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Finding Of No Significant Impact 

 

for 

 

Long Beach Watershed Canal 1 Project 

 

Harrison County, Mississippi 

 

Introduction 

 

The Long Beach Watershed is a federally assisted action authorized for planning under Public Law 83–566, 

the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act. This act authorizes the Natural Resources 

Conservation Service (NRCS) to provide technical and financial assistance to local project sponsors. Local 

sponsors of the Long Beach Canal 1 Project are the Long Beach Water Management District, City of 

Long Beach and the Harrison County Soil and Water Conservation District. 
 

A supplemental environmental impact statement (SEIS) was undertaken in conjunction with the 

development of the watershed plan. This SEIS was conducted in consultation with local, State, Tribal 

Governments, and Federal agencies as well as with interested organizations and individuals. Data 

developed during the assessment are available for public review at the following location: 

 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

 

Natural Resources Conservation Service 

 

100 West Capitol Street, Suite 1321 

 

Jackson, Mississippi 39269 

 

Recommended Action 

 

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. 
 

Effect of Recommended Action 

 

The recommended action will 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 as well as address public safety and health issues to 121 residences and businesses located 

along the canal. 
 



 

The proposed action will have little effect on wetlands. The only permanent resource loss anticipated as a 

result of the project involves a fingerlike projection of palustrine wetland at one point along the canal. 

Widening of the channel at this point would cause the loss of 0.01 acre of existing wetland which will be 

mitigated.  
 

The proposed project will encourage and promote the agricultural enterprises in the watershed through 

improved efficiency. This action will tend to offset pressures to convert important farmland to other uses, 

such as residential development. 

 

A cultural resources inventory of the Area of Potential Effects (APE) was undertaken. The survey report 

recommends that no adverse effects will occur to historic properties in the watershed should the plan be 

implemented. The NRCS has consulted with the State Historic Preservation Officer and the  
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians and has reached concurrence that no historic property will be adversely 

affected. If cultural resources are inadvertently discovered during implementation, NRCS will follow 

procedures as detailed in the State Level Agreement between the Department of Archeology and Historic 

Preservation and Mississippi NRCS. 

 

No threatened or endangered species in the watershed will be affected by the project. 

 

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” 

 

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 and 

deposition of added sediment. Also, compensatory measures include reforestation of 119 acres to replace 

the loss of pine and hardwood habitats. 

 

No wilderness areas are in the watershed. There are no scenic streams along the project corridor and there 

are no impacts to scenic beauty or parklands. 

 

Alternatives 

 

No significant adverse environmental impacts will result from installations except for minor 

inconveniences to local residents during construction. 

 

The planned action is the most practical means of protecting the watershed, stabilizing the eroding lands, 

and controlling the threat of flooding. Because no significant adverse environmental impacts will result 

from installation of the measures, the only other alternative considered was the future-without-project 

alternative. 

 

Consultation—Public Participation 

 

Formal agency consultation began with the initiation of the notification of the State Conservationist to 

request the development of a Watershed Plan-EIS in January,1986.  A public meeting was held July,1989 

for the purpose of presenting the Draft Watershed Plan-EIS and receiving comment on it. 
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Scoping and public meetings were held in August 2007, November 2013, and February 2015, and 

interdisciplinary efforts were used in all cases. Three Federal agencies (USFWS, USACE, and EPA), three 

State agencies (MDWFP, MDAH, and DMR), and several local groups were involved in part or all of the 

scoping and planning processes. 

 

Specific consultation was conducted with the State Historic Preservation Officer and the Jena Band of 

Choctaw Indians concerning cultural resources and historic properties in the watershed. Comments from 

the State Historic Preservation Officer and the Jena Band of Choctaw Indians were used in the development 

of this plan. 

 

Agency consultation and public participation to date have shown no unresolved conflicts with the 

implementation of the selected plan. 

 

Conclusion 

 

Based on the supplemental environmental impact statement summarized above, I find that the proposed 

action is not a major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Kurt Readus  

State Conservationist 

 

 

 

 

cc: Olguy Louis, State Conservation Engineer 

      Scott Gong, Head, State Design Section 

        

 


