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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared to allow the National Park Service 
(NPS) to evaluate actions proposed by the City of Ridgeland – to extend Rice Road and 
an associated multi-use trail across U.S. Highway 51 and across approximately 280' of 
Natchez Trace Parkway (Parkway) property to create an entrance into the northeastern 
portion of the proposed City Center development. City Center, located west of U.S. 
Highway 51 and immediately south of the Parkway, consists of approximately 32 acres 
that formerly housed a pre-fabricated concrete industry. The City is proposing to develop 
City Center as a multi-purpose development containing Ridgeland’s governmental center, 
commercial developments, a Choctaw Agency Museum, fairgrounds, office buildings, a 
performing arts center, an outdoor amphitheater, and associated parking. The National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 process was conducted in accordance with 
National Park Service regulations for implementing NEPA, and it examined the 
consequences of this proposed project to extend Rice Road on the environment. This EA 
presents the alternatives considered during the NEPA process, the affected environment, 
the impacts associated with the proposed project, potential mitigation measures, 
environmental commitments, and agency consultation and coordination conducted to 
support this project. 
 
The purpose of this project is to provide a fourth access point to City Center making 
access to the site easier and relieving traffic congestion on U.S. Highway 51. This 
particular access point will provide direct access from the Parkway to the Choctaw 
Agency Museum in the same natural environment as the Parkway. This EA examines the 
impacts of Ridgeland’s Proposed Alternative and the No Action Alternative.  Ridgeland’s 
Proposed Alternative, the Preferred Alternative, would construct approximately 280' of 
roadway and associated multi-use trail across Parkway property. 
 
The potential duration of the impacts (short-term or long-term), the intensity of the 
impacts (negligible, minor, moderate, or major), and the classification of the impacts 
(beneficial or adverse) were analyzed in detail for each project alternative. Cumulative 
effects were also considered. By comparing the Preferred Alternative with the No Action 
Alternative and identifying mitigation measures that would minimize adverse effects, this 
EA assists in the decision-making process. 
 
The Preferred Alternative would create short-term, minor, adverse impacts on noise, 
soils, water quality, and aesthetics. Impacts are associated with construction activities in 
the project area. Impacts would last the duration of the construction period, which would 
be approximately four months. However, most of these impacts would be mitigated by 
proper construction techniques. There would be minor adverse long-term impacts to 
vegetation and wildlife due to the removal of vegetation and wildlife habitat for the Rice 
Road extension. These impacts would be localized to a small area. 
 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Rice Road extension would not be constructed. 
Baseline conditions for all factors considered would be unchanged except for traffic 
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circulation, congestion, and public health and safety. Traffic congestion would worsen 
with a likely associated decline in traffic safety. 
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1.0  PURPOSE AND NEED  
 

1.1  PROJECT LOCATION 
 
The project area is within the city limits of Ridgeland, Mississippi. Ridgeland is located 
within the metropolitan area of Jackson, which is Mississippi's capital. The Natchez 
Trace Parkway (Parkway) passes through Ridgeland in a roughly east-west direction. 
Rice Road passes underneath the Parkway near Parkway milepost 105, turns west, then 
roughly parallels the Parkway to the south before terminating at U.S. Highway 51. The 
proposed multi-purpose City Center development, consisting of approximately 32 acres, 
is located west of U.S. Highway 51 and immediately south of the Parkway. The City 
Center site formerly housed a prefabricated concrete industry. See Figure 1-1. The 
specific project for which this environmental assessment is being prepared is an extension 
of Rice Road and an associated multi-use trail to the west of U.S. Highway 51 crossing 
approximately 280 feet of Parkway property to provide access to the northern portion of 
the City Center development including the Choctaw Agency Museum, requiring a right-
of-way of approximately 0.7 acres. See Figure 1-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Figure 1-1
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1.2  PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
The proposed City Center development will contain the governmental center of 
Ridgeland, Mississippi.  It is projected to also contain commercial developments, a 
Choctaw Agency Museum, fairgrounds, office buildings, a performing arts center, an 
outdoor amphitheater, and associated parking. The City Center development is bounded 
on the north by the Natchez Trace Parkway, on the east by U.S. Highway 51, on the south 
by School St., and on the west by Madison Drive. Ridgeland’s 2008 Master Plan 
proposed accessing City Center via School Street, West Moon Street, and Madison Drive 
(all existing routes) with a multi-use trail along U.S. Highway 51 and School Street 
connecting the Parkway’s multi-use trail to Freedom Ridge Park immediately southwest 
of City Center on School Street.  A later (2010) City Center proposal added a fourth route 
into the development, the proposed extension of Rice Road westward across U.S. 
Highway 51 and through Parkway property. Both the 2008 and the 2010 proposals can be 
seen in Appendix A, City Center Plans. 
 
The purpose for the proposed action is to provide an additional entrance to the proposed 
City Center development and direct access to the Choctaw Agency Museum from the 
Parkway.  The project will relieve anticipated heavy traffic at the three existing entrances 
to the City Center site (Madison Drive, School Street, and West Moon Street), relieve the 
existing heavy traffic on the adjacent segment of U.S. Highway 51, and provide a 
roadway to the Museum maintaining an uninterrupted park experience similar to the 
Natchez Trace Parkway. 
 
The need for the action is to provide infrastructure to achieve that purpose and support 
the new City Center development including the Choctaw Agency Museum.  The proposal 
will help optimize road and multi-use trail access to that development by creating access 
to its northern portion from the intersection of Rice Road and U.S. Highway 51.   
 
This Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and implementing regulations, 40 CFR Parts 1500-
1508; National Park Service Director’s Order 12  (DO-12) and Handbook, Conservation 
Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision-making; and Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act, and implementing regulations, 36 CFR Part 800.   
 
This EA is intended to be a concise public document that: 
• Briefly provides sufficient evidence and analysis for determining whether to prepare 

an environmental impact statement (EIS) or a finding of no significant impact 
(FONSI); 

• Aids the National Park Service's (NPS) compliance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) when no environmental impact statement is necessary; 

• Facilitates preparation of an impact statement, when one is necessary; 
• Includes a list of agencies and persons consulted; and 
• Briefly discusses: 

o The need for the proposal; 
o Alternatives to recommended courses of action (40 CFR 1507.2(d)); 
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o The environmental impacts of the proposed action and alternatives; and 
o Recommended and required mitigation of unacceptable impacts. 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires Federal agencies 
to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, and to afford 
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) a reasonable opportunity to 
comment. The historic preservation review process mandated by Section 106 is outlined 
in regulations issued by ACHP.   Revised regulations, "Protection of Historic Properties" 
(36 CFR Part 800), became effective January 11, 2001. 
 
1.3 PURPOSE AND SIGNIFICANCE OF THE PARKWAY 
 
The Natchez Trace, or “Old Trace” was an early transportation route developed from a 
series of trails used by native Americans and subsequently by European explorers and 
settlers. The Natchez Trace provided an important transportation route for people during 
the colonial and early American periods, with first human use estimated at 8000 BC.  The 
Old Trace later provided a land route connecting interior portions of what was to become  
the southeastern U.S. with the major port city of Natchez. The Natchez Trace was 
designated as a national port road for mail delivery in 1800, and later figured prominently 
in movement of troops during the War of 1812 and the Civil War. More modern modes 
of transportation eventually replaced the Natchez Trace, and many sections became parts 
of modern local road systems, while other sections were simply abandoned. 
 
The Natchez Trace Parkway is a National Scenic Byway managed by the U.S. 
Department of Interior, National Park Service. The Parkway is one of 75 designated 
National Scenic Byways and 21 All-American Roads. The Natchez Trace Parkway was 
established by Congress on May 18, 1938, and roughly follows the original Natchez 
Trace, or Old Trace, for 444 miles from Natchez, Mississippi to Nashville, Tennessee. 
The Natchez Trace Parkway is unique among federal parkways because it commemorates 
an earlier transportation route. The primary purpose of the Natchez Trace Parkway is to 
memorialize the historical importance of the Old Trace with a useful and attractive 
parkway for public use. The Parkway is designed principally for passenger vehicle traffic 
and has been designed and developed for the benefit and enjoyment of recreational 
motorists, but also includes sections of maintained trails for hiking and horseback riding. 
Its design includes a wide insulating zone and excludes commercial roadside 
development in order to preserve scenic, recreational, natural and historic features. The 
Parkway includes numerous designated stops for visitors that reflect the history and 
natural features of the Parkway including Civil War, early American and colonial period 
historical sites, native American sites, scenic viewpoints, and natural areas. The primary 
themes commemorated by the Parkway are: Indigenous American Populations, westward 
expansion of the British colonies and the United States, transportation and American 
expansion, and the Civil War.  
 
The NPS manages Parkway resources to maintain them in unimpaired condition for 
future generations in accordance with NPS statutes including the Organic Act of 1916 
and the National Parks Omnibus Management Act of 1998 as well as various applicable 
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environmental laws such as the Clean Air Act, the Clean Water Act, the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Endangered Species Act, and the National 
Historic Preservation Act. 
 
1.4 PROJECT BACKGROUND 
 
1.4.1   Previous Planning  
 
City Center is a proposed multi-purpose development approximately 32 acres in size that 
will contain the governmental center of the City of Ridgeland.  It will also contain a retail 
strip mall, a performing arts center, an amphitheater, a Choctaw Agency Museum, office 
rental space, an environmental education center and festival space. City Center is 
centrally located near the major transportation corridors of Interstate 55, U.S. Highway 
51, Lake Harbor Drive, Rice Road, Jackson Street, and Ridgewood Rd.  The development 
was proposed in Ridgeland’s 2008 Master Plan with access proposed via School Street, 
West Moon Street, and Madison Drive.  See Appendix A, City Center Plans. It also 
proposed a multi-use trail following U.S. Highway 51 and School Street to connect the 
Parkway’s multi-use trail to Freedom Ridge Park, immediately southwest of City Center 
on School Street. 
 
A second City Center proposal was developed for the same site in 2010. This version 
provided four vehicular access routes into the development, adding the proposed 
extension of Rice Road westward across U.S. Highway 51 and Parkway property into the 
northeastern corner of the development.  See Appendix A, City Center Plans. 
 
With the recent expansion of the Parkway’s multi-use trail to the intersection of Rice 
Road and U.S. Highway 51, the proposed Rice Road extension would provide an 
economical and safe opportunity to extend the multi-use trail through City Center to the 
proposed Choctaw Agency Museum and to Freedom Ridge Park.  See Appendix A, City 
Center Plans. 
 
1.4.2   Scoping 
 
Scoping is an effort to involve agencies and the general public in determining the scope 
of issues to be addressed in the environmental document. Scoping includes consultation 
with any interested agency, or any agency with jurisdiction by law or expertise, to obtain 
early input. More detail on the scoping process can be found in Section 7.0 Public 
Involvement and Agency Coordination. 
 
Internal scoping for this project employed interdisciplinary processes to define issues, 
alternatives, and data needs. External scoping included reviewing laws and regulations 
relevant to the proposal, providing a project description to federal and state agencies for 
their review and comment, and researching agency comments.   
  
 
 



13 
 

1.5  ISSUES 
 
Issues can be defined as the relationship between the alternatives and the human, 
physical, and natural environment (NPS 2001). Issues are used to define which 
environmental resources may experience either negative or beneficial consequences from 
an action. They do not predict the degree or intensity of potential consequences that 
might result from an action. 

 
1.6  IMPACT TOPICS 
 
1.6.1  Derivation of Impact Topics 
 
Potential impact topics were identified based on legislative requirements, executive 
orders, topics in Director’s Order #12 and Handbook (NPS 2001), NPS Management 
Policies (NPS 2006), guidance from NPS, governmental agency responses to scoping 
request letters, and the professional experience and knowledge of NPS personnel, the 
writers of this EA, and engineers developing the project.  A summary of impact topics 
analyzed or dismissed from further analysis is provided below, along with the rationale 
for their inclusion or dismissal. 
 
Impairment - The NPS Management Policies 2006 requires consideration of the impacts 
of the proposed action and a written determination that the activity will not lead to an 
impairment of park resources and values. Management Policies 2006, Section 1.4.5 states 
impacts are considered more likely to constitute impairments to the extent that they affect 
a resource or value whose conservation is necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified 
in the establishing legislation or proclamation of the park, key to the natural or cultural 
integrity of the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the park, or identified in the 
park’s general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents as being of 
significance. A written determination of non-impairment will be prepared for the selected 
action and included as an appendix to the Record of Decision (ROD) or Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI). 
 
1.6.2  Impact Topics Included in this Document 
 
The following impact topics have the potential to be affected by the proposed project and 
are evaluated in detail in this EA: 
 
Noise – The construction phase of this project is expected to create minor short-term noise 
impacts within the project area. 
 
Soils – Soils at the proposed project site are Byram silt loam. For any construction project, 
soil erosion is a concern.  
 
Water Resources – Short-term impacts to water quality may occur during the construction 
period due to erosion.  
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Vegetation – Approximately 0.7 acres of land will be cleared for the construction of the 
Rice Road extension and the associated multi-use trail. 

 
Wildlife – There will be some limited impact on wildlife due to the clearing of 
approximately 0.7 acres of forest and scrub-shrub habitat.   

 
Archaeological and Native American Sites – The Mississippi Department of Archives 
and History was contacted and determined that due to the topography and the proximity 
of recorded archaeological sites, a cultural resources survey should be performed. See 
August 27, 2012 letter from Department of Archives and History in Appendix E. A 
cultural resources survey (October 24, 2012) is included in Appendix D. The Department 
of Archives and History’s review (December 19, 2012) of this cultural resources survey 
is included in Appendix E. 
 
Traffic Circulation and Congestion – Traffic congestion is already a major concern 
along U.S. Highway 51. Construction may cause temporary increases in congestion. The 
long-term impact of this project on traffic flow is a consideration.   
 
Aesthetics – A small area of approximately 0.7 acre will be cleared and converted to a 
roadway and associated multi-use trail but the impact on aesthetics is expected to be 
minimal. 
 
Public Health and Safety – Any impact to public health and safety is expected to be positive 
by reducing traffic congestion in the area and improving traffic safety. 
 
Infrastructure – Two gas pipelines, a fiber cable, and electrical lines are on the site of the 
proposed Rice Road extension. 
 
Parkway Operations – A minimal impact on the Parkway operations will occur by isolating 
a small portion of Parkway property south of the proposed Rice Road extension. 
 
Land Use – Approximately 0.7 acre will be cleared and converted to a roadway and 
associated multi-use trail resulting in a land use change for a small area. 
 
1.6.3 Impact Topics Dismissed from Further Analysis  
 
Air Quality – The Mississippi Department of Environmental Quality, Air Toxics Branch was 
contacted and expressed the opinion that “this project will cause no significant ambient air 
quality impact.” Refer to Appendix E – Letter from Laura Burt, P.E., Air Toxics Branch, 
Mississippi Department of Environmental Quality, August 6, 2012. No further analysis is 
needed. 
 
Floodplain – The FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for the project area was 
accessed and analyzed to determine that the site is not in a floodplain (See Appendix B – 
Floodplain). No further analysis is needed. 
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Threatened and Endangered Species –The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service determined 
that the proposed project will have “No Effect” on federally listed species or their 
habitats. Refer to Appendix E – Letter from Stephen Ricks, Field Supervisor, Mississippi 
Field Office, August 9, 2012. The Miss. Dept. of Wildlife, Fisheries, and Parks also 
reviewed the situation and concluded that “…the project likely poses no threat to listed 
species or their habitats.” Refer to Appendix E – Letter from Andy Sanderson, Ecologist, 
August 13, 2012. However, if threatened and endangered species are discovered 
unexpectedly, work around the discovery will be suspended and the proper authorities of 
the FWS, WFP, and NPS will be notified immediately.   
 
Prime and Unique Farmlands – Because the proposed project site is in the Ridgeland 
city limits, the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) does not apply according to the 
Natural Resources Conservation Service.  No further analysis is needed. 
 
Night Sky and Lights – The night sky and natural darkness are typically important 
resources of national parks for wildlife and for visitors’ experiences. However, there is a 
limited extent of Parkway property impacted, and the area of the Parkway being assessed 
is already extensively impacted by lighting. No further analysis is needed. 
 
Migratory Birds – The proposed project will remove a narrow, 0.7 acre swath of forest 
and scrub-shrub habitat. However, this loss is minimal considering the large acreages of 
forest suitable for migratory birds that exist throughout Central Mississippi. No further 
analysis is needed. 
 
Wetlands – Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, requires an examination of 
impacts to wetlands. The Federal Water Pollution Control Act, and amendments 
contained in the Clean Water Act, set forth a national policy to restore and maintain the 
chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s waters, to enhance the quality 
of water resources, and to prevent, control, and abate pollution of the nation’s waters. 
NPS Director’s Order 77-1 establishes NPS policies, requirements, and standards for 
implementing Executive Order 11990, and DO-12 provides direction for the preservation, 
use and quality of water in national parks. NPS utilizes the U.S Fish & Wildlife Service’s 
(USF&WS) Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States, 
Cowardin et al. 1979 (DOI Report FWS/OBS-79/31) to classify wetlands pursuant to 
E.O. 11990. According to the Cowardin definition, a wetland must possess one or more 
of the following three attributes: at least periodically, the land supports predominately 
hydrophytic vegetation; the substrate is predominately undrained hydric soils; or the 
substrate is non-soil and is saturated with water or covered by shallow water at some time 
during the growing season of each year. 
 
The proposed action does not meet the requirements of the federal wetland permitting 
process under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. USF&WS, National Wetland 
Inventory (NWI) maps do not indicate the presence of designated wetland areas within 
the Parkway at the proposed crossing location. The soil descriptions published by the 
U.S. Natural Resource Conservation Service do not the list the soil type as hydric. A 
wetland delineation was performed at the site to document conditions relative to the 
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presence or absence of potential wetlands and other “Waters of the U.S.” and is included 
in Appendix C. The investigation revealed no areas that meet the criteria for classification 
as wetland according to the Cowardin classification system or the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers wetland delineation procedures. Therefore, wetlands are an impact topic that is 
not analyzed in further detail in this environmental assessment. A copy of the NWI map 
showing the approximate project location is also included in Appendix C. Neither the 
proposed action nor the no-action alternative will impact wetlands or water quality within 
the Natchez Trace Parkway boundary. No further analysis is needed. 
 
Historical Structures – No historical structures were revealed during the Cultural 
Resources Survey of the proposed site.  The site has previously been impacted by 
significant soil disturbance and addition of offsite soil. For this reason, historical 
structures will not be analyzed further in this environmental assessment. Should remnants 
of historical structures be revealed unexpectedly, work around the discovery will be 
suspended immediately and the proper authorities of MDAH and NPS will be notified. 
 
Paleontological Resources – No paleontological resources were revealed during the 
Cultural Resources Survey.  The site has previously been impacted by significant soil 
disturbance and addition of offsite soil. For this reason, paleontological resources will not 
be analyzed further in this environmental assessment. However, paleontological 
resources are usually buried or hidden and could be revealed unexpectedly. If that occurs, 
work around the discovery will be suspended immediately and the proper authorities of 
MDAH and NPS will be notified. 
 
Environmental Justice – Executive Order 12898 (General Actions to Address 
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low Income Populations) requires 
that all federal agencies incorporate environmental justice into their missions by 
identifying and addressing the disproportionately high and adverse health or 
environmental effects of their programs and policies on minorities or low income 
populations or communities. The proposed action will have no direct or indirect impacts 
to individual residences or populations of individuals and as such will not have a 
disproportionate adverse health or environmental effect on minority or low income 
populations or communities as defined in the Environmental Protection Agency’s Draft 
Environmental Justice Guidance. Therefore environmental justice is an impact topic not 
analyzed further in this environmental assessment.  
 
Indian Trust Resources – Secretarial Order 3175 requires that any anticipated impacts 
to designated Indian Trust resources from a proposed action by Department of Interior 
agencies be explicitly addressed in the related environmental documents. The federal 
Indian Trust responsibility is a legally enforceable fiduciary obligation on the part of the 
United States to protect tribal lands, assets, resources, and treaty rights, and it represents a 
duty to carry out mandates of federal law with respect to American Indian and Alaskan 
Native tribes. The lands in proximity to the Parkway and proposed action are not held in 
trust by the Secretary of the Interior for the benefit of Indians due to their status as 
Indians. Therefore, Indian Trust Resources is an impact topic not analyzed further in this 
environmental assessment. 
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Coastal Zone Management – The Gulf of Mexico is the nearest coastline to the project 
site at an approximate distance of 150 miles.  
 
Sole Source Aquifers – The proposed project is located in Madison County, Mississippi.  
Madison County is not one of the counties served by the Southern Hills Regional Aquifer 
System, the only sole source aquifer in Mississippi.   
 
Visitor Use and Experience –The proposed project is on a part of the Parkway property that 
is not utilized by the public. Therefore, visitor use and experience is an impact topic not 
analyzed further in this environmental assessment. 
 
Wild and Scenic Rivers – The only federally-listed Wild and Scenic River in the state of 
Mississippi is a 21-mile segment of Black Creek from Moody’s Landing to Fairley 
Bridge Landing, which is over 100 miles from the project site. 
 
Socioeconomic Environment – The proposed project will create a short-term economic 
boost to the local economy due to the construction spending but there will be no long-
term impact on the socioeconomic environment. Therefore, the socioeconomic 
environment will not be analyzed further in this environmental assessment. 
 
1.7 RELATIONSHIPS TO OTHER PROJECTS AND PLANNING 
 
Other planned projects in the region were considered for potential direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts that might affect resources within the Parkway. Other than the City 
Center development, no other projects were identified. 
 
1.8  APPLICABLE LAWS AND REGULATIONS 
 
Applicable Federal policies, executive orders and regulations, and how they relate to the 
resources originally considered are listed in Table 1-1 below. In addition, NPS 
Management Policies (NPS 2006a) was used for guidance for numerous impact topics. 
Other regulations specific to NPS include the Director’s Orders listed below, and NPS 
Organic Act of 1916. 

 
 

Table 1-1. Applicable Federal Laws and Regulations 
 

Resource Relevant Laws and Regulations 
Aesthetics   NPS Organic Act 
Air Quality   
   

Clean Air Act 
NPS Organic Act 

Coastal Zone Management Coastal Zone Management Act 
 
Cultural, Historic, and 
Archaeological Resources 

National Historic Preservation Act 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act 
NPS Director’s Order #28 
NPS Organic Act 

Ecologically Critical Areas Endangered Species Act 
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Resource Relevant Laws and Regulations 
Energy Requirements and 
Conservation 

Energy Policy Act 
Executive Orders 13031, 13123, 13149 

Environmental Justice Executive Order 12898 
 
 
Floodplains 
 

NPS Organic Act 
Executive Order 11988 
NPS Director’s Order #77-2 
Clean Water Act 
Rivers and Harbors Appropriation Act 

 
Indian Sacred Sites and 
Indian Trust Resources 
 

Department of the Interior (DOI) Secretarial Orders No. 
3206, 3175 
NPS Director’s Orders #66 and #71B 
Executive Orders 13007, 13175 

Noise NPS Director’s Order #47 
Noise Control Act 

Park Operations NPS Organic Act and NPS Management Policies, 2006 
Prime and Unique Farmlands Farmland Protection Policy Act 

Memorandum on Prime and Unique Agricultural Lands and 
NEPA (CEQ 1980) 

Public Health and Safety 
 

Architectural Barriers Act 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
NPS Director’s Orders #42 and #83 
Executive Order 13045 

Socioeconomic Resources NPS Director’s Orders #2 and #12 
Soils, Geology, Topography National Cooperative Soil Survey Standards 
Sole Source Aquifers 40 CFR 149 
Terrestrial Resources 
 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
Wilderness Act 
Executive Order 13112 

Threatened and Endangered 
Species 

Endangered Species Act 
NPS Organic Act 

Visitor Use and Experience NPS Director’s Order #12 
Water Quality, Hydrology Clean Water Act 

Rivers and Harbors Appropriation Act 
Executive Order 11514 
Executive Order 12088 
Estuary Protection Act 

Wetlands 
 
 
 

Executive Order 11990 
Clean Water Act 
Executive Order 12088 
NPS Director’s Order #77-1 
Rivers and Harbors Appropriation Act 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
NPS Director’s Order #46 

Wildlife Migratory Bird Conservation Act; Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
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1.9  REQUIRED PERMITS, LICENSES, CERTIFICATIONS, AND 
ASSESSMENTS 

 
The following permits are required for the proposed project: 

• Form SF-299, Application for Transportation and Utility Systems and Facilities 
on Federal Lands 

• ROW Encroachment and Access Permit, Mississippi Department of 
Transportation 

 
1.10  SCOPE 
 
This EA was prepared in accordance with National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
guidelines, and it examines the consequences of the proposed action on the environment. 
This document analyzes the short-term, long-term, and cumulative effects of the 
Preferred Alternatives and the No Action Alternative. By comparing the Preferred 
Alternative with the No Action Alternative, and identifying mitigation measures that 
would minimize adverse effects, this EA may assist stakeholders in the decision-making 
process. 
 
1.11  ORGANIZATION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
 
Chapter 1 discusses the location and background of the project, the history and 
significance of the Parkway, the purpose and need of the project, the scope of the EA, the 
organization of the EA, impact topics considered, evaluated, and dismissed, and 
applicable statutory and regulatory requirements. Chapter 2 discusses the Proposed 
Alternative, the No Action Alternative, the environmentally Preferred Alternative, and 
the alternative that was considered but dismissed. Chapter 3 describes the affected 
environment. This chapter discusses physical, natural, and human resources in relation to 
the alternatives. Chapter 4 presents the environmental consequences for the described 
alternatives to physical, natural, and human resources. Chapter 5 discusses the mitigation 
measures that would minimize adverse impacts. Chapter 6 discusses the public 
involvement and scoping process as well as agency consultation and coordination that 
occurred throughout the NEPA process. Chapter 7 includes a list of document preparers, 
Chapter 8 includes the references, and the appendices follow the main report. 
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2.0  PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 
 
This chapter provides a detailed description of the No Action Alternative, the Preferred 
Alternative, and the alternative considered but dismissed. 
 
2.1.  NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
 
The No Action Alternative is required for the NEPA process to review and compare 
feasible alternatives to the existing baseline conditions. Under the No Action Alternative, 
NPS would not provide a right-of-way across Parkway property for the construction of 
the extension of Rice Road and the associated multi-use trail.  As depicted in Ridgeland’s 
2008 Master Plan (Ridgeland, 2008), access to the City Center development would be 
through three routes: West Moon Street and School Street from U.S. Highway 51 and by 
Madison Drive from the northwest. This alternative is not preferred as it would not meet 
the purpose and would not allow Natchez Trace Parkway visitors to access the Choctaw 
Agency Museum on a roadway with an environment similar to the Parkway.  Visitors’ 
only access to the museum would be via U.S. Highway 51 and the unsignalized 
intersection with West Moon Street. This alternative would not meet the purpose and 
need of the project because it would not provide an additional entrance to the 
Development or relieve heavy traffic currently occurring at the three existing entrances 
and on Hwy 51. 
 
2.2 PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE  
 
As proposed, this alternative will increase City Center access to four routes, by extending 
Rice Road westward across U.S. Highway 51 through about 280 ft. of Parkway property 
into the proposed City Center at its northeastern corner. At that point, it will connect to an 
internal City Center road and provide access to the proposed Choctaw Agency Museum.  
See Figure 1-2.  The proposed right-of-way width will range between 111 and 125 ft. to 
accommodate a 24 to 38 ft. wide asphaltic concrete road surface with a turn lane on the 
southern side, utilities, shallow 20 ft. wide drainage swales on both sides of the road, and 
a 10 ft. wide asphaltic concrete multi-use trail. This totals to approximately 0.7 acres of 
right-of-way needed across the Parkway property.  
 
About 3/4 of the drainage collected in the swales will flow easterly into the U.S. 
Highway 51 drainage system while about 1/4 will flow westerly into the proposed City 
Center drainage system.  Disturbed soils will be stabilized using seeded grasses that are 
appropriate for the season and locale when construction is conducted and concluded.  
Some sod may be added if needed. 
 
The new road and multi-use trail segment will be maintained by the City of Ridgeland.  
The speed limit for the extension is projected to be 35 mph. 
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2.3  MITIGATION MEASURES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE 
 
Mitigation measures are taken to lessen the adverse effects of the proposed alternative. 
Due to associated environmental impacts of this alternative, mitigation will be required 
for impacts to noise, soils, water resources, vegetation, and wildlife. Mitigation measures 
are discussed in detail in Chapter 5, and summarized below: 
 

• Noise –  
Construction activities will be carried out during normal weekday daylight         
hours. 

• Soils –  
Proper construction techniques will be used to minimize soil erosion during 
construction followed by the planting of grasses and wildflowers. 

• Water Resources – 
Proper construction techniques will be used to minimize soil erosion during 
construction with grassy and graveled swales installed to promote absorption into 
the soil with runoff directed to nearby subsurface drainage systems. 

• Vegetation –  
The City of Ridgeland plans to plant only native vegetation along the Rice Road 
extension and the northern portion of the City Center development. The plantings 
will be at least 0.7 acres to replace the vegetative loss due to the proposed project. 

• Wildlife – 
The native vegetation described above will minimize the loss of wildlife habitat due 
to construction of the Rice Road extension. 

 
2.4 ALTERNATIVE CONSIDERED BUT DISMISSED 
 
An additional alternative, constructing multiple access drives to City Center from U.S. 
Highway 51, was identified during the internal scoping process. This alternative was 
dismissed from further analysis due to technical feasibility and safety considerations. 
 
The City Center property is bound by Madison Drive on the west, the Parkway on the 
north, School Street to the south, and U.S. Highway 51 on the east. Current access to the 
City Center property is by Madison Drive from the west, School Street from the south, 
and West Moon Street from the east. Both School Street and West Moon Street connect 
to U.S. Highway 51. The Parkway prevents access from the north. Additional access 
points are possible along the east side of the site by constructing multiple access drives 
from U.S. Highway 51. However, due to the traffic volume and congestion along U.S. 
Highway 51, it was determined that restricting access between City Center and this major 
highway to only a limited number of streets instead of multiple drives would improve 
vehicle flow and increase traffic safety. Therefore, this alternative was dismissed. 
 
2.5.  SELECTION OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
 
There are only two viable alternatives for the proposed project – to extend Rice Road as 
proposed by the City of Ridgeland (the Proposed Alternative) or the No Action 
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Alternative. The preferred alternative is to extend Rice Road and the associated multi-use 
trail west of U.S. Highway 51 across approximately 280' of Parkway property to create a 
fourth entrance into the City Center development. This alternative will allow Parkway 
visitors to access the Choctaw Agency Museum by exiting the parkway at the Parkway 
Information Cabin, continuing onto Rice Rd., then crossing US Hwy. 51 into the City 
Center development.  This would provide City Center and museum visitors with a route 
that provides natural aesthetics similar to the Parkway.  The proposed alternative will 
provide a roadway cross-section very similar to the Natchez Trace Parkway and will be 
lined with forested area along each side. This will allow Parkway visitors to continue the 
Natchez Trace Parkway experience as they travel to and from city Center and the 
Choctaw Agency Museum. The Proposed Alternative is preferred because it will create 
an additional entrance to the development and help reduce traffic congestion along U.S. 
Highway 51.   
 
2.6.  ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERABLE ALTERNATIVE 
 
The Environmentally Preferable Alternative is determined by applying the criteria from 
Section 2.7 (D) of NPS Director’s Order #12. These are the same criteria outlined in 
NEPA, which is guided by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations. 
CEQ regulations provide direction that “the Environmentally Preferable Alternative is the 
alternative that will best promote the national environmental policy as expressed in 
Section 101(b) of NEPA.” Generally, this means the alternative that causes the least 
damage to the biological and physical environment. It also means the alternative that best 
protects, preserves, and enhances historic, cultural and natural resources. 
 
Consistency with Section 101(b) of NEPA 
 
NPS policy requires the identification of an Environmentally Preferable Alternative to aid 
NPS decision-makers in choosing among the alternatives. The Environmentally 
Preferable Alternative is the alternative that will promote the national environmental 
policy as expressed by NEPA. This includes alternatives that meet the six goal statements 
of Section 101(b) of NEPA, which are listed in Table 2-1. A summary of both 
alternatives and whether each would meet the goal statements is also presented in Table 
2-1. 

 
Table 2-1. Selection of the Environmentally Preferable Alternative 

NEPA GOAL STATEMENT NO ACTION 
ALTERNATIVE 

PROPOSED 
ALTERNATIVE 

(1) Fulfill the responsibilities of each  
      generation as trustee of the    
      environment for succeeding    
      generations. 

Contributes toward 
meeting this goal. 

Contributes toward  
meeting this goal. 

(2) Assure for all generations safe,    
      healthful, productive, and   
      aesthetically and culturally   
      pleasing surroundings. 

Contributes toward 
meeting this goal. 

Contributes toward 
meeting this goal. 

(3) Attain the widest range of     Interferes with achieving Contributes toward 
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      beneficial uses of the  
      environment without 
      degradation, risk of health or  
      safety, or other undesirable  
      and unintended consequences. 

this goal. meeting this goal. 

(4) Preserve important historic,    
      cultural and natural aspects of our   
      national heritage and maintain,   
      wherever possible, an  
      environment that supports  
      diversity and variety of     
      individual choice. 

Contributes toward 
meeting this goal. 

Contributes toward 
meeting this goal. 

(5) Achieve a balance between 
      population and resource use that  
      will permit high standards of  
      living and a wide sharing of life’s  
      amenities. 

Interferes with achieving 
this goal. 

Contributes toward 
meeting this goal. 

(6) Enhance the quality of renewable 
      resources and approach the  
      maximum attainable recycling of  
      depletable resources. 

Contributes toward 
meeting this goal. 

Contributes toward 
meeting this goal. 

 
The No Action Alternative would not meet the management goals and objectives of the 
City of Ridgeland for this project. In addition, the No Action Alternative does not fulfill 
the provisions of the NEPA goals, as summarized in Table 2-1. The Preferred Alternative 
contributes towards meeting the six goal statements of Section 101(b) of NEPA. 
Therefore, the Preferred Alternative is also the Environmentally Preferable Alternative. 
 
2.7.  COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 
 
Table 2-2 compares and contrasts the alternatives, including the degree to which each 
alternative accomplishes the purpose or fulfills the need identified in the Purpose and 
Need section. 
 

Table 2-2. Comparative Summary of Alternatives 
PROJECT OBJECTIVE NO ACTION 

ALTERNATIVE 
PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE 

Need: Provide an additional 
entrance to the proposed 
City Center development to 
relieve anticipated heavy 
traffic at the three existing 
entrances to the site as well 
as the existing heavy traffic 
on the adjacent segment of 
U.S. Highway 51. 

Rice Road would not be 
extended to provide a fourth 
entrance to City Center. 
Traffic congestion would 
occur at three entrances and 
would continue on U.S. 
Highway 51. 

Traffic into City Center 
would flow more smoothly 
with four entrances. There 
would be some lessening of 
traffic congestion along 
U.S. Highway 51 in the 
immediate vicinity. 
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2.8  SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 
Table 2-3 summarizes the direct and indirect impacts to the resources at the park for the 
Ridgeland Proposed Alternative and the No Action Alternative. 
 

Table 2-3. Summary of Environmental Consequences 
RESOURCE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
Noise -No impact -Short-term, minor, adverse 

 impact from construction    
 noise 
 
-No impact after completion 
 of construction 

Soils -No impact -Short-term, minor, adverse    
 impact from soil disturbance   
 during construction 
 
-No impact after completion 
 of construction 

Water Resources -No impact -Short-term, minor, adverse    
 impact from soil disturbance and 
resulting sedimentation during  
construction 

 
-No impact after completion 
 of construction 

Vegetation -No impact -Minor, long-term, adverse  
 impact due to permanent     
 removal  of vegetation from  site 
(localized) 

Wildlife -No impact -Minor, long-term, adverse  
 impact due to permanent   
 removal of habitat from site   
 (localized) 

Archaeological and Native 
American Sites 

-No impact -No impact expected, based on   
 cultural resources survey. 

Traffic Circulation and 
Congestion 

-Traffic congestion would  likely 
increase 

- Would stabilize traffic situation 
in project area 

Aesthetics -No impact - Minor impact to viewshed,     
due to loss of vegetation in 
project  area. City has agreed to 
landscape with native species in 
a manner compatible with the  

  Parkway. 
Public Health and Safety -Traffic safety would likely   

 worsen 
-Would stabilize traffic safety in 

project area 
Infrastructure -No impact -No long-term impacts 
Parkway Operations -No impact -Long-term impacts would be   

 negligible 
Land Use -No impact -Long-term impacts would be   

 negligible 
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 

3.1  CHAPTER OVERVIEW 
 
Chapter 3.0 describes the existing environmental resources of the area that would be 
affected if the Proposed Project were implemented. The descriptions, data, and analyses 
focus on the specific conditions or consequences that may result from implementing the 
Proposed Action as required by NPS Director’s Order #12 and Handbook: Conservation 
Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision Making, which sets forth the 
policy and procedures by which NPS will comply with NEPA (NPS 2001). 
 
A description of existing environmental conditions provides a better understanding of 
planning issues and establishes a benchmark by which the magnitude of environmental 
effects of the Preferred Alternative and the No Action Alternative can be compared. The 
information in Chapter 3.0 is organized by the same environmental topics used to 
organize the impact analysis in Chapter 4.0. 
 
Chapter 3.0 addresses the topics that were not dismissed from further consideration as 
described in Chapter 1.0 for the project area. The topics are organized by resource: 
physical resources, natural resources, human environment, visitor use and experience, 
and park operations. 
 
3.2  PHYSICAL AND NATURAL RESOURCES 
 
3.2.1  Noise 
 
Current anthropogenic noise sources at the project area are predominately motor vehicles 
along the Parkway, U.S. Highway 51, and other nearby streets. There is an occasional 
train along the Canadian National Railroad located adjacent to Madison Drive about 750' 
to the west. Natural sounds (calls from birds and wildlife) are also present in the project 
area. 
 
3.2.2 Soils 
 
The soils at the site are Byram silt loam, a moderately well drained soil that has a 
fragipan overlying clayey material. These soils formed from loess (windblown) deposits. 
The surface layer and upper part of the subsoil range from very strongly acid to medium 
acid. The lower part of the subsoil ranges from medium acid to neutral. The underlying 
material ranges from slightly acid to moderately alkaline. Erosion is a moderate hazard 
for Byram silt loam. Soils on a portion of the site were mechanically covered by roughly 
placed and ungraded piles of soil at some point in the past, perhaps when the terrain of 
the adjacent City Center site was graded to a flat surface approximately 40 years ago. 
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3.2.3 Water Resources  
 
No water bodies or wetlands are in the immediate vicinity of the proposed project site. 
Runoff from most of the site travels toward U.S. Highway 51where water is captured by 
the highway’s drainage system. Runoff from about the western quarter of the site flows 
southwesterly onto the City Center site, which presently depends on overland drainage. 
Quality of the runoff appears to be good, having fallen on forested land then being 
filtered through the forest’s detritus and vegetation. 
 
3.2.4 Vegetation 
 
The upland vegetation on the proposed site was moderately impacted by soil-dumping 
activities decades ago, but the vegetation has long since recovered and colonized the 
dumped sediment.   
 
The mowed U.S. Highway 51 shoulder is dominated by a variety of native and nonnative 
grasses and low shrubs.  The forest margin on the eastern side of the forest contains a 
thick growth of scrub-shrubs, saplings, and vines, most of which are not indigenous. Gulf 
South Pipeline Company maintains a thirty foot-wide, pipeline right-of-way that runs 
north to south through the proposed site.  It has been cleared of trees and shrubs along its 
entire length and is bush-hogged regularly.  It contains the grasses, perennials, and 
herbaceous species found throughout the remainder of the site although it is not as thickly 
covered due to cutting. 
 
The forested, central area of the site has a thin canopy dominated by sugarberry (Celtis 
laevigata) and loblolly pine (Pinus taeda). Several larger pines are dead and 
deteriorating.  The underbrush is dominated by invasive species, mostly Chinese privet 
(Ligustrum sinense) and nandina (Nandina compacta), and a variety of indigenous 
hardwood saplings.  The forest floor is heavily blanketed with a detrital mat, which 
combined with low light conditions, cause it to support limited plant diversity. Vines 
such as peppervine (Ampelopsis arborea), Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera  japonica), 
and poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans) are found throughout the site but are not so 
thick as to prohibit passage.  
 
The dominant plants on the site are listed in Table 3-1.   
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Table 3-1 Dominant Plants on the Proposed Site (10-23-2012) 
 

Hwy 51 ROW Forest Margin Forest 
Bermudagrass (Cynodon  
     dactylon) 
Johnsongrass (Sorghum   
     halepense) 
Dallisgrass (Paspalum  
     dilatatum) 
Spiny amaranth  
     (Amaranthus spinosus) 
Thistle (Sonchus sp.) 
Vaseygrass (Paspalum  
     urvillei) 
Goosegrass (Eleusine  
     indica) 

Chinaball tree (Melia azedarach)  
     sap 
Chinese privet (Ligustrum  
     sinense)  
Golden rod (Solidago canadensis) 
Sumac (Rhus sp.) 
Peppervine (Ampelopsis arborea) 
Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera  
     japonica) 
Frost aster (Aster pilosus) 
Common ragweed (Ambrosia  
     artemisiifolia) 
Marsh elder (Iva frutescens) 
Elderberry (Sambucus nigra) 

Sugarberry (Celtis laevigata) 
Loblolly pine (Pinus taeda) 
Chinese privet (Ligustrum sinense) 
Nandina (Nandina compacta) 
Peppervine (Ampelopsis arborea) 
Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica)  
Poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans) 
Water oak (Quercus nigra) sap 
White oak (Quercus alba) sap 
Muscadine (Vitis rotundifolia) 
Willow oak (Quercus phellos) sap 
Wild plum (Prunus sp.) 
Winged elm (Ulmus alata) sap 
Post oak (Quercus stellata) sap 
Cow oak (Quercus Michauxii)  sap  

sap = sapling 
 
3.2.5  Wildlife 
 
Wildlife habitat on this site is primarily upland, deciduous forest with a few pines, 
scrub-shrub, and rough grass lawn that are dominated by intrusive species. The habitat is 
heavily segmented by past human activities that include roads, a pipeline right-of-way, a 
seven-foot chain link and barbed-wire fence on the western border, and an abandoned 
industrial development.  These developments segmented the habitat and cut the forest 
habitat on the proposed site down to a narrow wedge of trees next to a very busy 
highway.  

 
Probably due to this segmentation, wildlife use of the site appears to be low.  Other than a 
mockingbird, a brown thrasher, and a gray squirrel, no wildlife was seen on site during a 
site visit in the fall of 2012.  In addition to direct observation, other evidence of wildlife 
included a deer track in a dried tire rut on the pipeline right-of-way, four animal burrow 
entrances the size of a football (about 7" by 11") and somewhat flattened on the bottom 
with light leafy liter, two very round animal burrow entrances the size of a ping-pong ball 
(about 1.5" diameter) cleared of debris and descending straight down, two piles of rabbit 
feces on logs, and what appeared to be a squirrel nest near the top of a very tall 
sugarberry tree. Possible occupants of the larger animal burrows are foxes, raccoons, 
skunks, armadillos, and opossums. Possible occupants of the smaller animal burrows are 
chipmunks and snakes. As stated in Section 1.6.3, threatened and endangered species 
were dismissed from further analysis based on comments from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service and the Mississippi Department of Wildlife, Fisheries, and Parks. 
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3.3  HUMAN ENVIRONMENT 
 
3.3.1 Archaeological and Native American Sites 
 
The Mississippi Department of Archives and History was contacted and determined that 
due to the topography and the proximity of recorded archaeological sites, a cultural 
resources survey should be performed on the approximately 0.7 acres of Parkway 
property to be disturbed. A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey was completed by the 
Cobb Institute of Archaeology, Mississippi State University on October 24, 2012. The 
survey concluded that much of the project area had been severely impacted by past land-
disturbing activities and found no cultural resources present other than modern trash. See 
Appendix D. Upon review of this survey, the Department of Archives and History stated 
“ . . . we have no objections with the proposed project.” Refer to Appendix E – Letter 
from Greg Williamson, Review and Compliance Officer, December 19, 2012. 
 
3.3.2 Traffic Circulation and Congestion 
 
The City Center project will bring a new mixed used development to Ridgeland, meaning 
increased traffic into the area.  The City Center area currently has three access points with 
a fourth access being proposed with the extension of Rice Road.  The proposed extension 
will help ease the traffic loading on the other access roads to City Center, providing a 
safe and convenient entrance into the development.   
 
The City Center development is currently bounded by School Street to the south, 
Madison Avenue to the west, U.S. Highway 51, a five-lane north-south federal highway 
to the east, and the Natchez Trace Parkway to the north. Moon Street currently runs west-
to-east from Madison Avenue to U.S. Highway 51, splitting the site.  School Street will 
be realigned and will be the primary access point into the development.  School Street 
will carry traffic from U.S. Highway 51 through the development and west into the 
Freedom Ridge Park and the industrial park area.  The proposed development will 
terminate Madison Avenue into Moon Street combining these two roadways. Rice Road 
is a two-lane road with its western terminus at U.S. Highway 51. It is connected with the 
Parkway through the U.S. Highway 51/Parkway exchange. 
 
The heaviest traffic in the project vicinity is on U.S. Highway 51. The 2012 Ridgeland 
Transportation Plan update characterized that section of U.S. Highway 51 as level of 
service “F” defined as “the level of service where traffic is forced and there exist frequent 
breakdowns in traffic flow. Traffic volumes generally exceed 100% of (the) roadway’s 
capacity.” Traffic on Rice Road is characterized as level of service “E” meaning “the 
capacity level where traffic volumes range from 75% to 100% of capacity.” In the 
vicinity of the proposed project, three traffic lights are located on U.S. Highway 51; at 
School Street, at Rice Road, and at Jackson Street to the north of the Parkway. Traffic 
signal spillback occurs between Jackson Street and Rice Road during heavy travel times. 
Spillback occurs when a red traffic signal backs up traffic to a second upstream light 
making cars at the second light unable to move forward when the light is green.  
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U.S. Highway 51 has Average Dailey Traffic of 31,000 vehicles per day and experiences 
congestion during the heavy travel times.  The extension of Rice Rd. would allow traffic 
from the City Center development to reach Rice Rd. without being forced onto U.S. 
Highway 51.  The extension of Rice Road will allow Parkway visitors to easily reach the 
City Center development and the Choctaw Agency Museum by a direct route without 
interaction with the congested traffic on U.S. Highway 51. 
 
The traffic on the proposed Rice Rd. extension is expected to be limited to City Center 
visitors because the development layout will prohibit rapid traffic movement.  The City 
Center development roadway layout will encourage slow traffic movement by use of 
curves, narrow lanes, road-side parking, and frequent stop signs.  These traffic features 
will help prevent the use of the development as a short-cut route and will help limit the 
traffic on the proposed extension to only City Center visitors. 
 
According to traffic counts performed by the Mississippi Department of Transportation, 
Rice Road carries approximately 12,000 vehicles per day.  The current City Center site 
plan can be estimated to have approximately 3,500 vehicles per day entering and exiting 
the development.  This traffic includes approximately 100 vehicles per day accessing the 
Choctaw Agency Museum.  If one quarter of the expected development traffic uses the 
Rice Road extension to access the property, the extension can expect approximately 875 
vehicles per day.  Approximately 875 vehicles per day will allow the Rice Road 
extension to have an “A” level of service meaning, “relatively free traffic flow with 
traffic volumes between 0% and 35% of capacity.”  The additional development traffic is 
also not expected to significantly affect the current traffic loading of Rice Road.   
 
3.3.3 Aesthetics 
 
The Parkway maintains a natural aesthetic feel with preservation of natural and historic 
sites a major component of the Parkway experience. However, the project area is located 
in a portion of the Parkway property away from the Parkway proper. It is adjacent to 
heavily traveled U.S. Highway 51 and has no special natural, historic, or aesthetic 
characteristics. The surrounding area consists of typical urban/suburban land uses. 
 
3.3.4  Public Health and Safety 
 
Safety is a top priority for the Parkway. The project area is located away from the 
traveled Parkway and is adjacent to U.S. Highway 51. Due to the location of this site, the 
greatest safety concern is the traffic congestion on U.S. Highway 51 in the vicinity of its 
connection with the Parkway.   
 
3.3.5  Infrastructure 
 
Due to the location of the project site, the project would not affect the Parkway 
infrastructure. However, two gas pipelines, a fiber cable, and electrical lines are on the 
site of the proposed Rice Road extension. 
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3.3.6 Land Use  
 
Current land use on the project site consists primarily of forest with a small area adjacent 
to U.S. Highway 51 covered by grasses and low shrubs.  
 
3.4  VISITOR USE AND EXPERIENCE 
 
The Parkway is a 444-mile National Scenic Byway connecting Natchez, Mississippi and 
Nashville, Tennessee. The Parkway is designed principally for recreational motorists with 
numerous designated roadside interpretive centers featuring nature and historic points of 
interest. The proposed project site is isolated from the Parkway and is not used by visitors 
because it is not easily accessible from the Parkway, it has no special features, and the 
NPS does not promote its use. No parking is available except on the shoulder of U.S. 
Highway 51.  
 
3.5  PARKWAY OPERATIONS 
 
The Parkway staff maintains the Parkway roadway, trails, buildings, and grounds. The 
proposed project site is somewhat isolated from the Parkway proper. The Parkway 
performs no regular maintenance on this portion of the Parkway property as the shoulders 
alongside U.S. Highway 51 are mowed by the Mississippi Department of Transportation. 
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4.0  IMPACT ANALYSIS 
 
4.1  CHAPTER OVERVIEW 
 
NEPA requires the disclosure of environmental impacts associated with the alternatives 
including the No Action Alternative. This section presents the environmental impacts of 
the Preferred Alternative and the No Action Alternative on physical resources, natural 
resources, human environment, visitor use and experience, and park operations. These 
analyses provide the basis for comparing the effects of the alternatives. NEPA requires 
consideration of context, intensity and duration of impacts, indirect impacts, cumulative 
impacts, and measures to mitigate for impacts. 
 
Chapter 4 describes and analyzes potential environmental effects on the physical 
resources, natural resources, human environment, visitor use and experience, and park 
operations associated with the Action Alternative and the No Action Alternative. In 
addition, cumulative impacts, as defined in regulations developed by the CEQ (Code of 
Federal Regulations, Title 40, Section 1508.7) are discussed throughout this chapter for 
each resource. A cumulative impact is the impact on the environment that results from 
the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, regardless of who undertakes such other actions. Cumulative 
impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking 
place over a period of time. 
 
4.1.1 Statutory Requirements 
 
Primary laws and guidance documents that guided the development of this EA are: 

• National Park Service Organic Act of 1916 (16U.S.C. 1-4, et seq.) – Created the 
National Park Service to promote and regulate the use of national parks, 
monuments, and reservations, by such means and measures as to conserve the 
scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wildlife therein and to provide 
for the enjoyment of the land in such manner that will leave them unimpaired for 
the enjoyment of future generations. 

• The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 – Public Law 91-190 established 
a broad national policy to improve the relationship between humans and their 
environment and sets out policies and goals to ensure that environmental 
considerations are given careful attention and appropriate weight in all decisions 
of the federal government. This legislation requires and guides the preparation of 
this EA. 

• National Park Service Regulations and Policies – Actions proposed in this 
document are subject to the NPS Director’s Order #2 (Park Planning), Director’s 
Order #12 (Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and 
Decision-making), and Director’s Order #77 (Natural Resource Protection). 
Actions are also subject to the service-wide policy document, Management 
Policies (NPS 2006a). 
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4.1.2 Methods for Evaluating Environmental Effects 
 
The method of analysis of potential effects is based on the Director’s Order #12 
Handbook [sec 5.4(f)]. Four categories of effects are considered: direct effects, indirect 
effects, cumulative effects and impairment. The context, duration, and intensity of the 
impacts must also be defined. Intensity of effects and thresholds of significance are 
defined for both beneficial and adverse effects. These are further defined in Section 
4.1.2.2. 
 
Where quantitative data were not available, best professional judgment was used to 
determine impacts. In general, the thresholds used come from existing literature, 
consultation with subject experts, and appropriate agencies. 
 
To analyze impacts, methods were selected to predict the potential change in park 
resources that would occur with the implementation of the alternatives. Evaluation factors 
were established for each impact topic to assess the changes in resource conditions of the 
alternative. The proposed project area is located at the intersection of Rice Road and U.S. 
Highway 51 in Ridgeland, Mississippi adjacent to and crossing Parkway property. 
 
4.1.2.1 Impact Categories 
 
Three impact categories are used in this analysis and defined below. 
 
Direct Effects – Direct effects are impacts that are caused by the alternative at the same 
time and in the same place as the action. 
 
Indirect Effects – Indirect effects are impacts caused by the alternatives that occur later 
in time or farther in distance than the action. 
 
Cumulative Impacts – A cumulative impact is the impact on the environment that 
results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of who undertakes such other actions. 
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant 
actions taking place over a period of time. The proposed City Center development is the 
only project of this nature identified in the vicinity of the proposed Rice Road extension. 
 
4.1.2.2 Impact Definitions 
 
Each potential impact is described in terms of its context (site-specific, local, or regional), 
duration (short-term or long-term), and intensity (negligible, minor, moderate, or major). 
For the purposes of analysis, the following definitions, unless stated otherwise, are used 
for all impact topics: 
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Duration 
 
Short-term impacts: Impacts that might occur during the site preparation and construction 
phases of the Rice Road extension or in the short term (1 to 6 months) after completion of 
construction. 
 
Long-term impacts: Those impacts occurring from completion of the Rice Road 
extension through the next 10 years. 
 
Intensity 
 
Negligible: Impacts would have no measurable or perceptible changes to the resource. 
 
Beneficial: Resource improvements would occur and would have a perceptible change to 
the resource within the Parkway. 
 
Adverse: 
 Minor: Impacts would be measurable or perceptible but would be localized within  
 a relatively small area. The overall viability of the resource would not be affected  
 and, if left alone, would recover. 
  

Moderate: Impacts would cause a change in the resource; however, the impact 
 would remain localized. 
  

Major: Impacts to the resource would be substantial, highly noticeable, and 
 permanent. 
 
4.2  PHYSICAL AND NATURAL RESOURCES 
 
4.2.1  Noise 
 
No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, the Rice Road extension and 
the associated multi-use trail would not be built and no construction activities would take 
place. There would be no increase in noise levels, as the current conditions within the 
project area would remain unchanged. 
 
Preferred Alternative – The construction phase of the proposed project would have short-
term, minor, adverse impacts on noise levels at the project site. Noise is expected to be 
generated from the operation of the construction equipment. Noise impacts would be 
localized near the construction site with these impacts lasting only for the duration of 
construction activities, estimated to be about four months. Most Parkway usage is by 
motorists traveling along the Parkway that would quickly pass the construction site. Also, 
the construction site is located more than 400' from the Parkway traffic lanes at the 
closest point and is buffered by trees. Therefore, the noise generated would have little or 
no effect on Parkway users. The closest residences are about 350' from the construction 
site so there could be some limited disruption to those residents. However, it should be 
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noted that U.S. Highway 51, a major five-lane transportation artery with its associated 
noise, is between those residences and the construction site. Construction noise is 
expected to temporarily impact avian and other wildlife in close proximity to the 
construction site but the above statement regarding traffic noise from U.S. Highway 51 
applies. Also, these impacts would cease after the proposed construction is completed. 
 
There would be no change in noise following the construction period. 
 
Cumulative Impacts – During the construction phase of the City Center development, 
some short-term, minor, adverse impacts from noise associated with construction 
equipment are anticipated. Most of the City Center development is located further from 
the Parkway than the Rice Road extension and is buffered by trees. Long term impacts 
would be negligible. When the long-term negligible impacts of noise associated with the 
Rice Road extension construction are added to similar impacts of the City Center 
development, cumulative impacts of noise in the long-term would be negligible.  
 
Conclusion – The implementation of the proposed project would result in short-term, 
minor, adverse impacts to noise from construction equipment. However, these will be 
minimized by the distance from the Parkway and the buffering effect of trees. Noise 
impacts would subside to no impact upon completion of the proposed construction. 
Current noise impacting the Parkway would remain unchanged under the No Action 
Alternative. Cumulative, long-term, adverse impacts from noise are anticipated to be 
negligible. 
 
4.2.2  Soils 
 
No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, the Rice Road extension and 
the associated multi-use trail would not be constructed. There would be no change in 
baseline conditions and therefore, no effect on soils. 
 
Preferred Alternative – Erosion is a moderate hazard for the Byram silt loam at the site. 
During construction, there will be some soil disturbance due to shaping and grading. 
There is also a likelihood that some additional soil will be imported to the site to build a 
base for the road and trail before capping with impervious asphalt. With proper 
construction techniques to prevent soil erosion, any adverse, short-term impacts would be 
minor. With the installation of grasses and other low perennials to stabilize the soils, 
long-term impacts would be negligible. 
 
Cumulative Impacts – Previously, the area of the Parkway being assessed was used to 
dump excess soils.  The Rice Road extension would also likely bring in additional soils 
for roadway construction, but the cumulative impact of the new fill and the existing 
foreign soils would be negligible within the surrounding environment.  
 
Conclusion – No impact on soils would result from the No Action Alternative. The 
implementation of the proposed project would result in minor, short-term, adverse 
impacts on the soils with long-term and cumulative impacts also being negligible. 
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4.2.3  Water Resources 
 
No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, the Rice Road extension and 
the associated multi-use trail would not be constructed. There would be no change in 
baseline conditions and therefore, no effect on water quality. 
 
Preferred Alternative – During construction, there would be some soil disturbance due to 
shaping and grading. Proper construction techniques would be utilized to minimize 
sediment entering local streams making short-term impacts minor. No street curbs or 
gutters will be constructed; grassy and graveled swales will promote water absorption into 
the soil and convey any runoff to the subsurface drainage systems of U.S. Highway 51 and 
City Center. Long-term, adverse impacts on water quality would be negligible. 
 
Cumulative Impacts – The water resources in the proposed project area will experience 
little change once the roadway construction is complete.  The mitigation techniques being 
utilized will help improve water quality and provide habitat.  The cumulative, adverse 
impacts of the project within the larger urbanized environment would be negligible. 
 
Conclusion – The No Action Alternative would have no impact on water quality. The 
implementation of the proposed project would result in minor, adverse, short-term 
impacts on water quality with long-term and cumulative adverse impacts being 
negligible. 
 
4.2.4  Vegetation 
 
No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, the Rice Road extension and 
the associated multi-use trail would not be constructed. There would be no change in 
baseline conditions and therefore, no effect on vegetation. 
 
Preferred Alternative – Construction of the Rice Road extension and the associated 
multi-use trail would require the removal of forest and scrub-shrub vegetation from 
approximately 0.7 acres of Parkway property. Approximately 70% of the site would be 
converted to mowed grassland. This would be a permanent change with a minor, adverse 
impact since it is a localized change confined to this site.  
 
Cumulative Impacts – Cumulative impacts of this project with past clearing associated 
with previous U.S. Highway 51 widening in 2001 would be minor, especially in the 
larger context of being located in an already urbanized environment. 
 
Conclusion – The No Action Alternative would have no impact on vegetation. The 
implementation of the proposed project would result in a permanent change in the 
vegetation on the site; the impact will be localized and therefore, minor. 
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4.2.5  Wildlife 
 
No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, the Rice Road extension and 
the associated multi-use trail would not be constructed. There would be no change in 
baseline conditions and therefore, no effect on wildlife. 
 
Preferred Alternative – Construction of the Rice Road extension and the associated 
multi-use trail would require the removal of forest and scrub-shrub vegetation providing 
wildlife habitat from approximately 0.7 acres of Parkway property. Wildlife activity on 
the site appears to be low due to the small area and its location in a primarily urban 
setting. The removal of the vegetation and wildlife habitat would be permanent with 
minor, adverse impact since it is a localized change confined to this site.  
 
Cumulative Impacts – Cumulative impacts of this project with past clearing and wildlife 
habitat destruction associated with previous U.S. Highway 51 widening in 2001 would be 
minor, especially in the larger context of being located in an already urbanized 
environment. 
 
Conclusion – The No Action Alternative would have no impact on existing wildlife 
habitat. The implementation of the proposed project would result in a permanent change 
in the wildlife habitat on the site; the impact will be localized and therefore, minor. As 
stated in Section 1.6.3, threatened and endangered species were dismissed from further 
analysis based on comments from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Mississippi 
Department of Wildlife, Fisheries, and Parks. 
 
4.3 HUMAN ENVIRONMENT 
 
4.3.1 Archaeological and Native American Sites  
 
No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, the Rice Road extension and 
the associated multi-use trail would not be constructed. There would be no change in 
baseline conditions and therefore, no impact on archaeological and Native American 
sites. 
 
Preferred Alternative – Construction of the Rice Road extension and the associated 
multi-use trail would require clearing and ground disturbance on approximately 0.7 acres 
of Parkway property. The Mississippi Department of Archives and History was consulted 
and determined that a cultural resources survey should be performed on the project site. 
A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey was completed by the Cobb Institute of 
Archaeology, Mississippi State University on October 24, 2012. The survey concluded 
that much of the project area had been severely impacted by past land-disturbing 
activities and found no cultural resources present other than modern trash. See Appendix 
D.  
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Cumulative Impacts – Any impact on archaeological and Native American sites may 
have already occurred due to previous land-disturbing activities. The cumulative impact 
of adding this project to previous activity would be neglible. 
 
Conclusion – The No Action Alternative would have no impact on archaeological and 
Native American sites. No cultural resources were found during a Phase I Cultural 
Resources Survey. Therefore, construction of the Rice Road extension and associated 
multi-use trail is not expected to have any impact on such sites. However, should any 
archaeological or Native American sites be encountered during construction, construction 
activities will halt and Parkway and Department of Archives and History officials will be 
notified immediately. 
  
4.3.2 Traffic Circulation and Congestion 
 
No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, the Rice Road extension and 
the associated multi-use trail would not be constructed. It is likely that local traffic, 
including Parkway traffic, would experience long-term congestion due to the increase in 
traffic created by the City Center development without providing additional access to the 
developed area. Parkway visitors would also be forced onto U.S. Highway 51 in order to 
reach the proposed City Center development and the Choctaw Agency Museum. The No 
Action Alternative would likely cause localized, long-term traffic congestion resulting in 
a moderate environmental impact. 
 
Preferred Alternative – Construction of the Rice Road extension and the associated 
multi-use trail would provide a fourth entrance to the proposed City Center development 
and allow for smoother long-term, local traffic flow. Parkway visitors would have access 
to the Choctaw Agency Museum allowing the users to continue the Natchez Trace 
Parkway experience. The extension of Rice Road would have beneficial local impacts 
due to the increased access to the development and reduction of traffic in the area. 
 
Cumulative Impacts – The cumulative impact of the Rice Road extension with prior 
traffic generation in the area would serve to stabilize the traffic situation in the project 
vicinity and on the Parkway. The project will provide beneficial long-term, local traffic 
impacts. 
 
Conclusion – The No Action Alternative would likely lead to a worsening of traffic 
conditions along U.S. Highway 51 by forcing additional traffic from Rice Road and the 
Natchez Trace Parkway onto U.S. Highway 51 in order to reach the City Center 
development.   Constructing the Rice Road extension would serve to stabilize the traffic 
situation in the project vicinity and on the Parkway. 
 
4.3.3  Aesthetics 
 
No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, the Rice Road extension and 
the associated multi-use trail would not be constructed. There would be no change in 
baseline conditions and therefore, no impact on aesthetics. 
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Preferred Alternative – Construction of the Rice Road extension and the associated 
multi-use trail would create some short-term, minor, adverse impact by disrupting the 
natural view of the area. The natural view of the area will be permanently altered by 
converting the area to a roadway. The impact would be minor since the site is a portion of 
the Parkway not readily visible to Parkway travelers and due to its limited extent. 
 
Cumulative Impacts – The aesthetics of the current view shed along the reach of the 
Parkway being assessed are currently made up of U.S. Highway 51.  Therefore, the 
cumulative impacts of this activity along with past and present activities in this area will 
have a minor impact on aesthetics.  
 
Conclusion – The No Action Alternative would have no impact on existing aesthetics. 
The implementation of the proposed project would result in a permanent change in the 
area but the impact would be minor since it is localized to a small site not readily visible 
to Parkway travelers. 
 
4.3.4 Public Health and Safety 
 
No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, the Rice Road extension and 
the associated multi-use trail would not be constructed. It is likely that traffic congestion 
in the area including on the Parkway would worsen due to increased traffic created by the 
new City Center development without an increase in access. This increased traffic 
congestion would create the possibility of more automobile accidents. 
 
Preferred Alternative – Construction of the Rice Road extension and the associated 
multi-use trail would provide a fourth access point to the proposed City Center 
development.  This would allow for smoother traffic flow and increased traffic safety by 
providing another signalized access point into the development and relieving the traffic 
loading on the unsignalized Moon Street access point.  The proposed alternative will also 
help reduce the traffic and improve safety on a congested section of U.S. Highway 51, by 
providing vehicles traveling between the development, Rice Road, and the Natchez Trace 
Parkway access without entering U.S. Highway 51. These improvements will provide a 
long-term beneficial impact on the public safety in the area surrounding the development. 
 
Cumulative Impacts – The cumulative impact of the Rice Road extension with prior 
traffic generation in the area would serve to stabilize traffic safety in the project vicinity.  
The Rice Road extension along with other likely traffic improvements along the U.S 51 
corridor through Ridgeland will provide beneficial long-term, local cumulative impacts. 
 
Conclusion – The No Action Alternative would likely lead to a worsening of traffic 
safety in the area by restricting City Center access to three points. Constructing the Rice 
Road extension would serve to stabilize traffic safety in the project vicinity. 
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4.3.5 Infrastructure 
 
No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, the Rice Road extension and 
the associated multi-use trail would not be constructed. There would be no change in 
baseline conditions and therefore, no impact on infrastructure. 
 
Preferred Alternative – Construction of the Rice Road extension and the associated 
multi-use trail would have no effect on the Parkway infrastructure. Some of the existing 
infrastructure (gas pipelines, fiber cable, and electric lines) would need to be adjusted to 
accommodate construction; any impacts would be short-term and negligible. 
 
Cumulative Impacts – The cumulative impacts of this activity with past and present 
activities would be minor. 
 
Conclusion – The No Action Alternative would have no impact. Constructing the Rice 
Road extension would necessitate some adjustments to existing infrastructure with 
negligible short-term impacts. There would be no long-term impacts. 
 
 
4.3.6  Land Use 
 
No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, the Rice Road extension and 
the associated multi-use trail would not be constructed. There would be no change in 
baseline conditions and therefore, no impact on land use. 
 
Preferred Alternative – Construction of the Rice Road extension and the associated 
multi-use trail would require the removal of forest and scrub-shrub vegetation from 
approximately 0.7 acres of Parkway property. Approximately 30% of the site would be 
converted to a paved street and multi-use trail with the remaining 70% converted to 
mowed grassland. This would be a permanent land use change with minor, adverse 
impact since it is a localized change confined to this site.  
 
Cumulative Impacts – Cumulative impacts of this project with past clearing and land use 
change associated with previous U.S. Highway 51 widening in 2001 would be minor. 
 
Conclusion – The No Action Alternative would have no impact on land use. The 
implementation of the preferred alternative would result in a permanent change in land 
use on the site. The extent of the change is very limited; the impact will be localized and 
therefore, minor. 
 
4.4  VISITOR USE AND EXPERIENCE 
 
No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, the Rice Road extension and 
the associated multi-use trail would not be constructed. There would be no change in 
baseline conditions and therefore, no impact on visitor use and experience. 
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Preferred Alternative – Construction of the Rice Road extension and the associated 
multi-use trail would have no impact on visitor use and experience since the proposed 
project site is isolated from the Parkway, is not easily accessible, is not currently used by 
Parkway visitors, has no special features or parking, and the NPS does not promote its 
use. Should Parkway visitors choose to visit the Choctaw Agency Museum, the Rice 
Road extension will provide an environment similar to the Parkway. 
 
Cumulative Impacts – There would be no cumulative impacts of this activity with past 
and present activities. 
 
Conclusion – Neither the No Action Alternative nor the construction of the Rice road 
extension would have any impact. 
 
4.5 PARKWAY OPERATIONS 
 
No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, the Rice Road extension and 
the associated multi-use trail would not be constructed. There would be no change in 
baseline conditions and therefore, no impact on parkway operations. 
 
Preferred Alternative – Construction of the Rice Road extension and the associated 
multi-use trail would have negligible impacts on Parkway operations. A very small 
section of Parkway property would be isolated from the main body of Parkway property 
by the Rice Road extension. Maintenance of the roadway, multi-use trail, and the right-
of-way would become the responsibility of the City of Ridgeland. 
 
Cumulative Impacts – Cumulative impacts would be limited to those of the Preferred 
Alternative. 
 
Conclusion – The impacts of both the No Action Alternative and the Preferred 
Alternative would be negligible.  
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5.0  MITIGATION MEASURES 

 
5.1 NOISE 
 
Construction activities would produce noise within the project area. Noise levels are not 
expected to impact Parkway users but may impact residents near the project area. Impacts 
to these residents will be mitigated by restricting construction activities to normal 
weekday daylight hours. 
 
5.2 SOILS 
 
Construction activities could cause soil erosion. Industry-standard construction techniques 
will be used to minimize soil erosion during construction. After construction, barren soil 
surfaces will be planted with grasses and seeded with an area-appropriate mixture of 
wildflower seeds.  
 
5.3  WATER RESOURCES 
 
Construction activities could cause soil erosion and the resulting sedimentation. Industry-
standard construction techniques will minimize sedimentation during construction. 
Installation of grassy and graveled swales will promote water absorption into the soil and 
convey any runoff to the subsurface drainage systems of U.S. Highway 51 and City Center. 
 
5.4 VEGETATION 
 
The City of Ridgeland plans to plant only native vegetation along the Rice Road extension 
and the northern portion of the City Center development.  The goal of the development is to 
provide a center for City activities that will transition into a natural setting containing the 
Choctaw Agency Museum and a green education center.  The vegetation planted along the 
extension and throughout the development will total at least 0.7 acres, thereby replacing the 
vegetation lost due to the proposed project. 
 
5.5 WILDLIFE 
 
Construction of the Rice Road extension and the associated multi-use trail will cause the 
loss of a limited amount of wildlife habitat. As stated above, the City of Ridgeland intends 
to plant only native vegetation along the Rice Road extension and the northern portion of 
the City Center development. This will provide habitat for wildlife to help offset the habitat 
loss due to the roadway and trail construction. 
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6.0  PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND AGENCY COORDINATION 
 

6.1  SCOPING 
 
Scoping is an effort to involve agencies and the general public in determining the scope 
of issues to be addressed in the environmental document. Scoping includes consultation 
with any interested agency, or any agency with jurisdiction by law or expertise to obtain 
early input. Among other tasks, scoping determines important issues and eliminates 
issues determined to be unimportant, allocates assignments among the project team 
members, identifies related projects, and identifies permits required. Scoping includes 
both internal and external scoping activities. 
 
Internal scoping refers to the process used to define issues, alternatives, and data needs. 
The City Center concept was set forth in the City of Ridgeland 2008 Master Plan with 
considerable public input. Dean and Dean Architects were later commissioned to help 
develop a master plan for the proposed City Center development. The original concept 
proposed in 2008 and the later City Center Master Plan (dated 2010) are both shown in 
Appendix A. The 2010 City Center Master Plan proposed the extension of Rice Road to 
provide a fourth access point to City Center. 
 
External scoping consisted of contacting various agencies concerning the proposed Rice 
Road extension as discussed below in Section 7.2, Agency and Stakeholder Consultation.   
 
This EA will be reviewed by the National Park Service at the Park and Regional levels. 
The document may undergo revision, then be resubmitted to the Region for approval. 
Once approved, the EA is open for public comment for 30 days. If no substantive 
comments are received and no further impacts are identified, a Finding of No Significant 
Impact (FONSI) is submitted to the Region for signature. 
 
6.2  AGENCY AND STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION 
 
Consultation letters were mailed to local and federal agencies during the summer of 2012 
requesting consultation and comments regarding the proposed project. Agencies 
contacted included Mississippi Department of Environmental Quality Air Toxics Branch, 
Mississippi Department of Archives and History, Mississippi Natural Heritage Program, 
National Park Service, Natural Resources Conservation Service, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Copies of those letters and their responses 
are included in Appendix E. 

 
6.2.1  Endangered Species Act (ESA) Section 7 Consultation 
 

In accordance with the federal and state requirements for special status species, a 
consultation letter was mailed to the USFWS Field Office in Jackson, Mississippi as well 
as to the Mississippi Department of Wildlife, Fisheries, and Parks. Information about the 
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proposed project was included in the consultation letter. A response was received from 
the USFWS indicating that the proposed work would have “No Effect” on federally listed 
species or their habitat. The Mississippi Department of Wildlife, Fisheries, and Parks 
responded that “the proposed project likely poses no threat to listed species or their 
habitats.” Letters and responses can be found in Appendix E. 
 

6.2.2  Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act Consultation 
 
Agency consultation was conducted with Mississippi Department of Archives and 
History as the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), to comply with Section 106 of 
the NHPA. The response was that a cultural resources survey should be performed. A 
Phase I Cultural Resources Survey performed by the Cobb Institute of Archaeology dated 
October 24, 2012 can be found in Appendix D. Upon review of this survey, the 
Department of Archives and History stated “ . . . we have no objections with the proposed 
project.” Refer to Appendix E – Letter from Greg Williamson, Review and Compliance 
Officer, December 19, 2012. 
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Waggoner Engineering, Inc. 
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David Williams, PE – Project Manager 
 
Glenn Duckworth – Senior Project Manager 
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GLOSSARY 
 

 
Cumulative Impact “Cumulative impact is the impact on the environment which  
   results from the incremental impact of the action when added to  
   other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions  
   regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person  
   undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from  
   individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place  
   over a period of time.” (40 CFR 1508.7) 
 
FONSI A Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is an administrative 

document issued when environmental analysis and interagency 
review during the NEPA process find a project to have no 
significant impacts on the quality of the environment and presents 
the reasons for this finding. 

 
Impacts Direct impacts are caused by the construction or implementation of 

an activity. Indirect or secondary impacts generally occur after 
construction or implementation, and usually as a result of the 
project having been put in place. 

 
Impairment An action that “ . . . harm(s) the integrity of the park resources or 

values, including the opportunities that otherwise would be present 
for the enjoyment of those resources or values.” 

 
Spillback Traffic engineering term: When one traffic light backs up traffic to 

a second traffic light located upstream such that cars at the second 
traffic light cannot move forward when the second light is green.  
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ACRONYMS 
 

ACHP  Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
CFR  Code of Federal Regulations 
DEQ  Mississippi Department of Environmental Quality 
EA  Environmental Assessment  
EIS  Environmental Impact Statement 
FIRM  Flood Insurance Rate Map 
FONSI  Finding of No Significant Impact 
FWS  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
FPPA  Farmland Protection Policy Act 
MDAH Mississippi Department of Archives and History 
MDWFP Mississippi Department of Wildlife, Fisheries, and Parks 
NEPA  National Environmental Policy Act 
NHPA  National Historic Preservation Act 
NPS  National Park Service 
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
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City Center Plans 
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Floodplains 
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Ridgeland, MS -
Rice Rd. Extension

Jul 11, 2013

This map is for general reference only. The US Fish and Wildlife Service is not
responsible for the accuracy or currentness of the  base data shown on this map. All
wetlands related data should be used in accordance with the layer metadata found on
the Wetlands Mapper web site.
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Cultural Resources Survey 
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Agency Consultation 
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