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DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 


PORT OF ROSEDALE EXPANSION 
ROSEDALE HARBOR 


ROSEDALE, BOLIVAR COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI 
 


EA # 111 
 


1 INTRODUCTION 


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Mississippi River Valley Division, Regional 
Planning and Environment Division South (RPEDS), has prepared this Draft 
Environmental Assessment (EA 111) to evaluate the potential impacts associated with 
expanding parts of the existing Port of Rosedale, located on the Mississippi River, in 
Bolivar County, Mississippi. The Port is approximately 2 miles south of Rosedale, 
Mississippi, on the left descending Mississippi Riverbank, at River Mile 585. The service 
area for the Port at Rosedale includes Bolivar, Coahoma, and Sunflower Counties in 
Mississippi.  


The primary objective of the proposed project is to increase efficiency and reduce the risk 
to navigation within the Port of Rosedale harbor channel by realigning the existing 
channel and expanding the turning basin. All proposed work would be performed from 
within the channel using barges and excavators. Dredged material would be carried via 
pipeline to the mouth of the channel to be carried away by the Mississippi River. Debris 
that cannot be removed via pipeline would be hauled ashore to be burned.  


This draft EA has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 (NEPA) and the Council on Environmental Quality’s Regulations (40 CFR 
1500-1508), as reflected in the USACE Engineering Regulation ER 200-2-2. This draft 
EA provides sufficient information on the potential adverse and beneficial environmental 
effects to allow the District Commander to make an informed decision on the 
appropriateness of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI). 


1.1 Project Location 


Project Name: Port of Rosedale Expansion Rosedale Harbor Rosedale, Bolivar County, 
Mississippi Project (Project).  


The project area is the Port of Rosedale, located on the east bank of the Mississippi River 
(river mile 585) in Bolivar County, Mississippi (Figure 1). Portions of the channel extend 
into Desha County, Arkansas. The Port of Rosedale provides southern port access to the 
Gulf of Mexico at New Orleans, and western access on the Arkansas River, all the way 
to Muskogee and through the Tulsa Port of Catoosa on the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas 
River Navigation System. 
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                       Figure 1: Port of Rosedale Project Area. 
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1.2 Authority  


The authority for the project is the Small Navigation Project Under Continuing Authorities 
of the Chief of Engineers, Section 107 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1960, as 
amended. Under the Continuing Authorities Program (CAP), the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers is authorized to plan, design, and construct certain types of water resource 
and ecosystem restoration projects without additional and specific Congressional 
authorization. The purpose is to implement projects of limited scope and complexity. 
Section 107 provides authority for the Corps of Engineers to develop and construct small 
navigation projects. The Corps adopts a project for construction after detailed 
investigation clearly shows the engineering feasibility and economic justification of the 
improvement.  


1.3 Non-Federal Sponsor 


The Non-Federal Sponsor (NFS) is the Rosedale-Bolivar County Commission (RBCC). 
In a letter dated January 23, 2018, the RBCC requested assistance from the Corps under 
the Section 107 authority to undertake an investigation involving the risk to navigation 
with the Port of Rosedale harbor channel. The RBCC indicated its understanding of the 
provisions of the Section 107 authority and its willingness to cost share the project. On 
February 27, 2020, the Port of Rosedale sent and updated Letter of Intent.  


1.4 Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action  


The Rosedale-Bolivar County Port Commission has identified a risk to navigation within 
the Port of Rosedale harbor channel. In addition to the annual problem of sedimentation 
near the mouth of the channel, there is an area of the channel that is extremely narrow 
and dangerous to navigate during the low-water times of the year. This risk to navigation 
is more prevalent during the low-water period for the river, which also happens to be the 
"busy season" for the port due to the increasing business of commodities trading there. 
This creates extended barge traffic delays and navigation issues as the barges move 
through the port.  


In addition, the Port of Rosedale is reaching full-capacity use of developed property and 
considering alternative solutions to hopefully satisfy the continuing demand of businesses 
to locate at the port. All these factors create an environment where barge traffic through 
the port will also continue to increase. In addition to the channel improvement in the 
narrow throat of the harbor, there should also be attention given to the north end of the 
harbor and turning basin. To adequately serve all the tenants at the port, it is imperative 
that there is sufficient fleeting area and area for movement of barges to and from docks. 


1.5 Prior NEPA Documents 


USACE. Rosedale Harbor, Mississippi, 1977. Construction of slack water harbor and 
channel, turning basin, and access road 2.5 miles south of Rosedale.  
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1.6 Public Concerns 


The public is concerned about maintaining safe and efficient navigable channels in 
support of commercial activity. As the Port of Rosedale is reaching full-capacity use, there 
are concerns at being able to continue to satisfy the increasing demand of businesses to 
locate to the port. In addition to the channel improvement in the narrow throat of the 
harbor, there should also be attention given to the north end of the harbor and turning 
basin. To adequately serve all the tenants at the port, it is imperative that there is sufficient 
fleeting area and area for movement of barges to and from docks. 


1.7 Data Gaps and Uncertainties 


Because natural systems are complex and consist of an intricate web of variables that 
influence the existence and condition of other variables within the system, all projects 
contain certain inherent uncertainties. The effects of storms, increased sea level rise, and 
climate change on each project’s performance are uncertain and are addressed through 
future projections based on existing information. No model can account for all relevant 
variables in a dynamic system.  As such, how the proposed project will realistically 
perform and the impacts that will result from its construction are a “best guess” based on 
what we presently know about the existing system and the results of similarly constructed 
projects. 


 


2 ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION 


Alternative plans for the Port of Rosedale Expansion were developed with the level of 
detail necessary to select a justified, acceptable, and implementable plan that is 
consistent with federal law and policy and, to the extent that the project authorization, law, 
and policy permit, consistent with the goals of the Non-Federal Sponsor (NFS). Benefit 
and cost, risk and uncertainty, cost effectiveness, and incremental cost analyses are 
undertaken using procedures that are most appropriate for the scope and complexity of 
this project. Opportunities to reasonably avoid or minimize adverse environmental 
impacts and mitigation requirements are considered in formulating the proposed action. 
The Project Delivery Team (PDT) relies on existing data and existing environmental 
clearances for other USACE projects that are located within the project area to expedite 
the completion of this document.  


2.1 Description of Alternatives 


Through coordination between the USACE, the NFS, and natural resource agencies, 
several alternative plans for improvement of the Port of Rosedale were preliminarily 
developed by the Rosedale-Bolivar County Port Commission. This EA considered seven 
of these alternatives:  
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2.1.1 Alternative 1 - No Action – FWOP 


NEPA requires that in analyzing alternatives to a proposed action, a federal agency must 
consider an alternative of “No Action.” This No Action Alternative is the Future without 
Project (FWOP) conditions which consider the impacts and predict the environmental 
gains/losses if the proposed action is not implemented.  


Under this alternative, no action would be taken to increase the inlet channel width and 
turning basin areas. Port operation and regular dredging would continue to occur in the 
current manner. The Port would continue to experience increasing navigation challenges 
as port traffic increases, especially during low water periods. Navigation risks would 
remain high and would continue to increase. Cost and lost time to JANTRAN would 
continue to increase, resulting in negative impacts to the Port of Rosedale economy. This 
alternative would have no cost and would provide no benefits. 
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2.1.2 Alternative 2 - Widen Channel at JANTRAN 


Alternative 2 considers widening the channel adjacent to the JANTRAN facility located on 
the outside of the bendway in the navigational channel (Figure 2). When this facility is in 
operation, barge traffic can create a navigational encroachment on the channel, thus 
restricting barge traffic while barges are loading or being repositioned at the JANTRAN 
facility. This alternative widens a 0.67-mile length of the western channel through the 
bendway by 50 feet to a total width of 200 feet, with tapered transitions in the upper and 
lower channel crossovers. This channel width was determined through coordination with 
the local sponsor and river pilots who utilize the port. A two wide barge width totals to 70’, 
therefore two-lane traffic would amount to a side-by-side total of 140 feet. 200 feet would 
be adequate for maneuvering through the channel at JANTRAN and reducing barge 
traffic. Under this alternative, a dredge quantity of approximately 91,300 CY would be 
removed and 3.25 acres of terrestrial habitat and 0.72 acres of wetland habitat would be 
cleared and snagged. 


 


                               Figure 2:Alternative 2- Widen channel bend near JANTRAN. 
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2.1.3 Alternative 3- Widen Entire Channel 


Under this alternative, a 0.68-mile length of channel near JANTRAN would be widened 
to the West to a total of 200 feet wide. The remainder of the channel, from the mouth of 
the channel to the existing turning basin, would be widened to the West to a total of 185 
feet wide (Figure 3). The Eastern channel limit would remain in the same location. Under 
this alternative, a dredge excavation volume of 269,600 CY of material would be removed 
and 4 acres of terrestrial habitat and 0.72 acres of wetland habitat would be cleared and 
snagged. 
 


 
                 Figure 3: Alternative 3- Widen entire channel. 
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2.1.4 Alternative 4 – Widen Turning Basin 


The existing turning basin area is 400,000 square feet (400 feet wide x 1000 feet long). 
Under this alternative, the width of the existing turning basin would be widened by 200 
feet to the West, thus adding 200,000 square feet to the existing turning basin (Figure 4). 
The eastern perimeter of the turning basin and the turning basin length would remain the 
same. The new turning basin area would be 600,000 square feet (600 feet wide x 1000 
feet long). The additional turning basin width would allow barges to turn 180 degrees 
more quickly and easily, even during low water conditions. Under this alternative, a 
dredge excavation volume of 52,300 CY of material would be removed and 1.2 acres of 
terrestrial habitat would need to be cleared and snagged. 


 


                      Figure 4: Alternative 4- Widen turning basin. 
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2.1.5 Alternative 5 – Lengthen Channel, Relocate and Widen Turning Basin 


Under this alternative, the shipping channel would be extended 1000 feet in length; the 
channel width would be 150-feet (Figure 5). The turning basin would be relocated farther 
to the north of the Port and would be expanded to 6,000 square feet (600 feet wide x 1000 
feet long) as described in Alternative 4. The additional channel length would facilitate 
access for additional port developments and the additional turning basin width would 
allow a greater number of barges to turn 180 degrees more easily, even during low water 
conditions. Under this alternative, a dredge excavation volume of 198,400 CY of material 
would be removed and 3.0 acres of terrestrial habitat would be cleared and snagged.  
 


 
                   Figure 5: Alternative 5- Lengthen channel to relocate and widen turning basin. 
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2.1.6 Alternative 6 – Shift Channel Bend 


Under this alternative, a 0.63-mile length of the channel bend near JANTRAN would be 
relocated (Figure 6). The new channel would be situated through shifting the entire 
channel to the west 100 feet, then widening the new channel to the west 50 feet for a new 
total channel width of 200 feet. The new channel would transition into the existing channel 
in the upstream and downstream crossovers. Under this alternative, a dredge excavation 
volume of 96,900 CY of material would be removed and 3.5 acres of terrestrial habitat 
and 0.57 acres of wetland habitat would need to be cleared and snagged. 
 


 
                 Figure 6: Alternative 6- Shift channel bend. 
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2.1.7 Alternative 7- TSP- Widen Entire Channel, Extend Channel, and Expand Turning 
Basin 


This alternative was chosen as the tentatively selected plan (TSP) since it provided the 
highest net excess benefits compared to the other alternatives. Alternative 7 is a 
combination of alternatives 3 and 5. The entire channel would be widened to 185 feet 
except for 0.67 miles near the JANTRAN facility, where it would be widened to 200 feet 
(Figure 7). In addition, the channel would be extended 1000 feet in length, and the turning 
basin would be relocated and enlarged to 600 feet by 1,000 feet (600,000 square feet). 
Under this alternative, a dredge excavation volume of 468,000 CY of material would be 
removed and 7.0 acres of terrestrial habitat and 0.72 acres of wetland habitat would need 
to be cleared and snagged. 


 


      Figure 7: Alternative 7- Widen Entire Channel, Extend Channel, and Expand Turning Basin. 
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2.2 Proposed Actions    


 
The tentatively selected alternative for the Port of Rosedale proposes three primary 
modifications to the existing port footprint:   
 


1. Realigning and widening the authorized channel limits at the existing barge facility. 
2. Widening the channel for the entire length to facilitate two-way traffic and larger 


barge configurations. 
3. Enlarging the turning basin to support increased mobility with larger barge 


configurations. 
 
The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN) is located approximately halfway up the 
2.7 mile (14,256 feet) long by 150-foot-wide navigation channel, which runs between the 
port and the Mississippi River (Figure 8). The channel is currently authorized and 
maintained at an elevation of 93 feet MSL, which is 9 feet below the Low Water of 
Reference Plane (LWRP) of 102 feet.  


The route to the turning basin poses certain navigational challenges when in operation. 
The position of the JANTRAN in the bend in the channel, creates challenges for pilots, 
particularly when barges that are being loaded encroach into the navigation channel. As 
part of the TSP alternative, the existing bend in the channel would be expanded from the 
currently authorized width of 150 feet to 200 feet to alleviate some of the difficulties of 
traversing the channel bend during busier time frames. This expansion would also permit 
larger barge configurations to navigate the bend more easily. The channel would also be 
realigned in the vicinity of the JANTRAN facility to avoid encroachments from barges that 
are moored at the facility for loading and unloading. The realignment would involve 
shifting 3,600 feet (0.68 miles) of the navigational channel 100 feet to the west.   


The remaining portion of the navigation channel between the Mississippi River and the 
turning basin at the upper end of the port would be expanded from 150 feet to 185 feet 
(except for the portion mentioned above). This additional width would allow improved 
facilitation of two-way traffic and provide navigational support for larger barge 
configurations.  


The final main feature of this alternative is the reconfiguration and enlargement of the 
existing 400 foot by 1000 foot turning basin. The new proposed configuration would 
lengthen the navigational channel to extend through the existing turning basin and shifts 
the footprint of the turning basin further upstream past its current location. The newly 
enlarged and relocated turning basin would measure 600 feet by 1000 feet. This increase 
in size allows larger barge configurations to utilize the turning basin, and its new location 
would provide better access to the water with more frontage for the port. 
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All the proposed changes and dimensions were determined based on input from the local 
sponsor and existing port customers. The currently authorized navigation channel 
elevation of 93 feet MSL would be maintained for all the modifications and limits described 
herein. The channel would not be deepened below the authorized Mississippi River 
channel depth. 


 
Figure 8: Location of existing barge loading facility JANTRAN. 
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2.2.1 Dredged Material Disposal 


 
A cutter head dredge would be utilized to excavate material from the navigational channel 
and the turning basin. All dredged material would be pumped from the cutter head and 
carried via a dredge pipe and cast out to the Mississippi River near the mouth of the Port 
Navigation Channel (Figure 9). The currents of the river would carry and disperse the 
dredge material as it travels downstream of the project area. This method of dredge 
material disposal is currently utilized annually for maintenance dredging of the port. The 
dredge pipe would be placed along the eastern side of the navigation channel as to not 
interfere with any ingress or egress navigation at the port. During work hours, a boat on 
the discharge pipe would be utilized and move the line for passing tows as needed. 
Because of the distance needed to pump material to the river, a booster pump would be 
required. The distance into the river needed to discharge all dredge material would be 
determined based on a hydrographic survey, and the pipe would not impact navigation 
on the Mississippi River.   


All woody material encountered during dredging/construction would be relocated on to 
dry ground and burned in a burn pile within the project area or relocated under water 
outside of the project area. 


 


 
 Figure 9: Map of proposed dredge disposal plan. 
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3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


3.1 Description of the Watershed 


The Mississippi River is the main stem of the world’s most highly developed waterway 
system, and it measures approximately 2,340 miles in length. It has the third largest 
drainage basin in the world, exceeded in size only by the watersheds of the Amazon and 
Congo Rivers, and it discharges the headwater flows from about 41 percent of the 
contiguous 48 states. The basin covers more than 1,245,000 square miles, includes all 
or parts of 31 states and two Canadian provinces, and roughly resembles a funnel which 
has its spout at the Gulf of Mexico.  Waters from as far east as New York and as far west 
as Montana contribute to flows in the lower river.  


The lower alluvial valley of the Mississippi River is a relatively flat plain of about 35,000 
square miles bordering on the river which would be overflowed during time of high water 
if it were not for man-made protective works.  This valley begins just below Cape 
Girardeau, Missouri, is roughly 600 miles in length, varies in width from 25 to 125 miles, 
and includes parts of seven states—Missouri, Illinois, Tennessee, Kentucky, Arkansas, 
Mississippi, and Louisiana. 


Deep-draft navigation is a major component of waterborne traffic on the Mississippi River, 
and it is the key waterway for moving grain by barge from farm states to domestic export 
markets. Low water levels impact commerce by reducing the navigable portions of the 
river that are deep enough for barges. 


3.2 Description of the Project Area 


The project area is located near the center of the Mississippi River flood plain area in 
Bolivar County, Mississippi. The area is characterized by flat, nearly level land. All the 
soils in the area have been developed from alluvial sediments deposited by the 
Mississippi River. Numerous streams, bayous, and rivers traverse the area. Relief ranges 
from level to sloping with a large part being level or nearly level. Mineral resources are 
insignificant in the area except for some sand, gravel, and clay deposits. Surface and 
ground water is abundant in the area and several freshwater bearing aquifers provide 
ample ground water supplies to residents.  


Historically, the project area was bottomland hardwood forest. Over the past 150-200 
years, the alluvial valley and floodplain have been altered. Forests have been cleared 
and drained for agricultural, municipal, residential, and industrial purposes. Levees 
reduce flooding in most of the valley and the channel has been realigned and constrained. 
Construction of the Mississippi River mainline levee and drainage projects afforded flood 
protection to approximately 28,000 acres and enabled most of this area to be cleared. 
Currently, less than 5 percent of the protected area contains bottomland hardwood forest. 
The bulk of the land is still being used for agricultural production, primarily rice, soybeans, 
cotton, and winter wheat. The remaining 18,000 acres are located inside the Mississippi 
River mainline levee and are classified as batture land. This area is largely forested and 
subjected to annual flooding. The primary use of this area is for recreational hunting. 
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3.3 Climate  


The climate in Mississippi has always been variable and sometimes extreme—and 
climate change may intensify this historical pattern. Average state temperatures have 
varied substantially over the past century, with a warming trend since the late 1960s. 
Average rainfall has changed only a little, with summers becoming slightly drier and 
winters slightly wetter, and extreme rainfall events have become more frequent.  


Bolivar County is in the northwestern portion of Mississippi, alongside the Mississippi 
River, in an area referred to as the Delta Region.  The Delta Region covers 35,000 square 
miles from southern Illinois to the Gulf of Mexico, encompassing 219 counties in seven 
states and approximately 8.3 million people. The climate in the area is characterized by 
humid subtropical conditions with temperate winters and long, hot summers.  Normal 
precipitation values range from 50 to 65 inches, annually, with the wettest months being 
March and April and the driest months being August and September.  High temperatures 
range from 50 degrees Fahrenheit in January to 92 degrees Fahrenheit in July and low 
temperatures range from 33 degrees Fahrenheit in January to 73 degrees Fahrenheit in 
July.  The study area is subject to periods of both drought and flood, and the climate rarely 
seems to truly exhibit “average” conditions. 


Tropical storms and hurricanes are unlikely to affect the area as Bolivar County, MS is in 
a very low risk hurricane zone. Twenty-six hurricanes have been recorded in Bolivar 
County, MS since 1930. The largest hurricane was Betsy in 1965. The most recent Bolivar 
County, MS hurricane was Humberto in 2007. 


(https://www.homefacts.com/hurricanes/Mississippi/Bolivar-County.html)  


 
3.4 Geology 


The geology of the study area is heavily influenced by the Mississippi River and its delta 
plain. Relief, like that in other parts of the Mississippi River flood plain, ranges from level 
to sloping, with a large part being level or nearly level. The terrain is relatively flat, and 
soils are basically fine-grained with low permeability. All the soils in the area have been 
developed from alluvial sediments and are both soils developed from Mississippi River 
alluvium and those developed from silty alluvium that originated in the loess hills. Several 
millennia ago, the area was covered by waters of the Gulf of Mexico. As a result of this 
inundation and progressive depositions by the river, the alluvial sediments of which the 
area is formed are several hundred feet thick. There are no significant mineral resources 
in the study area. Some sand, gravel, and clay deposits are extractable, but these are of 
little economic importance. Numerous streams and bayous traverse the study area and 
levee construction and drainage systems have reduced the frequency of flooding in the 
area.  


 
 



https://www.homefacts.com/hurricanes/Mississippi/Bolivar-County.html
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3.5 The Batture 


The Batture refers to the seasonally flooded area of low water river land, inland to the 
levees. It is a combination of different aquatic and terrestrial habitats and includes bare 
soil and vegetated surfaces, varying from emergent marsh to cypress swamps to 
seasonally or even infrequently flooded hardwood forests. Some portions of it are 
seasonally farmed or used as range for grazing livestock and the forests have been 
harvested for timber. But for the most part, Batture lands have been left untouched as 
compared to the lands outside of the levee system. 


The ecological value of the Batture is reflected by the high biodiversity of aquatic and 
terrestrial species. Biologically, the Batture has proven to be a refuge for wetland 
vegetation and a migration corridor for birds and terrestrial animals. The Batture lands 
provide significant habitat for migrating neotropical songbirds as well as wintering 
waterfowl. 


The flow of the Mississippi River maintains a natural hydrograph, periodically connecting 
oxbow lakes, sloughs, forested lands, and other aquatic habitats in the Batture. Fish move 
from the channel into the Batture for spawning, rearing, and feeding following the flow 
paths that form as the river rises (Junk et al. 1989). Resident fish living in Batture 
waterbodies receive food and nutrients from the river water contributing to increased 
somatic growth and survival. The ebb and flow of floodwater in the Batture benefits many 
other groups of animals contributing to its high biodiversity. 


3.6 Relevant Resources 


This section contains a description of relevant resources that could be impacted by the 
project. The important resources described are those recognized by laws, executive 
orders, regulations, and other standards of national, state, or regional agencies and 
organizations; technical or scientific agencies, groups, or individuals; and the public. 
Table 1 provides summary information of the institutional, technical, and public 
importance of these resources. 


The following relevant resources are discussed in this report: navigation, wetlands, scrub-
shrub, wildlife, aquatic resources/fisheries, threatened and endangered species, water 
quality, air quality, recreation and aesthetics, cultural resources, and environmental 
justice concerns.   
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Table 1:  Relevant Resources and Their Institutional, Technical, and Public Importance 


Resource Institutionally Important Technically Important Publicly Important 


Navigation 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and 
River and Harbor Flood Control Act of 
1970 (PL 91-611). 


N/A 
Navigation concerns affect area economy 
and are of significant interest to community.  


Wetlands 
 


Clean Water Act of 1977, as amended; 
Executive Order 11990 of 1977, 
Protection of Wetlands; Coastal Zone 
Management Act of 1972, as amended; 
and the Estuary Protection Act of 1968., 
EO 11988, and Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act. 


Wetlands provide necessary habitat for 
various species of plants, fish, and wildlife; 
they serve as ground water recharge areas; 
they provide storage areas for storm and 
flood waters; they serve as natural water 
filtration areas; they provide protection from 
wave action, erosion, and storm damage; 
and they provide various consumptive and 
non-consumptive recreational opportunities.   


The high value the public places on the 
functions and values that wetlands provide. 
Environmental organizations and the public 
support the preservation of marshes. 


Aquatic 
Resources/ 
Fisheries 


Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 
1958, as amended; Clean Water Act of 
1977, as amended; Coastal Zone 
Management Act of 1972, as amended; 
and the Estuary Protection Act of 1968. 


Aquatic resources/Fisheries are a critical 
element of many valuable freshwater and 
marine habitats; they are an indicator of the 
health of the various freshwater and marine 
habitats; and many species are important 
commercial resources. 


The high priority that the public places on 
their esthetic, recreational, and commercial 
value. 


Wildlife 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 
1958, as amended and the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act of 1918 


Wildlife is a critical element of many valuable 
aquatic and terrestrial habitats; they are an 
indicator of the health of various aquatic and 
terrestrial habitats; and many species are 
important commercial resources. 


The high priority that the public places on 
the esthetic, recreational, and commercial 
value of wildlife. 


Threatened 
and 
Endangered 
Species 


The Endangered Species Act of 1973, 
as amended; the Marine Mammal 
Protection Act of 1972; and the Bald 
Eagle Protection Act of 1940. 


USACE, USFWS, NMFS, NRCS, EPA, 
LDWF, and LDNR cooperate to protect these 
species.  The status of such species 
provides an indication of the overall health of 
an ecosystem. 


The public supports the preservation of rare 
or declining species and their habitats. 


Cultural 
Resources 


National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966, as amended; the Native American 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
of 1990; and the Archeological 
Resources Protection Act of 1979 


State and Federal agencies document and 
protect sites. Their association or linkage to 
past events, to historically important 
persons, and to design and construction 
values; and for their ability to yield important 
information about prehistory and history.    


Preservation groups and private individuals 
support protection and enhancement of 
historical resources. 


Air Quality 
Clean Air Act of 1963, Louisiana 
Environmental Quality Act of 1983. 


State and Federal agencies recognize the 
status of ambient air quality in relation to the 
NAAQS. 


Virtually all citizens express a desire for 
clean air. 


Water Quality 


Clean Water Act of 1977, Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act, Coastal Zone 
Mgt Act of 1972, and Louisiana State & 
Local Coastal Resources Act of 1978. 


USACE, USFWS, NMFS, NRCS, EPA, and 
State DNR and wildlife/fishery offices 
recognize value of fisheries and good water 
quality and the national and state standards 
established to assess water quality. 


Environmental organizations and the public 
support the preservation of water quality 
and fishery resources and the desire for 
clean drinking water.   


Recreation 
and 
Aesthetics 


Federal Water Project Recreation Act of 
1965 as amended, and Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Act of 1965 as 
amended 


Provide high economic value to local, state, 
and national economies. 


Public makes high demands on 
recreational areas. There is a high 
value that the public places on fishing, 
hunting, and boating. 


Environmental 
Justice 


Executive Orders 12898, 13990, & 
14008, Federal Actions to Address 
Environmental Justice in Communities 
of Color and People Experiencing 
Poverty, and the Department of 
Defense’s Strategy on Environmental 
Justice of 1995, & Tackling the climate 
crisis at home and abroad 2021. 


The social and economic welfare of 
communities of color and people 
experiencing poverty may be positively or 
disproportionately impacted by the preferred 
plan. 


Public concerns about the fair and 
equitable treatment (fair treatment and 
meaningful involvement) of all people with 
respects to environmental and human 
health consequences of federal laws, 
regulations, policies, and actions. 


 
 
The following resources have also been considered and found to not be affected by any 
alternative under consideration: coastal zone, essential fish habitat, beaches, floodplain 
management, prime or unique farmland, Gulf water bottoms, public use of lands, unique 
or rare wildlife habitat, Indian trust resources, and soundscapes/noise. 
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4 EXISTING CONDITIONS 


4.1 Navigation 


The Mississippi is an essential component of the nation’s land-based transportation 
network, serving as a vital link in the nation’s multi-modal transportation system and 
relieving congestion on roads and rail. Commercial navigation is made possible by a 
series of locks and dams on the Mississippi River, mostly built in the 1930s, which, along 
with active channel maintenance, provide a reliable navigation system.  


The channel at the project location poses certain navigational challenges when in 
operation. There is an area at the position of the JANTRAN in the bend of the channel, 
that creates challenges for pilots, particularly when barges that are being loaded encroach 
into the navigation channel. This area is extremely narrow and dangerous to navigate. It 
has been a concern for quite some time now, but due to increasing business at the port 
and the resulting increasing barge traffic, it is becoming more urgent to address this 
concern. In addition, annual sedimentation at the entrance to the channel exacerbates 
the navigation risks.  


The risks to navigation are heightened during the low-water period for the river, which is 
simultaneously the "busy season" for the port due to the increasing business of 
commodities trading there. When river levels are low, JANTRAN suffers significant time 
losses and cost to perform its services.  Once the lower Mississippi River reaches 10 feet 
on the Arkansas City gauge, JANTRAN is forced to move its entire fleet of barges out to 
shorelines on the lower Mississippi River.  The channel in which the facility is located in 
the Port of Rosedale becomes just wide enough to hold the drydock and floating work 
barges and enough room for a harbor boat and one barge to pass by enroute to/from 
other tenants in the port.  


In addition, the Port of Rosedale is reaching full-capacity use of developed property and 
is considering alternative solutions to hopefully satisfy the continuing demand of 
businesses to locate at the port. All of these factors create an environment where barge 
traffic through the port will also continue to increase and lead to more delays and 
navigational safety risks. The channel is currently authorized for a width of 150 feet and 
an elevation of 93 feet MSL, which is 9 feet below the LWRP of 102 feet. 


4.2 Wetlands 


Wetlands are defined as “those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or 
groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal 
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in 
saturated soil conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar 
areas” (33 C.F.R. § 328.3[b]) (Regulatory Programs of the Corps of Engineers 1986).  
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Wetlands are dynamic systems that are subject to both human and natural alterations 
that may affect their abundance as well as their quality. Natural events, including 
subsidence, rise in sea level, and sedimentation can impact the number and type of 
wetlands found in any given region of the country. Human activities have mainly led to a 
reduction in the number of acres of wetlands due to drainage for agriculture, 
channelization of waterways, dredging, and placement of fill for urban or industrial 
development. 


Inland wetlands are referred to as palustrine habitats or wetlands associated with riverine 
or lake systems. The Palustrine System includes all nontidal wetlands dominated by 
trees, shrubs, emergent mosses or lichens, forest vegetation and all such wetlands that 
occur in tidal areas where salinity due to ocean-derived salts is below 0.5 ppt. It also 
includes wetlands lacking such vegetation, but with all the following four characteristics: 
(1) area less than 8 ha (20 acres); (2) active wave-formed or bedrock shoreline features 
lacking; (3) water depth in the deepest part of basin less than 2.5 m (8.2 ft) at low water; 
and (4) salinity due to ocean-derived salts less than 0.5 ppt. (USFWS National Inventory 
- https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/wetlands/apps/wetlands-mapper/)  


Much of the project area once consisted largely of bottomland hardwood (BLH) deciduous 
forest, mixed hardwood forest, and cottonwood-sycamore-willow community. 
Construction of the Port significantly modified the vegetative communities within and 
around the project area. Today, the existing habitat in the project area consists of forest 
and low elevation frequently flooded herbaceous/shrub zone. The forested areas are 
frequently flooded bottomland hardwood vegetated primarily with black willow (Salix 
nigra). These wetland forests provide habitat for white-tailed deer, raccoon, swamp rabbit, 
and a variety of migratory songbirds and other birds. Such forests also provide floodwater 
storage and water quality improvement functions. 


4.2.1 Wetland Value Assessment 


Scrub-shrub wetlands are covered by woody vegetation generally less than 20 feet tall 
that grows in saturated soil conditions.  These wetland features provide storm and flood 
mitigation, cleaner water, economic gains, and cultural traditions as ecosystem service 
benefits.  
 
Scrub-shrub habitat is utilized by most species of marsh mammals including nutria 
(Myocaster coypus), raccoon (Procyon lotor), muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus), swamp rabbit 
(Sylviagus aquaticus), and white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus).  Scrub-shrub 
habitats provide essential refuge for wintering waterfowl, nesting mottled ducks, wading 
birds, marsh birds, and shorebirds.  Shrub-dominated ridges and willow-covered areas 
provide important stopover habitat for many Neotropical migrants.  Birds such as egrets 
(Ardea alba; Egretta thula), herons (Ardea herodias; Egretta spp.; Nycticorax spp.), rails, 
gallinules, and mottled ducks (Anas fulvigula) use scrub-shrub vegetation for nesting 
because nests would not be affected by occasional high water.  Scrub-shrub habitat 
provides essential refuge for marsh animals during high water events.  
 
 



https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/wetlands/apps/wetlands-mapper/





 


EA# 111                                                                                                                      U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
25 | P a g e                                     Regional Planning and Environmental Division South 


 
4.3 Aquatic Resources/ Fisheries 


The most significant fishery resources within the proposed expansion area are the 
backwater habitats along the Mississippi River. Spawning and early life history dynamics 
of fishes found in this backwater floodplain system are directly associated with the height 
and duration of the flooding. During springtime flooding, the shallow water throughout the 
batture lands provides essential spawning and foraging habitat for a variety of fish 
species. After the eggs hatch, the floodplain also provides the slack-water, structure filled 
habitat needed by the young fish. Permanent habitats, such as oxbow lakes and 
abandoned channels (Lake Beulah, Lake Vermillon, and Lake Whittington), provide the 
pond-like conditions preferred by important sport fishes such as crappie, bream, and 
largemouth bass. 
 
Of the 109 species of freshwater fish in the Lower Mississippi River, more than half 
depend on the backwater habitats provided by the floodplain. The floodplain also provides 
a rich food supply for not only the young fish, but for all fish in the river.  
 
4.4 Terrestrial Resources/ Wildlife  


Much of the terrestrial habitat is forested, but other areas consist of a low elevation 
frequently flooded herbaceous/shrub zone. The forest habitat in the project area consists 
of oaks, cottonwood, sycamores, elms, maples and ashes including black willow (Salix 
nigra), cottonwood (Populus deltoides), river birch (Betula nigra), green ash (Fraxinus 
pennsylvanica), American elm (Ulmus americana), and water hickory (Carya aquatica), 
in the overstory, with juvenile overstory species, deciduous holly (Ilex decidua), and vines 
and herbaceous species, greenbriars (Smilax spp.), southern dewberry (Rubus trivialis), 
switchgrass (Panicum virgatum), and smartweed (Polygonum pensylvanicum) in the 
understory. 


Wildlife in vicinity of the proposed actions are those recreational and esthetic species 
typical for the southern United States and include the usual compliment of wildlife species 
pursued by the public such as white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), squirrels 
(Sciuridae spp.), rabbits (Sylvilagus spp.), as well as other terrestrial mammals such as 
raccoons (Procyon lotor). Various species of birds including the Northern bobwhite 
(Colinus virginianus), Painted Bunting (Passerina ciris), and Short-eared Owls (Asio 
flammeus) may also occur in the project area. No individual species of significant 
commercial value occur within the project area. 
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4.5 Threatened, Endangered, and Protected Species  


According to results obtained from the USFWS Information, Planning, and Conservation 
(IPaC) tool on 5 March 2024 there are a total of 12 threatened, endangered, or candidate 
species listed in Mississippi and Arkansas that could inhabit the immediate project area 
(Attachment 1). The federally listed species that could occur in the project area are as 
follows:  


 Northern Long-eared Bat (Myotis septentrionalis)   Endangered 
 Tricolored Bat (Perimyotis septentrionalsis)  Proposed Endangered 
 Eastern Black Rail (Laterallus jamaicensis ssp.)  Threatened 
 Ivory-billed Woodpecker (Campephilus principalis)  Endangered 


Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus)    Threatened 
Red Knot (Calidris canutus rufa)     Threatened 


  Pondberry (Lindera melissifolia)                                    Endangered 
 Alligator Snapping Turtle (Macrochelys temminckii)  Proposed Threatened 
 Pallid Sturgeon (Scaphirhynchus albus)    Endangered 
 Fat Pocketbook (Potamilus capax)    Endangered 
 Pink Mucket (Lampsilis abrupta)     Endangered 
 Monarch Butterfly (Danaus plexippus)     Candidate                                                  
 
The NLEB is an endangered mammal species found throughout the continental US.  
During summer, NLEBs roost singly or in colonies underneath bark, in cavities, or in 
crevices of both live and dead trees.  The NLEB seems opportunistic in selecting roosts, 
using tree species based on suitability to retain bark or provide cavities or crevices.  
NLEBs have also been found, albeit rarely, roosting in structures like barns and sheds.  
In winter, NLEBs hibernate in caves and mines. 


The tricolored bat is a small insectivorous bat that is distinguished by its unique tricolored 
fur and often appears yellowish to nearly orange. The once common species is wide 
ranging across the eastern and central United States and portions of southern Canada, 
Mexico, and Central America. During the winter, tricolored bats are often found in caves 
and abandoned mines, although in the southern United States, where caves are sparse, 
tricolored bats are often found roosting in road-associated culverts where they exhibit 
shorter torpor bouts and forage during warm nights. During the spring, summer, and fall, 
tricolored bats are found in forested habitats where they roost in trees, primarily among 
leaves of live or recently dead deciduous hardwood trees, but may also be found in 
Spanish moss, pine trees, and occasionally human structures. Tricolored bats face 
extinction due primarily to the range wide impacts of white-nose syndrome, a deadly 
disease affecting cave-dwelling bats across the continent. 
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The Ivory-billed Woodpecker is noted for its striking black-and-white plumage; robust 
white, chisel-tipped bill; lemon-yellow eye; and pointed crest. Males are red from the nape 
to the top of their crest with black outlining the front of the crest. Females have a solid 
black crest which is somewhat more pointed and slightly recurved to point forward.  The 
bases of the male’s red crest feathers are white and may allow a spot of white to be 
displayed on the side of the crest when the feathers are fully erect. Morphological data 
from live birds are lacking. The last universally accepted sighting of an American ivory-
billed woodpecker occurred in Louisiana in 1944. 


The piping plover is a small sand-colored, sparrow-sized shorebird that nests and feeds 
along coastal sand and gravel beaches in North America. The adult has yellow-orange-
red legs, a black band across the forehead from eye to eye, and a black stripe running 
along the breast line. This chest band is usually thicker in males during the breeding 
season, and it is the only reliable way to tell the sexes apart.  There are two subspecies 
of piping plovers: the eastern population is known as Charadrius m. melodus and the mid-
west population is known as C. m. circumcinctus. The bird's name is derived from its 
plaintive bell-like whistles which are often heard before the bird is visible. 


Red Knots are plump, neatly proportioned sandpipers that in summer sport brilliant 
terracotta-orange underparts and intricate gold, buff, rufous, and black upperparts. This 
cosmopolitan species occurs on all continents except Antarctica and migrates 
exceptionally long distances, from High Arctic nesting areas to wintering spots in southern 
South America, Africa, and Australia. Red Knots from eastern North America have 
declined sharply in recent decades owing in part to unsustainable harvest of horseshoe 
crab eggs, and they have become a flagship species for shorebird conservation in the 
twenty-first century. 


Pondberry is a deciduous shrub, growing from less than 1 ft. (30 cm) to, infrequently, 
more than 6 ft. (2 m) in height.  Leaves are aromatic, alternate, elliptical, somewhat thin, 
and membranaceous, with entire margins. Shrubs usually are sparsely branched, with 
fewer branches on smaller plants.  Plants are rhizomatous, frequently propagating by 
vegetative sprouts and forming clonal colonies. Plants are dioecious (each plant is either 
a male or a female) and produce clusters of small, yellow flowers in early spring prior to 
leaf development from buds on branches produced from the growth during the preceding 
year.  Fruits are drupes that green when immature and ripen to red by fall. 


The alligator snapping turtle is proposed to be listed as endangered and is one of the 
largest freshwater turtles in the world, with adults sometimes exceeding two feet in shell 
length and a weight that can reach nearly 250 pounds.  Its size and appearance give this 
creature a prehistoric likeness.  The back of the shell is distinctly jagged, and the top of 
the shell (carapace) has three rows of "spikes" or knobs running lengthwise along entire 
length of the shell.  Alligator snapping turtles spend almost their entire lives in water, 
normally venturing onto land only to lay eggs.  While beneath the water’s surface, these 
turtles are able to use their unique worm-like appendage located on the bottom of their 
mouth to lure in potential prey. 
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The pallid sturgeon is an endangered species of ray-finned fish, endemic to the waters of 
the Missouri and lower Mississippi river basins of the United States. It may have even 
reached the St. Croix River before colonization.  Named for its pale coloration, it is closely 
related to the relatively common shovelnose sturgeon (Scaphirhynchus platorynchus), 
but is much larger, averaging between 30 and 60 inches (76 and 152 cm) in length and 
85 pounds (39 kg) in weight at maturity.[3][4] This species takes 15 years to mature and 
spawns infrequently, but can live up to a century. 


The fat pocketbook mussel is a freshwater mussel that grows to about 4 to 5 inches (10 
to 13 centimeters) long. It has a smooth and shiny yellow, tan, or brown outer shell that 
is round and inflated. In young mussels, the shell is thin, but in adults it is thick. The inside 
of the shell is pink at the center and bluish white toward the shell edges. The fat 
pocketbook lives at the bottoms of large rivers in places where the water is less than eight 
feet deep. It buries itself in the sand or mud at the bottom of the river with only its feeding 
siphons (tubular organs used to draw in fluids) exposed to the water. It then feeds by 
pumping water through its siphon, gathering nutrition from the tiny plant and animal life in 
the water. 


The pink mucket is a rounded, slightly elongated mussel with a thick, inflated, and smooth 
shell, which is usually yellow brown in color. It can be found on the bottoms of various 
bodies of water, among gravel and cobble. It can be found in water one inch to five feet 
in depth. The mussel can live up to fifty years. The pink mucket has been a federally 
endangered species since the year 1976. The building of dams and reservoirs caused 
the flooding of the habitat, affecting both the mussel and the host fish. Deteriorating water 
quality and siltation also affects mussel populations. The pink mucket reproduces in a 
similar manner to most other freshwater mussels. It requires a stable and undisturbed 
habitat. 


The monarch butterfly is a candidate insect species, thus there are no section 7 
requirements for this species, but conservation is strongly encouraged by the USFWS 
and others of conservation interest. Adult monarch butterflies are large and conspicuous, 
with bright orange wings surrounded by a black border and covered with black veins. 
During the breeding season, monarchs lay their eggs on their obligate milkweed host 
plant and larvae emerge after two to five days.  Individual monarchs in temperate 
climates, such as eastern and western North America, undergo long-distance migration, 
and live for an extended period of time.  In the fall, in both eastern and western North 
America, monarchs begin migrating to their respective overwintering sites.  


4.6 Water Quality 


Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act requires states to identify water bodies that are 
considered impaired due to not meeting one or more applicable water quality standards.  
Within the same watershed as the project area there are two impaired bodies of water. 
The Arkansas river, which flows into the Mississippi River slightly south of the project 
area, and the nearby Lake Beulah are both considered impaired due to degraded aquatic 
life and low rates of dissolved oxygen. However, neither falls within the project area. The 
are no scenic and wild rivers within the project area. 
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4.7 Air Quality 


The air quality of the proposed project location is considered “good”.  Except for odor, the 
ambient air quality standards for Mississippi are the Primary and Secondary Air Quality 
Standards promulgated by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  The EPA has 
set air quality standards for six principal pollutants: nitrogen (NO2), ozone (O3), sulfur 
dioxide (SO2), particulate matter, carbon dioxide (CO2), and lead (PB).  Currently, 
Mississippi meets all air quality standards.  Bolivar County, specifically, has an air quality 
index value of 46. 


4.8 Recreation and Aesthetics 


There is a boat ramp in the project area that is used heavily by recreational boaters during 
the Port’s peak fall and spring commerce seasons. Recreational boaters are subject to 
navigational safety concerns caused by barges inability to safely navigate the narrow 
channel during low water events. There is no indication that recreational use of the ramp 
causes delays with current barge loading or unloading operations. 


4.9 Cultural Resources 


The undertaking is in Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha County, Arkansas. In 
addition to the Area of Potential Effect (APE) USACE MVK revised a 1-mile buffer around 
proposed undertaking. Historic properties in the project vicinity were identified based on 
a review of the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) database, the Automated 
Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA), Mississippi 
Department of Archives and History’s Historical Site Management Tool (HSMT), historic 
aerial photography, historic map research, and a review of cultural resources survey 
reports. Review of current cultural resources maps revealed no historic properties within 
the APE and relatively few known cultural resources adjacent to the APE. 


According to the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas 
(AMASDA), in Desha County, AR, there is one previously recorded archaeological site, 
consisting of the purported location (listed but not field-verified) of the 19th-century 
community of Napoleon (Table 2), three cultural features (McCloud Landing, Napoleon 
Landing, and O’Neal Landing), which are the historic locations of 20th-century landscape 
features (e.g., cemeteries, dams, military encampments/structures, oilfields, towers, 
trails, and wells), and two 20th-century rural structures, transposed from the Arkansas 
Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) county maps. Additionally, one cultural 
resources survey was previously executed within a 1-mile radius of the APE (Table 3). 
There are no National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) sites within or adjacent to 
the Arkansas APE.   
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According to data from the Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s (MDAH) 
Historical Site Management Tool (HSMT) for the Bolivar County, Mississippi, APE, there 
are 12 previously recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity, which includes resources 
with little-to-no provided, a prehistoric mound, and post-Civil War tenant sites (see Table 
2). Although none have been listed to the NRHP, one of these archaeological sites (a 
multi-component site is considered eligible for listing to the National Register. The 
remainder are ineligible for listing (n=8) or have not been assessed/evaluated 
(undetermined [n=3]) for listing to the National Register. Additionally, 14 historic 
structures have been inventoried with this same search radius, consisting mostly of early 
twentieth-century residences (see Table 2). Furthermore, there have been five cultural 
resources surveys conducted in or adjacent to the APE in Bolivar County; one of these 
efforts overlaps with where the turning basin enlargement at the northern project terminus 
and channel realignment and widening in the center, respectively (MDAH Report No. 13-
0717) (see Table 3). There are no NRHP sites within or adjacent to the Mississippi APE. 


Three cultural resources surveys have been conducted on behalf of the Port of Rosedale 
over the last 11 years in association with a proposed new boating access facility, industrial 
park development, and other anticipated facilities improvements (MDAH Report Nos. 12-
0307, 13-0717, & 17-0108). According to recent cultural resources surveys, fill from the 
1970s dredging was also piled up on the north and east banks of Log Loader Chute to 
create an artificial landscape for Port facilities (Alvey and Baca 2012; Baca and Alvey 
2017; Futch and Rabbysmith 2013). Additional subsurface investigation of the area north 
of the existing turning basin as well as across the peninsula that separates the port 
channel and the Mississippi River, exhibited evidence of fill from dredging activities down 
to a depth of 1.31-1.64 ft. (40-50 cm). Several deep auger tests were randomly excavated 
to a depth of up to 4.75 ft. (145 cm) to the north of the turning basin and across the alluvial 
peninsula west of the existing channel to investigate the possibility that deeply buried 
cultural deposits could be present. However, each auger test only demonstrated the 
continued presence of subsoil, usually composed of brownish orange sandy clay. No 
deeply buried cultural horizons or cultural material were identified (Futch and Rabbysmith 
2013:31, 35). Table 3 below itemizes previously recorded cultural resources surveys 
within an approximately 1-mile (1.6 km) radius of the APE.   
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Table 2. Previously recorded cultural resources located within an approximately 1-mile (1.6 km) 
radius of the APE. 


Resource Designation Period(s) 
Date 
Recorded 


NRHP  


Status 


3DE0128 (AR) 19th Century 1988 Undetermined 


22Bo0114 (MS) Early 20th Century (MS River Levee) 2013 Ineligible 


22Bo630 (MS) 


Middle Woodland; 


Mississippian; 


Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1984 Ineligible 


22Bo668 (MS) 


Undetermined prehistoric period; 


Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1994 Ineligible 


22Bo669 (MS) 


Woodland; 


Mississippian; 


Late 19th through mid - 20th Centuries 


1994 Eligible 


22Bo771 (MS) Mounds Site – Undetermined age 2000 Undetermined 


22Bo804 (MS) Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo805 (MS) 


Late Woodland; 


Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


2002 Ineligible 


22Bo806 (MS) Mississippian 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo975 (MS) 


Woodland; 


Mid-to-late 19th through 20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo976 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


22Bo977 (MS) 


Undetermined prehistoric period; 


Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo978 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


011-ROS-0191 (MS) 
Circa 1890 Aaron Tabernacle Missionary 
Baptist Church 


Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0192 (MS) Circa 1930 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 
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Table 2 Continued. Previously recorded cultural resources located within an approximately 1-mile 
(1.6 km) radius of the APE - continued. 


Resource Designation Period(s) 
Date 


Recorded 


NRHP  


Status 


011-ROS-0193 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0194 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0195 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0196 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0197 (MS) Circa 1920 Shotgun-style house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0198 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0199 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0281 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0282 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.1-X (MS) 
Circa 1940 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building I 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.2-X (MS) 
Circa 1948 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building II 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.3-X (MS) 
Circa 1952 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building III 


Not listed 
Undetermined 
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Table 3. Previously recorded cultural resources surveys conducted within an approximately 1-
mile (1.6 km) radius of the APE. 


Report No. Title Author/Principal Investigator Date 


1313 (AR) 


Cultural Resources and Geomorphological  
Reconnaissance of the McClellan-Kerr, 
Arkansas River Navigation System Pools 1 
through 9 of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas 
River Navigation System between 
Dardanelle, Arkansas, and the Mississippi 
River 


W. J. Bennett, Jr., Phyllis L. Breland, 
and Lawson M. Smith – 
Archeological Assessment, Inc.  


1/1989 


84-036 (MS) 
A Cultural Resources Survey Near Rosedale, 
Bolivar County, Mississippi 


Sam Brookes - Private  3/1984 


04-106 (MS) 


Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed 
Route of Interstate 69 Between Robinsonville 
and Benoit-Bolivar, Coahoma, Tunica and 
Sunflower Counties, Mississippi 


Joanne Ryan,  
Douglas C. Wells,  
Richard A. Weinstein, David B. 
Kelley, and Sara A. Hahn – Coastal 
Environments, Inc. 


4/2004 


12-0307 (MS) 


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of a 
Proposed New Boating Access Facility on the 
Mississippi River in S21, T23, R8W, Bolivar 
County, MDAH Project Log #04-108-12 


Jeffrey Alvey – Cobb Institute of 
Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


6/2012 


13-0717 (MS) 


A Cultural Resources Survey of 141 Acres  
for Improvements to the Port of Rosedale 
Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha 
County, Arkansas 


Jana J. Futch – Brockington Cultural 
Resources Consulting 


11/2013 


17-0108 (MS) 


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in 
Association with the Proposed Rosedale 
Industrial Park Development, Bolivar County, 
Mississippi 


Keith Baca and Jeffrey Alvey – Cobb 
Institute of Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


4/2017 
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4.10 Environmental Justice 


Environmental justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people 
regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the development, 
implementation and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies.  The 
Department of Defense’s Strategy on Environmental Justice, specifically Executive 
Orders No. 12898, 59 Fed. Reg. 7629 (11 Feb. 1994), No. 13990 (20 Jan. 2021), and No. 
14008, 86 Fed. Reg. 7619 (20 July 2021), directs federal agencies to identify and address 
any adverse human health or environmental effects, as well as climate crisis issues, 
caused by federal actions that have a disproportionately high effect on communities of 
color and/or people/households with incomes below the federal poverty line.   


The EPA’s EJ Screen tool and the CEQ’s Climate and Economic Justice Tool (CEJST) 
tool were used to locate people/households with income below the federal poverty line 
and racial and ethnic groups in the project area.  According to the EPA’s CEJST tool the 
area in which the project would be located has been identified as disadvantaged (Figure 
10).  There are no residents located directly within the project area, so a 5-mile buffer was 
added to the EJ Screen analysis.  Within a 5-mile radius of the proposed actions 
approximately 74% of residents have incomes below the federal poverty line and 
approximately 88% are classified as people of color (Attachment 2). 


 


   Figure 10: CEQ CEJST results. The project area is identified as disadvantaged. 
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4.11 Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste 


This assessment is consistent with the following guidelines and procedures referenced in 
regulation; “Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste Guidance for Civil Works Projects,” 
Engineer Regulation 1165-2-132 (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1992), Lower 
Mississippi Valley Regulation 1165-2-132, “Water Resources and Authorities for 
Hazardous, Toxic and Radioactive Waste for Civil Works Projects” (14 June 1996), and 
the American Society for Testing and Materials, E1527-13, “Environmental Site 
Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process.” 


To evaluate if potential Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste (HTRW) concerns are 
present within the project area, a review of EPA’s environmental databases of known 
facilities permitted to handle, treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste was performed.  
In addition, a review of reported spills, remediation projects and accidental releases of 
hazardous materials was also performed.  The review was restricted to an area within the 
minimum search distances reported in the American Society for Testing and Materials, 
E1527-13, “Environmental Site Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 
Process.” 


The database review was conducted utilizing EPA’s EnviroMapper online query system 
for regulated facilities.  A query of EPAs listed facilities for Superfund sites (NPL), toxic 
releases (TRI), hazardous waste (RCRAInfo), water dischargers (NPDES), brownfields 
(ACRES), and toxic substances control act (TSCA) was performed, identifying three sites 
within the project area that are part of an EPA program system.  The northernmost site, 
Axel Americas, falls under TSCA; to its west, Cives Steel Company falls under TRI and 
RCRAInfo; and the southernmost site, Jantran Inc, falls under NPDES. 


The presence of Cives Steel Company as a TRI facility within the radius of the proposed 
work warranted review of the TRI Explorer database.  The facility monitors for chromium, 
manganese, and nickel; however, the 2021 National Analysis Dataset (released October 
2022) did not provide evidence of any type of on-site disposal of the three listed 
constituents. 


A site reconnaissance of the project area was conducted on October 26, 2022, by five 
USCAE employees. The inspection was conducted on foot and by boat at various places 
throughout the project area. There were several notes taken during the site 
reconnaissance. Buried and partially buried pipes were found at the north end of the 
harbor. Also, on the north end of the harbor and along the western bank, rust-colored 
sediment was identified in the groundwater run-off, which appeared to be likely from 
oxidization. Abandoned industrial debris, including metal wire ropes, were identified along 
the western bank of the harbor.  Some debris was identified further south near the 
narrowing of the harbor to the width of the currently authorized channel. 


A collection of samples was gathered on September 5, 2022, from each of the proposed 
alternative areas using a drag bucket sampler from a boat. These samples were 
combined proportionately and resuspended to create an elutriate from which a subsample 
was collected. The resulting samples were analyzed for the presence of organics, 
inorganics, and pesticides.   
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The analytic findings were compared with the Screening Quick Reference Tables 
(SQuiRTs) (Buchman, Michael F.  United States, National Ocean Service., Office of 
Response and Restoration; United States, National Ocean Service; United States, 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration; 2008. NOAA OR & R Report; 08-1. 
https://repository.library.noaa.gov/view/noaa/9327). These results were found to be 
below the criteria maximum concentration (CMC). 


The preferred alternative would be subject to bioassay testing using additional sampling 
protocols. The samples shall meet the criteria as required by the Mississippi Department 
of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) prior to permitting for the project. 


 


5 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 


5.1 Navigation 


 


Future Conditions with No-Action 


Under the no action alternative, the Port would remain at the existing authorized 
navigation footprint of a 150 feet wide navigation channel which extends from the 
confluence of the harbor and the Mississippi River Channel up to the existing 400’ by 
1,000’ turning basin. The port will remain busy and dangerous to navigate, especially 
during yearly low water events. Siltation will also continue to build up at the mouth of the 
channel. As business at the Port grows and barge traffic increases, these problems will 
continue to worsen. Future port expansion will also be limited without improvements to 
navigation and safety leading to economic loss in the area. 


Future Conditions with the Proposed Actions 


Alternative 2 


This alternative would widen the existing channel 200’ through the bendway, with tapered 
transitions in the upper and lower channel crossovers. This would partially improve 
navigation during low water events by allowing wider barge configurations to pass the 
JANTRAN. However, this alternative does not address navigational issues with the 
current turning basin or allow for future economic growth. 


Alternative 3 


This alternative would involve widening the entire channel between its confluence with 
the Mississippi River and the current turning basin. Expanding the channel width to 185 
feet would allow one way traffic for two-by-two barge configurations. This would improve 
navigation within the channel during low water events but would not correct navigational 
issues related to the small turning basin or allow for future expansion of the Port. 
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Alternative 4 


Under this alternative, the width of the existing turning basin would be widened by 200 
feet to the West, thus adding 200,000 square feet to the existing turning basin. This 
increased area would allow two-by-two barge configurations to utilize the turning basin. 
However, this alternative does not address the navigational dangers caused in the 
channel during low water events. 


Alternative 5 


Under this alternative, the shipping channel would be extended 1000 feet in length and 
have a channel width of 150-feet. The turning basin would also be relocated farther to the 
north of the Port and would be expanded. The additional channel length would facilitate 
access for additional port developments in the future and the additional turning basin 
width would allow a greater number of barges to turn 180 degrees more easily, even 
during low water conditions. However, navigation in the rest of the channel would still be 
dangerous, especially during low water events. 


Alternative 6 


Under this alternative, a 0.63-mile length of the channel bend near JANTRAN would be 
relocated. Relocating the channel would only slightly improve navigation during low water 
events. Only smaller barges would be able to utilize the navigation channel and turning 
basin. 


Alternative 7-TSP 


Under this alternative, the proposed actions include widening and extending the 
navigation channel and moving and expanding the current turning basin. The entire 
channel would be widened to 185 feet except for a 0.67 mile stretch near the JANTRAN 
facility, where it would be widened to 200 feet. The proposed expansion of the channel 
would allow two-way traffic and larger barge configurations to navigate the channel easily 
and safely, even during times of low water.  


In addition, extending the channel 1000 feet in length and relocating and enlarging the 
turning basin to 600 feet by 1,000 feet (600,000 square feet) allows larger barge 
configurations to utilize the turning basin, and its new location would provide better access 
to the water with more frontage for the port. This water access would help with the Ports 
economic growth as business and barge traffic increases.  


5.2 Wetlands 


Future Conditions with No-Action 


Under the no action alternative, there would be no direct impacts to wetlands in the 
project area. 
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Future Conditions with the Proposed Action 


Project construction impacts to forested wetlands within the project area were assessed 
by USFWS in the Coordination Act Report (Attachment 3) using the USACE certified 2013 
Mississippi Alluvial Valley Hydrogeomorphic (HGM) Approach to Assessing Functions of 
Forested Wetlands Model (see ERDC/EL TR-13-14). All forested wetland impacts would 
occur within the central portion or “middle reach” of the Rosedale project (see Figure 11).  
Enlargement of the turning basin at the north end of the project area was determined to 
have no BLH impacts. 


Alternative 2, 3, & 7 (TSP) 


The HGM results (Table 4) determined the construction activities associated with the 
project TSP would adversely impact approximately 0.72 acres of BLH wetland with 
average annual functional capacity units (FCU) of 0.22 for the duration of the project. The 
impacts to the bottomland hardwood forest would be caused by clearing and dredging the 
area to increase the width of the channel and improve navigation. The compensatory 
mitigation requirement for the impacts to wetlands would require purchasing mitigation 
credits. Mitigation efforts for the proposed project are detailed in section 7. 


Alternative 4-5 


There would be no direct impact to wetlands in the project area. 


Alternative 6 


The HGM results (Table 2) determined the construction activities associated with this 
alternative would adversely impact approximately 0.57 acres of BLH wetland with average 
annual functional capacity units (FCU) of 0.18 for the duration of the project. 


 


 


Table 4: Mississippi Alluvial Valley Hydrogeomorphic Wetland Results for Port of Rosedale 
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Figure 11: Map showing the Port of Rosedale project area and BLH wetland impact areas for the TSP. 


5.3 Aquatic Resources/ Fisheries 


Future Conditions with No-Action 


The no action alternative would not have a direct impact on aquatic resources and 
fisheries in the short-term since the existing conditions would be maintained.   
 
Future Conditions with the Proposed Action (Alternatives 2-7) 


Construction activity is anticipated to result in some short-term negative impacts to 
aquatic resources in the immediate project area. Due to noise disturbances caused by 
dredging, fish and other mobile aquatic species are likely to avoid the project area during 
the proposed actions but are expected to return shortly after the project is complete. Since 
the project area is currently an active port that is dredged on a regular basis, benthic 
species are already frequently disturbed and would not experience any additional long-
term adverse effects due to the proposed actions. This project would not contribute 
toward long-term impairments of fish and invertebrates.  


5.4 Terrestrial Resources/ Wildlife 


Future Conditions with No-Action 


The no action alternative would not have a direct impact on wildlife in the short-term 
since the existing conditions would be maintained.   
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Future Conditions with the Proposed Action 


With implementation of alternatives 2-7, wildlife movement and activity patterns around 
the project area would be temporarily influenced by general traffic and the noise 
generated from operating construction equipment. However, this temporary impact is not 
significant, as many species would be expected to become tolerant or return to the area 
upon completion of the construction.  


Some alternatives would impact terrestrial habitats adjacent to the turning basin and at 
the constricted portion of the channel, midway between the turning basin and the 
Mississippi River. For all alternatives that require clearing it is recommended that clearing 
and construction activities take place in the fall and winter to minimize impacts to nesting 
migratory songbirds and colonies containing nesting wading birds such as herons, egrets, 
anhingas, and cormorants. Mitigation for non-wetland terrestrial forest habitat that is 
cleared would require acquiring and reforesting upland farmland equal to the acres of 
forest cleared. 


Alternative 2 


With implementation of the proposed actions, approximately 3.25 acres of wildlife habitat 
and 0.72 acres of wetlands would be cleared to widen the channel at the bendway. 


Alternative 3 


With implementation of the proposed actions, approximately 4 acres of wildlife habitat 
and 0.72 acres of wetlands would be cleared to widen the entire channel. 


Alternative 4 


With implementation of the proposed actions, approximately 1.2 acres of wildlife habitat 
would be cleared and snagged to widen the turning basin. 


Alternative 5 


With implementation of the proposed actions, approximately 3 acres of wildlife habitat 
would be cleared and snagged to extend the channel and widen the turning basin. 


Alternative 6 


With implementation of the proposed actions, approximately 3.5 acres of wildlife habitat 
and 0.57 acres of wetlands would be cleared and snagged to shift the channel at the 
bendway. 


Alternative 7-TSP 


With implementation of the proposed actions, approximately 7 acres of wildlife habitat 
and 0.72 acres of wetlands would be cleared and snagged to widen and extend the 
channel, expand the turning basin, and improve navigation.  
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5.5 Threatened and Endangered Species 


Future Conditions with No-Action 


The no action alternative would not have a direct impact on threatened and endangered species 
since the existing conditions would be maintained.   
 


Future Conditions with the Proposed Action (Alternatives 2-7) 


USACE completed Section 7 consultation on 6 July 2023 through emails with USFWS 
(Attachment 4) and USFWS’s IPaC website (Attachment 1). USACE made the following 
determinations related to project effects on threatened and endangered species that 
could possibly occur in the project area: 


Northern Long-eared Bat (Myotis septentrionalis)      May affect but unlikely to adversely affect 
Tricolored Bat (Perimyotis septentrionalsis)      May affect but unlikely to adversely affect 
Eastern Black Rail (Laterallus jamaicensis ssp.)     No Effect 
Ivory-billed Woodpecker (Campephilus principalis)     No Effect  
Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus)       No Effect  
Red Knot (Calidris canutus rufa)       No Effect  
Pondberry (Lindera melissifolia)                                    No Effect 
Alligator Snapping Turtle (Macrochelys temminckii)     No Effect 
Pallid Sturgeon (Scaphirhynchus albus)                 No Effect  
Fat Pocketbook (Potamilus capax)       May affect but unlikely to adversely affect 
Pink Mucket (Lampsilis abrupta)       May affect but unlikely to adversely affect 


 
As part of the IPaC process a NLEB range wide determination key was completed 
(Attachment 5) and concurred with the USFWS email that the proposed actions of this 
project may affect but are not likely to adversely affect the NLEB. Due to having a similar 
natural history and roosting behavior as the NLEB, it was determined that the proposed 
actions may affect but are unlikely to adversely affect the Tricolored bat.  


A determination of no effect was given for the Eastern Black Rail, Piping Plover, Red 
Knot, and pondberry due to poor habitat conditions. The project area is a very active port 
with yearly dredging and barges frequently entering and exiting the channel, causing 
disturbances to the surrounding area. In addition to these disturbances, the area is not 
coastal and there are few sandy shores for the birds to utilize.  


The alligator snapping turtle, pallid sturgeon, pink mucket, and fat pocket mussel are also 
unlikely to be present in the project area due to regular disturbances to the aquatic 
environment caused by barges. Annual dredging has also removed firm sand and gravel 
bed substrates from the area that are necessary for many aquatic species lifecycles 
including the pallid sturgeon, pink mucket, and fat pocketbook mussel. Dredge material 
would be disposed of in the same manner as regular maintenance dredging and is unlikely 
to affect downstream species (See Section 2.2.1). If required a biological assessment 
would be completed to further determine potential impacts to aquatic species in the 
project area including the fat pocket mussel and pink mucket. The biological assessment 
would be submitted to USFWS before any construction is initiated. 
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Best management practices such as having clearing and construction activities take place 
in the fall and winter to minimize possible impacts to nesting migratory songbirds, colonies 
containing nesting wading birds, and bats would be properly implemented in order to 
minimize any negative impacts. Therefore, based on the current species review and the 
habitat in the project area, it is USACE’s determination that the proposed actions would 
likely have no adverse effects on any federal-listed species. 


5.6 Water Quality 


Future Conditions with No-Action 


Without the proposed action, there would be no direct impacts to water quality in the area.  
 


Future Conditions with the Proposed Action (Alternatives 2-7) 


Two impaired bodies of water occur within the same watershed as the project area. The 
Arkansas river, which flows into the Mississippi River slightly south of the project area, 
and the nearby Lake Beulah are both considered impaired due to degraded aquatic life 
and low rates of dissolved oxygen. However, since neither body of water falls within the 
direct project area and all dredge material would be properly disposed of (see Section 
2.2), these impaired bodies of water would not be affected by the proposed actions. The 
are no scenic and wild rivers within the project area. 


The project would have only minor impacts on water quality in the project area. Turbidity 
and suspended solids would be increased to minor degrees as a result of runoff from 
cleared areas and dredging the port. Since the dredge material disposal method being 
utilized is the same as the yearly maintenance dredging there would only be minor 
increases in turbidity in downstream habitats. However, these impacts are expected to be 
temporary as the Mississippi River continues to carry and disperse the sediment and 
dredge material downstream. Turbidity is expected to return to normal shortly after 
construction. A water quality certification (WQC) from MDEQ would be required for the 
disposal of the dredged material and placement of woody debris within the waters of the 
Mississippi River (See Section 5.12). 


5.7 Air Quality 


Future Conditions with No-Action 


Without implementation of the proposed action, no direct or indirect impacts to ambient 
air quality would occur. 


Future Conditions with the Proposed Action (Alternatives 2-7) 


Air quality would be slightly impacted for a short time during construction due to the use 
of internal combustion engines, heavy machinery, and dust-related sources. Air quality 
would also be minorly affected due the burning of woody material encountered during 
dredging/construction being burned in a burn pile within the project area. However, these 
short-term impacts would not be expected to violate any state or federal standards or 
cause the region to be classified as being in nonattainment.  Furthermore, the climatic 
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conditions of the region favor rapid dispersal of the pollutants and thus would not allow 
concentrations to accumulate. 


5.7.1 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 


Carbon dioxide (CO2) is the primary greenhouse gas emitted from human activities, 
chiefly through combustion of fossil fuels.  Additionally, carbon levels in soil used for 
agricultural purposes tend to decrease over time as carbon is oxidized and released into 
the atmosphere.  Increasing quantities of atmospheric greenhouse gases have resulted 
in measurable changes to the Earth’s surface and ecosystems.  CO2 equivalent is a unit 
that represents the warming effect of any given greenhouse gas on the global climate and 
is calculated by multiplying the mass of the gas by its warming potential, which describes 
the relative potency and residence time of the gas in the atmosphere. Thus, using a CO2 
equivalent provides a common scale for measuring effects of different gases. The 
estimated existing and with-project CO2 equivalent conditions consist of the anticipated 
emissions produced by project area vehicular and construction emissions as well as 
anticipated carbon release from agricultural land soils.    


In accordance with EO 13990 Sec. 5, the social cost of greenhouse gas emissions (SC-
GHG) was considered in this EA. SC-GHG is an estimate of the monetized damages 
associated with incremental increases in greenhouse gas emissions and is intended to 
include changes in net agricultural productivity, human health, property damage from 
increased flood risk, and the value of ecosystem services. The SC-GHG is intended to be 
used for alternative comparison purposes and is determined as: SC-GHG = CO2 
equivalent (metric tons) X social cost in dollars per metric ton of carbon dioxide or 
$51/metric ton.  


Future Conditions with No-Action  


Under Alternative 1 – No Action, the amount of CO2 equivalent that would be emitted for 
the No Action alternative is currently being calculated. The SC-GHG produced by the No 
Action alternative will be included in this EA before final FONSI signature is received.  


Future Conditions with Alternative 7 (TSP)  


The amount of CO2 equivalent that would be emitted via dredging and construction 
equipment is currently being calculated. The SC-GHG produced by the proposed actions 
will be included in this EA before final FONSI signature is received. 


5.8 Recreation and Aesthetics 


Future Conditions with No-Action 


Without implementation of the proposed action, no direct or indirect impacts to recreation 
and aesthetics would occur. 
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Future Conditions with the Proposed Action  


Dredging and clearing may temporarily affect access to and recreational use of the boat 
ramp. However, after completion of the project the recreational ramp use would return to 
normal. These impacts are considered minimal. 


Alternatives 2, 3, & 7 


Widening the entire channel or bend would improve navigation (See Section 5.1) and 
safety for barges and recreational boaters using the channel and boat ramp. 


Alternatives 4-6 


Under these alternatives recreational navigation and safety would remain the same as 
current conditions. 


5.9 Cultural Resources 


Future Conditions with No-Action 


 


Without implementation of the proposed action, the conditions within the environment 
would continue as they have in the past and would be dictated by the natural land use 
patterns and processes that have dominated the area in the past. 


Future Conditions with the Proposed Action (Alternatives 2-7) 


Given the absence of identified historic properties, existing survey coverage, previous 
construction, development, and maintenance activities, and the low probability of the 
presence of unidentified resources, USACE has determined that the existing surveys 
constitute a reasonable and good faith effort at identification and evaluation of historic 
properties and that it is unlikely that any unidentified historic properties are present in the 
currently proposed APE; therefore, no further cultural resources investigation is 
recommended.  


Given the absence of cultural material within the proposed project area, USACE has 
proposed No Historic Properties Affected for this undertaking/project. Consultation with 
this determination is ongoing, with 22 Tribes and the AR SHPO and MS SHPO offices 
which were contacted by USACE on August 25, 2023. Concurrence was received from 
the AR SHPO on 21 September 2023 and from the MS SHPO on 22 September 2023 
(Attachment 6). A response was also received from the Mississippi Band of Choctaw 
Indians on 5 September 2023 and the Quapaw Nation on 11 September 2023. 
Additionally, if an inadvertent discovery is made during the project’s implementation, the 
resource would be evaluated, assessed for effects, avoided if possible, and mitigated in 
accordance with Federal statutes and regulations (36 CFR, Part 800) and corresponding 
state guidelines and statutes (Mississippi State Antiquities Law (39-7-31) (16 Miss. Code 
R. § 3-11.4). 
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5.10 Environmental Justice   


Future Conditions with No-Action 


Without implementation of the proposed action, no direct or indirect environmental justice 
impacts would occur. 


Future Conditions with the Proposed Action (Alternatives 2-7) 


Executive Orders No. 14008, No. 13990, and No. 12898 were considered while the 
project was analyzed in this EA.  The EPA’s EJ Screen and the CEQ’s CEJST tools were 
utilized to locate people/households with incomes below the federal poverty line and racial 
and ethnic groups that live within the project area (Attachment 2). The CEQ’s CEJST tool 
identified the project area as being disadvantaged. However, it was determined that the 
construction of this project would not have any disproportionate effects on communities 
of color or people experiencing poverty in the surrounding area due to its relatively small 
footprint and lack of residents in the project area. 


5.11 Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste 


The following conclusions are based on, or are reasonably ascertainable from, published 
information, and field observations. 
 
The results of the record search identified three facilities within a 1-mile radius of the 
project area (Axel Americas, Cives Steel Company, and Jantran Inc), none of which 
appear to pose a significant HTRW risk to the project.  A site reconnaissance performed 
on October 26, 2022 did not reveal any findings that would appear to pose a significant 
HTRW risk to the project.  Sample collection and analysis was conducted on the proposed 
soil to be removed as part of the preferred alternatives within the project area for organics, 
inorganics, and pesticides, and no findings from the sample appear to pose a significant 
HTRW risk to the project. Follow-up supplemental water quality analysis will be conducted 
at the request and to the satisfaction of the governing environmental agencies of the 
project area.  At this time, there is little reason to believe there exists a significant HTRW 
risk to the intended use of this proposed area. 


5.12 Section 404(b)(1) Considerations 


According to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, an additional water quality certification 
from the Mississippi Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) and Arkansas 
Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) would be required for the proposed port 
expansion project. Currently the Rosedale Harbor undergoes annual maintenance 
dredge activities within the defined limits that include a 150-ft wide channel and a turning 
basin at the upper most reach. An additional water quality certification would be required 
for dredge activities associated with the proposed project which extends beyond the limits 
of the current defined channel for Rosedale Harbor.  


Once the project completes the Feasibility phase and enters the PED phase, the 
Vicksburg District (MVK) will work in conjunction with both MDEQ and ADEQ to prepare 
a QAPP. The QAPP will direct additional testing protocols needed to provide the basis for 
the expanded water quality certification, which is currently permitted through General 
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Permit Number 16 for the Vicksburg District (REGULATED ACTIVITIES ASSOCIATED 
WITH MAINTENANCE DREDGING OF ACCESS CHANNELS, PORT BASINS, AND 
TERMINAL AREAS OF COMMERCIAL AND MUNICIPAL PORTS ALONG THE 
MISSISSIPPI RIVER WITHIN THE VICKSBURG DISTRICT). The QAPP and testing 
results will be included and will form the basis of the water quality certification request. 
The MVK will ensure the water quality certification is issued prior to initiation of expanded 
dredge activities. For more information regarding the status of the water quality 
certification issuance, please contact the MVK River Engineering Section. 


5.13 Cumulative Impacts Analysis 


The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations define cumulative impacts (CI) 
as “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.  CI 
can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a 
period of time.”   


Beneficially, implementation of the proposed plan would increase navigational safety at 
the port and within the channel. Completing the project would allow larger barges to 
access the port and would create increased economic opportunity at the port. Barges 
Time required for barges to access the port would be reduced leading to increased 
efficiency and reduced greenhouse gas emissions produced by idle barges.  
 
Negative effects associated with implementation of the proposed project would relate to 
the cumulative contribution of the proposed actions to the effects of other projects, past 
and present. Overall, this project is unlikely to have many incremental impacts on the 
larger watershed over the 50-year life of the project. Wetlands in the project area would 
be significantly impacted and cleared. With wetlands becoming rarer in the watershed 
since the late 1800’s, this project could incrementally contribute to total loss of future 
wetlands depending on the amount of wetlands cleared in future projects. However, 
wetland mitigation would be completed for this project to account for the impacts and 
would not lead to a net loss of overall wetlands. The temporary construction-related 
increases in traffic, noise and vibration, and vehicle and equipment emissions would be 
temporally and locally unique and unlikely, combined with other similar disturbances, to 
significantly affect the citizens or natural environment in the city.  
 
There would be minor temporary impacts to fish and wildlife resources and no impacts to 
cultural resources or the flood plain.  Because the project proposes needed navigational 
improvements to increase safety, mitigation for wetlands, and the overall outcome of the 
project would be beneficial to the community, the cumulative negative impacts are 
considered minimal. 
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6 COORDINATION 


Preparation of this draft EA and a draft FONSI have been coordinated with appropriate 
Congressional, Federal, Tribal, state, and local interests, as well as environmental groups 
and other interested parties.  The following agencies, as well as other interested parties, 
have received copies of the draft EA and draft FONSI: 


U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  
U.S. National Park Service 
EPA, Region IV 
Natural Resources Conservation Service  
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Mississippi Department of Wildlife and Fisheries  
Mississippi Department of Environmental Quality 
Mississippi State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 
 
 


7 MITIGATION 


On January 4, 2007, the 110th Congress of the United States of America finalized the 
Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 2007 (H.R. 1495, Public Law 110-114).  
Under Section 2036(c), Mitigation for Fish and Wildlife and Wetlands Losses – Wetlands 
Mitigation, it specifically directs the USACE to consider the use of commercial mitigation 
banks to fulfill the mitigation responsibilities of Civil Works projects, stating: 
 


In carrying out a water resources project that involved wetlands mitigation 
and that has impacts that occur within the service area of a mitigation bank, 
the Secretary, where appropriate, shall first consider the use of the mitigation 
bank if the bank contains sufficient available credits to offset the impact and 
the bank is approved in accordance with the Federal Guidance for the 
Establishment Use and Operation of Mitigation Banks (60 Fed. Reg. 58605) 
or other applicable Federal law (including regulations). 


 
Therefore, the following mitigation plan proposes to acquire appropriate BLH 
compensatory mitigation bank credits for unavoidable impacts to 0.22 Average Annual 
Functional Capacity Units (AAFCU) (0.72 acres) of BLH forested wetlands resulting from 
the proposed project. Additionally, this mitigation plan proposes to acquire and reforest 7 
acres of upland farmland in order to compensate for the unavoidable clearing of 7 acres 
of non-wetland forest. No project specific mitigation opportunities were identified by 
USACE or the local sponsor, so a decision was made to purchase mitigation bank credits. 
 
In Federal Register Vol. 73, No. 70, April 10, 2008, specifically Part 332, § 332.4 (c)(1) 
Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources, Planning and documentation, 
Mitigation Plan, Preparation and Approval, guidance was set forth requiring the 
preparation of a draft and final mitigation plan that would address the following 12 items:  
1) preparation and approval;  2) objectives; 3) site selection; 4) site protection instrument; 
5) baseline information; 6) determination of credits; 7) mitigation work plan; 8) 
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maintenance plan; 9) performance standards; 10) monitoring requirements; 11) long-term 
management plan; 12) adaptive management plan; financial assurances; and other 
information.  However, since the proposed mitigation plan proposes to utilize a 
compensatory mitigation bank, the following language included in Part 332 § 332.4 
(c)(1)(i)(ii) would apply, “For permittees who intend to fulfill their compensatory mitigation 
obligations by securing credits from approved mitigation banks…their mitigation plan 
need include only the items described in paragraphs (c)(5) and (c)(6) ...”.  Therefore, only 
items 5 and 6, baseline information and determination of credits, would be addressed 
further. 
 
Item 5 – Baseline Information.  For a complete description of “Baseline Information”, 
please refer to the following Sections within this EA #111:  3.1 Description of the 
Watershed; 3.2 Description of the Project Area; 3.3 Climate; 3.4 Geology; and 4.2 
Wetlands. 
 
Item 6 – Determination of Credits.  The Mississippi Alluvial Valley Hydrogeomorphic 
Model (HGM) was used to quantify project impacts by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
and the results were included in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report 
(Attachment 3). The proposed project resulted in 0.72 acres of bottomland hardwood 
forest (BLH) impacts. According to the HGM model, 0.22 Average Annual Functional 
Capacity Units (AAFCUs) were determined to be affecting BLH wetland functions. The 
cumulative 50-year impacts in AAFCUs (0.22) were divided by the number of mitigation 
acres required (0.72) to determine the required acreage of mitigation. Therefore, 0.22 / 
0.72 = 0.31 acres of mitigation would be required for the project. 
 
Mitigation bank credits were determined based on the original 0.72 acres of BLH impacts 
with the consideration that the 0.72 acres of BLH would be permanently impacted. 
Therefore, it was determined that 7.3 mitigation credits would be required to compensate 
for the 0.72 acres of permanent BLH impacts. This approach was coordinated with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and received their concurrence. 
 
The proposed mitigation bank plan is designed to comply with the requirements set forth 
under USACE guidance “Implementation Guidance for Section 2036(a) of the Water 
Resources Development Act of 2007 – Mitigation for Fish and Wildlife and Wetland 
Losses” dated August 31, 2009, which further highlights the need for Civil Works 
mitigation plans to be consistent with the regulations and policies governing the USACE 
Regulatory Program.  To comply with these multiple laws and directives and to be 
consistent with the USACE Regulatory Program, the Vicksburg District investigated the 
use of mitigation banks within an appropriate, applicable service area, the Mississippi 
River watershed basin. However, in the event that the total amount of credits that would 
be required to fully compensate for unavoidable wetlands impacts would not be 
achievable, the proposed mitigation bank plan is meant to afford the CEMVK the 
opportunity to explore reasonable and available mitigation opportunities both within the 
impacted service area as well as adjacent service areas in order to compensate for 
unavoidable wetlands impacts. As recommended by USFWS (Attachment 3), if available 
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mitigation credits would be purchased from a mitigation bank that includes stream 
restoration and/or stream/aquatic benefits. 
 
In summary, mitigation would require 7.3 credits to fully compensate for unavoidable 
wetland impacts and the acquisition and reforestation of 7 acres of upland farmland to 
compensate for unavoidable impacts to non-wetland forest habitat. These credits would 
be purchased from an appropriate compensatory mitigation bank. All mitigation would be 
accomplished either prior to or concurrently with construction. 
 
 


8 COMPLIANCE WITH ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS AND REGULATIONS  


Environmental compliance for the proposed action would be achieved based upon 
coordination of this EA and FONSI with all appropriate agencies, organizations, and 
individuals for their review and comments.  The FONSI would not be signed until the 
proposed action achieves environmental compliance with applicable laws and 
regulations. 


 


9 CONCLUSION 


This project involves improving channel navigation near the Port of Rosedale in Bolivar 
Parish, LA. Currently the channel near the Port is narrow and dangerous to navigate 
during low water events. Only smaller barge configurations are able to navigate the 
channel. The TSP for the proposed project would involve extending the length of the 
current navigation channel, relocating, and expanding the turning basin, and widening the 
entire channel. These proposed actions would improve navigational safety, even during 
low water events, and allow larger barge configurations to access the channel and Port. 
 
An environmental analysis has been conducted by MVK for the with-Project alternatives 
to address the impacts associated with the proposed actions.  The potential impacts of 
the project were considered, and it was determined that the project would not result in 
significant impacts to air quality, water quality, aquatic resources, terrestrial resources, 
waterfowl resources, threatened and endangered species, coastal environments, 
recreation, or aesthetics. There were no significant concerns with HTRW, cultural 
resources, or environmental justice.   


 
 


10 PREPARED BY 


EA #111 and the associated FONSI were prepared by Taylor Piefke, Biologist, U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, New Orleans District, Regional Planning and Environment Division 
South, with relevant sections prepared by: John Underwood - Cultural Resources.  The 
address of the preparers is:  
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 U.S.  Army Engineer District, Vicksburg 
 Regional Planning and Environment Division South 
 ATTN: CEMVN-PDN-UDP 
 4155 Clay Street 
 Vicksburg, Mississippi 39183-3435 
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5. USFWS NLEB Determination Key 
6. Cultural Coordination 
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March 05, 2024


United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE


Mississippi Ecological Services Field Office
6578 Dogwood View Parkway, Suite A


Jackson, MS 39213-7856
Phone: (601) 965-4900


In Reply Refer To: 
Project Code: 2023-0084363 
Project Name: Port of Rosedale CAP
 
Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project 


location or may be affected by your proposed project


To Whom It May Concern:


The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed, and candidate species, as 
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of your 
proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the 
requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the 
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).


New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of 
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to 
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to 
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical 
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of the 
Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can be 
completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be 
completed by visiting the IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and 
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested 
through IPaC by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list.


The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the 
ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the 
Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to 
utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and endangered 
species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species and/or 
designated critical habitat.


A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having 
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the 
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2) 
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological 
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evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may 
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended 
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.


If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation, that 
listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the 
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service 
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed 
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7 
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered 
Species Consultation Handbook" at: https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/ 
endangered-species-consultation-handbook.pdf


Migratory Birds: In addition to responsibilities to protect threatened and endangered species 
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), there are additional responsibilities under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) to 
protect native birds from project-related impacts. Any activity, intentional or unintentional, 
resulting in take of migratory birds, including eagles, is prohibited unless otherwise permitted by 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)). For more 
information regarding these Acts, see Migratory Bird Permit | What We Do | U.S. Fish & Wildlife 
Service (fws.gov).


The MBTA has no provision for allowing take of migratory birds that may be unintentionally 
killed or injured by otherwise lawful activities. It is the responsibility of the project proponent to 
comply with these Acts by identifying potential impacts to migratory birds and eagles within 
applicable NEPA documents (when there is a federal nexus) or a Bird/Eagle Conservation Plan 
(when there is no federal nexus). Proponents should implement conservation measures to avoid 
or minimize the production of project-related stressors or minimize the exposure of birds and 
their resources to the project-related stressors. For more information on avian stressors and 
recommended conservation measures, see https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/threats-birds.


In addition to MBTA and BGEPA, Executive Order 13186: Responsibilities of Federal Agencies 
to Protect Migratory Birds, obligates all Federal agencies that engage in or authorize activities 
that might affect migratory birds, to minimize those effects and encourage conservation measures 
that will improve bird populations. Executive Order 13186 provides for the protection of both 
migratory birds and migratory bird habitat. For information regarding the implementation of 
Executive Order 13186, please visit https://www.fws.gov/partner/council-conservation- 
migratory-birds.


We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages 
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project 
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Code in the header of 
this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project that you submit 
to our office.


Note: IPaC has provided all available attachments because this project is in multiple field office 
jurisdictions.



https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/endangered-species-consultation-handbook.pdf

https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/endangered-species-consultation-handbook.pdf

https://www.fws.gov/program/migratory-bird-permit/what-we-do

https://www.fws.gov/program/migratory-bird-permit/what-we-do

https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/threats-birds

https://www.fws.gov/partner/council-conservation-migratory-birds

https://www.fws.gov/partner/council-conservation-migratory-birds
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▪
▪
▪
▪
▪


Attachment(s):


Official Species List
USFWS National Wildlife Refuges and Fish Hatcheries
Bald & Golden Eagles
Migratory Birds
Wetlands


OFFICIAL SPECIES LIST
This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the 
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether 
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed 
action".


This species list is provided by:


Mississippi Ecological Services Field Office
6578 Dogwood View Parkway, Suite A
Jackson, MS 39213-7856
(601) 965-4900


This project's location is within the jurisdiction of multiple offices. However, only one species 
list document will be provided for all offices. The species and critical habitats in this document 
reflect the aggregation of those that fall in each of the affiliated office's jurisdiction. Other offices 
affiliated with the project:


Arkansas Ecological Services Field Office
110 South Amity Suite 300
Conway, AR 72032-8975
(501) 513-4470
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PROJECT SUMMARY
Project Code: 2023-0084363
Project Name: Port of Rosedale CAP
Project Type: Navigation Channel Improvement
Project Description: The selected alternative (alternative 7) proposes 3 primary modifications 


to the existing port footprint: 
 
1. Realigning and widening the authorized channel limits at the existing 
barge facility; 
2. Widening the channel for the entire length to facilitate two way traffic 
and larger barge configurations; and 
3. Enlarging the turning basin to support increased mobility with larger 
barge configurations. 
 
The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN) is located approximately 
halfway up the 2.7 mile (14,256 feet) long by 150 foot wide navigation 
channel, which runs between the port and the Mississippi River. The 
current authorized depth of the channel is 93 feet, which is 9 feet below 
the Low Water of Reference (LWRP) of 102 feet. 
 
The route to the turning basin poses certain navigational challenges when 
in operation. The position of the JANTRAN in the bend in the channel, 
creates challenges for pilots, particularly when barges that are being 
loaded encroach into the navigation channel. As part of the proposed 
alternative, the existing bend in the channel would be expanded from the 
currently authorized width of 150 feet to 200 feet to alleviate some of the 
difficulties of traversing the channel bend during busier time frames. This 
expansion would also permit larger barge configurations to navigate the 
bend more easily. The channel would also be realigned in the vicinity of 
the JANTRAN facility to avoid encroachments from barges that are 
moored at the facility for loading and unloading. The realignment would 
involve shifting 3,600 feet (0.68 miles) of the navigational channel 100 
feet to the west. 
 
The remaining portion of the navigation channel between the Mississippi 
River and the turning basin at the upper end of the port would be 
expanded from 150 feet to 185 feet (except for the portion mentioned 
above). This additional width would allow improved facilitation of two- 
way traffic and provide navigational support for larger barge 
configurations. 
 
The final main feature of this alternative is the reconfiguration and 
enlargement of the existing 400 foot by 1000 foot turning basin. The new 
proposed configuration would lengthen the navigational channel to extend 
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through the existing turning basin and shifts the footprint of the turning 
basin further upstream past its current location. The newly enlarged and 
relocated turning basin would measure 600 feet by 1000 feet. This 
increase in size allows larger barge configurations to utilize the turning 
basin, and its new location would provide better access to the water with 
more frontage for the port. 
 
All the proposed changes and dimensions were determined based on input 
from the local sponsor and existing port customers. The currently 
authorized navigation depth of 93 feet would be maintained for all the 
modifications and limits described herein. The channel would not be 
deepened below the authorized Mississippi River channel depth. 
 
A cutter head dredge would be utilized to excavate material from the 
navigational channel and the turning basin. All dredged material would be 
pumped from the cutter head and carried via a dredge pipe and cast out to 
the Mississippi River near the mouth of the Port Navigation Channel 
(Figure 9). The currents of the river will carry and disperse the dredge 
material as it travels downstream of the project area. This method of 
dredge material disposal is currently utilized annually for maintenance 
dredging of the port. The dredge pipe would be placed along the eastern 
side of the navigation channel as to not interfere with any ingress or 
egress navigation at the port. During work hours, a boat on the discharge 
pipe would be utilized and move the line for passing tows as needed. 
Because of the distance needed to pump material to the river, a booster 
pump would be required. The distance into the river needed to discharge 
all dredge material would be determined based on a hydrographic survey, 
and the pipe would not impact navigation.


Project Location:
The approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https:// 
www.google.com/maps/@33.808621599999995,-91.0223608871798,14z



https://www.google.com/maps/@33.808621599999995,-91.0223608871798,14z

https://www.google.com/maps/@33.808621599999995,-91.0223608871798,14z
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Counties: Arkansas and Mississippi
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1.


ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT SPECIES
There is a total of 11 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list.


Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include 
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species 
list because a project could affect downstream species.


IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA 
Fisheries , as USFWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the 
Department of Commerce.


See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially 
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office 
if you have questions.


NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an 
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of 
Commerce.


MAMMALS
NAME STATUS


Northern Long-eared Bat Myotis septentrionalis
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9045
General project design guidelines:  


https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/ 
generated/7127.pdf


Endangered


Tricolored Bat Perimyotis subflavus
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/10515
General project design guidelines:  


https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/ 
generated/7127.pdf


Proposed 
Endangered


1



https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9045

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/generated/7127.pdf

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/generated/7127.pdf

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/10515

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/generated/7127.pdf

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/generated/7127.pdf





Project code: 2023-0084363 03/05/2024


   8 of 15


BIRDS
NAME STATUS


Eastern Black Rail Laterallus jamaicensis ssp. jamaicensis
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/10477
General project design guidelines:  


https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/ 
generated/7127.pdf


Threatened


Ivory-billed Woodpecker Campephilus principalis
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8230
General project design guidelines:  


https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/ 
generated/7127.pdf


Endangered


Piping Plover Charadrius melodus
Population: [Atlantic Coast and Northern Great Plains populations] - Wherever found, except 
those areas where listed as endangered.
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6039
General project design guidelines:  


https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/ 
generated/7127.pdf


Threatened


Rufa Red Knot Calidris canutus rufa
There is proposed critical habitat for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1864
General project design guidelines:  


https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/ 
generated/7127.pdf


Threatened


REPTILES
NAME STATUS


Alligator Snapping Turtle Macrochelys temminckii
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4658
General project design guidelines:  


https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/ 
generated/7127.pdf


Proposed 
Threatened



https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/10477

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/generated/7127.pdf

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/generated/7127.pdf

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8230

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/generated/7127.pdf

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/generated/7127.pdf

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6039

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/generated/7127.pdf

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/generated/7127.pdf

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1864

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/generated/7127.pdf

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/generated/7127.pdf

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4658

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/generated/7127.pdf

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/generated/7127.pdf
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FISHES
NAME STATUS


Pallid Sturgeon Scaphirhynchus albus
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7162
General project design guidelines:  


https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/ 
generated/7127.pdf


Endangered


CLAMS
NAME STATUS


Fat Pocketbook Potamilus capax
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2780
General project design guidelines:  


https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/ 
generated/7127.pdf


Endangered


INSECTS
NAME STATUS


Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9743
General project design guidelines:  


https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/ 
generated/7127.pdf


Candidate


FLOWERING PLANTS
NAME STATUS


Pondberry Lindera melissifolia
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1279
General project design guidelines:  


https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/ 
generated/7127.pdf


Endangered


CRITICAL HABITATS
THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S 
JURISDICTION.


YOU ARE STILL REQUIRED TO DETERMINE IF YOUR PROJECT(S) MAY HAVE EFFECTS ON ALL 
ABOVE LISTED SPECIES.



https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7162

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/generated/7127.pdf

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/generated/7127.pdf

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2780

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/generated/7127.pdf

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/generated/7127.pdf

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9743

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/generated/7127.pdf

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/generated/7127.pdf

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1279

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/generated/7127.pdf

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ZCC6ZPALWZAGHFCFJBZTFTEZZE/documents/generated/7127.pdf





Project code: 2023-0084363 03/05/2024


   10 of 15


1.
2.
3.


USFWS NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE LANDS 
AND FISH HATCHERIES
Any activity proposed on lands managed by the National Wildlife Refuge system must undergo a 
'Compatibility Determination' conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to 
discuss any questions or concerns.


THERE ARE NO REFUGE LANDS OR FISH HATCHERIES WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA.


BALD & GOLDEN EAGLES
Bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act  and the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act .


Any person or organization who plans or conducts activities that may result in impacts to bald or 
golden eagles, or their habitats , should follow appropriate regulations and consider 
implementing appropriate conservation measures, as described in the links below. Specifically, 
please review the "Supplemental Information on Migratory Birds and Eagles".


The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940.
The Migratory Birds Treaty Act of 1918.
50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)


There are likely bald eagles present in your project area. For additional information on bald 
eagles, refer to Bald Eagle Nesting and Sensitivity to Human Activity


For guidance on when to schedule activities or implement avoidance and minimization measures 
to reduce impacts to migratory birds on your list, see the PROBABILITY OF PRESENCE 
SUMMARY below to see when these birds are most likely to be present and breeding in your 
project area.


NAME BREEDING SEASON


Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants attention 
because of the Eagle Act or for potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain 
types of development or activities.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1626


Breeds Sep 1 to 
Jul 31


PROBABILITY OF PRESENCE SUMMARY
The graphs below provide our best understanding of when birds of concern are most likely to be 
present in your project area. This information can be used to tailor and schedule your project 
activities to avoid or minimize impacts to birds. Please make sure you read "Supplemental 
Information on Migratory Birds and Eagles", specifically the FAQ section titled "Proper 


1
2


3



http://www.fws.gov/refuges/

https://www.fws.gov/media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-project-action

https://www.fws.gov/law/bald-and-golden-eagle-protection-act

https://www.fws.gov/law/migratory-bird-treaty-act-1918

https://www.fws.gov/Alaska-eagle-nesting

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1626

https://www.fws.gov/media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-project-action

https://www.fws.gov/media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-project-action
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▪
▪


▪


▪


 no data survey effort breeding season probability of presence


Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report" before using or attempting to interpret 
this report.


Probability of Presence ( )


Green bars; the bird's relative probability of presence in the 10km grid cell(s) your project 
overlaps during that week of the year.


Breeding Season ( )
Yellow bars; liberal estimate of the timeframe inside which the bird breeds across its entire 
range.


Survey Effort ( )
Vertical black lines; the number of surveys performed for that species in the 10km grid cell(s) 
your project area overlaps.


No Data ( )
A week is marked as having no data if there were no survey events for that week.


SPECIES JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC
Bald Eagle
Non-BCC 
Vulnerable


Additional information can be found using the following links:


Eagle Management https://www.fws.gov/program/eagle-management
Measures for avoiding and minimizing impacts to birds https://www.fws.gov/library/ 
collections/avoiding-and-minimizing-incidental-take-migratory-birds
Nationwide conservation measures for birds https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/ 
documents/nationwide-standard-conservation-measures.pdf
Supplemental Information for Migratory Birds and Eagles in IPaC https://www.fws.gov/ 
media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur- 
project-action


MIGRATORY BIRDS
Certain birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act  and the Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act .


Any person or organization who plans or conducts activities that may result in impacts to 
migratory birds, eagles, and their habitats  should follow appropriate regulations and consider 


1
2


3



https://www.fws.gov/program/eagle-management

https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/avoiding-and-minimizing-incidental-take-migratory-birds

https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/avoiding-and-minimizing-incidental-take-migratory-birds

https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/nationwide-standard-conservation-measures.pdf

https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/nationwide-standard-conservation-measures.pdf

https://www.fws.gov/media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-project-action

https://www.fws.gov/media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-project-action

https://www.fws.gov/media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-project-action
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1.
2.
3.


implementing appropriate conservation measures, as described in the links below. Specifically, 
please review the "Supplemental Information on Migratory Birds and Eagles".


The Migratory Birds Treaty Act of 1918.
The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940.
50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)


For guidance on when to schedule activities or implement avoidance and minimization measures 
to reduce impacts to migratory birds on your list, see the PROBABILITY OF PRESENCE 
SUMMARY below to see when these birds are most likely to be present and breeding in your 
project area.


NAME
BREEDING 
SEASON


Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants attention 
because of the Eagle Act or for potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types 
of development or activities.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1626


Breeds Sep 1 to 
Jul 31


Chimney Swift Chaetura pelagica
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9406


Breeds Mar 15 
to Aug 25


Little Blue Heron Egretta caerulea
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird Conservation Regions 
(BCRs) in the continental USA
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9477


Breeds Mar 10 
to Oct 15


Prothonotary Warbler Protonotaria citrea
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9439


Breeds Apr 1 to 
Jul 31


Red-headed Woodpecker Melanerpes erythrocephalus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9398


Breeds May 10 
to Sep 10


Rusty Blackbird Euphagus carolinus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird Conservation Regions 
(BCRs) in the continental USA
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9478


Breeds 
elsewhere


PROBABILITY OF PRESENCE SUMMARY
The graphs below provide our best understanding of when birds of concern are most likely to be 
present in your project area. This information can be used to tailor and schedule your project 



https://www.fws.gov/media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-project-action

https://www.fws.gov/law/migratory-bird-treaty-act-1918

https://www.fws.gov/law/bald-and-golden-eagle-protection-act

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1626

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9406

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9477

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9439

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9398

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9478
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▪


 no data survey effort breeding season probability of presence


activities to avoid or minimize impacts to birds. Please make sure you read "Supplemental 
Information on Migratory Birds and Eagles", specifically the FAQ section titled "Proper 
Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report" before using or attempting to interpret 
this report.


Probability of Presence ( )


Green bars; the bird's relative probability of presence in the 10km grid cell(s) your project 
overlaps during that week of the year.


Breeding Season ( )
Yellow bars; liberal estimate of the timeframe inside which the bird breeds across its entire 
range.


Survey Effort ( )
Vertical black lines; the number of surveys performed for that species in the 10km grid cell(s) 
your project area overlaps.


No Data ( )
A week is marked as having no data if there were no survey events for that week.


SPECIES JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC
Bald Eagle
Non-BCC 
Vulnerable


Chimney Swift
BCC Rangewide 
(CON)


Little Blue Heron
BCC - BCR


Prothonotary 
Warbler
BCC Rangewide 
(CON)


Red-headed 
Woodpecker
BCC Rangewide 
(CON)


Rusty Blackbird
BCC - BCR


Additional information can be found using the following links:


Eagle Management https://www.fws.gov/program/eagle-management



https://www.fws.gov/media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-project-action

https://www.fws.gov/media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-project-action

https://www.fws.gov/program/eagle-management
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▪


Measures for avoiding and minimizing impacts to birds https://www.fws.gov/library/ 
collections/avoiding-and-minimizing-incidental-take-migratory-birds
Nationwide conservation measures for birds https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/ 
documents/nationwide-standard-conservation-measures.pdf
Supplemental Information for Migratory Birds and Eagles in IPaC https://www.fws.gov/ 
media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur- 
project-action


WETLANDS
Impacts to NWI wetlands and other aquatic habitats may be subject to regulation under Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal statutes.


For more information please contact the Regulatory Program of the local U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers District.


Please note that the NWI data being shown may be out of date. We are currently working to 
update our NWI data set. We recommend you verify these results with a site visit to determine 
the actual extent of wetlands on site.


FRESHWATER FORESTED/SHRUB WETLAND
PFO2F
PFO1F
PFO1A


LAKE
L1UBH


FRESHWATER EMERGENT WETLAND
PEM1A


RIVERINE
R2UBH



https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/avoiding-and-minimizing-incidental-take-migratory-birds

https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/avoiding-and-minimizing-incidental-take-migratory-birds

https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/ documents/nationwide-standard-conservation-measures.pdf

https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/ documents/nationwide-standard-conservation-measures.pdf

https://www.fws.gov/media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-project-action

https://www.fws.gov/media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-project-action

https://www.fws.gov/media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-project-action

http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/

http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/RegulatoryProgramandPermits.aspx

http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/RegulatoryProgramandPermits.aspx
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IPAC USER CONTACT INFORMATION
Agency: Army Corps of Engineers
Name: Taylor Piefke
Address: 4155 Clay St
Address Line 2: Rm 250
City: Vicksburg
State: MS
Zip: 39183
Email taylor.piefke@usace.army.mil
Phone: 6016315087







State


Percentile


USA


Percentile


1/4


Selected Variables


Particulate Matter 2.5 EJ index
Ozone EJ index 
Diesel Particulate Matter EJ index*


Underground Storage Tanks EJ index 


Environmental Justice Indexes


EJ Indexes - The EJ indexes help users screen for potential EJ concerns. To do this, the EJ index combines data on low income and people of color populations 
with a single environmental indicator.  


Air Toxics Cancer Risk EJ index*
Air Toxics Respiratory HI EJ index*


Traffic Proximity EJ index
Lead Paint EJ index
Superfund Proximity EJ index
RMP Facility Proximity EJ index
Hazardous Waste Proximity EJ index


EJScreen Report  


Wastewater Discharge EJ index


*Diesel particular matter, air toxics cancer risk, and air toxics respiratory hazard index are from the EPA’s Air Toxics Data Update, which is the Agency’s ongoing, 
comprehensive evaluation of air toxics in the United States. This effort aims to prioritize air toxics, emission sources, and locations of interest for further study. It 
is important to remember that the air toxics data presented here provide broad estimates of health risks over geographic areas of the country, not definitive risks 
to specific individuals or locations. Cancer risks and hazard indices from the Air Toxics Data Update are reported to one significant figure and any additional 
significant figures here are due to rounding. More information on the Air Toxics Data Update can be found at: https://www.epa.gov/haps/air-toxics-data-update.
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EJScreen Report 


Superfund NPL
Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities (TSDF)


Sites reporting to EPA


5 miles Ring around the Area, MISSISSIPPI, EPA Region 4


Approximate Population: 2,218


May 24, 2023


Input Area (sq. miles): 115.37


(Version 2.11)
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EJScreen Report  


Value State


Avg.


%ile in


State


USA


Avg.


%ile in


USA


3/4


RMP Facility Proximity (facility count/km distance)
Hazardous Waste Proximity (facility count/km distance)


Wastewater Discharge (toxicity-weighted concentration/m distance)


Demographic Index


Over Age 64 


People of Color
Low Income
Unemployment Rate 


Less Than High School Education
Under Age 5 


Demographic Indicators


EJScreen is a screening tool for pre-decisional use only. It can help identify areas that may warrant additional consideration, analysis, or outreach. It does not 
provide a basis for decision-making, but it may help identify potential areas of EJ concern. Users should keep in mind that screening tools are subject to substantial 
uncertainty in their demographic and environmental data, particularly when looking at small geographic areas. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this 
screening-level information, so it is essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see 
EJScreen documentation for discussion of these issues before using reports.  This screening tool does not provide data on every environmental impact and 
demographic factor that may be relevant to a particular location. EJScreen outputs should be supplemented with additional information and local knowledge 
before taking any action to address potential EJ concerns.


Selected Variables


Pollution and Sources
Particulate Matter 2.5 (µg/m3)
Ozone (ppb)
Diesel Particulate Matter* (µg/m3)
Air Toxics Cancer Risk* (lifetime risk per million)
Air Toxics Respiratory HI*


Traffic Proximity (daily traffic count/distance to road)
Lead Paint (% Pre-1960 Housing)
Superfund Proximity (site count/km distance)


Socioeconomic Indicators


Limited English Speaking Households


Underground Storage Tanks (count/km2)


Supplemental Demographic Index


Low Life Expectancy


5 miles Ring around the Area, MISSISSIPPI, EPA Region 4


Approximate Population: 2,218


May 24, 2023


Input Area (sq. miles): 115.37


(Version 2.11)
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State


Percentile


USA


Percentile


4/4


Selected Variables


Particulate Matter 2.5 Supplemental Index
Ozone Supplemental Index
Diesel Particulate Matter Supplemental Index*


Underground Storage Tanks Supplemental Index 


Supplemental Indexes


This report shows the values for environmental and demographic indicators, EJScreen indexes, and supplemental indexes. It shows environmental and 
demographic raw data (e.g., the estimated concentration of ozone in the air), and also shows what percentile each raw data value represents. These 
percentiles provide perspective on how the selected block group or buffer area compares to the entire state, EPA region, or nation. For example, if a given 
location is at the 95th percentile nationwide, this means that only 5 percent of the US population has a higher block group value than the average person in the 
location being analyzed. The years for which the data are available, and the methods used, vary across these indicators. Important caveats and uncertainties 
apply to this screening-level information, so it is essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. 
Please see EJScreen documentation for discussion of these issues before using reports. For additional information, see: www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice.


Air Toxics Cancer Risk Supplemental Index*


Air Toxics Respiratory HI Supplemental Index*


Traffic Proximity Supplemental Index
Lead Paint Supplemental Index
Superfund Proximity Supplemental Index
RMP Facility Proximity Supplemental Index
Hazardous Waste Proximity Supplemental Index


EJScreen Report  


Wastewater Discharge Supplemental Index
Supplemental Indexes - The supplemental indexes offer a different perspective on community-level vulnerability. They combine data on low-income, limited 
English speaking, less than high school education, unemployed, and low life expectancy populations with a single environmental indicator. 
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United States Department of the Interior 


 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


200 Dulles Drive 
Lafayette, Louisiana 70506 


 
February 8, 2023 


 
Colonel Christopher D. Klein 
District Engineer 
Vicksburg District 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
4155 Clay Street 
Vicksburg, MS 39183 
 
Dear Colonel Klien: 
 
We are providing this draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) Report on the Port of 
Rosedale Expansion Project feasibility study.  The port is located near Rosedale, Mississippi, in 
Bolivar County but the project area channel extends into Desha County, Arkansas.  This feasibility 
study was authorized under Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960.  The non-federal 
sponsor for the subject project is the Rosedale-Bolivar County Port Commission. 
 
Our draft report was prepared under the authority of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
(FWCA) (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.).  This draft report does not constitute the 
final report required by Section 2(b) of that Act.  This draft report has been provided to the 
Mississippi Department of Wildlife, Fisheries and Parks (MDWFP) for their review and comment. 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The Port of Rosedale is located on a dead-end chute off the east bank of the Mississippi River (river 
mile 585) in Bolivar County.  The harbor channel is currently 150 feet wide and 2.7 miles long with 
a turning basin 1,000 feet long by 400 feet wide, located at the northern terminus of the channel.  A 
minimum operating depth of 9 feet below the lowest water of record (102.5 feet, mean sea level) 
was maintained in both the channel and turning basin.  The primary purpose and need of the 
proposed alternatives are to determine if a federal interest exists to improve navigation in the Port of 
Rosedale (Figure 1). 
 
At low river stages, the width of the existing channel limits navigation uses and increases time to 
transit the channel.  To rectify this problem, six action alternatives were developed that would 
widen the existing channel to varying degrees and in varying locations (Alternative 1 is the No-
Action Alternative).   
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Figure 1.  Map showing the proposed Port expansion area. 


 
 
The final array of project alternatives are described below.  For all alternatives, a hydraulic 
cutterhead dredge would be used and spoil would be discharged into the Mississippi River. 
 


• Alternative 1:  No Action 
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• Alternative 2:  Widen and shift the channel in the location of JanTran Inc. dock, deepen the 
channel to authorized depths for consistency.  


• Alternative 3:  Widen and deepen to a consistent depth throughout the channel and use the 
material beneficially, and shift the channel to the west in the area of JanTran Inc. dock.  This 
alternative requires the entire main channel to be widened from 150ft to 200ft and make sure 
the depth is consistent from the turning basin out to the river channel. The channel will also 
be shifted to the west 50 ft around the location of JanTran dock to give traffic full use of the 
channel even at low water levels and not be impacted by the floating JanTran dock. 


• Alternative 4:  Expand the turning basin on the northern reach of the channel and use 
material beneficially.  This alternative modifies the turning basin and expands the basin 
from a dimension of 400ft by 1000ft to a dimension of 600ft by 1000ft.  


• Alternative 5:  Increase the length of the navigation channel and widen the turning basin 
while using the dredge material beneficially.  This alternative extends the navigational 
channel to the north and relocates the existing turning basin to the north. The expansion is a 
1000ft to the north and 600ft to the west. 


• Alternative 6:  Shifting the channel at the location of JanTran dock and use the dredge 
material beneficially.  This alternative shifts/opens up the 150ft navigational channel to the 
west 100ft along the sharpest part of the bend to eliminate the navigation restriction at 
JanTran. The original channel around the bend will be maintained as well and result in a 
250ft wide channel around the bend at JanTran dock. 


• Alternative 7:  Will be a combination of Alternatives 3 and 5. Widen and deepen to a 
consistent depth throughout the channel and shift the channel to the west in the area of 
JanTran dock. Also Increase the length of the navigation channel and widen the turning 
basin. 
 


 
PROJECT IMPACTS 
 
Much of the channel enlargement work would impact open water portions of the existing Port 
channel.  However, some alternatives would impact terrestrial habitats adjacent to the turning basin 
and at the constricted portion of the channel, midway between the turning basin and the Mississippi 
River.  Some of the impacted terrestrial habitat is forested, but other areas consist of a low-elevation 
frequently flooded herbaceous/shrub zone.  The impacted forested areas are frequently flooded 
bottomland hardwood forest vegetated primarily with black willow (Salix nigra).   
 
These wetland forests provide habitat for white-tailed deer, raccoon, swamp rabbit, and a variety of 
migratory songbirds and other birds.  Such forests also provide floodwater storage and water quality 
improvement functions.    
    
 
ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES 
 
The Mississippi River adjacent to the study area may provide habitat for two endangered mussel 
species: the fat pocketbook (Potamilus capax) and the pink mucket (Lampsilis abrupta).  These 
mussel species might be impacted by the disposal of spoil hydraulically dredged from the Port 
channel.    
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In accordance with Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act, the Corps must prepare a biological 
assessment to determine the effects of the recommended plan on the above-mentioned species. That 
biological assessment should be completed and submitted to this office prior to initiating construction or 
operation of proposed project features.  
 
If the Corps determines that the proposed work may affect any listed species, the Corps must request, in 
writing, a formal consultation from this office pursuant to Section 7(a) of the Endangered Species Act. 
A request to initiate formal consultation can accompany submission of the biological assessment to the 
Service. In keeping with the consultation requirements of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), informal 
and formal (if needed) consultation must be completed before the Record of Decision for these tier-off 
projects can be signed.  
 
The Service recommends that the Corps contact the Service for additional consultation if: 1) the scope 
or location of the proposed project is changed significantly, 2) new information reveals that the action 
may affect listed species or designated critical habitat; 3) the action is modified in a manner that causes 
effects to listed species or designated critical habitat; or 4) a new species is listed or critical habitat 
designated. Additional consultation as a result of any of the above conditions or for changes not covered 
in this consultation should occur before changes are made and or finalized. 
 
 
MIGRATORY BIRDS 
 
Over nine-tenths of all the bird species of eastern North America use bottomland hardwood forests 
at one time or another (Harris et al., 1984).  Forest interior songbirds are dependent upon large 
expanses of BLH forests.  Their populations have declined; fragmentation, human disturbances, and 
high edge to area ratios all contributed to their decline (Robinson et al. 1995).  To help minimize 
impacts to migratory birds, forest clearing associated with project features should be conducted 
during the fall or winter to minimize impacts to nesting migratory bird habitat. 
 
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (40 Stat. 755, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.) and the 
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) (54 Stat. 250, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 668a-d) offer 
protection to many bird species within the project area including colonial nesting birds, osprey, and 
the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus).  We recommend that a qualified biologist inspect 
proposed work sites for the presence of undocumented colonial nesting colonies during the nesting 
season (e.g. February through September depending on the species).  If colonies exist, work should 
not be conducted within 1,000 feet of the colony during the nesting season. 
 
On-site personnel should also be informed of the possible presence of nesting bald eagles and 
ospreys within the project boundary, and should identify, avoid, and immediately report any such 
nests to this office.  If a bald eagle nest is located within 660 feet of the proposed activities, the 
USACE should complete an on-line evaluation at https://www.fws.gov/program/eagle-management 
to determine potential disturbance to nesting bald eagles and any protective measures necessary.  A 
copy of that evaluation should be provided to this office.  If assistance is needed in completing the 
evaluation, please contact this office.  Question regarding non-listed species should be directed to 
Dr. Jeffrey Gleason (352-493-0238 ext. 231) the Service’s Gulf of Mexico Migratory Bird 
Coordinator. 
 
 
 



https://www.fws.gov/program/eagle-management
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AT RISK SPECIES 


The Service’s Southeast Region has defined “at-risk species” as those that are: 


1. Proposed for listing under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) by the Service; 
2. Candidates for listing under the ESA, which means the species has a "warranted but 


precluded 12-month finding"; or 
3. Petitioned for listing under the ESA, which means a citizen or group has requested that the 


Service add them to the list of protected species.  Petitioned species include those for which 
the Service has made a substantial 90-day finding as well as those that are under review for a 
90-day finding.  As the Service develops proactive conservation strategies with partners for 
at-risk species, the State’s Species of Greatest Conservation Need (defined as species with 
low or declining populations) will also be considered. 


Alabama Spike  
Alabama Spike (Elliptio arca) is a freshwater mussel found in moderate to fast currents in gravel 
and sand substrates. Shells of this species are elliptical and up to 5 inches in length, with shell color 
ranging from brown to greenish brown exterior and nacre (inner lining of shell) color ranging from 
white to orange to purple. 
 
Freshwater mussels have a parasitic life cycle which requires mussel larvae (glochidia) to attach to a 
host fish. Some mussels are host generalists while others require a particular species of host fish, 
with attraction of host fish often involving the use of mantle lures or conglutinates (packages of 
glochidia formed by the female mussel) which may resemble food items for targeted host fish. 
Alabama Spike may release larvae (glochidia) in strands of mucus and host fish include Redspot 
Darter (Etheostoma artesiae) and Blackbanded Darter (Percina nigrofasciata). 
 
Common threats to freshwater mussels include water quality degradation, altered flow regime, and 
habitat fragmentation. View ECOS species profile for the Alabama Spike. 
 
 
Wetern Fanshell  
Western Fanshell (Cyprogenia aberti) is a species of freshwater mussel found in large creeks and 
rivers with good water quality, moderate to swift current and gravel-sand substrates. 
 
Shells of this species are thick, compressed yet moderately inflated, round to triangular in shape and 
up to three inches in length. Shell color is dark greenish brown to yellowish brown with prominent 
rays. Nacre, the inner lining of the shell, is white in this species, and one study detected individuals 
as old as 26 years, with mean age ranging from 12-13 years of age (Jones and Neves 2002). 
 
Freshwater mussels have a parasitic life cycle which requires mussel larvae (glochidia) to attach to a 
host fish. Some mussels are host generalists while others require a particular species of host fish, 
with attraction of host fish often involving the use of mantle lures or conglutinates (packages of 
glochidia formed by the female mussel) which may resemble food items for targeted host fish. 
Western Fanshell release conglutinates which resemble annelid worms and range in color from 
white to brown to pink or red. Host fish for Western Fanshell include Logperch (Percina caprodes) 
range-wide, and various species of darter (Etheostoma spp.; i.e. Rainbow, Fantail, Orangebelly, or 



https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9874
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Slenderhead darters) depending on river basin of the mussels, as some mussels may utilize different 
species of host fish in different parts of their range (Eckert 2003). 
 
Threats to Western Fanshell include water quality degradation (e.g. sedimentation, point and non-
point source pollution), altered flow regime (including altered depths which may remove riffle 
habitat), landscape changes (e.g. clear-cutting of bank vegetation which alters temperature regime 
from reduced cover and increases sediment erosion), and habitat fragmentation (which may separate 
mussels from their host fish). View ECOS species profile for the Western Fanshell. 
 
 
Monarch Butterfly 
Adult monarch butterflies (Danaus plexippus) are large and conspicuous, with bright orange wings 
surrounded by a black border and covered with black veins. The black border has a double row of 
white spots, present on the upper side of the wings. Adult monarchs are sexually dimorphic, with 
males having narrower wing venation and scent patches. The bright coloring of a monarch serves as 
a warning to predators that eating them can be toxic. 
During the breeding season, monarchs lay their eggs on their obligate milkweed host plant 
(primarily Asclepias spp.), and larvae emerge after two to five days. Larvae develop through five 
larval instars (intervals between molts) over a period of 9 to 18 days, feeding on milkweed and 
sequestering toxic chemicals (cardenolides) as a defense against predators. The larva then pupates 
into a chrysalis before emerging 6 to 14 days later as an adult butterfly. There are multiple 
generations of monarchs produced during the breeding season, with most adult butterflies living 
approximately two to five weeks; overwintering adults enter into reproductive diapause (suspended 
reproduction) and live six to nine months. 


In many regions where monarchs are present, monarchs breed year-round. Individual monarchs in 
temperate climates, such as eastern and western North America, undergo long-distance migration, 
and live for an extended period of time. In the fall, in both eastern and western North America, 
monarchs begin migrating to their respective overwintering sites. This migration can take monarchs 
distances of over 3,000 km and last for over two months. In early spring (February-March), 
surviving monarchs break diapause and mate at the overwintering sites before dispersing. The same 
individuals that undertook the initial southward migration begin flying back through the breeding 
grounds and their offspring start the cycle of generational migration over again. 


Threats to Monarch Butterfly include habitat degradation and fragmentation (by converting 
grasslands to agriculture, logging, and urban use) and insecticides. View ECOS species profile for 
the Monarch Butterfly. 


 
 
Sicklefin Chub 
The Sicklefin Chub (Macrhybopsis meeki) is a large-river minnow adapted to turbid waters. 
Adaptations for rapidly flowing, low visibility environments include fusiform body shape, long 
sickle-shaped pectoral fins, deeply forked caudal fin, reduced eyes, and development of external 
sensory organs (i.e. compound taste buds) used to find food (Dieterman and Galat 2005). 
 
Sicklefin Chub are lithopelagic spawners which release eggs over rock or gravel and may be 
initially adhesive and may remain suspended in the water column as they float downstream in high 
flow environments. Sexual maturity is reached by age 2-3. 



https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6895

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9743
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Threats to Sicklefin Chub include habitat modification and fragmentation, dredging, channelization, 
altered hydrology (e.g. dams), water depletion, and pollution. View ECOS species profile for the 
Sicklefin Chub. 
 
 
Alligator Snapping Turtle 
The alligator snapping turtle (Macrochelys temminckii) is the largest species of freshwater turtle in 
North America and is highly aquatic and somewhat secretive. This species is currently being 
proposed for listing as threatened throughout 14 states in the Southeast and Midwest United States 
(November 8, 2021; Federal Resister FWS-R4-ES-2021-0115). They are primitive in appearance 
and are characterized by a large head, long tail, and an upper jaw with a strongly hooked beak.  
They have muscular legs and webbed toes with long, pointed claws.  They have three keels with 
posterior elevations on the scutes of the carapace, which is dark brown and often has algal growth 
that adds to the alligator snapping turtle’s camouflage.  Their hinge-less plastron is significantly 
smaller than their carapace and is narrow and cross-shaped with a long, narrow bridge.  The 
plastron is greyish-brown in color in adults; in juveniles it may be somewhat mottled with small 
whitish blotches.  Their eyes are positioned on the side of the head and are surrounded by small, 
fleshy, pointed projections.  Numerous epidermal projections are also present on the side of the 
head, chin and neck.  Hatchlings look very similar to adults.  Sexual maturity is achieved in 11-21 
years for males and 13-21 years for females.  No more than one clutch per year per female has been 
observed in the wild. 
 
Alligator snapping turtles are opportunistic scavengers and consume a variety of foods.  Fish 
comprise a significant portions of their diet; however, crayfish, mollusks, smaller turtles, insects, 
nutria, snakes, birds and vegetation (including acorns).  The alligator snapping turtle is the only 
turtle species that has a predatory lure (a small, worm-like appendage on the tongue).  Both adults 
and juveniles use this lure to attract fish into striking range.  The lure is white or pale pink in 
juveniles and mottled or gray in adults. 
 
The alligator snapping turtle is confined to river systems that flow into the Gulf of Mexico, 
extending from the Suwannee River in Florida to the San Antonio River in Texas.  They are found 
in large rivers, major tributaries, bayous, canals, swamps, lakes, ponds and oxbows.  It is most 
common in freshwater lakes and bayous, but also found in coastal marshes and sometimes in 
brackish waters near river mouths.  The alligator snapping turtle is highly associated with in-stream 
structure (e.g., tree root masses, stumps, submerged trees, etc.). 
 
Extensive commercial and recreational harvesting in the last century resulted in significant declines 
to many alligator snapping turtle populations.  Commercial harvesting is now prohibited in all states 
within its range and recreational harvest is prohibited in every state except for Mississippi and 
Louisiana.  Currently, the primary threats to the species are legal and illegal intentional harvest, 
drowning as a result of bycatch associated with commercial fishing (e.g. catfish and buffalo 
fishing), hook ingestion, nest predation, and habitat alteration. View ECOS species profile for the 
Alligator Snapping Turtle. 
 
 
 
 



https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/55

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4658
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Golden-Winged Warbler 
The golden-winged warbler (Vermivora chrysoptera) is a small bird, about 5 inches long, with a 
slim and pointed beak.  The bird is silver, with bright yellow patches on the wings and head.  They 
forage in shrubby areas, feeding on caterpillars and other insects as they hop along branches. 
 
Population declines are associated with loss of habitat, owing to succession and reforestation. Range 
expansion of the blue-winged warbler has increased competition and hybridization with the golden-
winged warbler.  Use of wetland habitat is important for the species.  The loss of wintering habitat 
in Central and South America, along with migratory habitat, also contributes to decline. 
 
The golden-winged warbler relies on early successional forests with sparse trees and shrubs with an 
herbaceous understory of grasses and forbs in either wetland or upland settings.  They use wetlands 
more than a closely related and competitive species, the blue-winged warbler.  Golden-winged 
warblers occur in Mississippi during spring and fall migration in forested habitats.  They depend on 
the forested habitats to provide food and water resources during migration.  Protection and 
restoration of such forests could aid in this species survival. View ECOS species profile for the 
Golden-winged Warbler. 
 
 
EVALUATION METHODS 
 
Bottomland Hardwood Forest Impact Assessment 
USACE supplied kmz files for each alternative were overlaid onto current project area imagery 
(2021) and impacted forest areas were delineated.  Figure 2 shows the impact polygons for project 
alternatives 2, 3, and 7.  Alternative 6 has slightly less impact area (Table 1).   
 
The Mississippi Alluvial Valley Hydrogeomorphic Model (HGM) was used to quantify project 
impacts to area BLH forest.  The HGM impacts reported in Table 1 are an average of the model’s 
individual Function Capacity Units (FCUs).  It was assumed that the impacted forest would remain 
unchanged throughout the 50-year project life.  Hence the currently estimated impact in Function 
Capacity Units (FCUs) is equivalent to the average annual FCUs over the 50 year project life.     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8745
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Figure 2.  Project area BLH impact areas under Alternatives 2, 3, and 7. 


 
 
 
Table 1.  BLH impact acreage and HGM results by alternative. 


 


Summary of Rosedale Port Expansion 
HGM Results


Current
BLH BLH HGM Average


Impact Impact Impact Annual
Alt (acres) (ha) (FCUs) FCUs


2 0.72 0.29 0.22 0.22
3 0.72 0.29 0.22 0.22
4 0 0 0 0
5 0 0 0 0
6 0.57 0.23 0.18 0.18
7 0.72 0.29 0.22 0.22
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Methods and assumptions used to determine the project benefits and impacts are summarized in the 
WVA Project Information Sheets (PIS) which are available online via the Service’s ECOS ServCat 
website: https://ecos.fws.gov/ServCat/Reference/Profile/150308. 
 
 
SERVICE POSITION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


The President’s Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the National 
Environmental Policy Act define mitigation to include: (1) avoiding the impact; (2) minimizing the 
impact; (3) rectifying the impact; (4) reducing or eliminating the impact over time; and (5) 
compensating for impacts. The Service supports and adopts this definition and considers the 
specific elements to represent the desirable sequence of steps in the mitigation planning process.  
Through this process, the Service strives to make the project’s goals co-equal to fish and wildlife 
resource conservation. 


The Service’s Mitigation Policy (Federal Register, Vol. 46, pp. 7644-7663, January 23, 1981) has 
designated four resource categories which are used to ensure that the level of mitigation 
recommended will be consistent with the fish and wildlife resources involved.  The mitigation 
planning goals and associated Service recommendations should be based on those four categories, 
as follows: 


Resource Category 1 – Habitat to be impacted is of high value for evaluation species and is 
unique and irreplaceable on a national basis or in the ecoregion section.  The mitigation goal 
for this Resource Category is that there should be no loss of existing habitat value. 


Resource Category 2 – Habitat to be impacted is of high value for evaluation species and is 
relatively scarce or becoming scarce on a national basis or in the ecoregion section.  The 
mitigation goal for habitat placed in this category is that there should be no net loss of in-
kind habitat value. 


Resource Category 3 – Habitat to be impacted is of high to medium value for evaluation 
species and is relatively abundant on a national basis.  The Service’s mitigation goal here is 
that there be no net loss of habitat value while minimizing loss of in-kind habitat value. 


Resource Category 4 – Habitat to be impacted is of medium to low value for evaluation 
species.  The mitigation goal is to minimize loss of habitat value. 


The BLH wetland habitats associated with the proposed project are designated as Resource 
Category 2, the mitigation goal for which is no net loss of in-kind habitat value. 


To achieve fish and wildlife resource conservation, the Service recommends the following: 


1. Forest clearing associated with project features should be conducted during the fall and 
winter to minimize impacts to nesting migratory songbirds. 
 



https://ecos.fws.gov/ServCat/Reference/Profile/150308
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2. Conserve forested wetlands by avoiding and minimizing the acreage of forest habitats 
directly impacted by project features. 
 


3. Avoid impacts to threatened and endangered species, at-risk species, and species of concern 
such as the bald eagle, and wading bird nesting colonies. 
 


4. A survey should be conducted to determine if a bald eagle nest is present within or adjacent 
to the project area.  If a bald eagle nest occurs within 660 feet of the proposed project area, 
then an evaluation must be performed to determine whether the project is likely to disturb 
nesting bald eagles.  That evaluation may be conducted on-line at 
https://www.fws.gov/program/eagle-management. 
 
The Service developed the National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines to provide 
landowners, land managers, and others with information and recommendations to minimize 
potential project impacts to bald eagles.  The guidelines are available at 
https://www.fws.gov/media/national-bald-eagle-management-guidelines. 
 


5. To minimize disturbance to colonies containing nesting wading birds (i.e., herons, egrets, 
night-herons, ibis, and roseate spoonbills), anhingas, and/or cormorants, all activity 
occurring within 1,000 feet of a rookery should be restricted to the non-nesting period (i.e., 
September 1 through February 15, exact dates may vary within this window depending on 
species present).  In addition, we recommend that on-site contract personnel be informed of 
the need to identify colonial nesting birds and their nests, and should avoid affecting them 
during the breeding season. 
 


6. The Service recommends that the USACE contact the Service for additional consultation if: 
1) the scope or location of the proposed project is changed significantly, 2) new information 
reveals that the action may affect listed species or designated critical habitat; 3) the action is 
modified in a manner that causes effects to listed species or designated critical habitat; or 4) 
a new species is listed or critical habitat designated.  Additional consultation as a result of 
any of the above conditions or for changes not covered in this consultation should occur 
before changes are made and or finalized. 
 


7. Compensation should be provided for any unavoidable losses of BLH and aquatic habitats, 
caused (directly or indirectly) by project features.  All mitigation should be developed and 
coordinated with the Service and other natural resource agencies.  While not quantified, 
aquatic impacts will occur; therefore, if a BLH mitigation bank is used, the Service 
recommends using a bank that includes stream restoration and/or stream/aquatic benefits. 
 


8. Any proposed change in project features or plans should be coordinated in advance with the 
Service, the MDWFP, and other resource agencies. 


 
9. As construction engineering and design is refined, assessment of project impacts and 


mitigation needs may need to be revised accordingly.  Any proposed change in impacts, or 
plans should be coordinated in advance with the Service. 
  



https://www.fws.gov/program/eagle-management

https://www.fws.gov/media/national-bald-eagle-management-guidelines
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We will continue to work closely with your staff to ensure that fish and wildlife resources are 
conserved.  If you require further assistance in this matter, please contact Ronald Paille (337-291-
3117) of this office. 
 


Sincerely, 
 
 
 
James Austin 
Field Supervisor 
Mississippi Ecological Services Office 


 
 
cc:  MDWFP, Jackson MS 
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From: Paille, Ronald (Ronny)
To: Piefke, Taylor J CIV USARMY CEMVN (USA)
Cc: Breaux, Catherine
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Re: [EXTERNAL] MVN Port of Rosedale Project
Date: Wednesday, June 28, 2023 11:28:12 AM


Taylor,  yes I concur with all of our determinations.   Thanks for your efforts!


From: Piefke, Taylor J CIV USARMY CEMVN (USA) <Taylor.Piefke@usace.army.mil>
Sent: Wednesday, June 28, 2023 10:55 AM
To: Paille, Ronald (Ronny) <ronald_paille@fws.gov>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] MVN Port of Rosedale Project
 
Hi Ronny,
 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regional Planning and Environment Division South (RPEDS),
Vicksburg District, is currently reviewing a port expansion project near the city of Rosedale,  Bolivar
County, MS. The purpose of the project is to improve navigation and safety for barges using the port.
I have attached the completed IPaC , northern long eared bat determination key, a KMZ showing the
site location, and a project description with a map of the tentatively selected plan. This project was
originally handled by a different biologist, but I was recently assigned to complete it.
 
Proposed actions for this project include widening and extending the current navigation channel and
relocating and expanding the turning basin. This will involve dredging the channel and clearing 7
acres of trees including 0.72 acres of scrub/shrub wetland as determined by the hydrogeomorphic
wetland study performed by USFWS. USACE has made the following determinations about possible
effects to TES at the project site:
 
Northern Long-eared Bat (Myotis septentrionalis)                 May affect but unlikely to adversely affect
Tricolored Bat (Perimyotis septentrionalsis)                             May affect but unlikely to adversely
affect
Eastern Black Rail (Laterallus jamaicensis ssp.)                      No Effect
Ivory-billed Woodpecker (Campephilus principalis)               No Effect        
Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus)                                              No Effect        
Red Knot (Calidris canutus rufa)                                                   No Effect        
Pondberry (Lindera melissifolia)                                                No Effect
Alligator Snapping Turtle (Macrochelys temminckii)              No Effect
Pallid Sturgeon (Scaphirhynchus albus)                                   No Effect       
Fat Pocketbook (Potamilus capax)                                                No Effect
Monarch Butterfly (Danaus plexippus)                                        No Effect
 
A determination of no effect was given for the Eastern Black Rail, Piping Plover, Red Knot, Pondberry,
Alligator Snapping Turtle, Pallid Sturgeon, Fat Pocket Mussel, and Monarch Butterfly due to poor
habitat conditions caused by regular dredging and port activity.  The project area is a very active port
with frequent barges entering and exiting channel, causing disturbances to the aquatic environment
and surrounding areas. The project area is also not coastal and the sandy shores in the area are of
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poor quality. Regular dredging has removed firm sandy and gravel substrates from the water that
are necessary for many aquatic species life cycles.
 
It was determined using the NLEB determination key that the proposed project actions may affect
but are unlikely to adversely affect the NLEB. Due to having a similar natural history and roosting
behavior as the NLEB, it was determined that the proposed actions may also affect but are unlikely
to adversely affect the Tricolored bat.
 
Please let me know if you concur with the determinations or if you have any questions. I look
forward to working with you!
 
Thanks,
Taylor Piefke
 
Biologist
Mississippi Valley Division
Regional Planning and Environment Division South
New Orleans District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Phone: 601-631-5087
 


From: Ruppel, Ashley S <ashley_s_ruppel@fws.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 7, 2023 5:15 PM
To: Piefke, Taylor J CIV USARMY CEMVN (USA) <Taylor.Piefke@usace.army.mil>
Cc: Paille, Ronald (Ronny) <ronald_paille@fws.gov>
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Re: [EXTERNAL] MVN Port of Rosedale Project
 
Hello Taylor,
 
You are correct that I did assist with this project, but I'm going to refer you to Ronny Pallie
who is the USFWS lead on this project. I've CC'd him on this email.
 
Thanks!


Ashley Seagroves Ruppel
Aquatic Biologist
Mississippi Ecological Services Field Office
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
6578 Dogwood View Pkwy, Jackson, MS 39213
601.321.1126 office
830.832.6358 cell
ashley_seagroves@fws.gov
(She/Her/Hers)
 


From: Piefke, Taylor J CIV USARMY CEMVN (USA) <Taylor.Piefke@usace.army.mil>
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Sent: Wednesday, May 31, 2023 2:43 PM
To: Ruppel, Ashley S <ashley_s_ruppel@fws.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] MVN Port of Rosedale Project
 
 


 This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening attachments,
or responding.  


 


Hi Ashley,
 
I have recently taken over completing the EA for the port expansion project in Rosedale, Mississippi.
My records show that you performed a wetland delineation for the project last year and found that
.72 acres of wetland would be affected by the project actions. I saw a previous IPaC was completed
but I recently filled out a new IPaC for the project in order to have the most recent species list:
 
               Northern Long-eared Bat (Myotis septentrionalis)                            Endangered                      
May Affect But Unlikely to Adversely Affect
               Tricolored Bat (Perimyotis septentrionalsis)                             Proposed Endangered
               Eastern Black Rail (Laterallus jamaicensis ssp.)                                  Threatened
               Ivory-billed Woodpecker (Campephilus principalis)                           Endangered
              Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus)                                                        Threatened
              Red Knot (Calidris canutus rufa)                                                              Threatened
              Pondberry (Lindera melissifolia)                                                            Endangered
               Alligator Snapping Turtle (Macrochelys temminckii)                 Proposed Threatened
               Pallid Sturgeon (Scaphirhynchus albus)                                                 Endangered
               Fat Pocketbook (Potamilus capax)                                                         Endangered
               Monarch Butterfly (Danaus plexippus)                                                  Candidate
 
I also filled out the NLEB determination form and received a may affect but is unlikely to adversely
affect.  Did you reach any concurrence regarding threatened and endangered species with the
previous biologist for the project? I appreciate the help.
 
 
Thanks,
Taylor Piefke
 
Biologist
Mississippi Valley Division
Regional Planning and Environment Division South
New Orleans District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Phone: 601-631-5087
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May 22, 2023


United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE


Assistant Regional Director-Ecological Services
5600 American Blvd. West


Bloomington, MN 55437-1458
Phone: (612) 713-5350 Fax: (612) 713-5292


In Reply Refer To: 
Project code: 2023-0084363 
Project Name: Port of Rosedale CAP 
 
Federal Nexus: yes  
Federal Action Agency (if applicable): Army Corps of Engineers  
 
Subject: Federal agency coordination under the Endangered Species Act, Section 7 for 'Port of 


Rosedale CAP'
 
Dear Taylor Piefke:


This letter records your determination using the Information for Planning and Consultation 
(IPaC) system provided to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) on May 22, 2023, for 
'Port of Rosedale CAP' (here forward, Project). This project has been assigned Project Code 
2023-0084363 and all future correspondence should clearly reference this number. Please 
carefully review this letter. Your Endangered Species Act (Act) requirements may not be 
complete.


Ensuring Accurate Determinations When Using IPaC


The Service developed the IPaC system and associated species’ determination keys in accordance 
with the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA; 87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et 
seq.) and based on a standing analysis. All information submitted by the Project proponent into 
the IPaC must accurately represent the full scope and details of the Project. Failure to accurately 
represent or implement the Project as detailed in IPaC or the Northern Long-eared Bat 
Rangewide Determination Key (DKey), invalidates this letter.


Determination for the Northern Long-Eared Bat
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▪


▪


▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪


Based upon your IPaC submission and a standing analysis completed by the Service, your project 
has reached the determination of “May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect” the northern 
long-eared bat. Unless the Service advises you within 15 days of the date of this letter that your 
IPaC-assisted determination was incorrect, this letter verifies that consultation on the Action is 
complete and no further action is necessary unless either of the following occurs:


new information reveals effects of the action that may affect the northern long-eared bat in 
a manner or to an extent not previously considered; or,
the identified action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect to the 
northern long-eared bat that was not considered when completing the determination key.


15-Day Review Period


As indicated above, the Service will notify you within 15 calendar days if we determine that this 
proposed Action does not meet the criteria for a “may affect, not likely to adversely 
affect” (NLAA) determination for the northern long-eared bat. If we do not notify you within that 
timeframe, you may proceed with the Action under the terms of the NLAA concurrence provided 
here. This verification period allows the identified Ecological Services Field Office to apply local 
knowledge to evaluation of the Action, as we may identify a small subset of actions having 
impacts that we did not anticipate when developing the key. In such cases, the identified 
Ecological Services Field Office may request additional information to verify the effects 
determination reached through the Northern Long-eared Bat DKey.


Other Species and Critical Habitat that May be Present in the Action Area


The IPaC-assisted determination for the northern long-eared bat does not apply to the following 
ESA-protected species and/or critical habitat that also may occur in your Action area:


Alligator Snapping Turtle Macrochelys temminckii Proposed Threatened
Eastern Black Rail Laterallus jamaicensis ssp. jamaicensis Threatened
Fat Pocketbook Potamilus capax Endangered
Ivory-billed Woodpecker Campephilus principalis Endangered
Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus Candidate
Pallid Sturgeon Scaphirhynchus albus Endangered
Piping Plover Charadrius melodus Threatened
Pondberry Lindera melissifolia Endangered
Red Knot Calidris canutus rufa Threatened
Tricolored Bat Perimyotis subflavus Proposed Endangered


 
You may coordinate with our Office to determine whether the Action may affect the species and/ 
or critical habitat listed above. Note that reinitiation of consultation would be necessary if a new 
species is listed or critical habitat designated that may be affected by the identified action before 
it is complete.
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If you have any questions regarding this letter or need further assistance, please contact the 
Assistant Regional Director-Ecological Services and reference Project Code 2023-0084363 
associated with this Project.
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Action Description
You provided to IPaC the following name and description for the subject Action.


1. Name


Port of Rosedale CAP


2. Description


The following description was provided for the project 'Port of Rosedale CAP':


The selected alternative (alternative 7) proposes 3 primary modifications to the 
existing port footprint: 
 
1. Realigning and widening the authorized channel limits at the existing barge 
facility; 
2. Widening the channel for the entire length to facilitate two way traffic and 
larger barge configurations; and 
3. Enlarging the turning basin to support increased mobility with larger barge 
configurations. 
 
The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN) is located approximately halfway 
up the 2.7 mile (14,256 feet) long by 150 foot wide navigation channel, which 
runs between the port and the Mississippi River. The current authorized depth of 
the channel is 93 feet, which is 9 feet below the Low Water of Reference (LWRP) 
of 102 feet. 
 
The route to the turning basin poses certain navigational challenges when in 
operation. The position of the JANTRAN in the bend in the channel, creates 
challenges for pilots, particularly when barges that are being loaded encroach into 
the navigation channel. As part of the proposed alternative, the existing bend in 
the channel would be expanded from the currently authorized width of 150 feet to 
200 feet to alleviate some of the difficulties of traversing the channel bend during 
busier time frames. This expansion would also permit larger barge configurations 
to navigate the bend more easily. The channel would also be realigned in the 
vicinity of the JANTRAN facility to avoid encroachments from barges that are 
moored at the facility for loading and unloading. The realignment would involve 
shifting 3,600 feet (0.68 miles) of the navigational channel 100 feet to the west. 
 
The remaining portion of the navigation channel between the Mississippi River 
and the turning basin at the upper end of the port would be expanded from 150 
feet to 185 feet (except for the portion mentioned above). This additional width 
would allow improved facilitation of two-way traffic and provide navigational 
support for larger barge configurations. 
 
The final main feature of this alternative is the reconfiguration and enlargement of 
the existing 400 foot by 1000 foot turning basin. The new proposed configuration 
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would lengthen the navigational channel to extend through the existing turning 
basin and shifts the footprint of the turning basin further upstream past its current 
location. The newly enlarged and relocated turning basin would measure 600 feet 
by 1000 feet. This increase in size allows larger barge configurations to utilize the 
turning basin, and its new location would provide better access to the water with 
more frontage for the port. 
 
All the proposed changes and dimensions were determined based on input from 
the local sponsor and existing port customers. The currently authorized navigation 
depth of 93 feet would be maintained for all the modifications and limits 
described herein. The channel would not be deepened below the authorized 
Mississippi River channel depth. 
 
Dredged Material Disposal 
 
A cutter head dredged would be utilized to excavate material from the 
navigational channel and the turning basin. All dredged material would be 
pumped from the cutter head and carried via a dredge pipe and cast out to the 
Mississippi River near the mouth of the Port Navigation Channel (Figure XX). 
The dredge pipe would be placed along the eastern side of the navigation channel 
as to not interfere with any ingress or egress navigation at the port. During work 
hours, a boat on the discharge pipe would be utilized and move the line for 
passing tows as needed. Because of the distance needed to pump material to the 
river, a booster pump would be required. The distance into the river needed to 
discharge all dredge material would be determined based on a hydrographic 
survey, and the pipe would not impact navigation on the Mississippi River.


The approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https:// 
www.google.com/maps/@33.8083388,-91.02249930492997,14z



https://www.google.com/maps/@33.8083388,-91.02249930492997,14z

https://www.google.com/maps/@33.8083388,-91.02249930492997,14z
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1.


2.


3.


4.


5.


DETERMINATION KEY RESULT
Based on the answers provided, the proposed Action is consistent with a determination of “may 
affect, but not likely to adversely affect” for the Endangered northern long-eared bat (Myotis 
septentrionalis).


QUALIFICATION INTERVIEW
Does the proposed project include, or is it reasonably certain to cause, intentional take of 
the northern long-eared bat or any other listed species? 
 
Note: Intentional take is defined as take that is the intended result of a project. Intentional take could refer to 
research, direct species management, surveys, and/or studies that include intentional handling/encountering, 
harassment, collection, or capturing of any individual of a federally listed threatened, endangered or proposed 
species?


No
Do you have post-white nose syndrome occurrence data that indicates that northern long- 
eared bats (NLEB) are likely to be present in the action area? 
 
Bat occurrence data may include identification of NLEBs in hibernacula, capture of 
NLEBs, tracking of NLEBs to roost trees, or confirmed acoustic detections. With this 
question, we are looking for data that, for some reason, may have not yet been made 
available to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
No
Does any component of the action involve construction or operation of wind turbines? 
 
Note: For federal actions, answer ‘yes’ if the construction or operation of wind power facilities is either (1) part 
of the federal action or (2) would not occur but for a federal agency action (federal permit, funding, etc.).


No
Is the proposed action authorized, permitted, licensed, funded, or being carried out by a 
Federal agency in whole or in part?
Yes
Is the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), 
or Federal Transit Administration (FTA) funding or authorizing the proposed action, in 
whole or in part?
No
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6.


7.


8.


9.


10.


Are you an employee of the federal action agency or have you been officially designated in 
writing by the agency as its designated non-federal representative for the purposes of 
Endangered Species Act Section 7 informal consultation per 50 CFR § 402.08? 
 
Note: This key may be used for federal actions and for non-federal actions to facilitate section 7 consultation and 
to help determine whether an incidental take permit may be needed, respectively. This question is for information 
purposes only.


Yes
Is the lead federal action agency the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) or Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC)? Is the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) or 
Federal Communications Commission (FCC) funding or authorizing the proposed action, 
in whole or in part?
No
Is the lead federal action agency the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)?
No
Have you determined that your proposed action will have no effect on the northern long- 
eared bat? Remember to consider the effects of any activities that would not occur but for 
the proposed action. 
 
If you think that the northern long-eared bat may be affected by your project or if you 
would like assistance in deciding, answer “No” below and continue through the key. If you 
have determined that the northern long-eared bat does not occur in your project’s action 
area and/or that your project will have no effects whatsoever on the species despite the 
potential for it to occur in the action area, you may make a “no effect” determination for 
the northern long-eared bat. 
 
Note: Federal agencies (or their designated non-federal representatives) must consult with USFWS on federal 
agency actions that may affect listed species [50 CFR 402.14(a)]. Consultation is not required for actions that will 
not affect listed species or critical habitat. Therefore, this determination key will not provide a consistency or 
verification letter for actions that will not affect listed species. If you believe that the northern long-eared bat may 
be affected by your project or if you would like assistance in deciding, please answer “No” and continue through 
the key. Remember that this key addresses only effects to the northern long-eared bat. Consultation with USFWS 
would be required if your action may affect another listed species or critical habitat. The definition of Effects of 
the Action can be found here: https://www.fws.gov/media/northern-long-eared-bat-assisted-determination-key- 
selected-definitions


No
Does the action area contain any caves (or associated sinkholes, fissures, or other karst 
features), mines, rocky outcroppings, or tunnels that could provide habitat for hibernating 
northern long-eared bats?
No



https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-50/chapter-IV/subchapter-A/part-402/subpart-A/section-402.02#p-402.02(Effects%20of%20the%20action)

https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-50/chapter-IV/subchapter-A/part-402/subpart-A/section-402.02#p-402.02(Effects%20of%20the%20action)

https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-50/chapter-IV/subchapter-A/part-402/subpart-A/section-402.02#p-402.02(Effects%20of%20the%20action)

https://www.fws.gov/media/northern-long-eared-bat-assisted-determination-key-selected-definitions

https://www.fws.gov/media/northern-long-eared-bat-assisted-determination-key-selected-definitions
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11.


12.


13.


14.


15.


16.


17.


Does the action area contain or occur within 0.5 miles of (1) talus or (2) anthropogenic or 
naturally formed rock crevices in rocky outcrops, rock faces or cliffs?
No
Is suitable summer habitat for the northern long-eared bat present within 1000 feet of 
project activities? 
(If unsure, answer "Yes.") 
 
Note: If there are trees within the action area that are of a sufficient size to be potential roosts for bats (i.e., live 
trees and/or snags ≥3 inches (12.7 centimeter) dbh), answer "Yes". If unsure, additional information defining 
suitable summer habitat for the northern long-eared bat can be found at: https://www.fws.gov/media/northern- 
long-eared-bat-assisted-determination-key-selected-definitions


Yes
Will the action cause effects to a bridge?
No
Will the action result in effects to a culvert or tunnel?
No
Does the action include the intentional exclusion of northern long-eared bats from a 
building or structure? 
 
Note: Exclusion is conducted to deny bats’ entry or reentry into a building. To be effective and to avoid harming 
bats, it should be done according to established standards. If your action includes bat exclusion and you are 
unsure whether northern long-eared bats are present, answer “Yes.” Answer “No” if there are no signs of bat use 
in the building/structure. If unsure, contact your local U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services Ecological Services Field 
Office to help assess whether northern long-eared bats may be present. Contact a Nuisance Wildlife Control 
Operator (NWCO) for help in how to exclude bats from a structure safely without causing harm to the bats (to 
find a NWCO certified in bat standards, search the Internet using the search term “National Wildlife Control 
Operators Association bats”). Also see the White-Nose Syndrome Response Team's guide for bat control in 
structures


No
Does the action involve removal, modification, or maintenance of a human-made structure 
(barn, house, or other building) known or suspected to contain roosting bats?
No
Will the action cause construction of one or more new roads open to the public? 
 
For federal actions, answer ‘yes’ when the construction or operation of these facilities is 
either (1) part of the federal action or (2) would not occur but for an action taken by a 
federal agency (federal permit, funding, etc.).
No



https://www.fws.gov/media/northern-long-eared-bat-assisted-determination-key-selected-definitions

https://www.fws.gov/media/northern-long-eared-bat-assisted-determination-key-selected-definitions
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18.


19.


20.


21.


22.


23.


24.


25.


26.


Will the action include or cause any construction or other activity that is reasonably certain 
to increase average daily traffic on one or more existing roads? 
 
Note: For federal actions, answer ‘yes’ when the construction or operation of these facilities is either (1) part of 
the federal action or (2) would not occur but for an action taken by a federal agency (federal permit, funding, 
etc.). .


No
Will the action include or cause any construction or other activity that is reasonably certain 
to increase the number of travel lanes on an existing thoroughfare? 
 
For federal actions, answer ‘yes’ when the construction or operation of these facilities is 
either (1) part of the federal action or (2) would not occur but for an action taken by a 
federal agency (federal permit, funding, etc.).
No
Will the proposed action involve the creation of a new water-borne contaminant source 
(e.g., leachate pond pits containing chemicals that are not NSF/ANSI 60 compliant)?
No
Will the proposed action involve the creation of a new point source discharge from a 
facility other than a water treatment plant or storm water system?
No
Will the proposed action involve blasting?
No
Will the action involve military training (e.g., smoke operations, obscurant operations, 
exploding munitions, artillery fire, range use, helicopter or fixed wing aircraft use)?
No
Will the proposed action involve the use of herbicides or pesticides other than herbicides 
(e.g., fungicides, insecticides, or rodenticides)?
No
Will the action include or cause activities that are reasonably certain to cause chronic 
nighttime noise in suitable summer habitat for the northern long-eared bat? Chronic noise 
is noise that is continuous or occurs repeatedly again and again for a long time. 
 
Note: Additional information defining suitable summer habitat for the northern long-eared bat can be found at: 
https://www.fws.gov/media/northern-long-eared-bat-assisted-determination-key-selected-definitions


No
Does the action include, or is it reasonably certain to cause, the use of artificial lighting 
within 1000 feet of suitable northern long-eared bat roosting habitat? 
 
Note: Additional information defining suitable roosting habitat for the northern long-eared bat can be found at: 
https://www.fws.gov/media/northern-long-eared-bat-assisted-determination-key-selected-definitions


No



https://www.fws.gov/media/northern-long-eared-bat-assisted-determination-key-selected-definitions

https://www.fws.gov/media/northern-long-eared-bat-assisted-determination-key-selected-definitions
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27.


28.


29.


30.


31.


32.


Will the action include tree cutting or other means of knocking down or bringing down 
trees, tree topping, or tree trimming?
Yes
Has a presence/probable absence summer bat survey targeting the northern long-eared bat 
following the Service’s Range-wide Indiana Bat and Northern Long-Eared Bat Survey 
Guidelines been conducted within the project area? If unsure, answer “No.”
No
Does the action include emergency cutting or trimming of hazard trees in order to remove 
an imminent threat to human safety or property? See hazard tree note at the bottom of the 
key for text that will be added to response letters 
 
Note: A "hazard tree" is a tree that is an immediate threat to lives, public health and safety, or improved property 
and has a diameter breast height of six inches or greater.


No
Are any of the trees proposed for cutting or other means of knocking down, bringing 
down, topping, or trimming suitable for northern long-eared bat roosting (i.e., live trees 
and/or snags ≥3 inches dbh that have exfoliating bark, cracks, crevices, and/or cavities)?
Yes
[Semantic] Does your project intersect a known sensitive area for the northern long-eared 
bat? 
 
Note: The map queried for this question contains proprietary information and cannot be displayed. If you need 
additional information, please contact your state agency or USFWS field office


Automatically answered
No


Will all tree cutting/trimming or other knocking or bringing down of trees be restricted to 
the inactive season for the northern long-eared bat? 
 
Note: Inactive Season dates for summer habitat outside of staging and swarming areas can be found here: https:// 
www.fws.gov/media/inactive-season-dates-swarming-and-staging-areas.


No



https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/range-wide-indiana-bat-and-northern-long-eared-bat-survey-guidelines

https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/range-wide-indiana-bat-and-northern-long-eared-bat-survey-guidelines

https://www.fws.gov/media/state-specific-links-roost-tree-and-hibernacula-information

https://www.fws.gov/media/inactive-season-dates-swarming-and-staging-areas

https://www.fws.gov/media/inactive-season-dates-swarming-and-staging-areas
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PROJECT QUESTIONNAIRE
Enter the extent of the action area (in acres) from which trees will be removed - round up 
to the nearest tenth of an acre. For this question, include the entire area where tree removal 
will take place, even if some live or dead trees will be left standing.
7
In what extent of the area (in acres) will trees be cut, knocked down, or trimmed during the 
inactive (hibernation) season for northern long-eared bat? Note: Inactive Season dates for spring 
staging/fall swarming areas can be found here: https://www.fws.gov/media/inactive-season-dates-swarming-and- 
staging-areas


0
In what extent of the area (in acres) will trees be cut, knocked down, or trimmed during the 
active (non-hibernation) season for northern long-eared bat? Note: Inactive Season dates for 
spring staging/fall swarming areas can be found here: https://www.fws.gov/media/inactive-season-dates- 
swarming-and-staging-areas


7
Will all potential northern long-eared bat (NLEB) roost trees (trees ≥3 inches diameter at 
breast height, dbh) be cut, knocked, or brought down from any portion of the action area 
greater than or equal to 0.1 acre? If all NLEB roost trees will be removed from multiple 
areas, select ‘Yes’ if the cumulative extent of those areas meets or exceeds 0.1 acre.
Yes
Enter the extent of the action area (in acres) from which all potential NLEB roost trees will 
be removed. If all NLEB roost trees will be removed from multiple areas, entire the total 
extent of those areas. Round up to the nearest tenth of an acre.
7
For the area from which all potential northern long-eared bat (NLEB) roost trees will be 
removed, on how many acres (round to the nearest tenth of an acre) will trees be allowed 
to regrow? Enter ‘0’ if the entire area from which all potential NLEB roost trees are 
removed will be developed or otherwise converted to non-forest for the foreseeable future. 
0
Will any snags (standing dead trees) ≥3 inches dbh be left standing in the area(s) in which 
all northern long-eared bat roost trees will be cut, knocked down, or otherwise brought 
down?
No
Will all project activities by completed by April 1, 2024?
No



https://www.fws.gov/media/inactive-season-dates-swarming-and-staging-areas

https://www.fws.gov/media/inactive-season-dates-swarming-and-staging-areas

https://www.fws.gov/media/inactive-season-dates-swarming-and-staging-areas

https://www.fws.gov/media/inactive-season-dates-swarming-and-staging-areas
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IPAC USER CONTACT INFORMATION
Agency: Army Corps of Engineers
Name: Taylor Piefke
Address: 4155 Clay St
Address Line 2: Rm 250
City: Vicksburg
State: MS
Zip: 39183
Email taylor.piefke@usace.army.mil
Phone: 6016315087
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August 25, 2023 


Regional Planning and 
Environment Division, South 
Environmental Planning Branch  
Attn: CEMVK-PDS-N 


Jason Dalton  
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians 
P.O. Box 746 
Tahlequah, OK 74465 


RE:  Section 106 Review Consultation 
Undertaking: Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 


Section 107, River and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) 
Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


(Location      Latitude      Longitude       
Existing Turning Basin Center 33.824553° -91.024129°
Proposed Turning Basin Center 33.826840° -91.026017°
Navigation Channel Northern Terminus 33.823608° -91.022999°
Navigation Channel Southern Terminus  33.788473° -91.035162°


 Navigation Channel Center 33.807310° -91.022437°)


Determination:   No Historic Properties Affected 


Dear Mr. Dalton: 


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District (USACE MVK), is proposing expansion 
of and improvements to the existing navigation capacity of the Port of Rosedale in Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi, under the auspices of the Continuing Authorities 
Program (CAP) (Figure 1). The purpose of CAP is to establish and provide authority for USACE to 
plan and implement projects of limited size, cost, scope, and complexity. The Port of Rosedale 
expansion project intends to reduce transportation costs during low water conditions resulting from:  
(1) limited channel depth; (2) limited channel width; and (3) turning basin restrictions. The project
areas are located as follows on the Beulah, MS and Rosedale, MS 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle
maps:  Sections 21, 28, and 29 in Township 10S, Range 1E (Arkansas) and Sections 21, 22, 27,
and 28 in Township 23N, Range 8W (Mississippi) (Figure 2).


Project Authority 
Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 provides authority for the Corps of Engineers 


to improve navigation including dredging of channels, anchorage areas, and turning basins and 
construction of breakwaters, jetties and groins, through a partnership with non-Federal government 
sponsor such as cities, counties, special chartered authorities (such as port authorities), or units of 
state government.   


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
 VICKSBURG DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


  4155 CLAY STREET 
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI 39183‐3435
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Description of Undertaking 
The Port of Rosedale owes its creation to the start of a Federal Revenue Sharing program for 


development projects in the 1970s (History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County [HPR] n.d.:2). A 
study group organized by the Bolivar County Board of Supervisors recommended that federal 
funds could be used most advantageously in the construction of a new port at Rosedale. In 1977, 
the Vicksburg District (USACE), was given a grant to “clear and grub and dredge” the slack water 
channel known as Log Loader Chute and fill the 20-acre site to be used for the Port facilities. Work 
began almost immediately and was completed by early 1978 (HPR:3). Today, the Port of Rosedale 
continues to contribute to the area and is hoping to expand to handle larger vessels and house 
more facilities. As part of its annual operation, portions of the existing channel are dredged as 
state-allocated funding allows, though the funding is not sufficient to cover dredging of the full 
channel length during any individual spending cycle.   


The selected alternative proposes 3 primary modifications (Figures 3 & 4):   


 Realigning and widening the authorized channel limits at the existing barge facility;


 Widening the channel for the entire length to facilitate two-way traffic and larger barge
configurations; and


 Enlarging the turning basin to support increased mobility with larger barge configurations.


The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN) is centrally located in the 2.7 mile (4.35 km) long 
by 150-ft. (45.7 meter) wide navigation channel that runs between the port and the Mississippi 
River (see Figures 1, 3, & 4) The current authorized channel depth is 93 ft. (28.4 meters), which is 
9 ft. (2.7 meters) below the Low Water of Reference (LWRP) of 102 ft. (31.1 meters).  


Realignment and Widening of Channel Limits 
The route to the turning basin poses certain navigational challenges when in operation. The 


position of the JANTRAN in the bend in the channel, creates challenges for pilots, particularly 
when barges that are being loaded encroach into the navigation channel. As part of the proposed 
alternative, the existing bend in the channel would be expanded from the currently authorized width 
of 150 to 200 ft. (45.7 to 61.0 meters) to alleviate some of the difficulties of traversing the channel 
bend during busier time frames. This expansion would also permit larger barge configurations to 
navigate the bend more easily (see Figures 3 & 4).  


The channel would also be realigned in the vicinity of the JANTRAN facility to avoid 
encroachments from barges that are moored at the facility for loading and unloading. The 
realignment would involve shifting the central axis of the navigational channel approximately 100 ft. 
(30.5 meters) to the west for approximately 0.68 miles (1.09 km) in length. The remaining portions 
of the navigation channel south of this point to the Mississippi River and north to the turning basin 
at the upper end of the port would be expanded from 150 ft. (45.7 meters) to approximately 185 ft. 
(56.4 meters) (see Figures 3 & 4). This additional width would better allow two-way traffic and 
provide navigational support for larger barge configurations.  


Enlarging Turning Basin 
The final main feature of this alternative is the reconfiguration and enlargement of the existing 


approximately 400-x-1,000 ft. (121.9-x-304.8 meters) turning basin. The new proposed 
configuration would lengthen the navigational channel to extend through the existing turning basin 
and shift the footprint of the turning basin further upstream past its current location. The newly 
enlarged and relocated turning basin would measure approximately 600-x-1,000 ft. (182.9-x-304.8 
meters) in size. This increase in size allows larger barge configurations to utilize the turning basin, 
and its new location would provide better access to the water with more frontage for the port. All 
the proposed changes and dimensions were determined based on input from the local sponsor and 
existing port customers. The currently authorized navigation depth of 93 ft. (28.4 meters) would be 
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maintained for all the modifications and limits described herein. The channel would not be 
deepened below the authorized Mississippi River channel depth. 


Dredged Material Disposal 
A cutter head dredge barge would be utilized to excavate material from the navigational 


channel and the turning basin. All dredged material would be pumped from the cutter head and 
carried via a dredge pipe and cast out to the Mississippi River near the mouth of the Port 
Navigation Channel (Figure 3). The dredge pipe would be placed along the eastern side of the 
navigation channel as to not interfere with any ingress or egress navigation at the port. During work 
hours, a boat on the discharge pipe would be utilized and move the line for passing tows as 
needed. Because of the distance needed to pump material to the river, a booster pump would be 
required. The distance into the river needed to discharge all dredge material would be determined 
based on a hydrographic survey, and the pipe would not impact navigation on the Mississippi 
River. To ensure there are no issues with self-inflicted shoaling at the mouth of the harbor, 
dredging the mouth will be conducted last to prevent sediment build-up. 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
The APE is defined as all areas where channels are to be realigned, widened, or otherwise 


enlarged (Figures 1-4).  The APE totals approximately 108 acres (43.5 hectares) and includes all 
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects from the Undertaking.  Access routes are not included in this 
calculation, as they are either public roads, heavily used agricultural roads, or already utilized 
waterways. 


Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
The undertaking is in Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha County, Arkansas, in addition to 


the APE USACE MVK revised a 1-mile buffer around proposed undertaking. Historic properties in 
the project vicinity were identified based on a review of the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) database, the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas 
(AMASDA), Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s Historical Site Management Tool 
(HSMT), historic aerial photography, historic map research, and a review of cultural resources 
survey reports (Figure 5). Review of current cultural resources map revealed no historic properties 
within and relatively few known cultural resources adjacent to the APE.  


According to the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA), 
in Desha County, AR, there is one previously recorded archaeological site, consisting of the 
purported location (listed but not field-verified) of the 19th-century community of Napoleon (Table 
1), three cultural features (McCloud Landing, Napoleon Landing, and O’Neal Landing), which are 
the historic locations of 20th-century landscape features (e.g., cemeteries, dams, military 
encampments/structures, oilfields, towers, trails, and wells), and two 20th-century rural structures, 
transposed from the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) county maps. 
Additionally, one cultural resources survey was previously executed within a 1-mile radius of the 
APE (Table 2). There are no National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) sites within or 
adjacent to the Arkansas APE.  


According to data from the Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s (MDAH) Historical 
Site Management Tool (HSMT) for the Bolivar County, Mississippi, APE, there are 12 previously 
recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity, which includes resources with little-to-no provided, a 
prehistoric mound, and post-Civil War tenant sites (see Table 1; see Figure 5).  Although none 
have been listed to the NRHP, one of these archaeological sites (a multi-component site is 
considered eligible for listing to the National Register. The remainder are ineligible for listing (n=8) 
or have not been assessed/evaluated (undetermined [n=3]) for listing to the National Register. 
Additionally, 14 historic structures have been inventoried with this same search radius, consisting 
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mostly of early twentieth-century residences (see Table 1; Figure 5). Furthermore, there have been 
five cultural resources surveys conducted in or adjacent to the APE in Bolivar County; one of these 
efforts overlaps with where the turning basin enlargement at the northern project terminus and 
channel realignment and widening in the center, respectively (MDAH Report No. 13-0717) (see 
Table 2; Figure 5). There are no NRHP sites within or adjacent to the Mississippi APE. 


Table 1. Previously recorded cultural resources located within an approximately 1-mile (1.6 km) 
radius of the APE. 


Resource Designation Period(s) 
Date 
Recorded 


NRHP  
Status 


3DE0128 (AR) 19th Century 1988 Undetermined 


22Bo0114 (MS) Early 20th Century (MS River Levee) 2013 Ineligible 


22Bo630 (MS) 
Middle Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1984 Ineligible 


22Bo668 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1994 Ineligible 


22Bo669 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through mid - 20th Centuries 


1994 Eligible 


22Bo771 (MS) Mounds Site – Undetermined age 2000 Undetermined 


22Bo804 (MS) Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo805 (MS) 
Late Woodland; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


2002 Ineligible 


22Bo806 (MS) Mississippian 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo975 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mid-to-late 19th through 20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo976 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


22Bo977 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo978 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


011-ROS-0191 (MS)
Circa 1890 Aaron Tabernacle Missionary 
Baptist Church 


Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0192 (MS) Circa 1930 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0193 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0194 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0195 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0196 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0197 (MS) Circa 1920 Shotgun-style house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0198 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0199 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0281 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0282 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.1-X (MS)
Circa 1940 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building I 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.2-X (MS)
Circa 1948 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building II 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.3-X (MS)
Circa 1952 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building III 


Not listed 
Undetermined 
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Table 2. Previously recorded cultural resources surveys conducted within an approximately 1-mile 
(1.6 km) radius of the APE. 


Report No. Title Author/Principal Investigator Date 


1313 (AR) 


Cultural Resources and Geomorphological  
Reconnaissance of the McClellan-Kerr, 
Arkansas River Navigation System Pools 1 
through 9 of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas 
River Navigation System between 
Dardanelle, Arkansas, and the Mississippi 
River 


W. J. Bennett, Jr., Phyllis L. 
Breland, and Lawson M. Smith  – 
Archeological Assessment, Inc.  


1/1989 


84-036 (MS)
A Cultural Resources Survey Near 
Rosedale, Bolivar County, Mississippi 


Sam Brookes - Private 3/1984 


04-106 (MS)


Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed 
Route of Interstate 69 Between 
Robinsonville and Benoit-Bolivar, Coahoma, 
Tunica and Sunflower Counties, Mississippi 


Joanne Ryan,  
Douglas C. Wells,  
Richard A. Weinstein, David B. 
Kelley, and Sara A. Hahn – Coastal 
Environments, Inc. 


4/2004 


12-0307 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of a 
Proposed New Boating Access Facility on 
the Mississippi River in S21, T23, R8W, 
Bolivar County, MDAH Project Log #04-108-
12 


Jeffrey Alvey – Cobb Institute of 
Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


6/2012 


13-0717 (MS)


A Cultural Resources Survey of 141 Acres 
for Improvements to the Port of Rosedale 
Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha 
County, Arkansas 


Jana J. Futch – Brockington 
Cultural Resources Consulting 


11/2013 


17-0108 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in 
Association with the Proposed Rosedale 
Industrial Park Development, Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


Keith Baca and Jeffrey Alvey – 
Cobb Institute of Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


4/2017 


Cartographic Analysis 
The landscape that constitutes the study area has been dramatically altered over the last few 


centuries, most dramatically over the last 90 years by both natural and man-made processes. 
Analysis of available historic maps from the 19th-century indicate that according to the 1833 
General Land Office (GLO) plats for the townships and ranges, the Mississippi River channel 
flowed to the west of the APE, snaking southeast and crossing the center of the APE before 
turning almost due south to the east of the southern project terminus (Figure 6). Congress created 
the Mississippi River Commission in 1879 to centralize flood-fighting measures along the 
Mississippi River, coordinating efforts with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide protection 
against flood devastation as well as facilitate the river shipping frequently hindered by alluvial 
deposits below New Orleans. By the late nineteenth century, arguments over the most appropriate 
method of controlling the river led to a “levees-only” policy. Despite the constant construction of 
levees, the man-made structures failed to harness the river; between 1858 and 1922, the Delta 
experienced eleven “major” floods (Cobb 1992:129).  
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According to the published 1880s Mississippi River Commission Maps, the Mississippi River 
channel shifted slightly to the east near the northern project terminus, while the main channel 
flowed to the west and southwest of the APE. The center of the APE crossed the northern edges of 
Lake Beulah, an oxbow lake formed from the abandoned and cut-off main Mississippi River 
channel, while portions of the APE fall across a mix of improved and unimproved lands north and 
south of the oxbow lake (Figure 7). The Mississippi River continued its meandering course shifting 
again in the 1930s, moving westward away from the town of Rosedale (United States Geological 
Survey [USGS] 1939) (Figure 8). Within the APE, the northern third falls within a slack water 
channel, later referred to as Log Loader Chute, the eastern banks of which had been fortified by a 
series of levees and a revetment (a measure placed along a waterway bank to stabilize or protect 
from erosion). To the immediate west of and parallel to the APE is an alluvial peninsula extending 
to the south between this channel and the Mississippi River. Continuing south, the center of the 
APE follows the banks of the Mississippi River, while the southern third crosses forested backwater 
lowlands in Arkansas designated Island No. 74 (see Figure 8). By the late 1960s/early 1970s, 
much of the slack water channel had been backfilled by alluvial deposition, increasing the size of 
the peninsula, and extending its tip much further to the south (USGS 1969, 1972; see Figure 2). 
When Log Loader Chute was dredged in the 1970s to deepen its waters in preparation for the Port, 
the dredge material was discharged both back into the Mississippi River and redeposited onto the 
peninsula (Bolivar Commercial 1977), further evidenced by the Ak (Alluvial land, frequently 
flooded) symbology on modern soil maps (Figure 9 – soil map).  


The presence of borrow pits (BP), as well as the extant levee (LV), are additional indications of 
an altered, manmade landscape (see Figure 9 – soil map). The USDA indicates that most of the 
natural soils in the southern reaches of the APE (Arkansas) are identified as the Sharkey-
Commerce-Coushatta association (Sm), which are frequently flooded clays that form in 
backswamps (USDA 2023). Other than the Mississippi River and Log Loader Chute, other 
substantial hydrological features near the study area include Beulah Lake, an oxbow of the 
Mississippi River located to the southeast of the Port, and Long Lake and Legion Lake, both 
backswamp areas and remnants of the former river channel near Log Loader Chute (see Figures 2 
and 9).  


Previous Cultural Resources Investigations 
Three cultural resources surveys have been conducted on behalf of the Port of Rosedale over 


the last 11 years in association with a proposed new boating access facility, industrial park 
development, and other anticipated facilities improvements (MDAH Report Nos. 12-0307, 13-0717, 
& 17-0108; see Figure 5). According to recent cultural resources surveys, fill from the 1970s 
dredging was also piled up on the north and east banks of Log Loader Chute to create an artificial 
landscape for Port facilities (Alvey and Baca 2012; Baca and Alvey 2017; Futch and Rabbysmith 
2013). Additional subsurface investigation of the area north of the existing turning basin as well as 
across the peninsula that separates the port channel and the Mississippi River, exhibited evidence 
of fill from dredging activities down to a depth of 1.31-1.64 ft. (40-50 cm). Several deep auger tests 
were randomly excavated to a depth of up to 4.75 ft. (145 cm) to the north of the turning basin and 
across the alluvial peninsula west of the existing channel to investigate the possibility that deeply 
buried cultural deposits could be present. However, each auger test only demonstrated the 
continued presence of subsoil, usually composed of brownish orange sandy clay. No deeply buried 
cultural horizons or cultural material were identified (Futch and Rabbysmith 2013:31, 35). 
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Given the absence of identified historic properties, existing survey coverage, previous 
construction, development, and maintenance activities, and the low probability of the presence of 
unidentified resources, USACE has determined that the existing surveys constitute a reasonable 
and good faith effort at identification and evaluation of historic properties and that it is unlikely that 
any unidentified historic properties are present in the currently proposed APE; therefore, no further 
cultural resources investigation is recommended. 


Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties 
Based on the information presented in this letter, USACE MVK has determined that there are 


no historic properties, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16 (l) in the APE, for the CAP Section 107, River 
and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi.  Therefore, USACE MVK is making a finding of No 
Historic Properties Affected for this undertaking and submitting it to you for review and comment.  
This project will be subject to the standard change in scope of work, unexpected discovery, and 
unmarked human burial sites act provisions.  USACE MVK requests your comments within 30 
days, per 36 CFR 800.5(c) 


If you have any questions or require additional information concerning these undertakings, 
please contact Mr. John Underwood of this office at (601) 631-5017 or via e-mail 
John.R.Underwood@usace.army.mil  or Ms. Rachelle Androwski, Vicksburg District Tribal Liaison 
at (601) 631-5920 or via e-mail at rachelle.r.androwski@usace.army.mil. 


Sincerely, 


 Dan Moore 
Chief, Environmental Compliance Section 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division South 


List of Recipients:  
Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
Caddo Nation 
Chickasaw Nation 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Louisiana  
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 
Muscogee Nation 
Quapaw Nation 
Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana 
Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office (AR SHPO) 
Mississippi State Historic Preservation Office (MS SHPO) 
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August 25, 2023 


Regional Planning and 
Environment Division, South 
Environmental Planning Branch  
Attn: CEMVK-PDS-N 


Earl Barbry, Jr.  
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer  
Tunica-Biloxi Indian Tribe of Louisiana  
P.O. Box 1589  
Marksville, LA 71351 


RE:  Section 106 Review Consultation 
Undertaking: Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 


Section 107, River and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) 
Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


(Location      Latitude      Longitude       
Existing Turning Basin Center 33.824553° -91.024129°
Proposed Turning Basin Center 33.826840° -91.026017°
Navigation Channel Northern Terminus 33.823608° -91.022999°
Navigation Channel Southern Terminus  33.788473° -91.035162°


 Navigation Channel Center 33.807310° -91.022437°)


Determination:   No Historic Properties Affected 


Dear Mr. Barbry: 


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District (USACE MVK), is proposing expansion 
of and improvements to the existing navigation capacity of the Port of Rosedale in Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi, under the auspices of the Continuing Authorities 
Program (CAP) (Figure 1). The purpose of CAP is to establish and provide authority for USACE to 
plan and implement projects of limited size, cost, scope, and complexity. The Port of Rosedale 
expansion project intends to reduce transportation costs during low water conditions resulting from:  
(1) limited channel depth; (2) limited channel width; and (3) turning basin restrictions. The project
areas are located as follows on the Beulah, MS and Rosedale, MS 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle
maps:  Sections 21, 28, and 29 in Township 10S, Range 1E (Arkansas) and Sections 21, 22, 27,
and 28 in Township 23N, Range 8W (Mississippi) (Figure 2).


Project Authority 
Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 provides authority for the Corps of Engineers 


to improve navigation including dredging of channels, anchorage areas, and turning basins and 
construction of breakwaters, jetties and groins, through a partnership with non-Federal government 
sponsor such as cities, counties, special chartered authorities (such as port authorities), or units of 
state government.   


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
 VICKSBURG DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


  4155 CLAY STREET 
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI 39183‐3435
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Description of Undertaking 
The Port of Rosedale owes its creation to the start of a Federal Revenue Sharing program for 


development projects in the 1970s (History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County [HPR] n.d.:2). A 
study group organized by the Bolivar County Board of Supervisors recommended that federal 
funds could be used most advantageously in the construction of a new port at Rosedale. In 1977, 
the Vicksburg District (USACE), was given a grant to “clear and grub and dredge” the slack water 
channel known as Log Loader Chute and fill the 20-acre site to be used for the Port facilities. Work 
began almost immediately and was completed by early 1978 (HPR:3). Today, the Port of Rosedale 
continues to contribute to the area and is hoping to expand to handle larger vessels and house 
more facilities. As part of its annual operation, portions of the existing channel are dredged as 
state-allocated funding allows, though the funding is not sufficient to cover dredging of the full 
channel length during any individual spending cycle.   


The selected alternative proposes 3 primary modifications (Figures 3 & 4):   


 Realigning and widening the authorized channel limits at the existing barge facility;


 Widening the channel for the entire length to facilitate two-way traffic and larger barge
configurations; and


 Enlarging the turning basin to support increased mobility with larger barge configurations.


The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN) is centrally located in the 2.7 mile (4.35 km) long 
by 150-ft. (45.7 meter) wide navigation channel that runs between the port and the Mississippi 
River (see Figures 1, 3, & 4) The current authorized channel depth is 93 ft. (28.4 meters), which is 
9 ft. (2.7 meters) below the Low Water of Reference (LWRP) of 102 ft. (31.1 meters).  


Realignment and Widening of Channel Limits 
The route to the turning basin poses certain navigational challenges when in operation. The 


position of the JANTRAN in the bend in the channel, creates challenges for pilots, particularly 
when barges that are being loaded encroach into the navigation channel. As part of the proposed 
alternative, the existing bend in the channel would be expanded from the currently authorized width 
of 150 to 200 ft. (45.7 to 61.0 meters) to alleviate some of the difficulties of traversing the channel 
bend during busier time frames. This expansion would also permit larger barge configurations to 
navigate the bend more easily (see Figures 3 & 4).  


The channel would also be realigned in the vicinity of the JANTRAN facility to avoid 
encroachments from barges that are moored at the facility for loading and unloading. The 
realignment would involve shifting the central axis of the navigational channel approximately 100 ft. 
(30.5 meters) to the west for approximately 0.68 miles (1.09 km) in length. The remaining portions 
of the navigation channel south of this point to the Mississippi River and north to the turning basin 
at the upper end of the port would be expanded from 150 ft. (45.7 meters) to approximately 185 ft. 
(56.4 meters) (see Figures 3 & 4). This additional width would better allow two-way traffic and 
provide navigational support for larger barge configurations.  


Enlarging Turning Basin 
The final main feature of this alternative is the reconfiguration and enlargement of the existing 


approximately 400-x-1,000 ft. (121.9-x-304.8 meters) turning basin. The new proposed 
configuration would lengthen the navigational channel to extend through the existing turning basin 
and shift the footprint of the turning basin further upstream past its current location. The newly 
enlarged and relocated turning basin would measure approximately 600-x-1,000 ft. (182.9-x-304.8 
meters) in size. This increase in size allows larger barge configurations to utilize the turning basin, 
and its new location would provide better access to the water with more frontage for the port. All 
the proposed changes and dimensions were determined based on input from the local sponsor and 
existing port customers. The currently authorized navigation depth of 93 ft. (28.4 meters) would be 
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maintained for all the modifications and limits described herein. The channel would not be 
deepened below the authorized Mississippi River channel depth. 


Dredged Material Disposal 
A cutter head dredge barge would be utilized to excavate material from the navigational 


channel and the turning basin. All dredged material would be pumped from the cutter head and 
carried via a dredge pipe and cast out to the Mississippi River near the mouth of the Port 
Navigation Channel (Figure 3). The dredge pipe would be placed along the eastern side of the 
navigation channel as to not interfere with any ingress or egress navigation at the port. During work 
hours, a boat on the discharge pipe would be utilized and move the line for passing tows as 
needed. Because of the distance needed to pump material to the river, a booster pump would be 
required. The distance into the river needed to discharge all dredge material would be determined 
based on a hydrographic survey, and the pipe would not impact navigation on the Mississippi 
River. To ensure there are no issues with self-inflicted shoaling at the mouth of the harbor, 
dredging the mouth will be conducted last to prevent sediment build-up. 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
The APE is defined as all areas where channels are to be realigned, widened, or otherwise 


enlarged (Figures 1-4).  The APE totals approximately 108 acres (43.5 hectares) and includes all 
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects from the Undertaking.  Access routes are not included in this 
calculation, as they are either public roads, heavily used agricultural roads, or already utilized 
waterways. 


Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
The undertaking is in Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha County, Arkansas, in addition to 


the APE USACE MVK revised a 1-mile buffer around proposed undertaking. Historic properties in 
the project vicinity were identified based on a review of the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) database, the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas 
(AMASDA), Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s Historical Site Management Tool 
(HSMT), historic aerial photography, historic map research, and a review of cultural resources 
survey reports (Figure 5). Review of current cultural resources map revealed no historic properties 
within and relatively few known cultural resources adjacent to the APE.  


According to the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA), 
in Desha County, AR, there is one previously recorded archaeological site, consisting of the 
purported location (listed but not field-verified) of the 19th-century community of Napoleon (Table 
1), three cultural features (McCloud Landing, Napoleon Landing, and O’Neal Landing), which are 
the historic locations of 20th-century landscape features (e.g., cemeteries, dams, military 
encampments/structures, oilfields, towers, trails, and wells), and two 20th-century rural structures, 
transposed from the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) county maps. 
Additionally, one cultural resources survey was previously executed within a 1-mile radius of the 
APE (Table 2). There are no National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) sites within or 
adjacent to the Arkansas APE.  


According to data from the Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s (MDAH) Historical 
Site Management Tool (HSMT) for the Bolivar County, Mississippi, APE, there are 12 previously 
recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity, which includes resources with little-to-no provided, a 
prehistoric mound, and post-Civil War tenant sites (see Table 1; see Figure 5).  Although none 
have been listed to the NRHP, one of these archaeological sites (a multi-component site is 
considered eligible for listing to the National Register. The remainder are ineligible for listing (n=8) 
or have not been assessed/evaluated (undetermined [n=3]) for listing to the National Register. 
Additionally, 14 historic structures have been inventoried with this same search radius, consisting 
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mostly of early twentieth-century residences (see Table 1; Figure 5). Furthermore, there have been 
five cultural resources surveys conducted in or adjacent to the APE in Bolivar County; one of these 
efforts overlaps with where the turning basin enlargement at the northern project terminus and 
channel realignment and widening in the center, respectively (MDAH Report No. 13-0717) (see 
Table 2; Figure 5). There are no NRHP sites within or adjacent to the Mississippi APE. 


Table 1. Previously recorded cultural resources located within an approximately 1-mile (1.6 km) 
radius of the APE. 


Resource Designation Period(s) 
Date 
Recorded 


NRHP  
Status 


3DE0128 (AR) 19th Century 1988 Undetermined 


22Bo0114 (MS) Early 20th Century (MS River Levee) 2013 Ineligible 


22Bo630 (MS) 
Middle Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1984 Ineligible 


22Bo668 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1994 Ineligible 


22Bo669 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through mid - 20th Centuries 


1994 Eligible 


22Bo771 (MS) Mounds Site – Undetermined age 2000 Undetermined 


22Bo804 (MS) Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo805 (MS) 
Late Woodland; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


2002 Ineligible 


22Bo806 (MS) Mississippian 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo975 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mid-to-late 19th through 20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo976 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


22Bo977 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo978 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


011-ROS-0191 (MS)
Circa 1890 Aaron Tabernacle Missionary 
Baptist Church 


Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0192 (MS) Circa 1930 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0193 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0194 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0195 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0196 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0197 (MS) Circa 1920 Shotgun-style house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0198 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0199 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0281 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0282 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.1-X (MS)
Circa 1940 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building I 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.2-X (MS)
Circa 1948 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building II 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.3-X (MS)
Circa 1952 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building III 


Not listed 
Undetermined 
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Table 2. Previously recorded cultural resources surveys conducted within an approximately 1-mile 
(1.6 km) radius of the APE. 


Report No. Title Author/Principal Investigator Date 


1313 (AR) 


Cultural Resources and Geomorphological  
Reconnaissance of the McClellan-Kerr, 
Arkansas River Navigation System Pools 1 
through 9 of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas 
River Navigation System between 
Dardanelle, Arkansas, and the Mississippi 
River 


W. J. Bennett, Jr., Phyllis L. 
Breland, and Lawson M. Smith  – 
Archeological Assessment, Inc.  


1/1989 


84-036 (MS)
A Cultural Resources Survey Near 
Rosedale, Bolivar County, Mississippi 


Sam Brookes - Private 3/1984 


04-106 (MS)


Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed 
Route of Interstate 69 Between 
Robinsonville and Benoit-Bolivar, Coahoma, 
Tunica and Sunflower Counties, Mississippi 


Joanne Ryan,  
Douglas C. Wells,  
Richard A. Weinstein, David B. 
Kelley, and Sara A. Hahn – Coastal 
Environments, Inc. 


4/2004 


12-0307 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of a 
Proposed New Boating Access Facility on 
the Mississippi River in S21, T23, R8W, 
Bolivar County, MDAH Project Log #04-108-
12 


Jeffrey Alvey – Cobb Institute of 
Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


6/2012 


13-0717 (MS)


A Cultural Resources Survey of 141 Acres 
for Improvements to the Port of Rosedale 
Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha 
County, Arkansas 


Jana J. Futch – Brockington 
Cultural Resources Consulting 


11/2013 


17-0108 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in 
Association with the Proposed Rosedale 
Industrial Park Development, Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


Keith Baca and Jeffrey Alvey – 
Cobb Institute of Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


4/2017 


Cartographic Analysis 
The landscape that constitutes the study area has been dramatically altered over the last few 


centuries, most dramatically over the last 90 years by both natural and man-made processes. 
Analysis of available historic maps from the 19th-century indicate that according to the 1833 
General Land Office (GLO) plats for the townships and ranges, the Mississippi River channel 
flowed to the west of the APE, snaking southeast and crossing the center of the APE before 
turning almost due south to the east of the southern project terminus (Figure 6). Congress created 
the Mississippi River Commission in 1879 to centralize flood-fighting measures along the 
Mississippi River, coordinating efforts with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide protection 
against flood devastation as well as facilitate the river shipping frequently hindered by alluvial 
deposits below New Orleans. By the late nineteenth century, arguments over the most appropriate 
method of controlling the river led to a “levees-only” policy. Despite the constant construction of 
levees, the man-made structures failed to harness the river; between 1858 and 1922, the Delta 
experienced eleven “major” floods (Cobb 1992:129).  
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According to the published 1880s Mississippi River Commission Maps, the Mississippi River 
channel shifted slightly to the east near the northern project terminus, while the main channel 
flowed to the west and southwest of the APE. The center of the APE crossed the northern edges of 
Lake Beulah, an oxbow lake formed from the abandoned and cut-off main Mississippi River 
channel, while portions of the APE fall across a mix of improved and unimproved lands north and 
south of the oxbow lake (Figure 7). The Mississippi River continued its meandering course shifting 
again in the 1930s, moving westward away from the town of Rosedale (United States Geological 
Survey [USGS] 1939) (Figure 8). Within the APE, the northern third falls within a slack water 
channel, later referred to as Log Loader Chute, the eastern banks of which had been fortified by a 
series of levees and a revetment (a measure placed along a waterway bank to stabilize or protect 
from erosion). To the immediate west of and parallel to the APE is an alluvial peninsula extending 
to the south between this channel and the Mississippi River. Continuing south, the center of the 
APE follows the banks of the Mississippi River, while the southern third crosses forested backwater 
lowlands in Arkansas designated Island No. 74 (see Figure 8). By the late 1960s/early 1970s, 
much of the slack water channel had been backfilled by alluvial deposition, increasing the size of 
the peninsula, and extending its tip much further to the south (USGS 1969, 1972; see Figure 2). 
When Log Loader Chute was dredged in the 1970s to deepen its waters in preparation for the Port, 
the dredge material was discharged both back into the Mississippi River and redeposited onto the 
peninsula (Bolivar Commercial 1977), further evidenced by the Ak (Alluvial land, frequently 
flooded) symbology on modern soil maps (Figure 9 – soil map).  


The presence of borrow pits (BP), as well as the extant levee (LV), are additional indications of 
an altered, manmade landscape (see Figure 9 – soil map). The USDA indicates that most of the 
natural soils in the southern reaches of the APE (Arkansas) are identified as the Sharkey-
Commerce-Coushatta association (Sm), which are frequently flooded clays that form in 
backswamps (USDA 2023). Other than the Mississippi River and Log Loader Chute, other 
substantial hydrological features near the study area include Beulah Lake, an oxbow of the 
Mississippi River located to the southeast of the Port, and Long Lake and Legion Lake, both 
backswamp areas and remnants of the former river channel near Log Loader Chute (see Figures 2 
and 9).  


Previous Cultural Resources Investigations 
Three cultural resources surveys have been conducted on behalf of the Port of Rosedale over 


the last 11 years in association with a proposed new boating access facility, industrial park 
development, and other anticipated facilities improvements (MDAH Report Nos. 12-0307, 13-0717, 
& 17-0108; see Figure 5). According to recent cultural resources surveys, fill from the 1970s 
dredging was also piled up on the north and east banks of Log Loader Chute to create an artificial 
landscape for Port facilities (Alvey and Baca 2012; Baca and Alvey 2017; Futch and Rabbysmith 
2013). Additional subsurface investigation of the area north of the existing turning basin as well as 
across the peninsula that separates the port channel and the Mississippi River, exhibited evidence 
of fill from dredging activities down to a depth of 1.31-1.64 ft. (40-50 cm). Several deep auger tests 
were randomly excavated to a depth of up to 4.75 ft. (145 cm) to the north of the turning basin and 
across the alluvial peninsula west of the existing channel to investigate the possibility that deeply 
buried cultural deposits could be present. However, each auger test only demonstrated the 
continued presence of subsoil, usually composed of brownish orange sandy clay. No deeply buried 
cultural horizons or cultural material were identified (Futch and Rabbysmith 2013:31, 35). 
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Given the absence of identified historic properties, existing survey coverage, previous 
construction, development, and maintenance activities, and the low probability of the presence of 
unidentified resources, USACE has determined that the existing surveys constitute a reasonable 
and good faith effort at identification and evaluation of historic properties and that it is unlikely that 
any unidentified historic properties are present in the currently proposed APE; therefore, no further 
cultural resources investigation is recommended. 


Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties 
Based on the information presented in this letter, USACE MVK has determined that there are 


no historic properties, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16 (l) in the APE, for the CAP Section 107, River 
and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi.  Therefore, USACE MVK is making a finding of No 
Historic Properties Affected for this undertaking and submitting it to you for review and comment.  
This project will be subject to the standard change in scope of work, unexpected discovery, and 
unmarked human burial sites act provisions.  USACE MVK requests your comments within 30 
days, per 36 CFR 800.5(c) 


If you have any questions or require additional information concerning these undertakings, 
please contact Mr. John Underwood of this office at (601) 631-5017 or via e-mail 
John.R.Underwood@usace.army.mil  or Ms. Rachelle Androwski, Vicksburg District Tribal Liaison 
at (601) 631-5920 or via e-mail at rachelle.r.androwski@usace.army.mil. 


Sincerely, 


 Dan Moore 
Chief, Environmental Compliance Section 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division South 


List of Recipients:  
Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
Caddo Nation 
Chickasaw Nation 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Louisiana  
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 
Muscogee Nation 
Quapaw Nation 
Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana 
Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office (AR SHPO) 
Mississippi State Historic Preservation Office (MS SHPO) 
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August 25, 2023 


Regional Planning and 
Environment Division, South 
Environmental Planning Branch  
Attn: CEMVK-PDS-N 


David Frank  
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Thlopthlocco Tribal Town 
P.O. Box 188 
Okemah, OK 74859 


RE:  Section 106 Review Consultation 
Undertaking: Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 


Section 107, River and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) 
Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


(Location      Latitude      Longitude       
Existing Turning Basin Center 33.824553° -91.024129°
Proposed Turning Basin Center 33.826840° -91.026017°
Navigation Channel Northern Terminus 33.823608° -91.022999°
Navigation Channel Southern Terminus  33.788473° -91.035162°


 Navigation Channel Center 33.807310° -91.022437°)


Determination:   No Historic Properties Affected 


Dear Mr. Frank: 


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District (USACE MVK), is proposing expansion 
of and improvements to the existing navigation capacity of the Port of Rosedale in Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi, under the auspices of the Continuing Authorities 
Program (CAP) (Figure 1). The purpose of CAP is to establish and provide authority for USACE to 
plan and implement projects of limited size, cost, scope, and complexity. The Port of Rosedale 
expansion project intends to reduce transportation costs during low water conditions resulting from:  
(1) limited channel depth; (2) limited channel width; and (3) turning basin restrictions. The project
areas are located as follows on the Beulah, MS and Rosedale, MS 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle
maps:  Sections 21, 28, and 29 in Township 10S, Range 1E (Arkansas) and Sections 21, 22, 27,
and 28 in Township 23N, Range 8W (Mississippi) (Figure 2).


Project Authority 
Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 provides authority for the Corps of Engineers 


to improve navigation including dredging of channels, anchorage areas, and turning basins and 
construction of breakwaters, jetties and groins, through a partnership with non-Federal government 
sponsor such as cities, counties, special chartered authorities (such as port authorities), or units of 
state government.   


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
 VICKSBURG DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


  4155 CLAY STREET 
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI 39183‐3435
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Description of Undertaking 
The Port of Rosedale owes its creation to the start of a Federal Revenue Sharing program for 


development projects in the 1970s (History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County [HPR] n.d.:2). A 
study group organized by the Bolivar County Board of Supervisors recommended that federal 
funds could be used most advantageously in the construction of a new port at Rosedale. In 1977, 
the Vicksburg District (USACE), was given a grant to “clear and grub and dredge” the slack water 
channel known as Log Loader Chute and fill the 20-acre site to be used for the Port facilities. Work 
began almost immediately and was completed by early 1978 (HPR:3). Today, the Port of Rosedale 
continues to contribute to the area and is hoping to expand to handle larger vessels and house 
more facilities. As part of its annual operation, portions of the existing channel are dredged as 
state-allocated funding allows, though the funding is not sufficient to cover dredging of the full 
channel length during any individual spending cycle.   


The selected alternative proposes 3 primary modifications (Figures 3 & 4):   


 Realigning and widening the authorized channel limits at the existing barge facility;


 Widening the channel for the entire length to facilitate two-way traffic and larger barge
configurations; and


 Enlarging the turning basin to support increased mobility with larger barge configurations.


The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN) is centrally located in the 2.7 mile (4.35 km) long 
by 150-ft. (45.7 meter) wide navigation channel that runs between the port and the Mississippi 
River (see Figures 1, 3, & 4) The current authorized channel depth is 93 ft. (28.4 meters), which is 
9 ft. (2.7 meters) below the Low Water of Reference (LWRP) of 102 ft. (31.1 meters).  


Realignment and Widening of Channel Limits 
The route to the turning basin poses certain navigational challenges when in operation. The 


position of the JANTRAN in the bend in the channel, creates challenges for pilots, particularly 
when barges that are being loaded encroach into the navigation channel. As part of the proposed 
alternative, the existing bend in the channel would be expanded from the currently authorized width 
of 150 to 200 ft. (45.7 to 61.0 meters) to alleviate some of the difficulties of traversing the channel 
bend during busier time frames. This expansion would also permit larger barge configurations to 
navigate the bend more easily (see Figures 3 & 4).  


The channel would also be realigned in the vicinity of the JANTRAN facility to avoid 
encroachments from barges that are moored at the facility for loading and unloading. The 
realignment would involve shifting the central axis of the navigational channel approximately 100 ft. 
(30.5 meters) to the west for approximately 0.68 miles (1.09 km) in length. The remaining portions 
of the navigation channel south of this point to the Mississippi River and north to the turning basin 
at the upper end of the port would be expanded from 150 ft. (45.7 meters) to approximately 185 ft. 
(56.4 meters) (see Figures 3 & 4). This additional width would better allow two-way traffic and 
provide navigational support for larger barge configurations.  


Enlarging Turning Basin 
The final main feature of this alternative is the reconfiguration and enlargement of the existing 


approximately 400-x-1,000 ft. (121.9-x-304.8 meters) turning basin. The new proposed 
configuration would lengthen the navigational channel to extend through the existing turning basin 
and shift the footprint of the turning basin further upstream past its current location. The newly 
enlarged and relocated turning basin would measure approximately 600-x-1,000 ft. (182.9-x-304.8 
meters) in size. This increase in size allows larger barge configurations to utilize the turning basin, 
and its new location would provide better access to the water with more frontage for the port. All 
the proposed changes and dimensions were determined based on input from the local sponsor and 
existing port customers. The currently authorized navigation depth of 93 ft. (28.4 meters) would be 


6-19







-3-


maintained for all the modifications and limits described herein. The channel would not be 
deepened below the authorized Mississippi River channel depth. 


Dredged Material Disposal 
A cutter head dredge barge would be utilized to excavate material from the navigational 


channel and the turning basin. All dredged material would be pumped from the cutter head and 
carried via a dredge pipe and cast out to the Mississippi River near the mouth of the Port 
Navigation Channel (Figure 3). The dredge pipe would be placed along the eastern side of the 
navigation channel as to not interfere with any ingress or egress navigation at the port. During work 
hours, a boat on the discharge pipe would be utilized and move the line for passing tows as 
needed. Because of the distance needed to pump material to the river, a booster pump would be 
required. The distance into the river needed to discharge all dredge material would be determined 
based on a hydrographic survey, and the pipe would not impact navigation on the Mississippi 
River. To ensure there are no issues with self-inflicted shoaling at the mouth of the harbor, 
dredging the mouth will be conducted last to prevent sediment build-up. 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
The APE is defined as all areas where channels are to be realigned, widened, or otherwise 


enlarged (Figures 1-4).  The APE totals approximately 108 acres (43.5 hectares) and includes all 
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects from the Undertaking.  Access routes are not included in this 
calculation, as they are either public roads, heavily used agricultural roads, or already utilized 
waterways. 


Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
The undertaking is in Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha County, Arkansas, in addition to 


the APE USACE MVK revised a 1-mile buffer around proposed undertaking. Historic properties in 
the project vicinity were identified based on a review of the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) database, the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas 
(AMASDA), Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s Historical Site Management Tool 
(HSMT), historic aerial photography, historic map research, and a review of cultural resources 
survey reports (Figure 5). Review of current cultural resources map revealed no historic properties 
within and relatively few known cultural resources adjacent to the APE.  


According to the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA), 
in Desha County, AR, there is one previously recorded archaeological site, consisting of the 
purported location (listed but not field-verified) of the 19th-century community of Napoleon (Table 
1), three cultural features (McCloud Landing, Napoleon Landing, and O’Neal Landing), which are 
the historic locations of 20th-century landscape features (e.g., cemeteries, dams, military 
encampments/structures, oilfields, towers, trails, and wells), and two 20th-century rural structures, 
transposed from the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) county maps. 
Additionally, one cultural resources survey was previously executed within a 1-mile radius of the 
APE (Table 2). There are no National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) sites within or 
adjacent to the Arkansas APE.  


According to data from the Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s (MDAH) Historical 
Site Management Tool (HSMT) for the Bolivar County, Mississippi, APE, there are 12 previously 
recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity, which includes resources with little-to-no provided, a 
prehistoric mound, and post-Civil War tenant sites (see Table 1; see Figure 5).  Although none 
have been listed to the NRHP, one of these archaeological sites (a multi-component site is 
considered eligible for listing to the National Register. The remainder are ineligible for listing (n=8) 
or have not been assessed/evaluated (undetermined [n=3]) for listing to the National Register. 
Additionally, 14 historic structures have been inventoried with this same search radius, consisting 
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mostly of early twentieth-century residences (see Table 1; Figure 5). Furthermore, there have been 
five cultural resources surveys conducted in or adjacent to the APE in Bolivar County; one of these 
efforts overlaps with where the turning basin enlargement at the northern project terminus and 
channel realignment and widening in the center, respectively (MDAH Report No. 13-0717) (see 
Table 2; Figure 5). There are no NRHP sites within or adjacent to the Mississippi APE. 


Table 1. Previously recorded cultural resources located within an approximately 1-mile (1.6 km) 
radius of the APE. 


Resource Designation Period(s) 
Date 
Recorded 


NRHP  
Status 


3DE0128 (AR) 19th Century 1988 Undetermined 


22Bo0114 (MS) Early 20th Century (MS River Levee) 2013 Ineligible 


22Bo630 (MS) 
Middle Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1984 Ineligible 


22Bo668 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1994 Ineligible 


22Bo669 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through mid - 20th Centuries 


1994 Eligible 


22Bo771 (MS) Mounds Site – Undetermined age 2000 Undetermined 


22Bo804 (MS) Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo805 (MS) 
Late Woodland; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


2002 Ineligible 


22Bo806 (MS) Mississippian 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo975 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mid-to-late 19th through 20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo976 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


22Bo977 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo978 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


011-ROS-0191 (MS)
Circa 1890 Aaron Tabernacle Missionary 
Baptist Church 


Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0192 (MS) Circa 1930 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0193 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0194 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0195 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0196 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0197 (MS) Circa 1920 Shotgun-style house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0198 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0199 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0281 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0282 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.1-X (MS)
Circa 1940 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building I 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.2-X (MS)
Circa 1948 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building II 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.3-X (MS)
Circa 1952 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building III 


Not listed 
Undetermined 
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Table 2. Previously recorded cultural resources surveys conducted within an approximately 1-mile 
(1.6 km) radius of the APE. 


Report No. Title Author/Principal Investigator Date 


1313 (AR) 


Cultural Resources and Geomorphological  
Reconnaissance of the McClellan-Kerr, 
Arkansas River Navigation System Pools 1 
through 9 of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas 
River Navigation System between 
Dardanelle, Arkansas, and the Mississippi 
River 


W. J. Bennett, Jr., Phyllis L. 
Breland, and Lawson M. Smith  – 
Archeological Assessment, Inc.  


1/1989 


84-036 (MS)
A Cultural Resources Survey Near 
Rosedale, Bolivar County, Mississippi 


Sam Brookes - Private 3/1984 


04-106 (MS)


Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed 
Route of Interstate 69 Between 
Robinsonville and Benoit-Bolivar, Coahoma, 
Tunica and Sunflower Counties, Mississippi 


Joanne Ryan,  
Douglas C. Wells,  
Richard A. Weinstein, David B. 
Kelley, and Sara A. Hahn – Coastal 
Environments, Inc. 


4/2004 


12-0307 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of a 
Proposed New Boating Access Facility on 
the Mississippi River in S21, T23, R8W, 
Bolivar County, MDAH Project Log #04-108-
12 


Jeffrey Alvey – Cobb Institute of 
Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


6/2012 


13-0717 (MS)


A Cultural Resources Survey of 141 Acres 
for Improvements to the Port of Rosedale 
Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha 
County, Arkansas 


Jana J. Futch – Brockington 
Cultural Resources Consulting 


11/2013 


17-0108 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in 
Association with the Proposed Rosedale 
Industrial Park Development, Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


Keith Baca and Jeffrey Alvey – 
Cobb Institute of Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


4/2017 


Cartographic Analysis 
The landscape that constitutes the study area has been dramatically altered over the last few 


centuries, most dramatically over the last 90 years by both natural and man-made processes. 
Analysis of available historic maps from the 19th-century indicate that according to the 1833 
General Land Office (GLO) plats for the townships and ranges, the Mississippi River channel 
flowed to the west of the APE, snaking southeast and crossing the center of the APE before 
turning almost due south to the east of the southern project terminus (Figure 6). Congress created 
the Mississippi River Commission in 1879 to centralize flood-fighting measures along the 
Mississippi River, coordinating efforts with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide protection 
against flood devastation as well as facilitate the river shipping frequently hindered by alluvial 
deposits below New Orleans. By the late nineteenth century, arguments over the most appropriate 
method of controlling the river led to a “levees-only” policy. Despite the constant construction of 
levees, the man-made structures failed to harness the river; between 1858 and 1922, the Delta 
experienced eleven “major” floods (Cobb 1992:129).  
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According to the published 1880s Mississippi River Commission Maps, the Mississippi River 
channel shifted slightly to the east near the northern project terminus, while the main channel 
flowed to the west and southwest of the APE. The center of the APE crossed the northern edges of 
Lake Beulah, an oxbow lake formed from the abandoned and cut-off main Mississippi River 
channel, while portions of the APE fall across a mix of improved and unimproved lands north and 
south of the oxbow lake (Figure 7). The Mississippi River continued its meandering course shifting 
again in the 1930s, moving westward away from the town of Rosedale (United States Geological 
Survey [USGS] 1939) (Figure 8). Within the APE, the northern third falls within a slack water 
channel, later referred to as Log Loader Chute, the eastern banks of which had been fortified by a 
series of levees and a revetment (a measure placed along a waterway bank to stabilize or protect 
from erosion). To the immediate west of and parallel to the APE is an alluvial peninsula extending 
to the south between this channel and the Mississippi River. Continuing south, the center of the 
APE follows the banks of the Mississippi River, while the southern third crosses forested backwater 
lowlands in Arkansas designated Island No. 74 (see Figure 8). By the late 1960s/early 1970s, 
much of the slack water channel had been backfilled by alluvial deposition, increasing the size of 
the peninsula, and extending its tip much further to the south (USGS 1969, 1972; see Figure 2). 
When Log Loader Chute was dredged in the 1970s to deepen its waters in preparation for the Port, 
the dredge material was discharged both back into the Mississippi River and redeposited onto the 
peninsula (Bolivar Commercial 1977), further evidenced by the Ak (Alluvial land, frequently 
flooded) symbology on modern soil maps (Figure 9 – soil map).  


The presence of borrow pits (BP), as well as the extant levee (LV), are additional indications of 
an altered, manmade landscape (see Figure 9 – soil map). The USDA indicates that most of the 
natural soils in the southern reaches of the APE (Arkansas) are identified as the Sharkey-
Commerce-Coushatta association (Sm), which are frequently flooded clays that form in 
backswamps (USDA 2023). Other than the Mississippi River and Log Loader Chute, other 
substantial hydrological features near the study area include Beulah Lake, an oxbow of the 
Mississippi River located to the southeast of the Port, and Long Lake and Legion Lake, both 
backswamp areas and remnants of the former river channel near Log Loader Chute (see Figures 2 
and 9).  


Previous Cultural Resources Investigations 
Three cultural resources surveys have been conducted on behalf of the Port of Rosedale over 


the last 11 years in association with a proposed new boating access facility, industrial park 
development, and other anticipated facilities improvements (MDAH Report Nos. 12-0307, 13-0717, 
& 17-0108; see Figure 5). According to recent cultural resources surveys, fill from the 1970s 
dredging was also piled up on the north and east banks of Log Loader Chute to create an artificial 
landscape for Port facilities (Alvey and Baca 2012; Baca and Alvey 2017; Futch and Rabbysmith 
2013). Additional subsurface investigation of the area north of the existing turning basin as well as 
across the peninsula that separates the port channel and the Mississippi River, exhibited evidence 
of fill from dredging activities down to a depth of 1.31-1.64 ft. (40-50 cm). Several deep auger tests 
were randomly excavated to a depth of up to 4.75 ft. (145 cm) to the north of the turning basin and 
across the alluvial peninsula west of the existing channel to investigate the possibility that deeply 
buried cultural deposits could be present. However, each auger test only demonstrated the 
continued presence of subsoil, usually composed of brownish orange sandy clay. No deeply buried 
cultural horizons or cultural material were identified (Futch and Rabbysmith 2013:31, 35). 
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Given the absence of identified historic properties, existing survey coverage, previous 
construction, development, and maintenance activities, and the low probability of the presence of 
unidentified resources, USACE has determined that the existing surveys constitute a reasonable 
and good faith effort at identification and evaluation of historic properties and that it is unlikely that 
any unidentified historic properties are present in the currently proposed APE; therefore, no further 
cultural resources investigation is recommended. 


Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties 
Based on the information presented in this letter, USACE MVK has determined that there are 


no historic properties, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16 (l) in the APE, for the CAP Section 107, River 
and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi.  Therefore, USACE MVK is making a finding of No 
Historic Properties Affected for this undertaking and submitting it to you for review and comment.  
This project will be subject to the standard change in scope of work, unexpected discovery, and 
unmarked human burial sites act provisions.  USACE MVK requests your comments within 30 
days, per 36 CFR 800.5(c) 


If you have any questions or require additional information concerning these undertakings, 
please contact Mr. John Underwood of this office at (601) 631-5017 or via e-mail 
John.R.Underwood@usace.army.mil  or Ms. Rachelle Androwski, Vicksburg District Tribal Liaison 
at (601) 631-5920 or via e-mail at rachelle.r.androwski@usace.army.mil. 


Sincerely, 


 Dan Moore 
Chief, Environmental Compliance Section 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division South 


List of Recipients:  
Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
Caddo Nation 
Chickasaw Nation 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Louisiana  
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 
Muscogee Nation 
Quapaw Nation 
Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana 
Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office (AR SHPO) 
Mississippi State Historic Preservation Office (MS SHPO) 
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August 25, 2023 


Regional Planning and 
Environment Division, South 
Environmental Planning Branch  
Attn: CEMVK-PDS-N 


Mr. Benjamin Yahola 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Historic Preservation 
Seminole Nation of Oklahoma 
P.O. 1498 
Wewoka, OK 74884 


RE:  Section 106 Review Consultation 
Undertaking: Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 


Section 107, River and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) 
Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


(Location      Latitude      Longitude       
Existing Turning Basin Center 33.824553° -91.024129°
Proposed Turning Basin Center 33.826840° -91.026017°
Navigation Channel Northern Terminus 33.823608° -91.022999°
Navigation Channel Southern Terminus  33.788473° -91.035162°


 Navigation Channel Center 33.807310° -91.022437°)


Determination:   No Historic Properties Affected 


Dear Mr. Yahola: 


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District (USACE MVK), is proposing expansion 
of and improvements to the existing navigation capacity of the Port of Rosedale in Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi, under the auspices of the Continuing Authorities 
Program (CAP) (Figure 1). The purpose of CAP is to establish and provide authority for USACE to 
plan and implement projects of limited size, cost, scope, and complexity. The Port of Rosedale 
expansion project intends to reduce transportation costs during low water conditions resulting from:  
(1) limited channel depth; (2) limited channel width; and (3) turning basin restrictions. The project
areas are located as follows on the Beulah, MS and Rosedale, MS 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle
maps:  Sections 21, 28, and 29 in Township 10S, Range 1E (Arkansas) and Sections 21, 22, 27,
and 28 in Township 23N, Range 8W (Mississippi) (Figure 2).


Project Authority 
Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 provides authority for the Corps of Engineers 


to improve navigation including dredging of channels, anchorage areas, and turning basins and 
construction of breakwaters, jetties and groins, through a partnership with non-Federal government 
sponsor such as cities, counties, special chartered authorities (such as port authorities), or units of 
state government.   


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
 VICKSBURG DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


  4155 CLAY STREET 
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI 39183‐3435
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Description of Undertaking 
The Port of Rosedale owes its creation to the start of a Federal Revenue Sharing program for 


development projects in the 1970s (History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County [HPR] n.d.:2). A 
study group organized by the Bolivar County Board of Supervisors recommended that federal 
funds could be used most advantageously in the construction of a new port at Rosedale. In 1977, 
the Vicksburg District (USACE), was given a grant to “clear and grub and dredge” the slack water 
channel known as Log Loader Chute and fill the 20-acre site to be used for the Port facilities. Work 
began almost immediately and was completed by early 1978 (HPR:3). Today, the Port of Rosedale 
continues to contribute to the area and is hoping to expand to handle larger vessels and house 
more facilities. As part of its annual operation, portions of the existing channel are dredged as 
state-allocated funding allows, though the funding is not sufficient to cover dredging of the full 
channel length during any individual spending cycle.   


The selected alternative proposes 3 primary modifications (Figures 3 & 4):   


 Realigning and widening the authorized channel limits at the existing barge facility;


 Widening the channel for the entire length to facilitate two-way traffic and larger barge
configurations; and


 Enlarging the turning basin to support increased mobility with larger barge configurations.


The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN) is centrally located in the 2.7 mile (4.35 km) long 
by 150-ft. (45.7 meter) wide navigation channel that runs between the port and the Mississippi 
River (see Figures 1, 3, & 4) The current authorized channel depth is 93 ft. (28.4 meters), which is 
9 ft. (2.7 meters) below the Low Water of Reference (LWRP) of 102 ft. (31.1 meters).  


Realignment and Widening of Channel Limits 
The route to the turning basin poses certain navigational challenges when in operation. The 


position of the JANTRAN in the bend in the channel, creates challenges for pilots, particularly 
when barges that are being loaded encroach into the navigation channel. As part of the proposed 
alternative, the existing bend in the channel would be expanded from the currently authorized width 
of 150 to 200 ft. (45.7 to 61.0 meters) to alleviate some of the difficulties of traversing the channel 
bend during busier time frames. This expansion would also permit larger barge configurations to 
navigate the bend more easily (see Figures 3 & 4).  


The channel would also be realigned in the vicinity of the JANTRAN facility to avoid 
encroachments from barges that are moored at the facility for loading and unloading. The 
realignment would involve shifting the central axis of the navigational channel approximately 100 ft. 
(30.5 meters) to the west for approximately 0.68 miles (1.09 km) in length. The remaining portions 
of the navigation channel south of this point to the Mississippi River and north to the turning basin 
at the upper end of the port would be expanded from 150 ft. (45.7 meters) to approximately 185 ft. 
(56.4 meters) (see Figures 3 & 4). This additional width would better allow two-way traffic and 
provide navigational support for larger barge configurations.  


Enlarging Turning Basin 
The final main feature of this alternative is the reconfiguration and enlargement of the existing 


approximately 400-x-1,000 ft. (121.9-x-304.8 meters) turning basin. The new proposed 
configuration would lengthen the navigational channel to extend through the existing turning basin 
and shift the footprint of the turning basin further upstream past its current location. The newly 
enlarged and relocated turning basin would measure approximately 600-x-1,000 ft. (182.9-x-304.8 
meters) in size. This increase in size allows larger barge configurations to utilize the turning basin, 
and its new location would provide better access to the water with more frontage for the port. All 
the proposed changes and dimensions were determined based on input from the local sponsor and 
existing port customers. The currently authorized navigation depth of 93 ft. (28.4 meters) would be 
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maintained for all the modifications and limits described herein. The channel would not be 
deepened below the authorized Mississippi River channel depth. 


Dredged Material Disposal 
A cutter head dredge barge would be utilized to excavate material from the navigational 


channel and the turning basin. All dredged material would be pumped from the cutter head and 
carried via a dredge pipe and cast out to the Mississippi River near the mouth of the Port 
Navigation Channel (Figure 3). The dredge pipe would be placed along the eastern side of the 
navigation channel as to not interfere with any ingress or egress navigation at the port. During work 
hours, a boat on the discharge pipe would be utilized and move the line for passing tows as 
needed. Because of the distance needed to pump material to the river, a booster pump would be 
required. The distance into the river needed to discharge all dredge material would be determined 
based on a hydrographic survey, and the pipe would not impact navigation on the Mississippi 
River. To ensure there are no issues with self-inflicted shoaling at the mouth of the harbor, 
dredging the mouth will be conducted last to prevent sediment build-up. 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
The APE is defined as all areas where channels are to be realigned, widened, or otherwise 


enlarged (Figures 1-4).  The APE totals approximately 108 acres (43.5 hectares) and includes all 
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects from the Undertaking.  Access routes are not included in this 
calculation, as they are either public roads, heavily used agricultural roads, or already utilized 
waterways. 


Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
The undertaking is in Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha County, Arkansas, in addition to 


the APE USACE MVK revised a 1-mile buffer around proposed undertaking. Historic properties in 
the project vicinity were identified based on a review of the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) database, the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas 
(AMASDA), Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s Historical Site Management Tool 
(HSMT), historic aerial photography, historic map research, and a review of cultural resources 
survey reports (Figure 5). Review of current cultural resources map revealed no historic properties 
within and relatively few known cultural resources adjacent to the APE.  


According to the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA), 
in Desha County, AR, there is one previously recorded archaeological site, consisting of the 
purported location (listed but not field-verified) of the 19th-century community of Napoleon (Table 
1), three cultural features (McCloud Landing, Napoleon Landing, and O’Neal Landing), which are 
the historic locations of 20th-century landscape features (e.g., cemeteries, dams, military 
encampments/structures, oilfields, towers, trails, and wells), and two 20th-century rural structures, 
transposed from the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) county maps. 
Additionally, one cultural resources survey was previously executed within a 1-mile radius of the 
APE (Table 2). There are no National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) sites within or 
adjacent to the Arkansas APE.  


According to data from the Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s (MDAH) Historical 
Site Management Tool (HSMT) for the Bolivar County, Mississippi, APE, there are 12 previously 
recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity, which includes resources with little-to-no provided, a 
prehistoric mound, and post-Civil War tenant sites (see Table 1; see Figure 5).  Although none 
have been listed to the NRHP, one of these archaeological sites (a multi-component site is 
considered eligible for listing to the National Register. The remainder are ineligible for listing (n=8) 
or have not been assessed/evaluated (undetermined [n=3]) for listing to the National Register. 
Additionally, 14 historic structures have been inventoried with this same search radius, consisting 
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mostly of early twentieth-century residences (see Table 1; Figure 5). Furthermore, there have been 
five cultural resources surveys conducted in or adjacent to the APE in Bolivar County; one of these 
efforts overlaps with where the turning basin enlargement at the northern project terminus and 
channel realignment and widening in the center, respectively (MDAH Report No. 13-0717) (see 
Table 2; Figure 5). There are no NRHP sites within or adjacent to the Mississippi APE. 


Table 1. Previously recorded cultural resources located within an approximately 1-mile (1.6 km) 
radius of the APE. 


Resource Designation Period(s) 
Date 
Recorded 


NRHP  
Status 


3DE0128 (AR) 19th Century 1988 Undetermined 


22Bo0114 (MS) Early 20th Century (MS River Levee) 2013 Ineligible 


22Bo630 (MS) 
Middle Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1984 Ineligible 


22Bo668 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1994 Ineligible 


22Bo669 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through mid - 20th Centuries 


1994 Eligible 


22Bo771 (MS) Mounds Site – Undetermined age 2000 Undetermined 


22Bo804 (MS) Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo805 (MS) 
Late Woodland; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


2002 Ineligible 


22Bo806 (MS) Mississippian 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo975 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mid-to-late 19th through 20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo976 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


22Bo977 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo978 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


011-ROS-0191 (MS)
Circa 1890 Aaron Tabernacle Missionary 
Baptist Church 


Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0192 (MS) Circa 1930 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0193 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0194 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0195 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0196 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0197 (MS) Circa 1920 Shotgun-style house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0198 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0199 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0281 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0282 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.1-X (MS)
Circa 1940 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building I 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.2-X (MS)
Circa 1948 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building II 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.3-X (MS)
Circa 1952 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building III 


Not listed 
Undetermined 
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Table 2. Previously recorded cultural resources surveys conducted within an approximately 1-mile 
(1.6 km) radius of the APE. 


Report No. Title Author/Principal Investigator Date 


1313 (AR) 


Cultural Resources and Geomorphological  
Reconnaissance of the McClellan-Kerr, 
Arkansas River Navigation System Pools 1 
through 9 of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas 
River Navigation System between 
Dardanelle, Arkansas, and the Mississippi 
River 


W. J. Bennett, Jr., Phyllis L. 
Breland, and Lawson M. Smith  – 
Archeological Assessment, Inc.  


1/1989 


84-036 (MS)
A Cultural Resources Survey Near 
Rosedale, Bolivar County, Mississippi 


Sam Brookes - Private 3/1984 


04-106 (MS)


Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed 
Route of Interstate 69 Between 
Robinsonville and Benoit-Bolivar, Coahoma, 
Tunica and Sunflower Counties, Mississippi 


Joanne Ryan,  
Douglas C. Wells,  
Richard A. Weinstein, David B. 
Kelley, and Sara A. Hahn – Coastal 
Environments, Inc. 


4/2004 


12-0307 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of a 
Proposed New Boating Access Facility on 
the Mississippi River in S21, T23, R8W, 
Bolivar County, MDAH Project Log #04-108-
12 


Jeffrey Alvey – Cobb Institute of 
Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


6/2012 


13-0717 (MS)


A Cultural Resources Survey of 141 Acres 
for Improvements to the Port of Rosedale 
Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha 
County, Arkansas 


Jana J. Futch – Brockington 
Cultural Resources Consulting 


11/2013 


17-0108 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in 
Association with the Proposed Rosedale 
Industrial Park Development, Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


Keith Baca and Jeffrey Alvey – 
Cobb Institute of Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


4/2017 


Cartographic Analysis 
The landscape that constitutes the study area has been dramatically altered over the last few 


centuries, most dramatically over the last 90 years by both natural and man-made processes. 
Analysis of available historic maps from the 19th-century indicate that according to the 1833 
General Land Office (GLO) plats for the townships and ranges, the Mississippi River channel 
flowed to the west of the APE, snaking southeast and crossing the center of the APE before 
turning almost due south to the east of the southern project terminus (Figure 6). Congress created 
the Mississippi River Commission in 1879 to centralize flood-fighting measures along the 
Mississippi River, coordinating efforts with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide protection 
against flood devastation as well as facilitate the river shipping frequently hindered by alluvial 
deposits below New Orleans. By the late nineteenth century, arguments over the most appropriate 
method of controlling the river led to a “levees-only” policy. Despite the constant construction of 
levees, the man-made structures failed to harness the river; between 1858 and 1922, the Delta 
experienced eleven “major” floods (Cobb 1992:129).  
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According to the published 1880s Mississippi River Commission Maps, the Mississippi River 
channel shifted slightly to the east near the northern project terminus, while the main channel 
flowed to the west and southwest of the APE. The center of the APE crossed the northern edges of 
Lake Beulah, an oxbow lake formed from the abandoned and cut-off main Mississippi River 
channel, while portions of the APE fall across a mix of improved and unimproved lands north and 
south of the oxbow lake (Figure 7). The Mississippi River continued its meandering course shifting 
again in the 1930s, moving westward away from the town of Rosedale (United States Geological 
Survey [USGS] 1939) (Figure 8). Within the APE, the northern third falls within a slack water 
channel, later referred to as Log Loader Chute, the eastern banks of which had been fortified by a 
series of levees and a revetment (a measure placed along a waterway bank to stabilize or protect 
from erosion). To the immediate west of and parallel to the APE is an alluvial peninsula extending 
to the south between this channel and the Mississippi River. Continuing south, the center of the 
APE follows the banks of the Mississippi River, while the southern third crosses forested backwater 
lowlands in Arkansas designated Island No. 74 (see Figure 8). By the late 1960s/early 1970s, 
much of the slack water channel had been backfilled by alluvial deposition, increasing the size of 
the peninsula, and extending its tip much further to the south (USGS 1969, 1972; see Figure 2). 
When Log Loader Chute was dredged in the 1970s to deepen its waters in preparation for the Port, 
the dredge material was discharged both back into the Mississippi River and redeposited onto the 
peninsula (Bolivar Commercial 1977), further evidenced by the Ak (Alluvial land, frequently 
flooded) symbology on modern soil maps (Figure 9 – soil map).  


The presence of borrow pits (BP), as well as the extant levee (LV), are additional indications of 
an altered, manmade landscape (see Figure 9 – soil map). The USDA indicates that most of the 
natural soils in the southern reaches of the APE (Arkansas) are identified as the Sharkey-
Commerce-Coushatta association (Sm), which are frequently flooded clays that form in 
backswamps (USDA 2023). Other than the Mississippi River and Log Loader Chute, other 
substantial hydrological features near the study area include Beulah Lake, an oxbow of the 
Mississippi River located to the southeast of the Port, and Long Lake and Legion Lake, both 
backswamp areas and remnants of the former river channel near Log Loader Chute (see Figures 2 
and 9).  


Previous Cultural Resources Investigations 
Three cultural resources surveys have been conducted on behalf of the Port of Rosedale over 


the last 11 years in association with a proposed new boating access facility, industrial park 
development, and other anticipated facilities improvements (MDAH Report Nos. 12-0307, 13-0717, 
& 17-0108; see Figure 5). According to recent cultural resources surveys, fill from the 1970s 
dredging was also piled up on the north and east banks of Log Loader Chute to create an artificial 
landscape for Port facilities (Alvey and Baca 2012; Baca and Alvey 2017; Futch and Rabbysmith 
2013). Additional subsurface investigation of the area north of the existing turning basin as well as 
across the peninsula that separates the port channel and the Mississippi River, exhibited evidence 
of fill from dredging activities down to a depth of 1.31-1.64 ft. (40-50 cm). Several deep auger tests 
were randomly excavated to a depth of up to 4.75 ft. (145 cm) to the north of the turning basin and 
across the alluvial peninsula west of the existing channel to investigate the possibility that deeply 
buried cultural deposits could be present. However, each auger test only demonstrated the 
continued presence of subsoil, usually composed of brownish orange sandy clay. No deeply buried 
cultural horizons or cultural material were identified (Futch and Rabbysmith 2013:31, 35). 
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Given the absence of identified historic properties, existing survey coverage, previous 
construction, development, and maintenance activities, and the low probability of the presence of 
unidentified resources, USACE has determined that the existing surveys constitute a reasonable 
and good faith effort at identification and evaluation of historic properties and that it is unlikely that 
any unidentified historic properties are present in the currently proposed APE; therefore, no further 
cultural resources investigation is recommended. 


Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties 
Based on the information presented in this letter, USACE MVK has determined that there are 


no historic properties, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16 (l) in the APE, for the CAP Section 107, River 
and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi.  Therefore, USACE MVK is making a finding of No 
Historic Properties Affected for this undertaking and submitting it to you for review and comment.  
This project will be subject to the standard change in scope of work, unexpected discovery, and 
unmarked human burial sites act provisions.  USACE MVK requests your comments within 30 
days, per 36 CFR 800.5(c) 


If you have any questions or require additional information concerning these undertakings, 
please contact Mr. John Underwood of this office at (601) 631-5017 or via e-mail 
John.R.Underwood@usace.army.mil  or Ms. Rachelle Androwski, Vicksburg District Tribal Liaison 
at (601) 631-5920 or via e-mail at rachelle.r.androwski@usace.army.mil. 


Sincerely, 


 Dan Moore 
Chief, Environmental Compliance Section 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division South 


List of Recipients:  
Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
Caddo Nation 
Chickasaw Nation 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Louisiana  
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 
Muscogee Nation 
Quapaw Nation 
Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana 
Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office (AR SHPO) 
Mississippi State Historic Preservation Office (MS SHPO) 
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August 25, 2023 


Regional Planning and 
Environment Division, South 
Environmental Planning Branch  
Attn: CEMVK-PDS-N 


Everett Bandy  
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer  
Quapaw Nation  
P.O. Box 765  
Quapaw, OK 74363 


RE:  Section 106 Review Consultation 
Undertaking: Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 


Section 107, River and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) 
Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


(Location      Latitude      Longitude       
Existing Turning Basin Center 33.824553° -91.024129°
Proposed Turning Basin Center 33.826840° -91.026017°
Navigation Channel Northern Terminus 33.823608° -91.022999°
Navigation Channel Southern Terminus  33.788473° -91.035162°


 Navigation Channel Center 33.807310° -91.022437°)


Determination:   No Historic Properties Affected 


Dear Mr. Bandy: 


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District (USACE MVK), is proposing expansion 
of and improvements to the existing navigation capacity of the Port of Rosedale in Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi, under the auspices of the Continuing Authorities 
Program (CAP) (Figure 1). The purpose of CAP is to establish and provide authority for USACE to 
plan and implement projects of limited size, cost, scope, and complexity. The Port of Rosedale 
expansion project intends to reduce transportation costs during low water conditions resulting from:  
(1) limited channel depth; (2) limited channel width; and (3) turning basin restrictions. The project
areas are located as follows on the Beulah, MS and Rosedale, MS 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle
maps:  Sections 21, 28, and 29 in Township 10S, Range 1E (Arkansas) and Sections 21, 22, 27,
and 28 in Township 23N, Range 8W (Mississippi) (Figure 2).


Project Authority 
Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 provides authority for the Corps of Engineers 


to improve navigation including dredging of channels, anchorage areas, and turning basins and 
construction of breakwaters, jetties and groins, through a partnership with non-Federal government 
sponsor such as cities, counties, special chartered authorities (such as port authorities), or units of 
state government.   


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
 VICKSBURG DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


  4155 CLAY STREET 
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI 39183‐3435
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Description of Undertaking 
The Port of Rosedale owes its creation to the start of a Federal Revenue Sharing program for 


development projects in the 1970s (History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County [HPR] n.d.:2). A 
study group organized by the Bolivar County Board of Supervisors recommended that federal 
funds could be used most advantageously in the construction of a new port at Rosedale. In 1977, 
the Vicksburg District (USACE), was given a grant to “clear and grub and dredge” the slack water 
channel known as Log Loader Chute and fill the 20-acre site to be used for the Port facilities. Work 
began almost immediately and was completed by early 1978 (HPR:3). Today, the Port of Rosedale 
continues to contribute to the area and is hoping to expand to handle larger vessels and house 
more facilities. As part of its annual operation, portions of the existing channel are dredged as 
state-allocated funding allows, though the funding is not sufficient to cover dredging of the full 
channel length during any individual spending cycle.   


The selected alternative proposes 3 primary modifications (Figures 3 & 4):   


 Realigning and widening the authorized channel limits at the existing barge facility;


 Widening the channel for the entire length to facilitate two-way traffic and larger barge
configurations; and


 Enlarging the turning basin to support increased mobility with larger barge configurations.


The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN) is centrally located in the 2.7 mile (4.35 km) long 
by 150-ft. (45.7 meter) wide navigation channel that runs between the port and the Mississippi 
River (see Figures 1, 3, & 4) The current authorized channel depth is 93 ft. (28.4 meters), which is 
9 ft. (2.7 meters) below the Low Water of Reference (LWRP) of 102 ft. (31.1 meters).  


Realignment and Widening of Channel Limits 
The route to the turning basin poses certain navigational challenges when in operation. The 


position of the JANTRAN in the bend in the channel, creates challenges for pilots, particularly 
when barges that are being loaded encroach into the navigation channel. As part of the proposed 
alternative, the existing bend in the channel would be expanded from the currently authorized width 
of 150 to 200 ft. (45.7 to 61.0 meters) to alleviate some of the difficulties of traversing the channel 
bend during busier time frames. This expansion would also permit larger barge configurations to 
navigate the bend more easily (see Figures 3 & 4).  


The channel would also be realigned in the vicinity of the JANTRAN facility to avoid 
encroachments from barges that are moored at the facility for loading and unloading. The 
realignment would involve shifting the central axis of the navigational channel approximately 100 ft. 
(30.5 meters) to the west for approximately 0.68 miles (1.09 km) in length. The remaining portions 
of the navigation channel south of this point to the Mississippi River and north to the turning basin 
at the upper end of the port would be expanded from 150 ft. (45.7 meters) to approximately 185 ft. 
(56.4 meters) (see Figures 3 & 4). This additional width would better allow two-way traffic and 
provide navigational support for larger barge configurations.  


Enlarging Turning Basin 
The final main feature of this alternative is the reconfiguration and enlargement of the existing 


approximately 400-x-1,000 ft. (121.9-x-304.8 meters) turning basin. The new proposed 
configuration would lengthen the navigational channel to extend through the existing turning basin 
and shift the footprint of the turning basin further upstream past its current location. The newly 
enlarged and relocated turning basin would measure approximately 600-x-1,000 ft. (182.9-x-304.8 
meters) in size. This increase in size allows larger barge configurations to utilize the turning basin, 
and its new location would provide better access to the water with more frontage for the port. All 
the proposed changes and dimensions were determined based on input from the local sponsor and 
existing port customers. The currently authorized navigation depth of 93 ft. (28.4 meters) would be 
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maintained for all the modifications and limits described herein. The channel would not be 
deepened below the authorized Mississippi River channel depth. 


Dredged Material Disposal 
A cutter head dredge barge would be utilized to excavate material from the navigational 


channel and the turning basin. All dredged material would be pumped from the cutter head and 
carried via a dredge pipe and cast out to the Mississippi River near the mouth of the Port 
Navigation Channel (Figure 3). The dredge pipe would be placed along the eastern side of the 
navigation channel as to not interfere with any ingress or egress navigation at the port. During work 
hours, a boat on the discharge pipe would be utilized and move the line for passing tows as 
needed. Because of the distance needed to pump material to the river, a booster pump would be 
required. The distance into the river needed to discharge all dredge material would be determined 
based on a hydrographic survey, and the pipe would not impact navigation on the Mississippi 
River. To ensure there are no issues with self-inflicted shoaling at the mouth of the harbor, 
dredging the mouth will be conducted last to prevent sediment build-up. 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
The APE is defined as all areas where channels are to be realigned, widened, or otherwise 


enlarged (Figures 1-4).  The APE totals approximately 108 acres (43.5 hectares) and includes all 
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects from the Undertaking.  Access routes are not included in this 
calculation, as they are either public roads, heavily used agricultural roads, or already utilized 
waterways. 


Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
The undertaking is in Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha County, Arkansas, in addition to 


the APE USACE MVK revised a 1-mile buffer around proposed undertaking. Historic properties in 
the project vicinity were identified based on a review of the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) database, the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas 
(AMASDA), Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s Historical Site Management Tool 
(HSMT), historic aerial photography, historic map research, and a review of cultural resources 
survey reports (Figure 5). Review of current cultural resources map revealed no historic properties 
within and relatively few known cultural resources adjacent to the APE.  


According to the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA), 
in Desha County, AR, there is one previously recorded archaeological site, consisting of the 
purported location (listed but not field-verified) of the 19th-century community of Napoleon (Table 
1), three cultural features (McCloud Landing, Napoleon Landing, and O’Neal Landing), which are 
the historic locations of 20th-century landscape features (e.g., cemeteries, dams, military 
encampments/structures, oilfields, towers, trails, and wells), and two 20th-century rural structures, 
transposed from the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) county maps. 
Additionally, one cultural resources survey was previously executed within a 1-mile radius of the 
APE (Table 2). There are no National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) sites within or 
adjacent to the Arkansas APE.  


According to data from the Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s (MDAH) Historical 
Site Management Tool (HSMT) for the Bolivar County, Mississippi, APE, there are 12 previously 
recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity, which includes resources with little-to-no provided, a 
prehistoric mound, and post-Civil War tenant sites (see Table 1; see Figure 5).  Although none 
have been listed to the NRHP, one of these archaeological sites (a multi-component site is 
considered eligible for listing to the National Register. The remainder are ineligible for listing (n=8) 
or have not been assessed/evaluated (undetermined [n=3]) for listing to the National Register. 
Additionally, 14 historic structures have been inventoried with this same search radius, consisting 
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mostly of early twentieth-century residences (see Table 1; Figure 5). Furthermore, there have been 
five cultural resources surveys conducted in or adjacent to the APE in Bolivar County; one of these 
efforts overlaps with where the turning basin enlargement at the northern project terminus and 
channel realignment and widening in the center, respectively (MDAH Report No. 13-0717) (see 
Table 2; Figure 5). There are no NRHP sites within or adjacent to the Mississippi APE. 


Table 1. Previously recorded cultural resources located within an approximately 1-mile (1.6 km) 
radius of the APE. 


Resource Designation Period(s) 
Date 
Recorded 


NRHP  
Status 


3DE0128 (AR) 19th Century 1988 Undetermined 


22Bo0114 (MS) Early 20th Century (MS River Levee) 2013 Ineligible 


22Bo630 (MS) 
Middle Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1984 Ineligible 


22Bo668 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1994 Ineligible 


22Bo669 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through mid - 20th Centuries 


1994 Eligible 


22Bo771 (MS) Mounds Site – Undetermined age 2000 Undetermined 


22Bo804 (MS) Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo805 (MS) 
Late Woodland; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


2002 Ineligible 


22Bo806 (MS) Mississippian 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo975 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mid-to-late 19th through 20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo976 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


22Bo977 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo978 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


011-ROS-0191 (MS)
Circa 1890 Aaron Tabernacle Missionary 
Baptist Church 


Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0192 (MS) Circa 1930 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0193 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0194 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0195 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0196 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0197 (MS) Circa 1920 Shotgun-style house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0198 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0199 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0281 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0282 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.1-X (MS)
Circa 1940 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building I 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.2-X (MS)
Circa 1948 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building II 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.3-X (MS)
Circa 1952 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building III 


Not listed 
Undetermined 
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Table 2. Previously recorded cultural resources surveys conducted within an approximately 1-mile 
(1.6 km) radius of the APE. 


Report No. Title Author/Principal Investigator Date 


1313 (AR) 


Cultural Resources and Geomorphological  
Reconnaissance of the McClellan-Kerr, 
Arkansas River Navigation System Pools 1 
through 9 of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas 
River Navigation System between 
Dardanelle, Arkansas, and the Mississippi 
River 


W. J. Bennett, Jr., Phyllis L. 
Breland, and Lawson M. Smith  – 
Archeological Assessment, Inc.  


1/1989 


84-036 (MS)
A Cultural Resources Survey Near 
Rosedale, Bolivar County, Mississippi 


Sam Brookes - Private 3/1984 


04-106 (MS)


Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed 
Route of Interstate 69 Between 
Robinsonville and Benoit-Bolivar, Coahoma, 
Tunica and Sunflower Counties, Mississippi 


Joanne Ryan,  
Douglas C. Wells,  
Richard A. Weinstein, David B. 
Kelley, and Sara A. Hahn – Coastal 
Environments, Inc. 


4/2004 


12-0307 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of a 
Proposed New Boating Access Facility on 
the Mississippi River in S21, T23, R8W, 
Bolivar County, MDAH Project Log #04-108-
12 


Jeffrey Alvey – Cobb Institute of 
Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


6/2012 


13-0717 (MS)


A Cultural Resources Survey of 141 Acres 
for Improvements to the Port of Rosedale 
Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha 
County, Arkansas 


Jana J. Futch – Brockington 
Cultural Resources Consulting 


11/2013 


17-0108 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in 
Association with the Proposed Rosedale 
Industrial Park Development, Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


Keith Baca and Jeffrey Alvey – 
Cobb Institute of Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


4/2017 


Cartographic Analysis 
The landscape that constitutes the study area has been dramatically altered over the last few 


centuries, most dramatically over the last 90 years by both natural and man-made processes. 
Analysis of available historic maps from the 19th-century indicate that according to the 1833 
General Land Office (GLO) plats for the townships and ranges, the Mississippi River channel 
flowed to the west of the APE, snaking southeast and crossing the center of the APE before 
turning almost due south to the east of the southern project terminus (Figure 6). Congress created 
the Mississippi River Commission in 1879 to centralize flood-fighting measures along the 
Mississippi River, coordinating efforts with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide protection 
against flood devastation as well as facilitate the river shipping frequently hindered by alluvial 
deposits below New Orleans. By the late nineteenth century, arguments over the most appropriate 
method of controlling the river led to a “levees-only” policy. Despite the constant construction of 
levees, the man-made structures failed to harness the river; between 1858 and 1922, the Delta 
experienced eleven “major” floods (Cobb 1992:129).  
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According to the published 1880s Mississippi River Commission Maps, the Mississippi River 
channel shifted slightly to the east near the northern project terminus, while the main channel 
flowed to the west and southwest of the APE. The center of the APE crossed the northern edges of 
Lake Beulah, an oxbow lake formed from the abandoned and cut-off main Mississippi River 
channel, while portions of the APE fall across a mix of improved and unimproved lands north and 
south of the oxbow lake (Figure 7). The Mississippi River continued its meandering course shifting 
again in the 1930s, moving westward away from the town of Rosedale (United States Geological 
Survey [USGS] 1939) (Figure 8). Within the APE, the northern third falls within a slack water 
channel, later referred to as Log Loader Chute, the eastern banks of which had been fortified by a 
series of levees and a revetment (a measure placed along a waterway bank to stabilize or protect 
from erosion). To the immediate west of and parallel to the APE is an alluvial peninsula extending 
to the south between this channel and the Mississippi River. Continuing south, the center of the 
APE follows the banks of the Mississippi River, while the southern third crosses forested backwater 
lowlands in Arkansas designated Island No. 74 (see Figure 8). By the late 1960s/early 1970s, 
much of the slack water channel had been backfilled by alluvial deposition, increasing the size of 
the peninsula, and extending its tip much further to the south (USGS 1969, 1972; see Figure 2). 
When Log Loader Chute was dredged in the 1970s to deepen its waters in preparation for the Port, 
the dredge material was discharged both back into the Mississippi River and redeposited onto the 
peninsula (Bolivar Commercial 1977), further evidenced by the Ak (Alluvial land, frequently 
flooded) symbology on modern soil maps (Figure 9 – soil map).  


The presence of borrow pits (BP), as well as the extant levee (LV), are additional indications of 
an altered, manmade landscape (see Figure 9 – soil map). The USDA indicates that most of the 
natural soils in the southern reaches of the APE (Arkansas) are identified as the Sharkey-
Commerce-Coushatta association (Sm), which are frequently flooded clays that form in 
backswamps (USDA 2023). Other than the Mississippi River and Log Loader Chute, other 
substantial hydrological features near the study area include Beulah Lake, an oxbow of the 
Mississippi River located to the southeast of the Port, and Long Lake and Legion Lake, both 
backswamp areas and remnants of the former river channel near Log Loader Chute (see Figures 2 
and 9).  


Previous Cultural Resources Investigations 
Three cultural resources surveys have been conducted on behalf of the Port of Rosedale over 


the last 11 years in association with a proposed new boating access facility, industrial park 
development, and other anticipated facilities improvements (MDAH Report Nos. 12-0307, 13-0717, 
& 17-0108; see Figure 5). According to recent cultural resources surveys, fill from the 1970s 
dredging was also piled up on the north and east banks of Log Loader Chute to create an artificial 
landscape for Port facilities (Alvey and Baca 2012; Baca and Alvey 2017; Futch and Rabbysmith 
2013). Additional subsurface investigation of the area north of the existing turning basin as well as 
across the peninsula that separates the port channel and the Mississippi River, exhibited evidence 
of fill from dredging activities down to a depth of 1.31-1.64 ft. (40-50 cm). Several deep auger tests 
were randomly excavated to a depth of up to 4.75 ft. (145 cm) to the north of the turning basin and 
across the alluvial peninsula west of the existing channel to investigate the possibility that deeply 
buried cultural deposits could be present. However, each auger test only demonstrated the 
continued presence of subsoil, usually composed of brownish orange sandy clay. No deeply buried 
cultural horizons or cultural material were identified (Futch and Rabbysmith 2013:31, 35). 
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Given the absence of identified historic properties, existing survey coverage, previous 
construction, development, and maintenance activities, and the low probability of the presence of 
unidentified resources, USACE has determined that the existing surveys constitute a reasonable 
and good faith effort at identification and evaluation of historic properties and that it is unlikely that 
any unidentified historic properties are present in the currently proposed APE; therefore, no further 
cultural resources investigation is recommended. 


Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties 
Based on the information presented in this letter, USACE MVK has determined that there are 


no historic properties, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16 (l) in the APE, for the CAP Section 107, River 
and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi.  Therefore, USACE MVK is making a finding of No 
Historic Properties Affected for this undertaking and submitting it to you for review and comment.  
This project will be subject to the standard change in scope of work, unexpected discovery, and 
unmarked human burial sites act provisions.  USACE MVK requests your comments within 30 
days, per 36 CFR 800.5(c) 


If you have any questions or require additional information concerning these undertakings, 
please contact Mr. John Underwood of this office at (601) 631-5017 or via e-mail 
John.R.Underwood@usace.army.mil  or Ms. Rachelle Androwski, Vicksburg District Tribal Liaison 
at (601) 631-5920 or via e-mail at rachelle.r.androwski@usace.army.mil. 


Sincerely, 


 Dan Moore 
Chief, Environmental Compliance Section 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division South 


List of Recipients:  
Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
Caddo Nation 
Chickasaw Nation 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Louisiana  
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 
Muscogee Nation 
Quapaw Nation 
Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana 
Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office (AR SHPO) 
Mississippi State Historic Preservation Office (MS SHPO) 
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August 25, 2023 


Regional Planning and 
Environment Division, South 
Environmental Planning Branch  
Attn: CEMVK-PDS-N 


Liana Hesler  
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Ponca Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma 
20 White Eagle Drive 
Ponca City, OK 74601 


RE:  Section 106 Review Consultation 
Undertaking: Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 


Section 107, River and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) 
Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


(Location      Latitude      Longitude       
Existing Turning Basin Center 33.824553° -91.024129°
Proposed Turning Basin Center 33.826840° -91.026017°
Navigation Channel Northern Terminus 33.823608° -91.022999°
Navigation Channel Southern Terminus  33.788473° -91.035162°


 Navigation Channel Center 33.807310° -91.022437°)


Determination:   No Historic Properties Affected 


Dear Ms. Hesler: 


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District (USACE MVK), is proposing expansion 
of and improvements to the existing navigation capacity of the Port of Rosedale in Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi, under the auspices of the Continuing Authorities 
Program (CAP) (Figure 1). The purpose of CAP is to establish and provide authority for USACE to 
plan and implement projects of limited size, cost, scope, and complexity. The Port of Rosedale 
expansion project intends to reduce transportation costs during low water conditions resulting from:  
(1) limited channel depth; (2) limited channel width; and (3) turning basin restrictions. The project
areas are located as follows on the Beulah, MS and Rosedale, MS 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle
maps:  Sections 21, 28, and 29 in Township 10S, Range 1E (Arkansas) and Sections 21, 22, 27,
and 28 in Township 23N, Range 8W (Mississippi) (Figure 2).


Project Authority 
Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 provides authority for the Corps of Engineers 


to improve navigation including dredging of channels, anchorage areas, and turning basins and 
construction of breakwaters, jetties and groins, through a partnership with non-Federal government 
sponsor such as cities, counties, special chartered authorities (such as port authorities), or units of 
state government.   


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
 VICKSBURG DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


  4155 CLAY STREET 
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI 39183‐3435
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Description of Undertaking 
The Port of Rosedale owes its creation to the start of a Federal Revenue Sharing program for 


development projects in the 1970s (History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County [HPR] n.d.:2). A 
study group organized by the Bolivar County Board of Supervisors recommended that federal 
funds could be used most advantageously in the construction of a new port at Rosedale. In 1977, 
the Vicksburg District (USACE), was given a grant to “clear and grub and dredge” the slack water 
channel known as Log Loader Chute and fill the 20-acre site to be used for the Port facilities. Work 
began almost immediately and was completed by early 1978 (HPR:3). Today, the Port of Rosedale 
continues to contribute to the area and is hoping to expand to handle larger vessels and house 
more facilities. As part of its annual operation, portions of the existing channel are dredged as 
state-allocated funding allows, though the funding is not sufficient to cover dredging of the full 
channel length during any individual spending cycle.   


The selected alternative proposes 3 primary modifications (Figures 3 & 4):   


 Realigning and widening the authorized channel limits at the existing barge facility;


 Widening the channel for the entire length to facilitate two-way traffic and larger barge
configurations; and


 Enlarging the turning basin to support increased mobility with larger barge configurations.


The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN) is centrally located in the 2.7 mile (4.35 km) long 
by 150-ft. (45.7 meter) wide navigation channel that runs between the port and the Mississippi 
River (see Figures 1, 3, & 4) The current authorized channel depth is 93 ft. (28.4 meters), which is 
9 ft. (2.7 meters) below the Low Water of Reference (LWRP) of 102 ft. (31.1 meters).  


Realignment and Widening of Channel Limits 
The route to the turning basin poses certain navigational challenges when in operation. The 


position of the JANTRAN in the bend in the channel, creates challenges for pilots, particularly 
when barges that are being loaded encroach into the navigation channel. As part of the proposed 
alternative, the existing bend in the channel would be expanded from the currently authorized width 
of 150 to 200 ft. (45.7 to 61.0 meters) to alleviate some of the difficulties of traversing the channel 
bend during busier time frames. This expansion would also permit larger barge configurations to 
navigate the bend more easily (see Figures 3 & 4).  


The channel would also be realigned in the vicinity of the JANTRAN facility to avoid 
encroachments from barges that are moored at the facility for loading and unloading. The 
realignment would involve shifting the central axis of the navigational channel approximately 100 ft. 
(30.5 meters) to the west for approximately 0.68 miles (1.09 km) in length. The remaining portions 
of the navigation channel south of this point to the Mississippi River and north to the turning basin 
at the upper end of the port would be expanded from 150 ft. (45.7 meters) to approximately 185 ft. 
(56.4 meters) (see Figures 3 & 4). This additional width would better allow two-way traffic and 
provide navigational support for larger barge configurations.  


Enlarging Turning Basin 
The final main feature of this alternative is the reconfiguration and enlargement of the existing 


approximately 400-x-1,000 ft. (121.9-x-304.8 meters) turning basin. The new proposed 
configuration would lengthen the navigational channel to extend through the existing turning basin 
and shift the footprint of the turning basin further upstream past its current location. The newly 
enlarged and relocated turning basin would measure approximately 600-x-1,000 ft. (182.9-x-304.8 
meters) in size. This increase in size allows larger barge configurations to utilize the turning basin, 
and its new location would provide better access to the water with more frontage for the port. All 
the proposed changes and dimensions were determined based on input from the local sponsor and 
existing port customers. The currently authorized navigation depth of 93 ft. (28.4 meters) would be 
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maintained for all the modifications and limits described herein. The channel would not be 
deepened below the authorized Mississippi River channel depth. 


Dredged Material Disposal 
A cutter head dredge barge would be utilized to excavate material from the navigational 


channel and the turning basin. All dredged material would be pumped from the cutter head and 
carried via a dredge pipe and cast out to the Mississippi River near the mouth of the Port 
Navigation Channel (Figure 3). The dredge pipe would be placed along the eastern side of the 
navigation channel as to not interfere with any ingress or egress navigation at the port. During work 
hours, a boat on the discharge pipe would be utilized and move the line for passing tows as 
needed. Because of the distance needed to pump material to the river, a booster pump would be 
required. The distance into the river needed to discharge all dredge material would be determined 
based on a hydrographic survey, and the pipe would not impact navigation on the Mississippi 
River. To ensure there are no issues with self-inflicted shoaling at the mouth of the harbor, 
dredging the mouth will be conducted last to prevent sediment build-up. 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
The APE is defined as all areas where channels are to be realigned, widened, or otherwise 


enlarged (Figures 1-4).  The APE totals approximately 108 acres (43.5 hectares) and includes all 
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects from the Undertaking.  Access routes are not included in this 
calculation, as they are either public roads, heavily used agricultural roads, or already utilized 
waterways. 


Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
The undertaking is in Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha County, Arkansas, in addition to 


the APE USACE MVK revised a 1-mile buffer around proposed undertaking. Historic properties in 
the project vicinity were identified based on a review of the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) database, the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas 
(AMASDA), Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s Historical Site Management Tool 
(HSMT), historic aerial photography, historic map research, and a review of cultural resources 
survey reports (Figure 5). Review of current cultural resources map revealed no historic properties 
within and relatively few known cultural resources adjacent to the APE.  


According to the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA), 
in Desha County, AR, there is one previously recorded archaeological site, consisting of the 
purported location (listed but not field-verified) of the 19th-century community of Napoleon (Table 
1), three cultural features (McCloud Landing, Napoleon Landing, and O’Neal Landing), which are 
the historic locations of 20th-century landscape features (e.g., cemeteries, dams, military 
encampments/structures, oilfields, towers, trails, and wells), and two 20th-century rural structures, 
transposed from the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) county maps. 
Additionally, one cultural resources survey was previously executed within a 1-mile radius of the 
APE (Table 2). There are no National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) sites within or 
adjacent to the Arkansas APE.  


According to data from the Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s (MDAH) Historical 
Site Management Tool (HSMT) for the Bolivar County, Mississippi, APE, there are 12 previously 
recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity, which includes resources with little-to-no provided, a 
prehistoric mound, and post-Civil War tenant sites (see Table 1; see Figure 5).  Although none 
have been listed to the NRHP, one of these archaeological sites (a multi-component site is 
considered eligible for listing to the National Register. The remainder are ineligible for listing (n=8) 
or have not been assessed/evaluated (undetermined [n=3]) for listing to the National Register. 
Additionally, 14 historic structures have been inventoried with this same search radius, consisting 
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mostly of early twentieth-century residences (see Table 1; Figure 5). Furthermore, there have been 
five cultural resources surveys conducted in or adjacent to the APE in Bolivar County; one of these 
efforts overlaps with where the turning basin enlargement at the northern project terminus and 
channel realignment and widening in the center, respectively (MDAH Report No. 13-0717) (see 
Table 2; Figure 5). There are no NRHP sites within or adjacent to the Mississippi APE. 


Table 1. Previously recorded cultural resources located within an approximately 1-mile (1.6 km) 
radius of the APE. 


Resource Designation Period(s) 
Date 
Recorded 


NRHP  
Status 


3DE0128 (AR) 19th Century 1988 Undetermined 


22Bo0114 (MS) Early 20th Century (MS River Levee) 2013 Ineligible 


22Bo630 (MS) 
Middle Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1984 Ineligible 


22Bo668 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1994 Ineligible 


22Bo669 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through mid - 20th Centuries 


1994 Eligible 


22Bo771 (MS) Mounds Site – Undetermined age 2000 Undetermined 


22Bo804 (MS) Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo805 (MS) 
Late Woodland; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


2002 Ineligible 


22Bo806 (MS) Mississippian 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo975 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mid-to-late 19th through 20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo976 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


22Bo977 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo978 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


011-ROS-0191 (MS)
Circa 1890 Aaron Tabernacle Missionary 
Baptist Church 


Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0192 (MS) Circa 1930 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0193 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0194 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0195 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0196 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0197 (MS) Circa 1920 Shotgun-style house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0198 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0199 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0281 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0282 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.1-X (MS)
Circa 1940 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building I 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.2-X (MS)
Circa 1948 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building II 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.3-X (MS)
Circa 1952 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building III 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


6-45







-5-


Table 2. Previously recorded cultural resources surveys conducted within an approximately 1-mile 
(1.6 km) radius of the APE. 


Report No. Title Author/Principal Investigator Date 


1313 (AR) 


Cultural Resources and Geomorphological  
Reconnaissance of the McClellan-Kerr, 
Arkansas River Navigation System Pools 1 
through 9 of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas 
River Navigation System between 
Dardanelle, Arkansas, and the Mississippi 
River 


W. J. Bennett, Jr., Phyllis L. 
Breland, and Lawson M. Smith  – 
Archeological Assessment, Inc.  


1/1989 


84-036 (MS)
A Cultural Resources Survey Near 
Rosedale, Bolivar County, Mississippi 


Sam Brookes - Private 3/1984 


04-106 (MS)


Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed 
Route of Interstate 69 Between 
Robinsonville and Benoit-Bolivar, Coahoma, 
Tunica and Sunflower Counties, Mississippi 


Joanne Ryan,  
Douglas C. Wells,  
Richard A. Weinstein, David B. 
Kelley, and Sara A. Hahn – Coastal 
Environments, Inc. 


4/2004 


12-0307 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of a 
Proposed New Boating Access Facility on 
the Mississippi River in S21, T23, R8W, 
Bolivar County, MDAH Project Log #04-108-
12 


Jeffrey Alvey – Cobb Institute of 
Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


6/2012 


13-0717 (MS)


A Cultural Resources Survey of 141 Acres 
for Improvements to the Port of Rosedale 
Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha 
County, Arkansas 


Jana J. Futch – Brockington 
Cultural Resources Consulting 


11/2013 


17-0108 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in 
Association with the Proposed Rosedale 
Industrial Park Development, Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


Keith Baca and Jeffrey Alvey – 
Cobb Institute of Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


4/2017 


Cartographic Analysis 
The landscape that constitutes the study area has been dramatically altered over the last few 


centuries, most dramatically over the last 90 years by both natural and man-made processes. 
Analysis of available historic maps from the 19th-century indicate that according to the 1833 
General Land Office (GLO) plats for the townships and ranges, the Mississippi River channel 
flowed to the west of the APE, snaking southeast and crossing the center of the APE before 
turning almost due south to the east of the southern project terminus (Figure 6). Congress created 
the Mississippi River Commission in 1879 to centralize flood-fighting measures along the 
Mississippi River, coordinating efforts with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide protection 
against flood devastation as well as facilitate the river shipping frequently hindered by alluvial 
deposits below New Orleans. By the late nineteenth century, arguments over the most appropriate 
method of controlling the river led to a “levees-only” policy. Despite the constant construction of 
levees, the man-made structures failed to harness the river; between 1858 and 1922, the Delta 
experienced eleven “major” floods (Cobb 1992:129).  
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According to the published 1880s Mississippi River Commission Maps, the Mississippi River 
channel shifted slightly to the east near the northern project terminus, while the main channel 
flowed to the west and southwest of the APE. The center of the APE crossed the northern edges of 
Lake Beulah, an oxbow lake formed from the abandoned and cut-off main Mississippi River 
channel, while portions of the APE fall across a mix of improved and unimproved lands north and 
south of the oxbow lake (Figure 7). The Mississippi River continued its meandering course shifting 
again in the 1930s, moving westward away from the town of Rosedale (United States Geological 
Survey [USGS] 1939) (Figure 8). Within the APE, the northern third falls within a slack water 
channel, later referred to as Log Loader Chute, the eastern banks of which had been fortified by a 
series of levees and a revetment (a measure placed along a waterway bank to stabilize or protect 
from erosion). To the immediate west of and parallel to the APE is an alluvial peninsula extending 
to the south between this channel and the Mississippi River. Continuing south, the center of the 
APE follows the banks of the Mississippi River, while the southern third crosses forested backwater 
lowlands in Arkansas designated Island No. 74 (see Figure 8). By the late 1960s/early 1970s, 
much of the slack water channel had been backfilled by alluvial deposition, increasing the size of 
the peninsula, and extending its tip much further to the south (USGS 1969, 1972; see Figure 2). 
When Log Loader Chute was dredged in the 1970s to deepen its waters in preparation for the Port, 
the dredge material was discharged both back into the Mississippi River and redeposited onto the 
peninsula (Bolivar Commercial 1977), further evidenced by the Ak (Alluvial land, frequently 
flooded) symbology on modern soil maps (Figure 9 – soil map).  


The presence of borrow pits (BP), as well as the extant levee (LV), are additional indications of 
an altered, manmade landscape (see Figure 9 – soil map). The USDA indicates that most of the 
natural soils in the southern reaches of the APE (Arkansas) are identified as the Sharkey-
Commerce-Coushatta association (Sm), which are frequently flooded clays that form in 
backswamps (USDA 2023). Other than the Mississippi River and Log Loader Chute, other 
substantial hydrological features near the study area include Beulah Lake, an oxbow of the 
Mississippi River located to the southeast of the Port, and Long Lake and Legion Lake, both 
backswamp areas and remnants of the former river channel near Log Loader Chute (see Figures 2 
and 9).  


Previous Cultural Resources Investigations 
Three cultural resources surveys have been conducted on behalf of the Port of Rosedale over 


the last 11 years in association with a proposed new boating access facility, industrial park 
development, and other anticipated facilities improvements (MDAH Report Nos. 12-0307, 13-0717, 
& 17-0108; see Figure 5). According to recent cultural resources surveys, fill from the 1970s 
dredging was also piled up on the north and east banks of Log Loader Chute to create an artificial 
landscape for Port facilities (Alvey and Baca 2012; Baca and Alvey 2017; Futch and Rabbysmith 
2013). Additional subsurface investigation of the area north of the existing turning basin as well as 
across the peninsula that separates the port channel and the Mississippi River, exhibited evidence 
of fill from dredging activities down to a depth of 1.31-1.64 ft. (40-50 cm). Several deep auger tests 
were randomly excavated to a depth of up to 4.75 ft. (145 cm) to the north of the turning basin and 
across the alluvial peninsula west of the existing channel to investigate the possibility that deeply 
buried cultural deposits could be present. However, each auger test only demonstrated the 
continued presence of subsoil, usually composed of brownish orange sandy clay. No deeply buried 
cultural horizons or cultural material were identified (Futch and Rabbysmith 2013:31, 35). 
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Given the absence of identified historic properties, existing survey coverage, previous 
construction, development, and maintenance activities, and the low probability of the presence of 
unidentified resources, USACE has determined that the existing surveys constitute a reasonable 
and good faith effort at identification and evaluation of historic properties and that it is unlikely that 
any unidentified historic properties are present in the currently proposed APE; therefore, no further 
cultural resources investigation is recommended. 


Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties 
Based on the information presented in this letter, USACE MVK has determined that there are 


no historic properties, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16 (l) in the APE, for the CAP Section 107, River 
and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi.  Therefore, USACE MVK is making a finding of No 
Historic Properties Affected for this undertaking and submitting it to you for review and comment.  
This project will be subject to the standard change in scope of work, unexpected discovery, and 
unmarked human burial sites act provisions.  USACE MVK requests your comments within 30 
days, per 36 CFR 800.5(c) 


If you have any questions or require additional information concerning these undertakings, 
please contact Mr. John Underwood of this office at (601) 631-5017 or via e-mail 
John.R.Underwood@usace.army.mil  or Ms. Rachelle Androwski, Vicksburg District Tribal Liaison 
at (601) 631-5920 or via e-mail at rachelle.r.androwski@usace.army.mil. 


Sincerely, 


 Dan Moore 
Chief, Environmental Compliance Section 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division South 


List of Recipients:  
Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
Caddo Nation 
Chickasaw Nation 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Louisiana  
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 
Muscogee Nation 
Quapaw Nation 
Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana 
Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office (AR SHPO) 
Mississippi State Historic Preservation Office (MS SHPO) 
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August 25, 2023 


Regional Planning and 
Environment Division, South 
Environmental Planning Branch  
Attn: CEMVK-PDS-N 


Dr. Andrea A. Hunter  
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer/Director 
Osage Nation 
627 Grandview Avenue 
Pawhuska, OK 74056 


RE:  Section 106 Review Consultation 
Undertaking: Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 


Section 107, River and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) 
Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


(Location      Latitude      Longitude       
Existing Turning Basin Center 33.824553° -91.024129°
Proposed Turning Basin Center 33.826840° -91.026017°
Navigation Channel Northern Terminus 33.823608° -91.022999°
Navigation Channel Southern Terminus  33.788473° -91.035162°


 Navigation Channel Center 33.807310° -91.022437°)


Determination:   No Historic Properties Affected 


Dear Dr. Hunter: 


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District (USACE MVK), is proposing expansion 
of and improvements to the existing navigation capacity of the Port of Rosedale in Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi, under the auspices of the Continuing Authorities 
Program (CAP) (Figure 1). The purpose of CAP is to establish and provide authority for USACE to 
plan and implement projects of limited size, cost, scope, and complexity. The Port of Rosedale 
expansion project intends to reduce transportation costs during low water conditions resulting from:  
(1) limited channel depth; (2) limited channel width; and (3) turning basin restrictions. The project
areas are located as follows on the Beulah, MS and Rosedale, MS 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle
maps:  Sections 21, 28, and 29 in Township 10S, Range 1E (Arkansas) and Sections 21, 22, 27,
and 28 in Township 23N, Range 8W (Mississippi) (Figure 2).


Project Authority 
Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 provides authority for the Corps of Engineers 


to improve navigation including dredging of channels, anchorage areas, and turning basins and 
construction of breakwaters, jetties and groins, through a partnership with non-Federal government 
sponsor such as cities, counties, special chartered authorities (such as port authorities), or units of 
state government.   


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
 VICKSBURG DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


  4155 CLAY STREET 
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI 39183‐3435
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Description of Undertaking 
The Port of Rosedale owes its creation to the start of a Federal Revenue Sharing program for 


development projects in the 1970s (History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County [HPR] n.d.:2). A 
study group organized by the Bolivar County Board of Supervisors recommended that federal 
funds could be used most advantageously in the construction of a new port at Rosedale. In 1977, 
the Vicksburg District (USACE), was given a grant to “clear and grub and dredge” the slack water 
channel known as Log Loader Chute and fill the 20-acre site to be used for the Port facilities. Work 
began almost immediately and was completed by early 1978 (HPR:3). Today, the Port of Rosedale 
continues to contribute to the area and is hoping to expand to handle larger vessels and house 
more facilities. As part of its annual operation, portions of the existing channel are dredged as 
state-allocated funding allows, though the funding is not sufficient to cover dredging of the full 
channel length during any individual spending cycle.   


The selected alternative proposes 3 primary modifications (Figures 3 & 4):   


 Realigning and widening the authorized channel limits at the existing barge facility;


 Widening the channel for the entire length to facilitate two-way traffic and larger barge
configurations; and


 Enlarging the turning basin to support increased mobility with larger barge configurations.


The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN) is centrally located in the 2.7 mile (4.35 km) long 
by 150-ft. (45.7 meter) wide navigation channel that runs between the port and the Mississippi 
River (see Figures 1, 3, & 4) The current authorized channel depth is 93 ft. (28.4 meters), which is 
9 ft. (2.7 meters) below the Low Water of Reference (LWRP) of 102 ft. (31.1 meters).  


Realignment and Widening of Channel Limits 
The route to the turning basin poses certain navigational challenges when in operation. The 


position of the JANTRAN in the bend in the channel, creates challenges for pilots, particularly 
when barges that are being loaded encroach into the navigation channel. As part of the proposed 
alternative, the existing bend in the channel would be expanded from the currently authorized width 
of 150 to 200 ft. (45.7 to 61.0 meters) to alleviate some of the difficulties of traversing the channel 
bend during busier time frames. This expansion would also permit larger barge configurations to 
navigate the bend more easily (see Figures 3 & 4).  


The channel would also be realigned in the vicinity of the JANTRAN facility to avoid 
encroachments from barges that are moored at the facility for loading and unloading. The 
realignment would involve shifting the central axis of the navigational channel approximately 100 ft. 
(30.5 meters) to the west for approximately 0.68 miles (1.09 km) in length. The remaining portions 
of the navigation channel south of this point to the Mississippi River and north to the turning basin 
at the upper end of the port would be expanded from 150 ft. (45.7 meters) to approximately 185 ft. 
(56.4 meters) (see Figures 3 & 4). This additional width would better allow two-way traffic and 
provide navigational support for larger barge configurations.  


Enlarging Turning Basin 
The final main feature of this alternative is the reconfiguration and enlargement of the existing 


approximately 400-x-1,000 ft. (121.9-x-304.8 meters) turning basin. The new proposed 
configuration would lengthen the navigational channel to extend through the existing turning basin 
and shift the footprint of the turning basin further upstream past its current location. The newly 
enlarged and relocated turning basin would measure approximately 600-x-1,000 ft. (182.9-x-304.8 
meters) in size. This increase in size allows larger barge configurations to utilize the turning basin, 
and its new location would provide better access to the water with more frontage for the port. All 
the proposed changes and dimensions were determined based on input from the local sponsor and 
existing port customers. The currently authorized navigation depth of 93 ft. (28.4 meters) would be 
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maintained for all the modifications and limits described herein. The channel would not be 
deepened below the authorized Mississippi River channel depth. 


Dredged Material Disposal 
A cutter head dredge barge would be utilized to excavate material from the navigational 


channel and the turning basin. All dredged material would be pumped from the cutter head and 
carried via a dredge pipe and cast out to the Mississippi River near the mouth of the Port 
Navigation Channel (Figure 3). The dredge pipe would be placed along the eastern side of the 
navigation channel as to not interfere with any ingress or egress navigation at the port. During work 
hours, a boat on the discharge pipe would be utilized and move the line for passing tows as 
needed. Because of the distance needed to pump material to the river, a booster pump would be 
required. The distance into the river needed to discharge all dredge material would be determined 
based on a hydrographic survey, and the pipe would not impact navigation on the Mississippi 
River. To ensure there are no issues with self-inflicted shoaling at the mouth of the harbor, 
dredging the mouth will be conducted last to prevent sediment build-up. 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
The APE is defined as all areas where channels are to be realigned, widened, or otherwise 


enlarged (Figures 1-4).  The APE totals approximately 108 acres (43.5 hectares) and includes all 
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects from the Undertaking.  Access routes are not included in this 
calculation, as they are either public roads, heavily used agricultural roads, or already utilized 
waterways. 


Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
The undertaking is in Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha County, Arkansas, in addition to 


the APE USACE MVK revised a 1-mile buffer around proposed undertaking. Historic properties in 
the project vicinity were identified based on a review of the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) database, the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas 
(AMASDA), Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s Historical Site Management Tool 
(HSMT), historic aerial photography, historic map research, and a review of cultural resources 
survey reports (Figure 5). Review of current cultural resources map revealed no historic properties 
within and relatively few known cultural resources adjacent to the APE.  


According to the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA), 
in Desha County, AR, there is one previously recorded archaeological site, consisting of the 
purported location (listed but not field-verified) of the 19th-century community of Napoleon (Table 
1), three cultural features (McCloud Landing, Napoleon Landing, and O’Neal Landing), which are 
the historic locations of 20th-century landscape features (e.g., cemeteries, dams, military 
encampments/structures, oilfields, towers, trails, and wells), and two 20th-century rural structures, 
transposed from the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) county maps. 
Additionally, one cultural resources survey was previously executed within a 1-mile radius of the 
APE (Table 2). There are no National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) sites within or 
adjacent to the Arkansas APE.  


According to data from the Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s (MDAH) Historical 
Site Management Tool (HSMT) for the Bolivar County, Mississippi, APE, there are 12 previously 
recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity, which includes resources with little-to-no provided, a 
prehistoric mound, and post-Civil War tenant sites (see Table 1; see Figure 5).  Although none 
have been listed to the NRHP, one of these archaeological sites (a multi-component site is 
considered eligible for listing to the National Register. The remainder are ineligible for listing (n=8) 
or have not been assessed/evaluated (undetermined [n=3]) for listing to the National Register. 
Additionally, 14 historic structures have been inventoried with this same search radius, consisting 
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mostly of early twentieth-century residences (see Table 1; Figure 5). Furthermore, there have been 
five cultural resources surveys conducted in or adjacent to the APE in Bolivar County; one of these 
efforts overlaps with where the turning basin enlargement at the northern project terminus and 
channel realignment and widening in the center, respectively (MDAH Report No. 13-0717) (see 
Table 2; Figure 5). There are no NRHP sites within or adjacent to the Mississippi APE. 


Table 1. Previously recorded cultural resources located within an approximately 1-mile (1.6 km) 
radius of the APE. 


Resource Designation Period(s) 
Date 
Recorded 


NRHP  
Status 


3DE0128 (AR) 19th Century 1988 Undetermined 


22Bo0114 (MS) Early 20th Century (MS River Levee) 2013 Ineligible 


22Bo630 (MS) 
Middle Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1984 Ineligible 


22Bo668 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1994 Ineligible 


22Bo669 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through mid - 20th Centuries 


1994 Eligible 


22Bo771 (MS) Mounds Site – Undetermined age 2000 Undetermined 


22Bo804 (MS) Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo805 (MS) 
Late Woodland; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


2002 Ineligible 


22Bo806 (MS) Mississippian 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo975 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mid-to-late 19th through 20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo976 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


22Bo977 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo978 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


011-ROS-0191 (MS)
Circa 1890 Aaron Tabernacle Missionary 
Baptist Church 


Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0192 (MS) Circa 1930 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0193 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0194 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0195 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0196 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0197 (MS) Circa 1920 Shotgun-style house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0198 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0199 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0281 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0282 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.1-X (MS)
Circa 1940 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building I 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.2-X (MS)
Circa 1948 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building II 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.3-X (MS)
Circa 1952 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building III 


Not listed 
Undetermined 
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Table 2. Previously recorded cultural resources surveys conducted within an approximately 1-mile 
(1.6 km) radius of the APE. 


Report No. Title Author/Principal Investigator Date 


1313 (AR) 


Cultural Resources and Geomorphological  
Reconnaissance of the McClellan-Kerr, 
Arkansas River Navigation System Pools 1 
through 9 of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas 
River Navigation System between 
Dardanelle, Arkansas, and the Mississippi 
River 


W. J. Bennett, Jr., Phyllis L. 
Breland, and Lawson M. Smith  – 
Archeological Assessment, Inc.  


1/1989 


84-036 (MS)
A Cultural Resources Survey Near 
Rosedale, Bolivar County, Mississippi 


Sam Brookes - Private 3/1984 


04-106 (MS)


Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed 
Route of Interstate 69 Between 
Robinsonville and Benoit-Bolivar, Coahoma, 
Tunica and Sunflower Counties, Mississippi 


Joanne Ryan,  
Douglas C. Wells,  
Richard A. Weinstein, David B. 
Kelley, and Sara A. Hahn – Coastal 
Environments, Inc. 


4/2004 


12-0307 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of a 
Proposed New Boating Access Facility on 
the Mississippi River in S21, T23, R8W, 
Bolivar County, MDAH Project Log #04-108-
12 


Jeffrey Alvey – Cobb Institute of 
Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


6/2012 


13-0717 (MS)


A Cultural Resources Survey of 141 Acres 
for Improvements to the Port of Rosedale 
Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha 
County, Arkansas 


Jana J. Futch – Brockington 
Cultural Resources Consulting 


11/2013 


17-0108 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in 
Association with the Proposed Rosedale 
Industrial Park Development, Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


Keith Baca and Jeffrey Alvey – 
Cobb Institute of Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


4/2017 


Cartographic Analysis 
The landscape that constitutes the study area has been dramatically altered over the last few 


centuries, most dramatically over the last 90 years by both natural and man-made processes. 
Analysis of available historic maps from the 19th-century indicate that according to the 1833 
General Land Office (GLO) plats for the townships and ranges, the Mississippi River channel 
flowed to the west of the APE, snaking southeast and crossing the center of the APE before 
turning almost due south to the east of the southern project terminus (Figure 6). Congress created 
the Mississippi River Commission in 1879 to centralize flood-fighting measures along the 
Mississippi River, coordinating efforts with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide protection 
against flood devastation as well as facilitate the river shipping frequently hindered by alluvial 
deposits below New Orleans. By the late nineteenth century, arguments over the most appropriate 
method of controlling the river led to a “levees-only” policy. Despite the constant construction of 
levees, the man-made structures failed to harness the river; between 1858 and 1922, the Delta 
experienced eleven “major” floods (Cobb 1992:129).  
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According to the published 1880s Mississippi River Commission Maps, the Mississippi River 
channel shifted slightly to the east near the northern project terminus, while the main channel 
flowed to the west and southwest of the APE. The center of the APE crossed the northern edges of 
Lake Beulah, an oxbow lake formed from the abandoned and cut-off main Mississippi River 
channel, while portions of the APE fall across a mix of improved and unimproved lands north and 
south of the oxbow lake (Figure 7). The Mississippi River continued its meandering course shifting 
again in the 1930s, moving westward away from the town of Rosedale (United States Geological 
Survey [USGS] 1939) (Figure 8). Within the APE, the northern third falls within a slack water 
channel, later referred to as Log Loader Chute, the eastern banks of which had been fortified by a 
series of levees and a revetment (a measure placed along a waterway bank to stabilize or protect 
from erosion). To the immediate west of and parallel to the APE is an alluvial peninsula extending 
to the south between this channel and the Mississippi River. Continuing south, the center of the 
APE follows the banks of the Mississippi River, while the southern third crosses forested backwater 
lowlands in Arkansas designated Island No. 74 (see Figure 8). By the late 1960s/early 1970s, 
much of the slack water channel had been backfilled by alluvial deposition, increasing the size of 
the peninsula, and extending its tip much further to the south (USGS 1969, 1972; see Figure 2). 
When Log Loader Chute was dredged in the 1970s to deepen its waters in preparation for the Port, 
the dredge material was discharged both back into the Mississippi River and redeposited onto the 
peninsula (Bolivar Commercial 1977), further evidenced by the Ak (Alluvial land, frequently 
flooded) symbology on modern soil maps (Figure 9 – soil map).  


The presence of borrow pits (BP), as well as the extant levee (LV), are additional indications of 
an altered, manmade landscape (see Figure 9 – soil map). The USDA indicates that most of the 
natural soils in the southern reaches of the APE (Arkansas) are identified as the Sharkey-
Commerce-Coushatta association (Sm), which are frequently flooded clays that form in 
backswamps (USDA 2023). Other than the Mississippi River and Log Loader Chute, other 
substantial hydrological features near the study area include Beulah Lake, an oxbow of the 
Mississippi River located to the southeast of the Port, and Long Lake and Legion Lake, both 
backswamp areas and remnants of the former river channel near Log Loader Chute (see Figures 2 
and 9).  


Previous Cultural Resources Investigations 
Three cultural resources surveys have been conducted on behalf of the Port of Rosedale over 


the last 11 years in association with a proposed new boating access facility, industrial park 
development, and other anticipated facilities improvements (MDAH Report Nos. 12-0307, 13-0717, 
& 17-0108; see Figure 5). According to recent cultural resources surveys, fill from the 1970s 
dredging was also piled up on the north and east banks of Log Loader Chute to create an artificial 
landscape for Port facilities (Alvey and Baca 2012; Baca and Alvey 2017; Futch and Rabbysmith 
2013). Additional subsurface investigation of the area north of the existing turning basin as well as 
across the peninsula that separates the port channel and the Mississippi River, exhibited evidence 
of fill from dredging activities down to a depth of 1.31-1.64 ft. (40-50 cm). Several deep auger tests 
were randomly excavated to a depth of up to 4.75 ft. (145 cm) to the north of the turning basin and 
across the alluvial peninsula west of the existing channel to investigate the possibility that deeply 
buried cultural deposits could be present. However, each auger test only demonstrated the 
continued presence of subsoil, usually composed of brownish orange sandy clay. No deeply buried 
cultural horizons or cultural material were identified (Futch and Rabbysmith 2013:31, 35). 
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Given the absence of identified historic properties, existing survey coverage, previous 
construction, development, and maintenance activities, and the low probability of the presence of 
unidentified resources, USACE has determined that the existing surveys constitute a reasonable 
and good faith effort at identification and evaluation of historic properties and that it is unlikely that 
any unidentified historic properties are present in the currently proposed APE; therefore, no further 
cultural resources investigation is recommended. 


Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties 
Based on the information presented in this letter, USACE MVK has determined that there are 


no historic properties, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16 (l) in the APE, for the CAP Section 107, River 
and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi.  Therefore, USACE MVK is making a finding of No 
Historic Properties Affected for this undertaking and submitting it to you for review and comment.  
This project will be subject to the standard change in scope of work, unexpected discovery, and 
unmarked human burial sites act provisions.  USACE MVK requests your comments within 30 
days, per 36 CFR 800.5(c) 


If you have any questions or require additional information concerning these undertakings, 
please contact Mr. John Underwood of this office at (601) 631-5017 or via e-mail 
John.R.Underwood@usace.army.mil  or Ms. Rachelle Androwski, Vicksburg District Tribal Liaison 
at (601) 631-5920 or via e-mail at rachelle.r.androwski@usace.army.mil. 


Sincerely, 


 Dan Moore 
Chief, Environmental Compliance Section 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division South 


List of Recipients:  
Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
Caddo Nation 
Chickasaw Nation 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Louisiana  
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 
Muscogee Nation 
Quapaw Nation 
Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana 
Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office (AR SHPO) 
Mississippi State Historic Preservation Office (MS SHPO) 
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August 25, 2023 


Regional Planning and 
Environment Division, South 
Environmental Planning Branch  
Attn: CEMVK-PDS-N 


Corain Lowe-Zepeda  
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer  
Attn:  Historic and Cultural Preservation Office 
Muscogee Nation  
P.O. Box 580  
Okmulgee, OK 74447 


RE:  Section 106 Review Consultation 
Undertaking: Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 


Section 107, River and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) 
Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


(Location      Latitude      Longitude       
Existing Turning Basin Center 33.824553° -91.024129°
Proposed Turning Basin Center 33.826840° -91.026017°
Navigation Channel Northern Terminus 33.823608° -91.022999°
Navigation Channel Southern Terminus  33.788473° -91.035162°


 Navigation Channel Center 33.807310° -91.022437°)


Determination:   No Historic Properties Affected 


Dear Ms. Lowe-Zepeda: 


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District (USACE MVK), is proposing expansion 
of and improvements to the existing navigation capacity of the Port of Rosedale in Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi, under the auspices of the Continuing Authorities 
Program (CAP) (Figure 1). The purpose of CAP is to establish and provide authority for USACE to 
plan and implement projects of limited size, cost, scope, and complexity. The Port of Rosedale 
expansion project intends to reduce transportation costs during low water conditions resulting from:  
(1) limited channel depth; (2) limited channel width; and (3) turning basin restrictions. The project
areas are located as follows on the Beulah, MS and Rosedale, MS 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle
maps:  Sections 21, 28, and 29 in Township 10S, Range 1E (Arkansas) and Sections 21, 22, 27,
and 28 in Township 23N, Range 8W (Mississippi) (Figure 2).


Project Authority 
Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 provides authority for the Corps of Engineers 


to improve navigation including dredging of channels, anchorage areas, and turning basins and 
construction of breakwaters, jetties and groins, through a partnership with non-Federal government 
sponsor such as cities, counties, special chartered authorities (such as port authorities), or units of 
state government.   


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
 VICKSBURG DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


  4155 CLAY STREET 
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI 39183‐3435
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Description of Undertaking 
The Port of Rosedale owes its creation to the start of a Federal Revenue Sharing program for 


development projects in the 1970s (History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County [HPR] n.d.:2). A 
study group organized by the Bolivar County Board of Supervisors recommended that federal 
funds could be used most advantageously in the construction of a new port at Rosedale. In 1977, 
the Vicksburg District (USACE), was given a grant to “clear and grub and dredge” the slack water 
channel known as Log Loader Chute and fill the 20-acre site to be used for the Port facilities. Work 
began almost immediately and was completed by early 1978 (HPR:3). Today, the Port of Rosedale 
continues to contribute to the area and is hoping to expand to handle larger vessels and house 
more facilities. As part of its annual operation, portions of the existing channel are dredged as 
state-allocated funding allows, though the funding is not sufficient to cover dredging of the full 
channel length during any individual spending cycle.   


The selected alternative proposes 3 primary modifications (Figures 3 & 4):   


 Realigning and widening the authorized channel limits at the existing barge facility;


 Widening the channel for the entire length to facilitate two-way traffic and larger barge
configurations; and


 Enlarging the turning basin to support increased mobility with larger barge configurations.


The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN) is centrally located in the 2.7 mile (4.35 km) long 
by 150-ft. (45.7 meter) wide navigation channel that runs between the port and the Mississippi 
River (see Figures 1, 3, & 4) The current authorized channel depth is 93 ft. (28.4 meters), which is 
9 ft. (2.7 meters) below the Low Water of Reference (LWRP) of 102 ft. (31.1 meters).  


Realignment and Widening of Channel Limits 
The route to the turning basin poses certain navigational challenges when in operation. The 


position of the JANTRAN in the bend in the channel, creates challenges for pilots, particularly 
when barges that are being loaded encroach into the navigation channel. As part of the proposed 
alternative, the existing bend in the channel would be expanded from the currently authorized width 
of 150 to 200 ft. (45.7 to 61.0 meters) to alleviate some of the difficulties of traversing the channel 
bend during busier time frames. This expansion would also permit larger barge configurations to 
navigate the bend more easily (see Figures 3 & 4).  


The channel would also be realigned in the vicinity of the JANTRAN facility to avoid 
encroachments from barges that are moored at the facility for loading and unloading. The 
realignment would involve shifting the central axis of the navigational channel approximately 100 ft. 
(30.5 meters) to the west for approximately 0.68 miles (1.09 km) in length. The remaining portions 
of the navigation channel south of this point to the Mississippi River and north to the turning basin 
at the upper end of the port would be expanded from 150 ft. (45.7 meters) to approximately 185 ft. 
(56.4 meters) (see Figures 3 & 4). This additional width would better allow two-way traffic and 
provide navigational support for larger barge configurations.  


Enlarging Turning Basin 
The final main feature of this alternative is the reconfiguration and enlargement of the existing 


approximately 400-x-1,000 ft. (121.9-x-304.8 meters) turning basin. The new proposed 
configuration would lengthen the navigational channel to extend through the existing turning basin 
and shift the footprint of the turning basin further upstream past its current location. The newly 
enlarged and relocated turning basin would measure approximately 600-x-1,000 ft. (182.9-x-304.8 
meters) in size. This increase in size allows larger barge configurations to utilize the turning basin, 
and its new location would provide better access to the water with more frontage for the port. All 
the proposed changes and dimensions were determined based on input from the local sponsor and 
existing port customers. The currently authorized navigation depth of 93 ft. (28.4 meters) would be 


6-59







-3-


maintained for all the modifications and limits described herein. The channel would not be 
deepened below the authorized Mississippi River channel depth. 


Dredged Material Disposal 
A cutter head dredge barge would be utilized to excavate material from the navigational 


channel and the turning basin. All dredged material would be pumped from the cutter head and 
carried via a dredge pipe and cast out to the Mississippi River near the mouth of the Port 
Navigation Channel (Figure 3). The dredge pipe would be placed along the eastern side of the 
navigation channel as to not interfere with any ingress or egress navigation at the port. During work 
hours, a boat on the discharge pipe would be utilized and move the line for passing tows as 
needed. Because of the distance needed to pump material to the river, a booster pump would be 
required. The distance into the river needed to discharge all dredge material would be determined 
based on a hydrographic survey, and the pipe would not impact navigation on the Mississippi 
River. To ensure there are no issues with self-inflicted shoaling at the mouth of the harbor, 
dredging the mouth will be conducted last to prevent sediment build-up. 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
The APE is defined as all areas where channels are to be realigned, widened, or otherwise 


enlarged (Figures 1-4).  The APE totals approximately 108 acres (43.5 hectares) and includes all 
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects from the Undertaking.  Access routes are not included in this 
calculation, as they are either public roads, heavily used agricultural roads, or already utilized 
waterways. 


Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
The undertaking is in Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha County, Arkansas, in addition to 


the APE USACE MVK revised a 1-mile buffer around proposed undertaking. Historic properties in 
the project vicinity were identified based on a review of the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) database, the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas 
(AMASDA), Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s Historical Site Management Tool 
(HSMT), historic aerial photography, historic map research, and a review of cultural resources 
survey reports (Figure 5). Review of current cultural resources map revealed no historic properties 
within and relatively few known cultural resources adjacent to the APE.  


According to the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA), 
in Desha County, AR, there is one previously recorded archaeological site, consisting of the 
purported location (listed but not field-verified) of the 19th-century community of Napoleon (Table 
1), three cultural features (McCloud Landing, Napoleon Landing, and O’Neal Landing), which are 
the historic locations of 20th-century landscape features (e.g., cemeteries, dams, military 
encampments/structures, oilfields, towers, trails, and wells), and two 20th-century rural structures, 
transposed from the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) county maps. 
Additionally, one cultural resources survey was previously executed within a 1-mile radius of the 
APE (Table 2). There are no National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) sites within or 
adjacent to the Arkansas APE.  


According to data from the Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s (MDAH) Historical 
Site Management Tool (HSMT) for the Bolivar County, Mississippi, APE, there are 12 previously 
recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity, which includes resources with little-to-no provided, a 
prehistoric mound, and post-Civil War tenant sites (see Table 1; see Figure 5).  Although none 
have been listed to the NRHP, one of these archaeological sites (a multi-component site is 
considered eligible for listing to the National Register. The remainder are ineligible for listing (n=8) 
or have not been assessed/evaluated (undetermined [n=3]) for listing to the National Register. 
Additionally, 14 historic structures have been inventoried with this same search radius, consisting 
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mostly of early twentieth-century residences (see Table 1; Figure 5). Furthermore, there have been 
five cultural resources surveys conducted in or adjacent to the APE in Bolivar County; one of these 
efforts overlaps with where the turning basin enlargement at the northern project terminus and 
channel realignment and widening in the center, respectively (MDAH Report No. 13-0717) (see 
Table 2; Figure 5). There are no NRHP sites within or adjacent to the Mississippi APE. 


Table 1. Previously recorded cultural resources located within an approximately 1-mile (1.6 km) 
radius of the APE. 


Resource Designation Period(s) 
Date 
Recorded 


NRHP  
Status 


3DE0128 (AR) 19th Century 1988 Undetermined 


22Bo0114 (MS) Early 20th Century (MS River Levee) 2013 Ineligible 


22Bo630 (MS) 
Middle Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1984 Ineligible 


22Bo668 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1994 Ineligible 


22Bo669 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through mid - 20th Centuries 


1994 Eligible 


22Bo771 (MS) Mounds Site – Undetermined age 2000 Undetermined 


22Bo804 (MS) Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo805 (MS) 
Late Woodland; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


2002 Ineligible 


22Bo806 (MS) Mississippian 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo975 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mid-to-late 19th through 20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo976 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


22Bo977 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo978 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


011-ROS-0191 (MS)
Circa 1890 Aaron Tabernacle Missionary 
Baptist Church 


Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0192 (MS) Circa 1930 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0193 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0194 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0195 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0196 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0197 (MS) Circa 1920 Shotgun-style house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0198 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0199 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0281 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0282 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.1-X (MS)
Circa 1940 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building I 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.2-X (MS)
Circa 1948 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building II 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.3-X (MS)
Circa 1952 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building III 


Not listed 
Undetermined 
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Table 2. Previously recorded cultural resources surveys conducted within an approximately 1-mile 
(1.6 km) radius of the APE. 


Report No. Title Author/Principal Investigator Date 


1313 (AR) 


Cultural Resources and Geomorphological  
Reconnaissance of the McClellan-Kerr, 
Arkansas River Navigation System Pools 1 
through 9 of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas 
River Navigation System between 
Dardanelle, Arkansas, and the Mississippi 
River 


W. J. Bennett, Jr., Phyllis L. 
Breland, and Lawson M. Smith  – 
Archeological Assessment, Inc.  


1/1989 


84-036 (MS)
A Cultural Resources Survey Near 
Rosedale, Bolivar County, Mississippi 


Sam Brookes - Private 3/1984 


04-106 (MS)


Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed 
Route of Interstate 69 Between 
Robinsonville and Benoit-Bolivar, Coahoma, 
Tunica and Sunflower Counties, Mississippi 


Joanne Ryan,  
Douglas C. Wells,  
Richard A. Weinstein, David B. 
Kelley, and Sara A. Hahn – Coastal 
Environments, Inc. 


4/2004 


12-0307 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of a 
Proposed New Boating Access Facility on 
the Mississippi River in S21, T23, R8W, 
Bolivar County, MDAH Project Log #04-108-
12 


Jeffrey Alvey – Cobb Institute of 
Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


6/2012 


13-0717 (MS)


A Cultural Resources Survey of 141 Acres 
for Improvements to the Port of Rosedale 
Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha 
County, Arkansas 


Jana J. Futch – Brockington 
Cultural Resources Consulting 


11/2013 


17-0108 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in 
Association with the Proposed Rosedale 
Industrial Park Development, Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


Keith Baca and Jeffrey Alvey – 
Cobb Institute of Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


4/2017 


Cartographic Analysis 
The landscape that constitutes the study area has been dramatically altered over the last few 


centuries, most dramatically over the last 90 years by both natural and man-made processes. 
Analysis of available historic maps from the 19th-century indicate that according to the 1833 
General Land Office (GLO) plats for the townships and ranges, the Mississippi River channel 
flowed to the west of the APE, snaking southeast and crossing the center of the APE before 
turning almost due south to the east of the southern project terminus (Figure 6). Congress created 
the Mississippi River Commission in 1879 to centralize flood-fighting measures along the 
Mississippi River, coordinating efforts with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide protection 
against flood devastation as well as facilitate the river shipping frequently hindered by alluvial 
deposits below New Orleans. By the late nineteenth century, arguments over the most appropriate 
method of controlling the river led to a “levees-only” policy. Despite the constant construction of 
levees, the man-made structures failed to harness the river; between 1858 and 1922, the Delta 
experienced eleven “major” floods (Cobb 1992:129).  
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According to the published 1880s Mississippi River Commission Maps, the Mississippi River 
channel shifted slightly to the east near the northern project terminus, while the main channel 
flowed to the west and southwest of the APE. The center of the APE crossed the northern edges of 
Lake Beulah, an oxbow lake formed from the abandoned and cut-off main Mississippi River 
channel, while portions of the APE fall across a mix of improved and unimproved lands north and 
south of the oxbow lake (Figure 7). The Mississippi River continued its meandering course shifting 
again in the 1930s, moving westward away from the town of Rosedale (United States Geological 
Survey [USGS] 1939) (Figure 8). Within the APE, the northern third falls within a slack water 
channel, later referred to as Log Loader Chute, the eastern banks of which had been fortified by a 
series of levees and a revetment (a measure placed along a waterway bank to stabilize or protect 
from erosion). To the immediate west of and parallel to the APE is an alluvial peninsula extending 
to the south between this channel and the Mississippi River. Continuing south, the center of the 
APE follows the banks of the Mississippi River, while the southern third crosses forested backwater 
lowlands in Arkansas designated Island No. 74 (see Figure 8). By the late 1960s/early 1970s, 
much of the slack water channel had been backfilled by alluvial deposition, increasing the size of 
the peninsula, and extending its tip much further to the south (USGS 1969, 1972; see Figure 2). 
When Log Loader Chute was dredged in the 1970s to deepen its waters in preparation for the Port, 
the dredge material was discharged both back into the Mississippi River and redeposited onto the 
peninsula (Bolivar Commercial 1977), further evidenced by the Ak (Alluvial land, frequently 
flooded) symbology on modern soil maps (Figure 9 – soil map).  


The presence of borrow pits (BP), as well as the extant levee (LV), are additional indications of 
an altered, manmade landscape (see Figure 9 – soil map). The USDA indicates that most of the 
natural soils in the southern reaches of the APE (Arkansas) are identified as the Sharkey-
Commerce-Coushatta association (Sm), which are frequently flooded clays that form in 
backswamps (USDA 2023). Other than the Mississippi River and Log Loader Chute, other 
substantial hydrological features near the study area include Beulah Lake, an oxbow of the 
Mississippi River located to the southeast of the Port, and Long Lake and Legion Lake, both 
backswamp areas and remnants of the former river channel near Log Loader Chute (see Figures 2 
and 9).  


Previous Cultural Resources Investigations 
Three cultural resources surveys have been conducted on behalf of the Port of Rosedale over 


the last 11 years in association with a proposed new boating access facility, industrial park 
development, and other anticipated facilities improvements (MDAH Report Nos. 12-0307, 13-0717, 
& 17-0108; see Figure 5). According to recent cultural resources surveys, fill from the 1970s 
dredging was also piled up on the north and east banks of Log Loader Chute to create an artificial 
landscape for Port facilities (Alvey and Baca 2012; Baca and Alvey 2017; Futch and Rabbysmith 
2013). Additional subsurface investigation of the area north of the existing turning basin as well as 
across the peninsula that separates the port channel and the Mississippi River, exhibited evidence 
of fill from dredging activities down to a depth of 1.31-1.64 ft. (40-50 cm). Several deep auger tests 
were randomly excavated to a depth of up to 4.75 ft. (145 cm) to the north of the turning basin and 
across the alluvial peninsula west of the existing channel to investigate the possibility that deeply 
buried cultural deposits could be present. However, each auger test only demonstrated the 
continued presence of subsoil, usually composed of brownish orange sandy clay. No deeply buried 
cultural horizons or cultural material were identified (Futch and Rabbysmith 2013:31, 35). 
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Given the absence of identified historic properties, existing survey coverage, previous 
construction, development, and maintenance activities, and the low probability of the presence of 
unidentified resources, USACE has determined that the existing surveys constitute a reasonable 
and good faith effort at identification and evaluation of historic properties and that it is unlikely that 
any unidentified historic properties are present in the currently proposed APE; therefore, no further 
cultural resources investigation is recommended. 


Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties 
Based on the information presented in this letter, USACE MVK has determined that there are 


no historic properties, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16 (l) in the APE, for the CAP Section 107, River 
and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi.  Therefore, USACE MVK is making a finding of No 
Historic Properties Affected for this undertaking and submitting it to you for review and comment.  
This project will be subject to the standard change in scope of work, unexpected discovery, and 
unmarked human burial sites act provisions.  USACE MVK requests your comments within 30 
days, per 36 CFR 800.5(c) 


If you have any questions or require additional information concerning these undertakings, 
please contact Mr. John Underwood of this office at (601) 631-5017 or via e-mail 
John.R.Underwood@usace.army.mil  or Ms. Rachelle Androwski, Vicksburg District Tribal Liaison 
at (601) 631-5920 or via e-mail at rachelle.r.androwski@usace.army.mil. 


Sincerely, 


 Dan Moore 
Chief, Environmental Compliance Section 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division South 


List of Recipients:  
Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
Caddo Nation 
Chickasaw Nation 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Louisiana  
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 
Muscogee Nation 
Quapaw Nation 
Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana 
Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office (AR SHPO) 
Mississippi State Historic Preservation Office (MS SHPO) 
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August 25, 2023 


Regional Planning and 
Environment Division, South 
Environmental Planning Branch  
Attn: CEMVK-PDS-N 


Hal Bell   
State Historic Preservation Office   
Mississippi Department of Archives and History Historic Preservation Division   
P.O. 571 Jackson, Mississippi 39205-0571 


RE:  Section 106 Review Consultation 
Undertaking: Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 


Section 107, River and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) 
Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


(Location      Latitude      Longitude       
Existing Turning Basin Center 33.824553° -91.024129°
Proposed Turning Basin Center 33.826840° -91.026017°
Navigation Channel Northern Terminus 33.823608° -91.022999°
Navigation Channel Southern Terminus  33.788473° -91.035162°


 Navigation Channel Center 33.807310° -91.022437°)


Determination:   No Historic Properties Affected 


Dear Mr. Bell: 


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District (USACE MVK), is proposing expansion 
of and improvements to the existing navigation capacity of the Port of Rosedale in Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi, under the auspices of the Continuing Authorities 
Program (CAP) (Figure 1). The purpose of CAP is to establish and provide authority for USACE to 
plan and implement projects of limited size, cost, scope, and complexity. The Port of Rosedale 
expansion project intends to reduce transportation costs during low water conditions resulting from:  
(1) limited channel depth; (2) limited channel width; and (3) turning basin restrictions. The project
areas are located as follows on the Beulah, MS and Rosedale, MS 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle
maps:  Sections 21, 28, and 29 in Township 10S, Range 1E (Arkansas) and Sections 21, 22, 27,
and 28 in Township 23N, Range 8W (Mississippi) (Figure 2).


Project Authority 
Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 provides authority for the Corps of Engineers 


to improve navigation including dredging of channels, anchorage areas, and turning basins and 
construction of breakwaters, jetties and groins, through a partnership with non-Federal government 
sponsor such as cities, counties, special chartered authorities (such as port authorities), or units of 
state government.   


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
 VICKSBURG DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


  4155 CLAY STREET 
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI 39183‐3435
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Description of Undertaking 
The Port of Rosedale owes its creation to the start of a Federal Revenue Sharing program for 


development projects in the 1970s (History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County [HPR] n.d.:2). A 
study group organized by the Bolivar County Board of Supervisors recommended that federal 
funds could be used most advantageously in the construction of a new port at Rosedale. In 1977, 
the Vicksburg District (USACE), was given a grant to “clear and grub and dredge” the slack water 
channel known as Log Loader Chute and fill the 20-acre site to be used for the Port facilities. Work 
began almost immediately and was completed by early 1978 (HPR:3). Today, the Port of Rosedale 
continues to contribute to the area and is hoping to expand to handle larger vessels and house 
more facilities. As part of its annual operation, portions of the existing channel are dredged as 
state-allocated funding allows, though the funding is not sufficient to cover dredging of the full 
channel length during any individual spending cycle.   


The selected alternative proposes 3 primary modifications (Figures 3 & 4):   


 Realigning and widening the authorized channel limits at the existing barge facility;


 Widening the channel for the entire length to facilitate two-way traffic and larger barge
configurations; and


 Enlarging the turning basin to support increased mobility with larger barge configurations.


The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN) is centrally located in the 2.7 mile (4.35 km) long 
by 150-ft. (45.7 meter) wide navigation channel that runs between the port and the Mississippi 
River (see Figures 1, 3, & 4) The current authorized channel depth is 93 ft. (28.4 meters), which is 
9 ft. (2.7 meters) below the Low Water of Reference (LWRP) of 102 ft. (31.1 meters).  


Realignment and Widening of Channel Limits 
The route to the turning basin poses certain navigational challenges when in operation. The 


position of the JANTRAN in the bend in the channel, creates challenges for pilots, particularly 
when barges that are being loaded encroach into the navigation channel. As part of the proposed 
alternative, the existing bend in the channel would be expanded from the currently authorized width 
of 150 to 200 ft. (45.7 to 61.0 meters) to alleviate some of the difficulties of traversing the channel 
bend during busier time frames. This expansion would also permit larger barge configurations to 
navigate the bend more easily (see Figures 3 & 4).  


The channel would also be realigned in the vicinity of the JANTRAN facility to avoid 
encroachments from barges that are moored at the facility for loading and unloading. The 
realignment would involve shifting the central axis of the navigational channel approximately 100 ft. 
(30.5 meters) to the west for approximately 0.68 miles (1.09 km) in length. The remaining portions 
of the navigation channel south of this point to the Mississippi River and north to the turning basin 
at the upper end of the port would be expanded from 150 ft. (45.7 meters) to approximately 185 ft. 
(56.4 meters) (see Figures 3 & 4). This additional width would better allow two-way traffic and 
provide navigational support for larger barge configurations.  


Enlarging Turning Basin 
The final main feature of this alternative is the reconfiguration and enlargement of the existing 


approximately 400-x-1,000 ft. (121.9-x-304.8 meters) turning basin. The new proposed 
configuration would lengthen the navigational channel to extend through the existing turning basin 
and shift the footprint of the turning basin further upstream past its current location. The newly 
enlarged and relocated turning basin would measure approximately 600-x-1,000 ft. (182.9-x-304.8 
meters) in size. This increase in size allows larger barge configurations to utilize the turning basin, 
and its new location would provide better access to the water with more frontage for the port. All 
the proposed changes and dimensions were determined based on input from the local sponsor and 
existing port customers. The currently authorized navigation depth of 93 ft. (28.4 meters) would be 
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maintained for all the modifications and limits described herein. The channel would not be 
deepened below the authorized Mississippi River channel depth. 


Dredged Material Disposal 
A cutter head dredge barge would be utilized to excavate material from the navigational 


channel and the turning basin. All dredged material would be pumped from the cutter head and 
carried via a dredge pipe and cast out to the Mississippi River near the mouth of the Port 
Navigation Channel (Figure 3). The dredge pipe would be placed along the eastern side of the 
navigation channel as to not interfere with any ingress or egress navigation at the port. During work 
hours, a boat on the discharge pipe would be utilized and move the line for passing tows as 
needed. Because of the distance needed to pump material to the river, a booster pump would be 
required. The distance into the river needed to discharge all dredge material would be determined 
based on a hydrographic survey, and the pipe would not impact navigation on the Mississippi 
River. To ensure there are no issues with self-inflicted shoaling at the mouth of the harbor, 
dredging the mouth will be conducted last to prevent sediment build-up. 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
The APE is defined as all areas where channels are to be realigned, widened, or otherwise 


enlarged (Figures 1-4).  The APE totals approximately 108 acres (43.5 hectares) and includes all 
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects from the Undertaking.  Access routes are not included in this 
calculation, as they are either public roads, heavily used agricultural roads, or already utilized 
waterways. 


Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
The undertaking is in Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha County, Arkansas, in addition to 


the APE USACE MVK revised a 1-mile buffer around proposed undertaking. Historic properties in 
the project vicinity were identified based on a review of the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) database, the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas 
(AMASDA), Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s Historical Site Management Tool 
(HSMT), historic aerial photography, historic map research, and a review of cultural resources 
survey reports (Figure 5). Review of current cultural resources map revealed no historic properties 
within and relatively few known cultural resources adjacent to the APE.  


According to the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA), 
in Desha County, AR, there is one previously recorded archaeological site, consisting of the 
purported location (listed but not field-verified) of the 19th-century community of Napoleon (Table 
1), three cultural features (McCloud Landing, Napoleon Landing, and O’Neal Landing), which are 
the historic locations of 20th-century landscape features (e.g., cemeteries, dams, military 
encampments/structures, oilfields, towers, trails, and wells), and two 20th-century rural structures, 
transposed from the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) county maps. 
Additionally, one cultural resources survey was previously executed within a 1-mile radius of the 
APE (Table 2). There are no National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) sites within or 
adjacent to the Arkansas APE.  


According to data from the Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s (MDAH) Historical 
Site Management Tool (HSMT) for the Bolivar County, Mississippi, APE, there are 12 previously 
recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity, which includes resources with little-to-no provided, a 
prehistoric mound, and post-Civil War tenant sites (see Table 1; see Figure 5).  Although none 
have been listed to the NRHP, one of these archaeological sites (a multi-component site is 
considered eligible for listing to the National Register. The remainder are ineligible for listing (n=8) 
or have not been assessed/evaluated (undetermined [n=3]) for listing to the National Register. 
Additionally, 14 historic structures have been inventoried with this same search radius, consisting 
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mostly of early twentieth-century residences (see Table 1; Figure 5). Furthermore, there have been 
five cultural resources surveys conducted in or adjacent to the APE in Bolivar County; one of these 
efforts overlaps with where the turning basin enlargement at the northern project terminus and 
channel realignment and widening in the center, respectively (MDAH Report No. 13-0717) (see 
Table 2; Figure 5). There are no NRHP sites within or adjacent to the Mississippi APE. 


Table 1. Previously recorded cultural resources located within an approximately 1-mile (1.6 km) 
radius of the APE. 


Resource Designation Period(s) 
Date 
Recorded 


NRHP  
Status 


3DE0128 (AR) 19th Century 1988 Undetermined 


22Bo0114 (MS) Early 20th Century (MS River Levee) 2013 Ineligible 


22Bo630 (MS) 
Middle Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1984 Ineligible 


22Bo668 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1994 Ineligible 


22Bo669 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through mid - 20th Centuries 


1994 Eligible 


22Bo771 (MS) Mounds Site – Undetermined age 2000 Undetermined 


22Bo804 (MS) Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo805 (MS) 
Late Woodland; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


2002 Ineligible 


22Bo806 (MS) Mississippian 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo975 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mid-to-late 19th through 20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo976 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


22Bo977 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo978 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


011-ROS-0191 (MS)
Circa 1890 Aaron Tabernacle Missionary 
Baptist Church 


Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0192 (MS) Circa 1930 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0193 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0194 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0195 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0196 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0197 (MS) Circa 1920 Shotgun-style house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0198 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0199 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0281 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0282 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.1-X (MS)
Circa 1940 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building I 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.2-X (MS)
Circa 1948 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building II 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.3-X (MS)
Circa 1952 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building III 


Not listed 
Undetermined 
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Table 2. Previously recorded cultural resources surveys conducted within an approximately 1-mile 
(1.6 km) radius of the APE. 


Report No. Title Author/Principal Investigator Date 


1313 (AR) 


Cultural Resources and Geomorphological  
Reconnaissance of the McClellan-Kerr, 
Arkansas River Navigation System Pools 1 
through 9 of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas 
River Navigation System between 
Dardanelle, Arkansas, and the Mississippi 
River 


W. J. Bennett, Jr., Phyllis L. 
Breland, and Lawson M. Smith  – 
Archeological Assessment, Inc.  


1/1989 


84-036 (MS)
A Cultural Resources Survey Near 
Rosedale, Bolivar County, Mississippi 


Sam Brookes - Private 3/1984 


04-106 (MS)


Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed 
Route of Interstate 69 Between 
Robinsonville and Benoit-Bolivar, Coahoma, 
Tunica and Sunflower Counties, Mississippi 


Joanne Ryan,  
Douglas C. Wells,  
Richard A. Weinstein, David B. 
Kelley, and Sara A. Hahn – Coastal 
Environments, Inc. 


4/2004 


12-0307 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of a 
Proposed New Boating Access Facility on 
the Mississippi River in S21, T23, R8W, 
Bolivar County, MDAH Project Log #04-108-
12 


Jeffrey Alvey – Cobb Institute of 
Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


6/2012 


13-0717 (MS)


A Cultural Resources Survey of 141 Acres 
for Improvements to the Port of Rosedale 
Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha 
County, Arkansas 


Jana J. Futch – Brockington 
Cultural Resources Consulting 


11/2013 


17-0108 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in 
Association with the Proposed Rosedale 
Industrial Park Development, Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


Keith Baca and Jeffrey Alvey – 
Cobb Institute of Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


4/2017 


Cartographic Analysis 
The landscape that constitutes the study area has been dramatically altered over the last few 


centuries, most dramatically over the last 90 years by both natural and man-made processes. 
Analysis of available historic maps from the 19th-century indicate that according to the 1833 
General Land Office (GLO) plats for the townships and ranges, the Mississippi River channel 
flowed to the west of the APE, snaking southeast and crossing the center of the APE before 
turning almost due south to the east of the southern project terminus (Figure 6). Congress created 
the Mississippi River Commission in 1879 to centralize flood-fighting measures along the 
Mississippi River, coordinating efforts with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide protection 
against flood devastation as well as facilitate the river shipping frequently hindered by alluvial 
deposits below New Orleans. By the late nineteenth century, arguments over the most appropriate 
method of controlling the river led to a “levees-only” policy. Despite the constant construction of 
levees, the man-made structures failed to harness the river; between 1858 and 1922, the Delta 
experienced eleven “major” floods (Cobb 1992:129).  
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According to the published 1880s Mississippi River Commission Maps, the Mississippi River 
channel shifted slightly to the east near the northern project terminus, while the main channel 
flowed to the west and southwest of the APE. The center of the APE crossed the northern edges of 
Lake Beulah, an oxbow lake formed from the abandoned and cut-off main Mississippi River 
channel, while portions of the APE fall across a mix of improved and unimproved lands north and 
south of the oxbow lake (Figure 7). The Mississippi River continued its meandering course shifting 
again in the 1930s, moving westward away from the town of Rosedale (United States Geological 
Survey [USGS] 1939) (Figure 8). Within the APE, the northern third falls within a slack water 
channel, later referred to as Log Loader Chute, the eastern banks of which had been fortified by a 
series of levees and a revetment (a measure placed along a waterway bank to stabilize or protect 
from erosion). To the immediate west of and parallel to the APE is an alluvial peninsula extending 
to the south between this channel and the Mississippi River. Continuing south, the center of the 
APE follows the banks of the Mississippi River, while the southern third crosses forested backwater 
lowlands in Arkansas designated Island No. 74 (see Figure 8). By the late 1960s/early 1970s, 
much of the slack water channel had been backfilled by alluvial deposition, increasing the size of 
the peninsula, and extending its tip much further to the south (USGS 1969, 1972; see Figure 2). 
When Log Loader Chute was dredged in the 1970s to deepen its waters in preparation for the Port, 
the dredge material was discharged both back into the Mississippi River and redeposited onto the 
peninsula (Bolivar Commercial 1977), further evidenced by the Ak (Alluvial land, frequently 
flooded) symbology on modern soil maps (Figure 9 – soil map).  


The presence of borrow pits (BP), as well as the extant levee (LV), are additional indications of 
an altered, manmade landscape (see Figure 9 – soil map). The USDA indicates that most of the 
natural soils in the southern reaches of the APE (Arkansas) are identified as the Sharkey-
Commerce-Coushatta association (Sm), which are frequently flooded clays that form in 
backswamps (USDA 2023). Other than the Mississippi River and Log Loader Chute, other 
substantial hydrological features near the study area include Beulah Lake, an oxbow of the 
Mississippi River located to the southeast of the Port, and Long Lake and Legion Lake, both 
backswamp areas and remnants of the former river channel near Log Loader Chute (see Figures 2 
and 9).  


Previous Cultural Resources Investigations 
Three cultural resources surveys have been conducted on behalf of the Port of Rosedale over 


the last 11 years in association with a proposed new boating access facility, industrial park 
development, and other anticipated facilities improvements (MDAH Report Nos. 12-0307, 13-0717, 
& 17-0108; see Figure 5). According to recent cultural resources surveys, fill from the 1970s 
dredging was also piled up on the north and east banks of Log Loader Chute to create an artificial 
landscape for Port facilities (Alvey and Baca 2012; Baca and Alvey 2017; Futch and Rabbysmith 
2013). Additional subsurface investigation of the area north of the existing turning basin as well as 
across the peninsula that separates the port channel and the Mississippi River, exhibited evidence 
of fill from dredging activities down to a depth of 1.31-1.64 ft. (40-50 cm). Several deep auger tests 
were randomly excavated to a depth of up to 4.75 ft. (145 cm) to the north of the turning basin and 
across the alluvial peninsula west of the existing channel to investigate the possibility that deeply 
buried cultural deposits could be present. However, each auger test only demonstrated the 
continued presence of subsoil, usually composed of brownish orange sandy clay. No deeply buried 
cultural horizons or cultural material were identified (Futch and Rabbysmith 2013:31, 35). 
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Given the absence of identified historic properties, existing survey coverage, previous 
construction, development, and maintenance activities, and the low probability of the presence of 
unidentified resources, USACE has determined that the existing surveys constitute a reasonable 
and good faith effort at identification and evaluation of historic properties and that it is unlikely that 
any unidentified historic properties are present in the currently proposed APE; therefore, no further 
cultural resources investigation is recommended. 


Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties 
Based on the information presented in this letter, USACE MVK has determined that there are 


no historic properties, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16 (l) in the APE, for the CAP Section 107, River 
and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi.  Therefore, USACE MVK is making a finding of No 
Historic Properties Affected for this undertaking and submitting it to you for review and comment.  
This project will be subject to the standard change in scope of work, unexpected discovery, and 
unmarked human burial sites act provisions.  USACE MVK requests your comments within 30 
days, per 36 CFR 800.5(c) 


If you have any questions or require additional information concerning these undertakings, 
please contact Mr. John Underwood of this office at (601) 631-5017 or via e-mail 
John.R.Underwood@usace.army.mil  or Ms. Rachelle Androwski, Vicksburg District Tribal Liaison 
at (601) 631-5920 or via e-mail at rachelle.r.androwski@usace.army.mil. 


Sincerely, 


 Dan Moore 
Chief, Environmental Compliance Section 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division South 


List of Recipients:  
Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
Caddo Nation 
Chickasaw Nation 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Louisiana  
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 
Muscogee Nation 
Quapaw Nation 
Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana 
Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office (AR SHPO) 
Mississippi State Historic Preservation Office (MS SHPO) 
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August 25, 2023 


Regional Planning and 
Environment Division, South 
Environmental Planning Branch  
Attn: CEMVK-PDS-N 


Melanie Carson  
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer  
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians  
P.O. Box 6257, Choctaw Branch  
Philadelphia, MS 39350 


RE:  Section 106 Review Consultation 
Undertaking: Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 


Section 107, River and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) 
Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


(Location      Latitude      Longitude       
Existing Turning Basin Center 33.824553° -91.024129°
Proposed Turning Basin Center 33.826840° -91.026017°
Navigation Channel Northern Terminus 33.823608° -91.022999°
Navigation Channel Southern Terminus  33.788473° -91.035162°


 Navigation Channel Center 33.807310° -91.022437°)


Determination:   No Historic Properties Affected 


Dear Ms. Carson: 


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District (USACE MVK), is proposing expansion 
of and improvements to the existing navigation capacity of the Port of Rosedale in Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi, under the auspices of the Continuing Authorities 
Program (CAP) (Figure 1). The purpose of CAP is to establish and provide authority for USACE to 
plan and implement projects of limited size, cost, scope, and complexity. The Port of Rosedale 
expansion project intends to reduce transportation costs during low water conditions resulting from:  
(1) limited channel depth; (2) limited channel width; and (3) turning basin restrictions. The project
areas are located as follows on the Beulah, MS and Rosedale, MS 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle
maps:  Sections 21, 28, and 29 in Township 10S, Range 1E (Arkansas) and Sections 21, 22, 27,
and 28 in Township 23N, Range 8W (Mississippi) (Figure 2).


Project Authority 
Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 provides authority for the Corps of Engineers 


to improve navigation including dredging of channels, anchorage areas, and turning basins and 
construction of breakwaters, jetties and groins, through a partnership with non-Federal government 
sponsor such as cities, counties, special chartered authorities (such as port authorities), or units of 
state government.   


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
 VICKSBURG DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


  4155 CLAY STREET 
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI 39183‐3435
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Description of Undertaking 
The Port of Rosedale owes its creation to the start of a Federal Revenue Sharing program for 


development projects in the 1970s (History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County [HPR] n.d.:2). A 
study group organized by the Bolivar County Board of Supervisors recommended that federal 
funds could be used most advantageously in the construction of a new port at Rosedale. In 1977, 
the Vicksburg District (USACE), was given a grant to “clear and grub and dredge” the slack water 
channel known as Log Loader Chute and fill the 20-acre site to be used for the Port facilities. Work 
began almost immediately and was completed by early 1978 (HPR:3). Today, the Port of Rosedale 
continues to contribute to the area and is hoping to expand to handle larger vessels and house 
more facilities. As part of its annual operation, portions of the existing channel are dredged as 
state-allocated funding allows, though the funding is not sufficient to cover dredging of the full 
channel length during any individual spending cycle.   


The selected alternative proposes 3 primary modifications (Figures 3 & 4):   


 Realigning and widening the authorized channel limits at the existing barge facility;


 Widening the channel for the entire length to facilitate two-way traffic and larger barge
configurations; and


 Enlarging the turning basin to support increased mobility with larger barge configurations.


The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN) is centrally located in the 2.7 mile (4.35 km) long 
by 150-ft. (45.7 meter) wide navigation channel that runs between the port and the Mississippi 
River (see Figures 1, 3, & 4) The current authorized channel depth is 93 ft. (28.4 meters), which is 
9 ft. (2.7 meters) below the Low Water of Reference (LWRP) of 102 ft. (31.1 meters).  


Realignment and Widening of Channel Limits 
The route to the turning basin poses certain navigational challenges when in operation. The 


position of the JANTRAN in the bend in the channel, creates challenges for pilots, particularly 
when barges that are being loaded encroach into the navigation channel. As part of the proposed 
alternative, the existing bend in the channel would be expanded from the currently authorized width 
of 150 to 200 ft. (45.7 to 61.0 meters) to alleviate some of the difficulties of traversing the channel 
bend during busier time frames. This expansion would also permit larger barge configurations to 
navigate the bend more easily (see Figures 3 & 4).  


The channel would also be realigned in the vicinity of the JANTRAN facility to avoid 
encroachments from barges that are moored at the facility for loading and unloading. The 
realignment would involve shifting the central axis of the navigational channel approximately 100 ft. 
(30.5 meters) to the west for approximately 0.68 miles (1.09 km) in length. The remaining portions 
of the navigation channel south of this point to the Mississippi River and north to the turning basin 
at the upper end of the port would be expanded from 150 ft. (45.7 meters) to approximately 185 ft. 
(56.4 meters) (see Figures 3 & 4). This additional width would better allow two-way traffic and 
provide navigational support for larger barge configurations.  


Enlarging Turning Basin 
The final main feature of this alternative is the reconfiguration and enlargement of the existing 


approximately 400-x-1,000 ft. (121.9-x-304.8 meters) turning basin. The new proposed 
configuration would lengthen the navigational channel to extend through the existing turning basin 
and shift the footprint of the turning basin further upstream past its current location. The newly 
enlarged and relocated turning basin would measure approximately 600-x-1,000 ft. (182.9-x-304.8 
meters) in size. This increase in size allows larger barge configurations to utilize the turning basin, 
and its new location would provide better access to the water with more frontage for the port. All 
the proposed changes and dimensions were determined based on input from the local sponsor and 
existing port customers. The currently authorized navigation depth of 93 ft. (28.4 meters) would be 
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maintained for all the modifications and limits described herein. The channel would not be 
deepened below the authorized Mississippi River channel depth. 


Dredged Material Disposal 
A cutter head dredge barge would be utilized to excavate material from the navigational 


channel and the turning basin. All dredged material would be pumped from the cutter head and 
carried via a dredge pipe and cast out to the Mississippi River near the mouth of the Port 
Navigation Channel (Figure 3). The dredge pipe would be placed along the eastern side of the 
navigation channel as to not interfere with any ingress or egress navigation at the port. During work 
hours, a boat on the discharge pipe would be utilized and move the line for passing tows as 
needed. Because of the distance needed to pump material to the river, a booster pump would be 
required. The distance into the river needed to discharge all dredge material would be determined 
based on a hydrographic survey, and the pipe would not impact navigation on the Mississippi 
River. To ensure there are no issues with self-inflicted shoaling at the mouth of the harbor, 
dredging the mouth will be conducted last to prevent sediment build-up. 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
The APE is defined as all areas where channels are to be realigned, widened, or otherwise 


enlarged (Figures 1-4).  The APE totals approximately 108 acres (43.5 hectares) and includes all 
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects from the Undertaking.  Access routes are not included in this 
calculation, as they are either public roads, heavily used agricultural roads, or already utilized 
waterways. 


Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
The undertaking is in Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha County, Arkansas, in addition to 


the APE USACE MVK revised a 1-mile buffer around proposed undertaking. Historic properties in 
the project vicinity were identified based on a review of the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) database, the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas 
(AMASDA), Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s Historical Site Management Tool 
(HSMT), historic aerial photography, historic map research, and a review of cultural resources 
survey reports (Figure 5). Review of current cultural resources map revealed no historic properties 
within and relatively few known cultural resources adjacent to the APE.  


According to the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA), 
in Desha County, AR, there is one previously recorded archaeological site, consisting of the 
purported location (listed but not field-verified) of the 19th-century community of Napoleon (Table 
1), three cultural features (McCloud Landing, Napoleon Landing, and O’Neal Landing), which are 
the historic locations of 20th-century landscape features (e.g., cemeteries, dams, military 
encampments/structures, oilfields, towers, trails, and wells), and two 20th-century rural structures, 
transposed from the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) county maps. 
Additionally, one cultural resources survey was previously executed within a 1-mile radius of the 
APE (Table 2). There are no National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) sites within or 
adjacent to the Arkansas APE.  


According to data from the Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s (MDAH) Historical 
Site Management Tool (HSMT) for the Bolivar County, Mississippi, APE, there are 12 previously 
recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity, which includes resources with little-to-no provided, a 
prehistoric mound, and post-Civil War tenant sites (see Table 1; see Figure 5).  Although none 
have been listed to the NRHP, one of these archaeological sites (a multi-component site is 
considered eligible for listing to the National Register. The remainder are ineligible for listing (n=8) 
or have not been assessed/evaluated (undetermined [n=3]) for listing to the National Register. 
Additionally, 14 historic structures have been inventoried with this same search radius, consisting 
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mostly of early twentieth-century residences (see Table 1; Figure 5). Furthermore, there have been 
five cultural resources surveys conducted in or adjacent to the APE in Bolivar County; one of these 
efforts overlaps with where the turning basin enlargement at the northern project terminus and 
channel realignment and widening in the center, respectively (MDAH Report No. 13-0717) (see 
Table 2; Figure 5). There are no NRHP sites within or adjacent to the Mississippi APE. 


Table 1. Previously recorded cultural resources located within an approximately 1-mile (1.6 km) 
radius of the APE. 


Resource Designation Period(s) 
Date 
Recorded 


NRHP  
Status 


3DE0128 (AR) 19th Century 1988 Undetermined 


22Bo0114 (MS) Early 20th Century (MS River Levee) 2013 Ineligible 


22Bo630 (MS) 
Middle Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1984 Ineligible 


22Bo668 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1994 Ineligible 


22Bo669 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through mid - 20th Centuries 


1994 Eligible 


22Bo771 (MS) Mounds Site – Undetermined age 2000 Undetermined 


22Bo804 (MS) Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo805 (MS) 
Late Woodland; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


2002 Ineligible 


22Bo806 (MS) Mississippian 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo975 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mid-to-late 19th through 20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo976 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


22Bo977 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo978 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


011-ROS-0191 (MS)
Circa 1890 Aaron Tabernacle Missionary 
Baptist Church 


Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0192 (MS) Circa 1930 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0193 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0194 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0195 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0196 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0197 (MS) Circa 1920 Shotgun-style house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0198 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0199 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0281 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0282 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.1-X (MS)
Circa 1940 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building I 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.2-X (MS)
Circa 1948 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building II 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.3-X (MS)
Circa 1952 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building III 


Not listed 
Undetermined 
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Table 2. Previously recorded cultural resources surveys conducted within an approximately 1-mile 
(1.6 km) radius of the APE. 


Report No. Title Author/Principal Investigator Date 


1313 (AR) 


Cultural Resources and Geomorphological  
Reconnaissance of the McClellan-Kerr, 
Arkansas River Navigation System Pools 1 
through 9 of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas 
River Navigation System between 
Dardanelle, Arkansas, and the Mississippi 
River 


W. J. Bennett, Jr., Phyllis L. 
Breland, and Lawson M. Smith  – 
Archeological Assessment, Inc.  


1/1989 


84-036 (MS)
A Cultural Resources Survey Near 
Rosedale, Bolivar County, Mississippi 


Sam Brookes - Private 3/1984 


04-106 (MS)


Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed 
Route of Interstate 69 Between 
Robinsonville and Benoit-Bolivar, Coahoma, 
Tunica and Sunflower Counties, Mississippi 


Joanne Ryan,  
Douglas C. Wells,  
Richard A. Weinstein, David B. 
Kelley, and Sara A. Hahn – Coastal 
Environments, Inc. 


4/2004 


12-0307 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of a 
Proposed New Boating Access Facility on 
the Mississippi River in S21, T23, R8W, 
Bolivar County, MDAH Project Log #04-108-
12 


Jeffrey Alvey – Cobb Institute of 
Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


6/2012 


13-0717 (MS)


A Cultural Resources Survey of 141 Acres 
for Improvements to the Port of Rosedale 
Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha 
County, Arkansas 


Jana J. Futch – Brockington 
Cultural Resources Consulting 


11/2013 


17-0108 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in 
Association with the Proposed Rosedale 
Industrial Park Development, Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


Keith Baca and Jeffrey Alvey – 
Cobb Institute of Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


4/2017 


Cartographic Analysis 
The landscape that constitutes the study area has been dramatically altered over the last few 


centuries, most dramatically over the last 90 years by both natural and man-made processes. 
Analysis of available historic maps from the 19th-century indicate that according to the 1833 
General Land Office (GLO) plats for the townships and ranges, the Mississippi River channel 
flowed to the west of the APE, snaking southeast and crossing the center of the APE before 
turning almost due south to the east of the southern project terminus (Figure 6). Congress created 
the Mississippi River Commission in 1879 to centralize flood-fighting measures along the 
Mississippi River, coordinating efforts with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide protection 
against flood devastation as well as facilitate the river shipping frequently hindered by alluvial 
deposits below New Orleans. By the late nineteenth century, arguments over the most appropriate 
method of controlling the river led to a “levees-only” policy. Despite the constant construction of 
levees, the man-made structures failed to harness the river; between 1858 and 1922, the Delta 
experienced eleven “major” floods (Cobb 1992:129).  
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According to the published 1880s Mississippi River Commission Maps, the Mississippi River 
channel shifted slightly to the east near the northern project terminus, while the main channel 
flowed to the west and southwest of the APE. The center of the APE crossed the northern edges of 
Lake Beulah, an oxbow lake formed from the abandoned and cut-off main Mississippi River 
channel, while portions of the APE fall across a mix of improved and unimproved lands north and 
south of the oxbow lake (Figure 7). The Mississippi River continued its meandering course shifting 
again in the 1930s, moving westward away from the town of Rosedale (United States Geological 
Survey [USGS] 1939) (Figure 8). Within the APE, the northern third falls within a slack water 
channel, later referred to as Log Loader Chute, the eastern banks of which had been fortified by a 
series of levees and a revetment (a measure placed along a waterway bank to stabilize or protect 
from erosion). To the immediate west of and parallel to the APE is an alluvial peninsula extending 
to the south between this channel and the Mississippi River. Continuing south, the center of the 
APE follows the banks of the Mississippi River, while the southern third crosses forested backwater 
lowlands in Arkansas designated Island No. 74 (see Figure 8). By the late 1960s/early 1970s, 
much of the slack water channel had been backfilled by alluvial deposition, increasing the size of 
the peninsula, and extending its tip much further to the south (USGS 1969, 1972; see Figure 2). 
When Log Loader Chute was dredged in the 1970s to deepen its waters in preparation for the Port, 
the dredge material was discharged both back into the Mississippi River and redeposited onto the 
peninsula (Bolivar Commercial 1977), further evidenced by the Ak (Alluvial land, frequently 
flooded) symbology on modern soil maps (Figure 9 – soil map).  


The presence of borrow pits (BP), as well as the extant levee (LV), are additional indications of 
an altered, manmade landscape (see Figure 9 – soil map). The USDA indicates that most of the 
natural soils in the southern reaches of the APE (Arkansas) are identified as the Sharkey-
Commerce-Coushatta association (Sm), which are frequently flooded clays that form in 
backswamps (USDA 2023). Other than the Mississippi River and Log Loader Chute, other 
substantial hydrological features near the study area include Beulah Lake, an oxbow of the 
Mississippi River located to the southeast of the Port, and Long Lake and Legion Lake, both 
backswamp areas and remnants of the former river channel near Log Loader Chute (see Figures 2 
and 9).  


Previous Cultural Resources Investigations 
Three cultural resources surveys have been conducted on behalf of the Port of Rosedale over 


the last 11 years in association with a proposed new boating access facility, industrial park 
development, and other anticipated facilities improvements (MDAH Report Nos. 12-0307, 13-0717, 
& 17-0108; see Figure 5). According to recent cultural resources surveys, fill from the 1970s 
dredging was also piled up on the north and east banks of Log Loader Chute to create an artificial 
landscape for Port facilities (Alvey and Baca 2012; Baca and Alvey 2017; Futch and Rabbysmith 
2013). Additional subsurface investigation of the area north of the existing turning basin as well as 
across the peninsula that separates the port channel and the Mississippi River, exhibited evidence 
of fill from dredging activities down to a depth of 1.31-1.64 ft. (40-50 cm). Several deep auger tests 
were randomly excavated to a depth of up to 4.75 ft. (145 cm) to the north of the turning basin and 
across the alluvial peninsula west of the existing channel to investigate the possibility that deeply 
buried cultural deposits could be present. However, each auger test only demonstrated the 
continued presence of subsoil, usually composed of brownish orange sandy clay. No deeply buried 
cultural horizons or cultural material were identified (Futch and Rabbysmith 2013:31, 35). 
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Given the absence of identified historic properties, existing survey coverage, previous 
construction, development, and maintenance activities, and the low probability of the presence of 
unidentified resources, USACE has determined that the existing surveys constitute a reasonable 
and good faith effort at identification and evaluation of historic properties and that it is unlikely that 
any unidentified historic properties are present in the currently proposed APE; therefore, no further 
cultural resources investigation is recommended. 


Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties 
Based on the information presented in this letter, USACE MVK has determined that there are 


no historic properties, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16 (l) in the APE, for the CAP Section 107, River 
and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi.  Therefore, USACE MVK is making a finding of No 
Historic Properties Affected for this undertaking and submitting it to you for review and comment.  
This project will be subject to the standard change in scope of work, unexpected discovery, and 
unmarked human burial sites act provisions.  USACE MVK requests your comments within 30 
days, per 36 CFR 800.5(c) 


If you have any questions or require additional information concerning these undertakings, 
please contact Mr. John Underwood of this office at (601) 631-5017 or via e-mail 
John.R.Underwood@usace.army.mil  or Ms. Rachelle Androwski, Vicksburg District Tribal Liaison 
at (601) 631-5920 or via e-mail at rachelle.r.androwski@usace.army.mil. 


Sincerely, 


 Dan Moore 
Chief, Environmental Compliance Section 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division South 


List of Recipients:  
Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
Caddo Nation 
Chickasaw Nation 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Louisiana  
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 
Muscogee Nation 
Quapaw Nation 
Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana 
Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office (AR SHPO) 
Mississippi State Historic Preservation Office (MS SHPO) 
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August 25, 2023 


Regional Planning and 
Environment Division, South 
Environmental Planning Branch  
Attn: CEMVK-PDS-N 


Darren Shields  
Environment Director 
Kickapoo Tribe of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 70 
McLoud, OK 74851 


RE:  Section 106 Review Consultation 
Undertaking: Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 


Section 107, River and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) 
Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


(Location      Latitude      Longitude       
Existing Turning Basin Center 33.824553° -91.024129°
Proposed Turning Basin Center 33.826840° -91.026017°
Navigation Channel Northern Terminus 33.823608° -91.022999°
Navigation Channel Southern Terminus  33.788473° -91.035162°


 Navigation Channel Center 33.807310° -91.022437°)


Determination:   No Historic Properties Affected 


Dear Mr. Shields: 


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District (USACE MVK), is proposing expansion 
of and improvements to the existing navigation capacity of the Port of Rosedale in Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi, under the auspices of the Continuing Authorities 
Program (CAP) (Figure 1). The purpose of CAP is to establish and provide authority for USACE to 
plan and implement projects of limited size, cost, scope, and complexity. The Port of Rosedale 
expansion project intends to reduce transportation costs during low water conditions resulting from:  
(1) limited channel depth; (2) limited channel width; and (3) turning basin restrictions. The project
areas are located as follows on the Beulah, MS and Rosedale, MS 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle
maps:  Sections 21, 28, and 29 in Township 10S, Range 1E (Arkansas) and Sections 21, 22, 27,
and 28 in Township 23N, Range 8W (Mississippi) (Figure 2).


Project Authority 
Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 provides authority for the Corps of Engineers 


to improve navigation including dredging of channels, anchorage areas, and turning basins and 
construction of breakwaters, jetties and groins, through a partnership with non-Federal government 
sponsor such as cities, counties, special chartered authorities (such as port authorities), or units of 
state government.   


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
 VICKSBURG DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


  4155 CLAY STREET 
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI 39183‐3435
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Description of Undertaking 
The Port of Rosedale owes its creation to the start of a Federal Revenue Sharing program for 


development projects in the 1970s (History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County [HPR] n.d.:2). A 
study group organized by the Bolivar County Board of Supervisors recommended that federal 
funds could be used most advantageously in the construction of a new port at Rosedale. In 1977, 
the Vicksburg District (USACE), was given a grant to “clear and grub and dredge” the slack water 
channel known as Log Loader Chute and fill the 20-acre site to be used for the Port facilities. Work 
began almost immediately and was completed by early 1978 (HPR:3). Today, the Port of Rosedale 
continues to contribute to the area and is hoping to expand to handle larger vessels and house 
more facilities. As part of its annual operation, portions of the existing channel are dredged as 
state-allocated funding allows, though the funding is not sufficient to cover dredging of the full 
channel length during any individual spending cycle.   


The selected alternative proposes 3 primary modifications (Figures 3 & 4):   


 Realigning and widening the authorized channel limits at the existing barge facility;


 Widening the channel for the entire length to facilitate two-way traffic and larger barge
configurations; and


 Enlarging the turning basin to support increased mobility with larger barge configurations.


The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN) is centrally located in the 2.7 mile (4.35 km) long 
by 150-ft. (45.7 meter) wide navigation channel that runs between the port and the Mississippi 
River (see Figures 1, 3, & 4) The current authorized channel depth is 93 ft. (28.4 meters), which is 
9 ft. (2.7 meters) below the Low Water of Reference (LWRP) of 102 ft. (31.1 meters).  


Realignment and Widening of Channel Limits 
The route to the turning basin poses certain navigational challenges when in operation. The 


position of the JANTRAN in the bend in the channel, creates challenges for pilots, particularly 
when barges that are being loaded encroach into the navigation channel. As part of the proposed 
alternative, the existing bend in the channel would be expanded from the currently authorized width 
of 150 to 200 ft. (45.7 to 61.0 meters) to alleviate some of the difficulties of traversing the channel 
bend during busier time frames. This expansion would also permit larger barge configurations to 
navigate the bend more easily (see Figures 3 & 4).  


The channel would also be realigned in the vicinity of the JANTRAN facility to avoid 
encroachments from barges that are moored at the facility for loading and unloading. The 
realignment would involve shifting the central axis of the navigational channel approximately 100 ft. 
(30.5 meters) to the west for approximately 0.68 miles (1.09 km) in length. The remaining portions 
of the navigation channel south of this point to the Mississippi River and north to the turning basin 
at the upper end of the port would be expanded from 150 ft. (45.7 meters) to approximately 185 ft. 
(56.4 meters) (see Figures 3 & 4). This additional width would better allow two-way traffic and 
provide navigational support for larger barge configurations.  


Enlarging Turning Basin 
The final main feature of this alternative is the reconfiguration and enlargement of the existing 


approximately 400-x-1,000 ft. (121.9-x-304.8 meters) turning basin. The new proposed 
configuration would lengthen the navigational channel to extend through the existing turning basin 
and shift the footprint of the turning basin further upstream past its current location. The newly 
enlarged and relocated turning basin would measure approximately 600-x-1,000 ft. (182.9-x-304.8 
meters) in size. This increase in size allows larger barge configurations to utilize the turning basin, 
and its new location would provide better access to the water with more frontage for the port. All 
the proposed changes and dimensions were determined based on input from the local sponsor and 
existing port customers. The currently authorized navigation depth of 93 ft. (28.4 meters) would be 
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maintained for all the modifications and limits described herein. The channel would not be 
deepened below the authorized Mississippi River channel depth. 


Dredged Material Disposal 
A cutter head dredge barge would be utilized to excavate material from the navigational 


channel and the turning basin. All dredged material would be pumped from the cutter head and 
carried via a dredge pipe and cast out to the Mississippi River near the mouth of the Port 
Navigation Channel (Figure 3). The dredge pipe would be placed along the eastern side of the 
navigation channel as to not interfere with any ingress or egress navigation at the port. During work 
hours, a boat on the discharge pipe would be utilized and move the line for passing tows as 
needed. Because of the distance needed to pump material to the river, a booster pump would be 
required. The distance into the river needed to discharge all dredge material would be determined 
based on a hydrographic survey, and the pipe would not impact navigation on the Mississippi 
River. To ensure there are no issues with self-inflicted shoaling at the mouth of the harbor, 
dredging the mouth will be conducted last to prevent sediment build-up. 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
The APE is defined as all areas where channels are to be realigned, widened, or otherwise 


enlarged (Figures 1-4).  The APE totals approximately 108 acres (43.5 hectares) and includes all 
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects from the Undertaking.  Access routes are not included in this 
calculation, as they are either public roads, heavily used agricultural roads, or already utilized 
waterways. 


Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
The undertaking is in Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha County, Arkansas, in addition to 


the APE USACE MVK revised a 1-mile buffer around proposed undertaking. Historic properties in 
the project vicinity were identified based on a review of the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) database, the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas 
(AMASDA), Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s Historical Site Management Tool 
(HSMT), historic aerial photography, historic map research, and a review of cultural resources 
survey reports (Figure 5). Review of current cultural resources map revealed no historic properties 
within and relatively few known cultural resources adjacent to the APE.  


According to the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA), 
in Desha County, AR, there is one previously recorded archaeological site, consisting of the 
purported location (listed but not field-verified) of the 19th-century community of Napoleon (Table 
1), three cultural features (McCloud Landing, Napoleon Landing, and O’Neal Landing), which are 
the historic locations of 20th-century landscape features (e.g., cemeteries, dams, military 
encampments/structures, oilfields, towers, trails, and wells), and two 20th-century rural structures, 
transposed from the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) county maps. 
Additionally, one cultural resources survey was previously executed within a 1-mile radius of the 
APE (Table 2). There are no National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) sites within or 
adjacent to the Arkansas APE.  


According to data from the Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s (MDAH) Historical 
Site Management Tool (HSMT) for the Bolivar County, Mississippi, APE, there are 12 previously 
recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity, which includes resources with little-to-no provided, a 
prehistoric mound, and post-Civil War tenant sites (see Table 1; see Figure 5).  Although none 
have been listed to the NRHP, one of these archaeological sites (a multi-component site is 
considered eligible for listing to the National Register. The remainder are ineligible for listing (n=8) 
or have not been assessed/evaluated (undetermined [n=3]) for listing to the National Register. 
Additionally, 14 historic structures have been inventoried with this same search radius, consisting 
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mostly of early twentieth-century residences (see Table 1; Figure 5). Furthermore, there have been 
five cultural resources surveys conducted in or adjacent to the APE in Bolivar County; one of these 
efforts overlaps with where the turning basin enlargement at the northern project terminus and 
channel realignment and widening in the center, respectively (MDAH Report No. 13-0717) (see 
Table 2; Figure 5). There are no NRHP sites within or adjacent to the Mississippi APE. 


Table 1. Previously recorded cultural resources located within an approximately 1-mile (1.6 km) 
radius of the APE. 


Resource Designation Period(s) 
Date 
Recorded 


NRHP  
Status 


3DE0128 (AR) 19th Century 1988 Undetermined 


22Bo0114 (MS) Early 20th Century (MS River Levee) 2013 Ineligible 


22Bo630 (MS) 
Middle Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1984 Ineligible 


22Bo668 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1994 Ineligible 


22Bo669 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through mid - 20th Centuries 


1994 Eligible 


22Bo771 (MS) Mounds Site – Undetermined age 2000 Undetermined 


22Bo804 (MS) Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo805 (MS) 
Late Woodland; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


2002 Ineligible 


22Bo806 (MS) Mississippian 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo975 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mid-to-late 19th through 20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo976 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


22Bo977 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo978 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


011-ROS-0191 (MS)
Circa 1890 Aaron Tabernacle Missionary 
Baptist Church 


Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0192 (MS) Circa 1930 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0193 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0194 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0195 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0196 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0197 (MS) Circa 1920 Shotgun-style house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0198 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0199 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0281 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0282 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.1-X (MS)
Circa 1940 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building I 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.2-X (MS)
Circa 1948 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building II 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.3-X (MS)
Circa 1952 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building III 


Not listed 
Undetermined 
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Table 2. Previously recorded cultural resources surveys conducted within an approximately 1-mile 
(1.6 km) radius of the APE. 


Report No. Title Author/Principal Investigator Date 


1313 (AR) 


Cultural Resources and Geomorphological  
Reconnaissance of the McClellan-Kerr, 
Arkansas River Navigation System Pools 1 
through 9 of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas 
River Navigation System between 
Dardanelle, Arkansas, and the Mississippi 
River 


W. J. Bennett, Jr., Phyllis L. 
Breland, and Lawson M. Smith  – 
Archeological Assessment, Inc.  


1/1989 


84-036 (MS)
A Cultural Resources Survey Near 
Rosedale, Bolivar County, Mississippi 


Sam Brookes - Private 3/1984 


04-106 (MS)


Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed 
Route of Interstate 69 Between 
Robinsonville and Benoit-Bolivar, Coahoma, 
Tunica and Sunflower Counties, Mississippi 


Joanne Ryan,  
Douglas C. Wells,  
Richard A. Weinstein, David B. 
Kelley, and Sara A. Hahn – Coastal 
Environments, Inc. 


4/2004 


12-0307 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of a 
Proposed New Boating Access Facility on 
the Mississippi River in S21, T23, R8W, 
Bolivar County, MDAH Project Log #04-108-
12 


Jeffrey Alvey – Cobb Institute of 
Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


6/2012 


13-0717 (MS)


A Cultural Resources Survey of 141 Acres 
for Improvements to the Port of Rosedale 
Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha 
County, Arkansas 


Jana J. Futch – Brockington 
Cultural Resources Consulting 


11/2013 


17-0108 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in 
Association with the Proposed Rosedale 
Industrial Park Development, Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


Keith Baca and Jeffrey Alvey – 
Cobb Institute of Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


4/2017 


Cartographic Analysis 
The landscape that constitutes the study area has been dramatically altered over the last few 


centuries, most dramatically over the last 90 years by both natural and man-made processes. 
Analysis of available historic maps from the 19th-century indicate that according to the 1833 
General Land Office (GLO) plats for the townships and ranges, the Mississippi River channel 
flowed to the west of the APE, snaking southeast and crossing the center of the APE before 
turning almost due south to the east of the southern project terminus (Figure 6). Congress created 
the Mississippi River Commission in 1879 to centralize flood-fighting measures along the 
Mississippi River, coordinating efforts with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide protection 
against flood devastation as well as facilitate the river shipping frequently hindered by alluvial 
deposits below New Orleans. By the late nineteenth century, arguments over the most appropriate 
method of controlling the river led to a “levees-only” policy. Despite the constant construction of 
levees, the man-made structures failed to harness the river; between 1858 and 1922, the Delta 
experienced eleven “major” floods (Cobb 1992:129).  
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According to the published 1880s Mississippi River Commission Maps, the Mississippi River 
channel shifted slightly to the east near the northern project terminus, while the main channel 
flowed to the west and southwest of the APE. The center of the APE crossed the northern edges of 
Lake Beulah, an oxbow lake formed from the abandoned and cut-off main Mississippi River 
channel, while portions of the APE fall across a mix of improved and unimproved lands north and 
south of the oxbow lake (Figure 7). The Mississippi River continued its meandering course shifting 
again in the 1930s, moving westward away from the town of Rosedale (United States Geological 
Survey [USGS] 1939) (Figure 8). Within the APE, the northern third falls within a slack water 
channel, later referred to as Log Loader Chute, the eastern banks of which had been fortified by a 
series of levees and a revetment (a measure placed along a waterway bank to stabilize or protect 
from erosion). To the immediate west of and parallel to the APE is an alluvial peninsula extending 
to the south between this channel and the Mississippi River. Continuing south, the center of the 
APE follows the banks of the Mississippi River, while the southern third crosses forested backwater 
lowlands in Arkansas designated Island No. 74 (see Figure 8). By the late 1960s/early 1970s, 
much of the slack water channel had been backfilled by alluvial deposition, increasing the size of 
the peninsula, and extending its tip much further to the south (USGS 1969, 1972; see Figure 2). 
When Log Loader Chute was dredged in the 1970s to deepen its waters in preparation for the Port, 
the dredge material was discharged both back into the Mississippi River and redeposited onto the 
peninsula (Bolivar Commercial 1977), further evidenced by the Ak (Alluvial land, frequently 
flooded) symbology on modern soil maps (Figure 9 – soil map).  


The presence of borrow pits (BP), as well as the extant levee (LV), are additional indications of 
an altered, manmade landscape (see Figure 9 – soil map). The USDA indicates that most of the 
natural soils in the southern reaches of the APE (Arkansas) are identified as the Sharkey-
Commerce-Coushatta association (Sm), which are frequently flooded clays that form in 
backswamps (USDA 2023). Other than the Mississippi River and Log Loader Chute, other 
substantial hydrological features near the study area include Beulah Lake, an oxbow of the 
Mississippi River located to the southeast of the Port, and Long Lake and Legion Lake, both 
backswamp areas and remnants of the former river channel near Log Loader Chute (see Figures 2 
and 9).  


Previous Cultural Resources Investigations 
Three cultural resources surveys have been conducted on behalf of the Port of Rosedale over 


the last 11 years in association with a proposed new boating access facility, industrial park 
development, and other anticipated facilities improvements (MDAH Report Nos. 12-0307, 13-0717, 
& 17-0108; see Figure 5). According to recent cultural resources surveys, fill from the 1970s 
dredging was also piled up on the north and east banks of Log Loader Chute to create an artificial 
landscape for Port facilities (Alvey and Baca 2012; Baca and Alvey 2017; Futch and Rabbysmith 
2013). Additional subsurface investigation of the area north of the existing turning basin as well as 
across the peninsula that separates the port channel and the Mississippi River, exhibited evidence 
of fill from dredging activities down to a depth of 1.31-1.64 ft. (40-50 cm). Several deep auger tests 
were randomly excavated to a depth of up to 4.75 ft. (145 cm) to the north of the turning basin and 
across the alluvial peninsula west of the existing channel to investigate the possibility that deeply 
buried cultural deposits could be present. However, each auger test only demonstrated the 
continued presence of subsoil, usually composed of brownish orange sandy clay. No deeply buried 
cultural horizons or cultural material were identified (Futch and Rabbysmith 2013:31, 35). 
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Given the absence of identified historic properties, existing survey coverage, previous 
construction, development, and maintenance activities, and the low probability of the presence of 
unidentified resources, USACE has determined that the existing surveys constitute a reasonable 
and good faith effort at identification and evaluation of historic properties and that it is unlikely that 
any unidentified historic properties are present in the currently proposed APE; therefore, no further 
cultural resources investigation is recommended. 


Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties 
Based on the information presented in this letter, USACE MVK has determined that there are 


no historic properties, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16 (l) in the APE, for the CAP Section 107, River 
and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi.  Therefore, USACE MVK is making a finding of No 
Historic Properties Affected for this undertaking and submitting it to you for review and comment.  
This project will be subject to the standard change in scope of work, unexpected discovery, and 
unmarked human burial sites act provisions.  USACE MVK requests your comments within 30 
days, per 36 CFR 800.5(c) 


If you have any questions or require additional information concerning these undertakings, 
please contact Mr. John Underwood of this office at (601) 631-5017 or via e-mail 
John.R.Underwood@usace.army.mil  or Ms. Rachelle Androwski, Vicksburg District Tribal Liaison 
at (601) 631-5920 or via e-mail at rachelle.r.androwski@usace.army.mil. 


Sincerely, 


 Dan Moore 
Chief, Environmental Compliance Section 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division South 


List of Recipients:  
Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
Caddo Nation 
Chickasaw Nation 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Louisiana  
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 
Muscogee Nation 
Quapaw Nation 
Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana 
Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office (AR SHPO) 
Mississippi State Historic Preservation Office (MS SHPO) 
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August 25, 2023 


Regional Planning and 
Environment Division, South 
Environmental Planning Branch  
Attn: CEMVK-PDS-N 


Henry Harjo  
EPA Director 
Kialegee Tribal Town 
P.O. Box 332 
Wetumka, OK 74883 


RE:  Section 106 Review Consultation 
Undertaking: Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 


Section 107, River and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) 
Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


(Location      Latitude      Longitude       
Existing Turning Basin Center 33.824553° -91.024129°
Proposed Turning Basin Center 33.826840° -91.026017°
Navigation Channel Northern Terminus 33.823608° -91.022999°
Navigation Channel Southern Terminus  33.788473° -91.035162°


 Navigation Channel Center 33.807310° -91.022437°)


Determination:   No Historic Properties Affected 


Dear Mr. Harjo: 


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District (USACE MVK), is proposing expansion 
of and improvements to the existing navigation capacity of the Port of Rosedale in Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi, under the auspices of the Continuing Authorities 
Program (CAP) (Figure 1). The purpose of CAP is to establish and provide authority for USACE to 
plan and implement projects of limited size, cost, scope, and complexity. The Port of Rosedale 
expansion project intends to reduce transportation costs during low water conditions resulting from:  
(1) limited channel depth; (2) limited channel width; and (3) turning basin restrictions. The project
areas are located as follows on the Beulah, MS and Rosedale, MS 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle
maps:  Sections 21, 28, and 29 in Township 10S, Range 1E (Arkansas) and Sections 21, 22, 27,
and 28 in Township 23N, Range 8W (Mississippi) (Figure 2).


Project Authority 
Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 provides authority for the Corps of Engineers 


to improve navigation including dredging of channels, anchorage areas, and turning basins and 
construction of breakwaters, jetties and groins, through a partnership with non-Federal government 
sponsor such as cities, counties, special chartered authorities (such as port authorities), or units of 
state government.   


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
 VICKSBURG DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


  4155 CLAY STREET 
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI 39183‐3435
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Description of Undertaking 
The Port of Rosedale owes its creation to the start of a Federal Revenue Sharing program for 


development projects in the 1970s (History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County [HPR] n.d.:2). A 
study group organized by the Bolivar County Board of Supervisors recommended that federal 
funds could be used most advantageously in the construction of a new port at Rosedale. In 1977, 
the Vicksburg District (USACE), was given a grant to “clear and grub and dredge” the slack water 
channel known as Log Loader Chute and fill the 20-acre site to be used for the Port facilities. Work 
began almost immediately and was completed by early 1978 (HPR:3). Today, the Port of Rosedale 
continues to contribute to the area and is hoping to expand to handle larger vessels and house 
more facilities. As part of its annual operation, portions of the existing channel are dredged as 
state-allocated funding allows, though the funding is not sufficient to cover dredging of the full 
channel length during any individual spending cycle.   


The selected alternative proposes 3 primary modifications (Figures 3 & 4):   


 Realigning and widening the authorized channel limits at the existing barge facility;


 Widening the channel for the entire length to facilitate two-way traffic and larger barge
configurations; and


 Enlarging the turning basin to support increased mobility with larger barge configurations.


The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN) is centrally located in the 2.7 mile (4.35 km) long 
by 150-ft. (45.7 meter) wide navigation channel that runs between the port and the Mississippi 
River (see Figures 1, 3, & 4) The current authorized channel depth is 93 ft. (28.4 meters), which is 
9 ft. (2.7 meters) below the Low Water of Reference (LWRP) of 102 ft. (31.1 meters).  


Realignment and Widening of Channel Limits 
The route to the turning basin poses certain navigational challenges when in operation. The 


position of the JANTRAN in the bend in the channel, creates challenges for pilots, particularly 
when barges that are being loaded encroach into the navigation channel. As part of the proposed 
alternative, the existing bend in the channel would be expanded from the currently authorized width 
of 150 to 200 ft. (45.7 to 61.0 meters) to alleviate some of the difficulties of traversing the channel 
bend during busier time frames. This expansion would also permit larger barge configurations to 
navigate the bend more easily (see Figures 3 & 4).  


The channel would also be realigned in the vicinity of the JANTRAN facility to avoid 
encroachments from barges that are moored at the facility for loading and unloading. The 
realignment would involve shifting the central axis of the navigational channel approximately 100 ft. 
(30.5 meters) to the west for approximately 0.68 miles (1.09 km) in length. The remaining portions 
of the navigation channel south of this point to the Mississippi River and north to the turning basin 
at the upper end of the port would be expanded from 150 ft. (45.7 meters) to approximately 185 ft. 
(56.4 meters) (see Figures 3 & 4). This additional width would better allow two-way traffic and 
provide navigational support for larger barge configurations.  


Enlarging Turning Basin 
The final main feature of this alternative is the reconfiguration and enlargement of the existing 


approximately 400-x-1,000 ft. (121.9-x-304.8 meters) turning basin. The new proposed 
configuration would lengthen the navigational channel to extend through the existing turning basin 
and shift the footprint of the turning basin further upstream past its current location. The newly 
enlarged and relocated turning basin would measure approximately 600-x-1,000 ft. (182.9-x-304.8 
meters) in size. This increase in size allows larger barge configurations to utilize the turning basin, 
and its new location would provide better access to the water with more frontage for the port. All 
the proposed changes and dimensions were determined based on input from the local sponsor and 
existing port customers. The currently authorized navigation depth of 93 ft. (28.4 meters) would be 
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maintained for all the modifications and limits described herein. The channel would not be 
deepened below the authorized Mississippi River channel depth. 


Dredged Material Disposal 
A cutter head dredge barge would be utilized to excavate material from the navigational 


channel and the turning basin. All dredged material would be pumped from the cutter head and 
carried via a dredge pipe and cast out to the Mississippi River near the mouth of the Port 
Navigation Channel (Figure 3). The dredge pipe would be placed along the eastern side of the 
navigation channel as to not interfere with any ingress or egress navigation at the port. During work 
hours, a boat on the discharge pipe would be utilized and move the line for passing tows as 
needed. Because of the distance needed to pump material to the river, a booster pump would be 
required. The distance into the river needed to discharge all dredge material would be determined 
based on a hydrographic survey, and the pipe would not impact navigation on the Mississippi 
River. To ensure there are no issues with self-inflicted shoaling at the mouth of the harbor, 
dredging the mouth will be conducted last to prevent sediment build-up. 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
The APE is defined as all areas where channels are to be realigned, widened, or otherwise 


enlarged (Figures 1-4).  The APE totals approximately 108 acres (43.5 hectares) and includes all 
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects from the Undertaking.  Access routes are not included in this 
calculation, as they are either public roads, heavily used agricultural roads, or already utilized 
waterways. 


Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
The undertaking is in Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha County, Arkansas, in addition to 


the APE USACE MVK revised a 1-mile buffer around proposed undertaking. Historic properties in 
the project vicinity were identified based on a review of the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) database, the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas 
(AMASDA), Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s Historical Site Management Tool 
(HSMT), historic aerial photography, historic map research, and a review of cultural resources 
survey reports (Figure 5). Review of current cultural resources map revealed no historic properties 
within and relatively few known cultural resources adjacent to the APE.  


According to the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA), 
in Desha County, AR, there is one previously recorded archaeological site, consisting of the 
purported location (listed but not field-verified) of the 19th-century community of Napoleon (Table 
1), three cultural features (McCloud Landing, Napoleon Landing, and O’Neal Landing), which are 
the historic locations of 20th-century landscape features (e.g., cemeteries, dams, military 
encampments/structures, oilfields, towers, trails, and wells), and two 20th-century rural structures, 
transposed from the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) county maps. 
Additionally, one cultural resources survey was previously executed within a 1-mile radius of the 
APE (Table 2). There are no National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) sites within or 
adjacent to the Arkansas APE.  


According to data from the Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s (MDAH) Historical 
Site Management Tool (HSMT) for the Bolivar County, Mississippi, APE, there are 12 previously 
recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity, which includes resources with little-to-no provided, a 
prehistoric mound, and post-Civil War tenant sites (see Table 1; see Figure 5).  Although none 
have been listed to the NRHP, one of these archaeological sites (a multi-component site is 
considered eligible for listing to the National Register. The remainder are ineligible for listing (n=8) 
or have not been assessed/evaluated (undetermined [n=3]) for listing to the National Register. 
Additionally, 14 historic structures have been inventoried with this same search radius, consisting 
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mostly of early twentieth-century residences (see Table 1; Figure 5). Furthermore, there have been 
five cultural resources surveys conducted in or adjacent to the APE in Bolivar County; one of these 
efforts overlaps with where the turning basin enlargement at the northern project terminus and 
channel realignment and widening in the center, respectively (MDAH Report No. 13-0717) (see 
Table 2; Figure 5). There are no NRHP sites within or adjacent to the Mississippi APE. 


Table 1. Previously recorded cultural resources located within an approximately 1-mile (1.6 km) 
radius of the APE. 


Resource Designation Period(s) 
Date 
Recorded 


NRHP  
Status 


3DE0128 (AR) 19th Century 1988 Undetermined 


22Bo0114 (MS) Early 20th Century (MS River Levee) 2013 Ineligible 


22Bo630 (MS) 
Middle Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1984 Ineligible 


22Bo668 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1994 Ineligible 


22Bo669 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through mid - 20th Centuries 


1994 Eligible 


22Bo771 (MS) Mounds Site – Undetermined age 2000 Undetermined 


22Bo804 (MS) Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo805 (MS) 
Late Woodland; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


2002 Ineligible 


22Bo806 (MS) Mississippian 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo975 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mid-to-late 19th through 20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo976 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


22Bo977 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo978 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


011-ROS-0191 (MS)
Circa 1890 Aaron Tabernacle Missionary 
Baptist Church 


Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0192 (MS) Circa 1930 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0193 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0194 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0195 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0196 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0197 (MS) Circa 1920 Shotgun-style house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0198 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0199 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0281 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0282 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.1-X (MS)
Circa 1940 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building I 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.2-X (MS)
Circa 1948 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building II 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.3-X (MS)
Circa 1952 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building III 


Not listed 
Undetermined 
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Table 2. Previously recorded cultural resources surveys conducted within an approximately 1-mile 
(1.6 km) radius of the APE. 


Report No. Title Author/Principal Investigator Date 


1313 (AR) 


Cultural Resources and Geomorphological  
Reconnaissance of the McClellan-Kerr, 
Arkansas River Navigation System Pools 1 
through 9 of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas 
River Navigation System between 
Dardanelle, Arkansas, and the Mississippi 
River 


W. J. Bennett, Jr., Phyllis L. 
Breland, and Lawson M. Smith  – 
Archeological Assessment, Inc.  


1/1989 


84-036 (MS)
A Cultural Resources Survey Near 
Rosedale, Bolivar County, Mississippi 


Sam Brookes - Private 3/1984 


04-106 (MS)


Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed 
Route of Interstate 69 Between 
Robinsonville and Benoit-Bolivar, Coahoma, 
Tunica and Sunflower Counties, Mississippi 


Joanne Ryan,  
Douglas C. Wells,  
Richard A. Weinstein, David B. 
Kelley, and Sara A. Hahn – Coastal 
Environments, Inc. 


4/2004 


12-0307 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of a 
Proposed New Boating Access Facility on 
the Mississippi River in S21, T23, R8W, 
Bolivar County, MDAH Project Log #04-108-
12 


Jeffrey Alvey – Cobb Institute of 
Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


6/2012 


13-0717 (MS)


A Cultural Resources Survey of 141 Acres 
for Improvements to the Port of Rosedale 
Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha 
County, Arkansas 


Jana J. Futch – Brockington 
Cultural Resources Consulting 


11/2013 


17-0108 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in 
Association with the Proposed Rosedale 
Industrial Park Development, Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


Keith Baca and Jeffrey Alvey – 
Cobb Institute of Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


4/2017 


Cartographic Analysis 
The landscape that constitutes the study area has been dramatically altered over the last few 


centuries, most dramatically over the last 90 years by both natural and man-made processes. 
Analysis of available historic maps from the 19th-century indicate that according to the 1833 
General Land Office (GLO) plats for the townships and ranges, the Mississippi River channel 
flowed to the west of the APE, snaking southeast and crossing the center of the APE before 
turning almost due south to the east of the southern project terminus (Figure 6). Congress created 
the Mississippi River Commission in 1879 to centralize flood-fighting measures along the 
Mississippi River, coordinating efforts with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide protection 
against flood devastation as well as facilitate the river shipping frequently hindered by alluvial 
deposits below New Orleans. By the late nineteenth century, arguments over the most appropriate 
method of controlling the river led to a “levees-only” policy. Despite the constant construction of 
levees, the man-made structures failed to harness the river; between 1858 and 1922, the Delta 
experienced eleven “major” floods (Cobb 1992:129).  
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According to the published 1880s Mississippi River Commission Maps, the Mississippi River 
channel shifted slightly to the east near the northern project terminus, while the main channel 
flowed to the west and southwest of the APE. The center of the APE crossed the northern edges of 
Lake Beulah, an oxbow lake formed from the abandoned and cut-off main Mississippi River 
channel, while portions of the APE fall across a mix of improved and unimproved lands north and 
south of the oxbow lake (Figure 7). The Mississippi River continued its meandering course shifting 
again in the 1930s, moving westward away from the town of Rosedale (United States Geological 
Survey [USGS] 1939) (Figure 8). Within the APE, the northern third falls within a slack water 
channel, later referred to as Log Loader Chute, the eastern banks of which had been fortified by a 
series of levees and a revetment (a measure placed along a waterway bank to stabilize or protect 
from erosion). To the immediate west of and parallel to the APE is an alluvial peninsula extending 
to the south between this channel and the Mississippi River. Continuing south, the center of the 
APE follows the banks of the Mississippi River, while the southern third crosses forested backwater 
lowlands in Arkansas designated Island No. 74 (see Figure 8). By the late 1960s/early 1970s, 
much of the slack water channel had been backfilled by alluvial deposition, increasing the size of 
the peninsula, and extending its tip much further to the south (USGS 1969, 1972; see Figure 2). 
When Log Loader Chute was dredged in the 1970s to deepen its waters in preparation for the Port, 
the dredge material was discharged both back into the Mississippi River and redeposited onto the 
peninsula (Bolivar Commercial 1977), further evidenced by the Ak (Alluvial land, frequently 
flooded) symbology on modern soil maps (Figure 9 – soil map).  


The presence of borrow pits (BP), as well as the extant levee (LV), are additional indications of 
an altered, manmade landscape (see Figure 9 – soil map). The USDA indicates that most of the 
natural soils in the southern reaches of the APE (Arkansas) are identified as the Sharkey-
Commerce-Coushatta association (Sm), which are frequently flooded clays that form in 
backswamps (USDA 2023). Other than the Mississippi River and Log Loader Chute, other 
substantial hydrological features near the study area include Beulah Lake, an oxbow of the 
Mississippi River located to the southeast of the Port, and Long Lake and Legion Lake, both 
backswamp areas and remnants of the former river channel near Log Loader Chute (see Figures 2 
and 9).  


Previous Cultural Resources Investigations 
Three cultural resources surveys have been conducted on behalf of the Port of Rosedale over 


the last 11 years in association with a proposed new boating access facility, industrial park 
development, and other anticipated facilities improvements (MDAH Report Nos. 12-0307, 13-0717, 
& 17-0108; see Figure 5). According to recent cultural resources surveys, fill from the 1970s 
dredging was also piled up on the north and east banks of Log Loader Chute to create an artificial 
landscape for Port facilities (Alvey and Baca 2012; Baca and Alvey 2017; Futch and Rabbysmith 
2013). Additional subsurface investigation of the area north of the existing turning basin as well as 
across the peninsula that separates the port channel and the Mississippi River, exhibited evidence 
of fill from dredging activities down to a depth of 1.31-1.64 ft. (40-50 cm). Several deep auger tests 
were randomly excavated to a depth of up to 4.75 ft. (145 cm) to the north of the turning basin and 
across the alluvial peninsula west of the existing channel to investigate the possibility that deeply 
buried cultural deposits could be present. However, each auger test only demonstrated the 
continued presence of subsoil, usually composed of brownish orange sandy clay. No deeply buried 
cultural horizons or cultural material were identified (Futch and Rabbysmith 2013:31, 35). 
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Given the absence of identified historic properties, existing survey coverage, previous 
construction, development, and maintenance activities, and the low probability of the presence of 
unidentified resources, USACE has determined that the existing surveys constitute a reasonable 
and good faith effort at identification and evaluation of historic properties and that it is unlikely that 
any unidentified historic properties are present in the currently proposed APE; therefore, no further 
cultural resources investigation is recommended. 


Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties 
Based on the information presented in this letter, USACE MVK has determined that there are 


no historic properties, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16 (l) in the APE, for the CAP Section 107, River 
and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi.  Therefore, USACE MVK is making a finding of No 
Historic Properties Affected for this undertaking and submitting it to you for review and comment.  
This project will be subject to the standard change in scope of work, unexpected discovery, and 
unmarked human burial sites act provisions.  USACE MVK requests your comments within 30 
days, per 36 CFR 800.5(c) 


If you have any questions or require additional information concerning these undertakings, 
please contact Mr. John Underwood of this office at (601) 631-5017 or via e-mail 
John.R.Underwood@usace.army.mil  or Ms. Rachelle Androwski, Vicksburg District Tribal Liaison 
at (601) 631-5920 or via e-mail at rachelle.r.androwski@usace.army.mil. 


Sincerely, 


 Dan Moore 
Chief, Environmental Compliance Section 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division South 


List of Recipients:  
Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
Caddo Nation 
Chickasaw Nation 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Louisiana  
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 
Muscogee Nation 
Quapaw Nation 
Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana 
Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office (AR SHPO) 
Mississippi State Historic Preservation Office (MS SHPO) 


6-96







-8-


References Cited 


Alvey, Jeffrey S., and Keith A. Baca 
2012     A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of a Proposed New Boating Access Facility on 
             the Mississippi River in S21, T23N, R8W, Bolivar County, Mississippi, MDAH Project  
             Log #04-108-12. Cobb Institute of Archaeology, Mississippi State University.  
             Submitted to Mississippi Department of Wildlife, Fisheries, and Parks, Jackson,  
             Mississippi. Report on file at the MDAH, Jackson, Mississippi (MDAH Report No.           


12-0307).


Baca, Keith A., and Jeffrey S. Alvey 
2017     A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in Association with the Proposed Rosedale  
             Industrial Park Development, Bolivar County, Mississippi. Cobb Institute of  
             Archaeology, Mississippi State University. Submitted to Eley-Barkley Engineering and 
             Architecture, Cleveland, Mississippi. Report on file at the MDAH, Jackson, Mississippi  
             (MDAH Report No. 12-0307). 


Bolivar Commercial (Cleveland, Mississippi) 
       1977     Short article about dredging Log Loader Chute. October 18. Cleveland, Bolivar 


County, Mississippi. 


Cobb, James C. 
       1992     The Most Southern Place on Earth: The Mississippi Delta and the Roots of Regional 


Identity. Oxford University Press, New York, New York. 


Futch, Jana J., and Steven Rabbysmith 
2013     A Cultural Resources Survey of 141 Acres for Improvements to the Port of Rosedale, 
             Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi. Brockington and  
             Associates, Inc. Submitted to Pickering Firm, Inc. Report on file at the MDAH,
             Jackson, Mississippi (MDAH Report No. 13-0717). 


History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County [HPR] 
n.d.      History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County. A brief history manuscript provided to


the author by personnel at the Port of Rosedale. Likely written in the late 1970s or 
early 1980s. 


U.S. Geological Survey [USGS] 
1939     Big Island, AR, [Contours]. 15-Minute Series (Topographic). Reston, VA: USGS. 


1939     Pace, MS, [Contours]. 15-Minute Series (Topographic). Reston, VA: USGS. 


1969     Beulah, MS [Contours]. 7.5-Minute Series (Topographic). Reston, VA: USGS. 


1972     Rosedale, MS [Contours]. 7.5-Minute Series (Topographic). Reston, VA: USGS. 


6-97







          
         


August 25, 2023 


Regional Planning and 
Environment Division, South 
Environmental Planning Branch  
Attn: CEMVK-PDS-N 


Johnna Flynn  
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer  
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians  
P.O. Box 14  
Jena, LA 71342 


RE:  Section 106 Review Consultation 
Undertaking: Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 


Section 107, River and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) 
Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


(Location      Latitude      Longitude       
Existing Turning Basin Center 33.824553° -91.024129°
Proposed Turning Basin Center 33.826840° -91.026017°
Navigation Channel Northern Terminus 33.823608° -91.022999°
Navigation Channel Southern Terminus  33.788473° -91.035162°


 Navigation Channel Center 33.807310° -91.022437°)


Determination:   No Historic Properties Affected 


Dear Ms. Flynn: 


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District (USACE MVK), is proposing expansion 
of and improvements to the existing navigation capacity of the Port of Rosedale in Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi, under the auspices of the Continuing Authorities 
Program (CAP) (Figure 1). The purpose of CAP is to establish and provide authority for USACE to 
plan and implement projects of limited size, cost, scope, and complexity. The Port of Rosedale 
expansion project intends to reduce transportation costs during low water conditions resulting from:  
(1) limited channel depth; (2) limited channel width; and (3) turning basin restrictions. The project
areas are located as follows on the Beulah, MS and Rosedale, MS 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle
maps:  Sections 21, 28, and 29 in Township 10S, Range 1E (Arkansas) and Sections 21, 22, 27,
and 28 in Township 23N, Range 8W (Mississippi) (Figure 2).


Project Authority 
Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 provides authority for the Corps of Engineers 


to improve navigation including dredging of channels, anchorage areas, and turning basins and 
construction of breakwaters, jetties and groins, through a partnership with non-Federal government 
sponsor such as cities, counties, special chartered authorities (such as port authorities), or units of 
state government.   


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
 VICKSBURG DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


  4155 CLAY STREET 
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI 39183‐3435
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Description of Undertaking 
The Port of Rosedale owes its creation to the start of a Federal Revenue Sharing program for 


development projects in the 1970s (History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County [HPR] n.d.:2). A 
study group organized by the Bolivar County Board of Supervisors recommended that federal 
funds could be used most advantageously in the construction of a new port at Rosedale. In 1977, 
the Vicksburg District (USACE), was given a grant to “clear and grub and dredge” the slack water 
channel known as Log Loader Chute and fill the 20-acre site to be used for the Port facilities. Work 
began almost immediately and was completed by early 1978 (HPR:3). Today, the Port of Rosedale 
continues to contribute to the area and is hoping to expand to handle larger vessels and house 
more facilities. As part of its annual operation, portions of the existing channel are dredged as 
state-allocated funding allows, though the funding is not sufficient to cover dredging of the full 
channel length during any individual spending cycle.   


The selected alternative proposes 3 primary modifications (Figures 3 & 4):   


 Realigning and widening the authorized channel limits at the existing barge facility;


 Widening the channel for the entire length to facilitate two-way traffic and larger barge
configurations; and


 Enlarging the turning basin to support increased mobility with larger barge configurations.


The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN) is centrally located in the 2.7 mile (4.35 km) long 
by 150-ft. (45.7 meter) wide navigation channel that runs between the port and the Mississippi 
River (see Figures 1, 3, & 4) The current authorized channel depth is 93 ft. (28.4 meters), which is 
9 ft. (2.7 meters) below the Low Water of Reference (LWRP) of 102 ft. (31.1 meters).  


Realignment and Widening of Channel Limits 
The route to the turning basin poses certain navigational challenges when in operation. The 


position of the JANTRAN in the bend in the channel, creates challenges for pilots, particularly 
when barges that are being loaded encroach into the navigation channel. As part of the proposed 
alternative, the existing bend in the channel would be expanded from the currently authorized width 
of 150 to 200 ft. (45.7 to 61.0 meters) to alleviate some of the difficulties of traversing the channel 
bend during busier time frames. This expansion would also permit larger barge configurations to 
navigate the bend more easily (see Figures 3 & 4).  


The channel would also be realigned in the vicinity of the JANTRAN facility to avoid 
encroachments from barges that are moored at the facility for loading and unloading. The 
realignment would involve shifting the central axis of the navigational channel approximately 100 ft. 
(30.5 meters) to the west for approximately 0.68 miles (1.09 km) in length. The remaining portions 
of the navigation channel south of this point to the Mississippi River and north to the turning basin 
at the upper end of the port would be expanded from 150 ft. (45.7 meters) to approximately 185 ft. 
(56.4 meters) (see Figures 3 & 4). This additional width would better allow two-way traffic and 
provide navigational support for larger barge configurations.  


Enlarging Turning Basin 
The final main feature of this alternative is the reconfiguration and enlargement of the existing 


approximately 400-x-1,000 ft. (121.9-x-304.8 meters) turning basin. The new proposed 
configuration would lengthen the navigational channel to extend through the existing turning basin 
and shift the footprint of the turning basin further upstream past its current location. The newly 
enlarged and relocated turning basin would measure approximately 600-x-1,000 ft. (182.9-x-304.8 
meters) in size. This increase in size allows larger barge configurations to utilize the turning basin, 
and its new location would provide better access to the water with more frontage for the port. All 
the proposed changes and dimensions were determined based on input from the local sponsor and 
existing port customers. The currently authorized navigation depth of 93 ft. (28.4 meters) would be 
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maintained for all the modifications and limits described herein. The channel would not be 
deepened below the authorized Mississippi River channel depth. 


Dredged Material Disposal 
A cutter head dredge barge would be utilized to excavate material from the navigational 


channel and the turning basin. All dredged material would be pumped from the cutter head and 
carried via a dredge pipe and cast out to the Mississippi River near the mouth of the Port 
Navigation Channel (Figure 3). The dredge pipe would be placed along the eastern side of the 
navigation channel as to not interfere with any ingress or egress navigation at the port. During work 
hours, a boat on the discharge pipe would be utilized and move the line for passing tows as 
needed. Because of the distance needed to pump material to the river, a booster pump would be 
required. The distance into the river needed to discharge all dredge material would be determined 
based on a hydrographic survey, and the pipe would not impact navigation on the Mississippi 
River. To ensure there are no issues with self-inflicted shoaling at the mouth of the harbor, 
dredging the mouth will be conducted last to prevent sediment build-up. 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
The APE is defined as all areas where channels are to be realigned, widened, or otherwise 


enlarged (Figures 1-4).  The APE totals approximately 108 acres (43.5 hectares) and includes all 
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects from the Undertaking.  Access routes are not included in this 
calculation, as they are either public roads, heavily used agricultural roads, or already utilized 
waterways. 


Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
The undertaking is in Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha County, Arkansas, in addition to 


the APE USACE MVK revised a 1-mile buffer around proposed undertaking. Historic properties in 
the project vicinity were identified based on a review of the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) database, the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas 
(AMASDA), Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s Historical Site Management Tool 
(HSMT), historic aerial photography, historic map research, and a review of cultural resources 
survey reports (Figure 5). Review of current cultural resources map revealed no historic properties 
within and relatively few known cultural resources adjacent to the APE.  


According to the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA), 
in Desha County, AR, there is one previously recorded archaeological site, consisting of the 
purported location (listed but not field-verified) of the 19th-century community of Napoleon (Table 
1), three cultural features (McCloud Landing, Napoleon Landing, and O’Neal Landing), which are 
the historic locations of 20th-century landscape features (e.g., cemeteries, dams, military 
encampments/structures, oilfields, towers, trails, and wells), and two 20th-century rural structures, 
transposed from the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) county maps. 
Additionally, one cultural resources survey was previously executed within a 1-mile radius of the 
APE (Table 2). There are no National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) sites within or 
adjacent to the Arkansas APE.  


According to data from the Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s (MDAH) Historical 
Site Management Tool (HSMT) for the Bolivar County, Mississippi, APE, there are 12 previously 
recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity, which includes resources with little-to-no provided, a 
prehistoric mound, and post-Civil War tenant sites (see Table 1; see Figure 5).  Although none 
have been listed to the NRHP, one of these archaeological sites (a multi-component site is 
considered eligible for listing to the National Register. The remainder are ineligible for listing (n=8) 
or have not been assessed/evaluated (undetermined [n=3]) for listing to the National Register. 
Additionally, 14 historic structures have been inventoried with this same search radius, consisting 
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mostly of early twentieth-century residences (see Table 1; Figure 5). Furthermore, there have been 
five cultural resources surveys conducted in or adjacent to the APE in Bolivar County; one of these 
efforts overlaps with where the turning basin enlargement at the northern project terminus and 
channel realignment and widening in the center, respectively (MDAH Report No. 13-0717) (see 
Table 2; Figure 5). There are no NRHP sites within or adjacent to the Mississippi APE. 


Table 1. Previously recorded cultural resources located within an approximately 1-mile (1.6 km) 
radius of the APE. 


Resource Designation Period(s) 
Date 
Recorded 


NRHP  
Status 


3DE0128 (AR) 19th Century 1988 Undetermined 


22Bo0114 (MS) Early 20th Century (MS River Levee) 2013 Ineligible 


22Bo630 (MS) 
Middle Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1984 Ineligible 


22Bo668 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1994 Ineligible 


22Bo669 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through mid - 20th Centuries 


1994 Eligible 


22Bo771 (MS) Mounds Site – Undetermined age 2000 Undetermined 


22Bo804 (MS) Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo805 (MS) 
Late Woodland; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


2002 Ineligible 


22Bo806 (MS) Mississippian 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo975 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mid-to-late 19th through 20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo976 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


22Bo977 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo978 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


011-ROS-0191 (MS)
Circa 1890 Aaron Tabernacle Missionary 
Baptist Church 


Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0192 (MS) Circa 1930 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0193 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0194 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0195 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0196 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0197 (MS) Circa 1920 Shotgun-style house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0198 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0199 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0281 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0282 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.1-X (MS)
Circa 1940 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building I 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.2-X (MS)
Circa 1948 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building II 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.3-X (MS)
Circa 1952 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building III 


Not listed 
Undetermined 
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Table 2. Previously recorded cultural resources surveys conducted within an approximately 1-mile 
(1.6 km) radius of the APE. 


Report No. Title Author/Principal Investigator Date 


1313 (AR) 


Cultural Resources and Geomorphological  
Reconnaissance of the McClellan-Kerr, 
Arkansas River Navigation System Pools 1 
through 9 of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas 
River Navigation System between 
Dardanelle, Arkansas, and the Mississippi 
River 


W. J. Bennett, Jr., Phyllis L. 
Breland, and Lawson M. Smith  – 
Archeological Assessment, Inc.  


1/1989 


84-036 (MS)
A Cultural Resources Survey Near 
Rosedale, Bolivar County, Mississippi 


Sam Brookes - Private 3/1984 


04-106 (MS)


Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed 
Route of Interstate 69 Between 
Robinsonville and Benoit-Bolivar, Coahoma, 
Tunica and Sunflower Counties, Mississippi 


Joanne Ryan,  
Douglas C. Wells,  
Richard A. Weinstein, David B. 
Kelley, and Sara A. Hahn – Coastal 
Environments, Inc. 


4/2004 


12-0307 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of a 
Proposed New Boating Access Facility on 
the Mississippi River in S21, T23, R8W, 
Bolivar County, MDAH Project Log #04-108-
12 


Jeffrey Alvey – Cobb Institute of 
Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


6/2012 


13-0717 (MS)


A Cultural Resources Survey of 141 Acres 
for Improvements to the Port of Rosedale 
Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha 
County, Arkansas 


Jana J. Futch – Brockington 
Cultural Resources Consulting 


11/2013 


17-0108 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in 
Association with the Proposed Rosedale 
Industrial Park Development, Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


Keith Baca and Jeffrey Alvey – 
Cobb Institute of Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


4/2017 


Cartographic Analysis 
The landscape that constitutes the study area has been dramatically altered over the last few 


centuries, most dramatically over the last 90 years by both natural and man-made processes. 
Analysis of available historic maps from the 19th-century indicate that according to the 1833 
General Land Office (GLO) plats for the townships and ranges, the Mississippi River channel 
flowed to the west of the APE, snaking southeast and crossing the center of the APE before 
turning almost due south to the east of the southern project terminus (Figure 6). Congress created 
the Mississippi River Commission in 1879 to centralize flood-fighting measures along the 
Mississippi River, coordinating efforts with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide protection 
against flood devastation as well as facilitate the river shipping frequently hindered by alluvial 
deposits below New Orleans. By the late nineteenth century, arguments over the most 
appropriate method of controlling the river led to a “levees-only” policy. Despite the constant 
construction of levees, the man-made structures failed to harness the river; between 1858 and 
1922, the Delta experienced eleven “major” floods (Cobb 1992:129).  
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According to the published 1880s Mississippi River Commission Maps, the Mississippi River 
channel shifted slightly to the east near the northern project terminus, while the main channel 
flowed to the west and southwest of the APE. The center of the APE crossed the northern edges of 
Lake Beulah, an oxbow lake formed from the abandoned and cut-off main Mississippi River 
channel, while portions of the APE fall across a mix of improved and unimproved lands north and 
south of the oxbow lake (Figure 7). The Mississippi River continued its meandering course shifting 
again in the 1930s, moving westward away from the town of Rosedale (United States Geological 
Survey [USGS] 1939) (Figure 8). Within the APE, the northern third falls within a slack water 
channel, later referred to as Log Loader Chute, the eastern banks of which had been fortified by a 
series of levees and a revetment (a measure placed along a waterway bank to stabilize or protect 
from erosion). To the immediate west of and parallel to the APE is an alluvial peninsula extending 
to the south between this channel and the Mississippi River. Continuing south, the center of the 
APE follows the banks of the Mississippi River, while the southern third crosses forested backwater 
lowlands in Arkansas designated Island No. 74 (see Figure 8). By the late 1960s/early 1970s, 
much of the slack water channel had been backfilled by alluvial deposition, increasing the size of 
the peninsula, and extending its tip much further to the south (USGS 1969, 1972; see Figure 2). 
When Log Loader Chute was dredged in the 1970s to deepen its waters in preparation for the Port, 
the dredge material was discharged both back into the Mississippi River and redeposited onto the 
peninsula (Bolivar Commercial 1977), further evidenced by the Ak (Alluvial land, frequently 
flooded) symbology on modern soil maps (Figure 9 – soil map).  


The presence of borrow pits (BP), as well as the extant levee (LV), are additional indications of 
an altered, manmade landscape (see Figure 9 – soil map). The USDA indicates that most of the 
natural soils in the southern reaches of the APE (Arkansas) are identified as the Sharkey-
Commerce-Coushatta association (Sm), which are frequently flooded clays that form in 
backswamps (USDA 2023). Other than the Mississippi River and Log Loader Chute, other 
substantial hydrological features near the study area include Beulah Lake, an oxbow of the 
Mississippi River located to the southeast of the Port, and Long Lake and Legion Lake, both 
backswamp areas and remnants of the former river channel near Log Loader Chute (see Figures 2 
and 9).  


Previous Cultural Resources Investigations 
Three cultural resources surveys have been conducted on behalf of the Port of Rosedale over 


the last 11 years in association with a proposed new boating access facility, industrial park 
development, and other anticipated facilities improvements (MDAH Report Nos. 12-0307, 13-0717, 
& 17-0108; see Figure 5). According to recent cultural resources surveys, fill from the 1970s 
dredging was also piled up on the north and east banks of Log Loader Chute to create an artificial 
landscape for Port facilities (Alvey and Baca 2012; Baca and Alvey 2017; Futch and Rabbysmith 
2013). Additional subsurface investigation of the area north of the existing turning basin as well as 
across the peninsula that separates the port channel and the Mississippi River, exhibited evidence 
of fill from dredging activities down to a depth of 1.31-1.64 ft. (40-50 cm). Several deep auger tests 
were randomly excavated to a depth of up to 4.75 ft. (145 cm) to the north of the turning basin and 
across the alluvial peninsula west of the existing channel to investigate the possibility that deeply 
buried cultural deposits could be present. However, each auger test only demonstrated the 
continued presence of subsoil, usually composed of brownish orange sandy clay. No deeply buried 


cultural horizons or cultural material were identified (Futch and Rabbysmith 2013:31, 35). 3
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Given the absence of identified historic properties, existing survey coverage, previous 
construction, development, and maintenance activities, and the low probability of the presence of 
unidentified resources, USACE has determined that the existing surveys constitute a reasonable 
and good faith effort at identification and evaluation of historic properties and that it is unlikely that 
any unidentified historic properties are present in the currently proposed APE; therefore, no further 
cultural resources investigation is recommended. 


Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties 
Based on the information presented in this letter, USACE MVK has determined that there are 


no historic properties, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16 (l) in the APE, for the CAP Section 107, River 
and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi.  Therefore, USACE MVK is making a finding of No 
Historic Properties Affected for this undertaking and submitting it to you for review and comment.  
This project will be subject to the standard change in scope of work, unexpected discovery, and 
unmarked human burial sites act provisions.  USACE MVK requests your comments within 30 
days, per 36 CFR 800.5(c) 


If you have any questions or require additional information concerning these undertakings, 
please contact Mr. John Underwood of this office at (601) 631-5017 or via e-mail 
John.R.Underwood@usace.army.mil  or Ms. Rachelle Androwski, Vicksburg District Tribal Liaison 
at (601) 631-5920 or via e-mail at rachelle.r.androwski@usace.army.mil. 


Sincerely, 


 Dan Moore 
Chief, Environmental Compliance Section 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division South 


List of Recipients:  
Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
Caddo Nation 
Chickasaw Nation 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Louisiana  
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 
Muscogee Nation 
Quapaw Nation 
Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana 
Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office (AR SHPO) 
Mississippi State Historic Preservation Office (MS SHPO) 
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August 25, 2023 


Regional Planning and 
Environment Division, South 
Environmental Planning Branch  
Attn: CEMVK-PDS-N 


Paul Barton  
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer/Culture Preservation Director 
Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma 
70500 E. 128 Road  
Wyandotte, OK 74370 


RE:  Section 106 Review Consultation 
Undertaking: Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 


Section 107, River and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) 
Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


(Location      Latitude      Longitude       
Existing Turning Basin Center 33.824553° -91.024129°
Proposed Turning Basin Center 33.826840° -91.026017°
Navigation Channel Northern Terminus 33.823608° -91.022999°
Navigation Channel Southern Terminus  33.788473° -91.035162°


 Navigation Channel Center 33.807310° -91.022437°)


Determination:   No Historic Properties Affected 


Dear Mr. Barton: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
 VICKSBURG DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


  4155 CLAY STREET 
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI 39183‐3435


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District (USACE MVK), is proposing expansion 
of and improvements to the existing navigation capacity of the Port of Rosedale in Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi, under the auspices of the Continuing Authorities 
Program (CAP) (Figure 1). The purpose of CAP is to establish and provide authority for USACE to 
plan and implement projects of limited size, cost, scope, and complexity. The Port of Rosedale 
expansion project intends to reduce transportation costs during low water conditions resulting from:  
(1) limited channel depth; (2) limited channel width; and (3) turning basin restrictions. The project 
areas are located as follows on the Beulah, MS and Rosedale, MS 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle 
maps:  Sections 21, 28, and 29 in Township 10S, Range 1E (Arkansas) and Sections 21, 22, 27, 
and 28 in Township 23N, Range 8W (Mississippi) (Figure 2).


Project Authority 
Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 provides authority for the Corps of Engineers to 


improve navigation including dredging of channels, anchorage areas, and turning basins and 
construction of breakwaters, jetties and groins, through a partnership with non-Federal government 
sponsor such as cities, counties, special chartered authorities (such as port authorities), or units of 


state government.   6
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Description of Undertaking 
The Port of Rosedale owes its creation to the start of a Federal Revenue Sharing program for 


development projects in the 1970s (History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County [HPR] n.d.:2). A 
study group organized by the Bolivar County Board of Supervisors recommended that federal 
funds could be used most advantageously in the construction of a new port at Rosedale. In 1977, 
the Vicksburg District (USACE), was given a grant to “clear and grub and dredge” the slack water 
channel known as Log Loader Chute and fill the 20-acre site to be used for the Port facilities. Work 
began almost immediately and was completed by early 1978 (HPR:3). Today, the Port of Rosedale 
continues to contribute to the area and is hoping to expand to handle larger vessels and house 
more facilities. As part of its annual operation, portions of the existing channel are dredged as 
state-allocated funding allows, though the funding is not sufficient to cover dredging of the full 
channel length during any individual spending cycle.   


The selected alternative proposes 3 primary modifications (Figures 3 & 4):   


 Realigning and widening the authorized channel limits at the existing barge facility;


 Widening the channel for the entire length to facilitate two-way traffic and larger barge
configurations; and


 Enlarging the turning basin to support increased mobility with larger barge configurations.


The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN) is centrally located in the 2.7 mile (4.35 km) long 
by 150-ft. (45.7 meter) wide navigation channel that runs between the port and the Mississippi 
River (see Figures 1, 3, & 4) The current authorized channel depth is 93 ft. (28.4 meters), which is 
9 ft. (2.7 meters) below the Low Water of Reference (LWRP) of 102 ft. (31.1 meters).  


Realignment and Widening of Channel Limits 
The route to the turning basin poses certain navigational challenges when in operation. The 


position of the JANTRAN in the bend in the channel, creates challenges for pilots, particularly 
when barges that are being loaded encroach into the navigation channel. As part of the proposed 
alternative, the existing bend in the channel would be expanded from the currently authorized width 
of 150 to 200 ft. (45.7 to 61.0 meters) to alleviate some of the difficulties of traversing the channel 
bend during busier time frames. This expansion would also permit larger barge configurations to 
navigate the bend more easily (see Figures 3 & 4).  


The channel would also be realigned in the vicinity of the JANTRAN facility to avoid 
encroachments from barges that are moored at the facility for loading and unloading. The 
realignment would involve shifting the central axis of the navigational channel approximately 100 ft. 
(30.5 meters) to the west for approximately 0.68 miles (1.09 km) in length. The remaining portions 
of the navigation channel south of this point to the Mississippi River and north to the turning basin 
at the upper end of the port would be expanded from 150 ft. (45.7 meters) to approximately 185 ft. 
(56.4 meters) (see Figures 3 & 4). This additional width would better allow two-way traffic and 
provide navigational support for larger barge configurations.  


Enlarging Turning Basin 
The final main feature of this alternative is the reconfiguration and enlargement of the existing 


approximately 400-x-1,000 ft. (121.9-x-304.8 meters) turning basin. The new proposed 
configuration would lengthen the navigational channel to extend through the existing turning basin 
and shift the footprint of the turning basin further upstream past its current location. The newly 
enlarged and relocated turning basin would measure approximately 600-x-1,000 ft. (182.9-x-304.8 
meters) in size. This increase in size allows larger barge configurations to utilize the turning basin, 
and its new location would provide better access to the water with more frontage for the port. All 
the proposed changes and dimensions were determined based on input from the local sponsor 
and existing port customers. The currently authorized navigation depth of 93 ft. (28.4 meters) 
would be
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maintained for all the modifications and limits described herein. The channel would not be 
deepened below the authorized Mississippi River channel depth. 


Dredged Material Disposal 
A cutter head dredge barge would be utilized to excavate material from the navigational 


channel and the turning basin. All dredged material would be pumped from the cutter head and 
carried via a dredge pipe and cast out to the Mississippi River near the mouth of the Port 
Navigation Channel (Figure 3). The dredge pipe would be placed along the eastern side of the 
navigation channel as to not interfere with any ingress or egress navigation at the port. During work 
hours, a boat on the discharge pipe would be utilized and move the line for passing tows as 
needed. Because of the distance needed to pump material to the river, a booster pump would be 
required. The distance into the river needed to discharge all dredge material would be determined 
based on a hydrographic survey, and the pipe would not impact navigation on the Mississippi 
River. To ensure there are no issues with self-inflicted shoaling at the mouth of the harbor, 
dredging the mouth will be conducted last to prevent sediment build-up. 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
The APE is defined as all areas where channels are to be realigned, widened, or otherwise 


enlarged (Figures 1-4).  The APE totals approximately 108 acres (43.5 hectares) and includes all 
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects from the Undertaking.  Access routes are not included in this 
calculation, as they are either public roads, heavily used agricultural roads, or already utilized 
waterways. 


Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
The undertaking is in Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha County, Arkansas, in addition to 


the APE USACE MVK revised a 1-mile buffer around proposed undertaking. Historic properties in 
the project vicinity were identified based on a review of the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) database, the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas 
(AMASDA), Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s Historical Site Management Tool 
(HSMT), historic aerial photography, historic map research, and a review of cultural resources 
survey reports (Figure 5). Review of current cultural resources map revealed no historic properties 
within and relatively few known cultural resources adjacent to the APE.  


According to the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA), 
in Desha County, AR, there is one previously recorded archaeological site, consisting of the 
purported location (listed but not field-verified) of the 19th-century community of Napoleon (Table 
1), three cultural features (McCloud Landing, Napoleon Landing, and O’Neal Landing), which are 
the historic locations of 20th-century landscape features (e.g., cemeteries, dams, military 
encampments/structures, oilfields, towers, trails, and wells), and two 20th-century rural structures, 
transposed from the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) county maps. 
Additionally, one cultural resources survey was previously executed within a 1-mile radius of the 
APE (Table 2). There are no National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) sites within or 
adjacent to the Arkansas APE.  


According to data from the Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s (MDAH) Historical 
Site Management Tool (HSMT) for the Bolivar County, Mississippi, APE, there are 12 previously 
recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity, which includes resources with little-to-no provided, a 
prehistoric mound, and post-Civil War tenant sites (see Table 1; see Figure 5).  Although none 
have been listed to the NRHP, one of these archaeological sites (a multi-component site is 
considered eligible for listing to the National Register. The remainder are ineligible for listing (n=8) 
or have not been assessed/evaluated (undetermined [n=3]) for listing to the National Register. 
Additionally, 14 historic structures have been inventoried with this same search radius, consisting 
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mostly of early twentieth-century residences (see Table 1; Figure 5). Furthermore, there have been 
five cultural resources surveys conducted in or adjacent to the APE in Bolivar County; one of these 
efforts overlaps with where the turning basin enlargement at the northern project terminus and 
channel realignment and widening in the center, respectively (MDAH Report No. 13-0717) (see 
Table 2; Figure 5). There are no NRHP sites within or adjacent to the Mississippi APE. 


Table 1. Previously recorded cultural resources located within an approximately 1-mile (1.6 km) 
radius of the APE. 


Resource Designation Period(s) 
Date 
Recorded 


NRHP  
Status 


3DE0128 (AR) 19th Century 1988 Undetermined 


22Bo0114 (MS) Early 20th Century (MS River Levee) 2013 Ineligible 


22Bo630 (MS) 
Middle Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1984 Ineligible 


22Bo668 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1994 Ineligible 


22Bo669 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through mid - 20th Centuries 


1994 Eligible 


22Bo771 (MS) Mounds Site – Undetermined age 2000 Undetermined 


22Bo804 (MS) Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo805 (MS) 
Late Woodland; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


2002 Ineligible 


22Bo806 (MS) Mississippian 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo975 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mid-to-late 19th through 20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo976 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


22Bo977 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo978 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


011-ROS-0191 (MS)
Circa 1890 Aaron Tabernacle Missionary 
Baptist Church 


Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0192 (MS) Circa 1930 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0193 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0194 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0195 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0196 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0197 (MS) Circa 1920 Shotgun-style house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0198 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0199 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0281 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0282 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.1-X (MS)
Circa 1940 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building I 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.2-X (MS)
Circa 1948 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building II 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.3-X (MS)
Circa 1952 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building III 


Not listed 
Undetermined 
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Table 2. Previously recorded cultural resources surveys conducted within an approximately 1-mile 
(1.6 km) radius of the APE. 


Report No. Title Author/Principal Investigator Date 


1313 (AR) 


Cultural Resources and Geomorphological  
Reconnaissance of the McClellan-Kerr, 
Arkansas River Navigation System Pools 1 
through 9 of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas 
River Navigation System between 
Dardanelle, Arkansas, and the Mississippi 
River 


W. J. Bennett, Jr., Phyllis L. 
Breland, and Lawson M. Smith  – 
Archeological Assessment, Inc.  


1/1989 


84-036 (MS)
A Cultural Resources Survey Near 
Rosedale, Bolivar County, Mississippi 


Sam Brookes - Private 3/1984 


04-106 (MS)


Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed 
Route of Interstate 69 Between 
Robinsonville and Benoit-Bolivar, Coahoma, 
Tunica and Sunflower Counties, Mississippi 


Joanne Ryan,  
Douglas C. Wells,  
Richard A. Weinstein, David B. 
Kelley, and Sara A. Hahn – Coastal 
Environments, Inc. 


4/2004 


12-0307 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of a 
Proposed New Boating Access Facility on 
the Mississippi River in S21, T23, R8W, 
Bolivar County, MDAH Project Log #04-108-
12 


Jeffrey Alvey – Cobb Institute of 
Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


6/2012 


13-0717 (MS)


A Cultural Resources Survey of 141 Acres 
for Improvements to the Port of Rosedale 
Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha 
County, Arkansas 


Jana J. Futch – Brockington 
Cultural Resources Consulting 


11/2013 


17-0108 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in 
Association with the Proposed Rosedale 
Industrial Park Development, Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


Keith Baca and Jeffrey Alvey – 
Cobb Institute of Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


4/2017 


Cartographic Analysis 
The landscape that constitutes the study area has been dramatically altered over the last few 


centuries, most dramatically over the last 90 years by both natural and man-made processes. 
Analysis of available historic maps from the 19th-century indicate that according to the 1833 
General Land Office (GLO) plats for the townships and ranges, the Mississippi River channel 
flowed to the west of the APE, snaking southeast and crossing the center of the APE before 
turning almost due south to the east of the southern project terminus (Figure 6). Congress created 
the Mississippi River Commission in 1879 to centralize flood-fighting measures along the 
Mississippi River, coordinating efforts with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide protection 
against flood devastation as well as facilitate the river shipping frequently hindered by alluvial 
deposits below New Orleans. By the late nineteenth century, arguments over the most 
appropriate method of controlling the river led to a “levees-only” policy. Despite the constant 
construction of levees, the man-made structures failed to harness the river; between 1858 and 


1922, the Delta experienced eleven “major” floods (Cobb 1992:129).  -
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According to the published 1880s Mississippi River Commission Maps, the Mississippi River 
channel shifted slightly to the east near the northern project terminus, while the main channel 
flowed to the west and southwest of the APE. The center of the APE crossed the northern edges of 
Lake Beulah, an oxbow lake formed from the abandoned and cut-off main Mississippi River 
channel, while portions of the APE fall across a mix of improved and unimproved lands north and 
south of the oxbow lake (Figure 7). The Mississippi River continued its meandering course shifting 
again in the 1930s, moving westward away from the town of Rosedale (United States Geological 
Survey [USGS] 1939) (Figure 8). Within the APE, the northern third falls within a slack water 
channel, later referred to as Log Loader Chute, the eastern banks of which had been fortified by a 
series of levees and a revetment (a measure placed along a waterway bank to stabilize or protect 
from erosion). To the immediate west of and parallel to the APE is an alluvial peninsula extending 
to the south between this channel and the Mississippi River. Continuing south, the center of the 
APE follows the banks of the Mississippi River, while the southern third crosses forested backwater 
lowlands in Arkansas designated Island No. 74 (see Figure 8). By the late 1960s/early 1970s, 
much of the slack water channel had been backfilled by alluvial deposition, increasing the size of 
the peninsula, and extending its tip much further to the south (USGS 1969, 1972; see Figure 2). 
When Log Loader Chute was dredged in the 1970s to deepen its waters in preparation for the Port, 
the dredge material was discharged both back into the Mississippi River and redeposited onto the 
peninsula (Bolivar Commercial 1977), further evidenced by the Ak (Alluvial land, frequently 
flooded) symbology on modern soil maps (Figure 9 – soil map).  


The presence of borrow pits (BP), as well as the extant levee (LV), are additional indications of 
an altered, manmade landscape (see Figure 9 – soil map). The USDA indicates that most of the 
natural soils in the southern reaches of the APE (Arkansas) are identified as the Sharkey-
Commerce-Coushatta association (Sm), which are frequently flooded clays that form in 
backswamps (USDA 2023). Other than the Mississippi River and Log Loader Chute, other 
substantial hydrological features near the study area include Beulah Lake, an oxbow of the 
Mississippi River located to the southeast of the Port, and Long Lake and Legion Lake, both 
backswamp areas and remnants of the former river channel near Log Loader Chute (see Figures 2 
and 9).  


Previous Cultural Resources Investigations 
Three cultural resources surveys have been conducted on behalf of the Port of Rosedale over 


the last 11 years in association with a proposed new boating access facility, industrial park 
development, and other anticipated facilities improvements (MDAH Report Nos. 12-0307, 13-0717, 
& 17-0108; see Figure 5). According to recent cultural resources surveys, fill from the 1970s 
dredging was also piled up on the north and east banks of Log Loader Chute to create an artificial 
landscape for Port facilities (Alvey and Baca 2012; Baca and Alvey 2017; Futch and Rabbysmith 
2013). Additional subsurface investigation of the area north of the existing turning basin as well as 
across the peninsula that separates the port channel and the Mississippi River, exhibited evidence 
of fill from dredging activities down to a depth of 1.31-1.64 ft. (40-50 cm). Several deep auger tests 
were randomly excavated to a depth of up to 4.75 ft. (145 cm) to the north of the turning basin and 
across the alluvial peninsula west of the existing channel to investigate the possibility that deeply 
buried cultural deposits could be present. However, each auger test only demonstrated the 
continued presence of subsoil, usually composed of brownish orange sandy clay. No deeply buried 
cultural horizons or cultural material were identified (Futch and Rabbysmith 2013:31, 35). 
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Given the absence of identified historic properties, existing survey coverage, previous 
construction, development, and maintenance activities, and the low probability of the presence of 
unidentified resources, USACE has determined that the existing surveys constitute a reasonable 
and good faith effort at identification and evaluation of historic properties and that it is unlikely that 
any unidentified historic properties are present in the currently proposed APE; therefore, no further 
cultural resources investigation is recommended. 


Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties 
Based on the information presented in this letter, USACE MVK has determined that there are 


no historic properties, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16 (l) in the APE, for the CAP Section 107, River 
and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi.  Therefore, USACE MVK is making a finding of No 
Historic Properties Affected for this undertaking and submitting it to you for review and comment.  
This project will be subject to the standard change in scope of work, unexpected discovery, and 
unmarked human burial sites act provisions.  USACE MVK requests your comments within 30 
days, per 36 CFR 800.5(c) 


If you have any questions or require additional information concerning these undertakings, 
please contact Mr. John Underwood of this office at (601) 631-5017 or via e-mail 
John.R.Underwood@usace.army.mil  or Ms. Rachelle Androwski, Vicksburg District Tribal Liaison 
at (601) 631-5920 or via e-mail at rachelle.r.androwski@usace.army.mil. 


Sincerely, 


 Dan Moore 
Chief, Environmental Compliance Section 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division South 


List of Recipients:  
Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
Caddo Nation 
Chickasaw Nation 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Louisiana  
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 
Muscogee Nation 
Quapaw Nation 
Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana 
Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office (AR SHPO) 
Mississippi State Historic Preservation Office (MS SHPO) 
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August 25, 2023 


Regional Planning and 
Environment Division, South 
Environmental Planning Branch  
Attn: CEMVK-PDS-N 


Russell Townsend  
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Qualla Boundary Reservation  
Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians 
P.O. Box 455  
Cherokee, NC 28719 


RE:  Section 106 Review Consultation 
Undertaking: Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 


Section 107, River and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) 
Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


(Location      Latitude      Longitude       
Existing Turning Basin Center 33.824553° -91.024129°
Proposed Turning Basin Center 33.826840° -91.026017°
Navigation Channel Northern Terminus 33.823608° -91.022999°
Navigation Channel Southern Terminus  33.788473° -91.035162°


 Navigation Channel Center 33.807310° -91.022437°)


Determination:   No Historic Properties Affected 


Dear Mr. Townsend: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
 VICKSBURG DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


  4155 CLAY STREET 
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI 39183‐3435


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District (USACE MVK), is proposing expansion 
of and improvements to the existing navigation capacity of the Port of Rosedale in Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi, under the auspices of the Continuing Authorities 
Program (CAP) (Figure 1). The purpose of CAP is to establish and provide authority for USACE to 
plan and implement projects of limited size, cost, scope, and complexity. The Port of Rosedale 
expansion project intends to reduce transportation costs during low water conditions resulting from:  
(1) limited channel depth; (2) limited channel width; and (3) turning basin restrictions. The project 
areas are located as follows on the Beulah, MS and Rosedale, MS 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle 
maps:  Sections 21, 28, and 29 in Township 10S, Range 1E (Arkansas) and Sections 21, 22, 27, 
and 28 in Township 23N, Range 8W (Mississippi) (Figure 2).


Project Authority 
Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 provides authority for the Corps of Engineers to 


improve navigation including dredging of channels, anchorage areas, and turning basins and 
construction of breakwaters, jetties and groins, through a partnership with non-Federal government 
sponsor such as cities, counties, special chartered authorities (such as port authorities), or units of 
state government.   
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Description of Undertaking 
The Port of Rosedale owes its creation to the start of a Federal Revenue Sharing program for 


development projects in the 1970s (History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County [HPR] n.d.:2). A 
study group organized by the Bolivar County Board of Supervisors recommended that federal 
funds could be used most advantageously in the construction of a new port at Rosedale. In 1977, 
the Vicksburg District (USACE), was given a grant to “clear and grub and dredge” the slack water 
channel known as Log Loader Chute and fill the 20-acre site to be used for the Port facilities. Work 
began almost immediately and was completed by early 1978 (HPR:3). Today, the Port of Rosedale 
continues to contribute to the area and is hoping to expand to handle larger vessels and house 
more facilities. As part of its annual operation, portions of the existing channel are dredged as 
state-allocated funding allows, though the funding is not sufficient to cover dredging of the full 
channel length during any individual spending cycle.   


The selected alternative proposes 3 primary modifications (Figures 3 & 4):   


 Realigning and widening the authorized channel limits at the existing barge facility;


 Widening the channel for the entire length to facilitate two-way traffic and larger barge
configurations; and


 Enlarging the turning basin to support increased mobility with larger barge configurations.


The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN) is centrally located in the 2.7 mile (4.35 km) long 
by 150-ft. (45.7 meter) wide navigation channel that runs between the port and the Mississippi 
River (see Figures 1, 3, & 4) The current authorized channel depth is 93 ft. (28.4 meters), which is 
9 ft. (2.7 meters) below the Low Water of Reference (LWRP) of 102 ft. (31.1 meters).  


Realignment and Widening of Channel Limits 
The route to the turning basin poses certain navigational challenges when in operation. The 


position of the JANTRAN in the bend in the channel, creates challenges for pilots, particularly 
when barges that are being loaded encroach into the navigation channel. As part of the proposed 
alternative, the existing bend in the channel would be expanded from the currently authorized width 
of 150 to 200 ft. (45.7 to 61.0 meters) to alleviate some of the difficulties of traversing the channel 
bend during busier time frames. This expansion would also permit larger barge configurations to 
navigate the bend more easily (see Figures 3 & 4).  


The channel would also be realigned in the vicinity of the JANTRAN facility to avoid 
encroachments from barges that are moored at the facility for loading and unloading. The 
realignment would involve shifting the central axis of the navigational channel approximately 100 ft. 
(30.5 meters) to the west for approximately 0.68 miles (1.09 km) in length. The remaining portions 
of the navigation channel south of this point to the Mississippi River and north to the turning basin 
at the upper end of the port would be expanded from 150 ft. (45.7 meters) to approximately 185 ft. 
(56.4 meters) (see Figures 3 & 4). This additional width would better allow two-way traffic and 
provide navigational support for larger barge configurations.  


Enlarging Turning Basin 
The final main feature of this alternative is the reconfiguration and enlargement of the existing 


approximately 400-x-1,000 ft. (121.9-x-304.8 meters) turning basin. The new proposed 
configuration would lengthen the navigational channel to extend through the existing turning basin 
and shift the footprint of the turning basin further upstream past its current location. The newly 
enlarged and relocated turning basin would measure approximately 600-x-1,000 ft. (182.9-x-304.8 
meters) in size. This increase in size allows larger barge configurations to utilize the turning basin, 
and its new location would provide better access to the water with more frontage for the port. All 
the proposed changes and dimensions were determined based on input from the local sponsor 
and existing port customers. The currently authorized navigation depth of 93 ft. (28.4 meters) 
would be 
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maintained for all the modifications and limits described herein. The channel would not be 
deepened below the authorized Mississippi River channel depth. 


Dredged Material Disposal 
A cutter head dredge barge would be utilized to excavate material from the navigational 


channel and the turning basin. All dredged material would be pumped from the cutter head and 
carried via a dredge pipe and cast out to the Mississippi River near the mouth of the Port 
Navigation Channel (Figure 3). The dredge pipe would be placed along the eastern side of the 
navigation channel as to not interfere with any ingress or egress navigation at the port. During work 
hours, a boat on the discharge pipe would be utilized and move the line for passing tows as 
needed. Because of the distance needed to pump material to the river, a booster pump would be 
required. The distance into the river needed to discharge all dredge material would be determined 
based on a hydrographic survey, and the pipe would not impact navigation on the Mississippi 
River. To ensure there are no issues with self-inflicted shoaling at the mouth of the harbor, 
dredging the mouth will be conducted last to prevent sediment build-up. 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
The APE is defined as all areas where channels are to be realigned, widened, or otherwise 


enlarged (Figures 1-4).  The APE totals approximately 108 acres (43.5 hectares) and includes all 
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects from the Undertaking.  Access routes are not included in this 
calculation, as they are either public roads, heavily used agricultural roads, or already utilized 
waterways. 


Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
The undertaking is in Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha County, Arkansas, in addition to 


the APE USACE MVK revised a 1-mile buffer around proposed undertaking. Historic properties in 
the project vicinity were identified based on a review of the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) database, the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas 
(AMASDA), Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s Historical Site Management Tool 
(HSMT), historic aerial photography, historic map research, and a review of cultural resources 
survey reports (Figure 5). Review of current cultural resources map revealed no historic properties 
within and relatively few known cultural resources adjacent to the APE.  


According to the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA), 
in Desha County, AR, there is one previously recorded archaeological site, consisting of the 
purported location (listed but not field-verified) of the 19th-century community of Napoleon (Table 
1), three cultural features (McCloud Landing, Napoleon Landing, and O’Neal Landing), which are 
the historic locations of 20th-century landscape features (e.g., cemeteries, dams, military 
encampments/structures, oilfields, towers, trails, and wells), and two 20th-century rural structures, 
transposed from the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) county maps. 
Additionally, one cultural resources survey was previously executed within a 1-mile radius of the 
APE (Table 2). There are no National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) sites within or 
adjacent to the Arkansas APE.  


According to data from the Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s (MDAH) Historical 
Site Management Tool (HSMT) for the Bolivar County, Mississippi, APE, there are 12 previously 
recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity, which includes resources with little-to-no provided, a 
prehistoric mound, and post-Civil War tenant sites (see Table 1; see Figure 5).  Although none 
have been listed to the NRHP, one of these archaeological sites (a multi-component site is 
considered eligible for listing to the National Register. The remainder are ineligible for listing (n=8) 
or have not been assessed/evaluated (undetermined [n=3]) for listing to the National Register. 
Additionally, 14 historic structures have been inventoried with this same search radius, consisting 
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mostly of early twentieth-century residences (see Table 1; Figure 5). Furthermore, there have been 
five cultural resources surveys conducted in or adjacent to the APE in Bolivar County; one of these 
efforts overlaps with where the turning basin enlargement at the northern project terminus and 
channel realignment and widening in the center, respectively (MDAH Report No. 13-0717) (see 
Table 2; Figure 5). There are no NRHP sites within or adjacent to the Mississippi APE. 


Table 1. Previously recorded cultural resources located within an approximately 1-mile (1.6 km) 
radius of the APE. 


Resource Designation Period(s) 
Date 
Recorded 


NRHP  
Status 


3DE0128 (AR) 19th Century 1988 Undetermined 


22Bo0114 (MS) Early 20th Century (MS River Levee) 2013 Ineligible 


22Bo630 (MS) 
Middle Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1984 Ineligible 


22Bo668 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1994 Ineligible 


22Bo669 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through mid - 20th Centuries 


1994 Eligible 


22Bo771 (MS) Mounds Site – Undetermined age 2000 Undetermined 


22Bo804 (MS) Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo805 (MS) 
Late Woodland; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


2002 Ineligible 


22Bo806 (MS) Mississippian 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo975 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mid-to-late 19th through 20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo976 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


22Bo977 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo978 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


011-ROS-0191 (MS)
Circa 1890 Aaron Tabernacle Missionary 
Baptist Church 


Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0192 (MS) Circa 1930 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0193 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0194 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0195 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0196 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0197 (MS) Circa 1920 Shotgun-style house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0198 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0199 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0281 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0282 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.1-X (MS)
Circa 1940 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building I 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.2-X (MS)
Circa 1948 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building II 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.3-X (MS)
Circa 1952 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building III 


Not listed 
Undetermined 
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Table 2. Previously recorded cultural resources surveys conducted within an approximately 1-mile 
(1.6 km) radius of the APE. 


Report No. Title Author/Principal Investigator Date 


1313 (AR) 


Cultural Resources and Geomorphological  
Reconnaissance of the McClellan-Kerr, 
Arkansas River Navigation System Pools 1 
through 9 of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas 
River Navigation System between 
Dardanelle, Arkansas, and the Mississippi 
River 


W. J. Bennett, Jr., Phyllis L. 
Breland, and Lawson M. Smith  – 
Archeological Assessment, Inc.  


1/1989 


84-036 (MS)
A Cultural Resources Survey Near 
Rosedale, Bolivar County, Mississippi 


Sam Brookes - Private 3/1984 


04-106 (MS)


Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed 
Route of Interstate 69 Between 
Robinsonville and Benoit-Bolivar, Coahoma, 
Tunica and Sunflower Counties, Mississippi 


Joanne Ryan,  
Douglas C. Wells,  
Richard A. Weinstein, David B. 
Kelley, and Sara A. Hahn – Coastal 
Environments, Inc. 


4/2004 


12-0307 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of a 
Proposed New Boating Access Facility on 
the Mississippi River in S21, T23, R8W, 
Bolivar County, MDAH Project Log #04-108-
12 


Jeffrey Alvey – Cobb Institute of 
Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


6/2012 


13-0717 (MS)


A Cultural Resources Survey of 141 Acres 
for Improvements to the Port of Rosedale 
Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha 
County, Arkansas 


Jana J. Futch – Brockington 
Cultural Resources Consulting 


11/2013 


17-0108 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in 
Association with the Proposed Rosedale 
Industrial Park Development, Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


Keith Baca and Jeffrey Alvey – 
Cobb Institute of Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


4/2017 


Cartographic Analysis 
The landscape that constitutes the study area has been dramatically altered over the last few 


centuries, most dramatically over the last 90 years by both natural and man-made processes. 
Analysis of available historic maps from the 19th-century indicate that according to the 1833 
General Land Office (GLO) plats for the townships and ranges, the Mississippi River channel 
flowed to the west of the APE, snaking southeast and crossing the center of the APE before 
turning almost due south to the east of the southern project terminus (Figure 6). Congress created 
the Mississippi River Commission in 1879 to centralize flood-fighting measures along the 
Mississippi River, coordinating efforts with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide protection 
against flood devastation as well as facilitate the river shipping frequently hindered by alluvial 
deposits below New Orleans. By the late nineteenth century, arguments over the most 
appropriate method of controlling the river led to a “levees-only” policy. Despite the constant 
construction of levees, the man-made structures failed to harness the river; between 1858 and 
1922, the Delta experienced eleven “major” floods (Cobb 1992:129).  
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According to the published 1880s Mississippi River Commission Maps, the Mississippi River 
channel shifted slightly to the east near the northern project terminus, while the main channel 
flowed to the west and southwest of the APE. The center of the APE crossed the northern edges of 
Lake Beulah, an oxbow lake formed from the abandoned and cut-off main Mississippi River 
channel, while portions of the APE fall across a mix of improved and unimproved lands north and 
south of the oxbow lake (Figure 7). The Mississippi River continued its meandering course shifting 
again in the 1930s, moving westward away from the town of Rosedale (United States Geological 
Survey [USGS] 1939) (Figure 8). Within the APE, the northern third falls within a slack water 
channel, later referred to as Log Loader Chute, the eastern banks of which had been fortified by a 
series of levees and a revetment (a measure placed along a waterway bank to stabilize or protect 
from erosion). To the immediate west of and parallel to the APE is an alluvial peninsula extending 
to the south between this channel and the Mississippi River. Continuing south, the center of the 
APE follows the banks of the Mississippi River, while the southern third crosses forested backwater 
lowlands in Arkansas designated Island No. 74 (see Figure 8). By the late 1960s/early 1970s, 
much of the slack water channel had been backfilled by alluvial deposition, increasing the size of 
the peninsula, and extending its tip much further to the south (USGS 1969, 1972; see Figure 2). 
When Log Loader Chute was dredged in the 1970s to deepen its waters in preparation for the Port, 
the dredge material was discharged both back into the Mississippi River and redeposited onto the 
peninsula (Bolivar Commercial 1977), further evidenced by the Ak (Alluvial land, frequently 
flooded) symbology on modern soil maps (Figure 9 – soil map).  


The presence of borrow pits (BP), as well as the extant levee (LV), are additional indications of 
an altered, manmade landscape (see Figure 9 – soil map). The USDA indicates that most of the 
natural soils in the southern reaches of the APE (Arkansas) are identified as the Sharkey-
Commerce-Coushatta association (Sm), which are frequently flooded clays that form in 
backswamps (USDA 2023). Other than the Mississippi River and Log Loader Chute, other 
substantial hydrological features near the study area include Beulah Lake, an oxbow of the 
Mississippi River located to the southeast of the Port, and Long Lake and Legion Lake, both 
backswamp areas and remnants of the former river channel near Log Loader Chute (see Figures 2 
and 9).  


Previous Cultural Resources Investigations 
Three cultural resources surveys have been conducted on behalf of the Port of Rosedale over 


the last 11 years in association with a proposed new boating access facility, industrial park 
development, and other anticipated facilities improvements (MDAH Report Nos. 12-0307, 13-0717, 
& 17-0108; see Figure 5). According to recent cultural resources surveys, fill from the 1970s 
dredging was also piled up on the north and east banks of Log Loader Chute to create an artificial 
landscape for Port facilities (Alvey and Baca 2012; Baca and Alvey 2017; Futch and Rabbysmith 
2013). Additional subsurface investigation of the area north of the existing turning basin as well as 
across the peninsula that separates the port channel and the Mississippi River, exhibited evidence 
of fill from dredging activities down to a depth of 1.31-1.64 ft. (40-50 cm). Several deep auger tests 
were randomly excavated to a depth of up to 4.75 ft. (145 cm) to the north of the turning basin and 
across the alluvial peninsula west of the existing channel to investigate the possibility that deeply 
buried cultural deposits could be present. However, each auger test only demonstrated the 
continued presence of subsoil, usually composed of brownish orange sandy clay. No deeply buried 
cultural horizons or cultural material were identified (Futch and Rabbysmith 2013:31, 35). 
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Given the absence of identified historic properties, existing survey coverage, previous 
construction, development, and maintenance activities, and the low probability of the presence of 
unidentified resources, USACE has determined that the existing surveys constitute a reasonable 
and good faith effort at identification and evaluation of historic properties and that it is unlikely that 
any unidentified historic properties are present in the currently proposed APE; therefore, no further 
cultural resources investigation is recommended. 


Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties 
Based on the information presented in this letter, USACE MVK has determined that there are 


no historic properties, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16 (l) in the APE, for the CAP Section 107, River 
and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi.  Therefore, USACE MVK is making a finding of No 
Historic Properties Affected for this undertaking and submitting it to you for review and comment.  
This project will be subject to the standard change in scope of work, unexpected discovery, and 
unmarked human burial sites act provisions.  USACE MVK requests your comments within 30 
days, per 36 CFR 800.5(c) 


If you have any questions or require additional information concerning these undertakings, 
please contact Mr. John Underwood of this office at (601) 631-5017 or via e-mail 
John.R.Underwood@usace.army.mil  or Ms. Rachelle Androwski, Vicksburg District Tribal Liaison 
at (601) 631-5920 or via e-mail at rachelle.r.androwski@usace.army.mil. 


Sincerely, 


 Dan Moore 
Chief, Environmental Compliance Section 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division South 


List of Recipients:  
Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
Caddo Nation 
Chickasaw Nation 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Louisiana  
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 
Muscogee Nation 
Quapaw Nation 
Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana 
Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office (AR SHPO) 
Mississippi State Historic Preservation Office (MS SHPO) 
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August 25, 2023 


Regional Planning and 
Environment Division, South 
Environmental Planning Branch  
Attn: CEMVK-PDS-N 


Mr. Dakota John 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Tribal Historic Preservation 
Coushatta Tribe of Louisiana 
P.O.  818 
Elton, LA 70532 


RE:  Section 106 Review Consultation 
Undertaking: Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 


Section 107, River and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) 
Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


(Location      Latitude      Longitude       
Existing Turning Basin Center 33.824553° -91.024129°
Proposed Turning Basin Center 33.826840° -91.026017°
Navigation Channel Northern Terminus 33.823608° -91.022999°
Navigation Channel Southern Terminus  33.788473° -91.035162°


 Navigation Channel Center 33.807310° -91.022437°)


Determination:   No Historic Properties Affected 


Dear Mr. John: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
 VICKSBURG DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


  4155 CLAY STREET 
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI 39183‐3435


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District (USACE MVK), is proposing expansion 
of and improvements to the existing navigation capacity of the Port of Rosedale in Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi, under the auspices of the Continuing Authorities 
Program (CAP) (Figure 1). The purpose of CAP is to establish and provide authority for USACE to 
plan and implement projects of limited size, cost, scope, and complexity. The Port of Rosedale 
expansion project intends to reduce transportation costs during low water conditions resulting from:  
(1) limited channel depth; (2) limited channel width; and (3) turning basin restrictions. The project 
areas are located as follows on the Beulah, MS and Rosedale, MS 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle 
maps:  Sections 21, 28, and 29 in Township 10S, Range 1E (Arkansas) and Sections 21, 22, 27, 
and 28 in Township 23N, Range 8W (Mississippi) (Figure 2).


Project Authority 
Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 provides authority for the Corps of Engineers to 


improve navigation including dredging of channels, anchorage areas, and turning basins and 
construction of breakwaters, jetties and groins, through a partnership with non-Federal government 
sponsor such as cities, counties, special chartered authorities (such as port authorities), or units of 
state government.   
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Description of Undertaking 
The Port of Rosedale owes its creation to the start of a Federal Revenue Sharing program for 


development projects in the 1970s (History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County [HPR] n.d.:2). A 
study group organized by the Bolivar County Board of Supervisors recommended that federal 
funds could be used most advantageously in the construction of a new port at Rosedale. In 1977, 
the Vicksburg District (USACE), was given a grant to “clear and grub and dredge” the slack water 
channel known as Log Loader Chute and fill the 20-acre site to be used for the Port facilities. Work 
began almost immediately and was completed by early 1978 (HPR:3). Today, the Port of Rosedale 
continues to contribute to the area and is hoping to expand to handle larger vessels and house 
more facilities. As part of its annual operation, portions of the existing channel are dredged as 
state-allocated funding allows, though the funding is not sufficient to cover dredging of the full 
channel length during any individual spending cycle.   


The selected alternative proposes 3 primary modifications (Figures 3 & 4):   


 Realigning and widening the authorized channel limits at the existing barge facility;


 Widening the channel for the entire length to facilitate two-way traffic and larger barge
configurations; and


 Enlarging the turning basin to support increased mobility with larger barge configurations.


The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN) is centrally located in the 2.7 mile (4.35 km) long 
by 150-ft. (45.7 meter) wide navigation channel that runs between the port and the Mississippi 
River (see Figures 1, 3, & 4) The current authorized channel depth is 93 ft. (28.4 meters), which is 
9 ft. (2.7 meters) below the Low Water of Reference (LWRP) of 102 ft. (31.1 meters).  


Realignment and Widening of Channel Limits 
The route to the turning basin poses certain navigational challenges when in operation. The 


position of the JANTRAN in the bend in the channel, creates challenges for pilots, particularly 
when barges that are being loaded encroach into the navigation channel. As part of the proposed 
alternative, the existing bend in the channel would be expanded from the currently authorized width 
of 150 to 200 ft. (45.7 to 61.0 meters) to alleviate some of the difficulties of traversing the channel 
bend during busier time frames. This expansion would also permit larger barge configurations to 
navigate the bend more easily (see Figures 3 & 4).  


The channel would also be realigned in the vicinity of the JANTRAN facility to avoid 
encroachments from barges that are moored at the facility for loading and unloading. The 
realignment would involve shifting the central axis of the navigational channel approximately 100 ft. 
(30.5 meters) to the west for approximately 0.68 miles (1.09 km) in length. The remaining portions 
of the navigation channel south of this point to the Mississippi River and north to the turning basin 
at the upper end of the port would be expanded from 150 ft. (45.7 meters) to approximately 185 ft. 
(56.4 meters) (see Figures 3 & 4). This additional width would better allow two-way traffic and 
provide navigational support for larger barge configurations.  


Enlarging Turning Basin 
The final main feature of this alternative is the reconfiguration and enlargement of the existing 


approximately 400-x-1,000 ft. (121.9-x-304.8 meters) turning basin. The new proposed 
configuration would lengthen the navigational channel to extend through the existing turning basin 
and shift the footprint of the turning basin further upstream past its current location. The newly 
enlarged and relocated turning basin would measure approximately 600-x-1,000 ft. (182.9-x-304.8 
meters) in size. This increase in size allows larger barge configurations to utilize the turning basin, 
and its new location would provide better access to the water with more frontage for the port. All 
the proposed changes and dimensions were determined based on input from the local sponsor 
and existing port customers. The currently authorized navigation depth of 93 ft. (28.4 meters) 
would be 
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maintained for all the modifications and limits described herein. The channel would not be 
deepened below the authorized Mississippi River channel depth. 


Dredged Material Disposal 
A cutter head dredge barge would be utilized to excavate material from the navigational 


channel and the turning basin. All dredged material would be pumped from the cutter head and 
carried via a dredge pipe and cast out to the Mississippi River near the mouth of the Port 
Navigation Channel (Figure 3). The dredge pipe would be placed along the eastern side of the 
navigation channel as to not interfere with any ingress or egress navigation at the port. During work 
hours, a boat on the discharge pipe would be utilized and move the line for passing tows as 
needed. Because of the distance needed to pump material to the river, a booster pump would be 
required. The distance into the river needed to discharge all dredge material would be determined 
based on a hydrographic survey, and the pipe would not impact navigation on the Mississippi 
River. To ensure there are no issues with self-inflicted shoaling at the mouth of the harbor, 
dredging the mouth will be conducted last to prevent sediment build-up. 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
The APE is defined as all areas where channels are to be realigned, widened, or otherwise 


enlarged (Figures 1-4).  The APE totals approximately 108 acres (43.5 hectares) and includes all 
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects from the Undertaking.  Access routes are not included in this 
calculation, as they are either public roads, heavily used agricultural roads, or already utilized 
waterways. 


Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
The undertaking is in Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha County, Arkansas, in addition to 


the APE USACE MVK revised a 1-mile buffer around proposed undertaking. Historic properties in 
the project vicinity were identified based on a review of the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) database, the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas 
(AMASDA), Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s Historical Site Management Tool 
(HSMT), historic aerial photography, historic map research, and a review of cultural resources 
survey reports (Figure 5). Review of current cultural resources map revealed no historic properties 
within and relatively few known cultural resources adjacent to the APE.  


According to the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA), 
in Desha County, AR, there is one previously recorded archaeological site, consisting of the 
purported location (listed but not field-verified) of the 19th-century community of Napoleon (Table 
1), three cultural features (McCloud Landing, Napoleon Landing, and O’Neal Landing), which are 
the historic locations of 20th-century landscape features (e.g., cemeteries, dams, military 
encampments/structures, oilfields, towers, trails, and wells), and two 20th-century rural structures, 
transposed from the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) county maps. 
Additionally, one cultural resources survey was previously executed within a 1-mile radius of the 
APE (Table 2). There are no National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) sites within or 
adjacent to the Arkansas APE.  


According to data from the Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s (MDAH) Historical 
Site Management Tool (HSMT) for the Bolivar County, Mississippi, APE, there are 12 previously 
recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity, which includes resources with little-to-no provided, a 
prehistoric mound, and post-Civil War tenant sites (see Table 1; see Figure 5).  Although none 
have been listed to the NRHP, one of these archaeological sites (a multi-component site is 
considered eligible for listing to the National Register. The remainder are ineligible for listing (n=8) 
or have not been assessed/evaluated (undetermined [n=3]) for listing to the National Register. 
Additionally, 14 historic structures have been inventoried with this same search radius, consisting 
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mostly of early twentieth-century residences (see Table 1; Figure 5). Furthermore, there have been 
five cultural resources surveys conducted in or adjacent to the APE in Bolivar County; one of these 
efforts overlaps with where the turning basin enlargement at the northern project terminus and 
channel realignment and widening in the center, respectively (MDAH Report No. 13-0717) (see 
Table 2; Figure 5). There are no NRHP sites within or adjacent to the Mississippi APE. 


Table 1. Previously recorded cultural resources located within an approximately 1-mile (1.6 km) 
radius of the APE. 


Resource Designation Period(s) 
Date 
Recorded 


NRHP  
Status 


3DE0128 (AR) 19th Century 1988 Undetermined 


22Bo0114 (MS) Early 20th Century (MS River Levee) 2013 Ineligible 


22Bo630 (MS) 
Middle Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1984 Ineligible 


22Bo668 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1994 Ineligible 


22Bo669 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through mid - 20th Centuries 


1994 Eligible 


22Bo771 (MS) Mounds Site – Undetermined age 2000 Undetermined 


22Bo804 (MS) Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo805 (MS) 
Late Woodland; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


2002 Ineligible 


22Bo806 (MS) Mississippian 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo975 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mid-to-late 19th through 20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo976 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


22Bo977 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo978 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


011-ROS-0191 (MS)
Circa 1890 Aaron Tabernacle Missionary 
Baptist Church 


Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0192 (MS) Circa 1930 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0193 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0194 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0195 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0196 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0197 (MS) Circa 1920 Shotgun-style house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0198 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0199 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0281 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0282 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.1-X (MS)
Circa 1940 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building I 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.2-X (MS)
Circa 1948 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building II 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.3-X (MS)
Circa 1952 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building III 


Not listed 
Undetermined 
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Table 2. Previously recorded cultural resources surveys conducted within an approximately 1-mile 
(1.6 km) radius of the APE. 


Report No. Title Author/Principal Investigator Date 


1313 (AR) 


Cultural Resources and Geomorphological  
Reconnaissance of the McClellan-Kerr, 
Arkansas River Navigation System Pools 1 
through 9 of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas 
River Navigation System between 
Dardanelle, Arkansas, and the Mississippi 
River 


W. J. Bennett, Jr., Phyllis L. 
Breland, and Lawson M. Smith  – 
Archeological Assessment, Inc.  


1/1989 


84-036 (MS)
A Cultural Resources Survey Near 
Rosedale, Bolivar County, Mississippi 


Sam Brookes - Private 3/1984 


04-106 (MS)


Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed 
Route of Interstate 69 Between 
Robinsonville and Benoit-Bolivar, Coahoma, 
Tunica and Sunflower Counties, Mississippi 


Joanne Ryan,  
Douglas C. Wells,  
Richard A. Weinstein, David B. 
Kelley, and Sara A. Hahn – Coastal 
Environments, Inc. 


4/2004 


12-0307 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of a 
Proposed New Boating Access Facility on 
the Mississippi River in S21, T23, R8W, 
Bolivar County, MDAH Project Log #04-108-
12 


Jeffrey Alvey – Cobb Institute of 
Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


6/2012 


13-0717 (MS)


A Cultural Resources Survey of 141 Acres 
for Improvements to the Port of Rosedale 
Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha 
County, Arkansas 


Jana J. Futch – Brockington 
Cultural Resources Consulting 


11/2013 


17-0108 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in 
Association with the Proposed Rosedale 
Industrial Park Development, Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


Keith Baca and Jeffrey Alvey – 
Cobb Institute of Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


4/2017 


Cartographic Analysis 
The landscape that constitutes the study area has been dramatically altered over the last few 


centuries, most dramatically over the last 90 years by both natural and man-made processes. 
Analysis of available historic maps from the 19th-century indicate that according to the 1833 
General Land Office (GLO) plats for the townships and ranges, the Mississippi River channel 
flowed to the west of the APE, snaking southeast and crossing the center of the APE before 
turning almost due south to the east of the southern project terminus (Figure 6). Congress created 
the Mississippi River Commission in 1879 to centralize flood-fighting measures along the 
Mississippi River, coordinating efforts with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide protection 
against flood devastation as well as facilitate the river shipping frequently hindered by alluvial 
deposits below New Orleans. By the late nineteenth century, arguments over the most 
appropriate method of controlling the river led to a “levees-only” policy. Despite the constant 
construction of levees, the man-made structures failed to harness the river; between 1858 and 
1922, the Delta experienced eleven “major” floods (Cobb 1992:129).  
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According to the published 1880s Mississippi River Commission Maps, the Mississippi River 
channel shifted slightly to the east near the northern project terminus, while the main channel 
flowed to the west and southwest of the APE. The center of the APE crossed the northern edges of 
Lake Beulah, an oxbow lake formed from the abandoned and cut-off main Mississippi River 
channel, while portions of the APE fall across a mix of improved and unimproved lands north and 
south of the oxbow lake (Figure 7). The Mississippi River continued its meandering course shifting 
again in the 1930s, moving westward away from the town of Rosedale (United States Geological 
Survey [USGS] 1939) (Figure 8). Within the APE, the northern third falls within a slack water 
channel, later referred to as Log Loader Chute, the eastern banks of which had been fortified by a 
series of levees and a revetment (a measure placed along a waterway bank to stabilize or protect 
from erosion). To the immediate west of and parallel to the APE is an alluvial peninsula extending 
to the south between this channel and the Mississippi River. Continuing south, the center of the 
APE follows the banks of the Mississippi River, while the southern third crosses forested backwater 
lowlands in Arkansas designated Island No. 74 (see Figure 8). By the late 1960s/early 1970s, 
much of the slack water channel had been backfilled by alluvial deposition, increasing the size of 
the peninsula, and extending its tip much further to the south (USGS 1969, 1972; see Figure 2). 
When Log Loader Chute was dredged in the 1970s to deepen its waters in preparation for the Port, 
the dredge material was discharged both back into the Mississippi River and redeposited onto the 
peninsula (Bolivar Commercial 1977), further evidenced by the Ak (Alluvial land, frequently 
flooded) symbology on modern soil maps (Figure 9 – soil map).  


The presence of borrow pits (BP), as well as the extant levee (LV), are additional indications of 
an altered, manmade landscape (see Figure 9 – soil map). The USDA indicates that most of the 
natural soils in the southern reaches of the APE (Arkansas) are identified as the Sharkey-
Commerce-Coushatta association (Sm), which are frequently flooded clays that form in 
backswamps (USDA 2023). Other than the Mississippi River and Log Loader Chute, other 
substantial hydrological features near the study area include Beulah Lake, an oxbow of the 
Mississippi River located to the southeast of the Port, and Long Lake and Legion Lake, both 
backswamp areas and remnants of the former river channel near Log Loader Chute (see Figures 2 
and 9).  


Previous Cultural Resources Investigations 
Three cultural resources surveys have been conducted on behalf of the Port of Rosedale over 


the last 11 years in association with a proposed new boating access facility, industrial park 
development, and other anticipated facilities improvements (MDAH Report Nos. 12-0307, 13-0717, 
& 17-0108; see Figure 5). According to recent cultural resources surveys, fill from the 1970s 
dredging was also piled up on the north and east banks of Log Loader Chute to create an artificial 
landscape for Port facilities (Alvey and Baca 2012; Baca and Alvey 2017; Futch and Rabbysmith 
2013). Additional subsurface investigation of the area north of the existing turning basin as well as 
across the peninsula that separates the port channel and the Mississippi River, exhibited evidence 
of fill from dredging activities down to a depth of 1.31-1.64 ft. (40-50 cm). Several deep auger tests 
were randomly excavated to a depth of up to 4.75 ft. (145 cm) to the north of the turning basin and 
across the alluvial peninsula west of the existing channel to investigate the possibility that deeply 
buried cultural deposits could be present. However, each auger test only demonstrated the 
continued presence of subsoil, usually composed of brownish orange sandy clay. No deeply buried 
cultural horizons or cultural material were identified (Futch and Rabbysmith 2013:31, 35). 
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Given the absence of identified historic properties, existing survey coverage, previous 
construction, development, and maintenance activities, and the low probability of the presence of 
unidentified resources, USACE has determined that the existing surveys constitute a reasonable 
and good faith effort at identification and evaluation of historic properties and that it is unlikely that 
any unidentified historic properties are present in the currently proposed APE; therefore, no further 
cultural resources investigation is recommended. 


Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties 
Based on the information presented in this letter, USACE MVK has determined that there are 


no historic properties, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16 (l) in the APE, for the CAP Section 107, River 
and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi.  Therefore, USACE MVK is making a finding of No 
Historic Properties Affected for this undertaking and submitting it to you for review and comment.  
This project will be subject to the standard change in scope of work, unexpected discovery, and 
unmarked human burial sites act provisions.  USACE MVK requests your comments within 30 
days, per 36 CFR 800.5(c) 


If you have any questions or require additional information concerning these undertakings, 
please contact Mr. John Underwood of this office at (601) 631-5017 or via e-mail 
John.R.Underwood@usace.army.mil  or Ms. Rachelle Androwski, Vicksburg District Tribal Liaison 
at (601) 631-5920 or via e-mail at rachelle.r.androwski@usace.army.mil. 


Sincerely, 


 Dan Moore 
Chief, Environmental Compliance Section 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division South 


List of Recipients:  
Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
Caddo Nation 
Chickasaw Nation 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Louisiana  
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 
Muscogee Nation 
Quapaw Nation 
Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana 
Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office (AR SHPO) 
Mississippi State Historic Preservation Office (MS SHPO) 
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August 25, 2023 


Regional Planning and 
Environment Division, South 
Environmental Planning Branch  
Attn: CEMVK-PDS-N 


Dr. Ian Thompson  
Director/Tribal Historic Preservation Officer  
Choctaw Nation  
P.O. Box 1210  
Durant, OK 74702-1210 


RE:  Section 106 Review Consultation 
Undertaking: Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 


Section 107, River and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) 
Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


(Location      Latitude      Longitude       
Existing Turning Basin Center 33.824553° -91.024129°
Proposed Turning Basin Center 33.826840° -91.026017°
Navigation Channel Northern Terminus 33.823608° -91.022999°
Navigation Channel Southern Terminus  33.788473° -91.035162°


 Navigation Channel Center 33.807310° -91.022437°)


Determination:   No Historic Properties Affected 


Dear Dr. Thompson: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
 VICKSBURG DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


  4155 CLAY STREET 
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI 39183‐3435


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District (USACE MVK), is proposing expansion 
of and improvements to the existing navigation capacity of the Port of Rosedale in Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi, under the auspices of the Continuing Authorities 
Program (CAP) (Figure 1). The purpose of CAP is to establish and provide authority for USACE to 
plan and implement projects of limited size, cost, scope, and complexity. The Port of Rosedale 
expansion project intends to reduce transportation costs during low water conditions resulting from:  
(1) limited channel depth; (2) limited channel width; and (3) turning basin restrictions. The project 
areas are located as follows on the Beulah, MS and Rosedale, MS 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle 
maps:  Sections 21, 28, and 29 in Township 10S, Range 1E (Arkansas) and Sections 21, 22, 27, 
and 28 in Township 23N, Range 8W (Mississippi) (Figure 2).


Project Authority 
Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 provides authority for the Corps of Engineers to 


improve navigation including dredging of channels, anchorage areas, and turning basins and 
construction of breakwaters, jetties and groins, through a partnership with non-Federal government 
sponsor such as cities, counties, special chartered authorities (such as port authorities), or units of 
state government.   
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Description of Undertaking 
The Port of Rosedale owes its creation to the start of a Federal Revenue Sharing program for 


development projects in the 1970s (History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County [HPR] n.d.:2). A 
study group organized by the Bolivar County Board of Supervisors recommended that federal 
funds could be used most advantageously in the construction of a new port at Rosedale. In 1977, 
the Vicksburg District (USACE), was given a grant to “clear and grub and dredge” the slack water 
channel known as Log Loader Chute and fill the 20-acre site to be used for the Port facilities. Work 
began almost immediately and was completed by early 1978 (HPR:3). Today, the Port of Rosedale 
continues to contribute to the area and is hoping to expand to handle larger vessels and house 
more facilities. As part of its annual operation, portions of the existing channel are dredged as 
state-allocated funding allows, though the funding is not sufficient to cover dredging of the full 
channel length during any individual spending cycle.   


The selected alternative proposes 3 primary modifications (Figures 3 & 4):   


 Realigning and widening the authorized channel limits at the existing barge facility;


 Widening the channel for the entire length to facilitate two-way traffic and larger barge
configurations; and


 Enlarging the turning basin to support increased mobility with larger barge configurations.


The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN) is centrally located in the 2.7 mile (4.35 km) long 
by 150-ft. (45.7 meter) wide navigation channel that runs between the port and the Mississippi 
River (see Figures 1, 3, & 4) The current authorized channel depth is 93 ft. (28.4 meters), which is 
9 ft. (2.7 meters) below the Low Water of Reference (LWRP) of 102 ft. (31.1 meters).  


Realignment and Widening of Channel Limits 
The route to the turning basin poses certain navigational challenges when in operation. The 


position of the JANTRAN in the bend in the channel, creates challenges for pilots, particularly 
when barges that are being loaded encroach into the navigation channel. As part of the proposed 
alternative, the existing bend in the channel would be expanded from the currently authorized width 
of 150 to 200 ft. (45.7 to 61.0 meters) to alleviate some of the difficulties of traversing the channel 
bend during busier time frames. This expansion would also permit larger barge configurations to 
navigate the bend more easily (see Figures 3 & 4).  


The channel would also be realigned in the vicinity of the JANTRAN facility to avoid 
encroachments from barges that are moored at the facility for loading and unloading. The 
realignment would involve shifting the central axis of the navigational channel approximately 100 ft. 
(30.5 meters) to the west for approximately 0.68 miles (1.09 km) in length. The remaining portions 
of the navigation channel south of this point to the Mississippi River and north to the turning basin 
at the upper end of the port would be expanded from 150 ft. (45.7 meters) to approximately 185 ft. 
(56.4 meters) (see Figures 3 & 4). This additional width would better allow two-way traffic and 
provide navigational support for larger barge configurations.  


Enlarging Turning Basin 
The final main feature of this alternative is the reconfiguration and enlargement of the existing 


approximately 400-x-1,000 ft. (121.9-x-304.8 meters) turning basin. The new proposed 
configuration would lengthen the navigational channel to extend through the existing turning basin 
and shift the footprint of the turning basin further upstream past its current location. The newly 
enlarged and relocated turning basin would measure approximately 600-x-1,000 ft. (182.9-x-304.8 
meters) in size. This increase in size allows larger barge configurations to utilize the turning basin, 
and its new location would provide better access to the water with more frontage for the port. All 
the proposed changes and dimensions were determined based on input from the local sponsor 
and existing port customers. The currently authorized navigation depth of 93 ft. (28.4 meters) 
would be 
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maintained for all the modifications and limits described herein. The channel would not be 
deepened below the authorized Mississippi River channel depth. 


Dredged Material Disposal 
A cutter head dredge barge would be utilized to excavate material from the navigational 


channel and the turning basin. All dredged material would be pumped from the cutter head and 
carried via a dredge pipe and cast out to the Mississippi River near the mouth of the Port 
Navigation Channel (Figure 3). The dredge pipe would be placed along the eastern side of the 
navigation channel as to not interfere with any ingress or egress navigation at the port. During work 
hours, a boat on the discharge pipe would be utilized and move the line for passing tows as 
needed. Because of the distance needed to pump material to the river, a booster pump would be 
required. The distance into the river needed to discharge all dredge material would be determined 
based on a hydrographic survey, and the pipe would not impact navigation on the Mississippi 
River. To ensure there are no issues with self-inflicted shoaling at the mouth of the harbor, 
dredging the mouth will be conducted last to prevent sediment build-up. 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
The APE is defined as all areas where channels are to be realigned, widened, or otherwise 


enlarged (Figures 1-4).  The APE totals approximately 108 acres (43.5 hectares) and includes all 
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects from the Undertaking.  Access routes are not included in this 
calculation, as they are either public roads, heavily used agricultural roads, or already utilized 
waterways. 


Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
The undertaking is in Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha County, Arkansas, in addition to 


the APE USACE MVK revised a 1-mile buffer around proposed undertaking. Historic properties in 
the project vicinity were identified based on a review of the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) database, the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas 
(AMASDA), Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s Historical Site Management Tool 
(HSMT), historic aerial photography, historic map research, and a review of cultural resources 
survey reports (Figure 5). Review of current cultural resources map revealed no historic properties 
within and relatively few known cultural resources adjacent to the APE.  


According to the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA), 
in Desha County, AR, there is one previously recorded archaeological site, consisting of the 
purported location (listed but not field-verified) of the 19th-century community of Napoleon (Table 
1), three cultural features (McCloud Landing, Napoleon Landing, and O’Neal Landing), which are 
the historic locations of 20th-century landscape features (e.g., cemeteries, dams, military 
encampments/structures, oilfields, towers, trails, and wells), and two 20th-century rural structures, 
transposed from the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) county maps. 
Additionally, one cultural resources survey was previously executed within a 1-mile radius of the 
APE (Table 2). There are no National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) sites within or 
adjacent to the Arkansas APE.  


According to data from the Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s (MDAH) Historical 
Site Management Tool (HSMT) for the Bolivar County, Mississippi, APE, there are 12 previously 
recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity, which includes resources with little-to-no provided, a 
prehistoric mound, and post-Civil War tenant sites (see Table 1; see Figure 5).  Although none 
have been listed to the NRHP, one of these archaeological sites (a multi-component site is 
considered eligible for listing to the National Register. The remainder are ineligible for listing (n=8) 
or have not been assessed/evaluated (undetermined [n=3]) for listing to the National Register. 
Additionally, 14 historic structures have been inventoried with this same search radius, consisting 
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mostly of early twentieth-century residences (see Table 1; Figure 5). Furthermore, there have been 
five cultural resources surveys conducted in or adjacent to the APE in Bolivar County; one of these 
efforts overlaps with where the turning basin enlargement at the northern project terminus and 
channel realignment and widening in the center, respectively (MDAH Report No. 13-0717) (see 
Table 2; Figure 5). There are no NRHP sites within or adjacent to the Mississippi APE. 


Table 1. Previously recorded cultural resources located within an approximately 1-mile (1.6 km) 
radius of the APE. 


Resource Designation Period(s) 
Date 
Recorded 


NRHP  
Status 


3DE0128 (AR) 19th Century 1988 Undetermined 


22Bo0114 (MS) Early 20th Century (MS River Levee) 2013 Ineligible 


22Bo630 (MS) 
Middle Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1984 Ineligible 


22Bo668 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1994 Ineligible 


22Bo669 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through mid - 20th Centuries 


1994 Eligible 


22Bo771 (MS) Mounds Site – Undetermined age 2000 Undetermined 


22Bo804 (MS) Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo805 (MS) 
Late Woodland; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


2002 Ineligible 


22Bo806 (MS) Mississippian 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo975 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mid-to-late 19th through 20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo976 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


22Bo977 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo978 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


011-ROS-0191 (MS)
Circa 1890 Aaron Tabernacle Missionary 
Baptist Church 


Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0192 (MS) Circa 1930 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0193 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0194 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0195 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0196 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0197 (MS) Circa 1920 Shotgun-style house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0198 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0199 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0281 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0282 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.1-X (MS)
Circa 1940 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building I 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.2-X (MS)
Circa 1948 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building II 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.3-X (MS)
Circa 1952 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building III 


Not listed 
Undetermined 
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Table 2. Previously recorded cultural resources surveys conducted within an approximately 1-mile 
(1.6 km) radius of the APE. 


Report No. Title Author/Principal Investigator Date 


1313 (AR) 


Cultural Resources and Geomorphological  
Reconnaissance of the McClellan-Kerr, 
Arkansas River Navigation System Pools 1 
through 9 of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas 
River Navigation System between 
Dardanelle, Arkansas, and the Mississippi 
River 


W. J. Bennett, Jr., Phyllis L. 
Breland, and Lawson M. Smith  – 
Archeological Assessment, Inc.  


1/1989 


84-036 (MS)
A Cultural Resources Survey Near 
Rosedale, Bolivar County, Mississippi 


Sam Brookes - Private 3/1984 


04-106 (MS)


Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed 
Route of Interstate 69 Between 
Robinsonville and Benoit-Bolivar, Coahoma, 
Tunica and Sunflower Counties, Mississippi 


Joanne Ryan,  
Douglas C. Wells,  
Richard A. Weinstein, David B. 
Kelley, and Sara A. Hahn – Coastal 
Environments, Inc. 


4/2004 


12-0307 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of a 
Proposed New Boating Access Facility on 
the Mississippi River in S21, T23, R8W, 
Bolivar County, MDAH Project Log #04-108-
12 


Jeffrey Alvey – Cobb Institute of 
Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


6/2012 


13-0717 (MS)


A Cultural Resources Survey of 141 Acres 
for Improvements to the Port of Rosedale 
Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha 
County, Arkansas 


Jana J. Futch – Brockington 
Cultural Resources Consulting 


11/2013 


17-0108 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in 
Association with the Proposed Rosedale 
Industrial Park Development, Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


Keith Baca and Jeffrey Alvey – 
Cobb Institute of Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


4/2017 


Cartographic Analysis 
The landscape that constitutes the study area has been dramatically altered over the last few 


centuries, most dramatically over the last 90 years by both natural and man-made processes. 
Analysis of available historic maps from the 19th-century indicate that according to the 1833 
General Land Office (GLO) plats for the townships and ranges, the Mississippi River channel 
flowed to the west of the APE, snaking southeast and crossing the center of the APE before 
turning almost due south to the east of the southern project terminus (Figure 6). Congress created 
the Mississippi River Commission in 1879 to centralize flood-fighting measures along the 
Mississippi River, coordinating efforts with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide protection 
against flood devastation as well as facilitate the river shipping frequently hindered by alluvial 
deposits below New Orleans. By the late nineteenth century, arguments over the most 
appropriate method of controlling the river led to a “levees-only” policy. Despite the constant 
construction of levees, the man-made structures failed to harness the river; between 1858 and 
1922, the Delta experienced eleven “major” floods (Cobb 1992:129).  
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According to the published 1880s Mississippi River Commission Maps, the Mississippi River 
channel shifted slightly to the east near the northern project terminus, while the main channel 
flowed to the west and southwest of the APE. The center of the APE crossed the northern edges of 
Lake Beulah, an oxbow lake formed from the abandoned and cut-off main Mississippi River 
channel, while portions of the APE fall across a mix of improved and unimproved lands north and 
south of the oxbow lake (Figure 7). The Mississippi River continued its meandering course shifting 
again in the 1930s, moving westward away from the town of Rosedale (United States Geological 
Survey [USGS] 1939) (Figure 8). Within the APE, the northern third falls within a slack water 
channel, later referred to as Log Loader Chute, the eastern banks of which had been fortified by a 
series of levees and a revetment (a measure placed along a waterway bank to stabilize or protect 
from erosion). To the immediate west of and parallel to the APE is an alluvial peninsula extending 
to the south between this channel and the Mississippi River. Continuing south, the center of the 
APE follows the banks of the Mississippi River, while the southern third crosses forested backwater 
lowlands in Arkansas designated Island No. 74 (see Figure 8). By the late 1960s/early 1970s, 
much of the slack water channel had been backfilled by alluvial deposition, increasing the size of 
the peninsula, and extending its tip much further to the south (USGS 1969, 1972; see Figure 2). 
When Log Loader Chute was dredged in the 1970s to deepen its waters in preparation for the Port, 
the dredge material was discharged both back into the Mississippi River and redeposited onto the 
peninsula (Bolivar Commercial 1977), further evidenced by the Ak (Alluvial land, frequently 
flooded) symbology on modern soil maps (Figure 9 – soil map).  


The presence of borrow pits (BP), as well as the extant levee (LV), are additional indications of 
an altered, manmade landscape (see Figure 9 – soil map). The USDA indicates that most of the 
natural soils in the southern reaches of the APE (Arkansas) are identified as the Sharkey-
Commerce-Coushatta association (Sm), which are frequently flooded clays that form in 
backswamps (USDA 2023). Other than the Mississippi River and Log Loader Chute, other 
substantial hydrological features near the study area include Beulah Lake, an oxbow of the 
Mississippi River located to the southeast of the Port, and Long Lake and Legion Lake, both 
backswamp areas and remnants of the former river channel near Log Loader Chute (see Figures 2 
and 9).  


Previous Cultural Resources Investigations 
Three cultural resources surveys have been conducted on behalf of the Port of Rosedale over 


the last 11 years in association with a proposed new boating access facility, industrial park 
development, and other anticipated facilities improvements (MDAH Report Nos. 12-0307, 13-0717, 
& 17-0108; see Figure 5). According to recent cultural resources surveys, fill from the 1970s 
dredging was also piled up on the north and east banks of Log Loader Chute to create an artificial 
landscape for Port facilities (Alvey and Baca 2012; Baca and Alvey 2017; Futch and Rabbysmith 
2013). Additional subsurface investigation of the area north of the existing turning basin as well as 
across the peninsula that separates the port channel and the Mississippi River, exhibited evidence 
of fill from dredging activities down to a depth of 1.31-1.64 ft. (40-50 cm). Several deep auger tests 
were randomly excavated to a depth of up to 4.75 ft. (145 cm) to the north of the turning basin and 
across the alluvial peninsula west of the existing channel to investigate the possibility that deeply 
buried cultural deposits could be present. However, each auger test only demonstrated the 
continued presence of subsoil, usually composed of brownish orange sandy clay. No deeply buried 
cultural horizons or cultural material were identified (Futch and Rabbysmith 2013:31, 35). 
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Given the absence of identified historic properties, existing survey coverage, previous 
construction, development, and maintenance activities, and the low probability of the presence of 
unidentified resources, USACE has determined that the existing surveys constitute a reasonable 
and good faith effort at identification and evaluation of historic properties and that it is unlikely that 
any unidentified historic properties are present in the currently proposed APE; therefore, no further 
cultural resources investigation is recommended. 


Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties 
Based on the information presented in this letter, USACE MVK has determined that there are 


no historic properties, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16 (l) in the APE, for the CAP Section 107, River 
and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi.  Therefore, USACE MVK is making a finding of No 
Historic Properties Affected for this undertaking and submitting it to you for review and comment.  
This project will be subject to the standard change in scope of work, unexpected discovery, and 
unmarked human burial sites act provisions.  USACE MVK requests your comments within 30 
days, per 36 CFR 800.5(c) 


If you have any questions or require additional information concerning these undertakings, 
please contact Mr. John Underwood of this office at (601) 631-5017 or via e-mail 
John.R.Underwood@usace.army.mil  or Ms. Rachelle Androwski, Vicksburg District Tribal Liaison 
at (601) 631-5920 or via e-mail at rachelle.r.androwski@usace.army.mil. 


Sincerely, 


 Dan Moore 
Chief, Environmental Compliance Section 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division South 


List of Recipients:  
Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
Caddo Nation 
Chickasaw Nation 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Louisiana  
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 
Muscogee Nation 
Quapaw Nation 
Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana 
Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office (AR SHPO) 
Mississippi State Historic Preservation Office (MS SHPO) 
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August 25, 2023 


Regional Planning and 
Environment Division, South 
Environmental Planning Branch  
Attn: CEMVK-PDS-N 


Karen Brunso  
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer  
Chickasaw Nation  
P.O. Box 1548  
Ada, OK 74821 


RE:  Section 106 Review Consultation 
Undertaking: Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 


Section 107, River and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) 
Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


(Location      Latitude      Longitude       
Existing Turning Basin Center 33.824553° -91.024129°
Proposed Turning Basin Center 33.826840° -91.026017°
Navigation Channel Northern Terminus 33.823608° -91.022999°
Navigation Channel Southern Terminus  33.788473° -91.035162°


 Navigation Channel Center 33.807310° -91.022437°)


Determination:   No Historic Properties Affected 


Dear Ms. Brunso: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
 VICKSBURG DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


  4155 CLAY STREET 
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI 39183‐3435


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District (USACE MVK), is proposing expansion 
of and improvements to the existing navigation capacity of the Port of Rosedale in Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi, under the auspices of the Continuing Authorities 
Program (CAP) (Figure 1). The purpose of CAP is to establish and provide authority for USACE to 
plan and implement projects of limited size, cost, scope, and complexity. The Port of Rosedale 
expansion project intends to reduce transportation costs during low water conditions resulting from:  
(1) limited channel depth; (2) limited channel width; and (3) turning basin restrictions. The project 
areas are located as follows on the Beulah, MS and Rosedale, MS 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle 
maps:  Sections 21, 28, and 29 in Township 10S, Range 1E (Arkansas) and Sections 21, 22, 27, 
and 28 in Township 23N, Range 8W (Mississippi) (Figure 2).


Project Authority 
Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 provides authority for the Corps of Engineers to 


improve navigation including dredging of channels, anchorage areas, and turning basins and 
construction of breakwaters, jetties and groins, through a partnership with non-Federal government 
sponsor such as cities, counties, special chartered authorities (such as port authorities), or units of 
state government.   


6-138







-2-


Description of Undertaking 
The Port of Rosedale owes its creation to the start of a Federal Revenue Sharing program for 


development projects in the 1970s (History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County [HPR] n.d.:2). A 
study group organized by the Bolivar County Board of Supervisors recommended that federal 
funds could be used most advantageously in the construction of a new port at Rosedale. In 1977, 
the Vicksburg District (USACE), was given a grant to “clear and grub and dredge” the slack water 
channel known as Log Loader Chute and fill the 20-acre site to be used for the Port facilities. Work 
began almost immediately and was completed by early 1978 (HPR:3). Today, the Port of Rosedale 
continues to contribute to the area and is hoping to expand to handle larger vessels and house 
more facilities. As part of its annual operation, portions of the existing channel are dredged as 
state-allocated funding allows, though the funding is not sufficient to cover dredging of the full 
channel length during any individual spending cycle.   


The selected alternative proposes 3 primary modifications (Figures 3 & 4):   


 Realigning and widening the authorized channel limits at the existing barge facility;


 Widening the channel for the entire length to facilitate two-way traffic and larger barge
configurations; and


 Enlarging the turning basin to support increased mobility with larger barge configurations.


The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN) is centrally located in the 2.7 mile (4.35 km) long 
by 150-ft. (45.7 meter) wide navigation channel that runs between the port and the Mississippi 
River (see Figures 1, 3, & 4) The current authorized channel depth is 93 ft. (28.4 meters), which is 
9 ft. (2.7 meters) below the Low Water of Reference (LWRP) of 102 ft. (31.1 meters).  


Realignment and Widening of Channel Limits 
The route to the turning basin poses certain navigational challenges when in operation. The 


position of the JANTRAN in the bend in the channel, creates challenges for pilots, particularly 
when barges that are being loaded encroach into the navigation channel. As part of the proposed 
alternative, the existing bend in the channel would be expanded from the currently authorized width 
of 150 to 200 ft. (45.7 to 61.0 meters) to alleviate some of the difficulties of traversing the channel 
bend during busier time frames. This expansion would also permit larger barge configurations to 
navigate the bend more easily (see Figures 3 & 4).  


The channel would also be realigned in the vicinity of the JANTRAN facility to avoid 
encroachments from barges that are moored at the facility for loading and unloading. The 
realignment would involve shifting the central axis of the navigational channel approximately 100 ft. 
(30.5 meters) to the west for approximately 0.68 miles (1.09 km) in length. The remaining portions 
of the navigation channel south of this point to the Mississippi River and north to the turning basin 
at the upper end of the port would be expanded from 150 ft. (45.7 meters) to approximately 185 ft. 
(56.4 meters) (see Figures 3 & 4). This additional width would better allow two-way traffic and 
provide navigational support for larger barge configurations.  


Enlarging Turning Basin 
The final main feature of this alternative is the reconfiguration and enlargement of the existing 


approximately 400-x-1,000 ft. (121.9-x-304.8 meters) turning basin. The new proposed 
configuration would lengthen the navigational channel to extend through the existing turning basin 
and shift the footprint of the turning basin further upstream past its current location. The newly 
enlarged and relocated turning basin would measure approximately 600-x-1,000 ft. (182.9-x-304.8 
meters) in size. This increase in size allows larger barge configurations to utilize the turning basin, 
and its new location would provide better access to the water with more frontage for the port. All 
the proposed changes and dimensions were determined based on input from the local sponsor 
and existing port customers. The currently authorized navigation depth of 93 ft. (28.4 meters) 
would be 
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maintained for all the modifications and limits described herein. The channel would not be 
deepened below the authorized Mississippi River channel depth. 


Dredged Material Disposal 
A cutter head dredge barge would be utilized to excavate material from the navigational 


channel and the turning basin. All dredged material would be pumped from the cutter head and 
carried via a dredge pipe and cast out to the Mississippi River near the mouth of the Port 
Navigation Channel (Figure 3). The dredge pipe would be placed along the eastern side of the 
navigation channel as to not interfere with any ingress or egress navigation at the port. During work 
hours, a boat on the discharge pipe would be utilized and move the line for passing tows as 
needed. Because of the distance needed to pump material to the river, a booster pump would be 
required. The distance into the river needed to discharge all dredge material would be determined 
based on a hydrographic survey, and the pipe would not impact navigation on the Mississippi 
River. To ensure there are no issues with self-inflicted shoaling at the mouth of the harbor, 
dredging the mouth will be conducted last to prevent sediment build-up. 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
The APE is defined as all areas where channels are to be realigned, widened, or otherwise 


enlarged (Figures 1-4).  The APE totals approximately 108 acres (43.5 hectares) and includes all 
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects from the Undertaking.  Access routes are not included in this 
calculation, as they are either public roads, heavily used agricultural roads, or already utilized 
waterways. 


Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
The undertaking is in Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha County, Arkansas, in addition to 


the APE USACE MVK revised a 1-mile buffer around proposed undertaking. Historic properties in 
the project vicinity were identified based on a review of the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) database, the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas 
(AMASDA), Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s Historical Site Management Tool 
(HSMT), historic aerial photography, historic map research, and a review of cultural resources 
survey reports (Figure 5). Review of current cultural resources map revealed no historic properties 
within and relatively few known cultural resources adjacent to the APE.  


According to the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA), 
in Desha County, AR, there is one previously recorded archaeological site, consisting of the 
purported location (listed but not field-verified) of the 19th-century community of Napoleon (Table 
1), three cultural features (McCloud Landing, Napoleon Landing, and O’Neal Landing), which are 
the historic locations of 20th-century landscape features (e.g., cemeteries, dams, military 
encampments/structures, oilfields, towers, trails, and wells), and two 20th-century rural structures, 
transposed from the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) county maps. 
Additionally, one cultural resources survey was previously executed within a 1-mile radius of the 
APE (Table 2). There are no National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) sites within or 
adjacent to the Arkansas APE.  


According to data from the Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s (MDAH) Historical 
Site Management Tool (HSMT) for the Bolivar County, Mississippi, APE, there are 12 previously 
recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity, which includes resources with little-to-no provided, a 
prehistoric mound, and post-Civil War tenant sites (see Table 1; see Figure 5).  Although none 
have been listed to the NRHP, one of these archaeological sites (a multi-component site is 
considered eligible for listing to the National Register. The remainder are ineligible for listing (n=8) 
or have not been assessed/evaluated (undetermined [n=3]) for listing to the National Register. 
Additionally, 14 historic structures have been inventoried with this same search radius, consisting 
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mostly of early twentieth-century residences (see Table 1; Figure 5). Furthermore, there have been 
five cultural resources surveys conducted in or adjacent to the APE in Bolivar County; one of these 
efforts overlaps with where the turning basin enlargement at the northern project terminus and 
channel realignment and widening in the center, respectively (MDAH Report No. 13-0717) (see 
Table 2; Figure 5). There are no NRHP sites within or adjacent to the Mississippi APE. 


Table 1. Previously recorded cultural resources located within an approximately 1-mile (1.6 km) 
radius of the APE. 


Resource Designation Period(s) 
Date 
Recorded 


NRHP  
Status 


3DE0128 (AR) 19th Century 1988 Undetermined 


22Bo0114 (MS) Early 20th Century (MS River Levee) 2013 Ineligible 


22Bo630 (MS) 
Middle Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1984 Ineligible 


22Bo668 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1994 Ineligible 


22Bo669 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through mid - 20th Centuries 


1994 Eligible 


22Bo771 (MS) Mounds Site – Undetermined age 2000 Undetermined 


22Bo804 (MS) Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo805 (MS) 
Late Woodland; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


2002 Ineligible 


22Bo806 (MS) Mississippian 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo975 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mid-to-late 19th through 20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo976 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


22Bo977 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo978 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


011-ROS-0191 (MS)
Circa 1890 Aaron Tabernacle Missionary 
Baptist Church 


Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0192 (MS) Circa 1930 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0193 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0194 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0195 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0196 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0197 (MS) Circa 1920 Shotgun-style house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0198 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0199 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0281 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0282 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.1-X (MS)
Circa 1940 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building I 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.2-X (MS)
Circa 1948 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building II 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.3-X (MS)
Circa 1952 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building III 


Not listed 
Undetermined 
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Table 2. Previously recorded cultural resources surveys conducted within an approximately 1-mile 
(1.6 km) radius of the APE. 


Report No. Title Author/Principal Investigator Date 


1313 (AR) 


Cultural Resources and Geomorphological  
Reconnaissance of the McClellan-Kerr, 
Arkansas River Navigation System Pools 1 
through 9 of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas 
River Navigation System between 
Dardanelle, Arkansas, and the Mississippi 
River 


W. J. Bennett, Jr., Phyllis L. 
Breland, and Lawson M. Smith  – 
Archeological Assessment, Inc.  


1/1989 


84-036 (MS)
A Cultural Resources Survey Near 
Rosedale, Bolivar County, Mississippi 


Sam Brookes - Private 3/1984 


04-106 (MS)


Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed 
Route of Interstate 69 Between 
Robinsonville and Benoit-Bolivar, Coahoma, 
Tunica and Sunflower Counties, Mississippi 


Joanne Ryan,  
Douglas C. Wells,  
Richard A. Weinstein, David B. 
Kelley, and Sara A. Hahn – Coastal 
Environments, Inc. 


4/2004 


12-0307 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of a 
Proposed New Boating Access Facility on 
the Mississippi River in S21, T23, R8W, 
Bolivar County, MDAH Project Log #04-108-
12 


Jeffrey Alvey – Cobb Institute of 
Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


6/2012 


13-0717 (MS)


A Cultural Resources Survey of 141 Acres 
for Improvements to the Port of Rosedale 
Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha 
County, Arkansas 


Jana J. Futch – Brockington 
Cultural Resources Consulting 


11/2013 


17-0108 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in 
Association with the Proposed Rosedale 
Industrial Park Development, Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


Keith Baca and Jeffrey Alvey – 
Cobb Institute of Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


4/2017 


Cartographic Analysis 
The landscape that constitutes the study area has been dramatically altered over the last few 


centuries, most dramatically over the last 90 years by both natural and man-made processes. 
Analysis of available historic maps from the 19th-century indicate that according to the 1833 
General Land Office (GLO) plats for the townships and ranges, the Mississippi River channel 
flowed to the west of the APE, snaking southeast and crossing the center of the APE before 
turning almost due south to the east of the southern project terminus (Figure 6). Congress created 
the Mississippi River Commission in 1879 to centralize flood-fighting measures along the 
Mississippi River, coordinating efforts with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide protection 
against flood devastation as well as facilitate the river shipping frequently hindered by alluvial 
deposits below New Orleans. By the late nineteenth century, arguments over the most 
appropriate method of controlling the river led to a “levees-only” policy. Despite the constant 
construction of levees, the man-made structures failed to harness the river; between 1858 and 
1922, the Delta experienced eleven “major” floods (Cobb 1992:129).  
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According to the published 1880s Mississippi River Commission Maps, the Mississippi River 
channel shifted slightly to the east near the northern project terminus, while the main channel 
flowed to the west and southwest of the APE. The center of the APE crossed the northern edges of 
Lake Beulah, an oxbow lake formed from the abandoned and cut-off main Mississippi River 
channel, while portions of the APE fall across a mix of improved and unimproved lands north and 
south of the oxbow lake (Figure 7). The Mississippi River continued its meandering course shifting 
again in the 1930s, moving westward away from the town of Rosedale (United States Geological 
Survey [USGS] 1939) (Figure 8). Within the APE, the northern third falls within a slack water 
channel, later referred to as Log Loader Chute, the eastern banks of which had been fortified by a 
series of levees and a revetment (a measure placed along a waterway bank to stabilize or protect 
from erosion). To the immediate west of and parallel to the APE is an alluvial peninsula extending 
to the south between this channel and the Mississippi River. Continuing south, the center of the 
APE follows the banks of the Mississippi River, while the southern third crosses forested backwater 
lowlands in Arkansas designated Island No. 74 (see Figure 8). By the late 1960s/early 1970s, 
much of the slack water channel had been backfilled by alluvial deposition, increasing the size of 
the peninsula, and extending its tip much further to the south (USGS 1969, 1972; see Figure 2). 
When Log Loader Chute was dredged in the 1970s to deepen its waters in preparation for the Port, 
the dredge material was discharged both back into the Mississippi River and redeposited onto the 
peninsula (Bolivar Commercial 1977), further evidenced by the Ak (Alluvial land, frequently 
flooded) symbology on modern soil maps (Figure 9 – soil map).  


The presence of borrow pits (BP), as well as the extant levee (LV), are additional indications of 
an altered, manmade landscape (see Figure 9 – soil map). The USDA indicates that most of the 
natural soils in the southern reaches of the APE (Arkansas) are identified as the Sharkey-
Commerce-Coushatta association (Sm), which are frequently flooded clays that form in 
backswamps (USDA 2023). Other than the Mississippi River and Log Loader Chute, other 
substantial hydrological features near the study area include Beulah Lake, an oxbow of the 
Mississippi River located to the southeast of the Port, and Long Lake and Legion Lake, both 
backswamp areas and remnants of the former river channel near Log Loader Chute (see Figures 2 
and 9).  


Previous Cultural Resources Investigations 
Three cultural resources surveys have been conducted on behalf of the Port of Rosedale over 


the last 11 years in association with a proposed new boating access facility, industrial park 
development, and other anticipated facilities improvements (MDAH Report Nos. 12-0307, 13-0717, 
& 17-0108; see Figure 5). According to recent cultural resources surveys, fill from the 1970s 
dredging was also piled up on the north and east banks of Log Loader Chute to create an artificial 
landscape for Port facilities (Alvey and Baca 2012; Baca and Alvey 2017; Futch and Rabbysmith 
2013). Additional subsurface investigation of the area north of the existing turning basin as well as 
across the peninsula that separates the port channel and the Mississippi River, exhibited evidence 
of fill from dredging activities down to a depth of 1.31-1.64 ft. (40-50 cm). Several deep auger tests 
were randomly excavated to a depth of up to 4.75 ft. (145 cm) to the north of the turning basin and 
across the alluvial peninsula west of the existing channel to investigate the possibility that deeply 
buried cultural deposits could be present. However, each auger test only demonstrated the 
continued presence of subsoil, usually composed of brownish orange sandy clay. No deeply buried 
cultural horizons or cultural material were identified (Futch and Rabbysmith 2013:31, 35). 
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Given the absence of identified historic properties, existing survey coverage, previous 
construction, development, and maintenance activities, and the low probability of the presence of 
unidentified resources, USACE has determined that the existing surveys constitute a reasonable 
and good faith effort at identification and evaluation of historic properties and that it is unlikely that 
any unidentified historic properties are present in the currently proposed APE; therefore, no further 
cultural resources investigation is recommended. 


Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties 
Based on the information presented in this letter, USACE MVK has determined that there are 


no historic properties, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16 (l) in the APE, for the CAP Section 107, River 
and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi.  Therefore, USACE MVK is making a finding of No 
Historic Properties Affected for this undertaking and submitting it to you for review and comment.  
This project will be subject to the standard change in scope of work, unexpected discovery, and 
unmarked human burial sites act provisions.  USACE MVK requests your comments within 30 
days, per 36 CFR 800.5(c) 


If you have any questions or require additional information concerning these undertakings, 
please contact Mr. John Underwood of this office at (601) 631-5017 or via e-mail 
John.R.Underwood@usace.army.mil  or Ms. Rachelle Androwski, Vicksburg District Tribal Liaison 
at (601) 631-5920 or via e-mail at rachelle.r.androwski@usace.army.mil. 


Sincerely, 


 Dan Moore 
Chief, Environmental Compliance Section 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division South 


List of Recipients:  
Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
Caddo Nation 
Chickasaw Nation 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Louisiana  
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 
Muscogee Nation 
Quapaw Nation 
Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana 
Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office (AR SHPO) 
Mississippi State Historic Preservation Office (MS SHPO) 
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August 25, 2023 


Regional Planning and 
Environment Division, South 
Environmental Planning Branch  
Attn: CEMVK-PDS-N 


Jonathan M. Rohrer  
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer  
Caddo Nation of Oklahoma  
117 Memorial Lane  
Binger, OK 73009 


RE:  Section 106 Review Consultation 
Undertaking: Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 


Section 107, River and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) 
Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


(Location      Latitude      Longitude       
Existing Turning Basin Center 33.824553° -91.024129°
Proposed Turning Basin Center 33.826840° -91.026017°
Navigation Channel Northern Terminus 33.823608° -91.022999°
Navigation Channel Southern Terminus  33.788473° -91.035162°


 Navigation Channel Center 33.807310° -91.022437°)


Determination:   No Historic Properties Affected 


Dear Mr. Rohrer: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
 VICKSBURG DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


  4155 CLAY STREET 
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI 39183‐3435


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District (USACE MVK), is proposing expansion 
of and improvements to the existing navigation capacity of the Port of Rosedale in Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi, under the auspices of the Continuing Authorities 
Program (CAP) (Figure 1). The purpose of CAP is to establish and provide authority for USACE to 
plan and implement projects of limited size, cost, scope, and complexity. The Port of Rosedale 
expansion project intends to reduce transportation costs during low water conditions resulting from:  
(1) limited channel depth; (2) limited channel width; and (3) turning basin restrictions. The project 
areas are located as follows on the Beulah, MS and Rosedale, MS 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle 
maps:  Sections 21, 28, and 29 in Township 10S, Range 1E (Arkansas) and Sections 21, 22, 27, 
and 28 in Township 23N, Range 8W (Mississippi) (Figure 2).


Project Authority 
Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 provides authority for the Corps of Engineers to 


improve navigation including dredging of channels, anchorage areas, and turning basins and 
construction of breakwaters, jetties and groins, through a partnership with non-Federal government 
sponsor such as cities, counties, special chartered authorities (such as port authorities), or units of 
state government.   
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Description of Undertaking 
The Port of Rosedale owes its creation to the start of a Federal Revenue Sharing program for 


development projects in the 1970s (History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County [HPR] n.d.:2). A 
study group organized by the Bolivar County Board of Supervisors recommended that federal 
funds could be used most advantageously in the construction of a new port at Rosedale. In 1977, 
the Vicksburg District (USACE), was given a grant to “clear and grub and dredge” the slack water 
channel known as Log Loader Chute and fill the 20-acre site to be used for the Port facilities. Work 
began almost immediately and was completed by early 1978 (HPR:3). Today, the Port of Rosedale 
continues to contribute to the area and is hoping to expand to handle larger vessels and house 
more facilities. As part of its annual operation, portions of the existing channel are dredged as 
state-allocated funding allows, though the funding is not sufficient to cover dredging of the full 
channel length during any individual spending cycle.   


The selected alternative proposes 3 primary modifications (Figures 3 & 4):   


 Realigning and widening the authorized channel limits at the existing barge facility;


 Widening the channel for the entire length to facilitate two-way traffic and larger barge
configurations; and


 Enlarging the turning basin to support increased mobility with larger barge configurations.


The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN) is centrally located in the 2.7 mile (4.35 km) long 
by 150-ft. (45.7 meter) wide navigation channel that runs between the port and the Mississippi 
River (see Figures 1, 3, & 4) The current authorized channel depth is 93 ft. (28.4 meters), which is 
9 ft. (2.7 meters) below the Low Water of Reference (LWRP) of 102 ft. (31.1 meters).  


Realignment and Widening of Channel Limits 
The route to the turning basin poses certain navigational challenges when in operation. The 


position of the JANTRAN in the bend in the channel, creates challenges for pilots, particularly 
when barges that are being loaded encroach into the navigation channel. As part of the proposed 
alternative, the existing bend in the channel would be expanded from the currently authorized width 
of 150 to 200 ft. (45.7 to 61.0 meters) to alleviate some of the difficulties of traversing the channel 
bend during busier time frames. This expansion would also permit larger barge configurations to 
navigate the bend more easily (see Figures 3 & 4).  


The channel would also be realigned in the vicinity of the JANTRAN facility to avoid 
encroachments from barges that are moored at the facility for loading and unloading. The 
realignment would involve shifting the central axis of the navigational channel approximately 100 ft. 
(30.5 meters) to the west for approximately 0.68 miles (1.09 km) in length. The remaining portions 
of the navigation channel south of this point to the Mississippi River and north to the turning basin 
at the upper end of the port would be expanded from 150 ft. (45.7 meters) to approximately 185 ft. 
(56.4 meters) (see Figures 3 & 4). This additional width would better allow two-way traffic and 
provide navigational support for larger barge configurations.  


Enlarging Turning Basin 
The final main feature of this alternative is the reconfiguration and enlargement of the existing 


approximately 400-x-1,000 ft. (121.9-x-304.8 meters) turning basin. The new proposed 
configuration would lengthen the navigational channel to extend through the existing turning basin 
and shift the footprint of the turning basin further upstream past its current location. The newly 
enlarged and relocated turning basin would measure approximately 600-x-1,000 ft. (182.9-x-304.8 
meters) in size. This increase in size allows larger barge configurations to utilize the turning basin, 
and its new location would provide better access to the water with more frontage for the port. All 
the proposed changes and dimensions were determined based on input from the local sponsor 
and existing port customers. The currently authorized navigation depth of 93 ft. (28.4 meters) 
would be 
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maintained for all the modifications and limits described herein. The channel would not be 
deepened below the authorized Mississippi River channel depth. 


Dredged Material Disposal 
A cutter head dredge barge would be utilized to excavate material from the navigational 


channel and the turning basin. All dredged material would be pumped from the cutter head and 
carried via a dredge pipe and cast out to the Mississippi River near the mouth of the Port 
Navigation Channel (Figure 3). The dredge pipe would be placed along the eastern side of the 
navigation channel as to not interfere with any ingress or egress navigation at the port. During work 
hours, a boat on the discharge pipe would be utilized and move the line for passing tows as 
needed. Because of the distance needed to pump material to the river, a booster pump would be 
required. The distance into the river needed to discharge all dredge material would be determined 
based on a hydrographic survey, and the pipe would not impact navigation on the Mississippi 
River. To ensure there are no issues with self-inflicted shoaling at the mouth of the harbor, 
dredging the mouth will be conducted last to prevent sediment build-up. 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
The APE is defined as all areas where channels are to be realigned, widened, or otherwise 


enlarged (Figures 1-4).  The APE totals approximately 108 acres (43.5 hectares) and includes all 
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects from the Undertaking.  Access routes are not included in this 
calculation, as they are either public roads, heavily used agricultural roads, or already utilized 
waterways. 


Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
The undertaking is in Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha County, Arkansas, in addition to 


the APE USACE MVK revised a 1-mile buffer around proposed undertaking. Historic properties in 
the project vicinity were identified based on a review of the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) database, the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas 
(AMASDA), Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s Historical Site Management Tool 
(HSMT), historic aerial photography, historic map research, and a review of cultural resources 
survey reports (Figure 5). Review of current cultural resources map revealed no historic properties 
within and relatively few known cultural resources adjacent to the APE.  


According to the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA), 
in Desha County, AR, there is one previously recorded archaeological site, consisting of the 
purported location (listed but not field-verified) of the 19th-century community of Napoleon (Table 
1), three cultural features (McCloud Landing, Napoleon Landing, and O’Neal Landing), which are 
the historic locations of 20th-century landscape features (e.g., cemeteries, dams, military 
encampments/structures, oilfields, towers, trails, and wells), and two 20th-century rural structures, 
transposed from the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) county maps. 
Additionally, one cultural resources survey was previously executed within a 1-mile radius of the 
APE (Table 2). There are no National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) sites within or 
adjacent to the Arkansas APE.  


According to data from the Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s (MDAH) Historical 
Site Management Tool (HSMT) for the Bolivar County, Mississippi, APE, there are 12 previously 
recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity, which includes resources with little-to-no provided, a 
prehistoric mound, and post-Civil War tenant sites (see Table 1; see Figure 5).  Although none 
have been listed to the NRHP, one of these archaeological sites (a multi-component site is 
considered eligible for listing to the National Register. The remainder are ineligible for listing (n=8) 
or have not been assessed/evaluated (undetermined [n=3]) for listing to the National Register. 
Additionally, 14 historic structures have been inventoried with this same search radius, consisting 
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mostly of early twentieth-century residences (see Table 1; Figure 5). Furthermore, there have been 
five cultural resources surveys conducted in or adjacent to the APE in Bolivar County; one of these 
efforts overlaps with where the turning basin enlargement at the northern project terminus and 
channel realignment and widening in the center, respectively (MDAH Report No. 13-0717) (see 
Table 2; Figure 5). There are no NRHP sites within or adjacent to the Mississippi APE. 


Table 1. Previously recorded cultural resources located within an approximately 1-mile (1.6 km) 
radius of the APE. 


Resource Designation Period(s) 
Date 
Recorded 


NRHP  
Status 


3DE0128 (AR) 19th Century 1988 Undetermined 


22Bo0114 (MS) Early 20th Century (MS River Levee) 2013 Ineligible 


22Bo630 (MS) 
Middle Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1984 Ineligible 


22Bo668 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1994 Ineligible 


22Bo669 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through mid - 20th Centuries 


1994 Eligible 


22Bo771 (MS) Mounds Site – Undetermined age 2000 Undetermined 


22Bo804 (MS) Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo805 (MS) 
Late Woodland; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


2002 Ineligible 


22Bo806 (MS) Mississippian 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo975 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mid-to-late 19th through 20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo976 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


22Bo977 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo978 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


011-ROS-0191 (MS)
Circa 1890 Aaron Tabernacle Missionary 
Baptist Church 


Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0192 (MS) Circa 1930 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0193 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0194 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0195 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0196 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0197 (MS) Circa 1920 Shotgun-style house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0198 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0199 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0281 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0282 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.1-X (MS)
Circa 1940 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building I 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.2-X (MS)
Circa 1948 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building II 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.3-X (MS)
Circa 1952 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building III 


Not listed 
Undetermined 
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Table 2. Previously recorded cultural resources surveys conducted within an approximately 1-mile 
(1.6 km) radius of the APE. 


Report No. Title Author/Principal Investigator Date 


1313 (AR) 


Cultural Resources and Geomorphological  
Reconnaissance of the McClellan-Kerr, 
Arkansas River Navigation System Pools 1 
through 9 of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas 
River Navigation System between 
Dardanelle, Arkansas, and the Mississippi 
River 


W. J. Bennett, Jr., Phyllis L. 
Breland, and Lawson M. Smith  – 
Archeological Assessment, Inc.  


1/1989 


84-036 (MS)
A Cultural Resources Survey Near 
Rosedale, Bolivar County, Mississippi 


Sam Brookes - Private 3/1984 


04-106 (MS)


Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed 
Route of Interstate 69 Between 
Robinsonville and Benoit-Bolivar, Coahoma, 
Tunica and Sunflower Counties, Mississippi 


Joanne Ryan,  
Douglas C. Wells,  
Richard A. Weinstein, David B. 
Kelley, and Sara A. Hahn – Coastal 
Environments, Inc. 


4/2004 


12-0307 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of a 
Proposed New Boating Access Facility on 
the Mississippi River in S21, T23, R8W, 
Bolivar County, MDAH Project Log #04-108-
12 


Jeffrey Alvey – Cobb Institute of 
Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


6/2012 


13-0717 (MS)


A Cultural Resources Survey of 141 Acres 
for Improvements to the Port of Rosedale 
Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha 
County, Arkansas 


Jana J. Futch – Brockington 
Cultural Resources Consulting 


11/2013 


17-0108 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in 
Association with the Proposed Rosedale 
Industrial Park Development, Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


Keith Baca and Jeffrey Alvey – 
Cobb Institute of Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


4/2017 


Cartographic Analysis 
The landscape that constitutes the study area has been dramatically altered over the last few 


centuries, most dramatically over the last 90 years by both natural and man-made processes. 
Analysis of available historic maps from the 19th-century indicate that according to the 1833 
General Land Office (GLO) plats for the townships and ranges, the Mississippi River channel 
flowed to the west of the APE, snaking southeast and crossing the center of the APE before 
turning almost due south to the east of the southern project terminus (Figure 6). Congress created 
the Mississippi River Commission in 1879 to centralize flood-fighting measures along the 
Mississippi River, coordinating efforts with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide protection 
against flood devastation as well as facilitate the river shipping frequently hindered by alluvial 
deposits below New Orleans. By the late nineteenth century, arguments over the most 
appropriate method of controlling the river led to a “levees-only” policy. Despite the constant 
construction of levees, the man-made structures failed to harness the river; between 1858 and 
1922, the Delta experienced eleven “major” floods (Cobb 1992:129).  
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According to the published 1880s Mississippi River Commission Maps, the Mississippi River 
channel shifted slightly to the east near the northern project terminus, while the main channel 
flowed to the west and southwest of the APE. The center of the APE crossed the northern edges of 
Lake Beulah, an oxbow lake formed from the abandoned and cut-off main Mississippi River 
channel, while portions of the APE fall across a mix of improved and unimproved lands north and 
south of the oxbow lake (Figure 7). The Mississippi River continued its meandering course shifting 
again in the 1930s, moving westward away from the town of Rosedale (United States Geological 
Survey [USGS] 1939) (Figure 8). Within the APE, the northern third falls within a slack water 
channel, later referred to as Log Loader Chute, the eastern banks of which had been fortified by a 
series of levees and a revetment (a measure placed along a waterway bank to stabilize or protect 
from erosion). To the immediate west of and parallel to the APE is an alluvial peninsula extending 
to the south between this channel and the Mississippi River. Continuing south, the center of the 
APE follows the banks of the Mississippi River, while the southern third crosses forested backwater 
lowlands in Arkansas designated Island No. 74 (see Figure 8). By the late 1960s/early 1970s, 
much of the slack water channel had been backfilled by alluvial deposition, increasing the size of 
the peninsula, and extending its tip much further to the south (USGS 1969, 1972; see Figure 2). 
When Log Loader Chute was dredged in the 1970s to deepen its waters in preparation for the Port, 
the dredge material was discharged both back into the Mississippi River and redeposited onto the 
peninsula (Bolivar Commercial 1977), further evidenced by the Ak (Alluvial land, frequently 
flooded) symbology on modern soil maps (Figure 9 – soil map).  


The presence of borrow pits (BP), as well as the extant levee (LV), are additional indications of 
an altered, manmade landscape (see Figure 9 – soil map). The USDA indicates that most of the 
natural soils in the southern reaches of the APE (Arkansas) are identified as the Sharkey-
Commerce-Coushatta association (Sm), which are frequently flooded clays that form in 
backswamps (USDA 2023). Other than the Mississippi River and Log Loader Chute, other 
substantial hydrological features near the study area include Beulah Lake, an oxbow of the 
Mississippi River located to the southeast of the Port, and Long Lake and Legion Lake, both 
backswamp areas and remnants of the former river channel near Log Loader Chute (see Figures 2 
and 9).  


Previous Cultural Resources Investigations 
Three cultural resources surveys have been conducted on behalf of the Port of Rosedale over 


the last 11 years in association with a proposed new boating access facility, industrial park 
development, and other anticipated facilities improvements (MDAH Report Nos. 12-0307, 13-0717, 
& 17-0108; see Figure 5). According to recent cultural resources surveys, fill from the 1970s 
dredging was also piled up on the north and east banks of Log Loader Chute to create an artificial 
landscape for Port facilities (Alvey and Baca 2012; Baca and Alvey 2017; Futch and Rabbysmith 
2013). Additional subsurface investigation of the area north of the existing turning basin as well as 
across the peninsula that separates the port channel and the Mississippi River, exhibited evidence 
of fill from dredging activities down to a depth of 1.31-1.64 ft. (40-50 cm). Several deep auger tests 
were randomly excavated to a depth of up to 4.75 ft. (145 cm) to the north of the turning basin and 
across the alluvial peninsula west of the existing channel to investigate the possibility that deeply 
buried cultural deposits could be present. However, each auger test only demonstrated the 
continued presence of subsoil, usually composed of brownish orange sandy clay. No deeply buried 
cultural horizons or cultural material were identified (Futch and Rabbysmith 2013:31, 35). 
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Given the absence of identified historic properties, existing survey coverage, previous 
construction, development, and maintenance activities, and the low probability of the presence of 
unidentified resources, USACE has determined that the existing surveys constitute a reasonable 
and good faith effort at identification and evaluation of historic properties and that it is unlikely that 
any unidentified historic properties are present in the currently proposed APE; therefore, no further 
cultural resources investigation is recommended. 


Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties 
Based on the information presented in this letter, USACE MVK has determined that there are 


no historic properties, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16 (l) in the APE, for the CAP Section 107, River 
and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi.  Therefore, USACE MVK is making a finding of No 
Historic Properties Affected for this undertaking and submitting it to you for review and comment.  
This project will be subject to the standard change in scope of work, unexpected discovery, and 
unmarked human burial sites act provisions.  USACE MVK requests your comments within 30 
days, per 36 CFR 800.5(c) 


If you have any questions or require additional information concerning these undertakings, 
please contact Mr. John Underwood of this office at (601) 631-5017 or via e-mail 
John.R.Underwood@usace.army.mil  or Ms. Rachelle Androwski, Vicksburg District Tribal Liaison 
at (601) 631-5920 or via e-mail at rachelle.r.androwski@usace.army.mil. 


Sincerely, 


 Dan Moore 
Chief, Environmental Compliance Section 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division South 


List of Recipients:  
Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
Caddo Nation 
Chickasaw Nation 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Louisiana  
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 
Muscogee Nation 
Quapaw Nation 
Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana 
Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office (AR SHPO) 
Mississippi State Historic Preservation Office (MS SHPO) 
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August 25, 2023 


Regional Planning and 
Environment Division, South 
Environmental Planning Branch  
Attn: CEMVK-PDS-N 


Scott Kaufman  
Deputy SHPO 
Department of Arkansas Heritage 
Arkansas Historic Preservation Program, Section 106 Review    
1100 North Street  Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 


RE:  Section 106 Review Consultation 
Undertaking: Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 


Section 107, River and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) 
Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


(Location      Latitude      Longitude       
Existing Turning Basin Center 33.824553° -91.024129°
Proposed Turning Basin Center 33.826840° -91.026017°
Navigation Channel Northern Terminus 33.823608° -91.022999°
Navigation Channel Southern Terminus  33.788473° -91.035162°


 Navigation Channel Center 33.807310° -91.022437°)


Determination:   No Historic Properties Affected 


Dear Mr. Kaufman: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
 VICKSBURG DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


  4155 CLAY STREET 
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI 39183‐3435


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District (USACE MVK), is proposing expansion 
of and improvements to the existing navigation capacity of the Port of Rosedale in Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi, under the auspices of the Continuing Authorities 
Program (CAP) (Figure 1). The purpose of CAP is to establish and provide authority for USACE to 
plan and implement projects of limited size, cost, scope, and complexity. The Port of Rosedale 
expansion project intends to reduce transportation costs during low water conditions resulting from:  
(1) limited channel depth; (2) limited channel width; and (3) turning basin restrictions. The project 
areas are located as follows on the Beulah, MS and Rosedale, MS 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle 
maps:  Sections 21, 28, and 29 in Township 10S, Range 1E (Arkansas) and Sections 21, 22, 27, 
and 28 in Township 23N, Range 8W (Mississippi) (Figure 2).


Project Authority 
Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 provides authority for the Corps of Engineers to 


improve navigation including dredging of channels, anchorage areas, and turning basins and 
construction of breakwaters, jetties and groins, through a partnership with non-Federal government 
sponsor such as cities, counties, special chartered authorities (such as port authorities), or units of 
state government.   
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Description of Undertaking 
The Port of Rosedale owes its creation to the start of a Federal Revenue Sharing program for 


development projects in the 1970s (History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County [HPR] n.d.:2). A 
study group organized by the Bolivar County Board of Supervisors recommended that federal 
funds could be used most advantageously in the construction of a new port at Rosedale. In 1977, 
the Vicksburg District (USACE), was given a grant to “clear and grub and dredge” the slack water 
channel known as Log Loader Chute and fill the 20-acre site to be used for the Port facilities. Work 
began almost immediately and was completed by early 1978 (HPR:3). Today, the Port of Rosedale 
continues to contribute to the area and is hoping to expand to handle larger vessels and house 
more facilities. As part of its annual operation, portions of the existing channel are dredged as 
state-allocated funding allows, though the funding is not sufficient to cover dredging of the full 
channel length during any individual spending cycle.   


The selected alternative proposes 3 primary modifications (Figures 3 & 4):   


 Realigning and widening the authorized channel limits at the existing barge facility;


 Widening the channel for the entire length to facilitate two-way traffic and larger barge
configurations; and


 Enlarging the turning basin to support increased mobility with larger barge configurations.


The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN) is centrally located in the 2.7 mile (4.35 km) long 
by 150-ft. (45.7 meter) wide navigation channel that runs between the port and the Mississippi 
River (see Figures 1, 3, & 4) The current authorized channel depth is 93 ft. (28.4 meters), which is 
9 ft. (2.7 meters) below the Low Water of Reference (LWRP) of 102 ft. (31.1 meters).  


Realignment and Widening of Channel Limits 
The route to the turning basin poses certain navigational challenges when in operation. The 


position of the JANTRAN in the bend in the channel, creates challenges for pilots, particularly 
when barges that are being loaded encroach into the navigation channel. As part of the proposed 
alternative, the existing bend in the channel would be expanded from the currently authorized width 
of 150 to 200 ft. (45.7 to 61.0 meters) to alleviate some of the difficulties of traversing the channel 
bend during busier time frames. This expansion would also permit larger barge configurations to 
navigate the bend more easily (see Figures 3 & 4).  


The channel would also be realigned in the vicinity of the JANTRAN facility to avoid 
encroachments from barges that are moored at the facility for loading and unloading. The 
realignment would involve shifting the central axis of the navigational channel approximately 100 ft. 
(30.5 meters) to the west for approximately 0.68 miles (1.09 km) in length. The remaining portions 
of the navigation channel south of this point to the Mississippi River and north to the turning basin 
at the upper end of the port would be expanded from 150 ft. (45.7 meters) to approximately 185 ft. 
(56.4 meters) (see Figures 3 & 4). This additional width would better allow two-way traffic and 
provide navigational support for larger barge configurations.  


Enlarging Turning Basin 
The final main feature of this alternative is the reconfiguration and enlargement of the existing 


approximately 400-x-1,000 ft. (121.9-x-304.8 meters) turning basin. The new proposed 
configuration would lengthen the navigational channel to extend through the existing turning basin 
and shift the footprint of the turning basin further upstream past its current location. The newly 
enlarged and relocated turning basin would measure approximately 600-x-1,000 ft. (182.9-x-304.8 
meters) in size. This increase in size allows larger barge configurations to utilize the turning basin, 
and its new location would provide better access to the water with more frontage for the port. All 
the proposed changes and dimensions were determined based on input from the local sponsor 
and existing port customers. The currently authorized navigation depth of 93 ft. (28.4 meters) 
would be 
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maintained for all the modifications and limits described herein. The channel would not be 
deepened below the authorized Mississippi River channel depth. 


Dredged Material Disposal 
A cutter head dredge barge would be utilized to excavate material from the navigational 


channel and the turning basin. All dredged material would be pumped from the cutter head and 
carried via a dredge pipe and cast out to the Mississippi River near the mouth of the Port 
Navigation Channel (Figure 3). The dredge pipe would be placed along the eastern side of the 
navigation channel as to not interfere with any ingress or egress navigation at the port. During work 
hours, a boat on the discharge pipe would be utilized and move the line for passing tows as 
needed. Because of the distance needed to pump material to the river, a booster pump would be 
required. The distance into the river needed to discharge all dredge material would be determined 
based on a hydrographic survey, and the pipe would not impact navigation on the Mississippi 
River. To ensure there are no issues with self-inflicted shoaling at the mouth of the harbor, 
dredging the mouth will be conducted last to prevent sediment build-up. 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
The APE is defined as all areas where channels are to be realigned, widened, or otherwise 


enlarged (Figures 1-4).  The APE totals approximately 108 acres (43.5 hectares) and includes all 
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects from the Undertaking.  Access routes are not included in this 
calculation, as they are either public roads, heavily used agricultural roads, or already utilized 
waterways. 


Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
The undertaking is in Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha County, Arkansas, in addition to 


the APE USACE MVK revised a 1-mile buffer around proposed undertaking. Historic properties in 
the project vicinity were identified based on a review of the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) database, the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas 
(AMASDA), Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s Historical Site Management Tool 
(HSMT), historic aerial photography, historic map research, and a review of cultural resources 
survey reports (Figure 5). Review of current cultural resources map revealed no historic properties 
within and relatively few known cultural resources adjacent to the APE.  


According to the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA), 
in Desha County, AR, there is one previously recorded archaeological site, consisting of the 
purported location (listed but not field-verified) of the 19th-century community of Napoleon (Table 
1), three cultural features (McCloud Landing, Napoleon Landing, and O’Neal Landing), which are 
the historic locations of 20th-century landscape features (e.g., cemeteries, dams, military 
encampments/structures, oilfields, towers, trails, and wells), and two 20th-century rural structures, 
transposed from the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) county maps. 
Additionally, one cultural resources survey was previously executed within a 1-mile radius of the 
APE (Table 2). There are no National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) sites within or 
adjacent to the Arkansas APE.  


According to data from the Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s (MDAH) Historical 
Site Management Tool (HSMT) for the Bolivar County, Mississippi, APE, there are 12 previously 
recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity, which includes resources with little-to-no provided, a 
prehistoric mound, and post-Civil War tenant sites (see Table 1; see Figure 5).  Although none 
have been listed to the NRHP, one of these archaeological sites (a multi-component site is 
considered eligible for listing to the National Register. The remainder are ineligible for listing (n=8) 
or have not been assessed/evaluated (undetermined [n=3]) for listing to the National Register. 
Additionally, 14 historic structures have been inventoried with this same search radius, consisting 
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mostly of early twentieth-century residences (see Table 1; Figure 5). Furthermore, there have been 
five cultural resources surveys conducted in or adjacent to the APE in Bolivar County; one of these 
efforts overlaps with where the turning basin enlargement at the northern project terminus and 
channel realignment and widening in the center, respectively (MDAH Report No. 13-0717) (see 
Table 2; Figure 5). There are no NRHP sites within or adjacent to the Mississippi APE. 


Table 1. Previously recorded cultural resources located within an approximately 1-mile (1.6 km) 
radius of the APE. 


Resource Designation Period(s) 
Date 
Recorded 


NRHP  
Status 


3DE0128 (AR) 19th Century 1988 Undetermined 


22Bo0114 (MS) Early 20th Century (MS River Levee) 2013 Ineligible 


22Bo630 (MS) 
Middle Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1984 Ineligible 


22Bo668 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1994 Ineligible 


22Bo669 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through mid - 20th Centuries 


1994 Eligible 


22Bo771 (MS) Mounds Site – Undetermined age 2000 Undetermined 


22Bo804 (MS) Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo805 (MS) 
Late Woodland; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


2002 Ineligible 


22Bo806 (MS) Mississippian 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo975 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mid-to-late 19th through 20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo976 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


22Bo977 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo978 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


011-ROS-0191 (MS)
Circa 1890 Aaron Tabernacle Missionary 
Baptist Church 


Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0192 (MS) Circa 1930 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0193 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0194 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0195 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0196 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0197 (MS) Circa 1920 Shotgun-style house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0198 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0199 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0281 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0282 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.1-X (MS)
Circa 1940 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building I 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.2-X (MS)
Circa 1948 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building II 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.3-X (MS)
Circa 1952 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building III 


Not listed 
Undetermined 
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Table 2. Previously recorded cultural resources surveys conducted within an approximately 1-mile 
(1.6 km) radius of the APE. 


Report No. Title Author/Principal Investigator Date 


1313 (AR) 


Cultural Resources and Geomorphological  
Reconnaissance of the McClellan-Kerr, 
Arkansas River Navigation System Pools 1 
through 9 of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas 
River Navigation System between 
Dardanelle, Arkansas, and the Mississippi 
River 


W. J. Bennett, Jr., Phyllis L. 
Breland, and Lawson M. Smith  – 
Archeological Assessment, Inc.  


1/1989 


84-036 (MS)
A Cultural Resources Survey Near 
Rosedale, Bolivar County, Mississippi 


Sam Brookes - Private 3/1984 


04-106 (MS)


Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed 
Route of Interstate 69 Between 
Robinsonville and Benoit-Bolivar, Coahoma, 
Tunica and Sunflower Counties, Mississippi 


Joanne Ryan,  
Douglas C. Wells,  
Richard A. Weinstein, David B. 
Kelley, and Sara A. Hahn – Coastal 
Environments, Inc. 


4/2004 


12-0307 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of a 
Proposed New Boating Access Facility on 
the Mississippi River in S21, T23, R8W, 
Bolivar County, MDAH Project Log #04-108-
12 


Jeffrey Alvey – Cobb Institute of 
Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


6/2012 


13-0717 (MS)


A Cultural Resources Survey of 141 Acres 
for Improvements to the Port of Rosedale 
Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha 
County, Arkansas 


Jana J. Futch – Brockington 
Cultural Resources Consulting 


11/2013 


17-0108 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in 
Association with the Proposed Rosedale 
Industrial Park Development, Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


Keith Baca and Jeffrey Alvey – 
Cobb Institute of Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


4/2017 


Cartographic Analysis 
The landscape that constitutes the study area has been dramatically altered over the last few 


centuries, most dramatically over the last 90 years by both natural and man-made processes. 
Analysis of available historic maps from the 19th-century indicate that according to the 1833 
General Land Office (GLO) plats for the townships and ranges, the Mississippi River channel 
flowed to the west of the APE, snaking southeast and crossing the center of the APE before 
turning almost due south to the east of the southern project terminus (Figure 6). Congress created 
the Mississippi River Commission in 1879 to centralize flood-fighting measures along the 
Mississippi River, coordinating efforts with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide protection 
against flood devastation as well as facilitate the river shipping frequently hindered by alluvial 
deposits below New Orleans. By the late nineteenth century, arguments over the most 
appropriate method of controlling the river led to a “levees-only” policy. Despite the constant 
construction of levees, the man-made structures failed to harness the river; between 1858 and 
1922, the Delta experienced eleven “major” floods (Cobb 1992:129).  
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According to the published 1880s Mississippi River Commission Maps, the Mississippi River 
channel shifted slightly to the east near the northern project terminus, while the main channel 
flowed to the west and southwest of the APE. The center of the APE crossed the northern edges of 
Lake Beulah, an oxbow lake formed from the abandoned and cut-off main Mississippi River 
channel, while portions of the APE fall across a mix of improved and unimproved lands north and 
south of the oxbow lake (Figure 7). The Mississippi River continued its meandering course shifting 
again in the 1930s, moving westward away from the town of Rosedale (United States Geological 
Survey [USGS] 1939) (Figure 8). Within the APE, the northern third falls within a slack water 
channel, later referred to as Log Loader Chute, the eastern banks of which had been fortified by a 
series of levees and a revetment (a measure placed along a waterway bank to stabilize or protect 
from erosion). To the immediate west of and parallel to the APE is an alluvial peninsula extending 
to the south between this channel and the Mississippi River. Continuing south, the center of the 
APE follows the banks of the Mississippi River, while the southern third crosses forested backwater 
lowlands in Arkansas designated Island No. 74 (see Figure 8). By the late 1960s/early 1970s, 
much of the slack water channel had been backfilled by alluvial deposition, increasing the size of 
the peninsula, and extending its tip much further to the south (USGS 1969, 1972; see Figure 2). 
When Log Loader Chute was dredged in the 1970s to deepen its waters in preparation for the Port, 
the dredge material was discharged both back into the Mississippi River and redeposited onto the 
peninsula (Bolivar Commercial 1977), further evidenced by the Ak (Alluvial land, frequently 
flooded) symbology on modern soil maps (Figure 9 – soil map).  


The presence of borrow pits (BP), as well as the extant levee (LV), are additional indications of 
an altered, manmade landscape (see Figure 9 – soil map). The USDA indicates that most of the 
natural soils in the southern reaches of the APE (Arkansas) are identified as the Sharkey-
Commerce-Coushatta association (Sm), which are frequently flooded clays that form in 
backswamps (USDA 2023). Other than the Mississippi River and Log Loader Chute, other 
substantial hydrological features near the study area include Beulah Lake, an oxbow of the 
Mississippi River located to the southeast of the Port, and Long Lake and Legion Lake, both 
backswamp areas and remnants of the former river channel near Log Loader Chute (see Figures 2 
and 9).  


Previous Cultural Resources Investigations 
Three cultural resources surveys have been conducted on behalf of the Port of Rosedale over 


the last 11 years in association with a proposed new boating access facility, industrial park 
development, and other anticipated facilities improvements (MDAH Report Nos. 12-0307, 13-0717, 
& 17-0108; see Figure 5). According to recent cultural resources surveys, fill from the 1970s 
dredging was also piled up on the north and east banks of Log Loader Chute to create an artificial 
landscape for Port facilities (Alvey and Baca 2012; Baca and Alvey 2017; Futch and Rabbysmith 
2013). Additional subsurface investigation of the area north of the existing turning basin as well as 
across the peninsula that separates the port channel and the Mississippi River, exhibited evidence 
of fill from dredging activities down to a depth of 1.31-1.64 ft. (40-50 cm). Several deep auger tests 
were randomly excavated to a depth of up to 4.75 ft. (145 cm) to the north of the turning basin and 
across the alluvial peninsula west of the existing channel to investigate the possibility that deeply 
buried cultural deposits could be present. However, each auger test only demonstrated the 
continued presence of subsoil, usually composed of brownish orange sandy clay. No deeply buried 
cultural horizons or cultural material were identified (Futch and Rabbysmith 2013:31, 35). 
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Given the absence of identified historic properties, existing survey coverage, previous 
construction, development, and maintenance activities, and the low probability of the presence of 
unidentified resources, USACE has determined that the existing surveys constitute a reasonable 
and good faith effort at identification and evaluation of historic properties and that it is unlikely that 
any unidentified historic properties are present in the currently proposed APE; therefore, no further 
cultural resources investigation is recommended. 


Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties 
Based on the information presented in this letter, USACE MVK has determined that there are 


no historic properties, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16 (l) in the APE, for the CAP Section 107, River 
and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi.  Therefore, USACE MVK is making a finding of No 
Historic Properties Affected for this undertaking and submitting it to you for review and comment.  
This project will be subject to the standard change in scope of work, unexpected discovery, and 
unmarked human burial sites act provisions.  USACE MVK requests your comments within 30 
days, per 36 CFR 800.5(c) 


If you have any questions or require additional information concerning these undertakings, 
please contact Mr. John Underwood of this office at (601) 631-5017 or via e-mail 
John.R.Underwood@usace.army.mil  or Ms. Rachelle Androwski, Vicksburg District Tribal Liaison 
at (601) 631-5920 or via e-mail at rachelle.r.androwski@usace.army.mil. 


Sincerely, 


 Dan Moore 
Chief, Environmental Compliance Section 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division South 


List of Recipients:  
Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
Caddo Nation 
Chickasaw Nation 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Louisiana  
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 
Muscogee Nation 
Quapaw Nation 
Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana 
Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office (AR SHPO) 
Mississippi State Historic Preservation Office (MS SHPO) 
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August 25, 2023 


Regional Planning and 
Environment Division, South 
Environmental Planning Branch  
Attn: CEMVK-PDS-N 


Mr, Wamblee Smith  
Apache EPA 
Apache Tribe of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 1330   
Anadarko, OK 73005   


RE:  Section 106 Review Consultation 
Undertaking: Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 


Section 107, River and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) 
Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


(Location      Latitude      Longitude       
Existing Turning Basin Center 33.824553° -91.024129°
Proposed Turning Basin Center 33.826840° -91.026017°
Navigation Channel Northern Terminus 33.823608° -91.022999°
Navigation Channel Southern Terminus  33.788473° -91.035162°


 Navigation Channel Center 33.807310° -91.022437°)


Determination:   No Historic Properties Affected 


Dear Mr. Smith: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
 VICKSBURG DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


  4155 CLAY STREET 
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI 39183‐3435


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District (USACE MVK), is proposing expansion 
of and improvements to the existing navigation capacity of the Port of Rosedale in Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi, under the auspices of the Continuing Authorities 
Program (CAP) (Figure 1). The purpose of CAP is to establish and provide authority for USACE to 
plan and implement projects of limited size, cost, scope, and complexity. The Port of Rosedale 
expansion project intends to reduce transportation costs during low water conditions resulting from:  
(1) limited channel depth; (2) limited channel width; and (3) turning basin restrictions. The project 
areas are located as follows on the Beulah, MS and Rosedale, MS 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle 
maps:  Sections 21, 28, and 29 in Township 10S, Range 1E (Arkansas) and Sections 21, 22, 27, 
and 28 in Township 23N, Range 8W (Mississippi) (Figure 2).


Project Authority 
Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 provides authority for the Corps of Engineers to 


improve navigation including dredging of channels, anchorage areas, and turning basins and 
construction of breakwaters, jetties and groins, through a partnership with non-Federal government 
sponsor such as cities, counties, special chartered authorities (such as port authorities), or units of 
state government.   
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Description of Undertaking 
The Port of Rosedale owes its creation to the start of a Federal Revenue Sharing program for 


development projects in the 1970s (History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County [HPR] n.d.:2). A 
study group organized by the Bolivar County Board of Supervisors recommended that federal 
funds could be used most advantageously in the construction of a new port at Rosedale. In 1977, 
the Vicksburg District (USACE), was given a grant to “clear and grub and dredge” the slack water 
channel known as Log Loader Chute and fill the 20-acre site to be used for the Port facilities. Work 
began almost immediately and was completed by early 1978 (HPR:3). Today, the Port of Rosedale 
continues to contribute to the area and is hoping to expand to handle larger vessels and house 
more facilities. As part of its annual operation, portions of the existing channel are dredged as 
state-allocated funding allows, though the funding is not sufficient to cover dredging of the full 
channel length during any individual spending cycle.   


The selected alternative proposes 3 primary modifications (Figures 3 & 4):   


 Realigning and widening the authorized channel limits at the existing barge facility;


 Widening the channel for the entire length to facilitate two-way traffic and larger barge
configurations; and


 Enlarging the turning basin to support increased mobility with larger barge configurations.


The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN) is centrally located in the 2.7 mile (4.35 km) long 
by 150-ft. (45.7 meter) wide navigation channel that runs between the port and the Mississippi 
River (see Figures 1, 3, & 4) The current authorized channel depth is 93 ft. (28.4 meters), which is 
9 ft. (2.7 meters) below the Low Water of Reference (LWRP) of 102 ft. (31.1 meters).  


Realignment and Widening of Channel Limits 
The route to the turning basin poses certain navigational challenges when in operation. The 


position of the JANTRAN in the bend in the channel, creates challenges for pilots, particularly 
when barges that are being loaded encroach into the navigation channel. As part of the proposed 
alternative, the existing bend in the channel would be expanded from the currently authorized width 
of 150 to 200 ft. (45.7 to 61.0 meters) to alleviate some of the difficulties of traversing the channel 
bend during busier time frames. This expansion would also permit larger barge configurations to 
navigate the bend more easily (see Figures 3 & 4).  


The channel would also be realigned in the vicinity of the JANTRAN facility to avoid 
encroachments from barges that are moored at the facility for loading and unloading. The 
realignment would involve shifting the central axis of the navigational channel approximately 100 ft. 
(30.5 meters) to the west for approximately 0.68 miles (1.09 km) in length. The remaining portions 
of the navigation channel south of this point to the Mississippi River and north to the turning basin 
at the upper end of the port would be expanded from 150 ft. (45.7 meters) to approximately 185 ft. 
(56.4 meters) (see Figures 3 & 4). This additional width would better allow two-way traffic and 
provide navigational support for larger barge configurations.  


Enlarging Turning Basin 
The final main feature of this alternative is the reconfiguration and enlargement of the existing 


approximately 400-x-1,000 ft. (121.9-x-304.8 meters) turning basin. The new proposed 
configuration would lengthen the navigational channel to extend through the existing turning basin 
and shift the footprint of the turning basin further upstream past its current location. The newly 
enlarged and relocated turning basin would measure approximately 600-x-1,000 ft. (182.9-x-304.8 
meters) in size. This increase in size allows larger barge configurations to utilize the turning basin, 
and its new location would provide better access to the water with more frontage for the port. All 
the proposed changes and dimensions were determined based on input from the local sponsor 
and existing port customers. The currently authorized navigation depth of 93 ft. (28.4 meters) 
would be
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maintained for all the modifications and limits described herein. The channel would not be 
deepened below the authorized Mississippi River channel depth. 


Dredged Material Disposal 
A cutter head dredge barge would be utilized to excavate material from the navigational 


channel and the turning basin. All dredged material would be pumped from the cutter head and 
carried via a dredge pipe and cast out to the Mississippi River near the mouth of the Port 
Navigation Channel (Figure 3). The dredge pipe would be placed along the eastern side of the 
navigation channel as to not interfere with any ingress or egress navigation at the port. During work 
hours, a boat on the discharge pipe would be utilized and move the line for passing tows as 
needed. Because of the distance needed to pump material to the river, a booster pump would be 
required. The distance into the river needed to discharge all dredge material would be determined 
based on a hydrographic survey, and the pipe would not impact navigation on the Mississippi 
River. To ensure there are no issues with self-inflicted shoaling at the mouth of the harbor, 
dredging the mouth will be conducted last to prevent sediment build-up. 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
The APE is defined as all areas where channels are to be realigned, widened, or otherwise 


enlarged (Figures 1-4).  The APE totals approximately 108 acres (43.5 hectares) and includes all 
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects from the Undertaking.  Access routes are not included in this 
calculation, as they are either public roads, heavily used agricultural roads, or already utilized 
waterways. 


Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
The undertaking is in Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha County, Arkansas, in addition to 


the APE USACE MVK revised a 1-mile buffer around proposed undertaking. Historic properties in 
the project vicinity were identified based on a review of the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) database, the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas 
(AMASDA), Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s Historical Site Management Tool 
(HSMT), historic aerial photography, historic map research, and a review of cultural resources 
survey reports (Figure 5). Review of current cultural resources map revealed no historic properties 
within and relatively few known cultural resources adjacent to the APE.  


According to the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA), 
in Desha County, AR, there is one previously recorded archaeological site, consisting of the 
purported location (listed but not field-verified) of the 19th-century community of Napoleon (Table 
1), three cultural features (McCloud Landing, Napoleon Landing, and O’Neal Landing), which are 
the historic locations of 20th-century landscape features (e.g., cemeteries, dams, military 
encampments/structures, oilfields, towers, trails, and wells), and two 20th-century rural structures, 
transposed from the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) county maps. 
Additionally, one cultural resources survey was previously executed within a 1-mile radius of the 
APE (Table 2). There are no National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) sites within or 
adjacent to the Arkansas APE.  


According to data from the Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s (MDAH) Historical 
Site Management Tool (HSMT) for the Bolivar County, Mississippi, APE, there are 12 previously 
recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity, which includes resources with little-to-no provided, a 
prehistoric mound, and post-Civil War tenant sites (see Table 1; see Figure 5).  Although none 
have been listed to the NRHP, one of these archaeological sites (a multi-component site is 
considered eligible for listing to the National Register. The remainder are ineligible for listing (n=8) 
or have not been assessed/evaluated (undetermined [n=3]) for listing to the National Register. 
Additionally, 14 historic structures have been inventoried with this same search radius, consisting 


6-164







-4-


mostly of early twentieth-century residences (see Table 1; Figure 5). Furthermore, there have been 
five cultural resources surveys conducted in or adjacent to the APE in Bolivar County; one of these 
efforts overlaps with where the turning basin enlargement at the northern project terminus and 
channel realignment and widening in the center, respectively (MDAH Report No. 13-0717) (see 
Table 2; Figure 5). There are no NRHP sites within or adjacent to the Mississippi APE. 


Table 1. Previously recorded cultural resources located within an approximately 1-mile (1.6 km) 
radius of the APE. 


Resource Designation Period(s) 
Date 
Recorded 


NRHP  
Status 


3DE0128 (AR) 19th Century 1988 Undetermined 


22Bo0114 (MS) Early 20th Century (MS River Levee) 2013 Ineligible 


22Bo630 (MS) 
Middle Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1984 Ineligible 


22Bo668 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1994 Ineligible 


22Bo669 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through mid - 20th Centuries 


1994 Eligible 


22Bo771 (MS) Mounds Site – Undetermined age 2000 Undetermined 


22Bo804 (MS) Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo805 (MS) 
Late Woodland; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


2002 Ineligible 


22Bo806 (MS) Mississippian 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo975 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mid-to-late 19th through 20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo976 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


22Bo977 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo978 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


011-ROS-0191 (MS)
Circa 1890 Aaron Tabernacle Missionary 
Baptist Church 


Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0192 (MS) Circa 1930 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0193 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0194 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0195 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0196 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0197 (MS) Circa 1920 Shotgun-style house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0198 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0199 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0281 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0282 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.1-X (MS)
Circa 1940 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building I 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.2-X (MS)
Circa 1948 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building II 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.3-X (MS)
Circa 1952 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building III 


Not listed 
Undetermined 
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Table 2. Previously recorded cultural resources surveys conducted within an approximately 1-mile 
(1.6 km) radius of the APE. 


Report No. Title Author/Principal Investigator Date 


1313 (AR) 


Cultural Resources and Geomorphological  
Reconnaissance of the McClellan-Kerr, 
Arkansas River Navigation System Pools 1 
through 9 of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas 
River Navigation System between 
Dardanelle, Arkansas, and the Mississippi 
River 


W. J. Bennett, Jr., Phyllis L. 
Breland, and Lawson M. Smith  – 
Archeological Assessment, Inc.  


1/1989 


84-036 (MS)
A Cultural Resources Survey Near 
Rosedale, Bolivar County, Mississippi 


Sam Brookes - Private 3/1984 


04-106 (MS)


Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed 
Route of Interstate 69 Between 
Robinsonville and Benoit-Bolivar, Coahoma, 
Tunica and Sunflower Counties, Mississippi 


Joanne Ryan,  
Douglas C. Wells,  
Richard A. Weinstein, David B. 
Kelley, and Sara A. Hahn – Coastal 
Environments, Inc. 


4/2004 


12-0307 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of a 
Proposed New Boating Access Facility on 
the Mississippi River in S21, T23, R8W, 
Bolivar County, MDAH Project Log #04-108-
12 


Jeffrey Alvey – Cobb Institute of 
Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


6/2012 


13-0717 (MS)


A Cultural Resources Survey of 141 Acres 
for Improvements to the Port of Rosedale 
Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha 
County, Arkansas 


Jana J. Futch – Brockington 
Cultural Resources Consulting 


11/2013 


17-0108 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in 
Association with the Proposed Rosedale 
Industrial Park Development, Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


Keith Baca and Jeffrey Alvey – 
Cobb Institute of Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


4/2017 


Cartographic Analysis 
The landscape that constitutes the study area has been dramatically altered over the last few 


centuries, most dramatically over the last 90 years by both natural and man-made processes. 
Analysis of available historic maps from the 19th-century indicate that according to the 1833 
General Land Office (GLO) plats for the townships and ranges, the Mississippi River channel 
flowed to the west of the APE, snaking southeast and crossing the center of the APE before 
turning almost due south to the east of the southern project terminus (Figure 6). Congress created 
the Mississippi River Commission in 1879 to centralize flood-fighting measures along the 
Mississippi River, coordinating efforts with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide protection 
against flood devastation as well as facilitate the river shipping frequently hindered by alluvial 
deposits below New Orleans. By the late nineteenth century, arguments over the most 
appropriate method of controlling the river led to a “levees-only” policy. Despite the constant 
construction of levees, the man-made structures failed to harness the river; between 1858 and 
1922, the Delta experienced eleven “major” floods (Cobb 1992:129).  
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According to the published 1880s Mississippi River Commission Maps, the Mississippi River 
channel shifted slightly to the east near the northern project terminus, while the main channel 
flowed to the west and southwest of the APE. The center of the APE crossed the northern edges of 
Lake Beulah, an oxbow lake formed from the abandoned and cut-off main Mississippi River 
channel, while portions of the APE fall across a mix of improved and unimproved lands north and 
south of the oxbow lake (Figure 7). The Mississippi River continued its meandering course shifting 
again in the 1930s, moving westward away from the town of Rosedale (United States Geological 
Survey [USGS] 1939) (Figure 8). Within the APE, the northern third falls within a slack water 
channel, later referred to as Log Loader Chute, the eastern banks of which had been fortified by a 
series of levees and a revetment (a measure placed along a waterway bank to stabilize or protect 
from erosion). To the immediate west of and parallel to the APE is an alluvial peninsula extending 
to the south between this channel and the Mississippi River. Continuing south, the center of the 
APE follows the banks of the Mississippi River, while the southern third crosses forested backwater 
lowlands in Arkansas designated Island No. 74 (see Figure 8). By the late 1960s/early 1970s, 
much of the slack water channel had been backfilled by alluvial deposition, increasing the size of 
the peninsula, and extending its tip much further to the south (USGS 1969, 1972; see Figure 2). 
When Log Loader Chute was dredged in the 1970s to deepen its waters in preparation for the Port, 
the dredge material was discharged both back into the Mississippi River and redeposited onto the 
peninsula (Bolivar Commercial 1977), further evidenced by the Ak (Alluvial land, frequently 
flooded) symbology on modern soil maps (Figure 9 – soil map).  


The presence of borrow pits (BP), as well as the extant levee (LV), are additional indications of 
an altered, manmade landscape (see Figure 9 – soil map). The USDA indicates that most of the 
natural soils in the southern reaches of the APE (Arkansas) are identified as the Sharkey-
Commerce-Coushatta association (Sm), which are frequently flooded clays that form in 
backswamps (USDA 2023). Other than the Mississippi River and Log Loader Chute, other 
substantial hydrological features near the study area include Beulah Lake, an oxbow of the 
Mississippi River located to the southeast of the Port, and Long Lake and Legion Lake, both 
backswamp areas and remnants of the former river channel near Log Loader Chute (see Figures 2 
and 9).  


Previous Cultural Resources Investigations 
Three cultural resources surveys have been conducted on behalf of the Port of Rosedale over 


the last 11 years in association with a proposed new boating access facility, industrial park 
development, and other anticipated facilities improvements (MDAH Report Nos. 12-0307, 13-0717, 
& 17-0108; see Figure 5). According to recent cultural resources surveys, fill from the 1970s 
dredging was also piled up on the north and east banks of Log Loader Chute to create an artificial 
landscape for Port facilities (Alvey and Baca 2012; Baca and Alvey 2017; Futch and Rabbysmith 
2013). Additional subsurface investigation of the area north of the existing turning basin as well as 
across the peninsula that separates the port channel and the Mississippi River, exhibited evidence 
of fill from dredging activities down to a depth of 1.31-1.64 ft. (40-50 cm). Several deep auger tests 
were randomly excavated to a depth of up to 4.75 ft. (145 cm) to the north of the turning basin and 
across the alluvial peninsula west of the existing channel to investigate the possibility that deeply 
buried cultural deposits could be present. However, each auger test only demonstrated the 
continued presence of subsoil, usually composed of brownish orange sandy clay. No deeply buried 
cultural horizons or cultural material were identified (Futch and Rabbysmith 2013:31, 35). 
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Given the absence of identified historic properties, existing survey coverage, previous 
construction, development, and maintenance activities, and the low probability of the presence of 
unidentified resources, USACE has determined that the existing surveys constitute a reasonable 
and good faith effort at identification and evaluation of historic properties and that it is unlikely that 
any unidentified historic properties are present in the currently proposed APE; therefore, no further 
cultural resources investigation is recommended. 


Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties 
Based on the information presented in this letter, USACE MVK has determined that there are 


no historic properties, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16 (l) in the APE, for the CAP Section 107, River 
and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi.  Therefore, USACE MVK is making a finding of No 
Historic Properties Affected for this undertaking and submitting it to you for review and comment.  
This project will be subject to the standard change in scope of work, unexpected discovery, and 
unmarked human burial sites act provisions.  USACE MVK requests your comments within 30 
days, per 36 CFR 800.5(c) 


If you have any questions or require additional information concerning these undertakings, 
please contact Mr. John Underwood of this office at (601) 631-5017 or via e-mail 
John.R.Underwood@usace.army.mil  or Ms. Rachelle Androwski, Vicksburg District Tribal Liaison 
at (601) 631-5920 or via e-mail at rachelle.r.androwski@usace.army.mil. 


Sincerely, 


 Dan Moore 
Chief, Environmental Compliance Section 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division South 


List of Recipients:  
Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
Caddo Nation 
Chickasaw Nation 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Louisiana  
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 
Muscogee Nation 
Quapaw Nation 
Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana 
Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office (AR SHPO) 
Mississippi State Historic Preservation Office (MS SHPO) 
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August 25, 2023 


Regional Planning and 
Environment Division, South 
Environmental Planning Branch  
Attn: CEMVK-PDS-N 


Ms. Samantha Robison 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Alabama-Quassarte Tribal Town  
P.O. Box 187   
Wetumka, OK  74883 


RE:  Section 106 Review Consultation 
Undertaking: Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 


Section 107, River and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) 
Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


(Location      Latitude      Longitude       
Existing Turning Basin Center 33.824553° -91.024129°
Proposed Turning Basin Center 33.826840° -91.026017°
Navigation Channel Northern Terminus 33.823608° -91.022999°
Navigation Channel Southern Terminus  33.788473° -91.035162°


 Navigation Channel Center 33.807310° -91.022437°)


Determination:   No Historic Properties Affected 


Dear Ms. Robison: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
 VICKSBURG DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


  4155 CLAY STREET 
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI 39183‐3435


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District (USACE MVK), is proposing expansion 
of and improvements to the existing navigation capacity of the Port of Rosedale in Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi, under the auspices of the Continuing Authorities 
Program (CAP) (Figure 1). The purpose of CAP is to establish and provide authority for USACE to 
plan and implement projects of limited size, cost, scope, and complexity. The Port of Rosedale 
expansion project intends to reduce transportation costs during low water conditions resulting from:  
(1) limited channel depth; (2) limited channel width; and (3) turning basin restrictions. The project 
areas are located as follows on the Beulah, MS and Rosedale, MS 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle 
maps:  Sections 21, 28, and 29 in Township 10S, Range 1E (Arkansas) and Sections 21, 22, 27, 
and 28 in Township 23N, Range 8W (Mississippi) (Figure 2).


Project Authority 
Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 provides authority for the Corps of Engineers to 


improve navigation including dredging of channels, anchorage areas, and turning basins and 
construction of breakwaters, jetties and groins, through a partnership with non-Federal government 
sponsor such as cities, counties, special chartered authorities (such as port authorities), or units of 
state government.   
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Description of Undertaking 
The Port of Rosedale owes its creation to the start of a Federal Revenue Sharing program for 


development projects in the 1970s (History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County [HPR] n.d.:2). A 
study group organized by the Bolivar County Board of Supervisors recommended that federal 
funds could be used most advantageously in the construction of a new port at Rosedale. In 1977, 
the Vicksburg District (USACE), was given a grant to “clear and grub and dredge” the slack water 
channel known as Log Loader Chute and fill the 20-acre site to be used for the Port facilities. Work 
began almost immediately and was completed by early 1978 (HPR:3). Today, the Port of Rosedale 
continues to contribute to the area and is hoping to expand to handle larger vessels and house 
more facilities. As part of its annual operation, portions of the existing channel are dredged as 
state-allocated funding allows, though the funding is not sufficient to cover dredging of the full 
channel length during any individual spending cycle.   


The selected alternative proposes 3 primary modifications (Figures 3 & 4):   


 Realigning and widening the authorized channel limits at the existing barge facility;


 Widening the channel for the entire length to facilitate two-way traffic and larger barge
configurations; and


 Enlarging the turning basin to support increased mobility with larger barge configurations.


The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN) is centrally located in the 2.7 mile (4.35 km) long 
by 150-ft. (45.7 meter) wide navigation channel that runs between the port and the Mississippi 
River (see Figures 1, 3, & 4) The current authorized channel depth is 93 ft. (28.4 meters), which is 
9 ft. (2.7 meters) below the Low Water of Reference (LWRP) of 102 ft. (31.1 meters).  


Realignment and Widening of Channel Limits 
The route to the turning basin poses certain navigational challenges when in operation. The 


position of the JANTRAN in the bend in the channel, creates challenges for pilots, particularly 
when barges that are being loaded encroach into the navigation channel. As part of the proposed 
alternative, the existing bend in the channel would be expanded from the currently authorized width 
of 150 to 200 ft. (45.7 to 61.0 meters) to alleviate some of the difficulties of traversing the channel 
bend during busier time frames. This expansion would also permit larger barge configurations to 
navigate the bend more easily (see Figures 3 & 4).  


The channel would also be realigned in the vicinity of the JANTRAN facility to avoid 
encroachments from barges that are moored at the facility for loading and unloading. The 
realignment would involve shifting the central axis of the navigational channel approximately 100 ft. 
(30.5 meters) to the west for approximately 0.68 miles (1.09 km) in length. The remaining portions 
of the navigation channel south of this point to the Mississippi River and north to the turning basin 
at the upper end of the port would be expanded from 150 ft. (45.7 meters) to approximately 185 ft. 
(56.4 meters) (see Figures 3 & 4). This additional width would better allow two-way traffic and 
provide navigational support for larger barge configurations.  


Enlarging Turning Basin 
The final main feature of this alternative is the reconfiguration and enlargement of the existing 


approximately 400-x-1,000 ft. (121.9-x-304.8 meters) turning basin. The new proposed 
configuration would lengthen the navigational channel to extend through the existing turning basin 
and shift the footprint of the turning basin further upstream past its current location. The newly 
enlarged and relocated turning basin would measure approximately 600-x-1,000 ft. (182.9-x-304.8 
meters) in size. This increase in size allows larger barge configurations to utilize the turning basin, 
and its new location would provide better access to the water with more frontage for the port. All 
the proposed changes and dimensions were determined based on input from the local sponsor 
and existing port customers. The currently authorized navigation depth of 93 ft. (28.4 meters) 
would be 
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maintained for all the modifications and limits described herein. The channel would not be 
deepened below the authorized Mississippi River channel depth. 


Dredged Material Disposal 
A cutter head dredge barge would be utilized to excavate material from the navigational 


channel and the turning basin. All dredged material would be pumped from the cutter head and 
carried via a dredge pipe and cast out to the Mississippi River near the mouth of the Port 
Navigation Channel (Figure 3). The dredge pipe would be placed along the eastern side of the 
navigation channel as to not interfere with any ingress or egress navigation at the port. During work 
hours, a boat on the discharge pipe would be utilized and move the line for passing tows as 
needed. Because of the distance needed to pump material to the river, a booster pump would be 
required. The distance into the river needed to discharge all dredge material would be determined 
based on a hydrographic survey, and the pipe would not impact navigation on the Mississippi 
River. To ensure there are no issues with self-inflicted shoaling at the mouth of the harbor, 
dredging the mouth will be conducted last to prevent sediment build-up. 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
The APE is defined as all areas where channels are to be realigned, widened, or otherwise 


enlarged (Figures 1-4).  The APE totals approximately 108 acres (43.5 hectares) and includes all 
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects from the Undertaking.  Access routes are not included in this 
calculation, as they are either public roads, heavily used agricultural roads, or already utilized 
waterways. 


Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
The undertaking is in Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha County, Arkansas, in addition to 


the APE USACE MVK revised a 1-mile buffer around proposed undertaking. Historic properties in 
the project vicinity were identified based on a review of the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) database, the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas 
(AMASDA), Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s Historical Site Management Tool 
(HSMT), historic aerial photography, historic map research, and a review of cultural resources 
survey reports (Figure 5). Review of current cultural resources map revealed no historic properties 
within and relatively few known cultural resources adjacent to the APE.  


According to the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA), 
in Desha County, AR, there is one previously recorded archaeological site, consisting of the 
purported location (listed but not field-verified) of the 19th-century community of Napoleon (Table 
1), three cultural features (McCloud Landing, Napoleon Landing, and O’Neal Landing), which are 
the historic locations of 20th-century landscape features (e.g., cemeteries, dams, military 
encampments/structures, oilfields, towers, trails, and wells), and two 20th-century rural structures, 
transposed from the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) county maps. 
Additionally, one cultural resources survey was previously executed within a 1-mile radius of the 
APE (Table 2). There are no National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) sites within or 
adjacent to the Arkansas APE.  


According to data from the Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s (MDAH) Historical 
Site Management Tool (HSMT) for the Bolivar County, Mississippi, APE, there are 12 previously 
recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity, which includes resources with little-to-no provided, a 
prehistoric mound, and post-Civil War tenant sites (see Table 1; see Figure 5).  Although none 
have been listed to the NRHP, one of these archaeological sites (a multi-component site is 
considered eligible for listing to the National Register. The remainder are ineligible for listing (n=8) 
or have not been assessed/evaluated (undetermined [n=3]) for listing to the National Register. 
Additionally, 14 historic structures have been inventoried with this same search radius, consisting 
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mostly of early twentieth-century residences (see Table 1; Figure 5). Furthermore, there have been 
five cultural resources surveys conducted in or adjacent to the APE in Bolivar County; one of these 
efforts overlaps with where the turning basin enlargement at the northern project terminus and 
channel realignment and widening in the center, respectively (MDAH Report No. 13-0717) (see 
Table 2; Figure 5). There are no NRHP sites within or adjacent to the Mississippi APE. 


Table 1. Previously recorded cultural resources located within an approximately 1-mile (1.6 km) 
radius of the APE. 


Resource Designation Period(s) 
Date 
Recorded 


NRHP  
Status 


3DE0128 (AR) 19th Century 1988 Undetermined 


22Bo0114 (MS) Early 20th Century (MS River Levee) 2013 Ineligible 


22Bo630 (MS) 
Middle Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1984 Ineligible 


22Bo668 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1994 Ineligible 


22Bo669 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through mid - 20th Centuries 


1994 Eligible 


22Bo771 (MS) Mounds Site – Undetermined age 2000 Undetermined 


22Bo804 (MS) Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo805 (MS) 
Late Woodland; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


2002 Ineligible 


22Bo806 (MS) Mississippian 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo975 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mid-to-late 19th through 20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo976 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


22Bo977 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo978 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


011-ROS-0191 (MS)
Circa 1890 Aaron Tabernacle Missionary 
Baptist Church 


Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0192 (MS) Circa 1930 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0193 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0194 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0195 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0196 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0197 (MS) Circa 1920 Shotgun-style house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0198 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0199 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0281 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0282 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.1-X (MS)
Circa 1940 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building I 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.2-X (MS)
Circa 1948 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building II 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.3-X (MS)
Circa 1952 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building III 


Not listed 
Undetermined 
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Table 2. Previously recorded cultural resources surveys conducted within an approximately 1-mile 
(1.6 km) radius of the APE. 


Report No. Title Author/Principal Investigator Date 


1313 (AR) 


Cultural Resources and Geomorphological  
Reconnaissance of the McClellan-Kerr, 
Arkansas River Navigation System Pools 1 
through 9 of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas 
River Navigation System between 
Dardanelle, Arkansas, and the Mississippi 
River 


W. J. Bennett, Jr., Phyllis L. 
Breland, and Lawson M. Smith  – 
Archeological Assessment, Inc.  


1/1989 


84-036 (MS)
A Cultural Resources Survey Near 
Rosedale, Bolivar County, Mississippi 


Sam Brookes - Private 3/1984 


04-106 (MS)


Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed 
Route of Interstate 69 Between 
Robinsonville and Benoit-Bolivar, Coahoma, 
Tunica and Sunflower Counties, Mississippi 


Joanne Ryan,  
Douglas C. Wells,  
Richard A. Weinstein, David B. 
Kelley, and Sara A. Hahn – Coastal 
Environments, Inc. 


4/2004 


12-0307 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of a 
Proposed New Boating Access Facility on 
the Mississippi River in S21, T23, R8W, 
Bolivar County, MDAH Project Log #04-108-
12 


Jeffrey Alvey – Cobb Institute of 
Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


6/2012 


13-0717 (MS)


A Cultural Resources Survey of 141 Acres 
for Improvements to the Port of Rosedale 
Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha 
County, Arkansas 


Jana J. Futch – Brockington 
Cultural Resources Consulting 


11/2013 


17-0108 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in 
Association with the Proposed Rosedale 
Industrial Park Development, Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


Keith Baca and Jeffrey Alvey – 
Cobb Institute of Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


4/2017 


Cartographic Analysis 
The landscape that constitutes the study area has been dramatically altered over the last few 


centuries, most dramatically over the last 90 years by both natural and man-made processes. 
Analysis of available historic maps from the 19th-century indicate that according to the 1833 
General Land Office (GLO) plats for the townships and ranges, the Mississippi River channel 
flowed to the west of the APE, snaking southeast and crossing the center of the APE before 
turning almost due south to the east of the southern project terminus (Figure 6). Congress created 
the Mississippi River Commission in 1879 to centralize flood-fighting measures along the 
Mississippi River, coordinating efforts with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide protection 
against flood devastation as well as facilitate the river shipping frequently hindered by alluvial 
deposits below New Orleans. By the late nineteenth century, arguments over the most 
appropriate method of controlling the river led to a “levees-only” policy. Despite the constant 
construction of levees, the man-made structures failed to harness the river; between 1858 and 
1922, the Delta experienced eleven “major” floods (Cobb 1992:129).
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According to the published 1880s Mississippi River Commission Maps, the Mississippi River 
channel shifted slightly to the east near the northern project terminus, while the main channel 
flowed to the west and southwest of the APE. The center of the APE crossed the northern edges of 
Lake Beulah, an oxbow lake formed from the abandoned and cut-off main Mississippi River 
channel, while portions of the APE fall across a mix of improved and unimproved lands north and 
south of the oxbow lake (Figure 7). The Mississippi River continued its meandering course shifting 
again in the 1930s, moving westward away from the town of Rosedale (United States Geological 
Survey [USGS] 1939) (Figure 8). Within the APE, the northern third falls within a slack water 
channel, later referred to as Log Loader Chute, the eastern banks of which had been fortified by a 
series of levees and a revetment (a measure placed along a waterway bank to stabilize or protect 
from erosion). To the immediate west of and parallel to the APE is an alluvial peninsula extending 
to the south between this channel and the Mississippi River. Continuing south, the center of the 
APE follows the banks of the Mississippi River, while the southern third crosses forested backwater 
lowlands in Arkansas designated Island No. 74 (see Figure 8). By the late 1960s/early 1970s, 
much of the slack water channel had been backfilled by alluvial deposition, increasing the size of 
the peninsula, and extending its tip much further to the south (USGS 1969, 1972; see Figure 2). 
When Log Loader Chute was dredged in the 1970s to deepen its waters in preparation for the Port, 
the dredge material was discharged both back into the Mississippi River and redeposited onto the 
peninsula (Bolivar Commercial 1977), further evidenced by the Ak (Alluvial land, frequently 
flooded) symbology on modern soil maps (Figure 9 – soil map).  


The presence of borrow pits (BP), as well as the extant levee (LV), are additional indications of 
an altered, manmade landscape (see Figure 9 – soil map). The USDA indicates that most of the 
natural soils in the southern reaches of the APE (Arkansas) are identified as the Sharkey-
Commerce-Coushatta association (Sm), which are frequently flooded clays that form in 
backswamps (USDA 2023). Other than the Mississippi River and Log Loader Chute, other 
substantial hydrological features near the study area include Beulah Lake, an oxbow of the 
Mississippi River located to the southeast of the Port, and Long Lake and Legion Lake, both 
backswamp areas and remnants of the former river channel near Log Loader Chute (see Figures 2 
and 9).  


Previous Cultural Resources Investigations 
Three cultural resources surveys have been conducted on behalf of the Port of Rosedale over 


the last 11 years in association with a proposed new boating access facility, industrial park 
development, and other anticipated facilities improvements (MDAH Report Nos. 12-0307, 13-0717, 
& 17-0108; see Figure 5). According to recent cultural resources surveys, fill from the 1970s 
dredging was also piled up on the north and east banks of Log Loader Chute to create an artificial 
landscape for Port facilities (Alvey and Baca 2012; Baca and Alvey 2017; Futch and Rabbysmith 
2013). Additional subsurface investigation of the area north of the existing turning basin as well as 
across the peninsula that separates the port channel and the Mississippi River, exhibited evidence 
of fill from dredging activities down to a depth of 1.31-1.64 ft. (40-50 cm). Several deep auger tests 
were randomly excavated to a depth of up to 4.75 ft. (145 cm) to the north of the turning basin and 
across the alluvial peninsula west of the existing channel to investigate the possibility that deeply 
buried cultural deposits could be present. However, each auger test only demonstrated the 
continued presence of subsoil, usually composed of brownish orange sandy clay. No deeply buried 
cultural horizons or cultural material were identified (Futch and Rabbysmith 2013:31, 35). 
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Given the absence of identified historic properties, existing survey coverage, previous 
construction, development, and maintenance activities, and the low probability of the presence of 
unidentified resources, USACE has determined that the existing surveys constitute a reasonable 
and good faith effort at identification and evaluation of historic properties and that it is unlikely that 
any unidentified historic properties are present in the currently proposed APE; therefore, no further 
cultural resources investigation is recommended. 


Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties 
Based on the information presented in this letter, USACE MVK has determined that there are 


no historic properties, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16 (l) in the APE, for the CAP Section 107, River 
and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi.  Therefore, USACE MVK is making a finding of No 
Historic Properties Affected for this undertaking and submitting it to you for review and comment.  
This project will be subject to the standard change in scope of work, unexpected discovery, and 
unmarked human burial sites act provisions.  USACE MVK requests your comments within 30 
days, per 36 CFR 800.5(c) 


If you have any questions or require additional information concerning these undertakings, 
please contact Mr. John Underwood of this office at (601) 631-5017 or via e-mail 
John.R.Underwood@usace.army.mil  or Ms. Rachelle Androwski, Vicksburg District Tribal Liaison 
at (601) 631-5920 or via e-mail at rachelle.r.androwski@usace.army.mil. 


Sincerely, 


 Dan Moore 
Chief, Environmental Compliance Section 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division South 


List of Recipients:  
Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
Caddo Nation 
Chickasaw Nation 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Louisiana  
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 
Muscogee Nation 
Quapaw Nation 
Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana 
Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office (AR SHPO) 
Mississippi State Historic Preservation Office (MS SHPO) 


6-178







-8-


References Cited 


Alvey, Jeffrey S., and Keith A. Baca 
2012     A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of a Proposed New Boating Access Facility on 
             the Mississippi River in S21, T23N, R8W, Bolivar County, Mississippi, MDAH Project  
             Log #04-108-12. Cobb Institute of Archaeology, Mississippi State University.  
             Submitted to Mississippi Department of Wildlife, Fisheries, and Parks, Jackson,  
             Mississippi. Report on file at the MDAH, Jackson, Mississippi (MDAH Report No.           


12-0307).


Baca, Keith A., and Jeffrey S. Alvey 
2017     A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in Association with the Proposed Rosedale  
             Industrial Park Development, Bolivar County, Mississippi. Cobb Institute of  
             Archaeology, Mississippi State University. Submitted to Eley-Barkley Engineering and 
             Architecture, Cleveland, Mississippi. Report on file at the MDAH, Jackson, Mississippi  
             (MDAH Report No. 12-0307). 


Bolivar Commercial (Cleveland, Mississippi) 
       1977     Short article about dredging Log Loader Chute. October 18. Cleveland, Bolivar 


County, Mississippi. 


Cobb, James C. 
       1992     The Most Southern Place on Earth: The Mississippi Delta and the Roots of Regional 


Identity. Oxford University Press, New York, New York. 


Futch, Jana J., and Steven Rabbysmith 
2013     A Cultural Resources Survey of 141 Acres for Improvements to the Port of Rosedale, 
             Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi. Brockington and  
             Associates, Inc. Submitted to Pickering Firm, Inc. Report on file at the MDAH,
             Jackson, Mississippi (MDAH Report No. 13-0717). 


History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County [HPR] 
n.d.      History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County. A brief history manuscript provided to


the author by personnel at the Port of Rosedale. Likely written in the late 1970s or 
early 1980s. 


U.S. Geological Survey [USGS] 
1939     Big Island, AR, [Contours]. 15-Minute Series (Topographic). Reston, VA: USGS. 


1939     Pace, MS, [Contours]. 15-Minute Series (Topographic). Reston, VA: USGS. 


1969     Beulah, MS [Contours]. 7.5-Minute Series (Topographic). Reston, VA: USGS. 


1972     Rosedale, MS [Contours]. 7.5-Minute Series (Topographic). Reston, VA: USGS. 


6-179







          
         


August 25, 2023 


Regional Planning and 
Environment Division, South 
Environmental Planning Branch  
Attn: CEMVK-PDS-N 


Bryant J. Celestine  
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer  
Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
571 State Park Road  
Livingston, TX 77351 


RE:  Section 106 Review Consultation 
Undertaking: Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 


Section 107, River and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) 
Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


(Location      Latitude      Longitude       
Existing Turning Basin Center 33.824553° -91.024129°
Proposed Turning Basin Center 33.826840° -91.026017°
Navigation Channel Northern Terminus 33.823608° -91.022999°
Navigation Channel Southern Terminus  33.788473° -91.035162°


 Navigation Channel Center 33.807310° -91.022437°)


Determination:   No Historic Properties Affected 


Dear Mr. Celestine: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
 VICKSBURG DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


  4155 CLAY STREET 
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI 39183‐3435


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District (USACE MVK), is proposing expansion 
of and improvements to the existing navigation capacity of the Port of Rosedale in Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi, under the auspices of the Continuing Authorities 
Program (CAP) (Figure 1). The purpose of CAP is to establish and provide authority for USACE to 
plan and implement projects of limited size, cost, scope, and complexity. The Port of Rosedale 
expansion project intends to reduce transportation costs during low water conditions resulting from:  
(1) limited channel depth; (2) limited channel width; and (3) turning basin restrictions. The project 
areas are located as follows on the Beulah, MS and Rosedale, MS 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle 
maps:  Sections 21, 28, and 29 in Township 10S, Range 1E (Arkansas) and Sections 21, 22, 27, 
and 28 in Township 23N, Range 8W (Mississippi) (Figure 2).


Project Authority 
Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 provides authority for the Corps of Engineers to 


improve navigation including dredging of channels, anchorage areas, and turning basins and 
construction of breakwaters, jetties and groins, through a partnership with non-Federal government 
sponsor such as cities, counties, special chartered authorities (such as port authorities), or units of 
state government.   
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Description of Undertaking 
The Port of Rosedale owes its creation to the start of a Federal Revenue Sharing program for 


development projects in the 1970s (History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County [HPR] n.d.:2). A 
study group organized by the Bolivar County Board of Supervisors recommended that federal 
funds could be used most advantageously in the construction of a new port at Rosedale. In 1977, 
the Vicksburg District (USACE), was given a grant to “clear and grub and dredge” the slack water 
channel known as Log Loader Chute and fill the 20-acre site to be used for the Port facilities. Work 
began almost immediately and was completed by early 1978 (HPR:3). Today, the Port of Rosedale 
continues to contribute to the area and is hoping to expand to handle larger vessels and house 
more facilities. As part of its annual operation, portions of the existing channel are dredged as 
state-allocated funding allows, though the funding is not sufficient to cover dredging of the full 
channel length during any individual spending cycle.   


The selected alternative proposes 3 primary modifications (Figures 3 & 4):   


 Realigning and widening the authorized channel limits at the existing barge facility;


 Widening the channel for the entire length to facilitate two-way traffic and larger barge
configurations; and


 Enlarging the turning basin to support increased mobility with larger barge configurations.


The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN) is centrally located in the 2.7 mile (4.35 km) long 
by 150-ft. (45.7 meter) wide navigation channel that runs between the port and the Mississippi 
River (see Figures 1, 3, & 4) The current authorized channel depth is 93 ft. (28.4 meters), which is 
9 ft. (2.7 meters) below the Low Water of Reference (LWRP) of 102 ft. (31.1 meters).  


Realignment and Widening of Channel Limits 
The route to the turning basin poses certain navigational challenges when in operation. The 


position of the JANTRAN in the bend in the channel, creates challenges for pilots, particularly 
when barges that are being loaded encroach into the navigation channel. As part of the proposed 
alternative, the existing bend in the channel would be expanded from the currently authorized width 
of 150 to 200 ft. (45.7 to 61.0 meters) to alleviate some of the difficulties of traversing the channel 
bend during busier time frames. This expansion would also permit larger barge configurations to 
navigate the bend more easily (see Figures 3 & 4).  


The channel would also be realigned in the vicinity of the JANTRAN facility to avoid 
encroachments from barges that are moored at the facility for loading and unloading. The 
realignment would involve shifting the central axis of the navigational channel approximately 100 ft. 
(30.5 meters) to the west for approximately 0.68 miles (1.09 km) in length. The remaining portions 
of the navigation channel south of this point to the Mississippi River and north to the turning basin 
at the upper end of the port would be expanded from 150 ft. (45.7 meters) to approximately 185 ft. 
(56.4 meters) (see Figures 3 & 4). This additional width would better allow two-way traffic and 
provide navigational support for larger barge configurations.  


Enlarging Turning Basin 
The final main feature of this alternative is the reconfiguration and enlargement of the existing 


approximately 400-x-1,000 ft. (121.9-x-304.8 meters) turning basin. The new proposed 
configuration would lengthen the navigational channel to extend through the existing turning basin 
and shift the footprint of the turning basin further upstream past its current location. The newly 
enlarged and relocated turning basin would measure approximately 600-x-1,000 ft. (182.9-x-304.8 
meters) in size. This increase in size allows larger barge configurations to utilize the turning basin, 
and its new location would provide better access to the water with more frontage for the port. All 
the proposed changes and dimensions were determined based on input from the local sponsor 
and existing port customers. The currently authorized navigation depth of 93 ft. (28.4 meters) 
would be 
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maintained for all the modifications and limits described herein. The channel would not be 
deepened below the authorized Mississippi River channel depth. 


Dredged Material Disposal 
A cutter head dredge barge would be utilized to excavate material from the navigational 


channel and the turning basin. All dredged material would be pumped from the cutter head and 
carried via a dredge pipe and cast out to the Mississippi River near the mouth of the Port 
Navigation Channel (Figure 3). The dredge pipe would be placed along the eastern side of the 
navigation channel as to not interfere with any ingress or egress navigation at the port. During work 
hours, a boat on the discharge pipe would be utilized and move the line for passing tows as 
needed. Because of the distance needed to pump material to the river, a booster pump would be 
required. The distance into the river needed to discharge all dredge material would be determined 
based on a hydrographic survey, and the pipe would not impact navigation on the Mississippi 
River. To ensure there are no issues with self-inflicted shoaling at the mouth of the harbor, 
dredging the mouth will be conducted last to prevent sediment build-up. 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
The APE is defined as all areas where channels are to be realigned, widened, or otherwise 


enlarged (Figures 1-4).  The APE totals approximately 108 acres (43.5 hectares) and includes all 
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects from the Undertaking.  Access routes are not included in this 
calculation, as they are either public roads, heavily used agricultural roads, or already utilized 
waterways. 


Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
The undertaking is in Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha County, Arkansas, in addition to 


the APE USACE MVK revised a 1-mile buffer around proposed undertaking. Historic properties in 
the project vicinity were identified based on a review of the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) database, the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas 
(AMASDA), Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s Historical Site Management Tool 
(HSMT), historic aerial photography, historic map research, and a review of cultural resources 
survey reports (Figure 5). Review of current cultural resources map revealed no historic properties 
within and relatively few known cultural resources adjacent to the APE.  


According to the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA), 
in Desha County, AR, there is one previously recorded archaeological site, consisting of the 
purported location (listed but not field-verified) of the 19th-century community of Napoleon (Table 
1), three cultural features (McCloud Landing, Napoleon Landing, and O’Neal Landing), which are 
the historic locations of 20th-century landscape features (e.g., cemeteries, dams, military 
encampments/structures, oilfields, towers, trails, and wells), and two 20th-century rural structures, 
transposed from the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) county maps. 
Additionally, one cultural resources survey was previously executed within a 1-mile radius of the 
APE (Table 2). There are no National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) sites within or 
adjacent to the Arkansas APE.  


According to data from the Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s (MDAH) Historical 
Site Management Tool (HSMT) for the Bolivar County, Mississippi, APE, there are 12 previously 
recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity, which includes resources with little-to-no provided, a 
prehistoric mound, and post-Civil War tenant sites (see Table 1; see Figure 5).  Although none 
have been listed to the NRHP, one of these archaeological sites (a multi-component site is 
considered eligible for listing to the National Register. The remainder are ineligible for listing (n=8) 
or have not been assessed/evaluated (undetermined [n=3]) for listing to the National Register. 
Additionally, 14 historic structures have been inventoried with this same search radius, consisting 
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mostly of early twentieth-century residences (see Table 1; Figure 5). Furthermore, there have been 
five cultural resources surveys conducted in or adjacent to the APE in Bolivar County; one of these 
efforts overlaps with where the turning basin enlargement at the northern project terminus and 
channel realignment and widening in the center, respectively (MDAH Report No. 13-0717) (see 
Table 2; Figure 5). There are no NRHP sites within or adjacent to the Mississippi APE. 


Table 1. Previously recorded cultural resources located within an approximately 1-mile (1.6 km) 
radius of the APE. 


Resource Designation Period(s) 
Date 
Recorded 


NRHP  
Status 


3DE0128 (AR) 19th Century 1988 Undetermined 


22Bo0114 (MS) Early 20th Century (MS River Levee) 2013 Ineligible 


22Bo630 (MS) 
Middle Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1984 Ineligible 


22Bo668 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1994 Ineligible 


22Bo669 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through mid - 20th Centuries 


1994 Eligible 


22Bo771 (MS) Mounds Site – Undetermined age 2000 Undetermined 


22Bo804 (MS) Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo805 (MS) 
Late Woodland; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


2002 Ineligible 


22Bo806 (MS) Mississippian 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo975 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mid-to-late 19th through 20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo976 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


22Bo977 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo978 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


011-ROS-0191 (MS)
Circa 1890 Aaron Tabernacle Missionary 
Baptist Church 


Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0192 (MS) Circa 1930 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0193 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0194 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0195 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0196 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0197 (MS) Circa 1920 Shotgun-style house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0198 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0199 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0281 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0282 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.1-X (MS)
Circa 1940 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building I 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.2-X (MS)
Circa 1948 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building II 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.3-X (MS)
Circa 1952 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building III 


Not listed 
Undetermined 
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Table 2. Previously recorded cultural resources surveys conducted within an approximately 1-mile 
(1.6 km) radius of the APE. 


Report No. Title Author/Principal Investigator Date 


1313 (AR) 


Cultural Resources and Geomorphological  
Reconnaissance of the McClellan-Kerr, 
Arkansas River Navigation System Pools 1 
through 9 of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas 
River Navigation System between 
Dardanelle, Arkansas, and the Mississippi 
River 


W. J. Bennett, Jr., Phyllis L. 
Breland, and Lawson M. Smith  – 
Archeological Assessment, Inc.  


1/1989 


84-036 (MS)
A Cultural Resources Survey Near 
Rosedale, Bolivar County, Mississippi 


Sam Brookes - Private 3/1984 


04-106 (MS)


Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed 
Route of Interstate 69 Between 
Robinsonville and Benoit-Bolivar, Coahoma, 
Tunica and Sunflower Counties, Mississippi 


Joanne Ryan,  
Douglas C. Wells,  
Richard A. Weinstein, David B. 
Kelley, and Sara A. Hahn – Coastal 
Environments, Inc. 


4/2004 


12-0307 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of a 
Proposed New Boating Access Facility on 
the Mississippi River in S21, T23, R8W, 
Bolivar County, MDAH Project Log #04-108-
12 


Jeffrey Alvey – Cobb Institute of 
Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


6/2012 


13-0717 (MS)


A Cultural Resources Survey of 141 Acres 
for Improvements to the Port of Rosedale 
Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha 
County, Arkansas 


Jana J. Futch – Brockington 
Cultural Resources Consulting 


11/2013 


17-0108 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in 
Association with the Proposed Rosedale 
Industrial Park Development, Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


Keith Baca and Jeffrey Alvey – 
Cobb Institute of Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


4/2017 


Cartographic Analysis 
The landscape that constitutes the study area has been dramatically altered over the last few 


centuries, most dramatically over the last 90 years by both natural and man-made processes. 
Analysis of available historic maps from the 19th-century indicate that according to the 1833 
General Land Office (GLO) plats for the townships and ranges, the Mississippi River channel 
flowed to the west of the APE, snaking southeast and crossing the center of the APE before 
turning almost due south to the east of the southern project terminus (Figure 6). Congress created 
the Mississippi River Commission in 1879 to centralize flood-fighting measures along the 
Mississippi River, coordinating efforts with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide protection 
against flood devastation as well as facilitate the river shipping frequently hindered by alluvial 
deposits below New Orleans. By the late nineteenth century, arguments over the most 
appropriate method of controlling the river led to a “levees-only” policy. Despite the constant 
construction of levees, the man-made structures failed to harness the river; between 1858 and 
1922, the Delta experienced eleven “major” floods (Cobb 1992:129).  
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According to the published 1880s Mississippi River Commission Maps, the Mississippi River 
channel shifted slightly to the east near the northern project terminus, while the main channel 
flowed to the west and southwest of the APE. The center of the APE crossed the northern edges of 
Lake Beulah, an oxbow lake formed from the abandoned and cut-off main Mississippi River 
channel, while portions of the APE fall across a mix of improved and unimproved lands north and 
south of the oxbow lake (Figure 7). The Mississippi River continued its meandering course shifting 
again in the 1930s, moving westward away from the town of Rosedale (United States Geological 
Survey [USGS] 1939) (Figure 8). Within the APE, the northern third falls within a slack water 
channel, later referred to as Log Loader Chute, the eastern banks of which had been fortified by a 
series of levees and a revetment (a measure placed along a waterway bank to stabilize or protect 
from erosion). To the immediate west of and parallel to the APE is an alluvial peninsula extending 
to the south between this channel and the Mississippi River. Continuing south, the center of the 
APE follows the banks of the Mississippi River, while the southern third crosses forested backwater 
lowlands in Arkansas designated Island No. 74 (see Figure 8). By the late 1960s/early 1970s, 
much of the slack water channel had been backfilled by alluvial deposition, increasing the size of 
the peninsula, and extending its tip much further to the south (USGS 1969, 1972; see Figure 2). 
When Log Loader Chute was dredged in the 1970s to deepen its waters in preparation for the Port, 
the dredge material was discharged both back into the Mississippi River and redeposited onto the 
peninsula (Bolivar Commercial 1977), further evidenced by the Ak (Alluvial land, frequently 
flooded) symbology on modern soil maps (Figure 9 – soil map).  


The presence of borrow pits (BP), as well as the extant levee (LV), are additional indications of 
an altered, manmade landscape (see Figure 9 – soil map). The USDA indicates that most of the 
natural soils in the southern reaches of the APE (Arkansas) are identified as the Sharkey-
Commerce-Coushatta association (Sm), which are frequently flooded clays that form in 
backswamps (USDA 2023). Other than the Mississippi River and Log Loader Chute, other 
substantial hydrological features near the study area include Beulah Lake, an oxbow of the 
Mississippi River located to the southeast of the Port, and Long Lake and Legion Lake, both 
backswamp areas and remnants of the former river channel near Log Loader Chute (see Figures 2 
and 9).  


Previous Cultural Resources Investigations 
Three cultural resources surveys have been conducted on behalf of the Port of Rosedale over 


the last 11 years in association with a proposed new boating access facility, industrial park 
development, and other anticipated facilities improvements (MDAH Report Nos. 12-0307, 13-0717, 
& 17-0108; see Figure 5). According to recent cultural resources surveys, fill from the 1970s 
dredging was also piled up on the north and east banks of Log Loader Chute to create an artificial 
landscape for Port facilities (Alvey and Baca 2012; Baca and Alvey 2017; Futch and Rabbysmith 
2013). Additional subsurface investigation of the area north of the existing turning basin as well as 
across the peninsula that separates the port channel and the Mississippi River, exhibited evidence 
of fill from dredging activities down to a depth of 1.31-1.64 ft. (40-50 cm). Several deep auger tests 
were randomly excavated to a depth of up to 4.75 ft. (145 cm) to the north of the turning basin and 
across the alluvial peninsula west of the existing channel to investigate the possibility that deeply 
buried cultural deposits could be present. However, each auger test only demonstrated the 
continued presence of subsoil, usually composed of brownish orange sandy clay. No deeply buried 
cultural horizons or cultural material were identified (Futch and Rabbysmith 2013:31, 35). 
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Given the absence of identified historic properties, existing survey coverage, previous 
construction, development, and maintenance activities, and the low probability of the presence of 
unidentified resources, USACE has determined that the existing surveys constitute a reasonable 
and good faith effort at identification and evaluation of historic properties and that it is unlikely that 
any unidentified historic properties are present in the currently proposed APE; therefore, no further 
cultural resources investigation is recommended. 


Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties 
Based on the information presented in this letter, USACE MVK has determined that there are 


no historic properties, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16 (l) in the APE, for the CAP Section 107, River 
and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi.  Therefore, USACE MVK is making a finding of No 
Historic Properties Affected for this undertaking and submitting it to you for review and comment.  
This project will be subject to the standard change in scope of work, unexpected discovery, and 
unmarked human burial sites act provisions.  USACE MVK requests your comments within 30 
days, per 36 CFR 800.5(c) 


If you have any questions or require additional information concerning these undertakings, 
please contact Mr. John Underwood of this office at (601) 631-5017 or via e-mail 
John.R.Underwood@usace.army.mil  or Ms. Rachelle Androwski, Vicksburg District Tribal Liaison 
at (601) 631-5920 or via e-mail at rachelle.r.androwski@usace.army.mil. 


Sincerely, 


 Dan Moore 
Chief, Environmental Compliance Section 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division South 


List of Recipients:  
Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
Caddo Nation 
Chickasaw Nation 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Louisiana  
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 
Muscogee Nation 
Quapaw Nation 
Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana 
Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office (AR SHPO) 
Mississippi State Historic Preservation Office (MS SHPO) 
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August 25, 2023 


Regional Planning and 
Environment Division, South 
Environmental Planning Branch  
Attn: CEMVK-PDS-N 


Ms. Devon Frazier 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Cultural Preservation Department, Tribal Historic Preservation Board 
Absentee-Shawnee Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma 
2025 S Gordon Cooper Drive 
Shawnee, OK 74801 


RE:  Section 106 Review Consultation 
Undertaking: Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 


Section 107, River and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) 
Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


(Location      Latitude      Longitude       
Existing Turning Basin Center 33.824553° -91.024129°
Proposed Turning Basin Center 33.826840° -91.026017°
Navigation Channel Northern Terminus 33.823608° -91.022999°
Navigation Channel Southern Terminus  33.788473° -91.035162°


 Navigation Channel Center 33.807310° -91.022437°)


Determination:   No Historic Properties Affected 


Dear Ms. Frazier: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
 VICKSBURG DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


  4155 CLAY STREET 
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI 39183‐3435


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District (USACE MVK), is proposing expansion 
of and improvements to the existing navigation capacity of the Port of Rosedale in Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi, under the auspices of the Continuing Authorities 
Program (CAP) (Figure 1). The purpose of CAP is to establish and provide authority for USACE to 
plan and implement projects of limited size, cost, scope, and complexity. The Port of Rosedale 
expansion project intends to reduce transportation costs during low water conditions resulting from:  
(1) limited channel depth; (2) limited channel width; and (3) turning basin restrictions. The project 
areas are located as follows on the Beulah, MS and Rosedale, MS 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle 
maps:  Sections 21, 28, and 29 in Township 10S, Range 1E (Arkansas) and Sections 21, 22, 27, 
and 28 in Township 23N, Range 8W (Mississippi) (Figure 2).


Project Authority 
Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 provides authority for the Corps of Engineers to 


improve navigation including dredging of channels, anchorage areas, and turning basins and 
construction of breakwaters, jetties and groins, through a partnership with non-Federal government 
sponsor such as cities, counties, special chartered authorities (such as port authorities), or units of 
state government.   
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Description of Undertaking 
The Port of Rosedale owes its creation to the start of a Federal Revenue Sharing program for 


development projects in the 1970s (History of the Port of Rosedale-Bolivar County [HPR] n.d.:2). A 
study group organized by the Bolivar County Board of Supervisors recommended that federal 
funds could be used most advantageously in the construction of a new port at Rosedale. In 1977, 
the Vicksburg District (USACE), was given a grant to “clear and grub and dredge” the slack water 
channel known as Log Loader Chute and fill the 20-acre site to be used for the Port facilities. Work 
began almost immediately and was completed by early 1978 (HPR:3). Today, the Port of Rosedale 
continues to contribute to the area and is hoping to expand to handle larger vessels and house 
more facilities. As part of its annual operation, portions of the existing channel are dredged as 
state-allocated funding allows, though the funding is not sufficient to cover dredging of the full 
channel length during any individual spending cycle.   


The selected alternative proposes 3 primary modifications (Figures 3 & 4):   


 Realigning and widening the authorized channel limits at the existing barge facility;


 Widening the channel for the entire length to facilitate two-way traffic and larger barge
configurations; and


 Enlarging the turning basin to support increased mobility with larger barge configurations.


The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN) is centrally located in the 2.7 mile (4.35 km) long 
by 150-ft. (45.7 meter) wide navigation channel that runs between the port and the Mississippi 
River (see Figures 1, 3, & 4) The current authorized channel depth is 93 ft. (28.4 meters), which is 
9 ft. (2.7 meters) below the Low Water of Reference (LWRP) of 102 ft. (31.1 meters).  


Realignment and Widening of Channel Limits 
The route to the turning basin poses certain navigational challenges when in operation. The 


position of the JANTRAN in the bend in the channel, creates challenges for pilots, particularly 
when barges that are being loaded encroach into the navigation channel. As part of the proposed 
alternative, the existing bend in the channel would be expanded from the currently authorized width 
of 150 to 200 ft. (45.7 to 61.0 meters) to alleviate some of the difficulties of traversing the channel 
bend during busier time frames. This expansion would also permit larger barge configurations to 
navigate the bend more easily (see Figures 3 & 4).  


The channel would also be realigned in the vicinity of the JANTRAN facility to avoid 
encroachments from barges that are moored at the facility for loading and unloading. The 
realignment would involve shifting the central axis of the navigational channel approximately 100 ft. 
(30.5 meters) to the west for approximately 0.68 miles (1.09 km) in length. The remaining portions 
of the navigation channel south of this point to the Mississippi River and north to the turning basin 
at the upper end of the port would be expanded from 150 ft. (45.7 meters) to approximately 185 ft. 
(56.4 meters) (see Figures 3 & 4). This additional width would better allow two-way traffic and 
provide navigational support for larger barge configurations.  


Enlarging Turning Basin 
The final main feature of this alternative is the reconfiguration and enlargement of the existing 


approximately 400-x-1,000 ft. (121.9-x-304.8 meters) turning basin. The new proposed 
configuration would lengthen the navigational channel to extend through the existing turning basin 
and shift the footprint of the turning basin further upstream past its current location. The newly 
enlarged and relocated turning basin would measure approximately 600-x-1,000 ft. (182.9-x-304.8 
meters) in size. This increase in size allows larger barge configurations to utilize the turning basin, 
and its new location would provide better access to the water with more frontage for the port. All 
the proposed changes and dimensions were determined based on input from the local sponsor 
and existing port customers. The currently authorized navigation depth of 93 ft. (28.4 meters) 
would be 
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maintained for all the modifications and limits described herein. The channel would not be 
deepened below the authorized Mississippi River channel depth. 


Dredged Material Disposal 
A cutter head dredge barge would be utilized to excavate material from the navigational 


channel and the turning basin. All dredged material would be pumped from the cutter head and 
carried via a dredge pipe and cast out to the Mississippi River near the mouth of the Port 
Navigation Channel (Figure 3). The dredge pipe would be placed along the eastern side of the 
navigation channel as to not interfere with any ingress or egress navigation at the port. During work 
hours, a boat on the discharge pipe would be utilized and move the line for passing tows as 
needed. Because of the distance needed to pump material to the river, a booster pump would be 
required. The distance into the river needed to discharge all dredge material would be determined 
based on a hydrographic survey, and the pipe would not impact navigation on the Mississippi 
River. To ensure there are no issues with self-inflicted shoaling at the mouth of the harbor, 
dredging the mouth will be conducted last to prevent sediment build-up. 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
The APE is defined as all areas where channels are to be realigned, widened, or otherwise 


enlarged (Figures 1-4).  The APE totals approximately 108 acres (43.5 hectares) and includes all 
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects from the Undertaking.  Access routes are not included in this 
calculation, as they are either public roads, heavily used agricultural roads, or already utilized 
waterways. 


Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties 
The undertaking is in Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha County, Arkansas, in addition to 


the APE USACE MVK revised a 1-mile buffer around proposed undertaking. Historic properties in 
the project vicinity were identified based on a review of the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) database, the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas 
(AMASDA), Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s Historical Site Management Tool 
(HSMT), historic aerial photography, historic map research, and a review of cultural resources 
survey reports (Figure 5). Review of current cultural resources map revealed no historic properties 
within and relatively few known cultural resources adjacent to the APE.  


According to the Automated Management of Archaeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA), 
in Desha County, AR, there is one previously recorded archaeological site, consisting of the 
purported location (listed but not field-verified) of the 19th-century community of Napoleon (Table 
1), three cultural features (McCloud Landing, Napoleon Landing, and O’Neal Landing), which are 
the historic locations of 20th-century landscape features (e.g., cemeteries, dams, military 
encampments/structures, oilfields, towers, trails, and wells), and two 20th-century rural structures, 
transposed from the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) county maps. 
Additionally, one cultural resources survey was previously executed within a 1-mile radius of the 
APE (Table 2). There are no National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP) sites within or 
adjacent to the Arkansas APE.  


According to data from the Mississippi Department of Archives and History’s (MDAH) Historical 
Site Management Tool (HSMT) for the Bolivar County, Mississippi, APE, there are 12 previously 
recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity, which includes resources with little-to-no provided, a 
prehistoric mound, and post-Civil War tenant sites (see Table 1; see Figure 5).  Although none 
have been listed to the NRHP, one of these archaeological sites (a multi-component site is 
considered eligible for listing to the National Register. The remainder are ineligible for listing (n=8) 
or have not been assessed/evaluated (undetermined [n=3]) for listing to the National Register. 
Additionally, 14 historic structures have been inventoried with this same search radius, consisting 
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mostly of early twentieth-century residences (see Table 1; Figure 5). Furthermore, there have been 
five cultural resources surveys conducted in or adjacent to the APE in Bolivar County; one of these 
efforts overlaps with where the turning basin enlargement at the northern project terminus and 
channel realignment and widening in the center, respectively (MDAH Report No. 13-0717) (see 
Table 2; Figure 5). There are no NRHP sites within or adjacent to the Mississippi APE. 


Table 1. Previously recorded cultural resources located within an approximately 1-mile (1.6 km) 
radius of the APE. 


Resource Designation Period(s) 
Date 
Recorded 


NRHP  
Status 


3DE0128 (AR) 19th Century 1988 Undetermined 


22Bo0114 (MS) Early 20th Century (MS River Levee) 2013 Ineligible 


22Bo630 (MS) 
Middle Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1984 Ineligible 


22Bo668 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


1994 Ineligible 


22Bo669 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mississippian; 
Late 19th through mid - 20th Centuries 


1994 Eligible 


22Bo771 (MS) Mounds Site – Undetermined age 2000 Undetermined 


22Bo804 (MS) Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo805 (MS) 
Late Woodland; 
Late 19th through early 20th Centuries 


2002 Ineligible 


22Bo806 (MS) Mississippian 2002 Undetermined 


22Bo975 (MS) 
Woodland; 
Mid-to-late 19th through 20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo976 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


22Bo977 (MS) 
Undetermined prehistoric period; 
Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 


2017 Ineligible 


22Bo978 (MS) Mid-to-late 19th through Mid-20th Centuries 2017 Ineligible 


011-ROS-0191 (MS)
Circa 1890 Aaron Tabernacle Missionary 
Baptist Church 


Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0192 (MS) Circa 1930 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0193 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0194 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0195 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0196 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0197 (MS) Circa 1920 Shotgun-style house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0198 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0199 (MS) Circa 1920 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0281 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0282 (MS) Circa 1935 vernacular house Not listed Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.1-X (MS)
Circa 1940 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building I 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.2-X (MS)
Circa 1948 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building II 


Not listed 
Undetermined 


011-ROS-0285.3-X (MS)
Circa 1952 Rosedale School complex – 
Classroom Building III 


Not listed 
Undetermined 
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Table 2. Previously recorded cultural resources surveys conducted within an approximately 1-mile 
(1.6 km) radius of the APE. 


Report No. Title Author/Principal Investigator Date 


1313 (AR) 


Cultural Resources and Geomorphological  
Reconnaissance of the McClellan-Kerr, 
Arkansas River Navigation System Pools 1 
through 9 of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas 
River Navigation System between 
Dardanelle, Arkansas, and the Mississippi 
River 


W. J. Bennett, Jr., Phyllis L. 
Breland, and Lawson M. Smith  – 
Archeological Assessment, Inc.  


1/1989 


84-036 (MS)
A Cultural Resources Survey Near 
Rosedale, Bolivar County, Mississippi 


Sam Brookes - Private 3/1984 


04-106 (MS)


Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed 
Route of Interstate 69 Between 
Robinsonville and Benoit-Bolivar, Coahoma, 
Tunica and Sunflower Counties, Mississippi 


Joanne Ryan,  
Douglas C. Wells,  
Richard A. Weinstein, David B. 
Kelley, and Sara A. Hahn – Coastal 
Environments, Inc. 


4/2004 


12-0307 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of a 
Proposed New Boating Access Facility on 
the Mississippi River in S21, T23, R8W, 
Bolivar County, MDAH Project Log #04-108-
12 


Jeffrey Alvey – Cobb Institute of 
Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


6/2012 


13-0717 (MS)


A Cultural Resources Survey of 141 Acres 
for Improvements to the Port of Rosedale 
Bolivar County, Mississippi, and Desha 
County, Arkansas 


Jana J. Futch – Brockington 
Cultural Resources Consulting 


11/2013 


17-0108 (MS)


A Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in 
Association with the Proposed Rosedale 
Industrial Park Development, Bolivar 
County, Mississippi 


Keith Baca and Jeffrey Alvey – 
Cobb Institute of Archaeology  
(Mississippi State University) 


4/2017 


Cartographic Analysis 
The landscape that constitutes the study area has been dramatically altered over the last few 


centuries, most dramatically over the last 90 years by both natural and man-made processes. 
Analysis of available historic maps from the 19th-century indicate that according to the 1833 
General Land Office (GLO) plats for the townships and ranges, the Mississippi River channel 
flowed to the west of the APE, snaking southeast and crossing the center of the APE before 
turning almost due south to the east of the southern project terminus (Figure 6). Congress created 
the Mississippi River Commission in 1879 to centralize flood-fighting measures along the 
Mississippi River, coordinating efforts with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide protection 
against flood devastation as well as facilitate the river shipping frequently hindered by alluvial 
deposits below New Orleans. By the late nineteenth century, arguments over the most 
appropriate method of controlling the river led to a “levees-only” policy. Despite the constant 
construction of levees, the man-made structures failed to harness the river; between 1858 and 
1922, the Delta experienced eleven “major” floods (Cobb 1992:129).  
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According to the published 1880s Mississippi River Commission Maps, the Mississippi River 
channel shifted slightly to the east near the northern project terminus, while the main channel 
flowed to the west and southwest of the APE. The center of the APE crossed the northern edges of 
Lake Beulah, an oxbow lake formed from the abandoned and cut-off main Mississippi River 
channel, while portions of the APE fall across a mix of improved and unimproved lands north and 
south of the oxbow lake (Figure 7). The Mississippi River continued its meandering course shifting 
again in the 1930s, moving westward away from the town of Rosedale (United States Geological 
Survey [USGS] 1939) (Figure 8). Within the APE, the northern third falls within a slack water 
channel, later referred to as Log Loader Chute, the eastern banks of which had been fortified by a 
series of levees and a revetment (a measure placed along a waterway bank to stabilize or protect 
from erosion). To the immediate west of and parallel to the APE is an alluvial peninsula extending 
to the south between this channel and the Mississippi River. Continuing south, the center of the 
APE follows the banks of the Mississippi River, while the southern third crosses forested backwater 
lowlands in Arkansas designated Island No. 74 (see Figure 8). By the late 1960s/early 1970s, 
much of the slack water channel had been backfilled by alluvial deposition, increasing the size of 
the peninsula, and extending its tip much further to the south (USGS 1969, 1972; see Figure 2). 
When Log Loader Chute was dredged in the 1970s to deepen its waters in preparation for the Port, 
the dredge material was discharged both back into the Mississippi River and redeposited onto the 
peninsula (Bolivar Commercial 1977), further evidenced by the Ak (Alluvial land, frequently 
flooded) symbology on modern soil maps (Figure 9 – soil map).  


The presence of borrow pits (BP), as well as the extant levee (LV), are additional indications of 
an altered, manmade landscape (see Figure 9 – soil map). The USDA indicates that most of the 
natural soils in the southern reaches of the APE (Arkansas) are identified as the Sharkey-
Commerce-Coushatta association (Sm), which are frequently flooded clays that form in 
backswamps (USDA 2023). Other than the Mississippi River and Log Loader Chute, other 
substantial hydrological features near the study area include Beulah Lake, an oxbow of the 
Mississippi River located to the southeast of the Port, and Long Lake and Legion Lake, both 
backswamp areas and remnants of the former river channel near Log Loader Chute (see Figures 2 
and 9).  


Previous Cultural Resources Investigations 
Three cultural resources surveys have been conducted on behalf of the Port of Rosedale over 


the last 11 years in association with a proposed new boating access facility, industrial park 
development, and other anticipated facilities improvements (MDAH Report Nos. 12-0307, 13-0717, 
& 17-0108; see Figure 5). According to recent cultural resources surveys, fill from the 1970s 
dredging was also piled up on the north and east banks of Log Loader Chute to create an artificial 
landscape for Port facilities (Alvey and Baca 2012; Baca and Alvey 2017; Futch and Rabbysmith 
2013). Additional subsurface investigation of the area north of the existing turning basin as well as 
across the peninsula that separates the port channel and the Mississippi River, exhibited evidence 
of fill from dredging activities down to a depth of 1.31-1.64 ft. (40-50 cm). Several deep auger tests 
were randomly excavated to a depth of up to 4.75 ft. (145 cm) to the north of the turning basin and 
across the alluvial peninsula west of the existing channel to investigate the possibility that deeply 
buried cultural deposits could be present. However, each auger test only demonstrated the 
continued presence of subsoil, usually composed of brownish orange sandy clay. No deeply buried 
cultural horizons or cultural material were identified (Futch and Rabbysmith 2013:31, 35). 
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Given the absence of identified historic properties, existing survey coverage, previous 
construction, development, and maintenance activities, and the low probability of the presence of 
unidentified resources, USACE has determined that the existing surveys constitute a reasonable 
and good faith effort at identification and evaluation of historic properties and that it is unlikely that 
any unidentified historic properties are present in the currently proposed APE; therefore, no further 
cultural resources investigation is recommended. 


Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties 
Based on the information presented in this letter, USACE MVK has determined that there are 


no historic properties, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16 (l) in the APE, for the CAP Section 107, River 
and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, 
Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi.  Therefore, USACE MVK is making a finding of No 
Historic Properties Affected for this undertaking and submitting it to you for review and comment.  
This project will be subject to the standard change in scope of work, unexpected discovery, and 
unmarked human burial sites act provisions.  USACE MVK requests your comments within 30 
days, per 36 CFR 800.5(c) 


If you have any questions or require additional information concerning these undertakings, 
please contact Mr. John Underwood of this office at (601) 631-5017 or via e-mail 
John.R.Underwood@usace.army.mil  or Ms. Rachelle Androwski, Vicksburg District Tribal Liaison 
at (601) 631-5920 or via e-mail at rachelle.r.androwski@usace.army.mil. 


Sincerely, 


 Dan Moore 
Chief, Environmental Compliance Section 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division South 


List of Recipients:  
Alabama Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
Caddo Nation 
Chickasaw Nation 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Louisiana  
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 
Muscogee Nation 
Quapaw Nation 
Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana 
Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office (AR SHPO) 
Mississippi State Historic Preservation Office (MS SHPO) 
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Figure 1. Port of Rosedale APE. Project Area Overview (Aerial). 
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Figure 2. Port of Rosedale APE. Project Area Overview (Topo). 
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Figure 3. Southern portion of the Port of Rosedale APE. Existing channel limits (blue) and 
proposed channel limits (green). 


Disposal Area 
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Figure 4. Northern portion of the Port of Rosedale APE. Existing channel limits (blue), proposed 
channel limits (green), existing turning basin (gold), and proposed relocated and enlarged turning 
basin (brown). 
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Figure 9.  NRCS soil map of the APE and vicinity. 
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Mr. John Underwood, District Archaeologist
Cultural & Social Resources Section
USACE Vicksburg District
Regional Planning & Environment Division, South September 5, 2023


VIA E-MAIL AT: john.r.underwood@usace.army.mil


RE: Section 106 Review Consultation, Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, AR, & Bolivar County, 
MS


Determination: No Adverse Effect to Historic Properties/No Tribal Interests Affected


Dear Mr. Underwood:


The Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians’ (MBCI) THPO has received and appreciates your email dated 
August 25, 2023, in which you request our Tribe’s review and consultation on the above-referenced site.


We have reviewed the full description of the proposed project that you have provided and the MBCI 
concurs with the finding of No Adverse Effect to Historic Properties. Additionally, MBCI does not have 
any tribal interests that would be affected by this project.  However, we would like to be notified if there 
are any inadvertent discoveries of any potentially significant cultural items or artifacts during the execution 
of this project.


Thank you for consulting with the Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians on the above-referenced project. 
If you have any questions that we at MBCI may be able answer, please do not hesitate to contact me by 
phone at (601) 663-7606, or by email at THPO@choctaw.org. 


Sincerely,


___________________________________
Melanie Carson
Planner/THPO
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians
Planning Office
101 Industrial Rd
Choctaw, MS 39350
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Arkansas Historic Preservation Program 
1100 North Street  •  Little Rock, AR 72201  •  501-324-9150 


ArkansasPreservation.com 


Sarah Huckabee Sanders 
Governor 


Shea Lewis 
Secretary 


September 20, 2023 


Mr. John Underwood 
District Archaeologist 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District 
4155 Clay Street 
Vicksburg, Mississippi 39183 


RE:     Desha County: General 
 Section 106 Review: COE 
 Proposed Undertaking: Port of Rosedale Expansion 
 AHPP Tracking Number: 111490 


Dear Mr. Underwood: 


The staff of the Arkansas Historic Preservation Program (AHPP) reviewed the submission for the above referenced 
undertaking in Sections 21, 28, and 29, Township 10 South, Range 1 East, in Desha County, Arkansas, and extends into 
Bolivar County, Mississippi. The proposed undertaking entails the realigning and widening channel limits and enlarging 
the basin. 


There are no previously recorded archeological sites within the Arkansas APE. In addition, the APE has been heavily 
disturbed to previous construction, development, and maintenance activities in and around the Port of Rosedale. 


Based on the provided information, the AHPP concurs with the finding of no historic properties affected pursuant to 
36 CFR § 800.4(d)(1) for the proposed undertaking.  


Tribes that have expressed an interest in the area include the Caddo Nation, the Cherokee Nation, the Choctaw Nation 
of Oklahoma, the Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, the Muscogee (Creek) Nation, the Osage Nation, the Quapaw Nation, 
the Shawnee Tribe, and the Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana, Inc. (Mr. Earl J. Barbry. We recommend consultation in 
accordance with 36 CFR § 800.2(c)(2). 


We appreciate the opportunity to review this undertaking. Please refer to the AHPP Tracking Number listed above in 
all correspondence. If you have any questions, call Kathryn Bryles at 501-324-9784 or email 
kathryn.bryles@arkansas.gov. 


Sincerely, 


for 
Scott Kaufman 
AHPP Director and State Historic Preservation Officer 


cc:       Dr. Melissa Zabecki, Arkansas Archeological Survey 
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September 22, 2023 


Mr. John Underwood 
Vicksburg District, Corps of Engineers 
4155 Clay Street 
Vicksburg, Mississippi  39183-3435 


RE:     Proposed Port of Rosedale Expansion Project, 
(USACE) MDAH Project Log #08-093-23, Bolivar County 


Dear Mr. Underwood: 


We have reviewed your August 25, 2023, request for a cultural resources assessment, 
for the above referenced project, in accordance with our responsibilities under Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and 36 CFR Part 800. After reviewing the 
information provided, it is our determination that no cultural resources are likely to be 
affected. Therefore, we have no objection with the proposed undertaking. 


Should there be additional work in connection with the project, or any changes in the 
scope of work, please let us know in order that we may provide you with appropriate 
comments in compliance with the above referenced regulations. If you have any 
questions, please do not hesitate to contact us at (601) 576-6940.  


Sincerely, 


Hal Bell 
Review and Compliance Officer 


FOR:  Katie Blount 
 State Historic Preservation Officer 


P.O. Box 571 


Jackson, MS 39205-0571 


601-576-6850


mdah.ms.gov


Board of Trustees: Spence Flatgard, president | Hilda Cope Povall, vice president | Carter Burns | Kimberly L. Campbell | 


Nancy Carpenter | Betsey Hamilton | Mark E. Keenum | Lucius M. Lampton, MD | TJ Taylor 
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From: Lindsey Bilyeu
To: Underwood, John R CIV USARMY CEMVK (USA)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: Section 106 Consultation - Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, Arkansas, and


Bolivar County, Mississippi
Date: Tuesday, October 3, 2023 10:16:58 AM


John,


The Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma thanks the USACE, Vicksburg District, for the correspondence
regarding the above referenced project.  This project lies in our area of interest, including part of our
Trail of Tears Removal Corridor.


The Choctaw Nation has reviewed the project information and we concur with the finding of “no
historic properties affected”.  However, we ask that work be stopped, and our office contacted
immediately, if Native American artifacts or human remains are encountered.


If you have any questions, please contact me.


Yakoke (thank you),


Lindsey D. Bilyeu
Program Coordinator II
NHPA Compiance Review
Historic Preservation
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma
Desk Phone:  580-642-8377
Cell Phone:  580-740-9624


From: Underwood, John R CIV USARMY CEMVK (USA) <John.R.Underwood@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2023 2:00 PM
To: Ian Thompson <ithompson@choctawnation.com>; Lindsey Bilyeu <lbilyeu@choctawnation.com>
Subject: Section 106 Consultation - Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar
County, Mississippi


Halito: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.


Good afternoon,


Please see the attached Section 106 Review Consultation Letter and Google Earth files
associated with the U.S. Corps of Engineers (USACE), Vicksburg District (MVK)
undertaking, is proposing expansion of and improvements to the existing navigation capacity
of the Port of Rosedale in Desha County, Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi, under
the auspices of the Continuing Authorities Program (CAP). The purpose of CAP is to establish
and provide authority for USACE to plan and implement projects of limited size, cost, scope,
and complexity. The Port of Rosedale expansion project intends to reduce transportation costs
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during low water conditions resulting from:  (1) limited channel depth; (2) limited channel
width; and (3) turning basin restrictions.


Based on the information presented in this letter, USACE MVK has determined that there are
no historic properties, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16 (l) in the APE, for the CAP Section 107,
River and Harbor Act of 1960 (Small Navigation Project) Port of Rosedale Expansion, Desha
County, Arkansas, and Bolivar County, Mississippi. Therefore, USACE MVK is making a
finding of No Historic Properties Affected for this undertaking and submitting it to you for
review and comment. This project will be subject to the standard change in scope of work,
unexpected discovery, and unmarked human burial sites act provisions. USACE MVK
requests your comments within 30 days, per 36 CFR 800.5(c).


If you have any questions or require additional information concerning these undertakings,
please contact Mr. John Underwood of this office at (601) 631-5017 or via e-mail
John.R.Underwood@usace.army.mil or Ms. Rachelle Androwski, Vicksburg District Tribal
Liaison at (601) 631-5920 or via e-mail at rachelle.r.androwski@usace.army.mil. 


Respectfully,
John R. Underwood, MA, RPA
District Archaeologist
Cultural & Social Resources Section (CEMVK-PDS-U) U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Vicksburg District
Regional Planning and Environment Division, South
John.R.Underwood@usace.army.mil
601.631.5017


This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed
and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure. If
you have received this message in error, you are hereby notified that we do not consent to any
reading, dissemination, distribution or copying of this message. If you have received this
communication in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the transmitted
information. Please note that any view or opinions presented in this email are solely those of
the author and do not necessarily represent those of the Choctaw Nation.
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General 


1.1 PURPOSE 


This Engineering Appendix presents the design assumptions and assessment of alternatives for improvement of 
navigation capacity in the Port of Rosedale located in Rosedale, MS near river mile 584 on the Mississippi River. 
The purpose of this Engineering Appendix is to document the methodology used and results of the engineering 
performed in order to establish project alternative measures and recommendations that would meet the project 
needs of the Government and the local sponsor.    


  


Engineering 


2.1 EXISTING DATA 


Two primary data sources were utilized to construct an existing ground terrain surface for cutting cross sections 
and visualizing the existing site conditions: aerial LiDAR and the most recent hydrographic survey of the harbor. 
The aerial LiDAR dataset that was selected was collected by the USACE Vicksburg District in 2009. While 
somewhat dated, the data is high density and has been very reliable in recent experience if no major construction 
activities have taken place in the area of interest since the data was collected. No such construction has occurred 
in the vicinity of the Port of Rosedale Harbor. The hydrographic survey that was used was collected by the 
USACE Vicksburg District River Operations Branch prior to maintenance dredging of the Harbor in 2019. Given 
the dynamic nature of sedimentation in the Mississippi River, these two data sources were selected as they 
would provide a reasonable basis for determining rough order of magnitude quantities and visualization for the 
purposes of this study. 
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Figure 2.1 LiDAR Data 


As can be seen in the figure above, due to differing water surface elevations at the times of the data collection, 
a gap in the data of varying distance exists at the top bank. To increase the resolution and accuracy of the 
combined existing surface, Google Earth’s historical imagery feature was used to trace the contour of the water 
surface elevation from different dates of photography, and river stage data from RiverGages.com was used to 
correlate those contours to respective elevations. The contours were then merged into the existing ground data 
using Autodesk’s Civil3D to improve triangulation of the final surface and better approximate the existing 
conditions. 


Pink/Blue = LiDAR Data 


Green/Yellow = 


Hydrographic Data 
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Figure 2.2 Contour Elevation 130  
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Figure 2.3 Contour Elevation 122 
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Figure 2.4 Modified Existing Contours  


2.2 CLIMATE CHANGE ASSESSMENT 


 Background 


Recent scientific evidence shows that in some places and for some impacts relevant to USACE operations, 
climate change is shifting the climatological baseline about which that natural climate variability occurs and may 
be changing the range of that variability as well. This is relevant to USACE because the assumptions of stationary 
climatic baselines and fixed range of natural variability, as captured in the historic hydrologic record, may no 
longer be appropriate for long-term projections of flood risk. 
  
Climate Change impacts on hydrology of the Port of Rosedale in Bolivar County, MS were evaluated in 
accordance with USACE Engineering and Construction Bulletin 2018-14, Guidance for Incorporating Climate 
Change Impacts to Inland Hydrology in Civil Works Studies, Designs and Projects (Reference 1), and USACE 
Engineering Technical Letter 1100-2-3 Guidance for Detection of Nonstationarities in Annual Maximum 
Discharges (Reference 2). 


The USACE’s current policy is to interpret and use climate change information for hydrologic analysis through a 
qualitative assessment of potential climate change threats and impacts relevant to the USACE project for which 
the hydrologic analysis is being performed. Qualitative analysis required includes consideration of both past 
(observed) changes as well as potential future (projected) changes to relevant hydrologic inputs. 
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 Literature Review 


A literature synopsis was generated to summarize published conclusions regarding both natural and 
anthropogenic climate trends in the Lower Mississippi River Basin. 


USACE Climate Change Hydrology Literature Applicable to US Army Corps of Engineers Missions – 
Lower Mississippi Region 08 (Reference 3) 


The USACE Climate Change and Hydrology Literature Synthesis for Lower Mississippi Region 08 summarized 
the climate change literature for the region regarding observed temperature, precipitation, and hydrology and 
projected temperature, precipitation, and hydrology. 


  


• Summary of observed temperature: no significant trend in observed mean air temperature, though 
extreme minimum daily air temperature may be increasing. 


• Summary of observed precipitation: a mild upward trend in precipitation has been identified by multiple 
authors but a clear consensus is lacking. 


• Summary of observed hydrology: a mild upward trend in mean streamflow has been identified by multiple 
authors but a clear consensus is lacking. 


• Summary of projected temperature: strong consensus exists that projected temperature shows a sharp 
increasing trend over the next century. 


• Summary of projected precipitation: little consensus exists with respect to projected trends in future 
precipitation. 


• Summary of projected hydrology: although consensus is lacking, a small number of reviewed studies 
indicate a mild decreasing trend in streamflow through the next century. 
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Figure 2.5 Summary of Climate Literature Consensus for Lower Mississippi Region 08 (Reference 3) 


USGS Flood Trends Report: Fragmented patterns of flood change across the United States (Reference 
4) 


The USGS conducted a study to characterize the behavior of flood change across the United States. Regarding 
trends in peak magnitude, frequency, duration, and volume of frequent floods, half of the streamgages in this 
study showed no statistically significant change. Meaningful generalizations about these trends show no 
geographical cohesion.  


Grid cells containing multiple streamgages were used for regional trend calculations. The grid cell that 
encompasses the Port of Rosedale was shown to have no statistically significant trend for flood frequency, peak 
magnitude, duration, or volume. None of the surrounding cells showed a consistent significant trend in any of the 
flood measurements. 
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Figure 2.6 Regional Changes in Floods Across the United States (1940-1969 vs 1970-2013) (Reference 


4) 


Climate Change Impacts in the United States: The Fifth National Climate Assessment – Chapter 22: 
Southeast (Reference 5) 


The Fifth National Climate Assessment, released in November 2023, assessed climate impacts across the 
different regions of the United States. The Port of Rosedale is located within the Southeast region for the National 
Climate Assessment. 
  
The Fifth National Climate Assessment indicated that temperatures have been rising faster in the US compared 
to the global average. Higher latitudes are warming faster than the lower latitudes, as seen in Figure 2.7. The 
Southeast region of the US is closer to the global average of projected changes in global warming with six more 
days above 100°F each year.  
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Figure 2.7 What 3.6°F (2°C) of global warming would feel like in the United States (Reference 5) 


Mississippi State Climate Summaries 2022, NOAA National Centers for Environmental Information 
(Reference 6) 


The NOAA 2022 Mississippi State Climate Summary is used to assess trends in local climate. The average 
annual temperature in Mississippi has risen by about 0.1°F since the beginning of the 20th century with the 
warmest consecutive 5-year interval being between 2016-2020. These higher temperatures could increase the 
intensity of naturally occurring droughts. Extreme precipitation events are projected to increase in frequency and 
intensity. There is also potential for a rise in sea level. This could result in higher storm surge and disappearing 
barrier islands. 


 Vulnerability Assessment: Existing Conditions and Future Without Project 
Conditions 


This portion of the climate change assessment focuses on carrying out first order statistical analysis using 
streamflow records observed at the USGS gage on the Mississippi River at Arkansas City, AR. This gage is 
roughly 27.5 river miles downstream of the project location. 


Detection of Nonstationarities in Observed Streamflow Records (Reference 7) 
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The USACE Nonstationarity Detection Tool determines whether flows recorded on the Mississippi River near the 
Port of Rosedale are representative of stationary hydroclimatic conditions. Stationary hydroclimatic conditions 
refer to flow datasets which have statistical characteristics that are unchanging. Changes in the statistical 
characteristics of stream flow can be caused by anthropogenic climate change, long-term natural fluctuations in 
climate, changes in water management, changes to land use, changes in land cover, and changes in the channel. 
The tool only notifies the user of a detected nonstationarity. It does not attribute a detected nonstationarity to one 
of the above changes.  
  
The statistical methods applied by the Nonstationarity Detection Tool utilized the water year maximum streamflow 
dataset at the Mississippi River at Arkansas City, AR gage (USGS gage 07265450). Nonparametric statistical 
tests utilized the observed flow record of this long-term gage site. The Arkansas City, AR gage has a period of 
record from 1952 to the present year (the Nonstationarity Detection Tool only used data up to 2023). The 
Arkansas City, AR gage is located approximately 27.5 miles downstream from the project location at the Port of 
Rosedale. 
  
Figure 2.8 shows the output of the tool for the Arkansas City, AR gage, with one test identifying a mean 
changepoint in 1992 and one test identifying a distribution changepoint in 2015. The nonstationarity in 1992 
indicates an increase in mean flow that continues steadily through the remaining duration of the dataset. Even 
with the increase in mean at the changepoint in 1992, both nonstationarities are considered nonsignificant due 
to lack of robustness. Robustness is achieved when tests targeting changes in two or more different statistical 
properties indicate the same nonstationarity.  
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 Figure 2.8 Nonstationarity Analysis of Maximum Water Year Flow, USGS gage 07265450 Mississippi 
River at Arkansas City, AR (Reference 7) 


Climate Hydrology Assessment using Observed Data (Reference 8) 


The Climate Hydrology Assessment Tool (CHAT) creates annual streamflow visual outputs and performs 
simulated trend analysis for both historic and future periods. The CHAT includes robustness metrics to help 
assess whether the predicted future trend is significant relative to the historical variability. Projected hydroclimate 
time series in the CHAT for 2006 to 2099 are produced using two future scenarios: RCP 4.5 (where greenhouse 
gas emissions stabilize by the end of the century) and RCP 8.5 (where greenhouse gas emissions continue to 
increase throughout the century). Simulated output representing the historic period of 1951 to 2005 is generated 
using a reconstitution of historic GHG emissions.  
  
For the Lower Mississippi-Helena (HUC 08020100) watershed, trends in projected, annual maximum monthly 
streamflow are evaluated using the t-Test, Mann-Kendall, and Spearman Rank-Order tests.  All three statistical 
tests are applied using a 0.05 level of significance (p-values<0.05 are considered statistically significant). The 
directionality and magnitude of change in statistically significant trends are evaluated using the slope of the fitted 
linear regression. 
  
Projections in annual maximum mean monthly streamflow for HUC 08020100 (Lower Mississippi-Helena) are 
shown in Figure 2.9 for the historic period (1950-2006) and future period (2006-2099). The overall trend in the 
mean projected annual maximum monthly streamflow increases over time. This increase is statistically significant 
as the p-value is less than 0.05, as seen in Figure 2.10. This suggests there will be an increased chance of flood 
risk in the future for the Lower Mississippi-Helena watershed. 


 
Figure 2.9 Trend Analysis of Average Model Output: Annual Maximum of Mean Monthly Streamflow 


(Lower Mississippi/ Helena HUC) (Reference 8) 
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Figure 2.10 Statistical Significance Test: Annual Maximum of Mean Monthly Streamflow (Reference 8) 


USACE Watershed Climate Vulnerability Assessment Tool (Reference 9) 


The USACE Watershed Climate Vulnerability Assessment Tool (VA) facilitates a screening level, comparative 
assessment of the vulnerability of a given business line and a HUC-4 watershed to the impacts of climate change, 
relative to the other HUC-4 watersheds within the continental United States. It uses the Coupled Model 
Intercomparison Project (CMIP5) GCM-BCSD (Bias Corrected, Spatially Disaggregated) -VIC dataset to define 
projected hydrometeorological inputs, combined with other data types to define a series of indicator variables 
and a vulnerability score. 
  
Vulnerabilities are represented by a weighted-order, weighted-average (WOWA) score generated for two 
epochs, one ranging from 2035 through 2065 and is centered on 2050 and the second ranging from 2070 through 
2100 and is centered on 2085. The VA tool also determines exposure for two subsets of simulations, wet (top 
50% of cumulative runoff projections) and dry (bottom 50% cumulative runoff projections). For this application, 
the tool was applied using its default, National Standards Settings. In the context of the VA tool, there is some 
uncertainty in all the inputs to the vulnerability assessments. Some of this uncertainty is reflected by the 
differences in results for each of the subset-epoch combinations.  
  
As shown in Figure 2.11. the Lower Mississippi-St. Francis (HUC 0802) watershed is considered not relatively 
vulnerable to climate change impacts for the flood risk reduction business line for the four epoch-subset 
combinations. A watershed is considered relatively vulnerable to climate change impacts if it has a vulnerability 
score that falls within the top 20% of WOWA scores for a given business line in the CONUS (includes all 4-digit 
HUCs for flood risk management). Table 2.1 shows the dominant indicator contributing to the Lower Mississippi-
St. Francis watershed’s vulnerability score. 
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Figure 2.11 Summary of HUC Results from the USACE Watershed Climate Vulnerability Tool (Reference 


9) 


Table 2.1 VA Tool Output – Flood Risk Reduction Business Line (Reference 9) 


Subset Epoch 
WOWA 
Score 


Dominant Indicator 


WET 
2050 51.82 568C_FLOOD_MAGNIFICATION 


2085 55.54 568C_FLOOD_MAGNIFICATION 


DRY 
2050 49.04 590_URBAN_500YRFLOODPLAIN_AREA 


2085 51.15 590_URBAN_500YRFLOODPLAIN_AREA 


 Conclusions 


Due to its location and proximity to the confluence of the Arkansas River with the Lower Mississippi River, the 
Port of Rosedale is a significant port of access to several major cities including Memphis, Houston, 
Birmingham, and Atlanta. The Rosedale-Bolivar County Port Commission identified navigation challenges and 
safety risks within the Port of Rosedale harbor. The channel is extremely narrow and dangerous to navigate, 
especially during the low water period of the year. This risk to navigation and the annual problem of 
sedimentation create extended barge traffic delays and navigation safety issues for barges moving through the 
port. To resolve these issues, the Port of Rosedale Expansion is proposing to widen and lengthen the entire 
channel, as well as to relocate and widen the turning basin.  
  
In the literature reviewed, there was a consensus for an increase in temperature; however, the sources lacked 
a consensus with regard to precipitation and streamflow within the project area. There is evidence of two 
nonstationarities in the peak flow record in 1992 and 2015, however these were determined to be not 
statistically significant. CHAT based analysis of projected, annual maximum monthly streamflow time series for 
the watershed encompassing the project area indicates annual peak streamflow may increase in the future. 
The USACE VA Tool indicates that Flood Risk Reduction in the Lower Mississippi-St. Francis (HUC0802) is 
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not considered vulnerable to the impacts of climate change relative to other watersheds in the CONUS for most 
of the epoch/subset combinations.  


Overall, the available literature and USACE Climate Assessment tools do not reach a clear consensus on 
observed and projected streamflow throughout the Lower Mississippi River Basin due to long-term persistent 
climate trends or anthropogenic climate change. However, there is some agreement that streamflow variability 
may increase. Table 2.2 summarizes the residual risk due to climate change for the Port of Rosedale project 
along with qualitative likelihood rating. 


Table 2.2 Residual Risk Due to Climate Change at Port of Rosedale 


Project 


Feature 


Trigger Hazard Harm Qualitative 


Likelihood 


Rating 


New 


width/length of 


channel 


Increased 


streamflow 


Potential for 


increased 


sediment 


carrying 


capacity 


Higher rate of 


sediment 


deposition 


within port 


requires more 


frequent 


dredging 


Unlikely 


 


Higher velocities in the Mississippi River could lead to a slight increase in the sediment carrying capacity, 
therefore increasing the deposition into the slack waters of the Port of Rosedale. To maintain proper 
navigation, the port could potentially require more frequent dredging. Due to the lack of consensus from the 
available literature and USACE Climate Assessment tools, this risk was determined to be unlikely. 
 


2.3 HYDRAULICS 


As this is a slack water harbor with no significant inflow from creeks or streams, this work will have little to no 
impact on the hydraulics of the main Mississippi River Channel. Sedimentation of the harbor is fairly well 
characterized based on current operations, and no alternatives considered altering the bottom grade of the 
constructed channel. As a result, neither the flow nor the sedimentation rate would substantially be altered by 
any of the alternatives considered herein. Therefore, no substantive hydraulic analysis was performed. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 
A hydraulic analysis was performed to determine the months of the year the stage at the Arkansas City gage 
could reach 10 ft or below, triggering the removal of barges from the harbor to be stored on the Mississippi River.  
The analysis shows stages falling below 10 ft occurring almost every year any time during the months from June 
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to February.  The most recent low water occurred in 2023 between the months of June to January, as shown on 
the Hydrograph in Figure 2.12.    
 


 


Figure 2.12 Mississippi River @ Arkansas City 2023 - 2024 


Since 1941, the Arkansas River gage has reached 10 ft or less almost every year, as shown in Figure 2.13.  
Figure 2.14 shows a hydrograph at the Arkansas City gage reaching 10 ft or less in five of the last six years.   
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Figure 2.13 Mississippi River @ Arkansas City 1941 – 2024 


 


 


Figure 2.14 Mississippi River @ Arkansas City 2018 - 2024 
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2.4 GEOTECHNICAL 


As no existing geotechnical data was available for analysis, each alternative that requires grading of new slopes 
outside the existing channel limits were estimated assuming a uniform 1V:3H cut slope. Based on experience 
with bank grading on the main Mississippi River Channel in this area, this slope has a high likelihood of being 
stable and maintainable. When this effort reaches the PED phase, subsurface geotechnical data will likely be 
collected for confirmation of this assumption, but any variation would have very little impact on the quantities or 
footprints discussed herein. As a result, no geotechnical analysis was made beyond this general 
recommendation. 


 SITE CHARACTERIZATION 


2.4.1.1 Regional Geology 


The project area is located regionally in the Gulf Coastal Plain in the SE United States and locally in the Alluvial 
Plain physiographic province of Mississippi. It lies within the Mississippi Embayment and geomorphically, it is 
comprised of Holocene Meander Belts and Pleistocene Valley Trains. The Port of Rosedale is in Bolivar, County 
Mississippi located near the town of Rosedale, MS. The project site is underlain by point bar meander scrolls 
and abandoned channels of the ancestral Mississippi River and neighboring streams and tributaries. These 
Quaternary alluvial sediments generally exhibit clays and silts which can produce vertisols (soils with >30% clay 
with shrinking/swelling potentials) underlain by sand and gravels at depth. Typically, these environments 
showcase what is known as a “fining upward sequence” in sequence stratigraphy. A fining upward sequence 
indicates that grain sizes decrease at shallower depths and increase at greater depths. To deposit heavier grains 
hydraulic energy must be higher so this sequence highlights distinct facies change due to depositional 
environment down section. The Mississippi Embayment was filled by large river and delta system during the 
Cenozoic depositing sediments up to 45,000 ft thick beneath the Gulf Coastal Plain. The Quaternary alluvium, 
sands, gravels, and loess deposited in the last 2.5 million years (myr) are considered shallow deposits and are 
the primary materials considered for construction and analysis. The Geologic Map of Mississippi (Figure 2.15) 
indicates presence of alluvium at the project site (yellow star) but does not delineate it further. A local map of the 
Port of Rosedale project can be referenced in Figure 2.16 for additional resolution near Rosedale. 







Port of Rosedale Feasibility Study 


Appendix B - Engineering 


 


 


  


 


19 


 


 


 


 


Figure 2.15. State Geology and Seismic Maps indicate the foundation of the Port of Rosedale is based 
on Quaternary alluvium and distal to any historic seismic event. 
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Figure 2.16. Yellow pins indicate the extent of the project area in Rosedale, MS. 


 


2.4.1.2 Local and Site Geology 


The Port of Rosedale project site rests locally on point bar and abandoned channels (Figure 2.17 and Figure 
2.18) on the left descending bank of the Mississippi River near Rosedale, MS. Lithologically, abandoned 
channels typically host fine grained material (ML, CH, CL) and point bars host coarser grained materials (SP, 
SM, SW). Foundation conditions analyzed through previous drilling programs corroborates the presence of these 
soils. These different soil types pinch out and are laterally discontinuous in some areas whereas in others they 
swell and are continuous as seen in the cross sections in Figures 2.19 and 2.20. This architecture and geospatial 
distribution is typical of meandering fluvial environments. Additional subsurface site conditions are cataloged in 
more recent Tertiary and foundation borings drilled along the Mississippi River Levee (MRL) 587, indicated by 
the orange line in Figure 2.16. These borings are listed below in Table 2.3 and visualized in Figure 2.21. 


 


Borehole ID  Latitude  Longitude  


587-1-22T  33.8477  -91.0302  


587-1-22U  33.8429  -91.0333  


587-2-22U  33.8383  -91.0316  


587-2-22T  33.8342  -91.0274  


587-3-22U  33.8312  -91.0223  


587-4-22U  33.8280  -91.0170  


587-3-22T  33.8258  91.01107  


587-5-22U  33.8228  -91.0057  


587-6-22U  33.8183  -91.0022  


587-4-22T  33.8160  -91.0005  
Table 2.3. Recent foundation and Tertiary borings and associated coordinates drilled at MRL 587. 


 


These recent borings reveal that dominant particle size distribution is weighted heavily on fine grained materials. 
These materials include ML, CH, CL, and SM. Coarser materials are found at depth and no gravels were 
encountered. The coarser and most permeable material yielding highest hydraulic conductivity is poorly graded 
sand (SP). Boring profiles of these holes corroborates the current geologic understanding of the project site in 
that it yields a fining upward sequence and is distributed laterally in pinches and swells. This is the expected 
architecture in fluvial geomorphology of a meandering river. 
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Figure 2.17. Depositional sequences and spatial stratigraphy of Rosedale, MS. 
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Figure 2.18. Regional Geology of the Big Island Quadrangle incorporating Port of Rosedale project site 
at Rosedale, MS. 
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Figure 2.19. Cross sections A-A’ and B-B’ delineating lateral pinching and swelling of different soils at 
the project site. The section lines are denoted in plan view on Figures 2.17 and 2.18. 
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Figure 2.20. Cross sections C-C’ and D-D’ delineating lateral pinching and swelling of different soils at 
the project site. The section lines are denoted in plan view on Figures 2.17 and 2.18. 
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Figure 2.21. MRL 587 with recent foundation and Tertiary borings plotted with respect to river entry. 
Furthest from river entry point at the harbor is 1.28 miles and closest in 0.25 miles. 


 


2.5 CIVIL 


Autodesk’s AutoCAD Civil3D was used to compute quantities and footprints for all alternatives described in the 
sections below. For each alternative, the proposed modification was drawn as a feature line, then set to the 
proposed excavation grade. Grading tools were then used to create a cut slope at the proposed 1V:3H slope 
described in paragraph 2.4. The excavation grading and modified footprint feature line were then combined into 
a TIN surface. Surface-to-surface triangle volumes were generated between the proposed surface and the 
existing ground surface described in paragraph 2.1. All alternatives described herein are for a navigation depth 
of nine (9) feet. The Low Water Reference Plane (LWRP) elevation at the Port of Rosedale is at an elevation of 
102.0 ft. Therefore, all alternatives use a bottom grade elevation of 93.0 ft. For alternatives that required enlarging 
the channel into wooded areas above top bank, aerial imagery was used to compute approximate areas of 
ground above top bank that would be affected by the proposed modification. 


 Alternative 1 (No Action) 


The existing authorized navigation footprint consists of a 150’ wide navigation channel which extends from the 
confluence of the harbor and the Mississippi River Channel up to the existing 400’ by 1,000’ turning basin. This 
alternative required no computations or analysis. The footprint below was provided to the PDT by the Operations 
Dredging unit. It portrays the existing project limits that are currently dredged for maintenance, and this footprint 
was used as the basis for all alternatives described hereafter. 
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Figure 2.19 Alternative 1 


Purple linework represents the 


original channel footprint for 


alternative 1 (no action). 
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 Alternative 2 (Widen Channel at JANTRAN) 


Alternative 2 considered widening the channel adjacent to the JANTRAN facility located on the outside of the 
bendway in the navigational channel. When this facility is in operation, barge traffic can create a navigational 
encroachment on the channel, thus restricting barge traffic while barges are loading or being repositioned at the 
JANTRAN facility. This alternative widens the existing channel 200’ through this bendway, with tapered 
transitions in the upper and lower channel crossovers. This channel width was determined through coordination 
with the local sponsor and river pilots who utilize the port. A two wide barge width totals to 70’, two lane traffic 
would amount to a side by side total of 140’.  200’ would be adequate for maneuvering through the channel at 
JANTRAN. 


 


Figure 2.20 Alternative 2 


This alternative results in a dredge quantity of approximately 91,300 CY and the removal of approximately 3.25 
acres of wooded area above the existing top bank. 


Yellow linework represents the 


footprint for alternative 2. 







Port of RosedaleFeasibility Study 


Appendix B - Engineering 


 


 


 


  


 


xxviii 


 


 


 


 


Figure 2.21 Alt. 2 Wooded Area Removal 


 


 


Yellow linework represents the 


footprint for alternative 2.  The blue 


linework represents the top bank after 


dredging and sloping this 


alternative’s new channel. The area 


included within the combination of 


the blue and red linework shows 


what portion of the wooded area is to 


be removed to make alternative 2 


possible. 
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 Alternative 3 (Widen Entire Channel) 


Alternative 3 considered widening the entire channel between its confluence with the Mississippi River and the 
turning basin. A channel width of 185’ was selected assuming one way traffic for two by two barge configurations. 
This width was computed following the methods described in EM 1110-2-1611 Layout and Design of Shallow 
Draft Waterways. The alignment of the existing channel was approximated in AutoCAD to obtain the existing 
curve radius of the controlling bendway located adjacent to the JANTRAN facility. 


Assumptions: 


Barge Dimensions: 70' W x 510' L 


Bendway Angle at JanTran: 40° 


Curve Radius: 2250' 


Water Velocity: 0 fps 


 


 


Figure 2.22 Downstream Deflection Angle (3.5 Degrees) 
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Figure 2.23 Upstream Deflection Angle (3.0 Degrees) 


The formulas used for determination of channel width are shown from the excerpt of EM 1110-2-1611 below. 


 


Figure 2.10 Channel Width Formulas  


Formula a. results in a channel width of 181.1’, which was rounded to 185’. However, the local sponsor and river 
pilots communicated that the width of 200’ used in Alternative 2 was the preferred channel arrangement in the 
bendway where the JANTRAN facility was located. As a result, this alternative considered widening the channel 
to 185’ everywhere except the JANTRAN facility where to 200’ wide footprint used for Alternative 2 was used in 
conjunction with tapered transitions to and from the widened 185’ channel. 
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Figure 2.24 Alternative 3 


This alternative resulted in a dredge excavation volume of 269,600 CY of material and the removal of 
approximately 4 acres of wooded area above top bank. 
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Figure 2.25 Alternative 3 Wooded Area 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Yellow linework represents 


the footprint for alternative 3.  


The blue linework represents 


the top bank after dredging 


and sloping this alternative’s 


new channel. The area 


included within the 


combination of the blue and 


red linework shows what 


portion of the wooded area is 


to be removed to make 


alternative 3 possible. 
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 Alternative 4 (Expand Turning Basin) 


This alternative considered expanding the existing turning basin from 400’ by 1,000’ to 600’ by 1,000’. The west 
edge of the turning basin was extended an additional 200’. This additional width would allow a 2 by 2 barge 
configuration to utilize the turning basin. 


 


Figure 2.26 Alternative 4 


This alternative resulted in a dredge excavation volume of 52,300 CY of material and the removal of 
approximately 1.2 acres of wooded land above the existing top bank. 
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 Alternative 5 (Extend Channel and Expand Turning Basin) 


This alternative considered extending the channel through the existing turning basin and relocating the turning 
basin such that its new southern edge is adjacent to the northern edge of its existing location. The 600’ by 1,000’ 
dimensions used for alternative 4 were used for this alternative as well, thus resulting in an enlarged turning 
basin that could support a two by two barge configuration. 


 


Figure 2.27 Alternative 5 


This alternative resulted in a dredge excavation volume of 198,400 CY of material and the removal of 
approximately 3.0 acres of wooded land above the existing top bank. 
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 Alternative 6 (Relocate Channel at JANTRAN) 


This alternative considered relocating the channel at its existing width in the vicinity of the JANTRAN facility. The 
new channel was situated through shifting the entire channel to the west 100’, then widening the new channel to 
the west 50’ for a new channel width of 200’. The new channel was transitioned into the existing channel in the 
upstream and downstream crossovers. 


 


Figure 2.28 Alternative 6 


This alternative resulted in a dredge excavation volume of 96,900 CY of material and the removal of 
approximately 3.5 acres of wooded land above the existing top bank. 


 


 


Blue linework represents the 


shift/relocation of the existing 150’ 


channel to the west. 
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Figure 2.29 Alt 6 Wooded Area  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Yellow linework represents the 


footprint for alternative 6.  The blue 


linework represents the top bank after 


dredging and sloping this 


alternative’s new channel. The purple 


linework represents the existing 


channel footprint. The area included 


within the combination of the blue 


and red linework shows what portion 


of the wooded area is to be removed 


to make alternative 2 possible. 
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 Selected Alternative - Alternative 7 (Widen Entire Channel, Extend Channel, and 
Expand Turning Basin) 


This alternative is a combination of alternatives 3 and 5. The entire channel is widened to 185’ except near 
JANTRAN, where it is widened to 200’. The turning basin is relocated and enlarged to 600’ by 1,000’. The wooded 
area to be cleared will be equal to that of alternative 3. 


 


Figure 2.30 Alternative 7 


This alternative resulted in a dredge excavation volume of 468,000 CY of material and the removal of 
approximately 7.0 acres of wooded land above the existing top bank. 
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 Non-structural Alternatives 


No engineering analysis was performed on any non-structural alternatives such as relocating the JANTRAN 
facility, limiting use on the public boat ramps, etc. 


 


2.6 DISPOSAL METHODS 


 Upland Disposal Area 


In an attempt to provide beneficial use of dredge material, an upland disposal area was laid out on an existing 
33 Acre tract of land owned by the port. The preliminary layout considered containment dikes, cross dikes to 
direct effluent flow, and a pad for an elevated weir. Fairly early in the planning process, this alternative was 
determined to be economically and environmentally prohibitive, so the design was not refined to account for the 
volume needs of the selected alternative. 


 


Figure 2.31 Upland Disposal Area 


This preliminary layout would have required approximately 53,000 CY of material to construct and would have 
had a capacity of approximately 261,500 CY of material assuming a 50% swell factor of the dredged material. 
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 Selected Method - Channel Disposal 


The selected method for material disposal will be to place the discharge pipe in the Mississippi River outside of 
the existing main navigation channel. For maintenance dredging, the Operations Dredging unit runs their 
discharge pipe through the woods and discharges in the outside of the river bendway adjacent to the port. While 
this method shortens the length of dredge pipe, it has caused operational issues for the port as the discharged 
material tends to deposit downstream at the mouth of the port, thus requiring additional dredging. For this effort, 
the contract will require that the discharge be located approximately at the location shown below. 


 


Figure 2.32 Discharge Location 


The contract will require floating or submerged dredge pipe depending on final environmental recommendations. 
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Results Summary 


Alternative Description 
Required 
Dredge 


Excavation 


Wooded Area 
Above Existing 


Top Bank 


Alternative 1 No Action N/A N/A 


Alternative 2 Widen Channel at JANTRAN 91,300 CY 3.25 AC 


Alternative 3 Widen Entire Channel 269,600 CY 4.0 AC 


Alternative 4 Expand Turning Basin 52,300 CY 1.2 AC 


Alternative 5 Lengthen Channel and Enlarge Turning Basin 198,400 CY 3.00 AC 


Alternative 6 Relocate Channel at JANTRAN 96,900 CY 3.50 AC 


Alternative 7 Widen Channel and Relocate/Expand Turning Basin 468,000 CY 7.00 AC 
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REAL ESTATE PLAN 
CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGRAM (CAP) 


SECTION 107, SMALL NAVIGATION PROJECTS 
PORT OF ROSEDALE, BOLIVAR COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI 


 
 
1.0  PURPOSE AND GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION. 
 
1.1  This Real Estate Plan (REP) has been prepared to put forth the overall real estate 
requirements to include estimated real estate cost for the Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) 
identified within the Feasibility Report and Integrated Environmental Assessment prepared for 
the above caption project to which this REP is appendices to. The objective of the TSP would 
be to expand and improve the Port of Rosedale’s navigation channel and turning basin in 
Bolivar County, Mississippi, in order to maintain, support, and increase further interstate 
commerce in and along the Mississippi River and its tributaries. 
 
Information provided within this REP is based on preliminary data, suitable only for planning 
purposes, and is subject to change even after approval of the REP and feasibility report. 
 
1.2  The proposed project is located in Bolivar County in the northwest portion of the State of 
Mississippi and Desha County, Arkansas. The project is further described as being south of 
the City of Rosedale, Mississippi approximately 1/2 mile of the city limits and co-located along 
the east or left descending bank of the Mississippi River at RM (River Mile) 585-L (Figure 1). 
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Figure 1. Vicinity Map 


 
1.3  Authority for the project is contained in the River and Harbor Act of 1960, Section 107, 
dated 14 July 1960, Public Law 86-645, as amended. Work under Section 107 authority 
allows the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) to develop and construct small navigation 
projects. The Corps adopts a project for constructions after detailed investigation clearly 
shows the engineering feasibility and economic justification for the improvement. Each 
project is limited to a federal cost of not more than $10,000,000. This Federal cost limitation 
includes all project-related costs for feasibility studies, planning, engineering, construction, 
supervision, and administration. 
 
1.4   The Port of Rosedale, hereinafter referred to as the Port, has identified a risk to 
navigation within the harbor channel. The original Port was designed and approved for 
construction in by USACE in January 1977.  The Port has multiple tenants and partners that 
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operate business within the boundaries including, but not limited to Cives Steel, Helena 
Chemical, Sanders Seed, Gavilion Grain, and Jantran.  
 
The Port relies on a clear and un-obstructed channel to maintain barge traffic. The authorized 
existing Port channel is currently 150 ft wide and 2.7 miles long with a turning basin 1,000 ft 
long by 400 ft wide.  A minimum operating depth of 9 ft below the lowest water of record 
(102.5 ft, msl) is maintained. Several conditions have led the Rosedale-Bolivar Port 
Commission to believe that an expansion of the Port is needed for continued navigation and 
business operations within the harbor.   
 
In subsequent years since its inception the Port has seen a dramatic increase in river traffic. 
Unfortunately, the Port’s ability to support and maintain the increased commerce has been 
diminished by 3 major factors (Figure 2).  
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Figure 2. Active Problem Areas 
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1) The authorized port channel is not wide enough to support major barge traffic. 
Agricultural harvest season is the Port’s most active time of the year. Between the 
months of August and November barge traffic is at an all-time high and the channel 
quickly becomes congested and difficult to maneuver. Inside and outside of the 
authorized channel silting problems have also arisen due to river fluctuations and 
insufficient dredging operations. A series of low water and high water events on the 
Mississippi River in recent years has created economic and safety concerns for the 
Port and the vendors that rely on free and clear river access. (Figures 3.1- 3.4) 


 
 


 
 


Figure 3.1 Navigation Channel North 
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Figure 3.2 Navigation Channel South 
 
 


 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 


 


Figure 3.3 Navigation Channel East 
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Figure 3.4 Navigation Channel at Mouth 
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2) Located approximately 1.85 miles into the channel and the beginning of actual harbor 
operations and commercial activity is a “hook” of land approximately 50 ft from the 
authorized channel. Over time, sediment has been deposited in and around the point 
of land. Barge and tugboat traffic have difficulty maneuvering around the point 
especially during low-water events. The peninsula is located directly across the 
channel from Jantran. (Figure 4.1) This company provides tugboats to shuttle barges 
within the harbor. During low water (which happens to coincide with peak season) 
the channel is only wide enough for one barge to pass at this point. Jantran is 
required to move its fleet of boats into the main river channel. Safety is a primary 
concern navigating around the bend in the channel while entering or exiting the 
harbor. (Figure 4.2)  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Figure 4.1 Navigation Channel at Jantran 


 







 


Port of Rosedale Expansion Feasibility Study 
Appendix C – Real Estate Plan  
 


 


 


  


 


  
 


12 


 
 
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Figure 4.2 “Hook” of Land 


 
3) The original authorized turning basin of 1000’x400’ is positioned between Cives Steel 


and Sanders Seed. (Figure 5.1) Tugboats and barges have difficultly making a turn 
within the basin especially in times of low water. Silting and sedimentation once again 
further compounds the problem. (Figure 5.2) The turning basin has proven to be 
insufficient for the Port’s operations as barges and river processes further expand.  
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Figure 5.1 Turning Basin  


 


 


Figure 5.2 Turning Basin Sedimentation 
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1.5 The Port approached USACE, presented the problems described, and asked for a 
solution. Seven different alternatives were analyzed, and a TSP (Tentatively Selected Plan) 
was designated. (Figure 5)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Figure 6. TSP 
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The TSP is a combination of two alternatives and solves the 3 major problems the Port is 
experiencing. The proposed plan consists of the following construction outlays: 
 


1) At the entrance of the harbor the channel will be expanded to 200 ft wide for .68 miles. 


 
2) The remaining 2.03 miles of channel will be expanded to 185 ft wide. 


 
3) The existing channel will be extended at its northern boundary by 1000 ft long and 185 ft wide. 


 
4) The existing turning basin will be relocated and expanded to 600 ft wide and 1000 ft long. 


 
The TSP identified within the feasibility study will solve the Port of Rosedale’s navigation 
challenges even during low water events by allowing barge and river traffic to pilot within a 
wider channel, remove the obligation to avoid a narrow strip of land at Jantran, and have 
access to a larger turning basin. A consistent depth is to be maintained throughout the new 
channel. In-channel disposal will be utilized for dredged material. 
 
 
1.6  No prior REP has been prepared for the project. 
 
2.0  PROJECT LANDS, EASEMENTS, RIGHT-OF-WAYS, RELOCATIONS, AND DREDGE 
OR EXCAVATED MATERIAL DISPOSAL AREAS (LERRD). 
   
2.1  The estimated LERRD required for the construction, operation, and maintenance of the 
project’s TSP totals 105+/- acres. This acreage consists of 98+/- acres of lands that fall under 
Navigational Servitude and/or previously provided NFS right-of-way and 7+/- acres of  land 
for upland terrestrial mitigation efforts. The entirety of the project LERRD area is held in a fee 
title by the Rosedale-Bolivar Port Commission and Bolivar County; therefore, no LERRD 
acquisition is required. Any dredge/excavated material will be deposited in the channel and 
taken downstream, negating the need for a disposal area. To compensate for environmental 
impacts resulting from the construction or operation and maintenance of the project, 7 +/- 
acres of Port property (location to be determined) will be taken out of agricultural production 
and allowed to grow back naturally. The acreage will mitigate for construction efforts on 
upland terrestrial lands. Environmental impacts to bottomland hardwoods are considered 
minimal (.72 acres worth of credits) and will be offset through the purchase of mitigation bank 
credits.   
 
 
3.0  NON-FEDERAL SPONSOR (NFS) LERRD.   
 
3.1  The Rosedale-Bolivar Port Commission is serving as the NFS for the project. As the NFS, 
the Port would be required to execute formal assurances in the form of a Project Partnership 
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Agreement (PPA) with the Federal government. The PPA would define the roles and 
responsibilities of both agencies in the cost sharing and execution of work. Cost sharing of 
Navigation projects is dependent on the depth and maintenance of intended channels and 
navigable waterways. Cost sharing provisions for the Preconstruction Engineering and Design 
(PED) phase has been determined to be 90% federal and 10% non-federal. Cost sharing for 
the Construction Management and Construction phase has been determined to be 80% federal 
and 20% non-federal. Generally, the NFS would be required to contribute 20% of the total 
project implementation cost as 5% cash, work-in-kind, relocations, and/or LERRD. If the value 
of these contributions fails to equal or exceed 20% of the total project cost, the Port must pay 
additional cash in the amount necessary to attain the 20% cost sharing requirement. The Port 
Commission would also be responsible for the performance and cost of all relocations, 
alterations, or modifications to any public utilities or facilities required. Upon project completion 
the operation, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation, and replacement (OMRR&R) would be the 
responsibility of the Port. 
 
3.2  Authorized under Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 as amended the 
original Rosedale Harbor Study published January 31,1977 called for 377 required acres for 
the project. Approximately 298 acres were provided to USACE as ROW for construction. 
Since the original acquisition the Rosedale-Bolivar Port Commission has acquired additional 
acreage. Today the Port maintains over 1400 acres in and along the channel.  
 
The entirety of the project LERRDS used for construction (98+/- acres) of the proposed solution 
falls under the United States doctrine of Navigational Servitude and is therefore non-creditable 
to the NFS. Navigational Servitude will be further detailed below in this report.  
 
The 7 +/- acres of environmental upland terrestrial mitigation of previously acquired land is 
considered creditable towards the NFS’s total cost share effort. This report provides a Baseline 
Cost Estimate for Real Estate (BCERE); however, the actual monetary amount considered 
creditable will be determined by appraisal and invoicing of LERRD crediting activities.  
 
4.0  ESTATES TO BE ACQUIRED.    
 
4.1  There is no LERRD acquisition required for the project, as all project LERDDs either fall 
within Navigational Servitude or have been previously acquired by the NFS. 
 
5.0  EXISTING FEDERAL OR OVERLAPPING PROJECTS. 


 
5.1  The original Rosedale Harbor is an existing Federal project. Due to fluctuating river 
conditions and economic considerations the original Federal project is being revised with this 
study.  
 
6.0  FEDERALLY OWNED LANDS OR OTHER INTEREST. 
 
6.1  There are no known Federally owned lands or lesser interest that lie fully or partially 
within the proposed project area. 
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7.0  NAVIGATION SERVITUDE.   
 
7.1  Navigation servitude is the dominant right of the Government under the Commerce 
Clause of the U.S. Constitution (U.S. CONST.art.I, §8,cl.3) to use, control and regulate the 
navigable waters of the United States and the submerged lands thereunder for various 
commerce-related purposes including navigation, flood control, and hydro-electric power. In 
tidal areas, the servitude extends to all lands below the mean high water mark or the ordinary 
high water line (OHWL). In non-tidal areas, the servitude extends to all lands within the bed 
and banks of a navigable stream that lie below the OHWL.  
In order to apply Navigational Servitude, the following two criteria must be met: 
 


1) The project must serve as an aid to commerce, such being recognized as navigation, 
flood control, and hydro-electric power 
 


2) The land required for project purposes must be located below the mean or high ordinary 
water mark of the navigable waterway. 


 
The project is clearly capable and currently used for interstate commerce. The LERRD area 
of the project falls under the ordinary high water mark. The Port of Rosedale channel is 
therefore considered “Navigable Waters.” 98+/- acres of the project LERRD is subject to 
Navigation Servitude and considered non-creditable. 
 
 
8.0  PROJECT MAP.    
 
8.1  A map depicting the preliminary project LERRD can be found in Exhibit A.    
 
9.0  INDUCED FLOODING.   
 
9.1  There would be no induced flooding as a result of implementing of the project. 
 
10.0  BASELINE COST ESTIMATE FOR REAL ESTATE (BCERE).   
 
10.1 The total Federal and NFS real estate cost for the implementation of the TSP has been 
estimated to be $78,750. Federal costs are estimated at $10,000 and NFS at $68,750. The 
cost includes land payments and all other administrative cost affiliated with providing the 
necessary real estate interest to support construction, operation, and maintenance of the 
project (i.e., surveys, mapping, title, appraisal, NFS review/oversite, LERRD crediting, etc.). 
As per guidance put forth in CEMP-CR memorandum dated January 11, 2019, SUBJECT: 
Real Estate Policy Guidance Letter No. 31-Real Estate Support to Civil Works Planning, the 
value for the real estate (lands, improvements, and severance damages) are not expected to 
exceed 15 percent of the total project cost, consequently no type of gross appraisal was 
required. Therefore in lieu of, a rough order of magnitude (ROM) estimate for the land 
payments was prepared. The ROM estimate is suitable for feasibility phase general planning 
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purposes only and should not be construed to be an accurate appraisal to determine market 
value, and furthermore should not be perceived as the final amount of credit the Port may, or 
may not, be entitled for providing the project LERRD as part of their cost sharing 
responsibilities. The estimated real estate cost represented above also is inclusive of a 25% 
incremental/contingency to account for any potential changes in design and/or unforeseen 
issues that may potentially arise while providing the required LERRD. Table 1 provides an 
overall summary of the total estimated real estate cost. A more comprehensive breakdown of 
the cost by Chart of Accounts is provided in a BCERE included as Exhibit B. 
 


 
Table 1 


Summary of Estimated Real Estate Cost 
 


 
1.  Real Estate Land Payments (NFS)                                                       $   43,750. 
2.  Public Law 91-646 Payments (NFS)                                                     $            0. 
3.  Acquisition Cost (Federal & NFS)                                                         $    35,000.  
 
Total Estimated Real Estate Cost                                                               $   78,750. 
 
Note: The total real estate cost estimated is suitable for feasibility phase general planning purposes only and 
does not necessarily constitute the final amount of credit the NFS may or may not be entitled to for providing 
the project LERRD’s as part of their costing sharing responsibilities. 
 


 
11.0  RELOCATION ASSISTANCE BENEFITS, PUBLIC LAW 91-646 (PL 91-646) .   
 
11.1  No homes, businesses, or farms would be displaced as a result of the proposed work, 
therefore no relocation assistance payments would be required.   
 
12.0  MINERAL ACTIVITY.   
 
12.1  There are no known mineral recovery activities currently ongoing or anticipated, or oil/gas 
wells present on the project LERRD and the immediate vicinity that would impact the 
construction, operation, or maintenance of the project. No acquisition of any mineral interest 
from the surface owner or rights outstanding in third parties will be required. 
 
12.2  There is no merchantable timber located within the project LERRD 
. 
13.0  NFS REAL ESTATE AQUISITION CAPABILITIES ASSESSMENT.   
 
13.1  Although all project LERRDs are under control of the Port, an assessment of the 
Rosedale-Bolivar Port Commission real estate acquisition capabilities has been completed 
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(Exhibit C). In case future design modifications may or may not require LERRD acquisition 
the results of this assessment show that the Port has the legal authority, professional 
capability, and in-house or outside contract resources to acquire and make available all 
LERRD required for the project. The Port has is considered as “Highly Capable” of fulfilling 
the responsibility of securing all the necessary LERRD for the projects TSP in accordance 
with Public Law 91-646. 
 
 
14.0  ZONING ORDINANCE REQUIREMENTS.   
 
14.1 No application or enactment of zoning ordinances is proposed in lieu of, or to facilitate, 
LERRD acquisition in connection with the project 
 
15.0  PROJECT SCHEDULE.   
 
15.1  Table 2 shows the primary milestones and estimated durations for providing the 
projects LERRD. Total acquisition duration is estimated to be approximately 135 days (4.5 
months). All LERRDs needed for the project are already owned by the NFS negating the 
need for negotiations and closing activities; however, in order to receive credits towards the 
NFS’s total cost share, certain activities (i.e. mapping, appraisal, and proving sufficient title) 
will need to be performed and documented. Any needed adjustments to these tentative 
milestones because of the finalization of the right-of-way requirements and acquisition lines 
established during the Pre-Construction Engineering and Design (PED) activities will be fully 
coordinated with the NFS.   
 
 


 
Table 2 


Real Estate Milestones 
 


Task Duration 
Mapping & Tract Descriptions 45 Days (1.5 Months) 
Tract Appraisal  60 Days (2 Months) 
Title Concurrent With Appraisal  
NFS Authorization of Entry for Construction 30 Days (1 Month) 


 
 
 
 
16.0. PUBLIC UTILITY OR FACILITY RELOCATIONS, ALTERATIONS, OR 
REPLACEMENT.   
 
16.1  No alterations, modification or relocation to any public utilities or facilities are 
anticipated. In the event that final project design identifies the need for such, an attorney’s 
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opinion would be prepared to determine compensability. Any alterations, modification or 
relocation to any public utilities or facilities would be the responsibility of the Port.     
 


 
"ANY CONCLUSION OR CATEGORIZATION CONTAINED IN THIS REAL ESTATE 


PLAN, OR ELSEWHERE IN THIS PROJECT REPORT, THAT AN ITEM IS A UTILITY OR 
FACILITY RELOCATION TO BE PERFORMED BY THE NON-FEDERAL SPONSOR AS PART 
OF ITS LERRD RESPONSIBILITIES IS PRELIMINARY ONLY.  THE GOVERNMENT WILL 
MAKE A FINAL DETERMINATION OF THE RELOCATIONS NECESSARY FOR THE 
CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION, OR MAINTENANCE OF THE PROJECT AFTER FURTHER 
ANALYSIS AND COMPLETION AND APPROVAL OF FINAL ATTORNEY'S OPINIONS OF 
COMPENSABILITY FOR EACH OF THE IMPACTED UTILITIES AND FACILITIES." 
 
 
 
17.0  HAZARDOUS, TOXIC, AND RADIOACTIVE WASTE (HTRW).   
 
17.1  A Hazadarous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste (HTRW) assessment was performed and 
prepared by USACE employees and is included in this overall study (Appendix A). The purpose 
of the assessment was to evaluate if any potential hazardous, toxic, or radioactive wastes 
(HTRW) concerns are present that require further evaluation and remediation. The assessment 
was conducted in conformance with “Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste Guidance for 
Civil Works Projects,” Engineer Regulation 1165-2-132 (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1992), 
Lower Mississippi Valley Regulation 1165-2-132, “Water Resources and Authorities for 
Hazardous, Toxic and Radioactive Waste for Civil Works Projects” (14 June 1996), and the 
American Society for Testing and Materials, E1527-13, “Environmental Site Assessments: 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process.” 
 
A review of EPA’s environmental databases of known facilities permitted to handle, treat, 
store, or dispose of hazardous waste was performed. Three facilities were identified in the 
port area and within the databases; however, only one facility, Cives Steel Company, fell 
within the proposed work area and was reviewed under the TRI Explorer database. The 2021 
National Analysis Dataset did not provide evidence of any on-site disposal of problem 
substances. 
 
An on-site inspection was also performed by USACE personnel. Samples were taken of 
water within the harbor. The results of testing, site reconnaissance, and records review 
contained with the HTRW Appendix are as follows:  
 
“The results of the record search identified three facilities within a 1-mile radius of the project 
area, none of which appear to pose a significant HTRW risk to the project.  Site 
reconnaissance did not reveal any findings that would appear to pose a significant HTRW risk 
to the project.  Sample collection and analysis was conducted of the proposed soil to be 
removed as part of the preferred alternatives within the project area for organics, inorganics, 
and pesticides, and no findings from the sample appear to pose a significant HTRW risk to 
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the project.  Follow-up supplemental water quality analysis will be conducted at the request 
and to the satisfaction of the governing environmental agencies of the project area.  At this 
time, there is little reason to believe there exists a significant HTRW risk to the intended use 
of this proposed area.” 
 
 
18.0  LANDOWNER OPPOSITION.   
 
19.1 There is no known landowner or public opposition to the project. Implementation of the 
TSP would be beneficial to all adjacent landowners, tenants, and Port partners. 
 
19.0  LERRD ACQUISITION PRIOR TO PROJECT PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT (PPA) 
EXECUTION.  
No LERRD Acquisition is required for this project, therefore a letter warning the NFS of 
acquisition prior to the execution of the Project Partnership Agreement is not needed. 
 


20.0  OTHER RELEVANT REAL ESTATE ISSUES.  
 
20.1  There are no other real estate issues to report at this time. 
 
20.2  A quality control plan checklist for the REP is included in Exhibit D.  
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Prepared By:                     
 
 
_____________________________________   
Story D. Moller 
Realty Specialist, Acquisition Branch 
Real Estate Division 
 
 
Submitted By:                     
 
 
_____________________________________   
Patrick M. White 
Chief, Acquisition Branch 
Real Estate Division 
   
 
Approved By:                     
 
 
_____________________________________   
W. Warren Lister 
Acting District Chief of Real Estate, Vicksburg  
Real Estate Contracting Officer  
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CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGRAM (CAP) 
SECTION 107, SMALL NAVIGATION PROJECTS 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


PORT OF ROSEDALE EXPANSION 
BOLIVAR COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


EXHIBIT A 
PROJECT MAP 


 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 


REAL ESTATE DIVISION 
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, VICKSBURG DISTRICT 


21 May 2024
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CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGRAM (CAP) 
SECTION 107, SMALL NAVIGATION PROJECTS 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


PORT OF ROSEDALE EXPANSION 
BOLIVAR COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI 


 
 
 
 
 
 


EXHIBIT B  
BASELINE COST ESTIMATE 
FOR REAL ESTATE (BCERE) 


 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 


REAL ESTATE DIVISION 
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, VICKSBURG DISTRICT 


21 May 2024 
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Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 
Section 107, Small Navigation Projects 


Port of Rosedale Expansion, Bolivar County, Mississippi 
Baseline Cost Estimate For Real Estate (BCERE) 


May 2024 
 


1) 01R1B REAL ESTATE LAND PAYMENTS - BY LOCAL SPONSOR: 
 


Item   Amount 
    


a. Estimated Land Value:  $   35,000 
b. Improvements:           $            0 
d. Severance Damage:           $            0 
e. Sub Total:                                                                  $            0 
    
Incremental Cost (25%):           $     8,750 
Total Estimated Real Estate Land Payments:                                                                   $   43,750 


    
2) 01R2B PUBLIC LAW 91-646 ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS – BY LOCAL SPONSOR: 
    
a. Title II (49 CFR, Part 24, § 24.106)                                                                                     $            0 
b. Title III (49 CFR, Part 24, § 24.301)           $            0 
Sub Total                                                                 $            0 


    
Contingencies (25%)           $            0 
Total PL 91-646 Assistance Payments          $            0 


    
3)  ACQUISITION COST: 


    
Federal:    


    
01A40 - Attorneys Opinions of Compensability             $           0 
01B40 – Acquisitions-– Review of Local Sponsor             $           0 
01C40 - Condemnations-Review of Local Sponsor             $           0 
01E50 - Appraisals – Review of Local Sponsor             $           0 
01F40 - PL 91-646 – Review of Local Sponsor             $           0 
01G40 - Permits-Review of Local Sponsor             $           0 
01M00 - Project Related Administration            $    2,000 







 


Port of Rosedale Expansion Feasibility Study 
Appendix C – Real Estate Plan  
 


 


 


  


 


  
 


27 


 
 
 


ACQUISITION COST (Continued) 
  
 
01N00 - Facility/Utility Relocations–Review of Local Sponsor            $           0 
01T -- - LERRD Crediting               $    6,000 
Sub Total                                                                    $    8,000 


    
Contingencies (25%)              $     2,000 
Total Federal Acquisition Cost               $   10,000 
    
Non-Federal Sponsor:   
   
01B20 - Acquisitions – By Local Sponsor             $    15,000 
01C20 - Condemnations – By Local Sponsor              $            0 
01E30 - Appraisals – By Local Sponsor                        $     5,000 
01F20 - PL 91-646 – By Local Sponsor             $            0 
01G20 - Permits – By Local Sponsor             $            0 
01N00 - Facility/Utility Relocations–By Local Sponsor             $            0 
Sub Total                                                                   $    20,000  


    
Contingencies (25%)              $      5,000 
Total Non-Federal Acquisition Cost              $    25,000 


    
4) Total Estimated Real Estate Cost:                     


    
Federal:               $     10,000 
Non-Federal Sponsor:               $     68,750  
Total:               $     78,750 


     
 
Note: The total real estate cost estimated is suitable for feasibility phase general planning purposes only and 
does not necessarily constitute the final amount of credit the NFS may or may not be entitled to for providing 
the project LERRD’s as part of their costing sharing responsibilities. 
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CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGRAM (CAP) 


SECTION 107, SMALL NAVIGATION PROJECTS 
 
 
 
 
 
 


PORT OF ROSEDALE EXPANSION 
BOLIVAR COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


EXHIBIT C  
NON-FEDERAL SPONSOR REAL ESTATE ACQUISITION 


CAPABILITY ASSESSMENT CHECKLIST 
 
 
 


 
 


 
 
 


REAL ESTATE DIVISION 
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, VICKSBURG DISTRICT 


21 MAY 2024 
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CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGRAM (CAP) 
SECTION 107, SMALL NAVIGATION PROJECTS 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


PORT OF ROSEDALE EXPANSION 
BOLIVAR COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI 


 
 
 
 
 


EXHIBIT D 
QUALITY CONTROL PLAN CHECKLIST 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 


REAL ESTATE DIVISION 
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, VICKSBURG DISTRICT 


21 MAY 2024 
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Quality Control Plan Checklist 
Real Estate Plans 


And other similar Feasibility-Level Real Estate Planning Documents 
ER 405-1-12, Section 12-16, Real Estate Handbook, 1 May 1998 


 
A Real Estate Plan (REP) is prepared in support of a decision document for full-Federal or cost shared 
specifically authorized or continuing authority projects.  It identifies and describes lands, easements 
and rights-of-way (LER) required for the construction, operation, maintenance, repair, replacement, 
and rehabilitation (OMRR&R) of a proposed project including requirements for mitigation, 
relocations, borrow material, and dredged or excavated material disposal.  It also identifies and 
describes facility/utility relocations, LER value, and the acquisition process. The REP does not just 
cover LER to be acquired by the non-Federal sponsor (NFS) or Government. The report covers all 
LER needed for the project, including LER already owned by the NFS, Federal Government, other 
public entities, or subject to the navigation servitude.   


 
The REP must contain a detailed discussion of the following 20 topics, as set out in Section 12-16 of 
the ER, including sufficient description of the rationale supporting each conclusion presented. If a 
topic is not applicable to the project, this should be stated in the REP. The pages of a REP should be 
numbered. 
 
PROJECT CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGRAM (CAP) 
SECTION 107, SMALL NAVIGATION PROJECTS, PORT OF ROSEDALE EXPANSION, 
BOLIVAR COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI 
 
 
REPORT TITLE ______________________________________________________________ 
 
Date of Report MAY 2024      Date of REP MAY 2024 
 
1. Purpose of the REP _√____ 


a. Describe the purpose of the REP in relation to the project document that it supports.  
b. Describe the project for the Real Estate reviewer. 
c. Describe any previous REPs for the project. 


 
2.  Describe LER __√____ 
 a. Account for all lands, easements, and rights-of-way underlying and required for the 
construction, OMRR&R of the project, including mitigation, relocations, borrow material and dredged 
or excavated material disposal, whether or not it will need to be acquired or will be credited to the 
NFS. 
 b. Provide description of total LER required for each project purpose and feature. 
 c. Include LER already owned by the Government, the NFS and within the navigation 
servitude. 
 d. Show acreage, estates, number of tracts and ownerships, and estimated value. 







 


Port of Rosedale Expansion Feasibility Study 
Appendix C – Real Estate Plan  
 


 


 


  


 


  
 


32 


 
 
 


 e. Break down total acreage into fee and the various types and durations of easements. 
 f. Break down acreage by Government, NFS, other public entity, and private ownership, and 
lands within the navigation servitude. 
 
3. NFS-Owned LER __√____ 


a. Describe NFS-owned acreage and interest and whether or not it is sufficient and available for 
project requirements.  


b. Discuss any crediting issues and describe NFS views on such issues. 
 
4.  Include any proposed Non-Standard Estates __√___ 
 a. Use Standard Estates where possible. 
 b. Non-standard estates must be approved by HQ to assure they meet DOJ standards for use in 
condemnations. 
 c. Provide justification for use of the proposed non-standard estates. 
 d. Request approval of the non-standard estates as part of document approval. 
 e. If the document is to be approved at MSC level, the District must seek approval of the non-
standard estate by separate request to HQ.  This should be stated in the REP. 
 f. Exception to HQ approval is District Chiefs of RE approval of non-standard estate if it serves 
intended project purposed, substantially conforms with and does not materially deviate from the 
standard estates found in the RE Handbook, and does not increase cost or potential liability to the 
Government.  A copy of this approval should be included in the REP. (See Section 12-10c. of RE 405-
1-12) 
 g. Although estates are discussed generally in topic 2, it is a good idea to also state in this 
section which standard estates are to be acquired and attach a copy as an appendix.  The duration of 
any temporary estates should be stated. 
 
5.  Existing Federal Projects __√___ 


a. Discuss whether there is any existing Federal project that lies fully of partially within LER 
required for the project.  


b. Describe the existing project, all previously-provided interests that are to be included in the 
current project, and identify the sponsor. 


c. Interest in land provided as an item of local cooperation for a previous Federal project is not 
eligible for credit.   


d. Additional interest in the same land is eligible for credit.   
 


6. Federally-Owned Lands __√___ 
 a. Discuss whether there is any Federally owned land included within the LER required for the 
project. 
 b. Describe the acreage and interest owned by the Government. 
 c. Provide description of the views of the local agency representatives toward use of the land 
for the project and issues raised by the requirement for this land. 
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7. Navigation Servitude  __√___   
a. Identify LER required for the project that lies below the Ordinary High Water Mark, or Mean 


High Water Mark, as the case may be, of a navigable watercourse. 
b. Discuss whether navigation servitude is available 
c. Will it be exercised for project purposes? Discuss why or why not. 
d. Lands over which the navigation servitude is exercised are not to be acquired nor eligible for 


credit for a Federal navigation or flood control project or other project to which a navigation nexus can 
be shown. 


e. See paragraph 12-7 of ER 405-1-12. 
 
8. Map  __√___ 
 a. An aid to understanding 


b. Clearly depicting project area and tracts required, including existing LER, LER to be 
acquired, and lands within the navigation servitude. 
 c. Depicts significant utilities and facilities to be relocated, any known or potential HTRW 
lands. 
 
9. Induced Flooding can create a requirement for real estate acquisition. __√____ 
 a. Discuss whether there will be flooding induced by the construction and OMRR&R of the 
project.  
 b. If reasonably anticipated, describe nature, extent and whether additional acquisition of LER 
must or should occur. 
 c. Physical Takings Analysis (separate from the REP) must be done if significant induced 
flooding anticipated considering depth, frequency, duration, and extent of induced flooding. 
. d. Summarize findings of Takings Analysis in REP. Does it rise to the level of a taking for 
which just compensation is owed? 
 
10. Baseline Cost Estimate as described in paragraph 12-18. __√___ 
 a. Provides information for the project cost estimates. 
 b. Gross Appraisal includes the fair market value of all lands required for project construction 
and OMRR&R. 
 c. PL 91-646 costs 
 d. Incidental acquisition costs 
 e. Incremental real estate costs discussed/supported. 
 f. Is Gross Appraisal current?  Does Gross Appraisal need to be updated due to changes in 
project LER requirements or time since report was prepared? 
 
11.  Relocation Assistance Benefits Anticipated. _√____ 
 a. Number of persons, farms, and businesses to be displaced and estimated cost of moving and 
reestablishment. 
 b. Availability of replacement housing for owners/tenants 
 c. Need for Last Resort Housing benefits 
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 d. Real Estate closing costs 
 e. See current 49 CFR Part 24 
 
12. Mineral Activity _√____ 


a. Description of present or anticipated mineral activity in vicinity that may affect construction, 
OMRR&R of project. 


b. Recommendation, including rationale, regarding acquisition of mineral rights or interest, 
including oil or gas. 


c. Discuss other surface or subsurface interests/timber harvesting activity 
d. Discuss effect of outstanding 3rd party mineral interests. 
e. Does estate properly address mineral rights in relation to the project? 


 
13. NFS Assessment __√___ 
 a. Assessment of legal and professional capability and experience to acquire and provide LER 
for construction, OMRR&R of the Project. 
 b. Condemnation authority 
 c. Quick-take capability 
 d.  NFS advised of URA requirements 
 e.  NFS advised of requirements for documenting expenses for credit. 
 f. If proposed that Government will acquire project LER on behalf of NFS, fully explain the 
reasons for the Government performing work. 
 g. A copy of the signed and dated Assessment of Non-Federal Sponsor’s Real Estate 
Acquisition Capability (Appendix 12-E) is attached to the REP. 
 
14. Zoning in Lieu of Acquisition _√____ 
 a. Discuss type and intended purpose 
 b. Determine whether the proposed zoning proposal would amount to a taking for which 
compensation will be due. 
 
15.  Schedule _√____ 


a. Reasonable and detailed Schedule of land acquisition milestones, including LER 
certification.   


b. Dates mutually agreed upon by Real Estate, PM, and NFS. _N/A_ 
 
16.  Facility or Utility Relocations __√___ 
 a. Describe the relocations, identity of owners, purpose of facilities/utilities, whether owners 
have compensable real property interest. 


b. A synopsis of the findings of the Preliminary Attorney’s Investigation and Report of 
Compensable Interest is included in the REP as well as statements required by Sections 12-17c.(5) and 
(6). 


c. Erroneous determinations can affect the accuracy of the project cost estimate and can confuse 
Congressional authorization. 
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d. Eligibility for substitute facility 
 1. Project impact 
 2. Compensable interest 
 3. Public utility or facility 
 4. Duty to replace 
 5. Fair market value too difficult to determine or its application would result in an 


injustice to the landowner or the public. 
e. See Sections 12-8, 12-17, and 12-22 of ER 405-1-12. 


 
17.  HTRW and Other Environmental Considerations __√____ 


a. Discussion the impacts on the Real Estate acquisition process and LER value estimate due to 
known or suspected presence of contaminants. 


b. Status of District’s investigation of contaminants. 
c. Are contaminants regulated under CERCLA, other statues, or State law? 
d. Is clean-up or other response required of non-CERCLA regulated material? 
e. If cost share, who is responsible for performing and paying cost of work? 
f. Status of NEPA and NHPA compliances 
g. See ER 1165-2-132, Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste (HTRW) Guidance for Civil 


Works Projects.  
 


18.  Landowner Attitude. __√___ 
a. Is there support, apathy, or opposition toward the project?  
b. Discuss any landowner concerns on issues such as condemnation, willing seller provisions, 


estates, acreages, etc.?  
 
19.  A statement that the NFS has been notified in writing about the risks of acquiring LER 
before the execution of the PPA.  If not applicable, so state. _√____ 
 
20.  Other Relevant Real Estate Issues.  Anything material to the understanding of the RE 
aspects of the project. ___√____ 
 
A copy of the completed Checklist is attached to the REP. __√___ 
(Draft REPs must contain a draft checklist and draft Technical Review Guide) 
 
 
I have prepared and reviewed the REP and all information, as required by Section 12-16 of ER 
405-1-12, is contained in the Plan. 
  
 
 
____________________________________                
Preparer                                                                         
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I have reviewed the REP and all information, as required by Section 12-16 of ER 405-1-12, is 
contained in the Plan. 
 
 
 
____________________________________               
RE Internal Technical Reviewer                                   
 
 
 
The REP has been signed and dated by the Preparer and the District Chief of Real Estate __√____ 
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REAL ESTATE INTERNAL TECHNICAL REVIEW GUIDE 
FOR CIVIL WORKS DECISION DOCUMENTS 


 
 
Real Estate Guide for Review of Civil Works Decision Documents 
 
1.  Initially, read the entire Real Estate Plan (REP).  After reading the REP: 
 
    a.  Do you have a good idea of the scope of the project? 
 
    b.  Did you note any omissions? 
 
    c.  What questions do you have regarding the project? 
 
    d.  Were all the elements of an REP as listed in Chapter 12 covered? 
 
    e.  Do you have a completed Quality Control Plan for the REP? 
 
2.  Next, read the main body of the decision document (including the chapter on the recommended 
plan), paying particular attention to the overall scope of the project, proposed facility relocations, 
environmental investigations, mitigation requirements, navigational servitude, and possibility of 
induced flooding. 
 
3.  Then, read the REP again, noting any discrepancies between the REP and the main report.  Pay 
particular attention not only to what the report says, but also to what the report does not say.  Many 
review comments are due to items being omitted or not discussed in enough detail in the REP. 
 
4.  Finally, ask yourself specific questions about the project such as the following.  You should be able 
to answer them by reading the REP. 
 
    a.  What is the project’s purpose and have there been prior real estate planning documents for this 
project? 
 
    b.  Is the purpose of the report to gain Congressional authorization (e.g., a Feasibility Report)?  If 
not, what is the real estate acquisition authority for the project and is the proper authority cited in the 
report? 
 
    c.  Who is the sponsor that will execute the PPA?  Has an assessment of the sponsor’s capability 
been completed and included in the report?  Does the sponsor have eminent domain and quick take 
authority?  If not, does the report address how acquisition will be accomplished if condemnation is 
required?  Does the sponsor currently own any lands required for the project?  If so, were any of these 
lands obtained as part of another Federal project or funded with Federal funds in whole or in part? 
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    d.  Are there any lands currently owned by the Federal government involved in this project? If so, 
has it been coordinated with the respective agency? 
 
    e.  Does the project involve a navigable waterway and could the navigational servitude be utilized 
for purposes of the project?  If the project is not a navigation project and asserting navigational 
servitude is proposed, does the report state the legal basis for asserting navigational servitude? 
 
    f.  Is there a possibility of induced flooding, and has a taking analysis been completed?  What was 
the outcome of that analysis?  Are flowage easements required because the anticipated flooding will 
rise to the level of a taking? 
 
    g.  Are the interests and estates sufficient to provide for construction, operation, maintenance, repair, 
replacement and rehabilitation (OMRR&R) of the project?  Do the estates not only grant the interest 
needed for construction and maintenance, but do they prohibit practices that might interfere with the 
project in the future?  Is the term for any temporary easements defined and are they for an appropriate 
duration? 
                                                 
    h.  How do we physically access the project site?  Is an additional real estate interest required for 
construction access and/or OMRR&R access? 
 
    i.  Is there a need to dispose of borrow material?  If so, are these areas included in the report as 
LERRD items or, if proven cost efficient, contractor provided items?  Are the environmental issues 
associated with borrow/disposal effectively addressed?  
 
    j.  Will a contractor’s staging area be required? 
 
    k.  Are any persons being displaced from their homes as a result of the project?  If so, how many?  Is 
replacement housing available?  Will standard PL 91-646 benefits be provided?  Will any businesses 
require relocation assistance?  Has a replacement housing survey been accomplished? 
 
    l.  Are there any public facilities to be altered or relocated?  Do the below relocations meet all of the 
following five tests?   
 
        (1)  The project design requires the facility to be moved in whole or in part (temporarily or 
permanently), or the project will negatively impact the ongoing function or operation of the facility.   
 
        (2)  The owner of the facility has a compensable real property interest in the land on which the 
impacted portion of the facility is located.   
 
        (3)  The facility serves a public purpose.   
 
        (4)  The owner of the facility has a duty to replace the facility as a result of legal or factual 
necessity (continuing need).   
       (5)  The fair market value of the interest that must be acquired due to project impact is too difficult 
to ascertain, or payment of fair market value instead of providing a substitute facility would result in 
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manifest injustice to the owner or the public.  Have preliminary opinions of compensability be 
completed for each facility?  If the REP is part of a decision document that will serve as the basis for 
Congressional authorization, does it contain the disclaimer language required by ER 405-1-12, para. 
12-17c(6)? 
 
    m.  Are any cemeteries in the project area?  If so, how will they be impacted?  If they are allowed to 
remain in place, how will permanent access be provided?  If they are to be relocated, the report should 
address the preparation of a cemetery relocation plan. 
 
   n.  Does the report address the types of ownership, number of tracts and acres, and estates to be 
acquired?  Does the report address mineral activity and whether the minerals will be acquired, 
subordinated, or left outstanding? 
 
o.  Does the report state if any nonstandard interest or estate will be utilized?  If so, is a copy of the 
estate in the report? 
 
    p.  Do the acres, values, and estates contained in the baseline cost estimate agree with those 
contained in an approved gross appraisal for the project?  If not, any discrepancy should be discussed 
with the Appraisal Branch and reconciled.  Does the acreage and cost presented in the REP agree with 
real estate acreage and costs shown elsewhere in the main report or MCACES estimate?  Does the cost 
estimate show the estimated cost by estate, contingency, administrative cost, and relocation assistance?  
The cost should be shown for both Federal and non-Federal, where appropriate. 
 
    q.  Does the report address the status of all environmental considerations and approvals, HTRW 
assessments, NEPA compliance, and NHPA compliance?  If any land required for the project is 
contaminated, is it CERCLA or non-CERCLA regulated material? 
 
    r.  Does the report contain a reasonable schedule for acquisition, and has the schedule been 
coordinated with the sponsor?  Is the project to be accomplished in more than one phase? 
 
    s.  Does the report contain a map depicting all of the tracts and estates to be acquired?  Does it show 
any known or potential HTRW lands? 
 
    t.  Obviously, all of the above items will not apply to every project; however, if the REP fails to 
address an item, the reviewer does not know if it is considered.  If the individual preparing the 
document is aware that an item is not applicable, but fails to include that information in the REP, the 
report should contain a statement that this item is not applicable. 
 
    u.  The Reviewer should verify that the real estate requirements shown in the REP are in consort 
with the latest design drawings. 
    
     v.  The Reviewer should consult with the other team members and Real Estate employees, as 
necessary, to resolve questions or misunderstandings prior to preparing  comments to the Report 
Preparer. 
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I have reviewed the update REP for the Port of Rosedale Expansion and have considered all of the 
above. 
 
 
 
 
_______________________________________   
Real Estate Internal Technical Reviewer     
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





		Mapping  Tract Descriptions: 

		Tract Appraisal: 

		Title: 

		Appendix C  Real Estate Plan: 

		undefined: 

		DATERow1: 

		REVISIONSRow1: 

		BYRow1: 

		DATERow2: 

		REVISIONSRow2: 

		BYRow2: 

		DATERow3: 

		BYRow3: 

		A4Letter: 

		OS June 2022: 

		3 ACQUISITION COST: 

		ACQUISITION COST Continued: 

		4 Total Estimated Real Estate Cost: 

		Appendix C  Real Estate Plan_2: 

		Port of Rosedale Expansion Feasibility Study: 

		undefined_2: 

		REPORT TITLE: Port of Rosedale Expansion 

				2024-06-03T14:05:58-0500

		MOLLER.STORY.DAVIDSON.1547868826





				2024-06-03T14:05:06-0500

		MOLLER.STORY.DAVIDSON.1547868826





				2024-06-03T14:28:09-0500

		WHITE.PATRICK.M.1541147221





				2024-06-03T14:42:53-0500

		LISTER.WILLIAM.W.1391434421





				2024-06-03T14:11:02-0500

		MILLER.RICHARD.WESLEY.JR.1115044911





				2024-06-03T14:12:41-0500

		MILLER.RICHARD.WESLEY.JR.1115044911












 


 


Mississippi River Valley Division, 
Regional Planning and Environment Division South 


 


   


Port of Rosedale Feasibility 
Study 
Appendix D – Cost Engineering 


January 2023  







Port of Rosedale Feasibility Study 
Appendix D – Cost Engineering 


 


  
 
i 


 
 
 


THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  







Port of Rosedale Feasibility Study 
Appendix D – Cost Engineering 


 
 


  
 


ii 


 
 
 


TABLE OF CONTENTS 


1.1 Classification of Estimate .......................................................................................... iii 


1.2 Project Description .................................................................................................... iii 


1.3 Direct Costs ............................................................................................................. iv 


1.3.1 Quantities .......................................................................................................... iv 


1.3.2 Labor ................................................................................................................. iv 


1.3.3 Equipment ......................................................................................................... iv 


1.3.4 Crews ................................................................................................................ iv 


1.3.5 Work Schedule .................................................................................................. iv 


1.3.6 Productivity ........................................................................................................ iv 


1.3.7 Sales Tax .......................................................................................................... iv 


1.4 Indirect Costs ............................................................................................................ v 


1.4.1 Job Office Overhead (JOOH) ............................................................................. v 


1.4.2 Home Office Overhead (HOOH) ........................................................................ v 


1.4.3 Bonds ................................................................................................................. v 


1.4.4 Excise Tax .......................................................................................................... v 


1.4.5 Contingency ...................................................................................................... vi 


1.4.6 Escalation .......................................................................................................... vi 


1.5 Project Feature Codes ............................................................................................. vi 


1.5.1 Navigation, Ports and Harbors (Code 12) ......................................................... vi 


1.5.2 Planning, Engineering and Design (Code 30)................................................... vi 


1.5.3 Construction Management (Code 31) ............................................................... vi 


1.6 Major Assumptions .................................................................................................. vi 


1.7 References ............................................................................................................... vii 


1.8 Attachments ............................................................................................................. vii 


 


 
 
 
 







Port of Rosedale Feasibility Study 
Appendix D – Cost Engineering 


 


  
 


iii 


 
 
 


 
Basis of Estimate 


1.1 Classification of Estimate 


The project cost estimate was developed in the MCACES MII cost estimating software 
and used the standard approaches for a feasibility estimate structure regarding labor, 
equipment, materials, crews, unit prices, quotes, sub-contractor markups and prime 
contractor markups. This philosophy was taken wherever practical within the time 
constraints. It was supplemented with estimating information from other sources where 
necessary such as from quotes, bid data, and Architect-Engineer (A-E) estimates. It is 
to be noted that after development of Abbreviated Risk Analysis (ARA), the costs 
withing the Tentatively Selected Plan were further refined so some minor inconsistencies 
between the Cost Appendix and the Engineering Appendix may be present. 


 
Cost estimates for the Tentatively Selected Plan were developed at a Class 3 level of 
effort utilizing largely parametric unit prices from sources such as historical Government 
and Commercial bid data, A-E cost estimates available from design reports, RS Means 
Cost Data Books and other available historical cost data sources.  


 


1.2 Project Description 


The existing barge loading facility (JANTRAN), that is located approximately halfway up the 
navigation channel en route to the turning basin, poses navigational challenges when in 
operation. Its location in a bend creates challenges for pilots, particularly when barges that 
are being loaded encroach into the existing navigation channel. In this alternative, this bend 
of the channel is being widened to 200’ from the 150’ that is currently authorized. This will 
allow larger barge configurations to more easily navigate the bend. The channel is also being 
realigned in the vicinity of the JANTRAN facility to avoid encroachments from barges that are 
moored at the facility for loading and unloading 


The current authorized navigation channel is 150’ wide. As part of this alternative the entire 
channel between the Mississippi River and the turning basin at the upper end of the port will 
be widened to 185’ feet (except for the portion mentioned above, which will be widened to 
200’). This additional width will facilitate two-way traffic as well as support larger barge 
configurations. 


The final main feature is a reconfiguration and enlargement of the turning basin. The current 
authorized turning basin is 400’x1000’. This alternative lengthens the channel to extend 
through the existing turning basin and relocate the turning basin further upstream past its 
current location. The new turning basin is also enlarged to 600’ x 1000’. This increase in size 
allows larger barge configurations to utilize the turning basin, and its new location will provide 
more frontage for the port. 
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1.3 Direct Costs 


Direct Costs are based on anticipated labor, equipment, and material necessary to construct 
this project. Direct costs have been calculated independent of the contractor assigned to 
perform the task. 


1.3.1 Quantities  
Quantities were provided by MVK Design and geotechnical sections for the dredged 
material (land and water based) 


1.3.2 Labor 
Labor rates were developed comparing Region 3 labor market wages with the local 
Davis-Bacon Wage Determination, using whichever was determined greater. Regional 
wage information was formulated from data gathered from USACE, Vicksburg District 
construction projects in the region and is assumed to be a fair representation of wage 
rates for the Rosedale area. 


1.3.3 Equipment 
Rates used are based on the latest USACE EP-1110-1-8, Region III. Adjustments are 
made for fuel and facility capital cost of money (FCCM). Full FCCM/Cost of Money 
rate is the latest available. The MII program takes the EP-recommended discount, but 
no other adjustments have been made to the FCCM. Equipment was chosen based 
on historical knowledge of similar projects. 


1.3.4 Crews  
The work is typical to the Mississippi area and is well understood by the cost 
engineers. The crews and productivity rates were checked by estimators and 
comparisons with historical cost data were referenced. Crews and productivity rates 
were adjusted as necessary based upon those findings to reflect reasonable crew 
sizes and production rates. 


1.3.5 Work Schedule 
Most crew work hours are assumed to be 12 hours, 7 days/week, with there being 2 
shifts per day, which is typical for the project area. 


1.3.6 Productivity 
Productivity has been assigned to each crew reflective of the expected 
output per unit of measure for the specific task listed in the cost estimate. 
Notes in the estimate identify specific alterations to productivity due to 
workspace access. 
 


1.3.7 Sales Tax 
Local taxes on supplies and materials needed for construction would be applied 
based on the county that contains the work. Reference the tax rate website for 
Mississippi: http://www.salestaxstates.com. The project is located in Rosedale, 
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Mississippi and the tax rate is 7.00%. As such, the tax rate used for this project is 
7.00%. 


1.4 Indirect Costs 


Indirect costs are based on the Prime Contractors markups, which include Job 
Office Overhead (JOOH), Home Office Overhead (HOOH), Profit, and Bond, and 
Project (Owner) Costs, which include Escalation and Contingency. The same is 
applied for the Subcontractor markups. 
 
Overhead assumptions may include costs for the superintendent, the office manager, pickup 
trucks, periodic travel costs, communications, temporary offices (contractor and Government), 
office furniture, office supplies, computers and software, as-built drawings and minor designs, 
tool trailers, staging setup, camp/facility/kitchen maintenance and utilities, utility service, toilets, 
safety equipment, security and fencing, small hand and power tools, project signs, traffic 
control, surveys, temporary fuel tank station, generators, compressors, lighting and minor 
miscellaneous items 
 


1.4.1 Job Office Overhead (JOOH) 
The estimated percentages for Field Office Overhead were based upon estimating 
and negotiation experience, and consultation with local construction representatives. 
The estimates used a field office overhead rate based on the average of relevant jobs 
with a similar scope and magnitude. 


Different percentages are used when considering the scope of work for each feature. 
However, when reviewing historical cost pricing data, a range of 10 -20% is typically 
used. The field office overhead rate of 10% was used for the prime contractors, which 
was based on historical projects. A field office overhead rate of 6% was used for 
subcontractors 


1.4.2 Home Office Overhead (HOOH) 
The estimated percentages vary based upon consideration of 8(a), small business 
and unrestricted prime contractors. The rates were based upon estimating and 
negotiating experience, and consultation with local construction representatives. 
Different percentages are used when considering the contract acquisition strategy 
regarding small business 8(a), competitive small business and large business, high to 
low, respectively. For Home Office Overhead a percentage of 10% was assumed for 
the prime contractor while a percentage of 15% was applied to a subcontractor. 


1.4.3 Bonds 
The Bond interest rate was assumed to be 1.2%, applied against the prime contractor. 


1.4.4 Excise Tax 
The state of Mississippi applies an approximate 3.62% tax on business on 
work within the state. 
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1.4.5 Contingency 
Contingencies for the alternatives were developed using the USACE Abbreviated 
Cost Risk Analysis (ARA) program. An ARA is a qualitative approach used by the 
PDT to address key risk concerns for major features of work and their impact to cost 
and schedule drivers such as Project Scope Growth, Acquisition Strategy, 
Construction Elements, Quantities, Specialty Fabrication or Equipment, Cost Estimate 
Assumptions and External Project Risks. The development of the ARA resulted in a 
total composite risk contingency of 49.77% for the Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP), 
Alternative 7, considering all factors of the project. It should be noted Real Estate, 
PED and S&A costs were not included in formulating the composite risk contingency. 


1.4.6 Escalation 
The escalation for the structural items taken from the historical cost pricing data were 
based upon the latest version of the USACE Engineering Manual (EM) 1110-2-1304, 
“Civil Works Construction Cost Index System (CWCCIS)”. 


1.5 Project Feature Codes 


1.5.1 Navigation, Ports and Harbors (Code 12) 
This feature code includes all the necessary direct costs (material, labor, and 
equipment) and indirect costs (JOOH, HOOH, Profit, Bonds, Contingency, and 
Escalation) for the clearing, snagging and dredging within the harbor. 


1.5.2 Planning, Engineering and Design (Code 30) 
This feature includes all engineering, design, surveys, preparation of detailed plans 
and specifications, and related work required for the construction of the project, 
including relocations and is assumed to be approximately 8.7% of the construction 
cost. 


1.5.3 Construction Management (Code 31) 
This feature includes such functions as inspection, supervision, project office 
administration, and distributive costs of area office and general overhead charged to 
the project and assumed approximately 12,000 + 8.0% of the construction Costs.  


1.6 Major Assumptions 


 Construction Procurement – Project will require one contract action in order to complete the 
project. 


 Design and Administration of Construction – The design and construction oversight will 
primarily be performed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Vicksburg District. 


 Hazardous, Toxic and Radioactive Waste (HTRW)- During HTRW surveys, the samples 
collected do not fall within range of contamination. At this time there is no reason to believe 
HTRW will be found, therefore, the estimates do not include costs for any potential HTRW. 
However, risks associated with the potential of HTRW being discovered were included in the 
ARA. 







Port of Rosedale Feasibility Study 
Appendix D – Cost Engineering 


 


  
 


vii 


 
 
 


 Plans and Specifications – P&S will be fully developed by USACE personnel 
 For estimating purposes, a single subcontractor was utilized. In the field it is possible that 


multiple subcontractors and vendors will be used; however, it is assumed they will have a 
similar markup scheme. 


1.7 References 


1. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1993, Engineering and Design Cost Engineering 
Policy and General Requirements, Engineering Regulation 1110-1-1300, 
Department of the Army, Washington D.C., 26 March 1993. 


2. Engineering Regulation 1110-2-1150, Department of the Army, Washington D.C., 
31 August 1999. 


3. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 2016, Civil Works Cost Engineering, Engineering 
Regulation 1110-2-1302, Department of the Army, Washington D.C., 30 June 
2016. 


4. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 2022, Construction Equipment Ownership and 
Operating Expense Schedule, Region III, Engineering Pamphlet 1110-1-8, 
Department of the Army, Washington D.C., January 2022. 


5. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 2016, Civil Works Construction Cost Index 
System (CWCCIS), Engineering Manual 1110-2-1304, Department of the Army, 
Washington D.C., 30 September 2019. 


6. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 2000, Planning Guidance Notebook, Engineering 
Regulation 1105-2-100, Department of the Army, Washington D.C., 22 April 
2000. 
 


1.8 Attachments 


1. MII Estimate for the TSP 
2. Abbreviated Risk Analysis (ARA) 
3. Total Project Cost Summary (TPCS) 


 
  







Port of Rosedale Feasibility Study 
Appendix D – Cost Engineering 


 
 


  
 


viii 


 
 
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Appendix D: Cost Engineering 
 


Attachment 1 – MII Report 
 


 


 


Rosedale Harbor  


Rosedale, Mississippi 


The Port of Rosedale Expansion 


FEASIBILITY REPORT  


 


   







This information system is approved for Controlled Unclassified Information (CUI)
Print Date Wed 12 June 2024 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Time 10:00:45
Eff. Date 5/17/2024 Project : Rosedale Harbor TSP


COE Standard Report Selections Title Page


Labor ID: NLS2022 EQ ID: EP22R03 Currency in US dollars TRACES MII Version 4.4
This information system is approved for Controlled Unclassified Information (CUI)


Estimated Construction Time Days
Effective Date of Pricing 5/17/2024


Preparation Date 5/17/2024


Prepared by McKinsey Vroman


Estimated by
Designed by


Rosedale Harbor TSP
The scope includes evaluation of alternatives, including the no-action alternative (Alt.1), to provide navigation improvements in the Port of Rosedale harbor that maximize net benefits while  


minimizing environmental impacts. The alternatives evaluated limited dredging depths to 9 feet below the Low Water Reference Plane (LWRP) (Elevation 93 feet MSL) to remain consistent with  
current dredging maintenance operations. Structural measures include: Widen the channel at the JANTRAN location, lengthen the channel, expand the basin, create new turning basins ,  


relocate the JANTRAN floating doc and supporting infrastructure and relocate the recreational boat launch. Measures were combined in various arrangements to form an array of complete  
alternatives to meet project objectives.







This information system is approved for Controlled Unclassified Information (CUI)
Print Date Wed 12 June 2024 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Time 10:00:45
Eff. Date 5/17/2024 Project : Rosedale Harbor TSP


COE Standard Report Selections Contract Cost Summary Report Page 1


Description UOM Quantity DirectLabor DirectEQ DirectMatl DirectSubBid SubCMU CostToPrime PrimeCMU ContractCost


Contract Cost Summary Report 160,801.22 106,942.41 1,281.60 9,150.00 459,884.68 3,227,359.62 1,113,369.62 4,340,729.24


160,801.22 106,942.41 1,281.60 9,150.00 3,227,359.62 4,340,729.24
7 Alternative 7 EA 1.00 160,801.22 106,942.41 1,281.60 9,150.00 459,884.68 3,227,359.62 1,113,369.62 4,340,729.24


27,137.60 9,062.89 601.20 9,150.00 799,573.68 1,075,409.40
7.1 MOBILIZATION AND DEMOBILIZATION EA 1.00 27,137.60 9,062.89 601.20 9,150.00 0.00 799,573.68 275,835.71 1,075,409.40


26,660.43 15,390.52 680.40 0.00 67,551.35 90,855.11
7.2 CLEARING & SNAGGING/ MITIGATION EA 1.00 26,660.43 15,390.52 680.40 0.00 0.00 67,551.35 23,303.76 90,855.11


107,003.19 82,489.00 0.00 0.00 2,360,234.59 3,174,464.74
7.3 DREDGE EA 1.00 107,003.19 82,489.00 0.00 0.00 459,884.68 2,360,234.59 814,230.15 3,174,464.74


Labor ID: NLS2022 EQ ID: EP22R03 Currency in US dollars TRACES MII Version 4.4
This information system is approved for Controlled Unclassified Information (CUI)
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Attachment 2 – Abbreviated Risk Analysis 
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Project (less than $40M):
Project Development Stage/Alternative: 


Risk Category: Meeting Date: 6/16/2022


Total Estimated Construction Contract Cost = 4,340,800$                 


CWWBS Feature of Work Estimated Cost % Contingency $ Contingency Total


Abbreviated Risk Analysis


Project Example
Feasibility (Alternatives)
Moderate Risk: Typical Project Construction Type


Alt 7Alternative:


01   LANDS AND DAMAGES Real Estate 63,000$                     25% 15,750$                      78,750$                     


1 12 NAVIGATION, PORTS AND HARBORS Mob/Demob 1,075,400$                27% 288,274$                    1,363,674$                


2 12 NAVIGATION, PORTS AND HARBORS Clearing and Snagging/Mitigation 90,900$                     25% 22,803$                      113,703$                   


3 12 NAVIGATION, PORTS AND HARBORS Dredging 3,174,500$                61% 1,936,044$                 5,110,544$                


4 0% -$                                -$                           


5 0% -$                                -$                           


6 0% -$                                -$                           


7 0% -$                                -$                           


8 -$                               0% -$                                -$                           


9 -$                               0% -$                                -$                           


10 -$                               0% -$                                -$                           


11 -$                               0% -$                                -$                           


12 All Other Remaining Construction Items -$                               0.0% 0% -$                                -$                           


13 30 PLANNING, ENGINEERING, AND DESIGN Planning, Engineering, & Design 590,000$                   25% 146,143$                    736,143$                   


14 31 CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT Construction Management 359,000$                   32% 116,553$                    475,553$                   


XX FIXED DOLLAR RISK ADD (EQUALLY DISPERSED TO ALL, MUST INCLUDE JUSTIFICATION SEE BELOW) -$                                


KEEP
KEEP Totals
KEEP Real Estate 63,000$                     25% 15,750$                      78,750.00$                
KEEP Total Construction Estimate 4,340,800$                51.77% 2,247,120$                 6,587,920$                
KEEP Total Planning, Engineering & Design 590,000$                   24.77% 146,143$                    736,143$                   
KEEP Total Construction Management 359,000$                   32.47% 116,553$                    475,553$                   
KEEP
KEEP Total Excluding Real Estate 5,289,800$                47.45% 2,509,817$                 7,799,617$                
RANGE Base 50% 80%
RANGE Confidence Level Range Estimate ($000's) $5,290k $6,796k $7,800k
KEEP * 50% based on base is at 5% CL.


Fixed Dollar Risk Add: (Allows for additional risk to 
be added to the risk analsyis.  Must include 


justification.  Does not allocate to Real Estate.







Project Example  Alt 7


Feasibility (Alternatives) Risk Register
Abbreviated Risk Analysis


Meeting Date: 16‐Jun‐22


Risk Element Feature of Work Concerns
PDT Discussions & Conclusions
(Include logic & justification for choice of 
Likelihood & Impact)


Impact Likelihood Risk Level


Project	Management	&	Scope	Growth Maximum Project Growth 75%


PS-3 Dredging Funding Difficulties?
Partial Ped dollar have been received.  No issues with Non fed 
sponsor.  No major issues anticipated.  Same for all features 
of work and design.


Negligible Unlikely 0


Acquisition	Strategy Maximum Project Growth 30%


AS-3 Dredging • Limited bid competition anticipated?


No firm contracting plan has been established to date; 
however, due to the nature of work, acquisition strategy will 
most likely be either unrestricted sealed bid or a task order 
award on existing MS River Dredges MATOC. Likelihood of 
impact is unlikely and potential impact is marginal.  Same for 
all features of work and design.


Marginal Unlikely 0


Construction	Elements Maximum Project Growth 25%


CON-1 Mob/Demob


High risk or complex construction elements, site access, in-water?
High water event could cause extra mob/demob costs. The 
long pumping distance could cause extra boosters.


Moderate Possible 2


CE-2 Clearing and Snagging/Mitigation • Potential for construction modification and claims?
Cultural findings would cause modifications to the clearing and 
snagging.


Moderate Unlikely 1


CE-3 Dredging • Potential for construction modification and claims?


Turbidity monitoring will be needed in the neighboring water 
body which could affect productivity. In addition, there are 
dredging restrictions for sturgeon spawning. These 
requirements are known and will be in the contract therefore it 
is anticipated to be unlikely to affect cost. However, the impact 
would be moderate.


Moderate Unlikely 1


CE-13 Planning, Engineering, & Design • Potential for construction modification and claims? cultural finding would cause extra PED. Moderate Possible 2


CE-14 Construction Management • Potential for construction modification and claims? Cultural finding would cause extra CM. Moderate Possible 2


Specialty	Construction	or	Fabrication Maximum Project Growth 65%


SC-1 Mob/Demob
Extra or special equipment may be needed depending on methodology. Assume to be low risk. Negligible Unlikely 0


Risk Level


Very Likely 2 3 4 5 5
Likely 1 2 3 4 5


Possible 0 1 2 3 4
Unlikely 0 0 1 2 3


Negligible Marginal Moderate Significant Critical







SC-2
Clearing and Snagging/Mitigation • Confidence in constructability or methodology? Assume to be low risk. Marginal Unlikely 0


SC-3


Dredging • Ability to reasonably transport? Confidence in methodology?  


Potential impacts:  There is a marine fabrication facility nearby 
(northern end) that could cause heavy metals to be found in 
dredged material.  If heavy metals are found then limitations 
on disposal would be imposed.


Critical Possible 4


Technical	Design	&	Quantities Maximum Project Growth 30%


T-2
Clearing and Snagging/Mitigation • Level of confidence based on design and assumptions?  Confident in the clearing and snagging quantities. Negligible Unlikely 0


T-3


Dredging • Level of confidence based on design and assumptions?  


Lidar and hydro survey were taken.  Fairly confident in 
estimate, however there was some time between survey.  
Fairly confident in quantities, but they could go up or down.  
Likely with moderate impact.


Moderate Likely 3


Remaining Construction Items Negligible Unlikely 0


T-14
Construction Management • Level of confidence based on design and assumptions?  


If the amount of dredge material increase then CM cost will 
increase.


Moderate Likely 3


Cost	Estimate	Assumptions Maximum Project Growth 35%


EST-1 Mob/Demob
• Assumptions regarding crew, productivity, overtime? Based on historical data. Marginal Possible 1


EST-2
Clearing and Snagging/Mitigation • Assumptions regarding crew, productivity, overtime? Custom crew developed. Marginal Possible 1


EST-3


Dredging • Assumptions regarding crew, productivity, overtime?
Researched historical data and confirmed in CEDEP.  Using 
cutterhead dredge.  Material will be piped to Mississippi (2.7 
miles)


Marginal Possible 1


External	Project	Risks Maximum Project Growth 40%


EX-1 Mob/Demob
• Unanticipated inflations in fuel, key materials?


Fuel rates, inflation, access to material and labor are issues 
that could increase costs and schedule  Assume 


Moderate Likely 3


EX-2 Clearing and Snagging/Mitigation • Unanticipated inflations in fuel, key materials?
Fuel rates, inflation, access to material and labor are issues 
that could increase costs and schedule  Assume 


Moderate Likely 3


EX-3 Dredging • Unanticipated inflations in fuel, key materials?
Fuel rates, inflation, access to material and labor are issues 
that could increase costs and schedule  Assume 


Moderate Likely 3


EX-13 Planning, Engineering, & Design • Unanticipated inflations in fuel, key materials?
Fuel rates, inflation, access to material and labor are issues 
that could increase costs and schedule  Assume 


Moderate Likely 3


EX-14 Construction Management • Unanticipated inflations in fuel, key materials?
Costs due to potential dredge breakdowns.  Parts currently 
have long lead times.


Moderate Likely 3
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**** TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY **** Printed:6/13/2024 
Page 1 of 2


PROJECT: DISTRICT: MVK PREPARED: 9/26/2023
PROJECT NO: 472096
LOCATION: Rosedale, MS POC:   CHIEF, COST ENGINEERING, TAFT Y. TUCKER


This Estimate reflects the scope and schedule in report; Report Name and date


                    


Program Year (Budget EC): 2024


Effective Price Level Date: 1-Oct- 23


 Spent Thru:


WBS Civil Works COST CNTG CNTG TOTAL ESC COST CNTG 1-Oct-23 ESC COST CNTG FULL
NUMBER Feature & Sub-Feature Description   ($K)    ($K)    (%)    ($K)    (%)    ($K)    ($K)    ($K)    ($K)    ($K)    (%)    ($K)    ($K)    ($K)  


12 NAVIGATION PORTS & HARBORS $4,341 $2,247 52% $6,588 $4,341 $2,247 $6,588 $6,588 7.5% $4,666 $2,416 $7,082


- - -


- - -


- - -


_________ __________                  __________ __________ _________ __________ _____________ ___________ __________ _________ ____________


CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE TOTALS: $4,341 $2,247 $6,588 $4,341 $2,247 $6,588 $6,588 7.5% $4,666 $2,416 $7,082


01 LANDS AND DAMAGES $63 $16 25% $79 $63 $16 $79 $79 4.1% $66 $16 $82


30 PLANNING, ENGINEERING & DESIGN $590 $146 25% $736 $590 $146 $736 $736 5.7% $624 $154 $778
 


31 CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT $359 $117 32% $476 $359 $117 $476 $476 10.8% $398 $129 $527


_________ __________ __________ __________ _________ __________ _____________ ___________ __________ _________ ____________
PROJECT COST TOTALS: $5,353 $2,526 47% $7,878  $5,353 $2,526 $7,878 $7,878 7.5% $5,753 $2,716 $8,469


   CHIEF, COST ENGINEERING, TAFT Y. TUCKER


 ESTIMATED TOTAL PROJECT COST: $8,469
   PROJECT MANAGER, BARRETT G. MOORE ESTIMATED FEDERAL COST: 80% $6,775


ESTIMATED NON-FEDERAL COST: 20% $1,694
   CHIEF, REAL ESTATE, CHRYSTAL L. SPOKANE


22  -  FEASIBILITY STUDY (CAP studies): $675
  CHIEF, PLANNING, TRAVIS J. CREEL ESTIMATED FEDERAL COST: 50% $387


ESTIMATED NON-FEDERAL COST: 50% $287
  CHIEF, ENGINEERING, HENRY A. DULANEY


ESTIMATED FEDERAL COST OF PROJECT $7,162
  CHIEF, OPERATIONS, JULIE D. VIGNES


  CHIEF, CONSTRUCTION, WILLIAM T. SHOWS


  CHIEF, CONTRACTING, DAVITA S. BALOUE


  CHIEF,  PM-PB, PATRICIA R. HEMPHILL


  CHIEF, DPM, PATRICIA R. HEMPHILL


TOTAL PROJECT COST            
(FULLY FUNDED)


Rosedale Harbor Feasibility Study


Civil Works Work Breakdown Structure ESTIMATED COST
       PROJECT FIRST COST       
      (Constant Dollar Basis)


REMAINING 
COST


TOTAL 
FIRST COST


Filename: CAP TPCS Alternative 7
TPCS







**** TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY **** Printed:6/13/2024 
Page 2 of 2


**** CONTRACT COST SUMMARY ****


PROJECT: DISTRICT: MVK PREPARED: 9/26/2023
LOCATION: Rosedale, MS POC:   CHIEF, COST ENGINEERING, TAFT Y. TUCKER
This Estimate reflects the scope and schedule in report; Report Name and date


28-Jul-22 2024
 1-Oct-23 1 -Oct-23


RISK BASED 


WBS Civil Works COST CNTG CNTG TOTAL ESC COST CNTG TOTAL Mid-Point ESC COST CNTG FULL
NUMBER Feature & Sub-Feature Description   ($K)    ($K)    (%)    ($K)    (%)    ($K)    ($K)    ($K)  Date   (%)    ($K)    ($K)    ($K)  


A B C D E F G H I J P L M N O
Alternative 7


12 NAVIGATION PORTS & HARBORS $4,341 $2,247 51.8% $6,588 $4,341 $2,247 $6,588 2027Q2 7.5% $4,666 $2,416 $7,082


 


_________ __________ _________ __________ __________ _________ __________


CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE TOTALS: $4,341 $2,247 51.8% $6,588 $4,341 $2,247 $6,588 $4,666 $2,416 $7,082


01 LANDS AND DAMAGES $63 $16 25.0% $79 $63 $16 $79 2025Q3 4.1% $66 $16 $82
 


30 PLANNING, ENGINEERING & DESIGN


0.8%     Project Management $35 $9 24.8% $44 $35 $9 $44 2025Q3 5.0% $37 $9 $46
1.0%     Planning & Environmental Compliance $43 $11 24.8% $54 $43 $11 $54 2025Q3 5.0% $45 $11 $56
7.8%     Engineering & Design $340 $84 24.8% $424 $340 $84 $424 2025Q3 5.0% $357 $88 $445
0.4%     Reviews, ATRs, IEPRs, VE $17 $4 24.8% $21 $17 $4 $21 2025Q3 5.0% $18 $4 $22


1.0%     Life Cycle Updates (cost, schedule, risks) $43 $11 24.8% $54 $43 $11 $54 2025Q3 5.0% $45 $11 $56
0.6%     Contracting & Reprographics $26 $6 24.8% $32 $26 $6 $32 2027Q2 10.8% $29 $7 $36
1.0%     Engineering During Construction $43 $11 24.8% $54 $43 $11 $54 2027Q2 10.8% $48 $12 $59
1.0%     Planning During Construction $43 $11 24.8% $54 $43 $11 $54 2025Q3 5.0% $45 $11 $56


    Adaptive Management & Monitoring 24.8%


    Project Operations 24.8%


 


31 CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT


7.5%     Construction Management $326 $106 32.5% $432 $326 $106 $432 2027Q2 10.8% $361 $117 $478
    Project Operation: 32.5%


0.8%     Project Management $33 $11 32.5% $44 $33 $11 $44 2027Q2 10.8% $37 $12 $48


CONTRACT COST TOTALS: $5,353 $2,526 $7,878 $5,353 $2,526 $7,878 $5,753 $2,716 $8,469


TOTAL PROJECT COST (FULLY FUNDED)WBS Structure


Estimate Prepared:
Estimate Price Level:


Program Year (Budget EC):
Effective Price Level Date:


Port of Rosedale Expansion Feasibility Study


ESTIMATED COST
PROJECT FIRST COST                   (Constant 


Dollar Basis)


Filename: CAP TPCS Alternative 7
TPCS
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Introduction 


1.1 PROJECT AREA 


The project is located on the Mississippi River, approximately 2 miles south of Rosedale, 
Mississippi, on the left descending Mississippi River bank at River Mile 585.  The Port of 
Rosedale (POR) has 168 acres of hydraulic fill for marine related industries, a general cargo 
dock, and dry-bulk unloading and loading docks. Two private docks are also located at the 
POR, as well as a major towing company on the Arkansas Navigation System.  The channel 
itself is approximately 3.3 miles long with a depth of 9 feet (Figure 1). 


 


Figure 1.  Project Area 
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Once the Lower Mississippi River (LMR) reaches 10 feet on the Arkansas City gauge, port 
tenants are forced to move their entire fleet of barges from the channel out to shorelines on 
the LMR.  The channel in which the port tenants are located in the POR becomes just wide 
enough to hold the drydock and floating work barges with enough room for only a harbor 
boat and one barge to pass by.  Unfortunately, this low water season coincides with the 
“peak season” that occurs during harvest time (August – November), incurring the additional 
cost of fleeting vessels along the Mississippi River instead of in the channel. 


1.2 HINTERLAND 


 Overview 


An intermodal facility, the POR is strategically located only 100 miles from Memphis and 
within a 500-mile radius of major markets including Houston, Atlanta, Birmingham, New 
Orleans, Nashville, Atlanta, and Houston.  It offers access to both the LMR and the 
Arkansas River navigation systems (Figure 2). 


 


 


Figure 2.  Major Market Radius 
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 Waterway Access 


The POR’s location at mile 585 AHP1 on the LMR offers five-day river transport to New 
Orleans for import/export as well as shipment to domestic markets.  Additionally, the POR is 
located less than 15 miles from the McClellan–Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System 
(MKARNS), an inland waterway system originating at the Tulsa Port of Catoosa and running 
southeast through Oklahoma and Arkansas to the Mississippi River (Figure 3). 


 


Figure 3.  McClellan–Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System 


 Road Network 


Quick north/south/east connections are available via Mississippi Highway 1 (MS-1) and 
Mississippi Highway 8 (MS-8).  Running parallel to the Mississippi River, MS-1 connects to 
the Helena Bridge which crosses the Mississippi River between Helena, AR, and Lula, MS, a 
little over 50 miles north of Rosedale.  MS-1 also connects to U.S. Highway 82 (US-82) in 
Greenville, MS, 40 miles to the south.  An east-west state highway, MS-8 runs 168 miles 
from Rosedale through Aberdeen, MS, near the Alabama border.  More notably, it connects 
to Interstate 55 (I-55) in Grenada, MS, about 75 miles to the east.  Interstate 20 (I-20) can 
also be reached at Jackson, MS, about 114 miles south of Grenada, MS.  Both major 
interstate highway systems allow for convenient long-haul truck shipments to and from the 
POR (Figure 4). 


 
1 Above Head of Passes 
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Figure 4.  Mississippi Road Map 
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Existing Conditions 


2.1 SOCIOECONOMIC 


The socioeconomics of the communities in the study area are summarized in this section.  
The study area includes four counties in Mississippi and one county in Arkansas that may be 
directly impacted by the project.  The parameters used to describe the demographic and 
socioeconomic environment include recent trends in population, employment, and wage 
earnings by sectors.  Other social characteristics such as race, age distribution, and poverty 
are also examined. 


 Population 


Mississippi and Arkansas rank as the 34th and 33rd largest states in the Union, respectively, 
in terms of resident population as of the 2020 United States census. 


Between the years of 1990 and 2020, Mississippi’s population increased by 16 percent from 
2.6 million to 3.0 million persons, or about half of the national average of 31 percent.  Across 
the four Mississippi counties during that same time period, a 27 percent reduction in growth 
was observed indicating significant decreases in population. 


The state of Arkansas saw its population grow from 2.4 million to 3.0 million persons in the 
years 1990 to 2020, an increase of 28 percent that is much closer to the 31 percent national 
average.  Desha County, however, experienced a very large dip (-31%) as its population 
dropped from 16,798 in 1990 to 11,538 persons in 2020 (Table 1). 


Table 1.  Population Trends for Selected Mississippi and Arkansas Counties – 1990 to 2020 


County/City 


Population Percentage Change 


        1990 2000 2010 1990 


1990 2000 2010 2020 to to to to 


        2000 2010 2020 2020 


United States 248,709,873 281,421,906 308,745,538 326,569,308 13% 10% 6% 31% 


Mississippi 2,573,216 2,844,658 2,967,297 2,981,835 11% 4% 0% 16% 


Bolivar County 41,875 40,633 34,145 31,253 -3% -16% -8% -25% 


   Rosedale 2,595 2,414 1,873 1,855 -7% -22% -1% -29% 


   Cleveland 15,384 13,841 12,334 11,363 -10% -11% -8% -26% 


Coahoma County 31,665 30,622 26,151 22,685 -3% -15% -13% -28% 


   Clarksdale 19,717 20,645 17,962 15,342 5% -13% -15% -22% 


Sunflower County 32,867 34,369 29,450 25,759 5% -14% -13% -22% 


   Indianola 11,809 12,066 10,683 9,258 2% -11% -13% -22% 
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Washington County 67,935 62,977 51,137 45,072 -7% -19% -12% -34% 


   Greenville 45,226 41,633 34,400 29,854 -8% -17% -13% -34% 


Arkansas 2,350,725 2,673,400 2,915,918 3,011,873 14% 9% 3% 28% 


Desha County 16,798 15,341 13,008 11,538 -9% -15% -11% -31% 


   Dumas 5,520 5,238 4,706 3,850 -5% -10% -18% -30% 


Source: American Community Survey, Demographic Characteristics, 2020 5-Year Estimates 


 Employment 


Mississippi employment in 2020 totaled about 1.2 million.  Of the major industry sectors 
within the state, the educational services and health care and social assistance sector 
employs the most persons at 316,000.  This industry is followed by manufacturing (164,000) 
and retail trade (140,000). 


Arkansas employment in 2020 totaled about 1.3 million.  Similar to Mississippi, the greatest 
number of workers are found in the educational services and health care and social 
assistance sector and total 322,000.  The next largest sectors are manufacturing and retail 
at 175,000 and 171,000 workers, respectively.   


The proportions of workers per sector in the counties in the study area fairly parallel what is 
observed at the state level (Table 2). 
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Table 2.  Employment by Industry – 2020 


Industry 
United 
States 


Mississippi 
Bolivar 
County 


Coahoma 
County 


Sunflower 
County 


Washington 
County 


Arkansas 
Desha 
County 


Agriculture, forestry, fishing and         


    hunting, and mining 2,658,413 28,694 694 405 532 420 35,004 485 


Construction 10,416,196 83,156 548 312 324 923 90,504 179 


Manufacturing 15,617,461 163,939 1,059 759 724 1,482 175,414 550 


Wholesale trade 3,971,773 29,983 238 103 291 410 32,037 183 


Retail trade 17,195,083 140,140 1,443 864 881 3,028 170,961 512 


Transportation and warehousing,          


    and utilities 8,576,862 81,316 419 286 453 1,158 77,392 147 


Information 3,066,743 14,477 96 34 91 363 18,007 40 


Finance and insurance, and real estate         


    and rental and leasing 10,319,201 56,316 307 242 357 584 64,276 184 


Professional, scientific, and          


    management, and administrative          


    and waste management services 18,312,454 86,231 903 235 250 1,018 100,720 249 


Educational services, and health care          


    and social assistance 36,315,080 316,357 3,470 2,380 2,526 4,309 321,734 1,085 


Arts, entertainment, and recreation,          


    and accommodation and food services 14,651,909 117,848 757 1,272 903 1,798 103,098 178 


Other services, except public administration 7,516,616 58,887 391 309 398 751 63,059 177 


Public administration 7,271,189 65,751 623 539 701 934 57,542 408 


TOTAL  155,888,980 1,243,095 10,948 7,740 8,431 17,178 1,309,748 4,377 


Source: American Community Survey, Economic Characteristics, 2020 5-Year Estimates  


 


 



https://www.bls.gov/lau/





Port of New Orleans Access Channel Deepening Feasibility Study 


Appendix E - Economic and Social Consideration 


 


 


  


 


9 


 


 


 


 Median Household Income for Selected Counties 


Median household incomes for the five counties in 2020 are shown in Table 3.  The average 
median household income across the four Mississippi counties is $31,675, which is much 
lower than the state median of $46,511 and the national median of $64,994.  Likewise, the 
median household income of Desha County in Arkansas at $31,855 is below the state 
median of $49,475 as well as that of the nation. 


Table 3.  Median Household Income – 2020 


Geography 
Median 


Household 
Income 


% of State 
Median 


Household 
Income 


% of National 
Median 


Household 
Income 


 


 


 


United States  $ 64,994                -                     -    
 


Mississippi  $ 46,511                -    72% 
 


   Bolivar County  $ 32,412  70% 50% 
 


   Coahoma County  $ 30,761  66% 47% 
 


   Sunflower County  $ 31,515  68% 48% 
 


   Washington County  $ 32,011  69% 49% 
 


Arkansas  $ 49,475                -    76% 
 


   Desha County  $ 31,855  64% 49% 
 


Source: American Community Survey, Economic Characteristics, 2020 5-Year Estimates  


As shown in Table 4, the unemployment rates range from 5.0 percent (Desha County) to 
12.0 percent (Coahoma County).  The average rate of 10.1 percent across the four 
Mississippi counties is higher than the rate of 7.1 percent for the state and nearly double that 
of the national rate of 5.4 percent.  Desha County’s unemployment rate, however, is below 
both that of Arkansas (5.2%) and the nation. 


Table 4.  Unemployment Rate – 2020 


Geography 
Unemployment 


Rate 


United States 5.4% 


Mississippi 7.1% 


   Bolivar County 7.4% 


   Coahoma County 12.0% 


   Sunflower County 11.0% 


   Washington County 10.1% 


Arkansas 5.2% 


   Desha County 5.0% 
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Source: American Community Survey, Economic  


Characteristics, 2020 5-Year Estimates 


 Race 


In 2020 the majority populations of both Mississippi and Arkansas are characterized as 
“White,” though Arkansas’s is much higher at 75 percent and is closer to the national 
average of 70 percent compared to Mississippi’s 58 percent. 


The next largest population for both states is the “Black or African American” population.  
Mississippi’s “Black or African American” population percentage at 38 percent is nearly three 
times that of the national average (13%);  Arkansas’s “Black or African American” population 
at 15 percent is much closer to the national average.  All four of the Mississippi counties’ 
“Black or African American” population percentages are very high (64% – 77%) compared to 
that of the nation, and Desha County’s 47 percent is a little less than four times the national 
percentage. 


“Asian” population percentages across both states and counties are less than the national 
average of 6 percent.  Additionally, the “Hispanic or Latino” population percentages for both 
states and counties are well below the national average of 18 percent with Desha County 
being the closest at 6 percent (Table 5 and Table 6). 
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Table 5.  Racial Composition (Number) – 2020 


Race 
United 
States 


Mississippi 
Bolivar 
County 


Coahoma 
County 


Sunflower 
County 


Washington 
County 


Arkansas 
Desha 
County 


White 229,960,813 1,729,353 10,101 4,711 6,297 11,326 2,269,959 5,631 


Black or African American 41,227,384 1,123,545 20,068 17,465 19,069 32,445 457,840 5,471 


American Indian & Alaska Native 2,688,614 13,951 46 75 60 21 19,146 40 


Asian 18,421,637 29,742 235 109 7 306 46,130 46 


Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific Islander 611,404 1,215                -                   -                   -                   -    10,455              -    


Some other race 16,783,914 33,999 496 124 99 468 88,363 176 


Two or more races 16,875,542 50,030 307 201 227 506 119,980 174 


Hispanic or Latino2 59,361,020 94,342 689 357 483 756 229,629 734 


TOTAL  326,569,308 2,981,835 31,253 22,685 25,759 45,072 3,011,873 11,538 


Source: American Community Survey, Demographic Characteristics, 2020 5-Year Estimates 


Table 6.  Racial Composition (Percentage) – 2020 


Race 
United 
States 


Mississippi 
Bolivar 
County 


Coahoma 
County 


Sunflower 
County 


Washington 
County 


Arkansas 
Desha 
County 


White 70% 58% 32% 21% 24% 25% 75% 49% 


Black or African American 13% 38% 64% 77% 74% 72% 15% 47% 


American Indian & Alaska Native 0.8% 0.5% 0.1% 0.3% 0.2% 0.05% 1% 0.3% 


Asian 6% 1% 1% 0.5% 0.0% 1% 2% 0.4% 


Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific Islander 0.2% 0.04%                -                   -                   -                   -    0.3%              -    


Some other race 5% 1% 2% 0.5% 0.4% 1% 3% 2% 


Two or more races 5% 2% 1.0% 1% 0.9% 1% 4% 2% 


Hispanic or Latino3 18% 3% 2% 1.6% 2% 2% 8% 6% 


TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 


Source: American Community Survey, Demographic Characteristics, 2020 5-Year Estimates 


 
2 Hispanic or Latino numbers not included in TOTAL 
3 Hispanic or Latino numbers not included in TOTAL 



https://www.bls.gov/lau/
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 Age Distribution 


The age characteristics of the counties are shown in Table 7 and Table 8.  The average 
median age across all four Mississippi counties is 36.2 years and is a year and a half less 
than the state median of 37.7 years.  The Arkansas county of Desha has a median age of 
40.8 years and is two and a half years greater than the state median of 38.3 years.  The 
median age of the United States is 38.2 years. 


Table 7.  Age Characteristics (Number) – 2020 


Age 
United 
States 


Mississippi 
Bolivar 
County 


Coahoma 
County 


Sunflower 
County 


Washington 
County 


Arkansas 
Desha 
County 


Under 18 years 73,296,738 707,221 7,733 6,112 5,683 11,601 702,832 2,962 


18 - 65 years 200,909,753 1,800,344 18,644 13,137 16,601 26,095 1,798,924 6,412 


65 years and older 52,362,817 474,270 4,876 3,436 3,475 7,376 510,117 2,164 


Median age 38.2 37.7 36.0 35.4 36.3 37.1 38.3 40.8 


Total population 326,569,308 2,981,835 31,253 22,685 25,759 45,072 3,011,873 11,538 


Source: American Community Survey, Demographic Characteristics, 2020 5-Year Estimates 


Table 8.  Age Characteristics (Percent) – 2020 


Age 
United 
States 


Mississippi 
Bolivar 
County 


Coahoma 
County 


Sunflower 
County 


Washington 
County 


Arkansas 
Desha 
County 


Under 18 years 22% 24% 25% 27% 22% 26% 23% 26% 


18 - 65 years 62% 60% 60% 58% 64% 58% 60% 56% 


65 years and older 16% 16% 16% 15% 13% 16% 17% 19% 


Total population 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 


Source: American Community Survey, Demographic Characteristics, 2020 5-Year Estimates  


 Income and Poverty 


Income and poverty data for the counties are summarized in Table 9 for 2020.  Although 
Mississippi and Arkansas have median household income levels and per capita income less 
than the national average, all counties in the study area show a substantial gap when 
compared to that of the nation.  These five counties’ medium household income levels are 
all less than half the national average of $64,994 and their per capita income is more than 
$10,000 less than the national average of $35,384.  Additionally, all five counties have a 
greater percentage of persons below the poverty level compared to the national average of 
12.8 percent.  Coahoma County in Mississippi has the highest percentage at 36.5 percent, 
while Desha County in Arkansas has the lowest percentage at 25.5 percent. 
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Table 9.  Income and Poverty Data – 2020 


Income and 
Poverty 


United 
States 


Mississippi 
Bolivar 
County 


Coahoma 
County 


Sunflower 
County 


Washington 
County 


Arkansas 
Desha 
County 


Persons per 
  Household 2.67 2.67 2.58 2.63 3.09 2.52 2.57 2.28 
Median Household  
  Income  $64,994 $46,511 $32,412 $30,761 $31,515 $32,011 $49,475 $31,855 


Per Capita Income  $35,384 $25,444 $21,420 $19,649 $16,437 $22,181 $27,724 $19,090 
Persons Below  
  Poverty  Level  12.8% 19.6% 31.1% 36.5% 30.6% 30.9% 16.1% 25.5% 


Source: American Community Survey, Economic Characteristics, 2020 5-Year Estimates 


 Education 


The educational attainment levels for the counties in 2020 are presented in Table 10 and 
Table 11.  On average across the counties in the study area, 79.6 percent of persons age 25 
years and older had completed high school, while 18.8 percent had a bachelor’s degree or 
higher.  These values are lower than both Mississippi’s and Arkansas’s high school graduate 
rates of 85.3 percent and 87.2 percent, respectively, as well as their bachelor’s degree or 
higher rates of 22.8 percent and 23.8 percent, respectively.  Only Bolivar County in 
Mississippi at 25.4 percent had a bachelor’s degree or higher rate that exceeded its state 
rate.  The national statistics for both high school and college graduates are greater than 
those at the state and county level at 88.5 percent and 32.9 percent, respectively. 


Table 10.  Educational Attainment for Persons 25 Years or Older (Number) – 2020 


Education 
United 
States 


Mississippi 
Bolivar 
County 


Coahoma 
County 


Sunflower 
County 


Washington 
County 


Arkansas 
Desha 
County 


High School 
  Graduate or 
  Higher 197,274,154 1,692,077 16,416 11,548 13,020 24,087 1,766,362 6,185 
Bachelor’s 
  Degree or 
  Higher 73,356,319 451,199 5,164 2,534 2,864 6,039 482,695 1,082 


Source: American Community Survey, Social Characteristics, 2020 5-Year Estimates  


Table 11.  Educational Attainment for Persons 25 Years or Older (Percent) – 2020 


Education 
United 
States 


Mississippi 
Bolivar 
County 


Coahoma 
County 


Sunflower 
County 


Washington 
County 


Arkansas 
Desha 
County 


High School 
  Graduate or 
  Higher 88.5% 85.3% 80.7% 80.8% 74.9% 81.6% 87.2% 80.1% 
Bachelor’s 
  Degree or 
  Higher 32.9% 22.8% 25.4% 17.7% 16.5% 20.5% 23.8% 14.0% 


Source: American Community Survey, Social Characteristics, 2020 5-Year Estimates  
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2.2 FACILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE 


The POR includes a more than a 3.3-mile slack-water harbor with minimum 9 feet of draft 
and over a mile of turning basin.  There is a general cargo dock, two dry-bulk unloading and 
loading docks, 168 acres of hydraulic fill for marine related industries, and a 270-acre 
industrial park constructed on the landside of the Mississippi River levee system. 


 Docks 


General Cargo Dock:  Handles a range of materials such as coil rod, coil steel, cottonseed 
and cottonseed hulls; lightering and shifting of cargoes is also available. 


Dry-Bulk, Truck-to-Barge Loading Dock:  Handles movement of all types of grain and other 
dry-bulk free-flowing commodities, including soybeans, rice, winter wheat, and corn. 


Dry-Bulk, Barge-to-Truck Unloading Dock:  Handles movement of aggregates (limestone 
and sandstone), fertilizer, and other dry-bulk materials. 


 Industrial Park 


Available acreage is located on or near the POR slack-water harbor offering stevedoring 
services and access to the Mississippi River and the Arkansas River.  This includes 70 acres 
of hydraulic fill (100-year flood-free) and 200 acres of natural elevation land adjacent to the 
channel. 


 Warehouse 


On site is a 20,000 square-foot humidity-controlled warehouse with cargo docks on both the 
north and south sides. 


 Equipment 


Equipment includes: 


200 TPH Drag System 
400 TPH Conveyor Belt 
600 TPH Conveyor Belt 
1,300 TPH Conveyor Belt 
150-Ton Crawler crane 
Three 30K Pound Forklifts 
Two 10K Pound Forklifts 
Department of Agriculture and Commerce certified truck scales 


2.3 HISTORICAL COMMERCE 


 Total Tons 


The trend for total tonnage at the POR has been relatively flat over the past 10 years 
ranging from 1.36 million tons in 2011 to 1.41 million tons in 2020.  Average tonnage over 
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those 10 years is 1.31 million tons with a high of 1.44 million tons in 2019 and a low of 1.07 
million tons in 2018.  In general, annual shipment tonnage has been about six times greater 
than annual receipt tonnage over that same period.  A high of 1.22 million shipment tons 
occurred in 2017 and a low of 900,000 shipment tons occurred in 2018; receipt tonnage saw 
a high of 260,000 tons in 2020 and a low of 130,000 tons in 2012 (Table 12 and Figure 5).  
Data was obtained through the Waterborne Commerce Statistics Center (WCSC). 


Table 12.  Total Tons (Receipts and Shipments) 


Year Receipts Shipments Total 


2011 221,810 1,142,727 1,364,537 


2012 132,153 1,052,157 1,184,310 


2013 243,315 1,096,686 1,340,001 


2014 204,869 1,175,274 1,380,143 


2015 158,313 1,119,316 1,277,629 


2016 173,078 1,039,243 1,212,321 


2017 185,744 1,223,305 1,409,049 


2018 161,208 904,977 1,066,185 


2019 218,315 1,216,815 1,435,130 


2020 257,393 1,155,203 1,412,596 


    


Avg 195,620 1,112,570 1,308,190 


Source: Ports and Waterways, WCSC 
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Figure 5.  Total Tons (Receipts and Shipments) 


Source: Ports and Waterways, WCSC  


 Commodity Tons 


Food stuffs dominate the commodity mix in terms of total tonnage passing through the POR.  
A total of 10.8 million tons of food stuffs moved through the POR from 2011 – 2020.  Over 
this time period, soybeans comprised the largest tonnage at 6.3 million tons followed by corn 
(2.0 million tons), rice (1.7 million tons), and wheat (571,00 tons).  Rest of food stuffs totaled 
252,000 tons.4 


The next highest commodity group is fertilizer at 1.8 million tons.  Clay and refractory 
materials and the “Other” category round out the bottom at 297,000 tons and 190,000 tons, 
respectively.5 


Except for soybeans and fertilizer, commodities seem to be trending downward or holding 
steady with wheat and rice showing significant declines (Table 13 and Figure 6). 


  


 
4 Rest of food stuffs include sorghum grains, oilseeds NEC, vegetables and produce, and animal feed (prepared). 
5 Other category includes wood in the rough, limestone, gypsum, sand & gravel, waterway improvement materials, iron & 
steel scrap, aluminum ore, non-metal minerals NEC, I&S plates and sheets, I&S bars and shapes, and primary I&S NEC. 
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Table 13.  Commodity Tons  


      Rest of  Clay &   


    
 


 Food  Refrac.  Total 


Year Wheat Corn Rice  Soybeans Stuffs Fertilizer Mat. Other Tonnage 


2011 155,484 201,848 288,570  372,719 68,564 194,430 30,785 52,137 1,364,537 


2012 119,068 220,509 237,286  407,420 14,093 133,779 21,670 30,485 1,184,310 


2013 114,034 290,469 166,666  468,613 11,664 218,429 30,778 39,348 1,340,001 


2014 52,789 212,078 170,511  673,882 44,949 189,027 24,378 12,529 1,380,143 


2015 57,094 108,773 221,260  627,929 78,291 127,754 28,595 27,933 1,277,629 


2016 36,875 135,778 100,626  752,931 3,807 151,968 29,131 1,205 1,212,321 


2017 25,136 259,054 154,972  735,836           -    184,100 46,833 3,118 1,409,049 


2018           -    219,660 60,323  588,763 1,919 157,379 35,998 2,143 1,066,185 


2019 1,749 164,554 153,856  867,633 4,118 205,632 23,247 14,341 1,435,130 


2020 8,285 199,904 99,979  798,623 24,631 249,304 25,582 6,288 1,412,596 


Total 570,514 2,012,627 1,654,049  6,294,349 252,036 1,811,802 296,997 189,527 13,081,901 


Source: Ports and Waterways, WCSC  
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Figure 6.  Commodity Tons 
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Source: Ports and Waterways, WCSC  


 Commodity Distribution 


In terms of commodity distribution, food stuffs make up the highest percentage at 82 
percent.  Fertilizer is next at 14 percent followed by clay and refractory materials at 2 
percent; the “Other” category comprises only 1 percent of total tonnage (Figure 7). 


 


 


Figure 7.  Commodity Distribution 


Source: Ports and Waterways, WCSC  


Within the food stuffs category, soybeans represents the largest contributor at 58 percent 
followed by corn and rice at 19 percent and 15 percent, respectively.  Wheat represents 5 
percent, and the rest of food stuffs totals 2 percent (Figure 8). 
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Figure 8.  Food Stuffs Distribution 


Source: Ports and Waterways, WCSC  


2.4 SHIPPING OPERATIONS 


JANTRAN is a company based out of Rosedale, MS, that provides towing and tugboat 
services for the POR.  Barges are fleeted within the POR’s channel until they are ready to be 
shunted by JANTRAN to their appropriate docks for loading/unloading or out onto the 
MKARNS or Mississippi River.  Additionally, because of the POR’s unique location at the 
Arkansas River’s confluence with the Mississippi River, all barge traffic moving from the 
MKARNS to the Mississippi River switches to a bigger towboat in the POR’s channel before 
proceeding to the Mississippi River (and vice versa proceeding to the MKARNS with a 
smaller towboat).  The tow change occurs within the POR channel due to a safety issue—it 
is much safer to make the switch there because of the stronger current in the Mississippi 
River. 


Although these barges can usually be fleeted in the channel itself during most months, the 
low water season forces the port tenants to move the barges out from the POR channel to 
the shorelines of the LMR when the LMR reaches 10 feet on the Arkansas City gauge.  
Furthermore, the low water creates a restriction at JANTRAN’s facility prohibiting more than 
one harbor boat and one barge to pass the area of their drydock and floating work barges 
(Figure 9).  Because this low water season occurs during the POR’s busiest time of year 
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(harvest time typically runs from August to November), the port tenants must alter their 
fleeting practices and barge configurations when the POR is at its most active. 


 


Figure 9.  JANTRAN Location 


Source: Google Earth 
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Future Conditions 


3.1 COMMODITY GROWTH FORECAST 


An essential step when evaluating navigation improvements is to analyze the types and 
volumes of cargo moving through the port.  Trends in cargo history can offer insights 
into a port’s long-term trade forecast and the estimated cargo volume upon which future 
vessel trips are based.  To minimize the impact of potential anomalies in trade volumes 
on long-term forecast, 3 years of data were employed to establish the baseline for the 
commodity forecast.  Historic data from 2018 to 2020 (2020 was the latest year 
available from WCSC when the forecasts were developed) were used to develop a 
baseline, allowing the forecast to capture both economic prosperity and downturn which 
occurred over that timeframe. 


The difficulty in determining commodity forecasts for a study such as this lies in the 50-
year period of analysis that is required by USACE regulations.  There are very few 
industry forecasts that project more than 10 or 20 years.  With a study base year of 
2027, the task becomes even more difficult.  The U.S. Department of Agriculture 
(USDA) provides crop statistics and projections through its Economic Research Service 
(ERS).  ERS is a federal statistical agency whose mission is to “anticipate trends and 
emerging issues in agriculture, food, the environment, and rural America and to conduct 
high-quality, objective economic research to inform and enhance public and private 
decision making.”  Their projections were used for this study. 


ERS commodity projections were used specifically for the commodities of wheat, corn, 
rice, and soybeans through the year 2032.  Fertilizer tonnage has annually averaged to 
be about 20 percent of the total tonnage of wheat, corn, rice, and soybeans over the 
past few years, so 20 percent of the tonnage of those projected food stuffs was used as 
the forecast for fertilizer.  Likewise, clay & refractory materials tonnage has annually 
averaged to be about 2.4 percent of the sum of wheat, corn, rice, soybeans, and 
fertilizer tonnage, so a reasonable assumption was made to keep clay & refractory 
materials tonnage at a level where it remains 2.4 percent of that sum.  The sum tonnage 
of all the above commodities comprises 97 percent of the total average annual tonnage 
of the POR over the past 10 years. 


Because long-term projections are uncertain at best and because there is risk in 
extending forecasts beyond their intended scope, the growth rates for this study are 
kept constant up to year 2046 (20 years after the 2027 base year), after which no 
growth is assumed until the end of the study’s scope in 2076.  Compound annual 
growth rates (CAGR) from the base year are shown in Table 14; tonnage projections 
are shown in Figures 10-12. 


Table 14.  Compound Annual Growth Rates 
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Commodity CAGR 


Wheat -0.16% 


Corn 1.01% 


Rice 0.39% 


Soybeans 0.04% 


Fertilizer 
20% of total tonnage of 
wheat, corn, rice, and 


soybeans 


Clay & Refrac. Mat. 
2.4% of total tonnage of 


wheat, corn, rice, 
soybeans, and fertilizer 


Source: Economic Research Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture and WCSC 


 


Figure 10.  Tonnage Projections: Wheat, Corn, and Rice 
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Figure 11.  Tonnage Projections: Soybeans 
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Figure 12.  Tonnage Projections: Fertilizer and Clay & Refractory Materials 


3.2 TONNAGE FORECAST 


Using the baseline commodity tonnages created from historic WCSC data from 2018 – 
2020, the commodity growth forecasts were applied to these baselines and projected 20 
years from the 2027 base year of the study.  After the year 2046, no growth is assumed 
until the end of the study’s scope in 2076 (Table 15). 


Table 15.  Projected Commodity Tonnages 
2027 - 2076 


 Wheat Corn Rice Soybeans Fertilizer 
Clay & 


Refrac. Mat. 


2027   3,313     201,453      93,068     743,533     204,469            29,900  


2028   3,308     203,489      93,431     743,831     204,997            29,977  


2029   3,303     205,545      93,794     744,129     205,530            30,055  


2030   3,298     207,623      94,160     744,427     206,067            30,134  


2031   3,293     209,721      94,526     744,725     206,608            30,213  


2032   3,287     211,841      94,894     745,023     207,154            30,293  
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2033   3,282     213,982      95,263     745,322     207,705            30,373  


2034   3,277     216,144      95,634     745,620     208,260            30,454  


2035   3,272     218,329      96,007     745,919     208,819            30,536  


2036   3,267     220,535      96,380     746,218     209,384            30,619  


2037   3,262     222,764      96,755     746,517     209,953            30,702  


2038   3,256     225,015      97,132     746,816     210,526            30,786  


2039   3,251     227,290      97,510     747,115     211,105            30,871  


2040   3,246     229,587      97,890     747,414     211,688            30,956  


2041   3,241     231,907      98,271     747,714     212,276            31,042  


2042   3,236     234,251      98,653     748,013     212,869            31,129  


2043   3,231     236,618      99,037     748,313     213,468            31,216  


2044   3,226     239,010      99,423     748,613     214,071            31,304  


2045   3,221     241,425      99,810     748,912     214,679            31,393  


2046   3,216     243,865     100,199     749,212     215,292            31,483  


    -                


2076   3,216     243,865     100,199     749,212     215,292            31,483  


Source: Ports and Waterways, WCSC 


3.3 BARGE FORECAST 


Data from WCSC was also used to create a baseline of barge usage at the POR.  From 
2018 – 2020 the POR saw an average of 652 barges per year and an average tons per 
barge of 1,953.  Breaking the data down further, annual average number of barges and 
average tons per barge by commodity for 2018 – 2020 are shown in Table 16. 


Table 16.  Average Number of Barges and Tons per Barge 
2018 – 2020 


  Tons per 


Commodity Barges Barge 


Wheat 2 2,007 


Corn 88 2,147 


Rice 52 1,737 


Soybeans 366 2,028 


Fertilizer 115 1,752 


Clay & Refrac. Mat. 18 1,542 


Misc. 11 1,675 


Source: WCSC 


Projected commodity tonnage (Table 15, above) was then divided by the average tons 
per barge (Table 16, above) to project the annual number of barges for that commodity 
for the years 2027 – 2076 (Table 17). 


Table 17.  Projected Number of Barges 
2027 – 2076 
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Although the above numbers are annual numbers, the POR experiences restrictions 
mostly during harvest time (August – November) which coincides with the low water 
season.  The POR estimates that 75 percent of the annual barge estimates operate 
during this low water season. 


Furthermore, the POR typically encounters an additional 1,200 barges during the low 
water season that are not directing loading/unloading at the POR.  Because of its 
strategic location near the MKARNS, all barge traffic that goes on or comes off the 
MKARNS must make a change at the POR, switching to a bigger/smaller tow vessel as 
is appropriate for the latter portion of its trip.6  The change occurs at the POR because 
of safety issues resulting from the stronger current of the Mississippi River. 


Table 18 provides final barge projections by taking 75 percent of the total projected 
number of barges from Table 17 and adding 1,200 barges. 


Table 18.  Final Projected Number of Barges 
2027 – 2076 


2027 1,689 


 
6 WCSC data shows an annual average of just over 1,200 barges traversing the MKARNS from 2016 – 2020. 


 Wheat Corn Rice Soybeans Fertilizer 
Clay & 


Refrac. Mat. 
TOTAL 


2027      367      94      2             54          117                 19  652 


2028      367      95      2             54          117                 19  653 


2029      367      96      2             54          117                 19  655 


2030      367      97      2             54          118                 20  657 


2031      367      98      2             54          118                 20  658 


2032      367      99      2             55          118                 20  660 


2033      367    100      2             55          119                 20  662 


2034      368    101      2             55          119                 20  664 


2035      368    102      2             55          119                 20  665 


2036      368    103      2             55          120                 20  667 


2037      368    104      2             56          120                 20  669 


2038      368    105      2             56          120                 20  671 


2039      368    106      2             56          120                 20  672 


2040      368    107      2             56          121                 20  674 


2041      369    108      2             57          121                 20  676 


2042      369    109      2             57          121                 20  678 


2043      369    110      2             57          122                 20  680 


2044      369    111      2             57          122                 20  682 


2045      369    112      2             57          123                 20  684 


2046      369    114      2             58          123                 20  685 


    -                  


2076      369    114      2             58          123                 20  685 
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2028 1,690 


2029 1,691 


2030 1,693 


2031 1,694 


2032 1,695 


2033 1,696 


2034 1,698 


2035 1,699 


2036 1,700 


2037 1,702 


2038 1,703 


2039 1,704 


2040 1,706 


2041 1,707 


2042 1,708 


2043 1,710 


2044 1,711 


2045 1,713 


2046 1,714 


     -      


2076 1,714 
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Transportation Cost Savings Benefit 
Analysis 


For the purposes of Navigation Economic Analysis per ER 1105-2-100, a NED benefit may 
include: 


“Cost reduction benefits for commodities for the same origin and destination and the 
same mode of transit thus increasing the efficiency of current users.  This reduction 
represents a NED gain because resources will be released for productive use elsewhere 
in the economy.  Examples for inland navigation are reductions in costs incurred from trip 
delays (e.g. reduction in lock congestions), reduction in costs associated with the use of 
larger or longer tows, and reduction in costs due to more efficient use of barges.” 


The intention of this analysis is to describe the benefits associated with the alternatives 
under consideration for the POR.  NED benefits were estimated by calculating the reduction 
in transportation cost for each of these alternatives. 


During normal water conditions, barges are fleeted within the POR’s slack-water channel 
until they are ready to be shunted by port tenants to their appropriate docks for 
loading/unloading or out onto the MKARNS or Mississippi River.  Although these barges can 
usually be fleeted in the channel itself during most months, the low water season requires 
port tenants to move the barges out from the POR channel to the shorelines of the LMR at 
miles 585 to 587 when the LMR reaches 10 feet on the Arkansas City gauge. 


When the low water season forces the river fleet to be located at LMR miles 585 to 587, in 
the Without Project Condition (WOPC) it takes about 3.5 hours for a tug to go to the river 
fleet to retrieve a barge and bring it to its intended dock.  Additionally, these low water 
conditions allow only a single barge to be pushed by a single boat from the LMR to a dock 
as well as allowing for only one-way traffic. 


4.1 SAVINGS BY ALTERNATIVE 


Barge time savings, vessel operating costs, and fee reductions were provided by POR 
officials and JANTRAN vessel operators. 


 Alternative 2 – Widen Channel Bend 


Retrieving a barge fleeted at LMR miles 585 to 587 and then moving it to a tenant’s dock 
takes approximately 3.5 hours.  Widening the channel at the bend would allow a barge to be 
fleeted there, thereby reducing transit time by 1.5 hours per barge since the barge is now 
closer to the tenants’ docks.  At a cost of $600 per hour to operate a tow vessel, 
transportation cost savings are $900 per barge7. 


 
7 A tug can vary between 800 hp and 2,000 hp with each boat having a 3-man crew.  JANTRAN runs 5 tugs during harvest 
time. 
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1.5 (hours per barge) x $600 (per hour to operate a tow vessel) = $900 per barge 


 


 Alternative 3 – Widen Entire Channel 


Widening the entire channel in addition to the area at the bend would allow more barges to 
be fleeted closer to the tenants’ docks; however, there is still a bottleneck at the bend that 
limits 2-way traffic even after the widening.  This alternative adds 0.5 hour of time savings to 
the 1.5 hours saved by widening the channel only at the bend.  Additionally, the POR would 
no longer have to pay an annual fee for the fleeting area outside of the harbor.  This annual 
fleeting fee amounts to $30,000, and the transportation cost savings are $1,200 per barge + 
$30,000 fee reduction. 


2 (hours per barge) x $600 (per hour to operate a tow 
vessel) + $30,000 fee reduction = 


$1,200 per barge + 
$30,000 fee reduction 


 


 Alternative 4 – Widen Turning Basin 


The turning basin is located a little less than 2.5 nautical miles from the entrance to the POR 
channel.  Widening the turning basin would allow quicker reversal of direction and allow 
barges to be fleeted there (which would be closer to the docks).  Total time savings are 0.5 
hour.  Using the same operating cost above of $600 per hour, transportation cost savings 
are $300 per barge. 


0.5 (hour per barge) x $600 (per hour to operate a tow vessel) = $300 per barge 


 


 Alternative 5 – Lengthen Channel, Relocate and Widen Turning Basin 


Lengthening the channel as well as relocating the turning basin would allow the fleeting of 
more barges closer to the docks, thus reducing transit time by 0.5 hour per barge.  This 
alternative adds 0.5 hour of time savings to the 0.5 hour saved by widening the turning basin 
for a total of 1 hour time savings. 


1 (hour per barge) x $600 (per hour to operate a tow vessel) = $600 per barge 


 


 Alternative 6 – Shift Channel Bend 


The channel at the bend would be relocated 150 feet west from its current location, and the 
channel width would remain at 150 feet.  POR officials and JANTRAN vessel operators state 
that there would be no alleviation of the bottleneck at the bend and thus no benefits for this 
alternative. 
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 Alternative 7 – Widen Channel, Lengthen Channel, & Relocate and Widen 
Turning Basin (Alt. 3 and Alt. 5) 


This alternative is simply the combination of both Alternative 3 and Alternative 5: 


$1,200 per barge + $30,000 fee reduction + $600 per barge 
$1,800 per barge + 
$30,000 fee reduction 


 


4.2 ANNUAL TRANSPORTATION COST SAVINGS BENEFITS 


Projected number of barges by year (Table 18) were multiplied by estimated savings per 
barge for each alternative.  To this number fee reductions and crew reduction savings were 
added, when appropriate, to generate annual transportation cost savings benefits.  Annual 
transportation cost savings benefits are shown for each alternative for the project years  
2027 – 2076 in Table 19. 


Table 19.  Transportation Cost Savings Benefits 
2027 – 2076 


 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5 Alt. 6 Alt. 7 


2027  $   1,519,881   $   2,056,508   $    506,627   $ 1,013,254   $     -   $   3,069,762  


2028  $   1,520,997   $   2,057,996   $    506,999   $ 1,013,998   $     -   $   3,071,993  


2029  $   1,522,121   $   2,059,495   $    507,374   $ 1,014,747   $     -   $   3,074,242  


2030  $   1,523,255   $   2,061,006   $    507,752   $ 1,015,503   $     -   $   3,076,510  


2031  $   1,524,398   $   2,062,530   $    508,133   $ 1,016,265   $     -   $   3,078,795  


2032  $   1,525,550   $   2,064,066   $    508,517   $ 1,017,033   $     -   $   3,081,100  


2033  $   1,526,711   $   2,065,615   $    508,904   $ 1,017,808   $     -   $   3,083,423  


2034  $   1,527,882   $   2,067,176   $    509,294   $ 1,018,588   $     -   $   3,085,764  


2035  $   1,529,063   $   2,068,750   $    509,688   $ 1,019,375   $     -   $   3,088,125  


2036  $   1,530,253   $   2,070,337   $    510,084   $ 1,020,169   $     -   $   3,090,506  


2037  $   1,531,453   $   2,071,937   $    510,484   $ 1,020,968   $     -   $   3,092,905  


2038  $   1,532,662   $   2,073,550   $    510,887   $ 1,021,775   $     -   $   3,095,324  


2039  $   1,533,882   $   2,075,176   $    511,294   $ 1,022,588   $     -   $   3,097,764  


2040  $   1,535,111   $   2,076,815   $    511,704   $ 1,023,408   $     -   $   3,100,223  


2041  $   1,536,351   $   2,078,468   $    512,117   $ 1,024,234   $     -   $   3,102,702  


2042  $   1,537,601   $   2,080,134   $    512,534   $ 1,025,067   $     -   $   3,105,202  


2043  $   1,538,861   $   2,081,815   $    512,954   $ 1,025,907   $     -   $   3,107,722  


2044  $   1,540,132   $   2,083,509   $    513,377   $ 1,026,754   $     -   $   3,110,263  


2045  $   1,541,413   $   2,085,217   $    513,804   $ 1,027,608   $     -   $   3,112,825  


2046  $   1,542,704   $   2,086,939   $    514,235   $ 1,028,470   $     -   $   3,115,409  


    -                


2076  $   1,542,704   $   2,086,939   $    514,235   $ 1,028,470   $     -   $   3,115,409  
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NED Benefits and Costs 


5.1 NED COSTS 


Financial costs of the proposed project consist of the construction and mitigation costs 
accrued during construction of the project and over its lifecycle.  USACE cost engineers 
prepared the cost estimate for each of the proposed alternatives for use in the economic 
analysis.  The sum of these costs is used to determine Interest During Construction (IDC), 
which represents the economic cost of building a project. 


Another financial cost is the annual cost accrued over the life of a project due to Operation, 
Maintenance, Repair, Replacement, and Rehabilitation (OMRR&R) activities that represent 
an increase over the current OMRR&R costs to maintain the entrance channel.  OMRR&R 
was excluded from the list of financial costs above because it is not included in the 
calculation of IDC.  IDC takes into account only those costs incurred during construction. 


IDC represents an economic cost of building a project that is considered in the selection of 
the recommended plan but does not factor in as a paid cost.  IDC is the cost of the foregone 
opportunity to invest the money required to construct a project for another use.  The 
hypothetical return on another investment, measured as IDC, is counted as an NED cost.  
As an economic cost rather than a financial cost, IDC is not considered in the determination 
of cost-sharing responsibilities. 


IDC reflects that project construction costs are not incurred in one lump sum, but as a flow 
over the construction period.  This analysis assumes that construction expenditures are 
incurred at a constant rate over the period of construction, an assumption which is supported 
by the NED Manual for Deep Draft Navigation. 


The calculation of IDC is summarized in the NED Manual for Deep Draft Navigation as: 


If B is the project base year (the year in which construction costs end and the project 
begins to derive benefits), then the total cost incurred during construction, including 
actual expenditures and implicit interest payment, is the equivalent lump-sum 
expenditure in the base year, CB, which is computed as: 


CB = Σ t i=1 Ci (1+r) t-1; where 


Ci   construction expenditures in period i 


 r    per unit interest rate; and 


 t    number of construction periods up to the year that the 
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project is implemented, which is the start of the period of 
analysis 


Therefore, IDC = CB – Estimated First Cost of Construction 


Calculating the hypothetical interest earned on each yearly construction payment and 
summing them to arrive at the total construction investment cost (CB) enables the calculation 
of IDC by taking the difference between CB and estimated construction cost.  IDC is, 
therefore, a function of both estimated total construction cost and construction time.  The 
longer it takes to construct a project, the larger the hypothetical alternative investment 
grows.  The implication behind this fact is that IDC accounts for a larger proportion of NED 
Costs the larger the project and the longer it takes to construct.  Total present value is the 
sum of the present value of first cost and annual OMRR&R costs over the 50-year period of 
analysis; average annual cost is calculated by multiplying total present value by the 50-year 
amortization factor. 


Table 20 shows the NED first costs for all alternatives; Table 21 shows total investment, 
IDC, average annual first costs, average annual incremental OMRR&R, and total average 
annual costs for all alternatives.  Values are at FY2024 price levels and amortized at the 
2024 Federal discount rate of 2.75 percent. 


  







Port of New Orleans Access Channel Deepening Feasibility Study 


Appendix E - Economic and Social Consideration 


 


 


 


  


 


34 


 


 


 


Table 20.  First Costs 


Alternative Item Cost Contingency 
Project First 


Cost 


2 


Construction  $  1,703,940   $     527,113   $   2,231,053  


Preconstruction Engineering, and Design  $     410,000   $     101,557   $      511,557  


Construction Management  $     148,000   $       42,429   $      190,429  


Mitigation  $       38,250   $       15,813   $        54,063  


TOTAL  $  2,261,940   $     671,099   $   2,987,000  


3 


Construction  $  3,034,825   $  1,340,448   $   4,375,273  


Preconstruction Engineering, and Design  $     410,000   $     101,557   $      511,557  


Construction Management  $     255,000   $       73,104   $      328,104  


Mitigation  $       42,000   $       16,750   $        58,750  


TOTAL  $  3,699,825   $  1,515,108   $   5,274,000  


4 


Construction  $  1,360,470   $     447,977   $   1,808,447  


Preconstruction Engineering, and Design  $     540,000   $     133,758   $      673,758  


Construction Management  $     121,000   $       39,284   $      160,284  


Mitigation  $       28,000   $       13,250   $        41,250  


TOTAL  $  2,021,470   $     621,019   $   2,684,000  


5 


Construction  $  2,180,085   $     938,886   $   3,118,971  


Preconstruction Engineering, and Design  $     540,000   $     133,758   $      673,758  


Construction Management  $     186,000   $       60,387   $      246,387  


Mitigation  $       37,000   $       15,500   $        52,500  


TOTAL  $  2,906,085   $  1,133,031   $   4,092,000  


6 


Construction  $  1,723,350   $     535,540   $   2,258,890  


Preconstruction Engineering, and Design  $     410,000   $     101,557   $      511,557  


Construction Management  $     150,000   $       43,002   $      193,002  


Mitigation  $       39,500   $       16,125   $        55,625  


TOTAL  $  2,283,350   $     680,099   $   3,019,000  


7 


Construction  $  4,547,940   $  2,358,337   $   6,906,277  


Preconstruction Engineering, and Design  $     590,000   $     146,143   $      736,143  


Construction Management  $     376,000   $     122,073   $      498,073  


Mitigation  $       81,820   $       20,500   $      102,320  


TOTAL  $  5,513,940   $  2,626,552   $   8,243,000  
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Table 21.  Total Costs 


Alternative Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7  


First Cost  $ 2,987,000   $ 5,274,000   $ 2,684,000   $ 4,092,000   $ 3,019,000   $   8,243,000   


Interest During 
Construction  $      41,000   $      72,000   $      37,000   $      56,000   $      41,000   $      113,000  


 


Total Investment 
Cost  $ 3,028,000   $ 5,346,000   $ 2,720,000   $ 4,147,000   $ 3,060,000   $   8,355,000  


 


Average Annual 
First Cost  $    112,000   $    198,000   $    101,000   $    154,000   $    113,000   $      309,000  


 


Average Annual 
Increm. OMRR&R   $      69,000   $    206,000   $      86,000   $    275,000   $    121,000   $      480,000  


 


Total Average 
Annual Cost  $    182,000   $    404,000   $    187,000   $    428,000   $    234,000   $      790,000  


 


 


5.2 PRELIMINARY NET BENEFITS AND BENEFIT-COST (B/C) RATIO 


Having identified the costs and benefits associated with all POR alternatives, identification of 
the tentatively selected plan (TSP) requires a comparison of the average annual net benefits 
resulting from each alternative.  Table 22 contains the NED annual costs and benefits as 
well as the resulting average annual net benefits and benefit-cost ratios at FY2024 price 
levels and amortized at the 2024 Federal discount rate of 2.75 percent. 


Using preliminary cost estimates, Alternative 7 has the greatest average annual net benefits 
at $2,353,000 and a B/C ratio of 4.0 to 1. 


Table 22.  Preliminary Average Annual Costs and Benefits 


Alternative Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7  


First Cost  $ 2,987,000   $ 5,274,000   $ 2,684,000   $ 4,092,000   $ 3,019,000   $   8,243,000   


Interest During 
Construction  $      41,000   $      72,000   $      37,000   $      56,000   $      41,000   $      113,000  


 


Total Investment 
Cost  $ 3,028,000   $ 5,346,000   $ 2,720,000   $ 4,147,000   $ 3,060,000   $   8,355,000  


 


Average Annual 
First Cost  $    112,000   $    198,000   $    101,000   $    154,000   $    113,000   $      309,000  


 


Average Annual 
Increm. OMRR&R   $      69,000   $    206,000   $      86,000   $    275,000   $    121,000   $      480,000  


 


Total Average 
Annual Cost  $    182,000   $    404,000   $    187,000   $    428,000   $    234,000   $      790,000  


 


Total Average 
Annual Benefits  $ 1,556,000   $ 2,106,000   $    519,000   $ 1,038,000   $             -     $   3,143,000  


 


Net Excess 
Benefits  $ 1,374,000   $ 1,702,000   $    332,000   $    610,000   $  (234,000)  $   2,353,000  


 


B/C Ratio 8.5 5.2 2.8 2.4 0.0 4.0 
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5.3 RECOMMENDED PLAN 


After selection of Alternative 7 as the recommended plan, costs were further refined.  With 
the refined costs, the recommended plan has average annual net benefits of $2,367,000 and 
a B/C ratio of 4.1 to 1 (Table 23). 


Table 23.  Average Annual Costs and Benefits of Recommended Plan (Alt. 7) 


Investment Cost   


  First Cost  $    7,877,000  


  Interest During Construction  $       108,000  


  Total Investment Cost  $    7,985,000  


Average Annual Cost   


  Average Annual First Cost  $       296,000  


  Average Annual Incremental OMRR&R   $       480,000  


  Total Average Annual Cost  $       776,000  


Benefits   


  Average Annual Benefits  $    3,143,000  


  Net Annual Benefits  $    2,367,000  


B/C Ratio (computed at 2.75%) 4.1 


 


5.4 RISK & UNCERTAINTY AND SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS 


The Principles & Guidelines and subsequent ER1105-2-100 recognize the inherent 
variability to water resources planning.  Because navigation projects in particular are fraught 
with uncertainty about future conditions, a sensitivity analysis in which key quantitative 
assumptions and computations are changed is required to assess their effect on the final 
outcome. 


In this instance time savings per barge, operating cost per barge, and number of barges 
were studied to determine the variability of the outcome.  Because the recommended plan 
has a B/C ratio well above 1.0, high scenarios were unnecessary—the B/C ratio would only 
increase.  Instead low scenarios were introduced to determine their effect on the economic 
viability of the project. 


 Scenario—Time Savings per Barge 


In discussions with POR officials and JANTRAN vessel operators, a low range of time 
savings per barge was estimated.  Per these discussions, time savings per barge (Section 
4.1) for the following alternatives were lowered as follows: 


 Original Sensitivity Scenario 
  (hours)           (hours) 


Alt 2:     1.5     1.0 
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Alt 3:     2.0     1.5 
Alt 4:     0.5     0.25 
Alt 5:     1.0     0.5 
Alt 6:      0.0     no change 
Alt 7:     3.0     2.0 


In this low time savings per barge scenario, Alternative 7 is still not only justified but also 
remains the alternative with the greatest net benefits.  Average annual benefits are 
$2,106,000 and average annual net benefits are $1,316,000 with a B/C ratio of 2.7 (Table 
24). 


Table 24.  Average Annual Costs and Benefits (Low Time Savings per Barge) 


Alternative Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7  


First Cost  $ 2,987,000   $ 5,274,000   $ 2,684,000   $ 4,092,000   $ 3,019,000   $   8,243,000   


Interest During 
Construction  $      41,000   $      72,000   $      37,000   $      56,000   $      41,000   $      113,000  


 


Total Investment 
Cost  $ 3,028,000   $ 5,346,000   $ 2,720,000   $ 4,147,000   $ 3,060,000   $   8,355,000  


 


Average Annual 
First Cost  $    112,000   $    198,000   $    101,000   $    154,000   $    113,000   $      309,000  


 


Average Annual 
Increm. OMRR&R   $      69,000   $    206,000   $      86,000   $    275,000   $    121,000   $      480,000  


 


Total Average 
Annual Cost  $    182,000   $    404,000   $    187,000   $    428,000   $    234,000   $      790,000  


 


Total Average 
Annual Benefits  $ 1,038,000   $ 1,587,000   $    259,000   $    519,000   $             -     $   2,106,000  


 


Net Excess 
Benefits  $    856,000   $ 1,183,000   $      72,000   $      91,000   $  (234,000)  $   1,316,000  


 


B/C Ratio 5.7 3.9 1.4 1.2 0.0 2.7 
 


 


 Scenario—Operating Cost per Barge 


Because of fluctuations in fuel prices, the cost per hour of $600 to operate a tug (Section 
4.1) was lowered to $450 through discussions with POR officials and JANTRAN vessel 
operators. 


In this low operating cost per barge scenario, Alternative 7 is still not only justified but also 
remains the alternative with the greatest net benefits.  Average annual benefits are 
$2,365,000 and average annual net benefits are $1,575,000 with a B/C ratio of 3.0 (Table 
25). 


Table 25.  Average Annual Costs and Benefits (Low Operating Cost per Barge) 


Alternative Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7  
First Cost  $ 2,987,000   $ 5,274,000   $ 2,684,000   $ 4,092,000   $ 3,019,000   $   8,243,000   
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Interest During 
Construction  $      41,000   $      72,000   $      37,000   $      56,000   $      41,000   $      113,000  


 


Total Investment 
Cost  $ 3,028,000   $ 5,346,000   $ 2,720,000   $ 4,147,000   $ 3,060,000   $   8,355,000  


 


Average Annual 
First Cost  $    112,000   $    198,000   $    101,000   $    154,000   $    113,000   $      309,000  


 


Average Annual 
Increm. OMRR&R   $      69,000   $    206,000   $      86,000   $    275,000   $    121,000   $      480,000  


 


Total Average 
Annual Cost  $    182,000   $    404,000   $    187,000   $    428,000   $    234,000   $      790,000  


 


Total Average 
Annual Benefits  $ 1,167,000   $ 1,587,000   $    389,000   $    778,000   $             -     $   2,365,000  


 


Net Excess 
Benefits  $    985,000   $ 1,183,000   $    202,000   $    350,000   $  (234,000)  $   1,575,000  


 


B/C Ratio 6.4 3.9 2.1 1.8 0.0 3.0 
 


 


 Scenario—Number of Barges 


Because the 1,200 barges that go on or come off the MKARNS to make a tow change at the 
POR are not directly loading or unloading at the POR, one-half of these barges were 
removed from the barge forecast (Section 3.3) to create the low-traffic scenario.  Final barge 
projections in this sensitivity analysis now consist of the barge totals from Table 18 less 600 
barges (Table 26). 


Table 26.  Final Projected Number of Barges (Less 600 Barges) 
2027 – 2076 


2027  1,089  


2028  1,090  


2029  1,091  


2030  1,093  


2031  1,094  


2032  1,095  


2033  1,096  


2034  1,098  


2035  1,099  


2036  1,100  


2037  1,102  


2038  1,103  


2039  1,104  


2040  1,106  


2041  1,107  


2042  1,108  


2043  1,110  


2044  1,111  


2045  1,113  


2046  1,114  


    -      
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2076 1,114 


 


Using this low-traffic scenario, Alternative 7 is still not only justified but also remains the 
alternative with the greatest net benefits.  Average annual benefits are $2,049,000 and 
average annual net benefits are $1,259,000 with a B/C ratio of 2.6 (Table 27). 


Table 27.  Average Annual Costs and Benefits (Less 600 Barges) 


Alternative Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 Alt 7  


First Cost  $ 2,987,000   $ 5,274,000   $ 2,684,000   $ 4,092,000   $ 3,019,000   $   8,243,000   


Interest During 
Construction  $      41,000   $      72,000   $      37,000   $      56,000   $      41,000   $      113,000  


 


Total Investment 
Cost  $ 3,028,000   $ 5,346,000   $ 2,720,000   $ 4,147,000   $ 3,060,000   $   8,355,000  


 


Average Annual 
First Cost  $    112,000   $    198,000   $    101,000   $    154,000   $    113,000   $      309,000  


 


Average Annual 
Increm. OMRR&R   $      69,000   $    206,000   $      86,000   $    275,000   $    121,000   $      480,000  


 


Total Average 
Annual Cost  $    182,000   $    404,000   $    187,000   $    428,000   $    234,000   $      790,000  


 


Total Average 
Annual Benefits  $ 1,009,000   $ 1,376,000   $    336,000   $    673,000   $             -     $   2,049,000  


 


Net Excess 
Benefits  $    827,000   $    972,000   $    149,000   $    245,000   $  (234,000)  $   1,259,000  


 


B/C Ratio 5.5 3.4 1.8 1.6 0.0 2.6 
 


 


 


  


Regional Economic Development 


6.1 RECONS MODEL 


The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Institute for Water Resources, Louis Berger, 
and Michigan State University have developed a regional economic impact modeling tool, 
RECONS (Regional ECONomic System), that provides estimates of jobs and other 
economic measures such as labor income, value added, and sales that are supported by 
USACE programs, projects, and activities.  This modeling tool automates calculations and 
generates estimates of jobs, labor income, value added, and sales through the use of 
IMPLAN®’s multipliers and ratios, customized impact areas for USACE project locations, 
and customized spending profiles for USACE projects, business lines, and work activities.  
RECONS allows the USACE to evaluate the regional economic impact and contribution 
associated with USACE expenditures, activities, and infrastructure. 
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6.2 RESULTS 


Table 28.  Local, State, and National Impacts: Alt 2 


Area 
Local 


Capture 
Output Jobs* 


Labor 
Income 


Value 
Added 


Local           


Direct Impact  $1,373,742  15.1 $931,339  $1,024,350  


Secondary Impact  $529,243  3.2 $152,349  $296,875  


Total Impact $1,373,742  $1,902,985  18.3 $1,083,688  $1,321,224  


State           


Direct Impact  $2,041,353  20.6 $1,311,928  $1,387,834  


Secondary Impact  $1,552,453  8.7 $466,518  $835,439  


Total Impact $2,041,353  $3,593,806  29.3 $1,778,446  $2,223,274  


US           


Direct Impact  $2,839,821  25.6 $1,726,287  $1,833,725  


Secondary Impact  $4,827,277  21.5 $1,515,725  $2,616,846  


Total Impact $2,839,821  $7,667,098  47.1 $3,242,012  $4,450,571  


* Jobs are presented in full-time equivalence (FTE) 


Table 29.  Local, State, and National Impacts: Alt 3 


Area 
Local 


Capture 
Output Jobs* 


Labor 
Income 


Value 
Added 


Local           


Direct Impact  $2,425,549  26.7 $1,644,419  $1,808,644  


Secondary Impact  $934,458  5.6 $268,996  $524,177  


Total Impact $2,425,549  $3,360,007  32.3 $1,913,415  $2,332,821  


State           


Direct Impact  $3,604,318  36.4 $2,316,407  $2,450,431  


Secondary Impact  $2,741,090  15.4 $823,707  $1,475,095  


Total Impact $3,604,318  $6,345,407  51.8 $3,140,115  $3,925,526  


US           


Direct Impact  $5,014,133  45.2 $3,048,020  $3,237,719  


Secondary Impact  $8,523,288  38.0 $2,676,242  $4,620,438  


Total Impact $5,014,133  $13,537,421  83.1 $5,724,262  $7,858,157  


* Jobs are presented in full-time equivalence (FTE) 


Table 30.  Local, State, and National Impacts: Alt 4 


Area 
Local 


Capture 
Output Jobs* 


Labor 
Income 


Value 
Added 


Local           
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Direct Impact  $1,234,390  13.6 $836,864  $920,440  


Secondary Impact  $475,557  2.8 $136,895  $266,760  


Total Impact $1,234,390  $1,709,947  16.4 $973,759  $1,187,200  


State           


Direct Impact  $1,834,279  18.5 $1,178,847  $1,247,053  


Secondary Impact  $1,394,972  7.8 $419,194  $750,693  


Total Impact $1,834,279  $3,229,252  26.4 $1,598,041  $1,997,746  


US           


Direct Impact  $2,551,751  23.0 $1,551,173  $1,647,713  


Secondary Impact  $4,337,600  19.3 $1,361,971  $2,351,395  


Total Impact $2,551,751  $6,889,351  42.3 $2,913,144  $3,999,107  


* Jobs are presented in full-time equivalence (FTE) 


Table 31.  Local, State, and National Impacts: Alt 5 


Area 
Local 


Capture 
Output Jobs* 


Labor 
Income 


Value 
Added 


Local           


Direct Impact  $1,881,939  20.7 $1,275,875  $1,403,294  


Secondary Impact  $725,029  4.3 $208,709  $406,699  


Total Impact $1,881,939  $2,606,968  25.0 $1,484,584  $1,809,993  


State           


Direct Impact  $2,796,524  28.2 $1,797,258  $1,901,244  


Secondary Impact  $2,126,761  12.0 $639,099  $1,144,499  


Total Impact $2,796,524  $4,923,285  40.2 $2,436,357  $3,045,743  


US           


Direct Impact  $3,890,374  35.0 $2,364,903  $2,512,087  


Secondary Impact  $6,613,063  29.5 $2,076,447  $3,584,913  


Total Impact $3,890,374  $10,503,437  64.5 $4,441,350  $6,097,000  


* Jobs are presented in full-time equivalence (FTE) 


Table 32.  Local, State, and National Impacts: Alt 6 


Area 
Local 


Capture 
Output Jobs* 


Labor 
Income 


Value 
Added 


Local           


Direct Impact  $1,388,459  15.3 $941,316  $1,035,324  


Secondary Impact  $534,913  3.2 $153,982  $300,055  


Total Impact $1,388,459  $1,923,371  18.5 $1,095,298  $1,335,379  


State           


Direct Impact  $2,063,222  20.8 $1,325,983  $1,402,702  


Secondary Impact  $1,569,084  8.8 $471,515  $844,390  


Total Impact $2,063,222  $3,632,307  29.6 $1,797,498  $2,247,092  
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US           


Direct Impact  $2,870,244  25.9 $1,744,781  $1,853,370  


Secondary Impact  $4,878,992  21.7 $1,531,963  $2,644,881  


Total Impact $2,870,244  $7,749,237  47.6 $3,276,744  $4,498,251  


* Jobs are presented in full-time equivalence (FTE) 


Table 33.  Local, State, and National Impacts: Alt 7 


Area 
Local 


Capture 
Output Jobs* 


Labor 
Income 


Value 
Added 


Local           


Direct Impact  $3,791,012  41.7 $2,570,145  $2,826,821  


Secondary Impact  $1,460,512  8.7 $420,427  $819,263  


Total Impact $3,791,012  $5,251,524  50.4 $2,990,572  $3,646,083  


State           


Direct Impact  $5,633,369  56.9 $3,620,430  $3,829,902  


Secondary Impact  $4,284,187  24.1 $1,287,413  $2,305,500  


Total Impact $5,633,369  $9,917,556  80.9 $4,907,843  $6,135,401  


US           


Direct Impact  $7,836,841  70.6 $4,763,904  $5,060,394  


Secondary Impact  $13,321,476  59.3 $4,182,833  $7,221,515  


Total Impact $7,836,841  $21,158,316  129.9 $8,946,737  $12,281,909  


* Jobs are presented in full-time equivalence (FTE) 


 





