 46 90
Area in TS85 -~ RI2W Section 20 4 8
Area in TS85 — R12W Section 19 22 32
Total : 72 214

\
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Project Scoping Meeting:
August 14, 2007
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LONG BEACH WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

POST OFFICE BOX 748
LONG BEACH, MISSISSIPPI 39560

Andy Hughes

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
666 North Street, Suite 105
Jackson, MS 39202-3199

Subject: Scoping Meeting, Long Beach Water Management District
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for Long Beach Watershed
Canal No. 1 Channe] Modifications
Harrison County, Mississippi

Dear Mr, Hughes,

The Natural Resources Conservation Service and Long Beach Waler Management District will conduct a
Scoping Meeting for the subject project at 10:00 a.m. on August 14, 2007, at the West Harrison County
Civic Center, 4670 West Espy Avenue, Long Beach, , Mississippi. This scoping meeting is a follow-up
to the meeting and site visit held on September 20, 2001 for proposed work on Canal No. 1. This scoping
meeting will assist us in developing 2 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to update the
“Environmental Impact Statement for Long Beach Watershed, Harrison County, Mississippi”’ dated
October 1989.

The purpose of this meeting is to solicit views from agencies and elected and appointed officials which by
law, interest, or expertise can assist the project planners with the timely identification of economic, social,
and environmental opporimities and constraints within the study area.

A preliminary Aerial map showing both the original study area and the curreat conditions will be
available for review, as well as City of Long Beach planning information identifying plans for rebuilding
the area.

Enclosed with this letter are a tentative meeting agenda, a project fact sheet, and a map of the project
limijts. Additional information, including a PDF of the initial EIS, comments received in association with
the September 2001 scoping mecting, acrial imagery of the study area, and associated project maps ean be
downloaded from the following fip site. Begcause some of the files are large, it is suggested that you copy
the files to a local drive before you try to open them.

ftp://ftp.neel-schaffer.com/Mississippi/Jackson/Public/Long Beach_Canal_1_SEIS/

We request you review the material and provide any questions, problems, or concermns that you have about
the project during the meeting. This includes providing any information you may have concemning the
study area at the meeting. To assist us in preparing for this meeting, by August 7, 2007, please email
the consultant Project Manager at barrv.brupbacher(@neel-schaffer.com regarding who will attend
from youor organization.
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LONG BEACH WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

POST OFFICE BOX 748
LONG BEACH, MISSISSIPPI 39560

At the conclusion of the meeting, the Water Management District hopes to reach a consensus regarding
the project Purpose and Need; and the technical studies, which will have to be accomplished to support
the preparation of a Supplemental EIS. Written comments regarding the project should be directed to:

Barry Brupbacher

Neel-Schaffer, Inc.

800 Jackson Avenue, Suite B

Mandeville, LA 70448

Email - barry.brupbacher@neel-schafier.com

The District requests that all comments be provided by August 21, 2007,

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact Barry directly by email or phone
at 985-778-3105.

Sincerely,

Brett Mallelte
Chairman

Enclosures

USDA - NRCS

104

September 2015



Long Beach Watershed Canal 1 Final Supplemental Watershed Plan

LONG BEACH WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

POST OFFICE BOX 748
LONG BEACH, MISSISSIPP! 39560

SCOPING MEETING

SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (SEIS)
FOR THE
LONG BEACH WATERSHED AFFECTED BY THE FROPOSED
CANAL NO. 1 CHANNEL MODIFICATIONS
PROPOSED BY THE
NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE (NRCS)
FOR THE
LONG BEACH WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
HARRISON COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI

PRELIMINARY AGENDA
(Meeting Begins at 10:00 a.m.)

b

Welcome

Project Overview Presentation
Viewing of Exhibits and GIS files
Questlons

Lunch (11:30 a.m.)

Field Trip to site

58 <28F

Return to Facility for Final Discussion and Comments
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Meeting Minutes
August 14, 2007
Scoping Meeting
Long Beach Water Management District
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for Long Beach Watershed
Canal No. 1 Channel Modifications
Harrison County, Mississippi

Attendance:

Larry Wilson, USDA, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)
Tyree Harrington, USDA, NRCS

Tom Smith, Corps of Engineers

Randall Harvey, Corps of Engincers

John McFadyen, Corps of Engineers

Randy Wilson, Mississippi Forestry Commission

Brett Mallette, Long Beach Water Management District (LBWMD)
Dave Marshall, LBWMD

Stacey Schultz, Dukes, Dukes, Keating & Faneca, P.A,

Bill Knesal, Knesal Engineering

Joe Culpepper, Knesal Engineering

Robert Walker, Neel-Schaffer, Inc.

Barry Brupbacher, Neel-Schaffer, Inc.

Rosemary Aldridge, Neel-Schaffer, Inc.

Jim Wilkinson, Neel-Schaffer, Inc.

Liz Cox, Neel-Schaffer, Inc

Barry Brupbacher opened the meeting and introduced Larry Williams, who presented a
brief history of the project. Mr. Williams addressed the following points:
= [Initjal EIS completed in 1989
* Project hydrology considered flows from three drainage basins (Turkey Creek
drainage basin, Canal No. 1 drainage basin, and drainage basin for Canals No. 2
and No 3). Flows from the three basins intermingle during storm events.
* EIS provided for improvements to Canal No |, and Canals No 2/3. Computed
benefits were not isolated by drainage basin.
= Benefits were considered over a 100-year life cycle
= In 2001, since Canal No. 1 improvements had not been implemented, NRCS re-
opened the scoping process in association with LBWMD; project continued on
hold until present effort.
= PBecause so much time has elapsed since publication of initial EIS, NRCS now
believes that a Supplemental EIS may be required in order to carry the Canal No 1
project improvements forward into construction.

Mr. Brupbacher then reviewed the handout exhibits. A copy of the handout package can
be downloaded at the following fip site:

ftp://ftp.neel-schaffer.com/Mississippl/Jackson/Public/Long Beach_Canal_1_SEIS/
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Mr. Brupbacher then introduced the Turkey Creek Flood Damage Reduction Study for
discussion. The COE Study was completed just prior to the landfall of Hurricane Katrina
in 2005. COE Engineer Randal Harvey indicated that:

Hydraulics/hydrology modeling considered entire Turkey Creek watershed,
including Turkey Creek, Canals No. 1, 2 and 3

Alternatives were evaluated to determine the maximum net benefit.
Improvements to Canals No 1, 2 and 3 were not included in the final
recommendations because they did not produce the best economic benefil.

Tom Smith noted that COE planning post Katrina documented the need for a number of
projects in Harrison County, including a project which would improve Canals No. 2/3.
The Corp would be undertaking the design for that project utilizing in-house resources.

Corps representatives indicated that all data compiled in their recent work would be made
available for work on Canal No. 1

Other topics discussed included:

B

2.

Project Area — Bill Knesal confirmed that the project area would not include the
Naval Construction Battalion Center

Wetlands - project will affect wetlands. Corps requested copies of Lhe delineation
maps developed for the initial EIS. Larry indicated that he would search NRCS
files for the information

Design Features— The initial design concept provided for a canal section with 3 to
| slide slopes, which should support re-vegetation of the canal banks. Also, a
sediment trap was provided to mitigate water quality concerns. The initial design
located excavated spoil on a berm next to the canal. However, Bill Knesal,
engineer for the LBWMD, indicated that excavated spoil would be relocated to a
disposal area,

Environmental Justice — Based on available demographic information,
environmental justice is not considered a concern.

. Bike Path -MDOTD has approved a transportation enhancement grant for a bike

path, one segment of which is conceptually located adjacent to Canal No. | within
the project area. Brett Mallette, representing the LBWMD, clarified the position
of the District with respect to the Bike Path Brett indicated that the easements
obtained for the canals were strictly for drainage. Consequently, the cotlocation
of a bike path within the canal easement would necessitate some entity to secure
new easements to allow for the construction of a bike path. He also noted that the
District is concerned that a bike path may impair access to the canal for
maintenance, and that this issue would have to be resolved.

Following lunch, a tour of the project area was undertaken and the group returned to the
meeting facility for concluding remarks relating to the requirements for supplementing
the 1989 EIS.
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Cooperating Agencies — Invitations will be issued to the Corps of Engineers, the
USF&WS, EPA, the Mississippi Department of Marine Resources, and the Mississippi
Department of Environmental Quality.

Technical Updates - Supplemental EIS should include updates to the following
Technical Studies:

= Cultural Resources
= Natural Resources, including water quality, habital, Threatened and Endangered
Species and Wellands

Mr. Brupbacher reminded all parties that written comments should be submitted by
August 21, 2007.

There being no other business, the scoping meeting was adjourned.
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About the

Long Beach Water Management District
and NRCS

Canal Number 1 Channel Modifications

Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS)

Harrison County, MS 1 Edltion

B PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED

[n ovder o 1improve floed control along Canal Number 1 and
reduce costs associated with flooding, the Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) and the Long Beach Water
Management District (LBWMD) propose to modify the existing
Canal Number | through construction of channel modifications.
These modificarions include structural measures to enlarge
portions of the existing channe! and perform selective snagging
along the remainder of the channel. An original Environmental
[mpact Statement (EIS) was conducred for this work in 1989,
encompassing work on Canal Number 1, Canal Number 2, and
Canal Number 3. Most of the improvemenis to Canal Number 2
and 3 have been completed. This Supplemental EIS (SEIS) is
being prepared to update the portion of the EIS work previously
prepared relating to Canal Number |, The proposed project is
needed to reduce costs and impacts Lo familics from flooding
along Canal Number 1.

® LOCATION

Canal Number 1 is a man-made canal consiructed in about 1913,
The four miles of Canal Number | proposed 1o be modificd
begins at the watershed boundary near (he U.S. Navy
Construction Battallion basc and continues westward to Espy
Avenue.

B RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

“Structural measures™ are the recommended alternative for the
project. The planned structural measures consist of 3.8 miles of
channel enlargement of earth-lined channe! and 0.2 miles of rock
niprap lined channel. The earth-lined channel will have 3 1o 1
side slopes and bottom widths ranging from 30 to 40 fect. The
rock nprap-lincd reach is planned due to limited right-of-way
widths. Selective snagging will be performed along 0.7 miles of
Canal Number | to remove log jams, [ree or affixed logs, and
rooted trees in danger of falling into the channcl.

For more information, contact:
Bill Knesal, Knesal Engineering Services, Inc..
{228) 867-9100, P.O. Box 3288, Gulfpart. MS 39503
billk:a knesalengingerine. com
Barry Brupbacher, Neel-Schaffer, Inc., (985-674-9820
800 Jackson Avenuc, Mandeville, LA 70448
barry brupbachera neel-schafter.com

B NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

The onginal EIS provides a detailed analysis of the natural
environment impacted by this project. The purpose of this
SEIS will be to review and update current condivons of the
study area and evaluate impacts from the proposed project.
Below is a summary of impacts frony the original EIS.

Resource Elfect
Aar Quality No effect
Coastal Zone No cffect

Threatened/Endangered Speeies None present
Fish and Wildlife habitat Loss of some unils

Floodplains Reduced
Historic and Cultral Propertics No ctfect
Prime and Unigue Fannland Nao effect

Water Quahty Temporary reduction
during construction
Weltlands No nel change

Wild and Scenic Rivers Not present

u MITIGATION MEASURES

The luss of forest land habitat will be mitigated by the
planting of hardwuood species in the right-of-way areas
along the canal and within the Long Beach Industrial Park.
The channe! will be constructed with 3:1 side slopes to
cncourage establishment of herbaceous aquatic vegetation.
This vegetation will reduce bank erosion and improve
sedimenl tmpping. Also, sediment rraps will be located a(
the lower end of the channel 1o reduce downstream
sedimentation during and following construction.

# PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The Public [nvolvemnent Program is outlined below and is
subject to review and modification as the project develops.

¢  Bulletin Board - Post up-to-date information on one or
more bulletin boards at public facilities in the Long
Beach arca showing monthly project progress.

¢ Public Meetings and Hearing Conduct a Publie
Hearing on the project in an open house format where
atiendees may review exhibits, discuss issucs with
project personnel, and provide written and verbal
comments,
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1.0  INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background

Canal No. 1 is a man-made canal thal was construcled in 1918 near lhe City of Long Beach in
Harrison County, Mississippi. The 4.7 mile section of Canal No. 1 covered in this report begins
near the U.S. Navy Construction Battalion Base and conlinues wesl to Espy Avenue (Figure 1).

An Environmental Impact Statement {EIS) was conducted in 1989, encompassing work on
Canal No. 1, 2, and 3. The improvements to Canal No. 2 and 3 have been completed. A
Supplemental EIS (SEIS) is being prepared to update the EIS prepared for Canal No. 1. The
purpose of the SEIS will be to review and update current conditions of the study area and
evaluate impacls associated with the proposed projecl. The proposed project is needed to
reduce costs and impacis to families from flood damages.

The Long Beach Water Management Disiricl (LBWMD) proposes to modify the existing canal
through conslruction of channel modifications. These meodifications include struciural measures
to enlarge portions of the exisling channel and perform seleclive snagging along the remainder
of the channel. The proposed project consists of 3.8 miles of channel enlargement of earlh-
lined channe! and 0.2 mites of rock riprap lined channel. The earth-lined channel wili have 3:1
side slopes and botlom widths ranging from 30 to 40 feet. The rock riprap-lined section is
required due to limited right-ol-way (ROW) width. Selective snagging will be performed along
0.7 miles to remove log jams, free or affixed logs, and rooted trees in danger of falling into the
channel. The channe! would be constructed with 3.1 side slopes to encourage establishment of
vegetation. This vegetation would reduce bank erosion and improve sediment trapping. Also,
sediment traps will be placed al the lower end of the channel to reduce downsiream travel of
sedimenl during and following consiruclion.

1.2  Project Objective

Environmental Research Group, LLC (ERG), a sub-consultant to Neel-Schaffer, Inc. (NSI), was
tasked by the Long Beach Water Management District to provide a natural environmenl report
wilhin the proposed projeci area. This field survey included the flora and faunal communities of
the surrounding area, threatened and endangered species in the projecl area, and the general
water quality associated with Canal No. 1. Water quality is described in this reporl based on
visual observation of the existing conditions. No samples were collected and no water quality
testing was performed.

Canal No. 1 Channel Modifications Natural Environment Report
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2.0 NATURAL ENVIRONMENT
21 Water Quality

The general water quality of Canal No. 1 was noted dunng the field survey on Cclober 13-186,
2008. The existing channel is a murky brown color throughout the project area. Some areas of
the canal are flowing while others are blocked because of beaver dams, woody debris, or from
man-made ponds. Ditches connected lo the canal were also murky colored. Anthropogenic
trash and other debris occurred wilhin the waler that llows through Lhis system.

Canal No. 1 flows into Johnson Bayou, which flows info Lhe St. Louis Bay. Neilher Canal No. 1
or Johnson Bayou are lisled on Mississippi Department of Environmental Quality’s (MDEQ)
305(b) Water Quality Report or the 303(d) List of Impaired Water Bodies (MDEQ 2008) . There
are no scenic streams in the project corridor. The nearest scenic slream is Wolf River (MDWFP
2009) which is approximately lhree miles norlheast of Canal No. 1 and flows into lhe St. Louis
Bay.

2.2 Wetlands and U.S. Jurisdictional Waters

ERG biologisls conducled a preliminary wetland investigation with on-site inspections along 4.7
miles of Canal No. 1 and a 125-foot wide corridor on each side of ihe existing canal on Oclober
13-16, 2008. A lolal of 4.74 acres of jurisdictional wetlands, 2.89 acres of ponds, and 5.26
miles of waters of the U.S. were identified within ihe project area.

The results of lhe surveys as well as the methods used are covered in a report titled Wellands
Technical Report, Canal No. 1 Channel Modifications, Lorig Beach Water Management District,
Harrison_County, Mississippi (ERG 2009). The USACE has the authorily to make the final
decision regarding the jurisdictional status of wellands and waters of the U.S. The USACE
should be contacted to verify these finding and to determine the appropriate permit
requirements prior to lhe disturbance of any jurisdiclional areas.

2.3 Floral Communlties

The project area is located within the Outer Coastal Plain Mixed Forest Ecological Province
(Rudis 1999). During the field survey on October 13-16, 2008, typical vegetation characteristics
of the project area were recorded by ERG biologists. The information collected during field
reconnaissance, along with the current aerial pholography, was used lo classify the project area
into three vegetation communities. A descriplion of the community types is included in the
following paragraphs.

Mixed Foresl

Upland areas are typically dominated by mature hardwoods with scattered pines throughout and
a somewhat dense scrub/shrub layer. Dominant vegetation observed included water oak
(Quercus nigra), loblolly pine {(Pinus taeda), wax myrtle (Myrica cerifera), red maple {Acer
rubrum), Chinese tallow (Triadica sebifera), blackberry (Rubus louisianus), and baccharis
{Baccharis halimifolia).

Pasture

A maintained power line ROW thal parallels Canal No. 1 supports pasture grasses. Dominant
grasses observed in lhese areas consisled of litile bluestem (Schizachyrium scoparium),
bermudagrass (Cynodon dactylon), and goldenrod (Solidago altissima). Emergent wetlands

Canal No. 1 Channel Modifications Natural Environment Report
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were identified within lhe projecl area along the power line ROW. Dominant vegetation included
in these areas included common rush (Juncus effuses), sedges (Carex spp.), common
spikerush (Eleocharis palustris), shoribristle horned beakedsedge (Rhynchospora corniculata),
smarlweed (Polygonum hydropiperoides), St. Johnswort (Hypericum cistifolium), Chinese
tallow, titt (Cyrilla racemifiora), and switchcane (Arundinaria gigantea). On the edges of some of
lhe wellands were litle blueslem, Johnsongrass ({Sorghum halepense), panic grass
(Dichanthelium acuminaltum), water oak, magnolia bay (Magnolia virginiana), goldenrod, and
dogfennel (Eupatorium capillifolium).

Rural/Developed
The rural communily type consisls of roadways, residences, and commercial businesses. Rural

areas contain small areas of lhe upland mixed forest and pasture communily lypes discussed
above in addition lo hames, barns, and olher dwellings. This community lype includes mowed
residenlial lawns and decorative trees. Flora present in these areas includes native hardwood
trees as well as ornamental trees, shrubs, and grasses.

24 Faunal Communities

Agualic Species
While the aquatic communities lend diversity lo the area, their overall contribution to wildlife

habilal is diminished due to the facl thal Canal No. 1 is a man-made channel for the discharge
of stormwater. Upslream of Menge Avenue, Canal No. 1 has liltle resemblance o a natural
stream. Above the area of tidal influence, lhe canal has litile flow during the dry periods of the
year and has litlle value as a fishery resource. Canal No. 1 empties into Johnson Bayou which
is part of the Bay of Sl, Louis estuary. This estuary supports imporlanl fisheries resources
including spotted sea troul, redfish, brown and white shrimp, and blue crab (USDA 1989).

Observation of aquatic wildlife within the canal was difficult due to high water turbidily. In many
areas, lhe water appeared lannic and aguatic animals could not be seen below the surface. No
sampling for aquatic vertebrales or invertebrates was performed as part of the field surveys.
Several of the larger drains and ponds had some small fish species, but no collection was made
to determine species. Several frogs, turlles, and surface invertebrates {beetles, etc.) were seen
during the field surveys.

Terrestrial Species
The project area is located within the Quter Coastal Plain Mixed Foresl Ecological Province

{Rudis 1999). Commgon fauna varies with the age and composition of timber stands, percent of
deciduous lrees, proximity to openings, and presence of bottomland forest lypes. The projecl
site is inhabited by common fauna, including small mammals, repliles and avian species.
Whitetail deer (Odocoileus virginianus), raccoon (Pryocon lotor), fox {Vuipes vulpes and
Urocyon cinereoargenteus), and cottontail rabbit (Sylvilagus floridanus) are common. The fox
squirrel (Sciurus niger) is common when deciduous trees are present on uplands and gray
squirrels (Seciurus carolinensis) occur along drainages.

Common bird species include the pine warbler (Dendroica pinus), cardinal {Cardinalis
cardinalis), summer tanager (Piranga rubra), Carolina wren (Thryothorus ludovicianus), ruby-
throated hummingbird (Archilochus colubris), blue jay (Cyanocitta cristata), eastern lowhee
{Pipilo erythrophthalmus), and tufted tilmiouse (Baeolophus bicolor).

Common forest snakes inciude the cottonmouth (Agkistrodon piscivorus), copperhead
(Agkistrodon contfortrix), rough green snake (Opheodrys aestivus), rat snake (Elaphe obsolela),

Canat No. 1 Channe! Modifications Natural Environment Report
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coachwhip (Masticophis flageffum), and the speckled kingsnake (Lampropellis getula). Fence
lizards (Sceloporus sp.) and glass lizards (Ophisaurus sp.) are also common.

Wildlife within the projecl area is highly influenced by lhe exisling roadways and regional
developmenl of lhe area. Wildlife use of these areas includes permanenl inhabitance, seasonal
inhabitance, migratory routes, temporary sheller, or foraging. Due lo ils conslant source of
water, Canal No. 1 and the drains lhat flow into il are imporianl to the wide variety of wildlife.

25 Threatened and Endangered Species
2.51 Background

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) [16 U.S.C. 1531 et. seq.] of 1973, as amended, was
enacled to provide a program for lhe preservation of endangered and lhreatened species and to
provide prolection for lhe ecosystems upon which these species depend for their survival, All
federal agencies or projects utilizing federal funding are required lo implement proteclion
programs for designaled species and to use lheir aulhorities to further the purposes of the act.
Responsibilily for the idenlification of a threatened or endangered species and developmenl of
any polential recovery plan lies with the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of
Commerce.

The United Stales Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS} and the Nalional Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) are the primary agencies responsible for implementing the ESA. The USFWS
is responsible for birds and terrestrial and freshwater species, while the NMFS is responsible for
non-bird marine species. The responsibilities of these agencies under the ESA include: {1) the
identification of threatened and endangered species; (2) lhe identification of critical habitats for
listed species; (3) implementation of research on, and recovery efforls for, these species; and
{4) consultation with olher federal agencies concerning measures 1o avoid harm lo listed
species.

An endangered species is a species in danger of extinclion throughoul all or a significant porlion
of its range. A threalened species is a species likely to become endangered within the
foreseeable future lhroughout all or a significani portion of ils range. Species may be
considered endangered or threalened when any of the five following criteria oceurs: (1) The
currentimminent destruction, modification, or curtailment of their habital or range; {2) Overuse
of the species for commercial, recreational, scienlific, or educational purposes; (3) Disease or
predation; {4) The inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms; and (5) Other natural or
human-induced factors affect continued existence. Delisted species have been removed from
lhe list of endangered and threalened wildlife and planls; however, these species are monitored
by the states for no less than five years and/or are protecied by other federal regulations.

2.5.2 Federal and State Protected Species

Federal Species
The USFWS lists 15 species of planls and animals Ihat are Threalened or Endangered in

Harrison County {USFWS 2008) (Table 1). It should also be noled that the bald eagle
{Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is currently protected statewide under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act and the Migratory Bird Trealy Act.

Canal No. 1 Channel Modifications Natural Environment Repont
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Table 1.
List of Federally Protected Species in Harrison County, Mississippi

- . —
Federal Year
Common Nama Sclontific Name Habltatl Descriptions
Slatus Liated
Shallow vegetaled streams. rivers,
Alabama red-bellied turlle Psuedemys alabamensis E 1987
or backwaters
Sandy, well-drained soils; open
pine lorests, moderale lo sparse
black pine snake Pituophis melanoleucus lodingd c NIA midslory, and a well-developed
hertaceous underslory dommnated
by grasses
Coaslal walers no more than 20
brown pefican Palecanus occidentalis E 1870
miles oul lo sea
Deep sand ndges which originally
gopher lormise Gapherus polyphamus T 1987 supporied longleaf pine and
palches of scrub oak
green lurlle Chelonia mydas T 1978 Coastal walars
) Sall waters inlo large coaslal rvers
gulf sturgeon Acipanser oxynnchus desolor T 1991
lo spawn
Kemp's ndley Lepidochelys kempii E 1970 Coaslal walers
leatherback lurtle Darmochelys comacea E 1870 Coaslal walers
loggerhead turtle Carsiia caralta T 1978 Coastal waters
Louisiana black bear Ursus americanus luteolus T 1992 Boliomland herdwaods
Sandy soils and gravel bars in or
near shallow blackwaler sireams
Louisiana quillworl Isoetas lowsianensis E 1992 and ovarflow channels In npanan
woodland/bayhead forests of pina
flatwoods and upland longleaf pine
upland sandy habilals hisiorically
o ferested wilh longleaf pine and
Mississipp gopher frog Rana capio sevosa E 2001
isolaled lemporary wetland
breeding sites
piping plover Charadrius melodus T 1986 Coastal beachas
Open, malure and old-growih pine
red-cockaded woodpecker Picoides boresalis E 1970 ecosyslems of the Soulheaslern
u.s.
Large, slow-moving nvars, mvar
Wast Indian manates Trichechus manalus E 1967 moulhs, and shallow coaslal areas
such as coves and bays
E = Endangered Sourca: USFWS 2008
T = Threatened
C = Candidate for ligting
Canal No. 1 Channel Modifications Natural Environment Repori
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The USFWS has designated crilical habital for the gulf sturgeon and piping plover; hawever, no
critical habitat is located wilhin the projecl area or within lhe immediate vicinity of the project
area. None of the species idenlified in Table 1 were observed during field surveys. However,
potential habitat may exist near the projecl area or downslream of the projecl area. Potenlial
Impacts to these species should be analyzed in detail in lhe SEIS.

Solicilalion lelters were submilted to the Mississippi Natural Heritage Program (MNHP),
USFWS, and the Mississippi Department of Marine Resources (MDMR) prior o commencement
of this reporl. A letler was received from the MNHP dated December 4, 2008 which expressed
concern regarding lhe project nalure and how channel modifications can affect sensitive
habitats such as marshes and lidal slreams. The MNHP recommends thal perpelual
easements, parcels of wetlands or land that could be reslored lo wellands along either side of
the canal, be pul inlo place to contain increased stormwaler capacilies. This measure would
help compensate for lhe polential increased floodwaler capacity, slow waler velocily, prevent
downstream erosion, and acl as a filtration syslem before slorm water enters lhe canal

{(Appendix A).

A letter was received from the MDMR daled December 18, 2008 which slated that although the
proposed project area would not direclly impact tidal systems, indirect impacls lo tidal and lidally
influenced waters and wetlands located furlher downstream are possible. This [elter also slated
that the SEIS should contain anticipaled impacls te tidal and non-lidal areas downstream from
ihe proposed projecl area. Enclosed with lheir letler, lhe MDMR sent a Joint Application form
that should be submitted to their office for review and determination of Coastal Zone
Consistency (CZC) for the proposed projecl (Appendix A).

State Species
The MNHP maintains a lisl of state protected species. This list includes species whose

occurrence in Mississippi is or may be in jeopardy, or with known or perceived threats or
populalion declines. These species are not necessarily the same as those protected under the
ESA. Currently, there are 106 species listed by the State of Mississippi for Harrison County
consisting of 45 animals and 61 plants (MNHP 2008) (Appendix B). The MNHP letter indicated
thal documented occurrences of the following species were found in 5t Louis Bay, Bayou
Portage, and their surrounding tibutaries and marshes: Manalee (Trichechus manatus),
Saltmarsh Topminnow (Fundulus jenkinsi), Mississippi Diamondback Terrapin (Malaclemys
terrapin pileata}; Gulf Salt Marsh snake (Nerodia clarkil clarkii), and Least Killifish (Heterandria
formosa). Canal No. 1 flows inlo Johnson Bayou, which eventually connects to the St. Louis
Bay (Figure 2). Impagcts lo lhe above listed species associated with lhe proposed project should
be analyzed in the SEIS.

Canal No. 1 Channel Modifications Natural Environment Report
2-5

USDA — NRCS

122

September 2015



Final Supplemental Watershed Plan

Long Beach Watershed Canal 1

600Z '0Z Aenuer aeg

371 'dnoss) yaseasay |BjuswLONALG

¥

SN I

ol N
LIERLYNGITRL: i

W..} Kt .

5 a ..-u._.-.l.rr.l‘sl

B3y Apmis A/
pusbo

SRR

" Toa
R R T2

ity Fe g i x -
e Pk woL
S e g SINPY

Aeg sinon .“m‘u:m nofeg _._m.m::a_. 0} ealy Apnjs jo __:L_,E_KE...._ ‘'z ainbiq

September 2015

123

USDA - NRCS



Long Beach Watershed Canal 1

Final Supplemental Watershed Plan

3.0 SUMMARY/RECOMMENDATIONS

Field surveys were conducled by ERG biologisls on October 13-16, 2008. All areas of potenlial
habital, including all stream crossings, were surveyed (o determine the presence or absence of
protected species. No federally lisled or slale lisled species were observed; however, potenlial
habitat may exist near or downstream of lhe proposed projecl area. In addilion, the MNHP has
documented occurrences of the manalee, saltmarsh topminnow, Mississippi diamondback
terrapin, Gulf sall marsh snake, and leasl kilifish downslream of lhe proposed project. Impacls
to both federal and stale species should be analyzed in detail in lhe SEIS.

The waler quality of Canal No. 1 is consistently turbid and a murky brown color. Some areas of
lhe canal have flowing waler while ather areas are blocked. None of lhe water features wilhin
lhe proposed project area are listed on the stale water qualily reporls (MDEQ 2008).

A total of 4.74 acres of jurisdictional wellands, 2.89 acres of ponds, and 5.26 miles of walers of
the U.S. were identified wilhin the project area. A separale wetlands technical reporl, Wetlands
Technical Reporl, Canal No. 1 Channe! Modifications. Long Beach Water Management District,
Harrison County, Mississippi (ERG 2009), has been wrilten lo delail the findings. The USACE
has the authority to make lhe final decision regarding the jurisdiclional stalus of wetlands and
walers of the U.S. The USACE should be contacted to verily lhese finding and to determine lhe
appropriate permil requiremenis prior to the disturbance of any jurisdictional areas.

Any impacts to the fiora or fauna in the projecl area as a resull of the modification of Canal No.
1 should be minor and temporary. Recammendations from lhe Mississippi Natural Heritage
Program and the Mississippi Departmenl of Marine Resources to minimize indirect impacts
downstream fromn the proposed projecl area should be considered during the SEIS process.

Canal No. 1 Channel Modifications Nalural Environment Report
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State Federal
Sclentific Name Common Name Rank Status
Accipiter slriatus Sharp-shinned hawk S$17B,SZN
Acipenser oxyrinchus desoloj Gulf sturgeon 81 T
Aimophila aestivalis Bachman's sparrow S37B,SZN
Anas fulviguia Mottled duck S3B,84N
Carelta caretta Loggerhead $1B,8ZN T
Chardrius melodus Piping plover SZN T
Colurnicops noveboracensis Yellow rail S2N
Drymarchon corais couperi Eastern indigo snake S1
Egrelta rufescens Reddish egret SZN
Enneacanthus gloriosus Bluespolted sunfish 53
Falco columbarius Merlin SZN
Fallicambarus byersi Lavender burrowing crayfish S3
Falficambarus danielae Speckled burrowing crayfish S2
Fundulus jenkinsi Saltmarsh topminnow S3
Gopherus polyphemus Gopher torioise 82 T
Grus canadensis pulla Mississippi sandhill crane S1
Haematopus palljatus American oystercaicher SPB,SZN
Haliaeetus leucocephalus Bald eagle S$18,82N DL
Helerandria formosa Least killifish 83
Heterodon simus Soulhern hognose snake SH
Laterallus jamaicensis Black rail S2N
Lepidochelys kempii Kemp's ridley S1N E
Macrochelys temminckii Alligator snapping turtle S3
Malaclemys terrapin pileata Mississippi diamondback terrapin 82
Nerodia clarkii clarkii Gulf sall marsh snake 527
Notropis chalybasus ironcolor shiner 52
Nycticorax nycticorax Black-crowned night heron 837B,8ZN
Onthophagus polyphemi tortoise commensal scarab beetle s?
Pandion haliaetus Osprey S38,8ZN
Pelecanus srythrorhynchos American white pelican S2N
Pelacanus occidentalis Brown pelican SN E
Peromyscus polionolus Oldfield mouse 5283
Picoides borealis Red-cockaded woodpecker S1 E
Pituophis melanoleucus lodingi Black pine snake 52 c
Procambarus fitzpatricki Spiny tailed crayfish S2
Psaudemys sp. Mississippi redbelly turtle S1
Pseudotriton montanus Mud salamander 5283
Rana heckscheri River frog 31
Rana sevosa Dark gopher frog S1
Regina rigida sinicola Gulf crayfish snake 537
Rhadinasa flavilata Pine woods snake 53?7
Sterma antillarum Least temn S3B,5ZN
Slerna maxima Royal tern S1B,54N
Thryomanes bewickii Bewick's wren 5253B,5ZN
Trichechus manatus Manatee SZ
Agalinis aphylla Coastal plain false-foxglove 5253
Agalinis filicaulis Thin stemmed false-foxglove 827
Agrimania incisa incised groovebur $384
Andropogon perangustatus Elliott's bluestem (Var.2) S17?

B-1
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State Federal
Sclentific Name Common Name Rank Status
Aristida condensata Sandhills three awn S354
Avicennia nitida Black mangrove SH
Burmannia biflora Northern burmannia 8384
Calopogon barbatus Bearded grass-pink 5283
Carex exilis Coast sedge 52
Chamaecrista deeringiana Florida senna S1
Cleistes divaricata Spreading pogonia 83
Coresopsis basalis Golden-mane tickseed 817
Dichanthelium erectifolium Erecl-leaf witchgrass 5354
Elyonurus iripsacoides Pan american balsamscale SH
Epidendrum conopseum Green-fly orchid S2
Eriocaulon texense Texas pipeworl S5283
Gaylussacia frondosa Dangleberry 5283
Helianthemum arenicola Gulf rockrose $182
llex amelanchier Juneberry holly S3
flex cassine Dahoon helly S2
Hex myrtifolia Myrtle holly 5354
lpomoea pes-caprae Railroad vine 5283
Isoetes louisianensis Louisiana guillwort 32 E
Juniperus silicicola Southern red cedar S2
Lachnocaulon digynum Pineland bogbutton S2
Lilaeopsis carolinensis Carolina lilaeopsis 5283
Lindera subcoriacea Bog spice bush 52
Linum macrocarpum Large fruited flax 52
Lycopodium cemuum Nodding clubmoss 52
Macranthera flammea Flame flower 537
Melanthium virginicum Virginia bunchflower 5283
Mikania cordifolia Florida keys hempvine 5354
Panicum nudicaule Naked-stemmed panic grass 82
Paronychia erecta Beach sand-squares 5182
Paspalum monostachyum Gulfdune paspalum SuU
Peltandra sagittifolia White arum 52383
Petalostemon gracilis Pine barrens prairie clover §283
Physalis anguslifolia Coast ground-cherry §354
Pinguicula planifolia Chapman's butterwort 82
Pinguicula primulifiora Southemn butterwort 83
Plantanthera blepharigiottis Large while fringed orchid 52
Plantathera cristala Cresled gringed orchid 83
Plantathera integra Yellow fringeless orchid $354
Polanisia tenuifolia Slender-leaf clammy-weed 5182
Polygala hookeri Hooker's milkwort 8182
Quercus myrtifolia Myrtle-leaf oak S1?
Rhynchospora macra Large beakrush S3
Rhynchospora stenophylia Chapman beakrush $17
Ruellia noctiffora Night-flowering ruellia s2
Rusllia pedunculata spp pinetorum Plne barren ruellia S3
Sarracenia leucophyila Crimson pitcher-plant 5283
Sorghastrum apalachicolense Open indian grass S3
Spiranthes longilabris Giant gpiral ladies'-tresses 5283
B-2
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State Federal
Sclentlfic Name Common Name Rank Status
Stewartia malacodendron Silky camellia 5354
Stylisma aquatica Water southern morning-glory S1
Syngonanthus flavidulus Yellow pipewort sS27
Ulricularia purpurea Purple bladderwort 5283
Xyris chapmanii Chapman's yellow-eyed grass 827
Xyris drummondii Drummeond's yeliow-eyed grass S2
Xyris flabelliformis Fan-shaped yellow-eyed grass su
Xyris scabrifolia Harper's yellow-eyed grass 5182

Source: MNHP 2008

§1 — Critically imperiled in Mississippi because of extreme rarity (5 or fewer occurrences ar very few
remaining individuals or acres) or because of some faclor(s) making it vulnerable to
exlirpation,

$2 — Impevriled in Mississippi because of rarity (6 to 20 occurrences or few remaining individuals or
acres) or because of some faclor(s) making it vulnerable to extirpation.

$3 — Rare or uncommen in Mississippi (on the order of 21 to 100 ocourrences).

54 — Widespread, abundant, and apparently secure in the slate, but with cause for long-term concern
{more than 101 occurrences),

§5 — Demonslrably widespread, abundanl, and secure in the state.

SH — Of historical occurrence in Mississippi, perhaps not verified in the past 20 years, and suspected to
be extanl. An element would also be ranked SH if the only known occurrence(s) were
destroyed, or if il had been sought extensively and unsuccessfully looked for. Upon
verificalion of an extant occurrence, SH ranked elements would lypically receive an S1 rank.

SR — Reported from the slate, but without persuasive documenlation which would provide a basis for
either accepting or rejecting the report.

8U — Possibly in peril in Mississippi but stalus unceriain; need more informaiion. May also be
represented by §7.

§? — Unranked: Element is not yet ranked in the state.

SX — Element is believed lo be extirpated from Lhe state.

SE — Exotic: An exolic eslablished in ihe state; may be nalive in nearby regions (e.g. pecans along lhe
eastern seaboard of the U.S.)

SA — Accidental: accldenial or casual in the state (i.e., infrequent and far outside usual range).

8Z — Zero ocourrences in the state. Not of praciical conservation concern in the slate, because there are
no definable occurrences, although the taxon is native and appears regularly In the state,

SP — Potentiai: Element potentially occurs in the state but no occurrences reported.

SR — Reporled: Element reported in the state but without persuasive demonstration which would provide
a basls for either accepting or rejecting (e.g. misidentified specimen) the report.

SRF — Reported falsely: Element erroneously reported in the state and the error has persisted in the
literature.

HYB — Hybrid: Element represents hybrid of species.

S8YN — Syncnym

? — Inexact

C — Captive or Cultivated

Breeding Status: {Applicable to migratory species, mainly birds, but also includes sea turties, some fish,
and some insects).

B — Breeding Status

N — Non-breeding Status
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background

Canal No. 1 is @ man-made canal that was constructed in 1918 near Long Beach in
Harrison Counly, Mississippi. The 4.7 mile section of Canal No. 1 proposed to be
modified begins near the U.S. Navy Construction Battalion Base and continues west to
Espy Avenue (Figure 1).

An Environmental Impact Slatement {EIS) was conducted in 1989, encompassing work
on Canal No. 1, Canal No. 2, and Canal No. 3. The improvements lo Canal No. 2 and 3
have been completed. A Supplemental EIS (SEIS) is being prepared lo update the EIS
work previously prepared for Canal No. 1. The proposed project is needed lo reduce
cosls and impacts lo families from flood damages. The purpose of the SEIS will be Io
review and update currenl conditions of the study area and evaluate impacls from the
proposed projecl.

The Long Beach Water Management Dislrict (LBWMD) proposes to modify the existing
canal lhrough conslruction of channel modifications. These modificalions include
struclural measures to enlarge porlions of the exisling channel and perform seleclive
snagging along the remainder of the channel. The proposed projecl consisls of 3.8
miles of channel enlargement of earlh-ined channel and 0.2 miles of rock riprap lined
channel. The earth-lined channel will have 3 lo 1 side slopes and bollom widths ranging
from 30 to 40 feel. The rock riprap-lined reach is planned due to limited right-of-way
(ROW) widlhs. Seleclive snagging will be performed along 0.7 miles of Canal No. 1 lo
remove log jams, free or affixed logs, and rooted Irees in danger of falling into the
channel. Hardwood species would be planted in the ROW areas along the canal and
within the Long Beach Induslrial Park. The channel would be constructed with 3:1 side
slopes lo encourage establishment of vegetation. This vegelalion would reduce bank
erosion and improve sediment lrapping. Also, sediment iraps will be placed at the lower
end of the channel lo reduce downstream travel of sediment during and following
construclion,

1.2  Project Objective’

Environmenlal Research Group, LLC (ERG), a sub-consultant to Neel-Schaffer, Inc.
{NSI), was tasked by the Long Beach Water Managemeni District to provide a
delineation of the jurisdiclional wellands and walers of the U.S. within the proposed
project area.

1.3 Clean Water Act

The objective of lhe Clean Water Act is to maintain and restore lhe chemical, physical,
and biological integrity of the walers of the U.S. Seclion 404 of the Ciean Water Act
authorizes the Secretary of the Army, acting throigh the Chief of Engineers, lo issue
permits for the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S., including
deepwater habilats, special aqualic sites, and wetlands. The U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) has the aulhority to make decisions regarding the jurisdiclional
stalus of a wetland. Therefore, the USACE should be contacled prior to dislurbance of
any area invesligated during this preliminary efforl.

Canal No. 1 Channel Modifications Final Wetlands Technical Report
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Potential jurisdictional wellands were investigated ulilizing the three-parameter approach
for a routine on sile delermination as defined by the USACE {Environmental Laboralory
1987).

The USACE defines wellands as:

Those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water
at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under norma
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetalion typically adapted
for life in saturated soil conditions.

In order for an area to be considered a jurisdictional welland by the USACE, il must have
evidence of hydrophylic vegetation, hydric soils, and welland hydrology. Under normal
circumstances (site not altered in the last 5 years), the absence of any one of lhese
lhree paramelers results in a non-welland determination. If disturbed conditions are
presenl, then consideration must be given to whal condilions would have been present
had the disturbance nol occurred.

1.4  Interim Regional Supplement

On December 17, 2008 lhe USACE announced by public notice the publication and one-
year irial implemenlation period of the Interim Regional Suppiement to the Corps of
Engineers Wetland Delinealion Manual: Atlantic and Gulf Ceastal Plain Region to lhe
1987 Wetland Delinealions Manual. This supplement provides technical guidance and
procedures for idenlifying and delinealing wetlands that may be subject to regulatory
jurisdiclion under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act or Seclion 10 of the Rivers and
Harbors Act. Thirty days after the public notice, the Supplemenial data forms and
indicators must be used for any data collection for welland delinealions. The Allantic
and Gulf Coastal Plain Region consisls of all or portions of the District of Columbia and
the following states: Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, llinois, Kentucky,
Lovisiana, Maryland, Mississippl, Missouri, New Jersey, North Carolina, Oklahoma,
Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia (Environmental
Laboratory, 2008).

Since the field effort for this project was collected prior lo this notice using lhe 1987
Manual, and has not yet been submiltted lo the Corps it will be grandfalhered.
Documentation must be submitted to the Corps which shows the field data was collected
prior the 30 days for the date of the public nolice in order to qualify for the grandfather
provision. Once documenlation and field dala have been reviewed and approved be the
Corp, a written determination will be issued (USACE 2008).

Canal No. 1 Channel Modifications Final Wetlands Technical Repaort
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20 METHODS

ERG biologists conducled a preliminary invesligation with on-sile inspections along 4.7
miles of Canal No. 1 and a 125-fool wide corridor on each side of the existing canal on
Oclober 13-16, 2008. The limils of the wetlands and waters of lhe U.S. idenlified in Lhis
reporl were mapped using a Trimble GeoXH global positioning system (GPS) unit and
the data was input into a geographic informalion syslem (GIS) program for analysis.
Pholographs of the projecl area are localed in Appendix A, plant species observed are
located in Appendix B, and dala sheels af the wellands are localed in Appendix C.

An ERG biologist met wilh Mr. John McFadden of the USACE, Mobile Districl on March
23, 2009 to verify our findings. Mr. McFadden recommended a couple of changes to the
original delineation. ERG biologisls revisited the proposed projecl area on April 22,
2009 lo evaluale the USACE recommendalions. Changes were made and have been
incorporated in this report.

Plant communities and dominant plant species were idenlified lo delermine the presence
of hydrophylic vegetalion. The National List of Plant Species thal Occur in Wetlands
{Reed 1988) was used lo determine the indicator slatus of dominant plant species.
Plants were classified as aobligate welland (OBL), facultative wetland (FACW), facultative
(FAC), facultalive upland (FACU), or upland (UPL) species. Hydrophylic vegetalion is
prevalenl in an area when the dominanl species comprising the plant communily or
communilies are iypically adapted for life in saturaled soil conditions (Environmental
Laboratory 1987).

Welland hydrology was determined by on-sile visual observation of geomorphic and
hydrologic characteristics including inundalion, saluration, waler marks, drift lines,
drainage patterns, oxidized rool channels, and waler stained leaves. Additionally, soil
pits were dug to determine il soil saluration was present in non-inundated areas at the
time of the survey.

Soil profiles were examined for hydric soil indicalors to delermine if hydric soils were
preseni. Additional soils information was iaken from the Soil Survey of Harrison County,
Mississippi (U.S. Department of Agricullure 1975). A list of hydric soils in the area was
obtained from the local Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRC3) office.

Canal No. 1 Channel Modifications Final Wellands Tachnical Report
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3.0 RESULTS

ERG Bidlogists conducted a field investigation on October 13-16, 2008. The study area
included 4.7 miles of the existing canal and a 125-fool wide corridor on each side of the
existing canal.

3.1 Vegetation

Vegelational characleristics of the proposed project area vary according to landscape
posilion. The undeveloped areas include upland mixed forest or maintained paslure.
Vegelalion near the canal is typically mature upland hardwood/pine forest with a dense
shrub layer. The sludy area has many downed trees mosl likely a result of Hurricane
Katrina. Paralleling the canal is a mainlained eleclrical power line right-of-way (ROW)
Ihat consists of herbaceous species.

Vegelalion along the canal is characterized by a communily dominaled by mature
upland hardwoods wilh scaltered pines and a dense shrub layer. This community
consisls of mature and immalure water oak (Quercus nigra), willow oak {Quercus
phellos), southern red oak (Quercus faicata), sweelgum (Liquidambar styraciflua), live
oak (Quercus virginiana), magnolia bay {Magnolia virginiana), Chinese tallow {Triadica
sebifera), red maple (Acer rubrum), persimmon (Diospyros virginiana), blackgum (Nyssa
sylvatica}, loblolly pine {Pinus taeda), and black willow {Salfix nigra). Chinese privet
{Ligustrum sinense) and devils walking slick {Aralia spinosa) exist throughoul the shrub
layer, and peppervine (Ampelopsis arborea), roundleaf greenbrier (Smilax rotundifolia)
and blackberry (Rubus spp.} are common vines mixed throughout.

Common rush (Juncus effusus), smartweed (Polygonum spp.), bushy bluestem
{Andropogon glomeratus), eastem baccharis (Baccharis halimifolia), tib (Cyrilla
racemifiora), beaked rush (Rhynchospora cornicutata), and St. Johnsworl (Hypericum
cistifolium), Alligator weed (Alternanthera philoxeroides), and arrowhead (Sagitteria sp.)
are commonly found along the edge of the canal and in wetland areas.

Vasey's grass (Paspalum urvillef), dallisgrass (Paspalum dilatatum), dogfennel
(Eupalorium capillifolium), goldenrod (Solidago altissima), giant goldenrod (Sofidago
gigantea), pokeweed {Phytolacca americana), cogon grass {Imperata cylindrica), wax
myrtle (Morella cerifera), little bluesiem (Schizachyrium scoparium), and Bermuda grass
{Cynodon dactylon) were nated within the power line ROW and in maintained pastures.

Sample Plols A, B, C, D, E, and Ut supporl hydrophylic vegetation {Appendix C).
Hydrophytic vegetation is prevalent when more than 50 percent of the dominant species
al a sample plot are OBL, FACW, or FAC.

3.2 Soils

The NRCS Soil Survey for Harrison Counly was reviewed to delermine general soil
types found within the proposed alignment (USDA 1975). A list of hydric soils in the area
was oblained from the local Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) office.
Hydric soils within the corridor include: Atmore silt loam (Al), Hyde silt loam (Hy),
Plummer loamy sand (Pm), and Ponzer and Smithton soils (Pa). A hydric soil is defined
as a soil that is formed under conditions of saluration, floeding, or ponding long enough

Canal No. 1 Channel Modifications Final Wetlands Technical Report
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during the growing season lo develop anaerobic conditions in the upper part
(Environmental Laboratory, 1987). Low-chroma color, an indicator of hydric soils, was
observed at all Sample Plots.

3.3  Hydrology

Hydrology throughout the projecl corridor has been influenced by residenlial and
commercial development resulling in localized modifications lo drainage patlerns.
Hydrology indicators observed in the projecl corridor included inundalion, saturalion in
the upper lwelve inches, drainage patlerns in wetlands, oxidized rool channels in the
upper 12 inches, and water-slained leaves. Sample Plols A, B, C, D, and E showed
indicalions of hydrology. Indicators observed included inundalion, saturation in the
upper 12 inches, drainage palterns, sedimenl deposits, water-slained |eaves, and
oxidized root channels in the upper 12 inches. Plots U1 and U2 showed no indications
of hydrology (Appendix C).

3.4 Jurisdictional Areas Affected

The proposed project would have direct impacls to jurisdictional wetlands and walers of
ihe U.S. Based on our observations, potential jurisdiclional areas lhat would be affecled
by the proposed project tolal 2.72 acres of wetlands, 2.89 acres of ponds, 4.56 miles of
Canal No. 1, and 3,647 linear feet {0.7 miles) of ditches (Figure 2-1 thru 2-6). A
summary of patential jurisdictional features identified within lhe sludy area are presenled
in Table 1.

Table 1.
Potential Jurisdictional Features Identified within the Study Area

e e —

POTENTIAL IMPACTS
FEATURE
Waters Wetlands Open Water
4.56 miles
Canal No. 1 (24,062 feel)
. 0.7 miles
el (3,647 feet)
Ponds 2.89 acres
Wetlands 2.72 acres
5.26 miles
Total (27,709 foet) 2.72 acres 2.89 acres
| = -
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4.0 SUMMARY

Potential jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the U.S. have been identified wilhin lhe
proposed corridor. ERG biologists conducled a preliminary investigation wilh on-sile
inspections along 4.7 miles of Canal No. 1 and a 125-fool wide corridor on each side of
the exisling canal on Oclober 13-16, 2008. An ERG biologist met with Mr. John
McFadden of the USACE, Mobile District on March 23, 2009 lo verify our findings. Mr.
McFadden recommended a couple of changes lo lhe original delineation. ERG
biclogists revisited the proposed project area on April 22, 2009 lo evaluate the USACE
recommendations. Changes were made and have been incorparated in this report.

A lotal of 2.72 acres of jurisdictional wetlands, 2.89 acres of ponds, and 5.26 miles of
walers of lhe U.S. were idenlified within lhe projecl area. Any changes or additions to
the sludy corridors would need lo be reevalualed as necessary.

The USACE has lhe authorily lo make the final decision regarding the jurisdiclional
status of wetlands and walers of the U.S. NSI should review this report. Once approved
internally, NSI should submil lhis report to the USACE for Lheir concurrence and to
determine ihe appropriate permit requirements prior to the dislurbance of any
junsdictional areas.

Canal No. 1 Channel Modifications Final Wetlands Technical Report
4-1
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Photo 1. Canal No. 1 at Commission
Road crossing.

Photo 2. Ephemeral ditch (Waters 2).

Photo 3. Pond (Waters 3) on Canal No. 1.
View of overflow.

USDA - NRCS 151 September 2015



Long Beach Watershed Canal 1 Final Supplemental Watershed Plan

Phato 4. Pond created by dam on Canal
No. 1 (Waters 3),

Photo 5. Pond on Canal No. 1 {Waters
4) near houndary of Naval
Reserve Base.

Photo 6. Sample Plot U1,
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Phota 7. Palustrine Emergent/Palustrine
Serub-Shrub Wetland {Sample
Plot A).

Photo 8. Palustrine Emergent Wetland
{Sample Plot B).

Photo 9, Palustrine Emergent Wetland
{Sample Plot C).
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Photo 10. Palustrine Emergent Wetland
{Sample Plot D).

Phato 11. Palustrine Emergent Wetland
{Sample Plot E}.

Photo 12. Ephemeral ditch (Waters 7).
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Photo 13. Intermittent ditch (Waters 15).

Photo 14. Beaver dam in Canal No. 1.

Photo 15. Sample Plat UZ.
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Bpecles Common Name -Growth Hablt . Indlcator Status
Andropogon glomeralus bushy bluestem H FACW+
Baccharis halimifolia eastern baccharis H FAC
Belula nigra river birch T/S FACW
Callicarpa americana American beautyberry S FACU-
Campsis radicans trumpet creeper Vv FAC
Carya iflinoinensis pecan T/S FAC+
Carya lexana black hickory T/S UPL
Cyperus spp flatsedge H OBL
Diospyros virginiana persimmon TIS FAC
Eupatorium capitfifolium dogfennel H FACU
Fagus grandifolia American beech TS FACU
Gleditsia triacanthos honeylocusl T/S FACW
Impaliens capensis jewe) weed H FAC-
Juncus effusus commeon rush H FACW+
Juniperius virginiana eastern redcedar TIS FACU-
Liquidambar slyraciflua sweetgum TiS FAC+
Lonicera japonica Japanese honeysuckle H FACU
Morus rubra red mulberry T FAC
Paspalum notaturn bahiagrass H FACU+
Pinus echinata shorlleaf pine T UPL
Pinus taeda loblolly pine T FAC
Platanus occidentalis American sycamore T FACW-
Polygonum spp smartweed H OBL
Populus deltoides eastern cottonwood Y FAC+
Pueraria montana kudzu A NI
Quercus alba white oak TIS UPL
Quercus falcata southern red oak T FACU-
Quercus nigra water cak TIS FAC
Quercus phellos willow oak T FACW-
Quercus stellala posl oak T FACU
Rubus spp. blackberry S FAC
Rhus copaflinum winged sumac S NI
Sapium sebiferum Chinese tallow S FAC
Saururus cernuus lizard’s tail H OBL
Salix nigra black wiliow T OBL
Sassafras albidium sassafras TS FACU
Smifax rotundifolia greenbrier H FAC
Solidago spp. goldenrod S FACU+
Sorghum halepense Johnsongrass H FACU
Taxodium distichum bald cypress T OBL
Toxicodendron radicans poison ivy v FAC
Ulmus alata winged elm TIS FACU+
Ulmus americana American elm TIS FACW
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wellands Delineation Manual)

ProjecuSite: _Lofla_eacin Conal #1 Dale: 10-14-0%
ApplicanyOwner: ek county:  _Hayyinan
Invesligalor . i . State: _HAS
Do Nermal Circumstances exist on Lhe sils? @ o Community 1D: TEA I PSS
Is the site significanlly disturbed {Atyplcal Siluation)? Yes @ Transect 1D: )
Is the area a potantial Problam Araa? Yes Plot ID. A
{f needed, explain on reversa.}
VEGETATION Plgp* 1
Dominant Planl Species Slralum Indicator Deminanl Planl Species Stratum Indicalor
1. e us tw H aBL 9. 7 Wa o n EACLW
2. H FACH H: 10.
a i FAQW 1.
A H FACLY |12
&, H :Eﬂ(' ¢ 13,
8. Buunchospoce, torniodgktt OB 14,
7. Pubu=s lil!l!-ﬁ-!ﬂ ausS & E&S' z 15,
8. il i & Faﬂ& 16,
“Percent of Dominant Species thal are OBL, FACW of FAC® G, P
{axtluding FAC-). /q =100 ®
Remarks:
Ym | 53
HYDROLOGY
| Y  Racorded Data (Describe In Remarks): Watland Hydrology Indicators:
____ Stream, Leke, or Tids Gauge Primary Indicators:
_} Aarial Photographs inundated
__ Other bl Seturated in Upper 12 Inches
No Recorded Dala Avadable Water Marks
Drifi Lines
Sediment Deposits
Field Observations:  _ Drinage Pattems in Wellands
Secondary indicators (2 or more required):
Depth of Surface Water: A Iﬁﬂe {in.) Oxidizad Rool Channels in Upper 12 inches
M- walar-Stained Leaves
Depih to Fres Watar In Pit; >lg oy Local Soif Survey Data
FAC-Neulral Test
Deplh to Ssiurated Sol: Suvfpce n) Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks:
Two grimary and e HOONAOI Y wdicators  oserved
[N
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SOILS ot a }?WH‘UH" 14
| Map Unit Name 0
{Series and Phase): er § S 3 Dralnage Class M&QA‘_AM
Flekd Obsarvations
Taxonomy (Subgroup) s T ¥ 3 Confirm Mapped Type? Yas No
Profile Descriplions:
Depih Mairix Color Mottle Colors Motile Abundance/ Texiure, Concrelions,
(inches) Horizon {(Munsell Moisl) {Munsell Moist) Size/Contrast Struciura, ele.
-l 1 10N 1) e Adon e Bandy Voo

Hydric Soil Indicalors.

Histosol

Hmstic Epipedon

Sulfidic Odor

Aquic Moisturs Regime
Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors

kL

Concrelions

High Qrganke Content In Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
Ovrgank Streaking in Sandy Soils

Listed on Local Hydric Soils List

Other (Explain In Remarks)

Remarks

loo chvemd Colors Jserved

WETLAND DETERMINATION

Hydrophylic Vegetation Prassnt? "G Mo  (Circl)
Welland Hydrology Present? Gad Mo
Hydric Soils Presani? e No

(Circle)
Is this Sampling Polnt Within a Welland? @

No

Remarks

(00 Maree OeaTe. et > S uasdickona L

Approved by HQUSACE 3/52
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DATA FORM

ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

PrejscUSila: [IE Dale: 0w
Applicant/Cwner; ¥ N L oY County: A 15A
Investigator; | € L0klera W@ State: Ads
Do Normal Circumstances exisl on the site? @ No Community 1D RM—»
Is the site significantly dislurbed {Atyplcal Situation)? Yes Transecl ID:
Is the area a polentlal Problem Area? Yes Plat 10; E
{!f naeded, explain on revarse.)
VEGETATION —?W ’5
Deminant Plant Speclas Stratum Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stralum Indicator
a9,
10.
11.
12,
13.
14,
15.
18.
“Parcant of Dominant Specles that ara OBL, FACW or FAC" -
{excluding FAC-). Lt = V007
Remarks:
Pom 1 tonhec s o QQXIO.,Q
HYDROLOGY
L Recorded Data (Desaibe in Remarks): Wetland Hydrology indizators:
____ Stream, Laka, or Tide Gauge Primary Indicators:
X _ Aasrial Photographs p 4 Inundated
____ Other ﬁ Saturated in Upper 12 Inches
No Recorded Data Avaliable Water Marks.
Drift Lines
Sadimeni Deposits
Fleld Observations: Dralnage Pattams in Wetltands
Secondary Indicators (2 or more required):
Depth of Surface Water: Surfact Onddized Root Channels In Upper 12 Inches

Walter-Stainad Loaves
Depth to Free Waterin Pit: ~_SUl{@r¢p  (in) Local Soff Survwy Data
FAC-Neutrai Test
Depth to Saturated Soil: Surfacy () Other (Explaln In Remarks)
Remarks:

Thag primduy wdicadors ooered-
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SOiLS Plpt B, ‘th-# 3
Map Unil Name
(Seiies and Phase): g:’tﬂ)l)& SN\ oy Drainage Class _Md_[m‘
Fiald Observalions
Taxcnomy (Subgroup) E AY D},}}g r QQSr: QQ. \ )Q‘&ﬁz Confirm Mapped Type? Yes No
Prafile Descriplions.
Deplh Matrix Color Mollle Colors Motlle Abundanca/ Texture, Conceelions,
(inches) Horizon {Munsel Molst) {Munsel Moist) Size/Conlras! Structure, eic.
Q“l(g \ \gggsl 3 Jina y1Om S, Sﬁafi lzﬁaz
Hydric Soil Indicators:
Histosol Concretions
Hislic Epipedon High Organic Contanl in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
Sulfidic Odor Organic Straaking in Sandy Soils
Aquic Moisture Regime ! Listed on Local Hydrle Scils List

X Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks

Lo -chcomo. celove olrerroed

WETLAND DETERMINATION

Hydrophytic Vegetation Presani? No  {Circls)

Watland Hydrology Present? Ne (Circie)
Hydric Solls Prasant? No Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland? @ No
Ramarks

008 Wases OGO, wak > TMC}HM&QJ

Approved by HOQUSACE 3/92
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DATA FORM

ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

{excluding FAC-).

Project/Srte: Date: WO- 14 -0
ApplicantiOwner. County: Harrison
Investigator. Slate: ALS,
Do Nomal Circumstancaes exis! on the sita? No Community 1D: ? A
Is tha site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? Yes @ Transect 1D
Is the area a polenlial Problem Area? Yes @ Plot 1D: UJ
(If needed, explain ¢n reverse.)
VEGETATION P \'\O"'D:* o
Dominant Plant Species Stralum Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicalor
28 5 {ris L 10.
3. thygericum crstfolivm ¥AQK) | 1
4. v i ot 12.
S B |
6. Tu Y Y H YAr, 14,
73 15,
8. 16.
“Percaril of Daminant Species thal are OBL, FACW or FAC ,_H = (p&)a/o

Remarks:

PO on Powrr e riopk- f%‘ﬂwﬁ

HYDROLOGY

£ Recorded Data {Describe In Remarks):
___ Stream, Laka, or Tide Gauge
_  Aerial Photographs
—__ Other
No Recorded Data Avaiiable

Watland Hydrology Indicators:

Primery Indicators;
inundated

__ X _ Saturated in Upper 12 Inches

Watsr Marks

Orifl Lines

Field Obsarvations:

Depth of Surface Watsr: vionie o)
Depih to Free Water In Pit: > Il {in.)
Depih to Setursled Sol: Suxfocl  (n)

Sedimeni Depasits

Water-Stained Leaves
Local S¢il Survey Dala
FAC-Neuiral Test

111

Drainage Pattsms In Wellands
Secondary Indicators {2 or mor requirad):
X Oxidized Roct Channals in Upper 12 inches

Other (Explaln in Remarks)

Remarks:

One primay axdh %egm(ayﬂ wdlicatar cvserved
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SoILS ot C')l —phO‘lZ)'& lo
' Map Unil Name
{Series and Phase): Avcoore =3\ \oan (A oralnage Ciass _?g_r_\:‘_c\_l‘m::\gc!_

Fleld Obsarvalions
Taxonomy (Subgroup) Q e ¢ E&gﬂ % SNNG, Confirm Mappad Type? Yas No
Profila Dascriptions:
Dapth Matrix Color Moiltle Colors Motile Abundance/ Texture, Concretions,
(inches) Harizon {Munsell Moisl) (Munsell Molst) Size/Conlras! Structure, alc.

DOe v _1oMEBI L __Jewe vidne _ﬂ:;ad.ﬁ_laL

Hydric Soll Indicators:

Histosol Concralions
Histic Epipedon High Organic Content In Surfaca Layer in Sandy Soils
Sulfidic Odor Organic Sireaking in Sandy Soils
Aquic Meislure Regime i Lisled on Local Hydric Soils Lisl
_% _ Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors Other (Explain In Remarks)
Remarks

Liw chroma. Colors dbserued

WETLAND DETERMINATION

Hydrophytic Vegetation Presant? No  (Circle)
Wetland Hydrology Presanl? No {Circle)
Hydric Scits Presant? No Is this Sampling Point Within a Walland? @ No
Remarks
‘ ’
- - -
Q8 Wnee Oidenia. ek > Swasdidional
Approved by HQUSACE 3/92
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1087 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Project/Site: Lo Beach (ol #1 Dale: w - 0%
Applicant/Owner 5ty g County: Hareison
Investigator “ 2 " < A\p il State. WS
Do Nomal Gircumslances exist on lhe site? @ No Gommunity 1D. ?C(,M
Is the sita significantly disturbed {Alypical Stualion)? Yes @ Transect ID;
is lhe area a patential Problem Area? Yes 9 Plet ID: D
(If needed, explain on reverss.)
VEGETATION WD‘*‘O # Ig
Comingnl Plant Speda_s Stratum Indicalor Dominant Plant Species Siralum Indicalor
» Wgnom Cisbbliae _ Y FdoW | s
2. 3 oY . H FalAL, 10.
AN EA LW+ | N
_Enr, | 12
FA( M"Q‘ 13.
E'ﬂ ‘l& 14,
FAo, 15,
16,

{excluding FAC-}.

"Percent of Dominant Species thal are OBL, FACW ar FAC™ ¢}, b =57%

Remarks:

TPEM on o, powerlne riant- Eg,wmj neax electric substation

HYDROLOGY

}‘ Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks):
Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge

L herial Photographs

Watland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators:

Inundated
___ Other b 4 Saturated In Upper 12 inches
No Recorded Data Availabla Water Marks
Drifl Linas
Sedimant Daposits
Field Observations: Dranege Patterns in Weilands
Secondary Indicators (2 or more required):;
Depth of Surfacs Waler: VIONL ) Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 Inches
Water-Stalned Laaves
Depth to Free Water in Pit: > (in} Local Soll Survey Data
_ __ FAC-Neutral Test
Depth (o Saturated Soil: &L@}L {in} Other (Expliin in Remarks}

Remarks:

One primary solicator dosuvedd
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SOILS

Pt D, Pk R

Map Unit Nama
{Seres and Phase):

Pnﬂlzd_ﬁm:&am_&m

Drainage Class
Field Observalions

ey

% Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors

Taxonomy (Subgroup) T H m " Confirm Mapped Typa? Yes No
Profile Descriptions:
Depth Matnix Color Motlla Colors Moltle Abundancal Texture, Concretions,
({inchas) Haxizon {Munsell Moist) {Munsell Moist) Size/Conirasl Struclure, etc
O-1 } == - = Orarin
(L) 7 1OV 3By neyle Nane
Hydric Soil Indicalors
Histosol Coneretions
Hislic Epipaden High Organic Contenl in Surface Layaer in Sandy Soils
Sulfidic Odor Organic Slreaking in Sandy Soils
Aquic Meoisture Regime i Listed an Local Hydric Soils List

Other (Explain In Remarks)

Ramarks

Low chroMmd. colovs o bserued

WETILAND DETERMINATICN
Hydrophytic Vegelation Presen? Mo (Circle)
Welland Hydmlogy Present? No (Circle)
Hydric Soils Pressnt? No Is this Sampiing Paint Within @ Welland? No
Remarks
Aol Hore wmek = Tunsdioional
el eadene ek = Tun on
Approved by HQUSACE 3/92
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
{1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manua!)

Project/Site: (_ana, Bad, Qaﬂq\ Qu. Date: 2369

Applicant/Owner: 0 s3] County: i

Investigator: . N & N State: ms

Do Normal Circumnstances exist on the sita? @ No Community [D: _ PEM

Is the site significantly disturbed (Atyplcal Siluation)?  Yes % Transect 1D:

Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes Plot 1D: T E_
(If needed, explain on reverse.)

VEGETATION
Suatym _ jpdicator
1. 9,
2% S |
3 11.
4, 12,
. _li__. E&:a..)_ 12
5. 3 Y Eney) 14,
7. 15,
8. 18, _

Percant of Doménant Specias , AC -
‘ gem{::mgmo); i are OBL, FAGW or F 51(9 = 83a7¢

Remarks.
Moznrained Tooser \ine Lo
S—
HYDROLOGY
_LRW Data (Describa in Ramarks); Watland Hydrology indicatora:
Stream, Lake, or Tide Gaugs Prmary indicatars:
X Asrial Pholographs Irundated
7 Other Y Satrsted in Lipper 12 nches
__ NoRectrded Data Avaiable ___ \Water Marke
Drikt Lines
Sediment Depasits
Fisld Observations: % Dratnaga Pattemns in Walands
Sacondary i {2 or more req
Depth of Surtace Water: _Aénz_ﬁn-) __ Oxddized Roat Gnannels in Uppar 12 nches
_Wnu'-suhsdl.ﬂm
Degth to Free Watar in Pi: [ i) __ Local 568 Survey Data
___ FAC-Neutra Tesl

Deplh io Saturated Soik: (é {n) __ Other (Expiin In Remarks)

Ramaris; L
Frinoe welord near \ake
B2 Appandix B Blank and Exampie Data Forms
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SOILS Piot &

??o':i::‘.::dhg:asa): OV el k, &.‘& don ég; \& (ﬁ\ Dralpaga Class: yﬁ:{_wm

Fiald Obsarvation.

Tasoromy (Subgroupl: V2 CCAC. Neds ‘SQ‘OTIS’X":- Cenfirm Mapped Typs?  Yes o
Profle Descrigtion:

Dapth Mawm Calor Motile Colors Mallle Abundance/ Texure, Conaetions,
(nches) Horepe _ [Munsallboisl}  (Munsall Moll) SuefContrast .

D=4\ A = —— _ _Oraonic.
o 2 sYely  5YR4le  fonallage  %ond

Hytric Soil ndicators;
___ Hstosol __.Concreations
___ Hislic Eplpedon Hgh Organic Conlant kn Surface Layar in Sandy Sous
. Sulfidic Odor Qrganic Streakung n Sandy Soils
___ Aquic Mosiure Reguma Lisied on Logal Hydric Sous List
Raduding Conditions. __\Listad on MNalional Hydnc Soils List
X Gleyad or Low-Chroma Colors _ Othar [Explain in Remarks)
Remarks:

300? prtmr-é\nc\}t_nr\ntﬁ'; obsem_»mcg

WETLAND DETERMINATION
Hydrophylic Vegetation Prosent? &Z> No (Circie) {Circla)
Wetland Hydrology Presient? Mo
Hydric Sciis Present? o s Wis Sampiing Part Within & Wetlang? ¢ ¥&) No
Remarks:

AN e Clkedo med —2 Norsdickienal

Appraved by HAUSACE 392

Appendix B Blank snd Example Data Forms B3
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
{1987 COE Wellands Delineation Manual)

Projact/Site: _gﬂxb_bmz[, Conal #\ Date: __Jo-d.-09
ApplicantiOwner: . pah County’ A onm
Ivestigalor: 5, Stk _F7 Mefleruille State: ma
Do Normal Clrcumslancas exist on the site? fos) No Community ID:
|5 the sila significantly disturbed (Atypical Siluation)? Yes @ TFransact 1D:
Is Ihe area a potenlial Problem Area? Yas Plol 1D
(i needed, explain on reverse.)
VEGETATION Qk sto¥ 1\
Dominant Plant Species Stralum Indicalor Dominant Plant Species Siratum Indicator
1. Yeadl ; alsg Fal )
2. M&[ AN LN, = el 10.
3. firre\\a_Cerifero, S _EAly | M
1 Pohoelpmsions, K _Fae |12
5. QDuoertane, Q',% £ Tis Eeg 13,
6 Bacdan= Yoliumibelio, _ W _Fhe | .
I 15.
B. 16.
“Percant of Dominanl Specias that are OBL, FACW or FAC™
) {excluding FAC-), l_p\ e \m°
Remarks:
Lplond ara dominctoed b{ C Yoo
HYDROLOGY
i Racorded Data (Describe in Remarks): Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge Primary Indicalors:
Asrial Photographs Inundated
__ Other Saturated in Upper 12 inches
No Recorded Data Available Water Marks i
Drift Lines
Sediment Deposits
Field Obsarvations: Drainaga Pattems in Watiands
Secondary Indicatars (2 or more required):
Depth of Surface Water: D ne (in.) Oxidized Rool Channels in Upper 12 Inches
Water-Sialned Leaves
Dapth lo Fres Water in Pit: >\l {in.) Local Soil Survey Data
FAC-Neutral Test
Depth to Saturated Soil: e in) Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remaris:
USDA —NRCS 169 September 2015
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Puct: B8 Bkt

S0ILS
I Map Unit Name
Field Obsarvations

Taxonomy (Subgroup) % i Qu\ Conlim Mapped Type? Yeas No
Profile Descriplions;
Dapih Matrix Color Motile Colors Mohle Abundance/ Texture, Concrelions,
{inchas) Horizon {Munsell Moist) (Munsell Molsl) Size/Contrast Slruciure, elc.
O-\e \ woNE Sy bhane Mpae = Ao
Hydric Sail Indicators.

Histosol Concretions

Histic Epipadon High Organic Contanl in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils

Sulfidic Odor Organic Sireaking in Sandy Sails

Aqulc Moisiure Regime i Lisied on Local Hydric Solls Lisl

Glayed or Low-Chroma Colors

Olher (Explain ln Remarks)

Remarks

La..)—a,\roma Coors d)é»e_m»&(&

WETLAND DETERMINATION

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? e No  (Clcha)
Wetland Hydrology Prosent? Yes (A {Circle)
Hydric Solls Present? No 1e this Sempling Paint Within a Weiland? Yes
Remarks
AL whoee Coddmaio, Aok mer 7 Pon-do rsdickianal
Approved by HQUSACE /52
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delinealion Manual)

Project/Site: Date: A-1p— 0%
Applicanl/Owner: County: Barrison
Investigator: State: [
Do Normal Clrcumstancas axist on the site? No Community 1D: [,(_)9 L
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Siluation)? Yes Transect 10;
Is Ihe Brea a potential Problem Area? Yes Plot ID: U
(If needed, explain on reverse.}
VEGETATION ’:Phﬂ’bﬁ 40
Ceminant Plant Spedes Stratum Indicator Dominant Planl Speclas Siratum Indicator
1. i fr ] Q.
2 i Ao H o o | e
3 o] TSSAMB H FACIAE | 1.
4, ﬁ E ﬁ( | ! 12.
5. 13.
6. 14,
7. 15.
8. 16.

{excluding FAG-),

*Percenl of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC" \ll-‘ 353
= %

Remarka:

Tosture on voualia right- aguhlj

HYDROLOGY

4 Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks):

Wetland Hydrology Indlicatars:

Stream, Laks, or Tids Gauge Primary Indicators:
Aarlal Pholographs Inundated
__ Other Saturated in Upper 12 Inches
No Recomded Data Available Water Marks
Onift Lines
__ Sedimen Deposita
Fieki Observations: Drainage Pattemns in Wellands
Secondary Indicators (2 or more mquired);
Depth of Surface Water: noﬂ_e (in) Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 Inches
o Walter-Slainad Laaves
Depth to Free Water in Pit; 2 ] ‘ 2 (in.} Loca| Soil Survey Data
FAC-Nautral Test
Depth to Saturated Sci: 2l (i) Othar (Explaln In Remarke)
Remarks:
Do indicndors dlaerved
L
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Plot UL, Pgl* 4

SOILS
I Map Unit Name
(Saries and Phase): E 3! >t ene T SM o, 3F f)M\ ! Pn\\ Drainage Class \ [P
Field Observations
Taxanomy {Subgroup) (IQ CHeaq et ; ’QE \ ;é, A\ S Confirm Mapped Type? Yas Nao
Profils Dasenphions
Dapth Matrix Color Mattle Colors Mottle Abundance/! Texture, Concrelions,
. {inches) Horizon _{Munsell Moist) [Munsell Mois() Suzze/Contrast Structurs, sle. N
-l 1 s none One sand
Hydric Soil Indicalors.
Hislosol Concrelions
Hishc Epipedon High Organic Contenl in Surface Layes in Sandy Solls
Suffiic Qdor Organe Streaking in Sandy Soils

i Lisled on Local Hydde Soils LIst
Other (Explain in Remarks)

Agquic Molslure Regime
x__ Gloyed or Low-Chroma Colors
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WETLAND DETERMINATION

Hydrophytic Vegetation Presant? Yes 8 (Circle)
Watland Hydrology Present? Yeos (Clrela)
Hydric Soils Presant? @ Na I8 this Sampling Point Within @ Wetland? Yes
Remarks
008 Wy ciikenio. Nt oud > Qon jursdictioned
Approved by HQUSACE 392

USDA - NRCS 172

September 2015



Long Beach Watershed Canal 1 Final Supplemental Watershed Plan

Phase I Cultural Resources Survey

USDA ~ NRCS 173 September 2015



Long Beach Watershed Canal 1 Final Supplemental Watershed Plan

PHASE I CULTURAL RESOURCES SURVEY FOR CANAL
NO. 1 CHANNEL MODIFICATIONS, LONG BEACH WATER
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT, HARRISON COUNTY,
MISSISSIPPI

December 2008

EARTH SEARCH, INC.
P.O. Box 770336
New Orleans, LA 70177-0336

Submitted to

Neel-Schaffer, Inc.
800 Jackson Avenue, Suite C
Mandeville, LA 70448

USDA —NRCS 174 September 2015



Long Beach Watershed Canal 1 Final Supplemental Watershed Plan

PHASE I CULTURAL RESOURCES SURYEY FOR
CANAL NO. 1 CHANNEL MODIFICATIONS,
LONG BEACH WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT,
HARRISON COUNTY, MISSISSIPII

By

Jason Kennedy, Jeanne Marquez, and Rhonda L. Smilh

Submitled by

Jill-Karen Yakubik, Ph.D., RPA
Principal Investigator

Earth Search, Inc.
P.O. Box 770336
New Orleans, LA 70177-0336

Prepared for
Neel-Schaffer, Inc.

800 Jackson Avenue, Suite B
Mandeville, LA 70448

December 2008

USDA — NRCS 175 September 2015



Long Beach Watershed Canal 1

Final Supplemental Watershed Plan

ABSTRACT

Earth Search, Inc. (ESI). undertock a Phase | survey and cultural resources assessment for the
proposed modifications to Canal No. 1, Long Beach, Harrison County, Mississippi, for Neel-
Schaffer, Inc. Field investigations included pedestrian survey, judgmental shovel testing, and a
architectural survey. The work was necessary as part of a supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS). For the purposcs of the archaeological survey the Area of Potential Effects
{APE) consists of a 30 meter (m) (98.4 fool [ft]) area paralleling either side of the canal. The
project area includes approximately 100.5 acres (A) (40.7 hectares [ha]). Shovel testing and
pedestrian survey did not reveal any artifacts or culture-bearing strata in the project area. There
is no evidence of archacological deposils in the area. For the purposes of the architectural survey
the APE includes a 400 m (0.25 mile [mi]) buffer of the canal totaling approximately 670.2 A
(272 ha). The standing structure survey recorded one cemetery greater than 50 years of age
within the APE. The National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility of the cemetery is
undetermined. Proposed channel modifications will have no impacl on the cemetery. The
proposed modifications will have no affect on historic resources. No additional cultural
resources investigations are recommended.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

On October 15-17, 2008, Earth Search, Inc. (ESI), performed a Phase I survey and
cultural resources managment assessment for the proposed channel modifications Lo Canal No. 1,
Long Beach Water District, Harrison County, Mississippi. The work was undertaken for Neel-
Schaffer, Inc., as parl of a supplemenlal Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Both an
archaeological and an architectural survey were performed. Prior to the commencement of
fieldwork, a comprehensive literature search and records review was performed. Background
research included examination of records on file at the Mississippi Deparitment of Archives and
History (MDAH), Jackson, Mississippi. Cullural resources reporis, site files, and National
Repisler of Historic Places (NRHP) records were reviewed for the project area. Also, previously
recorded standing structures were reviewed. Geomorphological data, maps, and aerial
photographs were examined and reviewed. Historical research included a review of available
secondary documentation such as local and regional hisloric archives and records. This report
provides the results of the background research and field investigations.

Project Area Descriplion

The project area includes Lhat part of Canal No. 1 that extends approximately 4.2 miles
(mi) {6.8 kilometers [km]} eastward from Espy Avenue to just northeast of the intersection of
Commission and Klondyke roads (Figure I). For the purposes of the archacological survey, the
Area of Potenlial Effect (APE) was restricted 1o an area lying 30 melers {m) (98.4 feet [ft]) from
each side of the canal and parallel lo it. This includes approximately 100.5 acres (A) (40.7
hectares [ha]). For the purposes of the architectural survey. the APE includes a 400 m (0.25 mile
[mi]} buffer of the canal totaling approximately 670.2 A (272 ha).

Report Organization
Chapter 2 presents previous investigations undertaken in the vicinily of the project area.

Chapter 3 details the methodology and results of the field investigations. Chapter 4 provides
ESI's conclusions and recommendations.
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CHAPTER 2
PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS

Research at the MDAH, Jackson, revealed that 13 previous cultural resources surveys
have been undertaken within one mile (1.6 km) of Canal No. 1. Also, one archaeological site
and numerous standing structures greater than 50 years of age have been previously recorded
within the buffer area. The previous investigations are suminarized below, Table I at the end of
this chapter lists the previously recorded structures, Four of the reporls were not available at that
time that the research was undertaken: Lauro 1988, Stowe and Stowe 2001a, Lauro 2007, and
Lauro 2008a.

Mann 1993

On September 26, 1993, Cyril B. Mann Jr. conducted a survey for a proposed
condominium in Harrison County, Mississippi. Pedeslrian survey was conducted with shovel
tests excavated at 20-m (65.62 ft) intervals over the 21 A (8.49 ha) tract of land. No cullural
resources were identified during the course of this survey (Mann 1993).

Mann 1994a

On March 31 and April 1, 1994, Mann conducted a survey for a proposed construction
site in Harrison Counly, Mississippi. The project area was a 20.15 A (8.15 ha) tract of land just
to the north of U.S. 90. Pedestrian survey was conducted with shovel tests excavated at 25-m
(82.02 ft) intervals. No cultural resources were identified during the course of this survey (Mann
1994a).

Mann 1994b

On June 15, 1994, Mann conducted a survey for Lewis and Mitchell, Inc., of a proposed
site for in the Long Beach Industrial Park in Harrison County, Mississippi. The project area was
a 150 A (3.56 ha) tract of land just to the east of Johnson Bayou. Pedestrian survey was
performed with shovel tests excavated at 25-m (82.02 ft) intervals. No cultural resources were
identified during the course of this survey (Mann 1994b).

Mann 1995

In August 1995, Mann conducted a survey for a proposed construction site in Harrison
County, Mississippi. Pedestrian survey was conducted with shovel tests excavated al 25-m
(82.02 ft) intervals over the 150 A (60.69 ha) project area. No cultural resources were identified
during the course of this survey (Mann 1995).

Lauro 2000

In December 2000, James Lauro conducted a cultural resources survey in Harrison
County, Mississippi. The project area was approximately 18 A (7.27 ha). Fieldwork included
pedestrian survey and shovel testing at 20 meter-m (65.62 ft) intervals. One early- to mid-
twentieth century site was identified during survey; however, it was not assigned a site number
by MDAH. No other cullural resources were recorded as a result of this survey (Lauro 2000).

Stowe and Stowe 2001b

On August 29, 2001, Noel and Rebecca Stowe conducted a cultural resources survey of a
12 A (4.85 ha) proposed development in Long Beach, Harrison County, Mississippi. The project
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area was pedestrian surveyed with judgmental shovel tests excavated in high probability areas.
Two structures were noted in the report but neither was staled as being greater than 50 years of
age. No other cultural resources were identified (Stowe and Stowe 2001b).

Banguilan et al. 2007

In February 2007, FEMA conducted a Phase I survey for the Long Beach School District
for the proposed construction of a new Harper McCaughan Elementary School because the
original school was damaged beyond repair by Hurricane Katrina. The proposed project area
consisted of 85.71 A (34.63 ha) on Commission Road. One site, 22HR973, was recorded during
the course of fieldwork. Ii is believed to have been the historic location for theé Hahn Brothers
Nursery as historic artifacts consistent with the operation of a nursery and cement piers were
located at the site. Site 2ZHR973 was considered ineligible for nomination to the NRHP. No
other cultural resources were identified as a resull of this survey (Banguilan et al. 2007).

Lauro 2008b

In February 2008, Lauro conducted a cultural resources survey for Waggoner
Engineering in Harrison County, Mississippi, The project area was approximately 38 A (15.35
ha) and was pedestrian surveyed with judgmental shovel testing. No cultural resources were
identified as a result of this survey (Lauro 2008b)

Lauro 2008¢c

In late April and early May 2008, Lauro conducted a cultural resources survey for
Waggoner Engineering in Harrison County, Mississippi. The approximately 27 A (10.93 ha)
project area was pedesirian surveyed and shovel tested. No cullural resources were identified as
a result of this survey (Lauro 2008c).

Standing Structures

There have been 29 structures greater than 50 years of age recorded within one mile (1.6
km) of the project area (Table 1 and Figure 2). Of those, one is listed on the NRHP, three are
considered eligible for nomination to the NRHP, and six are potentially eligible for nomination.
A portion of the Scenic Drive Historic District, a National Register Historic District (NRHD), is
also within the one mile buffer and along the Pass Christian gulf shore. All of the structures are
located in and around the community of Long Beach.
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CHAPTER 3
FIELD INVESTIGATIONS

Archaeological Survey

Methods. Field investigations in the project area consisted of pedestrian survey and
judgmental shovel testing. Two transects, one on either side of the canal, were surveyed. These
transects were located within 30 m (98.4 ft) of the canal bankline. Shovel testing was restricted
to high probability areas defined on the basis of the local geomorphology. Shovel tests measured
30 centimeters {cm) (12 inches [in]) in diameter and were excavated to a maximum depth of 50
cm below surface (cmbs) (20 inbs). Excavated soils were screened through 0.25 in (6.4 mm)
mesh.  The siratigraphic associations in each shovel test were recorded using standard
nomenclature, Shovel tests were backfilled upon conclusion.

Results. Along 50-70 percent of the canal, unimproved roads and cleared residential
properties parallel the canal alignment and provided excellent ground visibility for the pedestrian
survey. Although modem debris (e.g. bottles, cans, etc.) was scattered lightly throughout the
area, no artifacts were noted during the pedestrian survey. Shovel tests in the high probability
areas revealed two strata (Figure 3). Stralum Iis a mixed 10YR 3/2 (very dark grayish brown)
and 10YR 7/1 (light gray) sand (0-35 cmbs [0-13.8 inbs]). Stratum Ilis a 10YR 71 (light gray}
sand (35-50 cmbs [13.8-20 inbs]). All shovel Llests were negative. Also, there is no evidence of
cullure-bearing strata in the projecl area.

Architectural Survey

For the purposes of the architectural survey an APE of 400 m (0.25 mi) was established
(200 m [0.125 mi] 1o either side of the cenlerline). Within the APE, all standing structures
greater than 50 years of age were recorded utilizing MDAH Historic Resource Inventory forms.
Photographs were taken using a Nikon digita] camera. A single cultural resource, a
historic/modem cemetery was recorded in the APE (Figure 4). The Resource Inventory form for
this property is included in Appendix A.

Courtenay Cemetery. This unmarked cemetery is approximately 100 m (328.1 f1) due
east of Espy Avenue with no apparent entrance (Figure 5). The roughly square-shaped parcel is
accessed via an easy-lo-miss, unmarked gravel lane. There is no gateway or other type of formal
entrance. The cemetery seems completely unplanned, with markers randomly placed and no
drives or site features other than shade trees. There are approximately 50 marked burials, but the
names are indiscernible on some. All but one burial is below ground. It is apparent by the style
of construction that the single, above-ground, brick-masonry tomb is the oldest in the cemetery,
however, it has no visible date (Figure 6). The only other high-style marker is a granite obelisk
(Figure 7). Of the remaining modern headstones, the majorily are the more mainstream, granite
markers while there are several simple, folk-style markers of poured concrete or those covered in
tile (Figures 8 and 9). The cemetery evolved in a few phases. The earliest burial is dated 1892
while the majority came in three waves between 1950 and 1980 (Figure 10). This nearly hidden
cemetery lies at the very edge of the 0.125 mi buffer, therefore, channel modifications will have
no effect on the property.
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Figure 4. Excerpts from the USGS Pass Christian and Gulfport NW, MS 1:24,000 topographic
quadrangles showing the location of Courtenay Cemetery in relation to the project area.
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Figure 9. Folk grave markers.
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CHAPTER 4
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ESI conducted 4 Phase I survey and cultural resources assessment of the Canal No, |
project area in Long Beach, Mississippi. The work was performed for Neel-Schaffer, Inc., as
part of a supplemental EIS for proposed channel modification. Pedestrian survey and shovel
testing throughout the project area did not result in the recordation of any new archaeclogical
sites. The architecture survey identified one historic/modern cemetery within 0.25 mi (400 m) of
the project area. Proposed modifications including channel widening and spoil deposition will
have no affect on Courtenay Cemetery. It is ESI's opinion that planned modifications to Canal
No. | will have no affect on historic resources. No additional cultural resources investipations
are recommended,
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Ken I Poal, ditector « Jim Woodrick, acing Jirector
'O Box 571, Jackson, MS 39205-0571
601-576-6940 = Fax 601-576-6955

mclabstare. s

tMarch 10, 2009

Mr. Brett Mallette

Long Beach Water Management District
P.O. Drawer W

Gulfport, Mississippi 39502

RE: Phase | Cultural Resource Survey for Canal No. 1 Channel Modifications, Long
Beach Water Management District, MDAH Project Log #02-121-09, Harrison

County
Dear Mr. Mallette:

We have reviewed the December 2008 cultural resources survey report by Dr. Jill-
Karen Yakubik, Principal Invesligator, received on February 18, 2009, for the above
referenced undertaking, pursuant to our responsibililies under Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act and 36 CFR Part 800. After review, we concur that
no archaeological resources listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places are likely to be affected. Also, while it is our determination that the

- Courtenay Cemetery is potenlially eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A (for
its vernacular markers), we concur that the project will have no effect on this resource.
Therefore, we have no objection with the proposed undertaking.

There remains the possibility that unrecorded cultural resources may be encountered
during the project. Should this occur, we would appreciate your contacting this office
immediately in order that we may offer appropriate comments under 36 CFR 800.13.

Please provide a copy of this letter to Ms. Yakubik. If you need further information,
please let us know.

Sincerely,

(-

Jim Woodrick

Review and Compliance Officer

FOR: H.T. Holmes
State Historic Preservation Officer

c: Clearinghouse for Federal Programs
Baard of Trustecs: Kane Diuwo, president / Roremary Taylor Williama, vice president / Reubien V. Anderson 7 Lyan Crosby Gammill ¢
E. Jacksan Garner / Duncan M. Margan / Hilda Cope Povall / Martis D Ramage, Jr. f Reland Wecks ! Deparemeny direceor: H. 17 Holfmes
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