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September 12, 2019 

Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality 
Water Division 
5301 Northshore Drive 
North Little Rock, AR 72118-5317 

Attention: Ms. Becky Keogh, Director 

Re: LRPA LIT VOR Relocation Study 

Dear Ms. Keogh: 

This letter is to initiate consultation between the Little Rock Port Authority (LRPA), Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) and Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality regarding a proposed project 
located in Pulaski County, Arkansas (see enclosed Project Location Map).  

This proposed project consists of the relocation of the Little Rock Very High Frequency Omni-Directional 
Range with TACAN from its existing location within the LRPA Industrial Park to the proposed site as 
shown on the attached map. The project would include the construction of a 150-ft by 100-ft gravel pad, 
an approximately 5,600 linear foot long gravel access road, 3-phase electrical service, and 
communication lines.  

The project is a federally funded project in conjunction with the LRPA and FAA. Garver, LLC (Garver) is 
conducting an environmental study and preparing environmental documentation for the proposed project 
on behalf of LRPA and FAA.  

Please review this project and notify us of any concerns that you may have regarding compliance 
requirements under your purview. Written correspondence can be mailed to Garver Environmental Project 
Manager, Bill McAbee at: 4701 Northshore Drive, North Little Rock, AR 72118. If you have any questions 
or need additional information, please contact me by phone at (501) 537-3259 or email at 
WCMcAbee@GarverUSA.com. 

Sincerely, 

Bill McAbee 
Environmental Project Manager 

Enclosure: Project Location Map 



 

4701 Northshore Drive 
North Little Rock, AR 72118 
  

TEL 501.376.3633  
FAX 501.372.8042 

www.GarverUSA.com 

C E L E B R A T I N G   
O N E  H U N D R E D  Y E A R S  

1 9 1 9  t o  2 0 1 9  

 

   
September 12, 2019 
 
Arkansas Game & Fish Commission 
# 2 Natural Resources Drive 
Little Rock, AR 72205 
 
Attention: Ms. Jennifer Sheehan, Federal Regulatory Program Chief 
 
 
Re: LRPA LIT VOR Relocation Study 
 
 
Dear Ms. Sheehan: 
 
This letter is to initiate consultation between the Little Rock Port Authority (LRPA), Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) and Arkansas Game & Fish Commission regarding a proposed project located in 
Pulaski County, Arkansas (see enclosed Project Location Map).  
 
This proposed project consists of the relocation of the Little Rock Very High Frequency Omni-Directional 
Range with TACAN from its existing location within the LRPA Industrial Park to the proposed site as 
shown on the attached map. The project would include the construction of a 150-ft by 100-ft gravel pad, 
an approximately 5,600 linear foot long gravel access road, 3-phase electrical service, and 
communication lines. 
 
The project is a federally funded project in conjunction with the LRPA and FAA. Garver, LLC (Garver) is 
conducting an environmental study and preparing environmental documentation for the proposed project 
on behalf of LRPA and FAA.  
 
Please review this project and notify us of any concerns that you may have regarding compliance 
requirements under your purview. Written correspondence can be mailed to Garver Environmental Project 
Manager, Bill McAbee at: 4701 Northshore Drive, North Little Rock, AR 72118. If you have any questions 
or need additional information, please contact me by phone at (501) 537-3259 or email at 
WCMcAbee@GarverUSA.com. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 

 
Bill McAbee 
Environmental Project Manager 

 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
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September 12, 2019 

Arkansas Historic Preservation Program 
1100 North Street
Little Rock, AR 72201 
Attention: Mr. Eric Mills, Section 106 Manager 

Re: LRPA LIT VOR Relocation Study 

Dear Mr. Mills: 

This letter is to initiate consultation between the Little Rock Port Authority (LRPA), Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) and Arkansas Historic Preservation Program regarding a proposed project located 
in Pulaski County, Arkansas (see enclosed Project Location Map).  

This proposed project consists of the relocation of the Little Rock Very High Frequency Omni-Directional 
Range with TACAN from its existing location within the LRPA Industrial Park to the proposed site as 
shown on the attached map. The project would include the construction of a 150-ft by 100-ft gravel pad, 
an approximately 5,600 linear foot long gravel access road, 3-phase electrical service, and 
communication lines. 

The project is a federally funded project in conjunction with the LRPA and FAA. Garver, LLC (Garver) is 
conducting an environmental study and preparing environmental documentation for the proposed project 
on behalf of LRPA and FAA.  

Please review this project and notify us of any concerns that you may have regarding compliance 
requirements under your purview. Written correspondence can be mailed to Garver Environmental Project 
Manager, Bill McAbee at: 4701 Northshore Drive, North Little Rock, AR 72118. If you have any questions 
or need additional information, please contact me by phone at (501) 537-3259 or email at 
WCMcAbee@GarverUSA.com. 

Sincerely, 

Bill McAbee 
Environmental Project Manager 

Enclosure: Project Location Map 
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September 12, 2019 

Little Rock District Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 867 
Little Rock, AR 72203-0867 
Attention: Ms. M. Elaine Edwards, Chief, Regulatory Division 

Re: LRPA LIT VOR Relocation Study 

Dear Ms. Edwards: 

This letter is to initiate consultation between the Little Rock Port Authority (LRPA), Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) and Little Rock District Corps of Engineers regarding a proposed project located in 
Pulaski County, Arkansas (see enclosed Project Location Map).  

This proposed project consists of the relocation of the Little Rock Very High Frequency Omni-Directional 
Range with TACAN from its existing location within the LRPA Industrial Park to the proposed site as 
shown on the attached map. The project would include the construction of a 150-ft by 100-ft gravel pad, 
an approximately 5,600 linear foot long gravel access road, 3-phase electrical service, and 
communication lines. 

The project is a federally funded project in conjunction with the LRPA and FAA. Garver, LLC (Garver) is 
conducting an environmental study and preparing environmental documentation for the proposed project 
on behalf of LRPA and FAA.  

Please review this project and notify us of any concerns that you may have regarding compliance 
requirements under your purview. Written correspondence can be mailed to Garver Environmental Project 
Manager, Bill McAbee at: 4701 Northshore Drive, North Little Rock, AR 72118. If you have any questions 
or need additional information, please contact me by phone at (501) 537-3259 or email at 
WCMcAbee@GarverUSA.com. 

Sincerely, 

Bill McAbee 
Environmental Project Manager 

Enclosure: Project Location Map 
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September 12, 2019 

Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission
323 Center Street, Suite 1500
Little Rock, AR 72201 
Attention: Ms. Cindy Osborne, Data 
Manager/Environmental Review Coordinator 

Re: LRPA LIT VOR Relocation Study 

Dear Ms. Osborne: 

This letter is to initiate consultation between the Little Rock Port Authority (LRPA), Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) and Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission regarding a proposed project located in 
Pulaski County, Arkansas (see enclosed Project Location Map).  

This proposed project consists of the relocation of the Little Rock Very High Frequency Omni-Directional 
Range with TACAN from its existing location within the LRPA Industrial Park to the proposed site as 
shown on the attached map. The project would include the construction of a 150-ft by 100-ft gravel pad, 
an approximately 5,600 linear foot long gravel access road, 3-phase electrical service, and 
communication lines. 

The project is a federally funded project in conjunction with the LRPA and FAA. Garver, LLC (Garver) is 
conducting an environmental study and preparing environmental documentation for the proposed project 
on behalf of LRPA and FAA.  

Please review this project and notify us of any concerns that you may have regarding compliance 
requirements under your purview. Written correspondence can be mailed to Garver Environmental Project 
Manager, Bill McAbee at: 4701 Northshore Drive, North Little Rock, AR 72118. If you have any questions 
or need additional information, please contact me by phone at (501) 537-3259 or email at 
WCMcAbee@GarverUSA.com. 

Sincerely, 

Bill McAbee 
Environmental Project Manager 

Enclosure: Project Location Map 
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September 12, 2019 
 
Arkansas Natural Resource Conservation Service 
101 East Capitol, Suite 350 
Little Rock, AR 72201 
 
Attention: Mr. Kenneth Brazil, Engineering Supervisor 
 
 
Re: LRPA LIT VOR Relocation Study 
 
 
Dear Mr. Brazil: 
 
This letter is to initiate consultation between the Little Rock Port Authority (LRPA), Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) and Arkansas Natural Resource Conservation Service regarding a proposed project 
located in Pulaski County, Arkansas (see enclosed Project Location Map).  
 
This proposed project consists of the relocation of the Little Rock Very High Frequency Omni-Directional 
Range with TACAN from its existing location within the LRPA Industrial Park to the proposed site as 
shown on the attached map. The project would include the construction of a 150-ft by 100-ft gravel pad, 
an approximately 5,600 linear foot long gravel access road, 3-phase electrical service, and 
communication lines. 
 
The project is a federally funded project in conjunction with the LRPA and FAA. Garver, LLC (Garver) is 
conducting an environmental study and preparing environmental documentation for the proposed project 
on behalf of LRPA and FAA.  
 
Please review this project and notify us of any concerns that you may have regarding compliance 
requirements under your purview. Written correspondence can be mailed to Garver Environmental Project 
Manager, Bill McAbee at: 4701 Northshore Drive, North Little Rock, AR 72118. If you have any questions 
or need additional information, please contact me by phone at (501) 537-3259 or email at 
WCMcAbee@GarverUSA.com. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 

 
Bill McAbee 
Environmental Project Manager 

 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
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September 12, 2019 
 
United States Coast Guard 
Eighth Coast Guard District 
1222 Spruce Street, Room 2.102D 
St. Louis, MO 6313 
 
Attention: Bridge Branch, Commander Eric Washburn 
 
 
Re: LRPA LIT VOR Relocation Study 
 
 
Dear Commander Washburn: 
 
This letter is to initiate consultation between the Little Rock Port Authority (LRPA), Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) and United States Coast Guard regarding a proposed project located in Pulaski 
County, Arkansas (see enclosed Project Location Map).  
 
This proposed project consists of the relocation of the Little Rock Very High Frequency Omni-Directional 
Range with TACAN from its existing location within the LRPA Industrial Park to the proposed site as 
shown on the attached map. The project would include the construction of a 150-ft by 100-ft gravel pad, 
an approximately 5,600 linear foot long gravel access road, 3-phase electrical service, and 
communication lines. 
 
The project is a federally funded project in conjunction with the LRPA and FAA. Garver, LLC (Garver) is 
conducting an environmental study and preparing environmental documentation for the proposed project 
on behalf of LRPA and FAA.  
 
Please review this project and notify us of any concerns that you may have regarding compliance 
requirements under your purview. Written correspondence can be mailed to Garver Environmental Project 
Manager, Bill McAbee at: 4701 Northshore Drive, North Little Rock, AR 72118. If you have any questions 
or need additional information, please contact me by phone at (501) 537-3259 or email at 
WCMcAbee@GarverUSA.com. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 

 
Bill McAbee 
Environmental Project Manager 

 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
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September 12, 2019 
 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
Arkansas Field Office 
110 S. Amity Road, Suite 300 
Conway, AR 72032 
 
Attention: Mr. Melvin Tobin, Field Supervisor 
 
 
Re: LRPA LIT VOR Relocation Study 
 
 
Dear Mr. Tobin: 
 
This letter is to initiate consultation between the Little Rock Port Authority (LRPA), Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding a proposed project located in Pulaski 
County, Arkansas (see enclosed Project Location Map).  
 
This proposed project consists of the relocation of the Little Rock Very High Frequency Omni-Directional 
Range with TACAN from its existing location within the LRPA Industrial Park to the proposed site as 
shown on the attached map. The project would include the construction of a 150-ft by 100-ft gravel pad, 
an approximately 5,600 linear foot long gravel access road, 3-phase electrical service, and 
communication lines. 
 
The project is a federally funded project in conjunction with the LRPA and FAA. Garver, LLC (Garver) is 
conducting an environmental study and preparing environmental documentation for the proposed project 
on behalf of LRPA and FAA.  
 
Please review this project and notify us of any concerns that you may have regarding compliance 
requirements under your purview. Written correspondence can be mailed to Garver Environmental Project 
Manager, Bill McAbee at: 4701 Northshore Drive, North Little Rock, AR 72118. If you have any questions 
or need additional information, please contact me by phone at (501) 537-3259 or email at 
WCMcAbee@GarverUSA.com. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 

 
Bill McAbee 
Environmental Project Manager 

 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
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May 04, 2021

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Arkansas Ecological Services Field Office

110 South Amity Suite 300
Conway, AR 72032-8975

Phone: (501) 513-4470 Fax: (501) 513-4480
http://www.fws.gov/arkansas-es

In Reply Refer To: 
Consultation Code: 04ER1000-2021-SLI-0969 
Event Code: 04ER1000-2021-E-02704  
Project Name: LIT VORTAC Relocation
 
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 endangered, threatened, 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.). This letter only 
provides an official species list and technical assistance; if you determine that listed species 
and/or designated critical habitat may be affected in any way by the proposed project, even 
if the effect is wholly beneficial, consultation with the Service will be necessary.

If you determine that this project will have no effect on listed species and their habitat in 
any way, then you have completed Section 7 consultation with the Service and may use this 
letter in your project file or application. 

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. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7 
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found on our website.

Please visit our website at http://www.fws.gov/arkansas-es/IPaC/home.html for species- 
specific guidance to avoid and minimize adverse effects to federally endangered, 
threatened, proposed, and candidate species. Our web site also contains additional information 
on species life history and habitat requirements that may be useful in project planning. 

http://www.fws.gov/arkansas-es
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If your project involves in-stream construction activities, oil and natural gas infrastructure, 
road construction, transmission lines, or communication towers, please review our project 
specific guidance at http://www.fws.gov/arkansas-es/IPaC/ProjSpec.html.

The karst region of Arkansas is a unique region that covers the northern third of Arkansas and 
we have specific guidance to conserve sensitive cave-obligate and bat species.  Please visit 
http://www.fws.gov/arkansas-es/IPaC/Karst.html to determine if your project occurs in the 
karst region and to view karst specific-guidance.  Proper implementation and maintenance of 
best management practices specified in these guidance documents is necessary to avoid adverse 
effects to federally protected species and often avoids the more lengthy formal consultation 
process.

If your species list includes any mussels, Northern Long-eared Bat, Indiana Bat, 
Yellowcheek Darter, Red-cockaded Woodpecker, or American Burying Beetle, your project 
may require a presence/absence and/or habitat survey prior to commencing project 
activities. Please check the appropriate species-specific guidance on our website to determine if 
your project requires a survey.   We strongly recommend that you contact the appropriate staff 
species lead biologist (see office directory or species page) prior to conducting presence/absence 
surveys to ensure the appropriate level of effort and methodology.

Under the ESA, it is the responsibility of the Federal action agency or its designated 
representative to determine if a proposed action "may affect" endangered, threatened, or 
proposed species, or designated critical habitat, and if so, to consult with the Service 
further.  Similarly, it is the responsibility of the Federal action agency or project proponent, not 
the Service, to make “no effect” determinations.  If you determine that your proposed action will 
have “no effect” on threatened or endangered species or their respective critical habitat, you do 
not need to seek concurrence with the Service.  Nevertheless, it is a violation of Federal law to 
harm or harass any federally-listed threatened or endangered fish or wildlife species without the 
appropriate permit.

Through the consultation process, we will analyze information contained in a biological 
assessment that you provide.  If your proposed action is associated with Federal funding or 
permitting, consultation will occur with the Federal agency under section 7(a)(2) of the ESA.  
Otherwise, an incidental take permit pursuant to section 10(a)(1)(B) of the ESA (also known as a 
habitat conservation plan) is necessary to harm or harass federally listed threatened or 
endangered fish or wildlife species.  In either case, there is no mechanism for authorizing 
incidental take “after-the-fact.” For more information regarding formal consultation and HCPs, 
please see the Service’s Consultation Handbook and Habitat Conservation Plans at 
www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/index.html#consultations.

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 

http://www.fws.gov/arkansas-es/IPaC/ProjSpec.html
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▪

completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and 
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested 
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list.

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 Tracking Number 
in the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your 
project that you submit to our office.

 

Attachment(s):

Official Species List
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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:

Arkansas Ecological Services Field Office
110 South Amity Suite 300
Conway, AR 72032-8975
(501) 513-4470
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Project Summary
Consultation Code: 04ER1000-2021-SLI-0969
Event Code: 04ER1000-2021-E-02704
Project Name: LIT VORTAC Relocation
Project Type: ** OTHER **
Project Description: Little Rock Very High Frequency Omni-Directional Range with TACAN 

existing location
Project Location:

Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https:// 
www.google.com/maps/@34.6776901,-92.17718749516322,14z

Counties: Pulaski County, Arkansas

https://www.google.com/maps/@34.6776901,-92.17718749516322,14z
https://www.google.com/maps/@34.6776901,-92.17718749516322,14z
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1.

Endangered Species Act Species
There is a total of 4 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.

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

Threatened

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. The location of the critical habitat is not available.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6039

Threatened

Red Knot Calidris canutus rufa
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1864

Threatened

Flowering Plants
NAME STATUS

Running Buffalo Clover Trifolium stoloniferum
Population:
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2529

Endangered

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

1

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/10477
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6039
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1864
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2529


October 10, 2019

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Arkansas Ecological Services Field Office

110 South Amity Suite 300
Conway, AR 72032-8975

Phone: (501) 513-4470 Fax: (501) 513-4480
http://www.fws.gov/arkansas-es

In Reply Refer To: 
Consultation Code: 04ER1000-2020-SLI-0046 
Event Code: 04ER1000-2020-E-00130  
Project Name: Relocation of the Little Rock Very High Frequency Omni-Directional Range with 
TACAN
 
Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project 

location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies endangered, threatened, 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.). This letter only 
provides an official species list and technical assistance; if you determine that listed species 
and/or designated critical habitat may be affected in any way by the proposed project, even 
if the effect is wholly beneficial, consultation with the Service will be necessary.

If you determine that this project will have no effect on listed species and their habitat in 
any way, then you have completed Section 7 consultation with the Service and may use this 
letter in your project file or application.

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. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7 
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found on our website.

Please visit our website at http://www.fws.gov/arkansas-es/IPaC/home.html for species- 
specific guidance to avoid and minimize adverse effects to federally endangered, 

http://www.fws.gov/arkansas-es
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threatened, proposed, and candidate species. Our web site also contains additional information 
on species life history and habitat requirements that may be useful in project planning.

If your project involves in-stream construction activities, oil and natural gas infrastructure, 
road construction, transmission lines, or communication towers, please review our project 
specific guidance at http://www.fws.gov/arkansas-es/IPaC/ProjSpec.html.

The karst region of Arkansas is a unique region that covers the northern third of Arkansas and 
we have specific guidance to conserve sensitive cave-obligate and bat species. Please visit 
http://www.fws.gov/arkansas-es/IPaC/Karst.html to determine if your project occurs in the 
karst region and to view karst specific-guidance. Proper implementation and maintenance of 
best management practices specified in these guidance documents is necessary to avoid adverse 
effects to federally protected species and often avoids the more lengthy formal consultation 
process.

If your species list includes any mussels, Northern Long-eared Bat, Indiana Bat, 
Yellowcheek Darter, Red-cockaded Woodpecker, or American Burying Beetle, your project 
may require a presence/absence and/or habitat survey prior to commencing project 
activities. Please check the appropriate species-specific guidance on our website to determine if 
your project requires a survey. We strongly recommend that you contact the appropriate staff 
species lead biologist (see office directory or species page) prior to conducting presence/absence 
surveys to ensure the appropriate level of effort and methodology.

Under the ESA, it is the responsibility of the Federal action agency or its designated 
representative to determine if a proposed action "may affect" endangered, threatened, or 
proposed species, or designated critical habitat, and if so, to consult with the Service 
further. Similarly, it is the responsibility of the Federal action agency or project proponent, not 
the Service, to make “no effect” determinations. If you determine that your proposed action will 
have “no effect” on threatened or endangered species or their respective critical habitat, you do 
not need to seek concurrence with the Service. Nevertheless, it is a violation of Federal law to 
harm or harass any federally-listed threatened or endangered fish or wildlife species without the 
appropriate permit.

Through the consultation process, we will analyze information contained in a biological 
assessment that you provide. If your proposed action is associated with Federal funding or 
permitting, consultation will occur with the Federal agency under section 7(a)(2) of the ESA. 
Otherwise, an incidental take permit pursuant to section 10(a)(1)(B) of the ESA (also known as a 
habitat conservation plan) is necessary to harm or harass federally listed threatened or 
endangered fish or wildlife species. In either case, there is no mechanism for authorizing 
incidental take “after-the-fact.” For more information regarding formal consultation and HCPs, 
please see the Service's Consultation Handbook and Habitat Conservation Plans at www.fws.gov/ 
endangered/esa-library/index.html#consultations.

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 

http://www.fws.gov/arkansas-es/IPaC/ProjSpec.html
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▪

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 ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and 
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested 
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list.

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 Tracking Number 
in the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your 
project that you submit to our office.

Attachment(s):

Official Species List
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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:

Arkansas Ecological Services Field Office
110 South Amity Suite 300
Conway, AR 72032-8975
(501) 513-4470
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Project Summary
Consultation Code: 04ER1000-2020-SLI-0046

Event Code: 04ER1000-2020-E-00130

Project Name: Relocation of the Little Rock Very High Frequency Omni-Directional 
Range with TACAN

Project Type: COMMUNICATIONS TOWER

Project Description: The Little Rock Port Authority (LRPA) and Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) are proposing to construct a new Very High 
Frequency Omni-Directional Range with Tactical Air Navigation Aid 
(VORTAC) facility and access road in eastern Pulaski County, Arkansas. 
In addition to construction of the new VORTAC facility and access road, 
the proposed project would include removal of the existing facility 
located at Little Rock Airport (LIT) to facilitate development in the area.

Project Location:
Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https:// 
www.google.com/maps/place/34.80620883515519N92.15197460302568W

Counties: Pulaski, AR

https://www.google.com/maps/place/34.80620883515519N92.15197460302568W
https://www.google.com/maps/place/34.80620883515519N92.15197460302568W
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1.

Endangered Species Act Species
There is a total of 3 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.

Birds
NAME STATUS

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 is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6039

Threatened

Insects
NAME STATUS

Rattlesnake-master Borer Moth Papaipema eryngii
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7863

Candidate

Flowering Plants
NAME STATUS

Running Buffalo Clover Trifolium stoloniferum
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2529

Endangered

1

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6039
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7863
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2529
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Critical habitats
THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S 
JURISDICTION.
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ARKANSAS 
HERITAGE 

June 24, 2020 

Mr. William Brewer 

The Federal Aviation Administration 

Southwest Regional Office

10101 Hillwood Parkway 

Fort Worth, TX 76177 

Re: Pulaski County - North Little Rock 

Section 106 Review - FAA 

Proposed Undertaking - Very High Frequency Omni Range/Tactical Air Navigation 

(VORTAC) Relocation for LIT 

Cultural Resources Survey Report - Cultural Resources Reconnaissance Survey in 

Support of the Very High Frequency Omni Range/Tactical Air Navigation 

(VORTAC), Pulaski County, Arkansas 

Integrated Environmental Solutions Project Reference 02.007.001 

AHPP Tracking Number 104775.02 

Dear Mr. Brewer: 

The staff of the Arkansas Historic Preservation Program (AHPP) reviewed the cultural resources 

reconnaissance survey for the above-referenced undertaking in Pulaski County, Arkansas. As 

described, the proposed undertaking entails construction of a new LIT VORTAC facility within a 

200-acre tract in Sections 11, 12, 13, and 14; Township 2 North; Range 11 West in Pulaski County,

Arkansas. The 200-acre tract comprises the Study Area. The direct area of potential effects (APE)

will total approximately 1.8 acres, to include a single building with a concrete pad, parking, an access

road, utilities, and attendant features.

As noted, Site 3PU0252 lies within the Study Area. The boundaries for the site are not well-defined. 

The site is undetermined for National Register eligibility. Based on the provided information, the 

AHPP concurs with the determination that there is potential for undocumented archeological sites 

within the Study Area. The AHPP does not concur with the proposal for an intensive pedestrian 

survey. We do recommend an intensive survey that includes a shovel testing strategy that complies 

with the state guidelines or a plan developed through consultation. A survey of the APE should 

include subsurface investigation. Personnel supervising the investigation should meet the Secretary 

of the Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards found in 36 CFR Part 61 and be familiar with 

relevant state and tribal guidelines. 

Please note that in accordance with the Arkansas State Plan, Appendix B: Guidelines for 

Archeological Fieldwork and Report Writing in Arkansas, we recommend abstaining from providing 

site location information in the body of a report. This information is best provided as a separate 

Arkansas Historic Preservation Program 
1100 North Street • Little Rock, AR 72201 • 501.324.9880 

ArkansasPreservation.com 
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ARKANSAS 
HERITAGE 

September 11, 2020 

Mr. Bill McAbee 
Environmental Project Manager 
Garver 
4701 Northshore Drive 
North Little Rock, AR 72118 

Re: Pulaski County - North Little Rock 
Section 106 Review - FAA 

Asa Hutchinson 
Governor 

Stacy Hurst 
Secretary 

Cultural Resources Report - An Architectural Resource Survey of the Little Rock VORTAC Building

in Pulaski County, Arkansas

An Addendum to - A Cultural Resources Survey for the LRPA VORTAC Relocation Study Project in

Pulaski County, Arkansas(F.E.A. Project Report 2019-121) 
Proposed Undertaking - Little Rock Port Authority (LRPA) Very High Frequency Omni-Directional Range 
Tactical Air Navigation System (VORTAC) Relocation Study 
F.E.A. Project Report 2020-25 
AHPP Tracking Number 104775.03 

Dear Mr. McAbee: 

The staff of the Arkansas Historic Preservation Program (AHPP) reviewed the above-referenced cultural resources 
report by Flat Earth Archeology, LLC regarding the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) evaluation of the Very 
High Frequency Omnidirectional Range/Tactical Aircraft Control (VORTAC) building in Section 34 of Township 1 
North, Range 11 West in Pulaski County, Arkansas. 

Based on the provided information, the AHPP concurs that the Little Rock VORTAC building is eligible for inclusion in 
the N RHP under Criterion A for its association with the advent of civilian aircraft navigation in Arkansas. We 
recommend completion of an Arkansas Architectural Resources Form and submission to the AHPP for assignment of a 
resource number and entry into the statewide database. If the proposed federal undertaking will adversely affect the 
VORTAC Building, the FAA should develop a plan for mitigating the effects. The AHPP is available to assist in that 
effort. 

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, 
and the Shawnee Tribe. We recommend consultation in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.2(c)(2). 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this undertaking and cultural resources report. If you have any questions, 
please contact Eric Mills at (501) 324-9784 or eric.mills@arkansas.gov. Please refer to the AHPP Tracking Number 
above in any correspondence. 

Sincerely, 

- '"Ct--. ... ...A: UC •"'� . � �
Scott Kaufman 
Director, AHPP 

cc: Dr. George Sabo Ill, Arkansas Archeological Survey 

Arkansas Historic Preservation Program 
1100 North Street • Little Rock, AR 72201 • 501.324.9150 

ArkansasPreservation.com 



104775.02 

appendix clearly marked that it is not for public release. Lastly, we also recommend including 

Preservation of African American Cemeteries, Inc. to the list of consulting parties identified for this 

for this project. 

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, and the Shawnee Tribe. We recommend consultation in 

accordance with 36 CFR § 800.2(c)(2). 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this proposed undertaking in the early planning stages. If 

you have any questions, please contact Eric Mills of my staff at (501) 324-9784 or 

eric.mills@arkansas.gov. Please refer to the AHPP Tracking Number above in all correspondence. 

Sincerely, 

�I<-. �'1l4-
�.:J(L 

Scott Kaufman 

Director, AHPP 

cc: Mr. William McAbee, Garver, LLC 

Mr. Kevin Stone, Integrated Environmental Solutions 

Dr. Ann Early, Arkansas Archeological Survey 
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From: Martino, Alec (FAA)
To: McAbee, William C.
Subject: 4f 106 FAA correspondence
Date: Tuesday, April 26, 2022 3:02:07 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Hi Bill,
 
Please include this email between myself and the SHPO in the 4f appendices.
 

Alec L. Martino
Alec L. Martino EIT
Environmental Engineer
AJW-2C15H Infrastructure EOSH
2300 East Devon Ave. Des Plaines, IL
847-294-8037 – Work
224-325-9421 - Cell
 

From: e106 <e106@achp.gov> 
Sent: Friday, April 23, 2021 8:38 AM
To: Martino, Alec (FAA) <Alec.Martino@faa.gov>
Subject: RE: [External] FW: Question about the VORTAC structure in Little Rock (airport)
 
 
 
The ACHP has received your submission to e106@achp.gov. If your submission is to:
 

notify the ACHP of a finding that an undertaking may adversely affect historic properties,
and/or

 
invite the ACHP to participate in a section 106 consultation, and/or

 
propose to develop a project Programmatic Agreement (project PA) for complex or multiple
undertakings,

 
and you are enclosing the completed e106 form, this is your official dated receipt of your submission
(in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.6(1)). The ACHP has 15 working days to determine if it will
participate in consultation to resolve adverse effects to historic properties.
If the ACHP does not participate in consultation, the agency will still need to file the final agreement
document and related documentation with the ACHP at the conclusion of the consultation process.
This filing is required in order for the agency to complete its compliance responsibilities under
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.
 
Please note that the e106@achp.gov address is intended solely for the submission of documentation
and official notifications to the ACHP regarding new/ongoing consultations and existing agreement

mailto:Alec.Martino@faa.gov
mailto:WCMcAbee@GarverUSA.com
mailto:e106@achp.gov
mailto:e106@achp.gov






documents. This address is not intended for case specific communication, correspondence, or
scheduling. Such communications should be directed to the assigned ACHP staff member using their
ACHP email address.
 
 
 

From: Martino, Alec (FAA) [mailto:Alec.Martino@faa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 3:20 PM
To: Eric.mills@arkansas.gov; e106
Cc: McAbee, William C.; Price, Laura E (FAA); Butler, Gail (FAA); chrisb@flateartharcheology.com;
Hightower, Grant (FAA)
Subject: [External] FW: Question about the VORTAC structure in Little Rock (airport)
 
Good Morning Eric,
 
I am working with Chris on the VORTAC project and would like to formally submit this application for
the FAA.  I have attached the e106 form as well as the MOA, and the architectural study for the
mitigation plan for the removal of the VORTAC facility.  Please let me know if this is the proper
means of submittal or if you need anything else from my end.
 
Thank you, 
 

Alec L. Martino
Alec L. Martino EIT
Environmental Engineer
AJW-2C15H Infrastructure EOSH
2300 East Devon Ave. Des Plaines, IL
847-294-8037 – Work
224-325-9421 - Cell
 

From: McAbee, William C. <WCMcAbee@GarverUSA.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 20, 2021 4:16 PM
To: Martino, Alec (FAA) <Alec.Martino@faa.gov>
Subject: FW: Question about the VORTAC structure in Little Rock (airport)
 
FYI – email with SHPO
 
Bill McAbee
Garver
501-537-3259
 

From: Chris Branam <chrisb@flateartharcheology.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 20, 2021 3:43 PM
To: McAbee, William C. <WCMcAbee@GarverUSA.com>
Subject: Fwd: Question about the VORTAC structure in Little Rock (airport)
 

mailto:Alec.Martino@faa.gov
mailto:Eric.mills@arkansas.gov
mailto:chrisb@flateartharcheology.com
mailto:WCMcAbee@GarverUSA.com
mailto:Alec.Martino@faa.gov
mailto:chrisb@flateartharcheology.com
mailto:WCMcAbee@GarverUSA.com


Chris M. Branam, RPA
Flat Earth Archeology, LLC
117 Financial Drive
Cabot, AR 72023
(501) 286-7124 - office
(501) 593-0609 - cell
 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Eric Mills <Eric.Mills@arkansas.gov>
Date: Thu, Nov 12, 2020 at 11:02 AM
Subject: RE: Question about the VORTAC structure in Little Rock (airport)
To: Chris Branam <chrisb@flateartharcheology.com>
 

Hey Chris:
 
The FAA will need to draft an MOA and notify the ACHP of the adverse effect. I will have to look at
this again. I can’t recall if we had an adverse effect finding yet. If not, Garver can submit a letter to
the AHPP noting the intent to demolish and the adverse effect. We will concur and recommend an
MOA and a conference to discuss mitigation options. You are correct, the AARF and photographic
documentation will be a recommended part of the mitigation. I am a fan of online documentation
these days. For example, we are in consultation with a USACE district to add a page to their website
regarding an eligible flood wall that is slated for demolition. Perhaps the airport would consider
adding a history page. There are other options of course, but I like the longevity, flexibility, access,
and low cost of online/web mitigation.
 
As you know, the ACHP has an MOA template and e106 portal for submission of the adverse effect
notification and MOA. The ACHP will likely decline to participate and then all the proponent has to
do is provide the Council with a fully executed copy.
 
I am heading into the office in a few minutes. Give me a call this afternoon if you want to discuss
anything else.
 
Eric
 
ERIC R. MILLS
Archeologist/Section 106 Manager
 
Division of Arkansas Heritage
1100 North Street
Little Rock, AR 72201
eric.mills@arkansas.gov
p: 501.324.9784 | f: 501.324.9184
 
ArkansasHeritage.com

mailto:Eric.Mills@arkansas.gov
mailto:chrisb@flateartharcheology.com
mailto:mandy.shoptaw@arkansas.gov


 

From: Chris Branam <chrisb@flateartharcheology.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, November 11, 2020 11:10 AM
To: Eric Mills <Eric.Mills@arkansas.gov>
Subject: Question about the VORTAC structure in Little Rock (airport)
 
Eric,
 
A few months ago Devin completed an architectural survey for this old VORTAC structure
for Garver and the LR Airport.  We recommended it as eligible for the NRHP.
 
They want to move forward with demolishing it, so they want a SOW for mitigation
measures.  I'm assuming completing an ARF is the minimum mitigation.  Is there anything
else they would need to do in your opinion?  Also, would they need an MOU or MOA before
beginning the work?
 
Thanks,
 
Chris M. Branam, RPA
Flat Earth Archeology, LLC
117 Financial Drive
Cabot, AR 72023
(501) 286-7124 - office
(501) 593-0609 - cell

mailto:chrisb@flateartharcheology.com
mailto:Eric.Mills@arkansas.gov


From: McAbee, William C.
To: McAbee, William C.
Subject: FW: 4f 106 correspondance
Date: Tuesday, April 26, 2022 3:16:04 PM
Attachments: image002.png

106.pdf

From: Eric Mills <Eric.Mills@arkansas.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 2:36 PM
To: Martino, Alec (FAA) <Alec.Martino@faa.gov>
Cc: McAbee, William C. <WCMcAbee@GarverUSA.com>; Price, Laura E (FAA)
<Laura.E.Price@faa.gov>; Butler, Gail (FAA) <gail.butler@faa.gov>; chrisb@flateartharcheology.com;
Hightower, Grant (FAA) <Grant.Hightower@faa.gov>
Subject: RE: Question about the VORTAC structure in Little Rock (airport)
 
Hello Mr. Martino:
 
Thank you for the submission. One thing I noticed is that you have me on the signature page for the
Arkansas State Historic Preservation Officer. That will need to change. Please amend to: Secretary
Stacy Hurst, Arkansas State Historic Preservation Officer. Also, I recommend formatting so that the
signatories are on one page. Otherwise, I don’t see any other issues after a quick review of the MOA.
Looks good.
 
Please amend and submit to section106@arkansas.gov for entry into our system. You will receive an
automated response confirming receipt.
 
Thanks again, we will turn this around quickly.
 
Eric
 
ERIC R. MILLS
Archeologist / Section 106 Manager
 
Arkansas Historic Preservation Program
1100 North Street
Little Rock, AR 72201
eric.mills@arkansas.gov
p: 501.324.9784 | f: 501.324.9184
 
ArkansasPreservation.com
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ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
 


401 F Street NW, Suite 308  Washington, DC 20001-2637 
Phone: 202-517-0200 � Fax: 202-517-6381 � achp@achp.gov � www.achp.gov 


Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Electronic Section 106 Documentation Submittal System (e106) Form 


MS Word format 


Send to: e106@achp.gov 


Please review the instructions at www.achp.gov/e106-email-form prior to completing this form. 
Questions about whether to use the e106 form should be directed to the assigned ACHP staff 
member in the Office of Federal Agency Programs.  


I. Basic information 


1.  Purpose of notification. Indicate whether this documentation is to: 
☒     Notify the ACHP of a finding that an undertaking may adversely affect historic properties  
☐     Invite the ACHP to participate in a Section 106 consultation 
☐     Propose to develop a project Programmatic Agreement (project PA) for complex or multiple 


undertakings in accordance with 36 C.F.R. 800.14(b)(3) 
☐     Supply additional documentation for a case already entered into the ACHP record system 
☒     File an executed MOA or PA with the ACHP in accordance with 800.6(b)(iv) (where the 


ACHP did not participate in consultation) 
☐     Other, please describe 
 Click here to enter text. 


2. ACHP Project Number (If the ACHP was previously notified of the undertaking and an ACHP 
Project Number has been provided, enter project number here and skip to Item 7 below): 104775.02 


3. Name of federal agency (If multiple agencies, list them all and indicate whether one is the lead 
agency): Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 


4. Name of undertaking/project (Include project/permit/application number if applicable): Little Rock 
VORTAC Relocation Project 


5. Location of undertaking (Indicate city(s), county(s), state(s), land ownership, and whether it would 
occur on or affect historic properties located on tribal lands): Little Rock, Pulaski County, Arkansas. 
The Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) coordinate for the building is Zone 15S, 575071 meters 
(m)E, 3837605mN. The building is situated in the northwest quarter of Section 34 in Township 1 
North, Range 11 West. The FAA owns the property of the undertaking. 
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6.  Name and title of federal agency official and contact person for this undertaking, including email 
address and phone number:  
 
Gary Alexander 
Lead Planner, NPI, AJV-C34 
Planning & Requirements 
FAA, ATO, CSA Service Center 
Office 817-222-4734 
Gary.Alexander@faa.gov 


II. Information on the Undertaking* 


7.  Describe the undertaking and nature of federal involvement (if multiple federal agencies are 
involved, specify involvement of each):  


The FAA plans to demolish the existing VORTAC and construct a new VORTAC at another location. 


 


 


 


8.  Describe the Area of Potential Effects (APE):  


The APE includes the VORTAC building, and equipment located within, as well as the surrounding 
property which is required to be clear of any other structure. 


 


9. Describe steps taken to identify historic properties: 


 Flat Earth Archeology, LLC conducted an architectural resources survey of the Little Rock VORTAC 
building. The purpose of the investigation was to recover sufficient data from the building to inform a 
recommendation regarding NRHP eligibility. Flat Earth Archeology evaluated the building using the 
National Register Criteria for Evaluation (36 CFR 60.4) set forth by the Department of Interior, National 
Park Service. All work was conducted according to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and 
Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation. 


 


10.  Describe the historic property (or properties) and any National Historic Landmarks within the APE 
(or attach documentation or provide specific link to this information): (See attached document for full 
architectural resources survey) 
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11.  Describe the undertaking’s effects on historic properties: The FAA plans to demolish the historic 
property. 


 


12. Explain how this undertaking would adversely affect historic properties (include information on 
any conditions or future actions known to date to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects): The 
undertaking includes the demolition of the historic property. This action will destroy all physical features 
that convey the historic property’s significance. Thus, this undertaking will adversely affect the historic 
property’s Design, Materials, Workmanship, Feeling, and Association aspects of integrity. 


 


 
13. Provide copies or summaries of the views provided to date by any consulting parties, Indian 
tribes or Native Hawai’ian organizations, or the public, including any correspondence from the SHPO 
and/or THPO.  


* see Instructions for Completing the ACHP e106 Form 


III. Additional Information 
 
14.  Please indicate the status of any consultation that has occurred to date, including whether there 


are any unresolved concerns or issues the ACHP should know about in deciding whether to 
participate in consultation.  Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office (eric.mills@arkansas.gov) 
was consulted and is currently in the process of developing a mitigation plan. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
15 Does your agency have a website or website link where the interested public can find out about 
this project and/or provide comments? No 
 
 
 
 
  
16. Is this undertaking considered a “major” or “covered” project listed on the Federal 
Infrastructure Projects Permitting Dashboard? No 


 


The following are attached to this form (check all that apply): 


☒     Section 106 consultation correspondence 


☒     Maps, photographs, drawings, and/or plans 


☒     Additional historic property information 



mailto:eric.mills@arkansas.gov
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☐     Consulting party list with known contact information  


☒     Other: Architectural Resources Survey Report 
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION AND THE 


ARKANSAS STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 
REGARDING THE DEMOLITION OF THE LITTLE ROCK VORTAC BUILDING 


 
 


WHEREAS, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) plans to carry out the demolition of 
the Little Rock VORTAC building (undertaking) pursuant to the 36 C.F.R. 800.3(c)(iii); 36 C.F.R. 
800.4(d)(ii); and 36 C.F.R. 800.6(b)(iv); and 


 


WHEREAS, the undertaking consists of the demolition of the Little Rock VORTAC building; 
and 


 


WHEREAS, FAA has defined the undertaking’s area of potential effects (APE) as 
described in Attachment A; and 


 
WHEREAS, FAA has determined that the undertaking may have an adverse effect on the 


Little Rock VORTAC building, which is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places, and has consulted with the Arkansas State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) pursuant to 
36 CFR Part 800, the regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act (54 U.S.C. § 306108); and 


 
WHEREAS, in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.6(a)(1), FAA has notified the Advisory 


Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) of its adverse effect determination with specified 
documentation, and the ACHP has chosen not to participate in the consultation pursuant to 36 CFR § 
800.6(a)(1)(iii); and 


NOW, THEREFORE, FAA and the SHPO agree that the undertaking shall be 
implemented in accordance with the following stipulations in order to take into account the effect of 
the undertaking on historic properties. 


 
STIPULATIONS 


 
FAA shall ensure that the following measures are carried out: 


 
I. An Architectural Resources Survey be conducted at the Little Rock VORTAC 


building that includes both physical descriptions and photographs, and a history of 
the structure (including the structure’s significance to the City of Little Rock and 
aviation.  The report will be submitted to SHPO for mitigate the adverse effects on 
historic properties.  Additionally, a website link will be maintained by the Little Rock 
Airport with the written history of the VORTAC building and description of the 
structure’s significance.   
 


II. DURATION 
 
This MOA will expire if its terms are not carried out within two (2) years from the date of its 
execution. Prior to such time, FAA may consult with the other signatories to reconsider the terms of 
the MOA and amend it in accordance with Stipulation VIII below. 
 
III. MONITORING AND REPORTING 


 
Each year following the execution of this MOA until it expires or is terminated, FAA shall provide all 
parties to this MOA ["and the ACHP" if appropriate] a summary report detailing work undertaken 
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pursuant to its terms. Such report shall include any scheduling changes proposed, any problems 
encountered, and any disputes and objections received in FAA’s efforts to carry out the terms of this 
MOA. 


 
IV. DISPUTE RESOLUTION 


 
Should any signatory or concurring party to this MOA object at any time to any actions proposed or 
the manner in which the terms of this MOA are implemented, FAA shall consult with such party to 
resolve the objection. If FAA determines that such objection cannot be resolved, FAA will: 


 
A. Forward all documentation relevant to the dispute, including the FAA’s proposed 
resolution, to the ACHP. The ACHP shall provide FAA with its advice on the resolution of 
the objection within thirty (30) days of receiving adequate documentation. Prior to reaching a 
final decision on the dispute, FAA shall prepare a written response that takes into account any 
timely advice or comments regarding the dispute from the ACHP, signatories and concurring 
parties, and provide them with a copy of this written response. FAA will then proceed 
according to its final decision. 


 
B. If the ACHP does not provide its advice regarding the dispute within the thirty (30) 
day time period, FAA may make a final decision on the dispute and proceed accordingly. 
Prior to reaching such a final decision, FAA shall prepare a written response that takes into 
account any timely comments regarding the dispute from the signatories and concurring 
parties to the MOA, and provide them and the ACHP with a copy of such written response. 


 
C.            FAA’s responsibility to carry out all other actions subject to the terms of this MOA 
that are not the subject of the dispute remain unchanged. 


 
V. AMENDMENTS 


 
This MOA may be amended when such an amendment is agreed to in writing by all signatories. 
The amendment will be effective on the date a copy signed by all of the signatories is filed with 
the ACHP. 


 
VI. TERMINATION 


 
If any signatory to this MOA determines that its terms will not or cannot be carried out, that party 
shall immediately consult with the other signatories to attempt to develop an amendment per 
Stipulation VIII, above. If within thirty (30) days (or another time period agreed to by all 
signatories) an amendment cannot be reached, any signatory may terminate the MOA upon 
written notification to the other signatories. 


 
Once the MOA is terminated, and prior to work continuing on the undertaking, FAA must 
either (a) execute an MOA pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6 or (b) request, take into account, and 
respond to the comments of the ACHP under 36 CFR § 800.7. FAA shall notify the signatories 
as to the course of action it will pursue. 


 
Execution of this MOA by the FAA and SHPO and implementation of its terms evidence 
that FAA has taken into account the effects of this undertaking on historic properties and 
afforded the ACHP an opportunity to comment. 
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SIGNATORIES: 
 


Federal Aviation Administration 
 


  Date 
[Alec Martino, Environmental Engineer, FAA] 


 
 


Arkansas State Historic Preservation Officer 
 
 


  Date 
[Secretary Stacy Hurst, Arkansas State Historic Preservation Officer] 


 
 


INVITED SIGNATORIES: 
 


[insert invited signatory name] 
 
 
   Date 


[insert name and title] 
 
 


CONCURRING PARTIES: 
 


[insert name of concurring party] 
 
 


  Date 
[insert name and title] 


 
 
 
 


Notes: 
 


* This document assumes that the term "signatory" has been defined in the agreement to include 
both signatories and invited signatories. 


 
** Remember that the agency must submit a copy of the executed MOA, along with the 
documentation specified in Section 800.11(f), to the ACHP prior to approving the undertaking in 
order to meet the requirements of Section 106. 36 CFR § 800.6(b)(1)(iv). 
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ABSTRACT 


 


At the request of Garver, Flat Earth Archeology, LLC conducted as architectural resources survey 


of the Little Rock VORTAC building in Little Rock, Arkansas (Figures 1 through 3). The 


Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) coordinate for the building is Zone 15S, 575071 meters 


(m)E, 3837605mN. The building is situated in the northwest quarter of Section 34 in Township 1 


North, Range 11 West.  


 


Based on the results of the survey, Flat Earth Archeology recommends the Little Rock VORTAC 


building eligible for nomination to the NRHP as per the integrity aspects and criteria found in 36 


CFR 60.4 under Criterion A for its strong association with the advent of a civilian aircraft 


navigation system in Arkansas. Moreover, the building reflects an early technological usage of the 


navigation system in the state. The building does not appear to meet Criterion B or C as 


promulgated in 36 CFR 60.4. 
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Figure 1.  Little Rock VORTAC building detailed on 1994 United States Geological Survey 


(USGS) Sweet Home, AR 7.5’ Quadrangle Map (500 m scale) 
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Figure 2.  Little Rock VORTAC building detailed on 2018 Aerial Imagery (500 m scale) 
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Figure 3.  Large-scale view of the Little Rock VORTAC building detailed on  


2018 Aerial Imagery (500 m scale) 
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ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION 


 


The Little Rock VORTAC building is located about 3.58 miles (mi) (5.77 kilometers [km]) to the 


southeast of the Bill and Hillary Clinton National Airport in Little Rock, Arkansas. The Little Rock 


VORTAC building consists of a single building with an antenna array situated within a level plain. 


The surrounding environment is characterized by agriculturally-dominated alluvial plains. The 


building is accessed from Frazier Pike via a gravel road. The access road approaches from the east 


then encircles the building, located on a square gravel covered site plot, extending roughly 90 feet 


(ft) x 90 ft (27.4 m x 27.4 m).  


 


The Little Rock VORTAC is housed in a one-story square building, measuring roughly 37.9 ft x 


37.9 ft (11.6 m x 11.6 m). The building rests on a concrete foundation and features an 


approximately 50 ft. diameter flat, round roof covered with eaves overhanging the façades of the 


building. The underside of the roof is covered in vinyl siding. The edge of the roof is covered with 


metal flashing. Rising from the center of the roof is an approximately white metal cone housing 


the VOR antenna. Attached around the perimeter of the roof are 16 monitor antennas spaced at 


even intervals. Each monitor antenna consists of a short, narrow pole supporting an arched box. 


The roof also serves as a counterpoise deck for grounding the radio and antenna equipment. Four 


narrow pipes extend under the roof and extend into the building on each façade. 


 


The exterior of the building is clad in vinyl siding. The western façade exhibits two openings for 


single-leaf metal doors. Four large metal vent hoods and one small metal vent hood are situated 


on the western façade. A metal electrical box and proximal metal pipe are attached to the western 


façade, south of the single-leaf metal doors. A metal pipe extends from the western façade, 


proximal to two metal vent hoods and metal electrical box. Three large metal vent hoods and two 


electrical boxes are affixed to the southern façade. Two concrete block walls abut the southern 


façade. Metal cautionary signs adorn the southern and eastern exteriors of the concrete block walls.  


Enclosed within the concrete walls is a propane gas tank. The eastern façade exhibits one opening 


for a single-leaf metal door proximal to the building’s southeastern corner. The northern half of 


the eastern façade exhibits a narrow metal pipe extending from the ground to the roof. One air 


condition unit is situated near the northeastern corner of the building. A rectangular vestige is 


situated on the eastern façade immediately below the roof. This vestige likely indicates a removed 


vent hood. The northern façade is predominantly plain. An air conditioning unit is situated near 


the northwestern corner of the building. An electrical fixture and metal vent are affixed to the 


northern façade proximal to the air conditioning unit.  


 


The interior of the building is divided into three rooms, an equipment room housing the electronics 


equipment, storage room, and an engine generator room. The walls throughout the interior of the 


building are painted Masonite, plywood, or sheetrock. There are four styles of floor tile: ~ 635 sq’ 


12”x 12” white tile, ~25 sq’ of green tile beneath the equipment racks, ~25 sq’ of 9”x 9” green in 


the storage room, and ~20 sq’ of 9”x 9” brown in the storage room. The engine generator room 


floor and ~255 sq’ of the storage room is bare concrete. There are two styles of ceiling tiles in the 


equipment room: 2’x 4’ white ceiling tile; one with large fissures, the other with rounded fissures. 


Sheet rock comprises the ceiling of the storage room. Steel I-beams and fixtures are situated under 


the wooden plank ceiling of the engine generator room. 
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SIGNIFICANCE 


 


Criterion A - Recommended Eligible 


 


The Little Rock VORTAC building is associated with the advent of a civilian aircraft navigation 


system in Arkansas and reflects an early technological usage of the system in the state. Opened in 


1917, the Bill and Hillary Clinton National Airport was originally operated by the U.S. Army 


Signal Corps as the Little Rock Intermediate Air Depot. In 1926 the Federal Government acquired 


property to provide support and landing facilities for the 154th Observation Squadron of the 


Arkansas National Guard at the site. Years later, the city of Little Rock purchased the airfield in 


1931. The following year commercial air service by American Airways was implemented. During 


World War II, the War Department assumed control of the airport. After the war, Little Rock 


regained responsibility of the airport and re-established daily commercial air service. In the early 


1950s, the airport received major runway improvements including the installation of the first 


Instrument Landing System (ILS) (Bill & Hillary Clinton National Airport 2020; Sherwood 2018). 


 


One of the instruments that allowed pilots to “see” through clouds and bad weather was the Little 


Rock VORTAC. A VOR is a type of ground-based electronic navigational aid or beacon for 


aircraft replacing the earliest generation of low-frequency radio range air navigational aids. After 


being deeming practical in late 1943, VOR technology was constructed by the CAA for Federal 


Airways system routes nationwide as part of a nationwide network of civilian aircraft navigational 


aids. The creation of the VOR greatly facilitated multi-course VHF navigation, creating an 


unlimited number of possible courses for pilots. After the VOR’s creation, the old four-course 


radio range was made obsolete. Widespread installation of the VOR system in the U.S. began after 


World War II and continued into the 1950s. When the first VOR airway was established in 1951, 


over 271 VOR units had been installed and commissioned. By June 1, 1952 over 45,000 miles of 


airways utilizing the VOR were in operation (Federal Aviation Administration [FAA] 2020; 


Thompson 2008). 


 


Shortly thereafter, Distance Measuring Equipment (DME) was developed to enhance navigation 


by providing range information with the VOR signal. By 1950 the Civil Aeronautics 


Administration (CAA) combined DMEs with VOR transmitters to create VOR/DMEs. During this 


period, the United States military developed the Tactical Air Navigation system (TACAN). This 


navigational aid provided both azimuth and range information to military aircraft. In 1957 a 


presidential commission mandated the dual installation of VORs and TACANs, creating 


VORTACs. The TACAN transmitters provided the DME signal for civil aircraft used throughout 


the United States ((Federal Aviation Administration 2020; Thompson 2008). VOR technology is 


still employed worldwide with antennae and buildings similar to the Little Rock VORTAC 


building.  


 


The Little Rock VORTAC building was constructed using standardized plans developed by the 


CAA (Figure 3). As-built drawings specific to the Little Rock VORTAC equipment building, site 


plot, and roof plan date to April 15, 1948. Site plans detail the building was modernized on April 


10, 1951. The site plans detail the building as-built again on June 7, 1951. The building was revised 


for VORTAC on February 20, 1958 (Figures 1 through 2). 
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The Little Rock VORTAC building retains integrity of location, design, setting, feeling, and 


association integrity aspects. Flat Earth Archeology recommends the Little Rock VORTAC 


building eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion A for association with events 


that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history as promulgated 


in 36 CFR 60.4. 


 


Criterion B  


 


Flat Earth Archeology found no persons significant in our past associated with the Little Rock 


VORTAC building. Therefore, the Little Rock VORTAC building does not meet Criterion B as 


promulgated in 36 CFR 60.4. Flat Earth Archeology recommends the Little Rock VORTAC 


building does not meet requirements for the NRHP eligibility under Criterion B. 


 


Criterion C  


 


The footprint and interior configuration of the Little Rock VORTAC building have remained 


unchanged since its construction. Alterations at the building include the addition of exterior vinyl 


siding, the replacement of a transformer and addition of a propane gas tank contained by a concrete 


block wall, and the addition of two air conditioning units on the building’s eastern and northern 


facades. Additionally, the DME antenna was not identified during the architectural survey of the 


building. As the TACAN AZIMUTH & DME were determined unusable, the DME antenna was 


likely removed in the past (FAA 2020a). Improvements adversely affected the integrity of 


materials and workmanship of the Little Rock VORTAC building. The building no longer contains 


sufficient physical integrity to meet Criterion C as promulgated in 36 CFR 60.4. Flat Earth 


Archeology recommends the Little Rock VORTAC building does not meet requirements for 


the NRHP eligibility under Criterion C. 
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Figure 4. View of Western and Southern façades of Little Rock VORTAC building  


(facing northeast) 


 


 
Figure 5. View of Southern and Eastern façades of Little Rock VORTAC building  


(facing northwest) 







 


8 


 


 
Figure 6. View of Eastern and Northern façades of Little Rock VORTAC building  


(facing southwest) 


 


 
Figure 7. View of Western façade of Little Rock VORTAC building (facing south-southeast) 
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Figure 8. View of Western façade of Little Rock VORTAC building (facing south-southeast) 


 


 
Figure 9. View of Monitor Antenna on Western façade of Little Rock VORTAC building  


(facing south-southeast) 
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Figure 10. View of entryway leading to Equipment Room of Little Rock VORTAC building 


 


  
Figure 11. View of Storage Room entrance and Equipment Room of  


Little Rock VORTAC building 
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Figure 12. View of Equipment Room ceiling and wall of Little Rock VORTAC building 


 


 
Figure 13. View of Generator Room of Little Rock VORTAC building 
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Figure 14. View of Generator Room ceiling of Little Rock VORTAC building 


 


 
Figure 15. View of Plot Layout and Property Tie  


(acquired from Little Rock VORTAC Equipment Room) 
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Figure 16. View of Plot Layout and Property Tie script, view 1 


(acquired from Little Rock VORTAC Equipment Room) 


 


 
Figure 17. View of Plot Layout and Property Tie script, view 2 


(acquired from Little Rock VORTAC Equipment Room) 
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Figure 18. View of Plot Layout and Property Tie script, view 3 


(acquired from Little Rock VORTAC Equipment Room) 
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From: McAbee, William C.
To: Martino, Alec (FAA)
Subject: FW: Question about the VORTAC structure in Little Rock (airport)
Date: Tuesday, April 20, 2021 4:16:32 PM
Attachments: image001.png


FYI – email with SHPO
 
Bill McAbee
Garver
501-537-3259
 


From: Chris Branam <chrisb@flateartharcheology.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 20, 2021 3:43 PM
To: McAbee, William C. <WCMcAbee@GarverUSA.com>
Subject: Fwd: Question about the VORTAC structure in Little Rock (airport)
 


Chris M. Branam, RPA
Flat Earth Archeology, LLC
117 Financial Drive
Cabot, AR 72023
(501) 286-7124 - office
(501) 593-0609 - cell
 


---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Eric Mills <Eric.Mills@arkansas.gov>
Date: Thu, Nov 12, 2020 at 11:02 AM
Subject: RE: Question about the VORTAC structure in Little Rock (airport)
To: Chris Branam <chrisb@flateartharcheology.com>
 


Hey Chris:
 
The FAA will need to draft an MOA and notify the ACHP of the adverse effect. I will have to look at
this again. I can’t recall if we had an adverse effect finding yet. If not, Garver can submit a letter to
the AHPP noting the intent to demolish and the adverse effect. We will concur and recommend an
MOA and a conference to discuss mitigation options. You are correct, the AARF and photographic
documentation will be a recommended part of the mitigation. I am a fan of online documentation
these days. For example, we are in consultation with a USACE district to add a page to their website
regarding an eligible flood wall that is slated for demolition. Perhaps the airport would consider
adding a history page. There are other options of course, but I like the longevity, flexibility, access,
and low cost of online/web mitigation.
 
As you know, the ACHP has an MOA template and e106 portal for submission of the adverse effect
notification and MOA. The ACHP will likely decline to participate and then all the proponent has to
do is provide the Council with a fully executed copy.



mailto:WCMcAbee@GarverUSA.com

mailto:Alec.Martino@faa.gov

mailto:Eric.Mills@arkansas.gov

mailto:chrisb@flateartharcheology.com











 
I am heading into the office in a few minutes. Give me a call this afternoon if you want to discuss
anything else.
 
Eric
 
ERIC R. MILLS
Archeologist/Section 106 Manager
 
Division of Arkansas Heritage
1100 North Street
Little Rock, AR 72201
eric.mills@arkansas.gov
p: 501.324.9784 | f: 501.324.9184
 
ArkansasHeritage.com


 


From: Chris Branam <chrisb@flateartharcheology.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, November 11, 2020 11:10 AM
To: Eric Mills <Eric.Mills@arkansas.gov>
Subject: Question about the VORTAC structure in Little Rock (airport)
 
Eric,
 
A few months ago Devin completed an architectural survey for this old VORTAC structure
for Garver and the LR Airport.  We recommended it as eligible for the NRHP.
 
They want to move forward with demolishing it, so they want a SOW for mitigation
measures.  I'm assuming completing an ARF is the minimum mitigation.  Is there anything
else they would need to do in your opinion?  Also, would they need an MOU or MOA before
beginning the work?
 
Thanks,
 
Chris M. Branam, RPA
Flat Earth Archeology, LLC
117 Financial Drive
Cabot, AR 72023
(501) 286-7124 - office
(501) 593-0609 - cell
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mailto:Eric.Mills@arkansas.gov



		SHPO MOA.pdf

		BETWEEN FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION AND THE

		REGARDING THE DEMOLITION OF THE LITTLE ROCK VORTAC BUILDING

		STIPULATIONS

		I. An Architectural Resources Survey be conducted at the Little Rock VORTAC building that includes both physical descriptions and photographs, and a history of the structure (including the structure’s significance to the City of Little Rock and aviati...

		II. DURATION

		IV. DISPUTE RESOLUTION

		V. AMENDMENTS

		VI. TERMINATION

		SIGNATORIES:

		[insert agency official name and title]

		[insert name and title]

		[insert invited signatory name]

		[insert name and title]

		[insert name of concurring party]

		[insert name and title]



		SHPO MOA.pdf

		BETWEEN FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION AND THE

		REGARDING THE DEMOLITION OF THE LITTLE ROCK VORTAC BUILDING

		STIPULATIONS

		I. An Architectural Resources Survey be conducted at the Little Rock VORTAC building that includes both physical descriptions and photographs, and a history of the structure (including the structure’s significance to the City of Little Rock and aviati...

		II. DURATION

		IV. DISPUTE RESOLUTION

		V. AMENDMENTS

		VI. TERMINATION

		SIGNATORIES:

		[Alec Martino, Environmental Engineer, FAA]

		[Eric R. Mills, Archeologist, Section 106 Manager]

		[insert invited signatory name]

		[insert name and title]

		[insert name of concurring party]

		[insert name and title]



		SHPO MOA.pdf

		BETWEEN FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION AND THE

		REGARDING THE DEMOLITION OF THE LITTLE ROCK VORTAC BUILDING

		STIPULATIONS

		I. An Architectural Resources Survey be conducted at the Little Rock VORTAC building that includes both physical descriptions and photographs, and a history of the structure (including the structure’s significance to the City of Little Rock and aviati...

		II. DURATION

		IV. DISPUTE RESOLUTION

		V. AMENDMENTS

		VI. TERMINATION

		SIGNATORIES:

		[Alec Martino, Environmental Engineer, FAA]

		[Secretary Stacy Hurst, Arkansas State Historic Preservation Officer]

		[insert invited signatory name]

		[insert name and title]

		[insert name of concurring party]

		[insert name and title]



		SHPO MOA.pdf

		BETWEEN FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION AND THE

		REGARDING THE DEMOLITION OF THE LITTLE ROCK VORTAC BUILDING

		STIPULATIONS

		I. An Architectural Resources Survey be conducted at the Little Rock VORTAC building that includes both physical descriptions and photographs, and a history of the structure (including the structure’s significance to the City of Little Rock and aviati...

		II. DURATION

		IV. DISPUTE RESOLUTION

		V. AMENDMENTS

		VI. TERMINATION

		SIGNATORIES:

		[Alec Martino, Environmental Engineer, FAA]

		[Secretary Stacy Hurst, Arkansas State Historic Preservation Officer]

		[insert invited signatory name]

		[insert name and title]

		[insert name of concurring party]

		[insert name and title]





				2021-04-22T12:24:17-0500

		alec martino











From: Martino, Alec (FAA) <Alec.Martino@faa.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 2:20 PM
To: Eric Mills <Eric.Mills@arkansas.gov>; e106@achp.gov
Cc: McAbee, William C. <WCMcAbee@GarverUSA.com>; Price, Laura E (FAA)
<Laura.E.Price@faa.gov>; Butler, Gail (FAA) <gail.butler@faa.gov>; chrisb@flateartharcheology.com;
Hightower, Grant (FAA) <Grant.Hightower@faa.gov>
Subject: FW: Question about the VORTAC structure in Little Rock (airport)
 
Good Morning Eric,
 
I am working with Chris on the VORTAC project and would like to formally submit this application for
the FAA.  I have attached the e106 form as well as the MOA, and the architectural study for the
mitigation plan for the removal of the VORTAC facility.  Please let me know if this is the proper
means of submittal or if you need anything else from my end.
 
Thank you, 
 

Alec L. Martino
Alec L. Martino EIT
Environmental Engineer
AJW-2C15H Infrastructure EOSH
2300 East Devon Ave. Des Plaines, IL
847-294-8037 – Work
224-325-9421 - Cell
 

From: McAbee, William C. <WCMcAbee@GarverUSA.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 20, 2021 4:16 PM
To: Martino, Alec (FAA) <Alec.Martino@faa.gov>
Subject: FW: Question about the VORTAC structure in Little Rock (airport)
 
FYI – email with SHPO
 
Bill McAbee
Garver
501-537-3259
 

From: Chris Branam <chrisb@flateartharcheology.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 20, 2021 3:43 PM
To: McAbee, William C. <WCMcAbee@GarverUSA.com>
Subject: Fwd: Question about the VORTAC structure in Little Rock (airport)
 

Chris M. Branam, RPA
Flat Earth Archeology, LLC
117 Financial Drive

mailto:Alec.Martino@faa.gov
mailto:Eric.Mills@arkansas.gov
mailto:e106@achp.gov
mailto:WCMcAbee@GarverUSA.com
mailto:Laura.E.Price@faa.gov
mailto:gail.butler@faa.gov
mailto:chrisb@flateartharcheology.com
mailto:Grant.Hightower@faa.gov
mailto:WCMcAbee@GarverUSA.com
mailto:Alec.Martino@faa.gov
mailto:chrisb@flateartharcheology.com
mailto:WCMcAbee@GarverUSA.com


Cabot, AR 72023
(501) 286-7124 - office
(501) 593-0609 - cell
 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Eric Mills <Eric.Mills@arkansas.gov>
Date: Thu, Nov 12, 2020 at 11:02 AM
Subject: RE: Question about the VORTAC structure in Little Rock (airport)
To: Chris Branam <chrisb@flateartharcheology.com>
 

Hey Chris:
 
The FAA will need to draft an MOA and notify the ACHP of the adverse effect. I will have to look at
this again. I can’t recall if we had an adverse effect finding yet. If not, Garver can submit a letter to
the AHPP noting the intent to demolish and the adverse effect. We will concur and recommend an
MOA and a conference to discuss mitigation options. You are correct, the AARF and photographic
documentation will be a recommended part of the mitigation. I am a fan of online documentation
these days. For example, we are in consultation with a USACE district to add a page to their website
regarding an eligible flood wall that is slated for demolition. Perhaps the airport would consider
adding a history page. There are other options of course, but I like the longevity, flexibility, access,
and low cost of online/web mitigation.
 
As you know, the ACHP has an MOA template and e106 portal for submission of the adverse effect
notification and MOA. The ACHP will likely decline to participate and then all the proponent has to
do is provide the Council with a fully executed copy.
 
I am heading into the office in a few minutes. Give me a call this afternoon if you want to discuss
anything else.
 
Eric
 
ERIC R. MILLS
Archeologist/Section 106 Manager
 
Division of Arkansas Heritage
1100 North Street
Little Rock, AR 72201
eric.mills@arkansas.gov
p: 501.324.9784 | f: 501.324.9184
 
ArkansasHeritage.com

mailto:Eric.Mills@arkansas.gov
mailto:chrisb@flateartharcheology.com
mailto:mandy.shoptaw@arkansas.gov


 

From: Chris Branam <chrisb@flateartharcheology.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, November 11, 2020 11:10 AM
To: Eric Mills <Eric.Mills@arkansas.gov>
Subject: Question about the VORTAC structure in Little Rock (airport)
 
Eric,
 
A few months ago Devin completed an architectural survey for this old VORTAC structure
for Garver and the LR Airport.  We recommended it as eligible for the NRHP.
 
They want to move forward with demolishing it, so they want a SOW for mitigation
measures.  I'm assuming completing an ARF is the minimum mitigation.  Is there anything
else they would need to do in your opinion?  Also, would they need an MOU or MOA before
beginning the work?
 
Thanks,
 
Chris M. Branam, RPA
Flat Earth Archeology, LLC
117 Financial Drive
Cabot, AR 72023
(501) 286-7124 - office
(501) 593-0609 - cell

mailto:chrisb@flateartharcheology.com
mailto:Eric.Mills@arkansas.gov


               
 

   
 

Arkansas Historic Preservation Program 
1100 North Street  •  Little Rock, AR 72201  •  501.324.9150 

ArkansasPreservation.com 
 

Asa Hutchinson 
Governor 

Stacy Hurst 
Secretary 

 

July 12, 2021 
 
Mr. Alec Martino 
Environmental Engineer 
AJW-2C15H Infrastructure EOSH 
2300 East Devon Ave. 
Des Plaines, IL 60018 
 
Re: Pulaski County – North Little Rock 
 Section 106 Review – FAA 
 Memorandum of Agreement between Federal Aviation Administration and the Arkansas State 
             Historic Preservation Officer Regarding the Demolition of the Little Rock VORTAC Building 

Proposed Undertaking – Demolition of the Little Rock VORTAC Building 
 AHPP Tracking Number 104775.06 
 
Dear Mr. Martino: 
 
Please see the attached signature page executed by the Arkansas State Historic Preservation Officer. We 
look forward to receiving the fully executed agreement when it is available.  
 
Conditional upon fulfillment of the stipulations provided in the above-referenced memorandum of 
agreement, the Arkansas Historic Preservation Program concurs with a finding of no adverse effect 
pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.5(b).  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review this agreement. If you have any questions, please contact Eric Mills 
of my staff at (501) 324-9784 or eric.mills@arkansas.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
for 
Scott Kaufman 
Director, AHPP 
 
 







5/4/22



U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  
 

 DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
 U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, VICKSBURG DISTRICT 
 4155 CLAY STREET 
 VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI 39183-3435 

  
 

 

 
 
 

May 12, 2021 
 
Regulatory Division 
 
SUBJECT:  Department of the Army Regulatory Requirements Associated with the 
Proposed Construction of the Little Rock Port Authority VORTAC Relocation Project, 
Located in Section 14, T2N-R11W, Pulaski County, Arkansas 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mr. Bryan Day 
Little Rock Port Authority 
10600 Industrial Harbor Drive 
Little Rock, Arkansas  72206 
 
Dear Mr. Day: 
 
       Based upon the information furnished (enclosure 1), it appears that Department of 
the Army permit requirements for the proposed work, will be authorized by Nationwide 
Permit No. 39, as specified in the January 13, 2021, Federal Register, Reissuance and 
Modification of Nationwide Permits; Final Rule; Notice (86 FR 2744), provided the 
activity complies with the Special Conditions (enclosure 2), the General Conditions 
(enclosure 3), and the Regional Conditions (enclosure 4).  It is your responsibility to 
read and become familiar with the enclosed conditions in order for you to ensure that 
the activity authorized herein complies with the Nationwide Permit. 
 
       This verification is valid until March 14, 2026, unless the Nationwide Permit is 
modified, suspended, or revoked.  Activities which are under construction, or that are 
under contract to commence, in reliance upon a Nationwide Permit will remain 
authorized provided the activity is completed within 12 months of the date of any 
subsequent modification, expiration, or revocation of the Nationwide Permit.  Upon 
completion of the activity authorized by this Nationwide Permit, please fill out the 
enclosed certification of compliance (enclosure 5) and return it to our office.    
 
       This verification was based upon a preliminary determination that there appear to 
be jurisdictional areas on the property subject to regulation pursuant to Section 10 of the 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and/or Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  A copy of 
the appeals form is enclosed for your review (enclosure 6).



-2-

       This verification of Department of the Army regulatory requirements does not 
convey any property rights, either in real estate or material or any exclusive privileges, 
and does not authorize any injury to property or invasion of rights or local laws or 
regulations, or obviate the requirement to obtain State or local assent required by law 
for the activity discussed herein. 

       Thank you for advising us of your plans.  If you change your plans for the proposed 
work, or if the proposed work does not comply with the conditions of the Nationwide 
Permit, please contact me at telephone (601) 631-5292, or email address:  
Bryan.Williamson@usace.army.mil.  In any future correspondence concerning this project, 
please refer to Identification No. MVK-2019-832. 

       I am forwarding a copy of this letter via email to Mr. Colby Marshall, Garver USA, 
2049 East Joyce Boulevard, Suite 400, Fayetteville, Arkansas 72703.  

  Sincerely, 

 Bryan Williamson  
  Team Lead, Permit and Evaluation Branch 
  Regulatory Division 

Enclosures 





TRIBAL COORDINATION 



 
 
     F.A.A. - Southwest Regional Offices 

Planning and Resources Group - AJV-C31 
10101 Hillwood Parkway 

     Fort Worth, Texas 76177 

 
 
March 17, 2020 
 
Mitch Hunter, Archivist 
Environmental Resources 
Cherokee Nation 
P.O. Box 948 
Tahlequah, Oklahoma 74465 
  
RE: Federal Aviation Administration and Little Rock Port Authority Navigational Aid  
       Relocation Study in Pulaski County, Arkansas    
 
Dear Mr. Hunter: 
 
Pursuant to the Rules and Regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA), the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) initiated consultations 
regarding historic properties that may be affected by the above-referenced project in September 
2019. In October 2019 the Arkansas Historic Preservation Program (AHPP) asked for additional 
information which was provided with the results of a cultural resources investigation. The AHPP 
provided the enclosed letter that they will concur with a finding of no historic properties affected 
in accordance with 36 CFR §800.4(d)(1).   
 
The project is federally funded in conjunction with the FAA and the Little Rock Port Authority 
(LRPA) and consists of the relocation of the Little Rock (LIT) Very High Frequency Omni-
Directional Range with TACAN (VORTAC) from it’s existing location within the LRPA Industrial 
Park to the proposed site as shown on the enclosed map. The project includes construction of a 
150-foot by 100-foot gravel pad, an approximately 5,600 linear foot long gravel access road, 
three-phase electrical service, and communication lines. Coordinates for the proposed LIT 
VORTAC relocation site are:  latitude 34˚ 48’ 36.36” N and longitude 92˚ 09’ 07.44” W.   
 
Please review this project and enclosed location map and notify us if this undertaking is likely to 
affect properties of religious or cultural significance to your tribe. In order to provide the most 
thorough consideration of historic properties in the planning process, we would appreciate your 
response to this request within 30 days. If you have questions or need additional information, 
please contact me at 817-222-4315 or by email at william.brewer@faa.gov.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
William Brewer, Environmental Protection Specialist 
Federal Aviation Administration 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
       AHPP Letter 

mailto:william.brewer@faa.gov


 
 
     F.A.A. - Southwest Regional Offices 

Planning and Resources Group - AJV-C31 
10101 Hillwood Parkway 

     Fort Worth, Texas 76177 

 
 
March 17, 2020 
 
Alina Shively 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians 
P.O. Box 14 
Jena, Louisiana 71342 
  
RE: Federal Aviation Administration and Little Rock Port Authority Navigational Aid  
       Relocation Study in Pulaski County, Arkansas    
 
Dear Ms. Shively: 
 
Pursuant to the Rules and Regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA), the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) initiated consultations 
regarding historic properties that may be affected by the above-referenced project in September 
2019. In October 2019 the Arkansas Historic Preservation Program (AHPP) asked for additional 
information which was provided with the results of a cultural resources investigation. The AHPP 
provided the enclosed letter that they will concur with a finding of no historic properties affected 
in accordance with 36 CFR §800.4(d)(1).   
 
The project is federally funded in conjunction with the FAA and the Little Rock Port Authority 
(LRPA) and consists of the relocation of the Little Rock (LIT) Very High Frequency Omni-
Directional Range with TACAN (VORTAC) from it’s existing location within the LRPA Industrial 
Park to the proposed site as shown on the enclosed map. The project includes construction of a 
150-foot by 100-foot gravel pad, an approximately 5,600 linear foot long gravel access road, 
three-phase electrical service, and communication lines. Coordinates for the proposed LIT 
VORTAC relocation site are:  latitude 34˚ 48’ 36.36” N and longitude 92˚ 09’ 07.44” W.   
 
Please review this project and enclosed location map and notify us if this undertaking is likely to 
affect properties of religious or cultural significance to your tribe. In order to provide the most 
thorough consideration of historic properties in the planning process, we would appreciate your 
response to this request within 30 days. If you have questions or need additional information, 
please contact me at 817-222-4315 or by email at william.brewer@faa.gov.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
William Brewer, Environmental Protection Specialist 
Federal Aviation Administration 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
       AHPP Letter 

mailto:william.brewer@faa.gov


 
 
     F.A.A. - Southwest Regional Offices 

Planning and Resources Group - AJV-C31 
10101 Hillwood Parkway 

     Fort Worth, Texas 76177 

 
 
March 17, 2020 
 
Eldine Stevens 
NAGPRA Coordinator/Tribal Archelologist 
United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 746 
Tahlequah, Oklahoma 74465 
 
RE: Federal Aviation Administration and Little Rock Port Authority Navigational Aid  
       Relocation Study in Pulaski County, Arkansas    
 
Dear Ms. Stevens: 
 
Pursuant to the Rules and Regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA), the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) initiated consultations 
regarding historic properties that may be affected by the above-referenced project in September 
2019. In October 2019 the Arkansas Historic Preservation Program (AHPP) asked for additional 
information which was provided with the results of a cultural resources investigation. The AHPP 
provided the enclosed letter that they will concur with a finding of no historic properties affected 
in accordance with 36 CFR §800.4(d)(1).   
 
The project is federally funded in conjunction with the FAA and the Little Rock Port Authority 
(LRPA) and consists of the relocation of the Little Rock (LIT) Very High Frequency Omni-
Directional Range with TACAN (VORTAC) from it’s existing location within the LRPA Industrial 
Park to the proposed site as shown on the enclosed map. The project includes construction of a 
150-foot by 100-foot gravel pad, an approximately 5,600 linear foot long gravel access road, 
three-phase electrical service, and communication lines. Coordinates for the proposed LIT 
VORTAC relocation site are:  latitude 34˚ 48’ 36.36” N and longitude 92˚ 09’ 07.44” W.   
 
Please review this project and enclosed location map and notify us if this undertaking is likely to 
affect properties of religious or cultural significance to your tribe. In order to provide the most 
thorough consideration of historic properties in the planning process, we would appreciate your 
response to this request within 30 days. If you have questions or need additional information, 
please contact me at 817-222-4315 or by email at william.brewer@faa.gov.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
William Brewer, Environmental Protection Specialist 
Federal Aviation Administration 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
       AHPP Letter 

mailto:william.brewer@faa.gov


 
 
     F.A.A. - Southwest Regional Offices 

Planning and Resources Group - AJV-C31 
10101 Hillwood Parkway 

     Fort Worth, Texas 76177 

 
 
March 17, 2020 
 
Corain Lowe-Zepeda 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Muskogee (Creek) Nation 
P.O. Box 580 
Okmulgee, Oklahoma 74447 
 
RE: Federal Aviation Administration and Little Rock Port Authority Navigational Aid  
       Relocation Study in Pulaski County, Arkansas    
 
Dear Ms. Lowe-Zepeda: 
 
Pursuant to the Rules and Regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA), the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) initiated consultations 
regarding historic properties that may be affected by the above-referenced project in September 
2019. In October 2019 the Arkansas Historic Preservation Program (AHPP) asked for additional 
information which was provided with the results of a cultural resources investigation. The AHPP 
provided the enclosed letter that they will concur with a finding of no historic properties affected 
in accordance with 36 CFR §800.4(d)(1).   
 
The project is federally funded in conjunction with the FAA and the Little Rock Port Authority 
(LRPA) and consists of the relocation of the Little Rock (LIT) Very High Frequency Omni-
Directional Range with TACAN (VORTAC) from it’s existing location within the LRPA Industrial 
Park to the proposed site as shown on the enclosed map. The project includes construction of a 
150-foot by 100-foot gravel pad, an approximately 5,600 linear foot long gravel access road, 
three-phase electrical service, and communication lines. Coordinates for the proposed LIT 
VORTAC relocation site are:  latitude 34˚ 48’ 36.36” N and longitude 92˚ 09’ 07.44” W.   
 
Please review this project and enclosed location map and notify us if this undertaking is likely to 
affect properties of religious or cultural significance to your tribe. In order to provide the most 
thorough consideration of historic properties in the planning process, we would appreciate your 
response to this request within 30 days. If you have questions or need additional information, 
please contact me at 817-222-4315 or by email at william.brewer@faa.gov.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
William Brewer, Environmental Protection Specialist 
Federal Aviation Administration 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
       AHPP Letter 

mailto:william.brewer@faa.gov


 
 
     F.A.A. - Southwest Regional Offices 

Planning and Resources Group - AJV-C31 
10101 Hillwood Parkway 

     Fort Worth, Texas 76177 

 
 
March 17, 2020 
 
Tamara Francis-Fourkiller 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Caddo Nation 
P.O. Box 487 
Binger, Oklahoma 73009 
 
RE: Federal Aviation Administration and Little Rock Port Authority Navigational Aid  
       Relocation Study in Pulaski County, Arkansas    
 
Dear Ms. Francis-Fourkiller: 
 
Pursuant to the Rules and Regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA), the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) initiated consultations 
regarding historic properties that may be affected by the above-referenced project in September 
2019. In October 2019 the Arkansas Historic Preservation Program (AHPP) asked for additional 
information which was provided with the results of a cultural resources investigation. The AHPP 
provided the enclosed letter that they will concur with a finding of no historic properties affected 
in accordance with 36 CFR §800.4(d)(1).   
 
The project is federally funded in conjunction with the FAA and the Little Rock Port Authority 
(LRPA) and consists of the relocation of the Little Rock (LIT) Very High Frequency Omni-
Directional Range with TACAN (VORTAC) from it’s existing location within the LRPA Industrial 
Park to the proposed site as shown on the enclosed map. The project includes construction of a 
150-foot by 100-foot gravel pad, an approximately 5,600 linear foot long gravel access road, 
three-phase electrical service, and communication lines. Coordinates for the proposed LIT 
VORTAC relocation site are:  latitude 34˚ 48’ 36.36” N and longitude 92˚ 09’ 07.44” W.   
 
Please review this project and enclosed location map and notify us if this undertaking is likely to 
affect properties of religious or cultural significance to your tribe. In order to provide the most 
thorough consideration of historic properties in the planning process, we would appreciate your 
response to this request within 30 days. If you have questions or need additional information, 
please contact me at 817-222-4315 or by email at william.brewer@faa.gov.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
William Brewer, Environmental Protection Specialist 
Federal Aviation Administration 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 
       AHPP Letter 

mailto:william.brewer@faa.gov


 
 
     F.A.A. - Southwest Regional Offices 

   Engineering Services - AJW-2C15H 
   10101 Hillwood Parkway 

     Fort Worth, Texas 76177 

 
 
September 17, 2019 
 
Everett Bandy 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Quapaw Tribe of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 765 
Quapaw, Oklahoma 74363 
 
Transmitted via electronic mail to: ebandy@quapawtribe.com 
 
RE: Federal Aviation Administration and Little Rock Port Authority Navigational Aid  
       Relocation Study in Pulaski County, Arkansas    
 
Dear Mr. Bandy: 
 
Pursuant to the Rules and Regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA), the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is initiating consultation 
regarding historic properties that may be affected by the above-referenced project. 
 
The proposed project is federally funded in conjunction with the Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) and the Little Rock Port Authority (LRPA). The project consists of the relocation of the 
relocation of the Little Rock (LIT) Very High Frequency Omni-Directional Range with TACAN 
(VORTAC) from it’s existing location within the LRPA Industrial Park to the proposed site as 
shown on the enclosed map. The project would include the construction of a 150-foot by 100-
foot gravel pad, an approximately 5,600 linear foot long gravel access road, three-phase 
electrical service, and communication lines. Coordinates for the proposed LIT VORTAC 
relocation site are:  latitude 34˚ 48’ 36.36” N and longitude 92˚ 09’ 07.44” W.   
 
Please review this project and enclosed location map and notify us if this undertaking is likely to 
affect properties of religious or cultural significance to your tribe. In order to provide the most 
thorough consideration of historic properties in the planning process, we would greatly 
appreciate your response to this request within 30 days. If you have questions or need 
additional information, please contact me at 817-222-4315 or by email at 
william.brewer@faa.gov.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
William Brewer, Environmental Protection Specialist 
Federal Aviation Administration 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 

mailto:william.brewer@faa.gov


 
 
     F.A.A. - Southwest Regional Offices 

   Engineering Services - AJW-2C15H 
   10101 Hillwood Parkway 

     Fort Worth, Texas 76177 

 
 
September 17, 2019 
 
Earl J. Barbry, Jr. 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana 
151 Melacon Drive 
Marksville, Louisiana 71351 
 
Transmitted via electronic mail to: ebarbry@tunica.org 
 
RE: Federal Aviation Administration and Little Rock Port Authority Navigational Aid  
       Relocation Study in Pulaski County, Arkansas    
 
Dear Mr. Barbry: 
 
Pursuant to the Rules and Regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA), the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is initiating consultation 
regarding historic properties that may be affected by the above-referenced project. 
 
The proposed project is federally funded in conjunction with the Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) and the Little Rock Port Authority (LRPA). The project consists of the relocation of the 
relocation of the Little Rock (LIT) Very High Frequency Omni-Directional Range with TACAN 
(VORTAC) from it’s existing location within the LRPA Industrial Park to the proposed site as 
shown on the enclosed map. The project would include the construction of a 150-foot by 100-
foot gravel pad, an approximately 5,600 linear foot long gravel access road, three-phase 
electrical service, and communication lines. Coordinates for the proposed LIT VORTAC 
relocation site are:  latitude 34˚ 48’ 36.36” N and longitude 92˚ 09’ 07.44” W.   
 
Please review this project and enclosed location map and notify us if this undertaking is likely to 
affect properties of religious or cultural significance to your tribe. In order to provide the most 
thorough consideration of historic properties in the planning process, we would greatly 
appreciate your response to this request within 30 days. If you have questions or need 
additional information, please contact me at 817-222-4315 or by email at 
william.brewer@faa.gov.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
William Brewer, Environmental Protection Specialist 
Federal Aviation Administration 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 

mailto:william.brewer@faa.gov


 
 
     F.A.A. - Southwest Regional Offices 

Engineering Services - AJW-2C15H 
10101 Hillwood Parkway 

     Fort Worth, Texas 76177 

 
 
September 17, 2019 
 
Dr. Andrea A. Hunter 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
The Osage Nation 
P.O. Box 779 
Pawhuska, Oklahoma 74056 
 
Transmitted via electronic mail to: ahunter@osagenation-nsn.gov 
 
RE: Federal Aviation Administration and Little Rock Port Authority Navigational Aid  
       Relocation Study in Pulaski County, Arkansas    
 
Dear Dr. Hunter: 
 
Pursuant to the Rules and Regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA), the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is initiating consultation 
regarding historic properties that may be affected by the above-referenced project. 
 
The proposed project is federally funded in conjunction with the Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) and the Little Rock Port Authority (LRPA). The project consists of the relocation of the 
relocation of the Little Rock (LIT) Very High Frequency Omni-Directional Range with TACAN 
(VORTAC) from it’s existing location within the LRPA Industrial Park to the proposed site as 
shown on the enclosed map. The project would include the construction of a 150-foot by 100-
foot gravel pad, an approximately 5,600 linear foot long gravel access road, three-phase 
electrical service, and communication lines. Coordinates for the proposed LIT VORTAC 
relocation site are:  latitude 34˚ 48’ 36.36” N and longitude 92˚ 09’ 07.44” W.   
 
Please review this project and enclosed location map and notify us if this undertaking is likely to 
affect properties of religious or cultural significance to your tribe. In order to provide the most 
thorough consideration of historic properties in the planning process, we would greatly 
appreciate your response to this request within 30 days. If you have questions or need 
additional information, please contact me at 817-222-4315 or by email at 
william.brewer@faa.gov.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
William Brewer, Environmental Protection Specialist 
Federal Aviation Administration 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 

mailto:william.brewer@faa.gov


 
 
     F.A.A. - Southwest Regional Offices 

Engineering Services - AJW-2C15H 
10101 Hillwood Parkway 

     Fort Worth, Texas 76177 

 
 
November 15, 2019 
 
Tonya Tipton 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
The Shawnee Tribe 
P.O. Box 189 
Miami, Oklahoma 74355 
 
RE: Federal Aviation Administration and Little Rock Port Authority Navigational Aid  
       Relocation Study in Pulaski County, Arkansas    
 
Dear Ms. Tipton: 
 
Pursuant to the Rules and Regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA), the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is initiating consultation 
regarding historic properties that may be affected by the above-referenced project. 
 
The proposed project is federally funded in conjunction with the Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) and the Little Rock Port Authority (LRPA). The project consists of the relocation of the 
relocation of the Little Rock (LIT) Very High Frequency Omni-Directional Range with TACAN 
(VORTAC) from it’s existing location within the LRPA Industrial Park to the proposed site as 
shown on the enclosed map. The project would include the construction of a 150-foot by 100-
foot gravel pad, an approximately 5,600 linear foot long gravel access road, three-phase 
electrical service, and communication lines. Coordinates for the proposed LIT VORTAC 
relocation site are:  latitude 34˚ 48’ 36.36” N and longitude 92˚ 09’ 07.44” W.   
 
Please review this project and enclosed location map and notify us if this undertaking is likely to 
affect properties of religious or cultural significance to your tribe. In order to provide the most 
thorough consideration of historic properties in the planning process, we would greatly 
appreciate your response to this request within 30 days. If you have questions or need 
additional information, please contact me at 817-222-4315 or by email at 
william.brewer@faa.gov.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
William Brewer, Environmental Protection Specialist 
Federal Aviation Administration 
 
Enclosure: Project Location Map 

mailto:william.brewer@faa.gov


From: Brewer, William (FAA)
To: McAbee, William C.
Cc: Mueller, Todd, E.
Subject: FW: FAA Notification Letter
Date: Monday, February 17, 2020 10:32:34 AM
Attachments: image001.png

104775.01-FAA_ LRPA VORTAC Relocation Study_Pulaski County_Arkansas.pdf
F.E.A. 2019-121 Report.pdf

Bill,
 
Below is the email to the Choctaw Tribe with the provided attachments.
 
Respectfully,
 
Bill
 
Bill Brewer
817-222-4315
 

From: Brewer, William (FAA) 
Sent: Monday, February 17, 2020 9:45 AM
To: Madison D. Currie <mcurrie@choctawnation.com>
Cc: Lindsey Bilyeu <lbilyeu@choctawnation.com>
Subject: FW: FAA Notification Letter
 
Good Morning Ms. Currie,
 
Attached is a letter of concurrence from the State of Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office of
no-further-action. This is for the N. Little Rock, Arkansas proposed site for the relocation of the FAA
VORTAC. Also attached is the study that was completed on behalf of the FAA and the Little Rock Port
Authority.
 
Please forward any comments or questions to me. Thank you and have a great week!
 
Respectfully,
 
Bill Brewer
 
Bill Brewer
817-222-4315
 

From: Madison D. Currie <mcurrie@choctawnation.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 08, 2019 11:00 AM
To: Brewer, William (FAA) <william.brewer@faa.gov>
Cc: Lindsey Bilyeu <lbilyeu@choctawnation.com>
Subject: FAA Notification Letter

mailto:william.brewer@faa.gov
mailto:WCMcAbee@GarverUSA.com
mailto:TEMueller@GarverUSA.com
mailto:mcurrie@choctawnation.com
mailto:william.brewer@faa.gov
mailto:lbilyeu@choctawnation.com







"t. ))=K 
I li:,.# I


ARKANSAS 
HERITAGE 


February 14, 2020 


Mr. Chris Branam, RPA 


Flat Earth Archeology, LLC 


117 Financial Drive 


Cabot, AR 72023 


Re: Pulaski County - North Little Rock 


Section 106 Review - FAA 


Cultural Resources Report - A Cultural Resources Survey for LRPA VORTAC 


Relocation Study in Pulaski County, Arkansas 


Proposed Undertaking - Little Rock Port Authority (LRPA) Very High Frequency 


Omni-Directional Range Tactical Air Navigation System (VORTAC) Relocation Study 
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ABSTRACT 


 


Flat Earth Archeology, LLC conducted a Phase I cultural resources survey of a 250 x 250-foot (76 


x 76 meters) parking area and pad site, and a 5,540 foot (1688 meters) long proposed easement for 


a proposed LRPA VORTAC Relocation Study in Pulaski County, Arkansas.  The cultural 


resources survey of the proposed easement includes a roughly 40-feet (12 meters) wide corridor. 


 


Twenty shovel test locales were investigated within the parking area and pad site, including 13 


excavated and 7 not excavated (due to inundation).  One linear transect was walked in the proposed 


easement corridor and shovel tests were excavated at a maximum of 20-meter intervals.  A total 


of 64 shovel test locales were investigated in the proposed Project Area (58 excavated and 6 not 


excavated due to inundation).  Additionally, 14 delineation shovel tests were excavated around a 


positive shovel test on Transect A (the proposed access road). This investigation was an attempt 


to locate subsurface cultural features or deposits prior to the ground disturbing activities associated 


with the planned VOR relocation project. The coordinates for the center of the proposed parking 


area and pad are Zone 15, 577555 m E, 3852309 m N. The Project Area is situated in Sections 11, 


13, and 14 in Township 2 North, Range 11 West. 


 


There were no historic structures on file within or proximal to the proposed project area listed on 


or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Archival research and site records 


checks indicated that there were eight previously recorded archeological sites within a mile of the 


Project Area.  One of the previously recorded archeological sites (3PU0252) is proximal to the 


direct Area of Potential Effect of the current project, defined in this report as the Project Area.   


 


Flat Earth Archeology conducted the investigation according to the standards prescribed in A State 


Plan for the Conservation of Archeological Resources in Arkansas (Davis, ed. 1994, amended 


2010), Archeology and Historic Preservation: Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and 


Guidelines (National Park Service 1983).  Two positive shovel tests along the proposed access 


road were positive for cultural materials.  Two prehistoric plain ceramic sherds were found in two 


shovel tests within 10 meters of each other.  Both of the positive shovel tests were located within 


an existing pipeline corridor and thus in a disturbed context. The positive shovel tests do not 


constitute an archeological site based on the lack of context and the number of artifacts observed.  


No other cultural materials or features were observed during the intensive Phase I survey. Based 


on the results of the survey, Flat Earth Archeology recommends that project area meets the criteria 


for a finding of No Historic Properties Affected as per 36 CFR 800.4 (d)(1). No additional cultural 


resources investigation is recommended for the Project Area. 


 


In the event of an inadvertent discovery of human remains and/or burial furniture during 


subsequent development or modification of the Project Area, the proponent should follow the 


protocols outlined in Act 753 of 1991, as amended (Arkansas Grave Protection Act) and other 


applicable state and federal laws and regulations. If previously unrecorded buried cultural 


resources are encountered during project construction, all ground disturbing activities in this area 


should be halted and the site should be protected until cleared by the appropriate authorities 


 


 


 







 


 


iii 


 


Table of Contents   
 


ABSTRACT ................................................................................................................................... ii 


 


LIST OF FIGURES ..................................................................................................................... iv 


 


LIST OF TABLES .........................................................................................................................v 


 


INTRODUCTION..........................................................................................................................1 


 


ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING ..................................................................................................6 


 


BRIEF CULTURAL HISTORY ................................................................................................20 


 


BACKGROUND RESEARCH ...................................................................................................42 


 


INVESTIGATION METHODS AND RESULTS ....................................................................49 


 


SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS .............................................................................64 


 


DISCLAIMER… …………………………………………………………………………….....65 


 


REFERENCES CITED ...............................................................................................................66 


 


APPENDIX A: Qualifications for Archeologist ........................................................................ A-1 


 


APPENDIX B:  Shovel Test Inventory………………………………………………………..B-1 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


 


iv 


 


List of Figures  
 


Figure 1. Pulaski County, Arkansas (highlighted in red).................................................................2 


Figure 2. Project area detailed on the USGS McAlmont, AR 7.5’ quadrangle  


map (1 km scale) ..................................................................................................................3 


Figure 3. Project area footprint on 2018 Pulaski County Aerial Imagery  


(l km scale) ...........................................................................................................................4 


Figure 4.  Map supplied by Garver prior to Phase I survey………………………………………..5 


Figure 5. Project Area location indicated on Level III Ecoregions map of Arkansas…………….9 


Figure 6. Project Area location indicated on Level IV Ecoregions map of Arkansas……..……..10 


Figure 7. Project Area location indicated on the Geologic Map of Arkansas ……………….…..11 


Figure 8. USDA Soil Map showing Project Area including Map Unit Legend……………..…...12 


Figure 9. Soil description for Perry clay, 0 to 1 percent slopes, rarely flooded (page 1)…………13 


Figure 10.  Soil description for Perry clay, 0 to 1 percent slopes, rarely flooded (page 2)……….14 


Figure 11.  Soil description for Rilla silt loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes (page 1)……………………15 


Figure 12.  Soil description for Rilla silt loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes (page 2)…………………..16  


Figure 13.  Soil description for Rilla-Perry complex, undulating (page 1)………………………17 


Figure 14.  Soil description for Rilla-Perry complex, undulating (page 2)……………………….18 


Figure 15. Detail of 1821 map showing Indian Reservations west of the Mississippi between the  


Red and Missouri Rivers  ...................................................................................................24 


Figure 16.  Detail of 1882 Map of Land Ceded by and to the Choctaw Nation…………….….….30  


Figure 17. Extraction from 1834 Original Survey map for Township 2 North, Range 11  


West ……………………………………………………………………………………...46 


Figure 18.  Extraction from 1855 Dependent Resurvey map for Township 2 North, Range 11, 


West……………………………………………………………………………………...47 


Figure 19.  1935 McAlmont, Arkansas USGS Topographic Map showing potential  


structure proximal to current Project Area……………………………………………….48 


Figure 20.  Transect locations in Parking/Pad Area………………………………………………50 


Figure 21.  Parking and Pad Area at Transect D (facing south)  …………………………………51 


Figure 22.  Parking and Pad Area (facing south/southeast)………………………………………51 


Figure 23.  Shovel Test 1 on Transect C…………………………………………………………52 


Figure 24. Transect along proposed easement – begins at proposed new road easement at  


end of exiting road (500 meter scale)…………………………………………………….54 


Figure 25.  Portion of Access Road utilizing existing gravel drive………………………………55 


Figure 26.  Cemetery at the edge of Harris Road (facing northwest)……………………………..56 


Figure 27.  Transect A at Shovel Test 2 (facing northwest)………………………………………56 


Figure 28.  Shovel Test 2 profile………………………………………………………………….57 


Figure 29.  Shovel Test 19 profile………………………………………………………………..58 


Figure 30.  Transect A at Shovel Test 14 (facing northwest).........................................................59 


Figure 31.  Transect A looking towards Shovel Test 38 and bisecting the pipeline corridor  


(facing northwest)………………………………………………………………………..59 


Figure 32.  Shovel Test 38 profile………………………………………………………………..60 


Figure 33.  Shovel Test 50 profile………………………………………………………………..61 


Figure 34.  Sketch map of two positive shovel tests in pipeline corridor…………………………62 


Figure 35.  Prehistoric ceramic sherds found in Shovel Test 38 and Delineation Shovel  


Test 0N, 10E……………………………………………………………………………...63







 


 


v 


 


List of Tables 
Table 1. Previously Recorded Archeological Sites Within 1 Mile ................................................42 


 







 


 


1 


 


INTRODUCTION 


 


Flat Earth Archeology, LLC conducted a Phase I cultural resources survey of a proposed 250 x 


250-foot (76 x 76 meters) parking area and pad site to be graveled, and a 5,540 foot (1688 meters) 


long proposed easement (access road) for a proposed LRPA VORTAC Relocation Study in Pulaski 


County, Arkansas (Figures 1 through 4).  The cultural resources survey of the proposed easement 


includes a roughly 40-feet (12 meters) wide corridor. 


 


Twenty shovel test locales were investigated within the parking area and pad site, including 13 


excavated and 7 not excavated (due to inundation).  One linear transect was walked in the proposed 


easement corridor and shovel tests were excavated at a maximum of 20-meter intervals.  A total 


of 64 shovel test locales were investigated in the proposed Project Area (58 excavated and 6 not 


excavated due to inundation).  Additionally, 14 delineation shovel tests were excavated around a 


positive shovel test on Transect A (the proposed access road).  This investigation was an attempt 


to locate subsurface cultural features or deposits prior to the ground disturbing activities associated 


with the planned VOR relocation project 


 


There were no historic structures on file within or proximal to the proposed project area listed on 


or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Archival research and site records 


checks indicated that there were eight previously recorded archeological sites within a mile of the 


Project Area.  One of the previously recorded archeological sites (3PU0252) is p proximal to the 


direct Area of Potential Effect of the current project, defined in this report as the Project Area.  The 


only evidence found during the Phase I survey of 3PU0252 extending into the current Project Area 


is two prehistoric ceramic sherds found in shovel tests within an existing pipeline corridor. 


 


The cultural resources survey was conducted according to the standards set for the state prescribed 


in A State Plan for the Conservation of Archeological Resources in Arkansas (Davis, ed. 1994, 


amended 2010) and Archeology and Historic Preservation: Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 


and Guidelines (National Park Service 1983).   
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Figure 1.  Pulaski County, Arkansas (highlighted in red) 
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Figure 2. Project Area detailed on the USGS McAlmont, AR 7.5’ quadrangle maps  


(1 km scale) 
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Figure 3. Project Area detailed on 2018 Pulaski County Aerial Imagery 


(l km scale) 
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Figure 4.  Map supplied by Garver prior to Phase I survey 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 


 


Geographic Setting 


 


The immediate setting of the proposed Project Area is on a low-lying floodplain, currently a follow 


agricultural field.  There are numerous waterways and wetlands surrounding the Project Area.  The 


Project Area lies on the Arkansas/Ouachita River Holocene Meander Belts subregion within the 


Mississippi Alluvial Plain ecoregion (Figures 5 and 6).  


 


The Mississippi Alluvial Plain extends along the Mississippi River from the 


confluence of the Ohio and Mississippi rivers southward to the Gulf of Mexico; 


temperatures and annual average precipitation increase toward the south. The 


Mississippi Alluvial Plain is a broad, nearly level, agriculturally-dominated alluvial 


plain. It is veneered by Quaternary alluvium, loess, glacial outwash, and lacustrine 


deposits. River terraces, swales, and levees provide limited relief, but overall, the 


Mississippi Alluvial Plain is flatter than neighboring ecoregions in Arkansas, 


including the South Central Plains. Nearly flat, clayey, poorly-drained soils are 


widespread and characteristic. Streams and rivers have very low gradients and fine-


grained substrates. Many reaches have ill-defined stream channels. The Mississippi 


Alluvial Plain provides important habitat for fish and wildlife, and includes the largest 


continuous system of wetlands in North America (Woods et al. 2004). It is also a major 


bird migration corridor used in fall and spring migrations. Potential natural vegetation 


is largely southern floodplain forest and is unlike the oak–hickory and oak–hickory–


pine forests that dominate uplands to the west in the South Central Plains, Ouachita 


Mountains, Arkansas Valley, Boston Mountains, and Ozark Highlands; loblolly pine, 


so common in the South Central Plains, is not native to most forests in the Arkansas 


portion of the Mississippi Alluvial Plain. The Mississippi Alluvial Plain has been 


widely cleared and drained for cultivation; this widespread loss or degradation of 


forest and wetland habitat has impacted wildlife and reduced bird populations. 


Presently, most of the northern and central sections of the Mississippi Alluvial Plain, 


including Arkansas, are in cropland and receive heavy treatments of insecticides and 


herbicides; soybeans, cotton, and rice are the major crops, and aquaculture is also 


important [Woods et al. 2004]. 


 


Agricultural runoff containing fertilizers, herbicides, pesticides, and livestock waste 


have degraded surficial water quality. Concentrations of total suspended solids, total 


dissolved solids, total phosphorus, ammonia nitrogen, sulfates, turbidity, biological 


oxygen demand, chlorophyll a, and fecal coliform are high in the rivers, streams, and 


ditches of the Mississippi Alluvial Plain; they are often much greater than elsewhere 


in Arkansas, increase with increasing watershed size, and are greatest during the 


spring, high-flow season. Fish communities in least altered streams typically have an 


insignificant proportion of sensitive species; sunfishes are dominant followed by 


minnows (Woods et al. 2004). Man-made flood control levees typically flank the 


Mississippi River and, in effect, separate the river and its adjoining habitat from the 


remainder of its natural hydrologic system; in so doing, they interfere with sediment 


transfer within the Mississippi Alluvial Plain and have reduced available habitat for 
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many species. Between the levees that parallel the Mississippi River is a corridor 


known as the “batture lands”. Batture lands are hydrologically linked to the 


Mississippi River, flood-prone, and contain remnant habitat for “big river” species 


(e.g., pallid sturgeon) as well as river-front plant communities; they are too narrow to 


map as a separate level IV ecoregion. Earthquakes in the early nineteenth century 


offset river courses in the Mississippi Alluvial Plain. Small to medium size 


earthquakes still occur frequently; their shocks are magnified by the alluvial plain’s 


unconsolidated deposits, creating regional land management issues [Woods et al. 


2004]. 


 


The Arkansas/Ouachita River Holocene Meander Belts ecoregion is a flat to nearly 


flat floodplain containing the meander belts of the present and past courses of the lower 


Arkansas and Ouachita rivers. Point bars, natural levees, swales, and abandoned 


channels, marked by meander scars and oxbow lakes, are common and characteristic. 


Soils on natural levees are relatively coarse-textured, well-drained, and higher than 


those on levee back slopes and point bars; they grade to heavy, poorly-drained clays 


in abandoned channels and swales. Overall, soils have less organic matter than in the 


Northern Holocene Meander Belts (73a). The modern, active Arkansas River meander 


belt comprises only a small portion of Ecoregion 73h. The rest of Ecoregion 73h 


contains small streams flowing in abandoned courses of the Arkansas River. These 


small streams are usually underfit relative to the older channels, higher than the 


adjacent Arkansas/Ouachita River Backswamps (73i) and have small watersheds. 


Bayou Bartholomew inhabits the longest section of abandoned channels. It flows 


against the edge of and receives drainage from the South Central Plains (35); habitat 


diversity is sufficient for Bayou Bartholomew to be one of the most species-rich 


streams in North America. The pink mucket and the fat pocketbook mussels, both 


federally listed as endangered, have been collected from the Bayou. Within an 


abandoned course, bald cypress and water tupelo often grow in the modern stream 


channel adjacent to a strip of wet bottomland hardwood forest dominated by overcup 


oak and water hickory. In the rest of Ecoregion 73h, cropland and pastureland are 


widespread; soybeans, rice, and wheat are the main crops [Woods et al. 2004]. 


 


 


Geology 


 


Geologically, the Project Area is located on Alluvium (Qcm), alluvial deposits in major stream 


channels or in mappable meanders of major streams, including alluvial deposits in natural levees 


in some areas (Figure 7). Alluvium consists of unconsolidated gravels, sand, silt, and clay 


(Arkansas Geological Survey 2015). 
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Climate 


 


Climatic conditions in Pulaski County are characterized by hot summers, cool winters, and variable 


year-round precipitation. In the winter, the average daily maximum temperature is 52.6 degrees 


Fahrenheit with an average daily minimum temperature of 33.7 degrees. In the summer, the 


average maximum daily temperature is 91.3 degrees Fahrenheit with an average daily minimum 


temperature of 71.3 degrees. The annual precipitation is about 49.57 inches, with the greatest 


amounts of rainfall during March, April, May, October, November, and December (US Climate 


Data 2018). 


 


 


Soils 


 


The soil types in the Project Area are Perry clay, 0 to 1 percent slopes, rarely flooded; Rilla silt 


loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes; and Rilla-Perry complex, undulating (Figure 8) (United States 


Department of Agriculture 2019).  Soil descriptions for these soil types can be viewed in Figures 


9 through 14. 
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Figure 5. Project Area location indicated on Level III Ecoregions map of Arkansas (EPA 2014) 
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 Figure 6. Project Area location indicated on Level IV Ecoregions map of Arkansas (EPA 2014) 
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Figure 7. Project Area Location indicated on the Geologic Map of Arkansas  


(United States Geological Survey 2000) 
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Figure 8. USDA Soil Map showing project area footprint and access easement  


including Map Unit Legend (USDA 2019) 
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Figure 9.  Soil description for Perry clay, 0 to 1 percent slopes, rarely flooded (page 1)  


(NRCS 2019) 


 







 


 


14 


 


 
Figure 10.  Soil description for Perry clay, 0 to 1 percent slopes, rarely flooded (page 2)  


(NRCS 2019) 
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Figure 11.  Soil description for Rilla silt loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes (page 1)  


(NRCS 2019) 
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Figure 12.  Soil description for Rilla silt loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes (page 2)  


(NRCS 2019) 
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Figure 13.  Soil description for Rilla-Perry complex, undulating (page 1)  


(NRCS 2019) 
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Figure 14.  Soil description for Rilla-Perry complex, undulating (page 2)  


(NRCS 2019) 
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Past Environment 


 


Eighteen thousand years before present (BP), an ice sheet covering the northern half of North 


America (down to below the Great Lakes ~40 degrees north latitude) was one of several 


continental ice sheets that amassed amounts of water sufficient to lower oceanic levels by 100 – 


200 meters below present. Air temperatures were 35 to 42 degrees Fahrenheit colder during 


summer and winter respectively. By 12,000 BP, the climate had begun to moderate, and ice fields 


and glaciers were beginning to recede, and by about 10,000 BP - at the end of the Pleistocene 


Epoch - a major climactic change from a glacial to an interglacial period began (Morin 1993:73).  


 


From 18,000 to around 14,000 BP, vegetation patterns remained generally unchanged. The glaciers 


receded only slightly to around 40 – 42 degrees north latitude by 14,000 BP, and boreal forests 


consisting primarily of mixed species of spruce (white, black, and red) and some intrusions of oak 


bordered regions of tundra adjacent to glaciated areas (Morin 1993:76 - 78). Pines (jack/red) were 


possibly also present until prior to 14,000 BP, becoming extinct in the region thereafter. These 


forests extended down to approximately central Arkansas, and apparently persisted even further 


into the southern portion of the continent via the Mississippi Alluvial Plain prior to the Holocene 


Epoch. From below the boreal forest, mixed conifer and northern hardwoods persisted from 18,000 


through 14,000 BP, when warming climactic changes including changes in jet-stream patterns 


began to hasten glacier recession and influence changes in ecosystems and associated biomasses. 


Possibly associated with the recession and general shrinkage of the ice-sheets and glaciers, the first 


major influx of human beings was beginning around this period. One theory is that the new arrivals 


entered the continent following herds of megafauna via the Bering Land Bridge, an area of land 


recently exposed by the shrinking ice fields (Miller 2001).  


 


By 10,000 BP, glaciers had receded, and the bulk of southeastern North America had changed into 


evergreen forests with increases in oak and southern pine species that extended up to deciduous 


forests. Mixed conifer/hardwood forests transitioned around 40 degrees north latitude. By 6,000 


BP, most of the ice sheets had receded to or were approaching northerly limits roughly in the area 


they occupy today, and northern pine species had become dominant in the mixed conifer forests 


north of northern Arkansas. Southern species of pine became dominant in the southeastern 


evergreen forests by 6000 BP (Miller 2001).  


 


When humans entered the region, about 12,000 BP, the last ice age was nearing its end, and boreal 


forests may have covered much of the region. A gradual warming trend resulted in more temperate 


forests. By 5,000 BP, conditions had become so warm and dry that grasslands and prairie 


environments may have been present throughout much of the state. This interval of warmer, drier 


weather is known as the Hypsithermal or Holocene Climatic Optimum. The modern climate is 


thought to have begun developing about 4,000 years ago resulting in the evolution of the current 


forest types. These climatic changes and their resulting effects on the floral and faunal 


communities had a direct bearing on human adaptation in the region. This is clearly reflected in 


the diversity and range of artifact assemblages contained in the region’s rich archeological record 


(Miller 2001). 
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BRIEF CULTURAL HISTORY 


 


The cultural periods represented in this region generally the same as those in the Southeastern 


United States (i.e. Paleo-Indian, Dalton, Archaic, Woodland, and Mississippian).  In this region, 


particularly along waterways, aboriginal occupation dates from at least 12,000 B.C. to the contact 


period.  Later occupants in the project area were probably members of the Quapaw and Osage 


peoples who lived in southern Arkansas at the time early European explores journeyed west of the 


Mississippi River.  


 


Paleo-Indian period (ca. 12,000-8500 B.C.) 


 


The earliest evidence of prehistoric occupation in this region is distinct, lanceolate-shaped, fluted 


projectile points (Clovis, Folsom, and Plano).  These artifacts have been identified at several sites 


in the Ouachita Mountains and Western Coastal Plain regions.  Most have been located on 


promontories or terraces overlooking alluvial river bottomlands (Schambach and Early 


1982:SW34).  Paleo artifacts have been found at the site of Blakely Mountain Dam 3GA14) on 


the Ouachita River.  No in situ Paleo-Indian sites have been found in this region, although Taylor 


(1975) suggests that the meandering streams and narrow valleys, such as those of the Ouachita and 


Caddo Rivers, have depositional histories suitable for the burial of sites of this period. 


 


In other parts of North America, Paleo-Indian points have been found in association with the 


remains of mammoth, mastodon, giant sloth, and an extinct form of bison.  Small groups of people 


likely moved seasonally to exploit plants and animals.  Environmental conditions during the Paleo-


Indian period were different from that of today.  Martin and Martin (1984) stated that some of the 


conditions do not have close modern analogs.  In general, non-glaciated regions exhibited cooler 


summers and warmer winters.  Almost all of unglaciated North America was forested. 


 


Dalton period (ca. 8500-7500 B.C.) 


  


The Dalton period is considered transitional between the Paleo-Indian and Archaic periods.  Sites 


are distinguished by woodworking tools (i.e. adzes) and a distinct form of projectile point known 


as the Dalton point.  During this period, the mega fauna of the Pleistocene were extinct and people 


engaged in hunting and collecting wild plant foods by utilizing a strategy that adapted to the 


emerging post-glacial, early Holocene environment.  The climate continued to become more 


moderate as the glaciers receded.  Deciduous trees expanded in range, and prairies with grasses 


replaced the forested areas as temperatures warmed.  Dalton projectile points have been found on 


sites in this region, although they are rare.  As is the case with Paleo-Indian artifacts, they are 


generally surface or isolated finds.  Test excavations at Site 3PL340 in the Shady Lake Recreation 


Area indicated a Dalton component, but the excavated portion of the site was completely deflated. 


 


Archaic period (ca. 8000-500 BC) 


  


The Archaic period can be broken into three subdivisions, the Early Archaic (8000-6000 B.C.); 


the Middle Archaic (6000-3000 B.C.); and the Late Archaic (3000-500 B.C.).  Overall the Archaic 


period was a time when people still depended on hunting and gathering subsistence strategies, but 
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projectile point forms changed considerably.  In additional site sizes and densities suggest that 


local populations increased, and a more sedentary lifestyle was developing.   


 


Information regarding Early Archaic occupations in this area is extremely limited.  During this 


time, climatic conditions coincided with the Hypsithermal warming trend (Sabo and Early 


1988:55; and Wyckoff 1984:134).  Grassland plant communities expanded, while the range of 


forest species was greatly reduced.  Animal species that were common are similar to modern 


Plains-adapted species such as bison, pronghorn antelope, prairie chicken, and ground squirrel 


(Sabo and Early 1988:53).  Although environmental and geomorphic changes occurred in this 


region, the nature of these changes is poorly understood.  It is also unclear how humans acted in 


response to these environmental changes. The Hypsithermal warming trend continued and reached 


its peak during the Middle Archaic period.  Evidence of Middle Archaic occupations in this region 


is limited.  Stemmed and notched projectile points such as Johnson, Big Sandy, Frio, Ellis, 


Edgewood, and Rice lobed have been found in this region, but “there is not a material assemblage 


or pattern of site distribution that clearly defines any of these hypothetical cultural systems” 


(Schambach and Early 1982:SW48).  Middle Archaic artifacts have generally been found as 


surface occurrences or in deposits mixed with younger cultural materials (Sabo and Early 


1988:55).  There may have been increased habitation near larger rivers where the lowland forests 


remained more stable and the effects of climatic change were buffered (Sabo and Early 1988). 


 


During the Late Archaic period, climatic conditions began to warm until they approximated 


modern levels. In this region the return to a forested, riverine environment may have been slower 


than in some other areas (Sabo and Early 1988:64). Much information about this period is lacking. 


Schambach and Early (1982:SW60) suggest that this may be the result of a population decline 


during this period.  Six sites near the Fancy Hill barite mining district were tested in 1979, and 


Late Archaic occupations are represented at five of these sites.  These sites are located on a variety 


of landforms, and three site types were identified: 1) upland hunting stations; 2) upland hunting 


camps; and 3) stream valley hunting camps.  Based on these investigations, a 


settlement/subsistence model was proposed that included seasonal use of upland and lowland 


resources. 


 


Few sites have been tested and consequently archeologists are only beginning to understand site 


distribution and use.  The Rocky Shoals Site (3MN1708) displayed thin deposits, thirteen 


prehistoric features, and diagnostic tools.  Research at this site indicated that the site was multi-


component with lithics dating from the Archaic through the Mississippi periods.  At this site, fire-


cracked rock (FCR) features were identified along with food processing tolls such as manos, 


grinding slabs, and a chopping tool.  Estimates for depositional rates were hypothesized based on 


the intermittent use of the landform and the datable artifacts and features.  After the occupation 


responsible for the FCR feature, the lack of sedimentation indicated landform stability.  This 


observation was hypothesized to correspond to a return to mesic climatic conditions similar to 


today and the last 3000 years.  Cooking features became smaller through time and may correspond 


to a decrease in food processing, perhaps indicating a shift in exploitation.  Short-term occupations 


were represented by alternating episodes of hearth construction, disuse, and recycling. 


 


One site from which there is reliable information regarding the Late Archaic period in this region 


is the Standridge site.  Late Archaic artifacts from Standridge include Bulverde, Donaldson, 
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Yarborough, and Gary points; along with lithic debris and sandstone cobbles.  Early (1988:157) 


states that the lithic artifacts found and the absence of recognizable Archaic features (i.e. pits and 


hearths) suggest: 


 


“…the Archaic period occupation(s) were transient encampments related to hunting 


and the collection and transport of novaculite from quarries in the surrounding 


mountains.  The association of these non-diagnostic lithics with Archaic activities 


is only tentative; however, because succeeding Woodland period occupations are 


closely intermixed with, and immediately overlying, the Archaic materials.” 


 


It is probable that although social groupings were more complex than earlier periods, band levels 


of social integration persisted throughout the Archaic period.  Studies suggest the band divided 


into several family units for hunting and foraging activities.   The scarcity of artifacts on Archaic 


period sites in this region suggests that very small groups, consisting perhaps of small families or 


a few individuals, stopped temporarily while hunting or foraging at these encampment sites. 


 


Woodland period (ca. 500 B.C. – A.D. 1000) 


 


The Woodland period shows significant cultural elaborations in southeastern North America.  


Innovations included the development of refined ceramic vessels, the appearance of burial 


mounds, the introduction of the bow and arrow, the beginnings of long distance trade and exchange 


of raw materials and exotic goods, and the domestication of native and tropical plants (Schambach 


and Early 1982). The principal Late Woodland period culture in this region is known as Fourche 


Maline.  Spears et al. (1993:13) states: 


 


Fourche Maline cultural traits were established and well defined by deposits at sites in 


southwestern Arkansas (Schambach 1982). Sites of this period have dark, organic middens that 


developed due to increased sedentism. The ceramic industry is characterized by thick-walled, u-


shaped decorated bowls and jars with bone, clay, or grit tempering agents (Schambach and Early 


1982:SW38).  Stone tools include contracting stem Gary points, single and double bitted chipped 


axes, ground and polished boat stones, pitted cobbles, and siltstone hoes.  Arrow point technologies 


are not associated with this period.  The Fourche Maline culture was an important transitional link 


between hunter-gatherer foragers of the Archaic period with the more agriculturally oriented 


Mississippi period (Schambach 1982).   


 


Other important distinctions of Fourche Maline sites are mortuary practices and village size, which 


includes “cremation burials, burial mounds, evidence of a concept of honored dead, burial of most 


of the dead in the village middens in flexed or extended positions in shallow graves with few or 


no offerings, and small villages generally covering 0.8 to 2.0 hectares” (Schambach 1982:133).  


There does not appear to be a great difference between the Archaic adaptations and Fourche Maline 


middens in terms of subsistence patterns.  “There is no direct evidence of gardening in the form of 


charred domesticated plant or seed remains . . . deer, fish, small mammals, birds, turtles, and 


mollusks contributed meat to the diet, and nuts; particularly hickory, were also consumed” (Sabo 


and Early 1988:75).  By the end of the Woodland period (ca. A.D. 1000), essentially modern 


climatic conditions prevailed although fluctuations continued to occur.  This region probably 







 


 


23 


 


exhibited the same distribution of trees, plants, and animals during this period as was visible before 


areas were cleared for agriculture and lumbering. 


 


Mississippi period (ca. A.D. 1000-1500) 


 


In the Mississippi period some cultural patterns that emerged during the Late Woodland period 


continued and were elaborated upon.  In many regions of southeastern North America, large civic-


ceremonial mound centers were surrounded by dispersed hamlets and farmsteads.  Elite 


consumption of sumptuary goods, hierarchical settlement patterning, and burial patterns indicate 


a ranked social structure; perhaps with inherited authority or political power.  The subsistence was 


based primarily on maize agriculture, although there was still a dependence on the hunting of game 


and the collection of wild plants for food.  Native cultigens, such as goosefoot, sumpweed, and 


sunflower were part of the regular diet.  Recovery of organic remains from archeological sites 


reveals that nuts, deer, turkey, raccoon, fish, and waterfowl were exploited.  Pottery was generally 


tempered with crushed mussel shell, which permitted the production of thinner-walled vessels than 


the earlier periods’ grog or sand-tempered pottery.  Sabo and Early state, “new vessel forms appear 


in the shape of bottles and carinated bowls, and red filming as a surface treatment is noted” 


(1988:105).  These vessel forms are extremely prevalent in mortuary assemblages.  Decorative 


techniques on ceramics became varied, and include incising, engraving, burnishing, and brushing. 


 


In southwestern Arkansas, the Mississippi period is represented by the Caddo I-V cultural units 


(Schambach and Early 1982).  People lived in small dispersed farms or hamlets, and several such 


hamlets were affiliated with a ceremonial center exhibiting one or more mounds.  These people 


continued to focus on the exploitation of a wide variety of wild plants, but they were also maize 


agriculturalists.  Bioarcheological data from sites in the nearby Middle Ouachita Mountains 


indicates that the “. . . Caddo were full blown agriculturalists with a large portion of their diet 


constructed of maize, indicated not only by the high caries rates but also by the presence of maize” 


(Burnett 1988:149).   


 


For millennia, the Caddo people occupied the Red River valley of southwestern Arkansas, 


northwestern Louisiana, northeastern Texas, and southeastern, Oklahoma. Caddo ancestral 


populations settled permanent villages in the area circa 500 BCE; they cultivated plants, built 


mounds, and began to manufacture and use ceramics (Perttula, Lee, and Cast 2008: 81). This 


ancestral homeland spanned an area of some 180,000 square kilometers (Cast, Gonzalez, Perttula 


2010:7). 


 


In the 1500s, European contact with Native American cultural groups marked the end of the 


precontact period.  The Spanish members of the Hernando de Soto expedition found vibrant Caddo 


communities in southwest Arkansas and eastern Texas in the 1540s. The Caddo survived their 


encounter with the expedition and continued to live in southwest Arkansas with their cultural 


traditions intact until the next phase of European contact. In the last century before French settlers 


established the Louisiana colony, Caddo society was intact. Some communities were still building 


and using mounds; other traditions such as pottery making were at their most sophisticated and 


successful. In the Ouachita River valley, Caddo farmers were making salt up to 1700, when they 


migrated south out of the valley. The Kadohadacho Caddo and their neighbors along the Red River 


continued to live in their traditional villages near Texarkana (Miller County) until 1790. What is 
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now southeastern Arkansas was under the control of the Quapaw and Osage when Europeans first 


arrived in the area. 


 


Caddo Nation 


 


Schambach (2002: 91) casts the Woodland period Fourche Maline culture, which arose between 


1,000 and 500 BCE, as the predecessor to the circa 800 CE Caddo in the Trans-Mississippi South. 


One unsolved problem confounding this chronology is the inconsistency between Fourche Maline 


and Caddo burial traditions. The exceptional complexes of the Early Mississippi Caddo, typified 


by deep tombs and evidence of social stratification with pottery, textiles, celts, bows, and prestige 


goods, do not appear to be a continuation of a tradition from the preceding and relatively 


inconspicuous Fourche Maline. Schambach came to the conclusion that the evidence does not 


support a contention that one evolved into the other. Sometime toward the end of the first 


millennium CE., the Fourche Maline practices in the region ceased and the early Caddo practice, 


typified by Mound C at Crenshaw arose (Schambach 2002: 111-112). 


 


 
Figure 15. Detail of 1821 map showing Indian Reservations west of the Mississippi between the 


Red and Missouri Rivers (Chief of Engineers 1821) 


 


Girard et al. (2014: 131-132) stress the distinction between people living in what they term the 


Caddo Area and other Mississippian cultures to the east. Aside from the Spiro site in eastern 


Oklahoma, there appear to be few links between the Caddo and the Southeastern Ceremonial 


Complex. There is an even greater contrast with the Southern Plains cultures to the west of the 


Caddo homeland (Girard et al. 2014: 131-132). 
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From the tenth to the eighteenth century, the Caddo enjoyed a cultural continuity bound by distinct 


mortuary practices, settlement patterns, and developmental sequences. However, the archeological 


record indicates a dynamic and complex cultural landscape that included interactions with cultures 


to the east and west. Nevertheless, the Caddo lived on the margin of the Eastern Woodlands, and 


warfare, population displacement, and late historic period cultural collapse are some of the 


defining Mississippian events that did not affect the Caddo (Girard et al. 2014: 132). 


 


When the de Soto expedition traversed the region in 1542, Caddo communities existed along the 


Red, Sabine, Ouachita, Neches, Trinity, and Brazos Rivers (Caddo Nation 2016). Seventeenth and 


eighteenth-century descriptions of the Caddo recount people living near the Red River Valley in 


the four-state area. There were three confederations of the Caddo: the Hasinai of east Texas, the 


Kadohadacho from the Great Bend area of the Red River, and the Natchitoches in northwest 


Louisiana. The confederations spoke different dialects and exhibited differences in ritual and 


material culture (Girard et al. 2014: 1). 


 


In the early historic period, the Caddo people’s primary European interaction was with French 


colonials. The French maintained diplomatic, commercial, and personal relations with the Caddo. 


In 1783, Spain took control of the Louisiana colony and maintained a relatively good relationship 


with the Caddo, using the French system as a model (Lee 2014). The Caddo maintained a 


substantial level of influence among the French and Spanish colonials, building alliances that 


strengthened them against invading Osage and facilitated trade. The Hasinai lived in the southern 


Spanish territory that would become Mexico. The Kadohadacho to the north became the focus of 


the United States as a regional ally (Meredith 2009). 


 


After a brief return to French control in 1800, the territory came under the aegis of the United 


States after the Louisiana Purchase in 1803. Within five years, thousands of American settlers had 


moved in the territory; they cleared land, built sugar and cotton plantations, and maintained a 


thriving slave trade. In time, the American settlers recognized the agricultural promise of the 


Caddo homeland in the Red River valley. This led to increasing pressure, marginalization of the 


Caddo, and ultimately, removal (Lee 2014). 


 


Bounded on the west by the north and south line which separates the said United 


States from the Republic of Mexico, between the Sabine and Red rivers 


wheresoever the same shall be defined and acknowledged to be by the two 


governments. On the north and east by the Red river from the point where the said 


north and south boundary line shall intersect the Red river whether it be in the 


Territory of Arkansas or the State of Louisiana, following the meanders of the said 


river down to its junction with the Pascagoula bayou. On the south by the said 


Pascagoula bayou to its junction with the Bayou Pierre, by said bayou to its junction 


with Bayou Wallace, by said bayou and Lake Wallace to the mouth of  the Cypress 


bayou thence up said bayou to the point of its intersection with the first mentioned 


north and south line following the meanders of the said water- courses: But if the 


said Cypress bayou be not clearly definable so far then from a point which shall be 


definable by a line due west till it intersects the said first mentioned north and south 


boundary line, be the content of land within said boundaries more or less (Kappler 


1904). 
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As per the conditions of Article 2 of the Treaty, the Caddo removed at their own expense within a 


year beyond the boundaries of the United States and territories and to “never more return to settle 


or establish themselves as a nation tribe or community of people within the same.” The agreement 


stipulated the Caddo Indians receive thirty thousand dollars in goods and horses upon the signing, 


ten thousand dollars “within one year from the first day of September next” and ten thousand 


dollars per year for the following four years, for a total sum of eighty thousand dollars (Kappler 


1904). 


 


In 1845, The Kadohadacho and Hasinai confederacies moved to the Brazos Reservation in the 


western part of the state of Texas. The Texas Revolution added additional adversity after the 


removal to the Texas province of Mexico. In 1859, the tribe removed again to Indian Territory, a 


relocation that was again soon complicated by conflict, the American Civil War. During 


Reconstruction, the Caddo lived on a reservation between the Canadian and Washita Rivers; they 


received federal trust land in 1902. The passage of the Indian Welfare Act in 1936 allowed for the 


Caddo confederacies to coalesce as the Caddo Tribe of Oklahoma in 1938 (Meredith 2009). 


 


In 1938 the tribe adopted the Constitution for the Caddo Indians of Oklahoma and became an 


established government. Eight members compose the Tribal Council. The representatives come 


from four districts based on population of Caddo people. Representatives advocate for their 


constituencies and contribute to decisions that affect the entire tribe. The Caddo Nation maintains 


national headquarters in Binger, Oklahoma (Caddo Nation 2016). 


 


Cherokee Nation 


 


The following tribal history is from “Our History,” an entry by the Cherokee Nation (2018) on the 


Cherokee Nation website.  


 


Since the earliest contact with European explorers in the 16th century, the Cherokee 


people have been consistently identified as one of the most socially and culturally 


advanced of the Native American tribes. Cherokee culture thrived many hundreds 


of years before initial European contact in the southeastern area of what is now the 


United States. Cherokee society and culture continued to develop, progressing and 


embracing cultural elements from European settlers. The Cherokee shaped a 


government and a society matching the most civilized cultures of the day. 


 


Gold was discovered in Georgia in 1829. Outsiders were already coveting Cherokee 


homelands and a period of "Indian removals" made way for encroachment by 


settlers, prospectors and others. Ultimately, thousands of Cherokee men, women 


and children were rounded up in preparation for their "removal" at the order of 


President Andrew Jackson in his direct defiance of a ruling of the U.S. Supreme 


Court ("[Justice] John Marshall has made his decision; let him enforce it now if he 


can." - Andrew Jackson). 


 


The Cherokee were herded at bayonet point in a forced march of 1,000 miles ending 


with our arrival in "Indian Territory," which is today part of the state of Oklahoma. 
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Thousands died in the internment camps, along the trail itself and even after their 


arrival due to the effects of the journey. 


 


The Cherokee soon re-established themselves in their new home with communities, 


churches, schools, newspapers and businesses. The new Cherokee capital of 


Tahlequah, along with nearby Park Hill, became a major hub of regional business 


activity and the center of cultural activity. The Cherokee adopted a new constitution 


in September of 1839 and in 1844 the Cherokee Advocate, printed in both Cherokee 


and English, became the first newspaper in Indian Territory and the first-ever 


published in a Native American language. The Cherokee Messenger was our first 


periodical or magazine.  


 


The tribe's educational system of 144 elementary schools and two higher education 


institutions - the Cherokee National Male and Female Seminaries - rivaled, if not 


surpassed all other schools in the region. Many white settlements bordering the 


Cherokee Nation took advantage of our superior school system, actually paying 


tuition to have their children attend Cherokee schools. 


 


Reading materials made possible by Sequoyah’s 1821 creation of the Cherokee 


syllabary led the Cherokee people to a level of literacy significantly higher than 


their white counterparts well before Oklahoma became the country's 46th state in 


1907. 


 


The Cherokee rebuilt a progressive lifestyle from remnants of the society and the 


culture left behind in Georgia. The years between the removal and the 1860’s have 


often been referred to as the Cherokee's "Golden Age,” a period of prosperity 


ending in tribal division over loyalties in the Civil War. Unfortunately, even more 


Cherokee lands and rights were taken by the federal government after the war in 


reprimand for the Cherokee who chose to side with the Confederacy. What 


remained of Cherokee tribal land was eventually divided into individual allotments, 


doled out to Cherokees listed in the census compiled by the Dawes Commission 


from 1896-1906. It is the descendants of those original enrollees who make up 


today’s Cherokee Nation tribal citizenship. 


 


Chickasaw Nation 


 


The following tribal history is from “History,” an entry by The Chickasaw Nation (2015) on the 


Chickasaw Nation website.  


 


From migration to what is now Mississippi, Kentucky, Alabama and Tennessee in 


prehistoric times to the purchase of the new homeland in south-central Oklahoma 


in the mid 1800's, the Chickasaw culture and heritage have always had roots in 


nature and the elements. 


 


Revered in ancient times as "Spartans of the Lower Mississippi Valley," the first 


contact with Europeans was with Hernando de Soto in 1540.  Living in 
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sophisticated town sites, the Chickasaws possessed a highly developed ruling 


system complete with laws and religion.  They conducted a successful trade 


business with other tribes and with the French and English, and lived largely an 


agrarian lifestyle, but were quick to go to battle if necessary.  They allied with the 


English during the French and Indian War.  Some historians give the Chickasaws 


credit for the United States being an English-speaking country. 


 


The Chickasaw people moved to Indian Territory during the "Great Removal," on 


what was called the "Trail of Tears." Other tribes forced to relocate were the 


Cherokee, Choctaw, Creek and Seminole, called the "Five Civilized Tribes" 


because of their highly developed ruling systems.  The Chickasaws were one of the 


last to move.  In 1837, the Treaty of Doaksville called for the resettlement of the 


Chickasaws among the Choctaw tribe in Indian Territory.  In 1856, the Chickasaws, 


in order to restore direct authority over their governmental affairs, separated from 


the Choctaws and formed their own government. 


 


Tribal leaders established the capital at Tishomingo, adopted a constitution and 


organized executive, legislative and judicial departments of government with the 


offices filled by popular election.  At the outbreak of the Civil War, the Chickasaws 


signed an alliance with the South and raised troops to fight with the Confederacy.  


The respected Choctaw/Chickasaw Mounted Regiment, headquartered at Fort 


Washita, fought some of the last battles of the Civil War.  Although suffering 


hardships after the defeat of the Confederacy, the tribe regained prosperity.  Many 


Chickasaws became successful farmers and ranchers.  Chickasaws built some of 


the first schools, banks, and businesses in Indian Territory. 


 


After Oklahoma statehood in 1907, the President of the United States appointed the 


principal officers of the Chickasaw Nation.  In 1970, Congress enacted legislation 


allowing the Five Civilized Tribes to elect their principal officers.  In 1983, a new 


Chickasaw constitution was adopted. 


 


Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 


 


The Choctaw ancestral homeland is in Mississippi and some sections of Alabama. European 


accounts from the seventeenth century place the locus in modern day Kemper, Lauderdale, and 


Neshoba Counties in the east-central section of Mississippi. However, the settlement appears to 


have covered a much larger area that includes Clarke, Jasper, Newton, and Wayne Counties. At 


the time of contact with Europeans, the Choctaw were among the largest of the southeast Native 


American societies (Voss and Blitz 1988: 125-127). 


 


The Choctaw are likely descendants of the Mississippian chiefdoms that controlled the southeast 


from the tenth to sixteenth centuries. Although the de Soto expedition made cursory contact with 


Mississippian cultures in 1540-41, noting their complexity and hierarchical elements, the first 


sustained interaction did not occur until French colonization of the region in the seventeenth 


century. By that time, the Mississippian city-states had collapsed, resulting in what some believe 


may have been a coalescing of chiefdoms and the formation of the Choctaw tribe (Lambert 2007: 







 


 


29 


 


21; Hinton et al. 2014). 


 


The history of the tribe’s presence in western Arkansas and Oklahoma extends from 1820 and the 


signing of the Treaty of Doak’s Stand on the Natchez Road. Under the terms of the agreement, the 


Choctaw ceded “for a small part of their land here [Mississippi], a country beyond the Mississippi 


River, where all. who live by hunting and will not work, may be collected and settled together” 


(Kidwell 2009; Kappler 1904a). The treaty described the ceded tract as follows: 


 


Beginning on the Choctaw boundary, East of Pearl River, at a point due South of the 


White Oak spring, on the old Indian path; thence north to said spring; thence 


northwardly to a black oak, standing on the Natchez road, about forty poles 


eastwardly from Doake's fence, marked A. J. and blazed, with two large pines and 


a black oak standing near thereto, and marked as pointers; thence a straight line to 


the  head of Black Creek, or Bouge Loosa; thence down Black Creek or Bouge 


Loosa to a small Lake; thence a direct course, so as to strike the Mississippi one 


mile below the mouth of the Arkansas River; thence down the Mississippi to our 


boundary; thence around and along the same to the beginning (Kappler 1904a). 


 


In 1830, the Treaty of Dancing Rabbit Creek ceded the remaining Choctaw lands in Mississippi 


as well as reservation land in western Arkansas to the United States (Littlefield and Parins 2011: 


244; Kappler 1904b). The Treaty described the conveyed lands in Indian Territory as follows: 


 


The United States under a grant specially to be made by the President of the U.S. 


shall cause to be conveyed to the Choctaw Nation a tract of country west of the 


Mississippi River, in fee simple to them and their descendants, to inure to them while 


they shall exist as a nation and live on it, beginning near Fort Smith where the 


Arkansas boundary crosses the Arkansas River, running thence to the source of the 


Canadian fork; if in the limits of the United States, or to those limits; thence due 


south to Red River, and down Red River to the west boundary of the Territory of 


Arkansas; thence north along that line to the beginning. The boundary of the same 


to be agreeably to the Treaty made and concluded at Washington City in the year 


1825. The grant to be executed as soon as the present Treaty shall be ratified 


(Kappler 1904b). 


 


Following its signing, the Choctaw removal to Indian Territory would take place over the next 


three years as stipulated in the treaty which stated, “that as many as possible of their people not 


exceeding one half of the whole number, shall depart during the falls of 1831 and 1832; the residue 


to follow during the succeeding fall of 1833” (Kappler 1904b; Horne 2006). During the first year 


of removals, a number of Choctaw parties were supervised by private contractors; but, the United 


States Army would later supervise the removal of the parties (Horne 2006). The close quarters of 


the removal parties endured by the Choctaw caused the outbreak of numerous communicable 


diseases to intensify (Foreman 1972:76-78). 


 


Throughout the late 1830s and 1840s, after the termination of the provisions of the Treaty of 1830, 


small parties of Choctaw people continued to remove to Indian Territory (Horne 2006). Between 


March 23 and May 12, 1838, Captain S.T. Cross travelled with a party of 177 Choctaw people, 
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largely via the Arkansas River. From 1845 to 1847, more than 4,000 Choctaw removed from their 


homeland. Smaller parties followed over the next few years (Horne 2006). Figure 16 shows lands 


ceded by and to the Choctaw Nation in Arkansas and Indian Territory. 


 


In June 1984, the Choctaw Nation adopted a constitution that provides for a tri-branch system that 


includes a balance of power between executive, legislative, and judicial branches. At the turn of 


the twenty-first century, tribal enrollment totaled approximately 127,000. The Choctaw Nation 


maintains on-going and significant programs promoting Choctaw language, heritage, and 


traditions. Tribal national headquarters are in Durant, Oklahoma (Choctaw Nation 2016; Kidwell 


2009). 


 


 
Figure 16. Detail of 1882 Map of Land Ceded by and to the Choctaw Nation  


(U.S. General Land Office 1882) 


 


Jena Band of Choctaw Indians 


 


The following tribal history is from “History,” an entry by the Jena Band of Choctaw Indians 


(2018) on the Jena Band of Choctaw Indians website.  


 


The earliest recorded notice of the Choctaw Indians is believed to be about 1540, 


in the area of southern Mississippi and in the early 1700s near present-day Mobile, 


Alabama, Biloxi, Mississippi, and New Orleans, Louisiana. Inland from these 


settlements there was a large tribe of Muskogean speaking people occupying about 


60 towns on the streams that formed the headwaters of the Pascagoula and Pearl 


Rivers. 


 


After the relinquishment of the Louisiana Colony by France, members of the tribe 


began to move across the Mississippi River. By the Treaty of Dancing Rabbit Creek 


in September of 1830 the main body of the Choctaw ceded all their land east of the 
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Mississippi River. The Choctaw began to migrate even further away from their 


original territory. One band settled in a sizable village near present-day Enterprise, 


Louisiana and other groups migrated to the pine covered hills of what was then 


Catahoula Parish in Louisiana. Eventually the Choctaw, located between present 


day Monroe and Natchitoches, Louisiana, joined the group in Catahoula Parish. 


Principle settlements were established on Trout Creek in LaSalle Parish and Bear 


Creek in Grant Parish. 


 


In 1910 it was reported that there were only 40 Choctaws located in LaSalle and 


Catahoula Parishes. The Indian community had very little to do with outsiders and 


continued their Indian customs and ways. The local store account books showed 


that the Indians paid for their goods by skinning and tanning hides as well as day 


labors and household help. The Choctaw community maintained a very distinct, 


social institution with activities that included marriages, burials, and the 


maintenance of a tribal cemetery. Choctaw children were not allowed to attend 


school with white children. Indian children did not attend school for many years.  


 


In 1932, a small school building called The Penick Indian School was constructed 


and opened in Eden, Louisiana where twenty students attended the all-Indian 


school. When funding for the school was no longer available it closed. However, 


one year later the Department of Indian Affairs provided funding and the school 


was reopened. During this time the Office of Indian Affairs proposed moving the 


Choctaws who were willing, to Federal Trust land in Mississippi. Many were 


willing to move but the beginning of World War II interrupted that consideration 


and brought about the final closure of the Penick Indian School and the Jena 


Choctaw Indians did not attend school again until 1943.  


 


The year after the end of World War II Indian children were allowed to attend 


public schools. The last traditional Chief died in 1968 and in 1974 the first tribal 


election of Tribal Chief was held. Subsequently the Jena Band of Choctaw Indians 


was officially recognized by the state of Louisiana as an Indian Tribe. The Jena 


Band of Choctaw Indians received federal recognition through the federal 


acknowledgment process in 1995. Tribal membership now totals 327. The Tribe as 


a sovereign government strives to improve the wellbeing of its tribal members and 


those of future generations. 


 


Osage Nation 


 


The Kaw, Omaha, Osage, Ponca, and Quapaw, a Dhegiha-Siouan division of the Hopewell 


cultures, originally lived together as one people in the lower Ohio River Valley (Dorsey 1886; 


Hunter et al. 2013). During the Middle Woodland period, circa A.D. 200 to A.D. 600, the group 


travelled west toward the confluence of the Mississippi and Ohio Rivers. During the Late 


Woodland Period, A.D. 600 to A.D. 900, the Quapaw continued down the Mississippi to the 


confluence with the Arkansas River while the Kaw, Osage, Ponca, and Omaha moved through the 


Mississippi River Valley to the St. Louis area as well as various river drainages in parts of present-


day Missouri and Illinois. The Ponca and Omaha moved northwest to present-day eastern 
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Nebraska during the beginning of the Mississippian period; the Kaw separated and traveled up the 


Missouri River during this time as well, circa A.D. 1200-1250 (Hunter et al. 2013). By the end of 


the Mississippian period, A.D. 1300, the group who would become the Osage left the St. Louis 


area and traveled westward to central and western Missouri to eventually settle along the Osage 


and Missouri Rivers (Hunter et al. 2013). There are many historical references to Osage 


settlements along the Neosho and Verdigris Rivers in Oklahoma and Kansas (Berry 1944). 


 


Sabo (1992) described Osage tribal culture as being divided into two clans: Sky people and Earth 


people. Osage settlement patterns established villages on an east-west road with members of the 


Sky people to the north, and members of the Earth people to the south. Subsistence strategies 


included hunting, gathering, and gardening (Sabo et al. 1990, Sabo 1992). Villages had two 


leaders, and a council of advisors selected from the two clans. Daily life followed the rules and 


customs established by a group of elders. These elders underwent training that lasted from boyhood 


though seven stages of learning. The Osage traded with American settlers. Through these trade 


relationships, the Osage were able to acquire guns and horses that dramatically expanded their 


territory and control (Sabo 1992). 


 


According to early colonial reports from the region, the Osage controlled much of present-day 


Kansas, Missouri, Oklahoma, and Arkansas. The French distinguished between the Osage living 


along the Missouri River and those living proximal to the Osage River, referring to them as the 


Little and Great Osage respectively (Dennison 2014: 5; Rollings 1992: 55). Many of the treaties 


make this distinction, although this is a simplification of the actual number and relationship of 


divisions recorded in colonial descriptions and in Osage accounts of five divisions (Rollings 1992: 


56). 


 


Under the terms of the Treaty of 1808 (Treaty of Fort Clark), the Osage people ceded a large swath 


of land that included sections of Arkansas and Missouri, bounded by the Arkansas River to the 


south, the Mississippi River to the east, the Missouri River to the north, and a west boundary 


formed by a longitudinal line from Fort Clark south to the Arkansas River. The cession also 


included a “tract of two leagues square” (3.49 hectares) comprising Fort Clark. In exchange for 


the relinquished lands, the Osage were to receive “every species of merchandise, which their 


comfort may hereafter require” and the services of Fort Clark, located “on the right bank of the 


Missouri (River), a few miles above the Fire Prairie.” The intent of the garrison was “to afford 


them (the Osage) every assistance in their power, and to protect them from the insults and injuries 


of other tribes of Indians, situated near the settlements of the white people” (Kappler 1904c).  The 


treaty effectively ended Osage dominion in much of Arkansas and Missouri. 


 


According to the stipulations of the 1825 Treaty with the Osage, the tribe ceded “all their right, 


title, interest, and claim, to lands” in Missouri and Arkansas, as well as lands west of those states, 


north and west of the Red River, south of the Kansas River, and “east of a line to be drawn from 


the head sources of the Kansas, southwardly through the Rock Saline.” However, within the ceded 


country, the Little and Great Osage Nations received a diminished reserve with the following limits 


and stipulations: 


 


Beginning at a point due East of White Hair's Village, and twenty-five miles West 


of the Western boundary line of the State of Missouri, fronting on a North and South 
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line, so as to leave ten miles North, and forty miles South, of the point of said 


beginning, and extending West, with the width of fifty miles, to the Western 


boundary of the lands hereby ceded and relinquished by said Tribes or Nations; 


which said reservations shall be surveyed and marked, at the expense of  the United 


States, and upon which, the Agent for said Tribes or Nations and all persons 


attached to said agency, as, also, such teachers and instructors, as the President may 


think proper to authorize and permit, shall reside, and shall occupy, and cultivate, 


without interruption or molestation, such lands as may be necessary for them. And 


the United States do, hereby, reserve to themselves, forever, the right of navigating, 


freely, all water courses and navigable streams, within or running through, the tract 


of country above reserved to said Tribes or Nations (Kappler 1904d). 


 


However, in 1865 the United States government removed the Nation once again and provided for 


the sale of their Kansas reservation (Burns 2004; Hunter et al. 2015). The Treaty of 1865 stipulated 


the United States would pay a sum of $300,000 for the lands. The sum would be placed to the 


credit of the tribe in the Treasury of the United States. The federal government was to disburse 


interest payments at five percent per annum “in money, clothing, provisions, or such articles of 


utility as the Secretary of the Interior may, from time to time direct.” The Osage received the sum 


after the survey and sale of the reservation lands and the United States’ reimbursement for 


facilitating the same (Kappler 1904e). 


 


Soon thereafter, the Osage people settled in Oklahoma in 1872 (Sabo et al. 1990). They used 


proceeds from the sale of their Kansas reservation to purchase 1,470,559 acres in that territory 


from the Cherokee Nation. The Osage are the only tribe in the country to purchase their own 


reservation (Burns 2004; Hunter et al 2015). 


 


The Osage Nation national headquarters are in Pawhuska, Osage County, Oklahoma. The 


boundaries of the county are coterminous with the Osage Nation Reservation.  Under the   Osage 


Allotment Act of 1906, 2,229 original allotees divided Osage County, excluding mineral rights, 


which are held in federal trust and managed by the Bureau of Indian Affairs (Hunter et al. 2015). 


The state’s population surged in the mid to late 19th century. In 1820, the state’s population was 


only 14,255. By 1840 the population had grown to 97,574 and by 1890 the population was 


1,125,385 (Chism 1891:328-329). 


 


Quapaw Tribe of Oklahoma 


 


Quapaw ancestral origins are in the Ohio River Valley, where they lived as one people with other 


Dhegiha Sioux speaking people that included the Osage, Ponca, Kaw (Kansa), and Omaha. By the 


mid-seventeenth century, the Quapaw relocated to lands south of the Ohio River. The Quapaw 


name derives from Ogazpa, translated as “downstream people” due to the southerly journey of 


their ancestors through the Mississippi River Valley to the confluence with the Arkansas River 


(Quapaw Tribe 2015). 


 


In 1673, French explorers Marquette and Joliet encountered five villages at the confluence of the 


two rivers: Tourima, Osotory, Tongigua, Kappa, and Imaha or Southois (Quapaw Tribe 2015a; 


Sabo et al. 1990:122-123). Quapaw social organization centered on a patrilineal system that united 
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families into clans named after animals, heavenly bodies, or natural phenomena. The clans were 


linked through descent from a common ancestor, a factor that supported mutual obligation for the 


members (Wilson and Sabo 1990:1). The tribe divided into 21 clans, each divided into a “sky” and 


“earth” division; each clan division had a specific set of ritualistic responsibilities (Sabo 1992). 


 


According to early ethnographic accounts, the Quapaw were village farmers that lived in 


permanent settlements. Like many southeastern tribes, Quapaw villages were composed of houses 


arranged around a central plaza. Each village had a communal structure, and an open- sided 


covered structure built on a platform. Quapaw houses were constructed of arched poles covered in 


bark. Agriculture centered on squash, beans, corn, pumpkins, and tobacco. Deer, bear, and buffalo 


were hunted year-round with seasonal hunting of fowl and fish (Sabo et al. 1990, Sabo 1992). 


 


The Quapaw people maintained a close alliance with the French in colonial Louisiana. Likewise, 


during the Spanish governance of the colony, the Quapaw provided valuable assistance by helping 


protect the colony from the English and their allies. The tribe attempted to persist with a policy of 


coexistence after the Louisiana Purchase. Early treaties recognized Quapaw ownership of lands 


along the Arkansas River. However, following the Louisiana Purchase, they were forced to 


repeatedly move. (Wilson and Sabo c.a. 1990:2; Quapaw Tribe 2015a; Sabo et al. 1990). 


 


The Quapaw ceded all their lands in Arkansas and present-day Oklahoma under the terms of the 


treaties of 1818 and 1824. By the Treaty with the Quapaw dated August 24, 1818, the Quapaw 


Tribe relinquished to the United States millions of acres extending from the mouth of the Arkansas 


River, following the Arkansas River west to the Canadian River fork and south to the Red River, 


and eastward again to the Mississippi River thirty leagues (approximately 100 miles) below the 


mouth of the Arkansas. The treaty retained a relatively small reserve for the Quapaw people, 


extending from Arkansas Post near the confluence of the Arkansas and White Rivers, due south to 


the Washita River, up that river to the Saline Fork and following that waterway to a point where a 


due north transect would intersect the Arkansas River at Little Rock (Kappler 1904f).  


 


A stone marker erected in 1936 by the Captain Basil Gaither Chapter of the Daughters of the 


American Revolution at the corner of 9th St. and Commerce Streets in Little Rock, marks the 


western Quapaw Line. Survey markers set in the pavement follow the line through the Little Rock 


Quapaw Quarter neighborhood to the terminus at the Junction Bridge and the” Little Rock” at the 


Arkansas River. 


 


The Treaty of November 15, 1824 ceded the small reserve to the United States and thus terminated 


Quapaw claim to any of their ancestral lands in Arkansas and south of the Arkansas and Canadian 


Rivers in Oklahoma. Under the terms of the treaty, the Quapaw people were “concentrated and 


confined” to a district with the Caddo Indians, so that they could form a part of the tribe. The 


Quapaw were directed to begin removing to the Caddo lands by January 20th, 1826 (Kappler 


1904g). They later settled among the Creek Indians in Oklahoma in 1839 and in the 1860s groups 


from the tribe joined with the Shawnee, Osage, and Ottawa (Quapaw Tribe 2015a; Sabo et al. 


1990). 


 


Under the 1833 Treaty with the Quapaw, the United States agreed to the following: 


 







 


 


35 


 


to convey to the Quapaw Indians one hundred and fifty sections of land west of the 


State line of Missouri and between the lands of the Senecas and Shawnees, not 


heretofore assigned to any other tribe of Indians, the same to be selected and 


assigned by the commissioners of Indian affairs west, and which is expressly 


designed to be [in] lieu of their location on Red River and to carry into effect the 


treaty of 1824, in order to provide a permanent home for their nation; the United 


States agree to convey the same by patent, to them and their descendants as long as 


they shall exist as a nation or continue to reside thereon, and they also agree to 


protect them in their new residence, against all interruption or disturbance from any 


other tribe or nation of Indians or from any other person or persons whatever 


(Kappler 1904h). 


  


The treaty cites the reason for the conveyance as the deplorable conditions of their previous 


location of removal on the Bayou Treache on the south side of the Red River on land provided by 


the Caddo Indians. 


 


Their crops were destroyed by the water year after year, and which also proved to be a very sickly 


country and where in a short time, nearly one-fourth of their people died, and whereas  they could 


obtain no other situation from the Caddoes [sic] and they refused to incorporate them and receive 


them as a constituent part of their tribe as contemplated by their treaty with the United States, and 


as they saw no alternative but to perish if they continued there, or to return to their old residence 


on the Arkansas, they therefore chose the latter; and whereas they now find themselves very 


unhappily situated in consequence of having their little improvements taken from them by the 


settlers of the country (Kappler 1904h). 


 


In 1956, the Quapaw Tribe established a business committee to serve as the governing body. A 


chair, vice-chair, secretary-treasurer, and four council members compose the committee that serves 


a two-year term. In designated years, the tribe holds elections on the fourth of July. General council 


meetings are held on that same day annually. The Quapaw Tribe of Oklahoma national 


headquarters are located in Quapaw, Oklahoma (McCollum 2009). 


 


Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma 


 


The following tribal history is from “History,” an entry by The Shawnee Tribe (2017) on the 


Shawnee Tribe website.  


 


The Shawnees are an Eastern Woodlands tribe pushed west by white encroachment. 


In 1793, some of the Shawnee Tribe's ancestors received a Spanish land grant at 


Cape Girardeau, Missouri. After the 1803 Louisiana Purchase brought this area 


under American control, some Cape Girardeau Shawnees went west to Texas and 


Old Mexico and later moved to the Canadian River in southern Oklahoma, 


becoming the Absentee Shawnee Tribe. 


 


The 1817 Treaty of Fort Meigs granted the Shawnees still in northwest Ohio three 


reservations: Wapakoneta, Hog Creek, and Lewistown. By 1824, about 800 


Shawnees lived in Ohio and 1,383 lived in Missouri. In 1825, Congress ratified a 
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treaty with the Cape Girardeau Shawnees ceding their Missouri lands for a 1.6 


million-acre reservation in eastern Kansas. After the Indian Removal Act of 1830, 


the Ohio Shawnees on the Wapakoneta and Hog Creek reservations signed a treaty 


with the US giving them lands on the Kansas Reservation. 


 


The Lewistown Reservation Shawnees, together with their Seneca allies and 


neighbors, signed a separate treaty with the federal government in 1831 and moved 


directly to Indian Territory (Oklahoma). The Lewistown Shawnees became the 


Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma, while their Seneca allies became the Seneca-


Cayuga Tribe of Oklahoma. 


 


In 1854, the US government decimated the Kansas Reservation to 160,000 acres. 


This, coupled with the brutal abuses perpetrated against them by white settlers 


during and after the Civil War, forced the Kansas Shawnees to relocate to Cherokee 


Nation in northeastern Oklahoma. The 1854 Shawnee Reservation in Kansas was 


never formally extinguished and some Shawnee families retain their Kansas 


allotments today. 


 


The federal government caused the former Kansas Shawnees and the Cherokees to 


enter into a formal agreement in 1869, whereby the Shawnees received allotments 


and citizenship in Cherokee Nation. 


 


The Shawnees settled in and around White Oak, Bird Creek (Sperry), and Hudson 


Creek (Fairland), maintaining separate communities and separate cultural 


identities. Known as the Cherokee Shawnees, they would also later be called the 


Loyal Shawnees. Initial efforts begun in the 1980s to separate the Shawnee Tribe 


from Cherokee Nation culminated when Congress enacted Public Law 106-568, the 


Shawnee Tribe Status Act of 2000, which restored the Shawnee Tribe to its position 


as a sovereign Indian nation. 


 


United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians 


 


In the 1780s and 1790s, contingents of Cherokee people began voluntarily migrating to Arkansas 


due to internal divisions and external pressures from America, Britain, France, and Spain (Cornsilk 


1997; Smithers 2015: 48-49). These Cherokee settlers sought to leave their eastern homeland, 


separate themselves from the Cherokee Nation, and establish an independent government west 


of the Mississippi. Under the terms of the Treaty of 1817, the Cherokee settlers exchanged their 


lands in the east for equitable acreage between the Arkansas River and White River in Arkansas 


Territory and gained recognition as a separate nation (Cornsilk 1997; Kappler 1904i). Littlefield 


and Parins (2011:13) noted this as the first official stage toward Indian removal to the territory. 


 


Due to prolonged contact with Euro-American settlers, the historic Cherokee culture has been 


described as “like those of Euro-American Pioneers throughout the frontier South; plantations and 


farms were established with neat log houses, run by the Cherokee immigrants who brought with 


them slaves, horses, wagons, plows, and a variety of agriculture and household implements” 


(Markman 1972:132). In 1819, the naturalist Thomas Nutall ascended the Arkansas River and gave 
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the following description of the settlements:"...both banks of the river, as we proceeded, were lined 


with the houses and farms of the Cherokee, and though their dress was a mixture of indigenous 


and European taste, yet in their houses, which are decently furnished, and in their farms, which 


were well fenced and stocked with cattle, we perceive a happy approach toward civilization. Their 


numerous families, also, well fed and clothed, argue a propitious progress in their population. Their 


superior industry either as hunters or farmers increases the value of property among them, and they 


are no longer strangers to avarice and the distinctions created by wealth. Some of them are 


possessed of property to the amount of many thousands of dollars, have houses handsomely and 


conveniently furnished, and their tables spread with our dainties and luxuries." (United Keetoowah 


Band 2017). As a result, Cherokee farmsteads are very difficult to distinguish from Euro-American 


farmsteads archeologically (Sabo et al. 1990). 
 


Many Cherokee settlers resided in the newly organized Arkansas territory until the Treaty of 1828. 


The treaty fully divested them of their lands there in exchange for seven million acres of land along 


the Arkansas and Canadian and Grand Rivers in Indian Territory (Cornsilk 1997; Kappler 1904i; 


UKB 2017). This relocation also formed the resettlement of the Shawnee and Delaware further 


west (Williamson 1999). 


 


Local County History 


 


The following local history is from the “Pulaski County” entry by Ron Copeland and Joe Foster. 


(2017) in the Encyclopedia of Arkansas History and Culture.  


 


Pulaski County has a diverse population, economy, natural setting, and social 


structure. Its balanced economy results from state and local government, business 


and industry, and finance and nonprofit sectors. Three of Arkansas’s six natural 


divisions converge in Pulaski County—the Ouachita Mountains, the Mississippi 


Alluvial Plain (the Delta), and the Coastal Plain—representing the state’s wealth of 


flora, fauna, and geological features. In the geographic center of Arkansas, Pulaski 


County is one of the state’s five original counties and has been at the center of state 


government, politics, business, art, and culture for almost two centuries. 


 


The Plum Bayou culture flourished in central Arkansas between AD 600 and 1050, 


as can be seen in sites such as the Toltec Mounds Archeological State Park in Scott 


(Pulaski and Lonoke counties). By the beginning of the nineteenth century, the 


Quapaw were the dominant tribe in the part of Arkansas that would soon become 


Pulaski County. In 1818, the Quapaw signed a treaty restricting them to one million 


acres between the Arkansas and Ouachita rivers, and in 1824 they ceded this land 


in exchange for land they would share with the Caddo along the Red River in 


northern Louisiana. Eventually, they were relocated to Indian Territory in what is 


now Oklahoma. 


 


Spanish explorer Hernando de Soto led an expedition through Arkansas between 


1541 and 1542, although it is unlikely that he visited Pulaski County in these two 


years. Between 1721 and 1722, Jean-Baptiste Bénard de La Harpe, a French 


explorer, traveled up the Arkansas River through Pulaski County. He noted a rock 


formation which he called “Le Rocher Francais” (meaning the French rock), where 
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he inscribed the French king’s coat of arms on a tree trunk on April 9, 1722, thus 


claiming for France the north bank of the Arkansas River in central Pulaski County. 


Eventually, this bluff claimed by La Harpe would become known as the Big Rock, 


and a smaller but more famous formation across the river would be designated Little 


Rock. La Harpe’s French rock became the site of an army post called Fort Roots in 


1897, a facility later converted to a veterans hospital. The little rock on the south 


bank of the river became the abutment for a railway bridge in 1872. 


 


In 1812, Congress established Missouri Territory, which reached south to 


Louisiana. Two of the territory’s southern counties (Arkansas and Lawrence) 


included much of the area that would become Arkansas. When Congress 


established Arkansas Territory in 1819, the two counties were divided into the five 


original Arkansas counties. Pulaski County was established at that time and named 


for Count Casimir Pulaski, a Polish nobleman who fought and died in 1779 in the 


Revolutionary War’s Battle of Savannah. The territorial legislature voted in 1821 


to move the capital from Arkansas Post (Arkansas County) to Little Rock because 


of flooding and disease at the former location. The legislature had, in 1820, 


established Cadron, a fur-trapping post on the Arkansas River which was located 


in what is now Faulkner County, as the county seat but moved it to Little Rock in 


1821 when it chose to move the territorial capital there. The new state constructed 


a capitol building in Little Rock on the Arkansas River bank between 1833 and 


1842, and state government operated out of the statehouse until the present capitol 


was completed in 1915. County government operated out of the statehouse until 


1883, when the state government came to require the entire building and displaced 


the county government to a temporary location. County officials began planning 


and building the Pulaski County Courthouse, completed in 1889. 


 


The secessionist movement dominated Arkansas and Pulaski County politics in 


1860 and 1861. Secession Convention delegates voted almost unanimously on May 


6, 1861, to secede from the Union. Arkansas formally joined the Confederacy on 


May 20, 1861. Little Rock remained the state capital, but in 1863, as the Union 


army approached, the capital was moved to Washington (Hempstead County). 


Union forces led by General Frederick Steele prevailed in the Battle of Little Rock 


in September 1863, defeating Confederate troops led by General Sterling Price. 


Union forces occupied Pulaski County for the rest of the war. At the end of the war, 


state officials moved the capital back to Little Rock. 


 


The population surged in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Little 


Rock and North Little Rock’s populations increased significantly, and several small 


crossroad settlements grew into Alexander, Jacksonville, Levy, Mabelvale, Roland, 


and Scott. In 1890, the city of Little Rock derailed the community of Argenta’s 


plans to incorporate as a city by annexing the community as Little Rock’s Eighth 


City Ward. In 1904, Little Rock’s Eighth Ward split off to become part of North 


Little Rock, a separate municipality. In 1906, the city’s name was formally changed 


to Argenta but then reverted back to its present-day name, North Little Rock, in 


1917. About eighty-five percent of Pulaski County’s population lives in 
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incorporated areas of its eight cities: Alexander, Cammack Village, Jacksonville, 


Little Rock, Maumelle, North Little Rock, Sherwood, and Wrightsville. 


 


Other major events in this era included the construction of Lake Winona, completed 


in 1938 as Little Rock’s principal municipal water supply, and the establishment of 


the Little Rock Housing Authority on October 5, 1940, which provided low-cost 


rental housing for many families moving to Little Rock during and after World War 


II. Educational services began to flourish before the nation entered the war. 


 


The crisis over the desegregation of Little Rock Central High School in 1957 was 


the most significant news event in the county in the twentieth century. Considered 


the first major test of the U.S. Supreme Court’s 1954 Brown v. Board of Education 


of Topeka, Kansas decision, the crisis foreshadowed the civil rights turmoil that the 


nation faced throughout the 1960s. The crisis also revealed deep division among 


local and state leaders, affecting their capacity to grow the local economy. In the 


last three decades of the twentieth century, the county’s population growth slowed 


while surrounding counties’ growth quickened. 


 


Despite these trends, Pulaski County developed as a multimodal transportation hub. 


The interstate highway system was completed in Arkansas with Interstate 30 and 


Interstate 40 intersecting in North Little Rock. In the 1970s, cross-town Interstate 


630 was completed in Little Rock, and the I-430/I-440 loops were completed 


around Little Rock and North Little Rock. The December 3, 1970, completion of 


the McClelland-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System opened the Arkansas 


River to barge traffic, and Little Rock and North Little Rock developed port 


facilities on each side of the river. 


 


In the last half of the twentieth century, the Adams Field airport in Little Rock grew 


to a 640-acre development named Little Rock National Airport (now the Bill and 


Hillary Clinton National Airport) with more than $170 million in capital 


improvements. In 1952, the county was chosen for a Strategic Air Command base 


in Jacksonville; it opened September 10, 1955, as Little Rock Air Force Base. Other 


events of note include the construction of the governor’s mansion, completed in 


1950; Little Rock Municipal Waterworks’ construction of Lake Maumelle, 


completed in 1958; and the establishment of the global headquarters of non-profit 


organizations Lions World Services for the Blind (1947) and Heifer Project 


International (1971). 


 


Dillard’s Inc. has its headquarters in Pulaski County, and Alltel, a 


telecommunications company, was also based in Pulaski County until it merged 


with Verizon Wireless, based in New Jersey; the Little Rock offices began serving 


as a regional headquarters for Verizon. Stephens, Inc., one of the largest off–Wall 


Street investment banking companies, is headquartered in Little Rock. In 


November 2004, the William J. Clinton Presidential Library opened on the banks 


of the Arkansas River in Little Rock. 
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Major health facilities such as the University of Arkansas for Medical Sciences 


(UAMS), Baptist Health Medical Center, John L. McClelland Veterans Affairs 


Hospital, St. Vincent Infirmary Medical Center, and the Arkansas Heart Hospital 


are all in Little Rock. These institutions receive national recognition in trade and 


business journals. Medical facilities and practices in Pulaski County employ about 


34,665 people. They serve most of the state but also attract patients and researchers 


worldwide. 


 


Pulaski County performs the typical functions that other Arkansas counties perform 


but also provides many services not performed by other counties, including 


housing, community and economic development in unincorporated areas, and 


youth development programs for at-risk children. In 2005, the county’s budget 


totaled $98 million, and county government employed 1,200 full-time workers. 


 


Most local government issues transcend local boundaries. Consequently, the 


municipal and county governments in Pulaski County have formed cooperative 


governmental service organizations. They include the Central Arkansas Transit 


Authority (CATA), which provides public transportation; the Central Arkansas 


Library System (CALS), which provides library services for Pulaski and Perry 


counties; Central Arkansas Water, which provides municipal water service to all 


the municipalities of Pulaski County and parts of Saline County; Metroplan, which 


serves as the Metropolitan Planning Organization for federal highway 


appropriations and programs; the Multi-Purpose Civic Center Facilities Board, 


which owns and operates the 18,000-seat Verizon Arena (known until 2009 as 


Alltel Arena) in North Little Rock; and the Pulaski County Bridge Public Facilities 


Board, which is developing the Junction Railroad Bridge into a pedestrian/bicycle 


bridge in the River Rail Project area of downtown Little Rock and North Little 


Rock. 


 


At the beginning of the twenty-first century, Pulaski County had three public school 


districts: the Little Rock School District, the Pulaski County Special School 


District, and the North Little Rock School District. In 2014, Jacksonville and 


northern Pulaski County approved a proposal to detach from the Pulaski County 


Special School District to form a new district. The Arkansas State School for the 


Deaf and the School for the Blind, which was first established in Little Rock in July 


of 1868, began the groundbreaking on its new education complex in 1939. 


 


In 1927, leaders established Little Rock Junior College, which began offering four-


year degrees as Little Rock University in 1957; it became the University of 


Arkansas at Little Rock (UALR) in 1969. UALR, with almost 12,000 students, 


provides undergraduate- and graduate-level study. 


 


In an attempt to make education available to freedmen after the Civil War, 


Philander Smith College was established in Little Rock in 1877. Shorter College 


(1895) and Arkansas Baptist College (1884) were established to serve 


predominantly black student bodies. 







 


 


41 


 


 


The University of Arkansas (UA) assumed management of a Little Rock–based, 


privately established nonprofit medical school in 1879 and merged it into the public 


university in 1911. The medical school became UAMS, which provides graduate- 


and professional-level education. University of Arkansas-Pulaski Technical 


College is a comprehensive two-year college. 
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BACKGROUND RESEARCH 


 


Recorded Archeological Sites and Previous Investigations 
 


Background studies were conducted prior to fieldwork. Flat Earth Archeology personnel searched 


the records in the Automated Management of Archeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA) 


database managed by the Arkansas Archeological Survey (AAS) in Fayetteville to check for 


previously recorded archeological sites and investigations within a one-mile (1.6 km) radius of the 


project area.  During this background study, there were eight previously recorded archeological 


sites on file within the one-mile search radius (see Table 1).   There was one previously recorded 


archeological site within or immediately proximal to the direct APE of this project on file, Site 


3PU0252. The information regarding the eight previously recorded archeological sites within a 


mile of the Project Area is in Table 1. 


 


Table 1.  Previously Recorded Archeological Sites Within 1 Mile of Project Area 


Site 


Number 
Primary Landform Size Class 


Site Artifact 


Material 


Site 


Cultural 


Affiliation 


Site Non-


structural 


Features 


Distance 


from P.A. 


3PU0094 


STREAM 


VALLEY/FLOODPLAIN 


LOWLAND 


5001-


20,000m 


Lithics, Aboriginal 


Ceramics, Historic 


Metal, Historic 


Building Material, 


Historic 


Glass 


Prehistoric 


& 


European 


   0.83 mile 


3PU0096 


STREAM 


VALLEY/FLOODPLAIN 


LOWLAND 


1001-


5000m 
Lithics, Aboriginal 


Archaic 


Period 
   0.66 mile 


3PU0097 


STREAM 


VALLEY/FLOODPLAIN 


LOWLAND 


101-


1000m 


Lithics, Aboriginal 


Glass 


Archaic 


Period & 


European 


   0.76 mile 


3PU0098 


STREAM 


VALLEY/FLOODPLAIN 


LOWLAND 


40,001-


100,000m 


Ceramics, Historic 


Metal, Historic 


Building Material, 


Historic 


Glass 


European    0.83 mile 


3PU0116 


STREAM 


VALLEY/FLOODPLAIN 


LOWLAND 


No Value Lithics, Aboriginal Prehistoric    0.51 mile 


3PU0118 


STREAM 


VALLEY/FLOODPLAIN 


LOWLAND 


20,001-


40,000m 
Lithics, Aboriginal 


Archaic 


Period 
   0.9 mile 


3PU0252 


STREAM 


VALLEY/FLOODPLAIN 


LOWLAND 


No Value 


Lithics, Aboriginal 


Ceramics, 


Aboriginal 


Plum Bayou 


Culture 


MIDDEN, 


Aboriginal 


VISIBLE 


STRATIGRAPHY, 


Aboriginal 


 0.06 mile 


3PU0905 


STREAM 


VALLEY/FLOODPLAIN 


LOWLAND 


101-


1000m 


Lithics, Aboriginal 


Floral, Aboriginal 


Other Material, 


Historic 


Prehistoric    0.32 mile 
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Site 3PU0252 is a prehistoric site with artifacts ranging from the Paleo-Indian to Mississippi 


periods, including reported burials.  The site was tested for NRHP eligibility and is eligible for the 


National Register of Historic Places.  The site is situated on a natural levee just south/southwest 


of the current Project Area.  The proposed access road was placed outside of the 3PU0252, off of 


the natural levee in an effort to miss the site.   


 


There were five previous cultural resources investigations on file within one-mile of the current 


Project Area including.  Four of the investigations (AMASDA Numbers 51, 721, 1096, and 1309) 


overlap or are immediately adjacent to the current Project Area. 


 


AMASDA No. 51 


In 1987 Marvin D. Jeter authored the Project Report, The Texas Eastern Archeological Project, 


Northeast Arkansas: Archeological Survey and Testing Along a Pipeline Corridor and Mitigation 


Excavations at a Mississippian Village for the Arkansas Archeological Survey. The Texas Eastern 


Archeological Project consisted of three phases of field work and related laboratory analyses by 


the Arkansas Archeological Survey. Phase I was an archeological survey of the Texas Eastern 


Transmission Corporation's proposed P-62 products pipeline corridor between North Little Rock 


in central Arkansas and the Arkansas-Missouri state line in Clay County, northeast Arkansas. 


Phase II involved subsurface testing and/or other investigations at twelve sites selected from the 


145 studied in the Phase I. It was determined that the potential for impacts to cultural resources 


eligible for the National Register of Historic Places existed at only one of these sites. Accordingly, 


Phase III mitigation excavations were conducted at the Burris Site (3CG0218). The Phase I survey 


(AMASDA 51) was conducted in 1978. The purpose of the survey was to record archeological 


sites and make recommendations for testing to assess their significance according to the National 


Register criteria. Only 5.7% of the total 262.3 km (163.3 miles) of the right-of-way was 


inaccessible. One hundred forty-five sites were investigated in the project area; these included 23 


previously recorded sites and 122 newly discovered ones. At least 88 of the sites had more than 


one cultural period represented. Artifacts indicated various occupations dating from as early as 


transitional Paleo-Indian or Dalton times (about 8000 B.C.) to the 19th and 20th centuries. Dalton 


occupation was identified at seven sites; Archaic occupation was identified at 72 sites; Woodland 


occupation was identified at 57 sites; Mississippian occupation was identified at 37 sites; and 


historic occupation was identified at 58 sites. Forty-three sites contained unidentifiable prehistoric 


occupations. The pipeline trench excavation would impact 52 archeological sites; 40 sites were 


judged to be insufficient for inclusion on the National Register. Two research questions were 


studied during the Phase I: lithic procurement and utilization and the association of archeological 


sites with selected environmental variables.  


 


AMASDA No. 721 


In 1987 Marvin D. Jeter authored the Phase II Project Report, The Texas Eastern Archeological 


Project, Northeast Arkansas: Archeological Survey and Testing Along a Pipeline Corridor and 


Mitigation Excavations at a Mississippian Village, that included Phase II testing of certain sites 


associated with AMASDA 51.  Phase II investigations (AMASDA 721) were also conducted in 


1978 at the twelve sites deemed eligible for the National Register: 3PU0095, 3WH0251, 3JA0533, 


3GE0275, 3CG0218, 3LW0497, 3GE0006/0035, 3GE0282, 3GE0285, 3CY0173, 3CY0187, 


3CY0008. Three Dalton components were identified, along with two Early Archaic, two definite 


and two possible Middle Archaic, and nine Late Archaic components. No Early or Middle 
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Woodland diagnostics were found, but there were two definite Late Woodland components and 


five generalized "Woodland" (probably mainly if not totally Late Woodland) components. Also, 


the southernmost site (3PU0095) yielded evidence of a minor Plum Bayou cultural occupation, 


coeval with the Late Woodland period of the northern region. A major Mississippian component 


was identified at the Burris site, and minor Mississippian occupations were present at four other 


sites. Historic materials were found at five sites. Only the Burris site was found to have intact and 


threatened cultural deposits sufficient to warrant mitigation excavations. 


 


AMASDA No. 1096 


In 1983 Burney B. McClurkan authored the Project Report Archeological Survey and Testing, 


Northbelt Expressway, Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Department Job #60110, 


Pulaski County for the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department.  The proposed corridor 


of Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Department Job 60110 was surveyed for 


archeological sites in 1982 and 1983. One previously unrecorded site was discovered through this 


survey. The Ink Bayou site (3PU0252) was then tested in July 1983. The test indicated that the site 


was a small Plum Bayou farmstead, but lack of features and bone preservation make the site 


nonsignificant. A slight shift in alignment would allow the construction to miss the site. 


 


AMASDA No. 1309 


In 1987 David B. Waddell, John H. House, Francis B. King, Mona L. Colburn, and Murray K. 


Marks coauthored the Project Report Results of Final Testing for Significance at the Ink Bayou 


(3PU252), Pulaski County, Arkansas for the Arkansas Archeological Survey.  The Ink Bayou site 


was discovered in the right-of-way of the proposed Northbelt Expressway just east of North Little 


Rock. Testing for significance uncovered many features, including a structure, pits with various 


functions, and three burials. Two major components were recognized, a Late Baytown/Early Coles 


Creek occupation and a Late Coles Creek occupation. Plum Bayou culture is represented with both 


seasonal and, late, year-round activities. A very late prehistoric Mississippi component was also 


recorded. The site is considered eligible for the National Register, but the nature of the testing on 


the ephemeral and shallow evidence constitutes mitigation of any adverse effect on the site by the 


highway construction. 


 


AMASDA No. 4411 


In 2001, James P. Mooney, Lynita Langley-Ware, and Susan Moorhead Mooney coauthored the 


project Phase I Archeological Investigations of the Rixey Wastewater Improvement Project, 


Pulaski County for Michael Baker Jr. Inc. This report presents the results of an intensive Phase I 


archeological survey conducted within the area of potential effect for the planned Rixey 


Wastewater Improvement Project. A large amount of recent historic refuse was observed 


throughout the project area. One multi-component site, 3PU0484, was recorded. Both the 


components of the site were heavily disturbed and evaluated as not eligible for the National 


Register. Two historic structures were identified but neither were in the project area nor may be 


eligible for the National Register. 
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Historic Structures 


 


Chris Branam, RPA conducted the historic properties records check on the Arkansas Historic 


Preservation Program (AHPP) GIS historic structures database.  There were no historic structures 


on file within or proximal to the currently proposed development (Arkansas Historic Preservation 


Program 2019). 


 


First Land Patents, GLO Maps, and Archival Maps 


 


The First Land Patents records and the General Land Office maps were also consulted for 


information regarding the history of land ownership of the Project Area. The Bureau of Land 


Management’s First Land Patent records contain many of the names of the initial legal landowner 


for each section of land. These records generally contain other information regarding the first legal 


landowners such as how the land was obtained (i.e. homestead, cash entry, scrip warrant, etc.), the 


acreage obtained in the patent, the legal description of the land, and the date of the patent issuance.  


Unfortunately, there was no data regarding the areas covering the Project Area in Sections 11, 13, 


and 14 for Township 2 North, Range 11 West in the First Land Patent Records. 


 


General Land Office Maps usually show areas with historical development, often depicting 


improvements such as agricultural fields, roads, or structures, along with names of landowners. 


The General Land Office (GLO) original survey map and dependent resurvey map for Township 


2 North, Range 11 West, approved in 1834 (Figure 17) and 1857 (Figure 18) respectively, show 


no improvements in the current project area (General Land Office 2019). 


 


The USGS McAlmont, Arkansas topographic map from 1935 (Figure 19) shows a possible 


structure in proximity to the Project Area (Figure 19).  The McAlmont 1954 and 1961 topographic 


maps do not show any structures proximal to the Project Area.  The 1970 McAlmont topographic 


map shows the current farm structures on Harris Road present at the southeast portion of the current 


Project Area. 
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Figure 17.  Extraction from 1834 Original Survey map for Township 2 North, Range 11 West 


(approximate project location outlined in red) (GLO 2019) 
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Figure 18. Extraction from 1855 Dependent Resurvey map for Township 2 North, Range 11, 


West (approximate project location outlined in red) (GLO 2019) 


  







 


 


48 


 


 
Figure 19. 1935 McAlmont, Arkansas USGS Topographic Map showing potential structure 


proximal to current Project Area 
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INVESTIGATION METHODS AND RESULTS 


 


The archeological fieldwork was conducted by archeologists Chris Branam RPA, Devin Sorrows, 


and Ryan Adams on November 12 and 13, 2019.  Maps and coordinates of the proposed Project 


Area were provided prior to fieldwork by Garver. The Project Area location was digitally loaded 


onto a GPS device and used as an overlay on satellite imagery. This device was used to keep real 


time location data, allowing the archeologists to stay within the prescribed Project Area. The entire 


Project Area is located in a low-lying floodplain (Figures 15-26).  


 


Proposed Parking and Pad Area  


 


Four transects were established in the 250’ x 250’ (76 m x 76 m) parking and pad area (Figure 20).  


Each transect was walked moving east to west at a 285° bearing (Transect E) or west to east at a 


106° bearing (Transects B, C, and D).  Shovel test locales were investigated at 20-meter intervals 


on each transect.  The shovel tests were approximately 35 cm in diameter and were excavated in 


10 cm arbitrary intervals, typically terminating between 35 and 50 cmbs, into culturally sterile 


subsoil or to inundation. All soils excavated from the shovel test were screened through ¼-inch 


mesh hardware. Shovel test results were recorded on shovel test forms. Munsell soil color charts 


and standard soil nomenclature were used to record soil stratigraphic profiles in each shovel test 


(see Appendix B). 


 


A total of five shovel test locales were investigated on each transect in the parking and pad area 


for a total of 20 shovel test locales in the parking and pad area of which  13 were excavated and 


seven were not excavated due to inundation at the ground surface (Figure 21).  The soil 


stratigraphic profile in the parking and pad area was typically a strong brown silty clay over a 


hydric gray clay (see Figure 23 for representative sample).  An inventory of shovel tests can be 


found in Appendix B.  No cultural materials were observed in the parking and pad area. 


 


The ground surface of the project area was also visually examined during the pedestrian survey 


along the transects.  Ground surface visibility was poor (near 0%) as field grasses covered the 


project area (Figure 22). 
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Figure 20. Transect locations in Parking/Pad Area 
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Figure 21.  Parking and Pad Area at Transect D (facing south) 


 


 
Figure 22.  Parking and Pad Area (facing south/southeast) 
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Figure 23.  Shovel Test 1 on Transect C 
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Proposed Access Road 


 


Transect A began west of the existing graveled drive off of Harris Road (see Figures 24 and 25) at 


(Zone 15) 578125mE, 3851294mN and was walked along the proposed access road easement 


towards the northwest.  The proposed access road was 40 feet in width (approximately 12 meters) 


and approximately 1688 meters in length from the beginning of Transect A to the parking and pad 


area to the northwest.  From Harris Road to the end of the existing graveled drive (see Figure 25) 


will not be improved and was not surveyed, other than to revisit and photograph the historic 


cemeteries at the corner of Harris Road and the graveled drive.  The Ready Family Cemetery and 


the White-Dedman Cemetery are well outside of the current project’s Area of Potential Effect 


because the existing graveled drive does not need to be improved or disturbed as part of the current 


project (Figure 26).  


 


A pedestrian survey of the transect was conducted and shovel test locales were investigated at a 


maximum of 20-meter intervals on the transect.  The shovel tests were approximately 35 cm in 


diameter and were excavated in 10 cm arbitrary intervals, typically terminating between 35 and 50 


cmbs, into culturally sterile subsoil or to inundation. All soils excavated from the shovel test were 


screened through ¼-inch mesh hardware. Shovel test results were recorded on shovel test forms. 


Munsell soil color charts and standard soil nomenclature were used to record soil stratigraphic 


profiles in each shovel test (see Appendix B). The soil type and stratigraphic profiles varied along 


Transect A, but most of the Transect was a sandy clay loam over a sandy clay or clay subsoil (see 


Figures 28, 29, 32, and 33 for representative samples).  


 


A total of 64 shovel test locales were investigated on Transect A.  A total of 58 shovel tests were 


excavated on Transect A and 6 locales were not excavated due to inundation (see Appendix B for 


shovel test inventory).  The proposed access road was in a cattle pasture with thick, short grasses 


on a level, somewhat low-lying landform (Figures 27, 30 and 31). An additional 14 shovel tests 


were excavated on Transect A around a positive shovel test (Shovel Test 38).  All of the shovel 


tests excavated on Transect A were negative for cultural materials except Shovel Test 38 and a 


delineation shovel test (0N, 10W from Shovel Test 38).  Two prehistoric ceramic sherds were 


found (one in each shovel test), both between 10 and 20 cmbs.  Both of the positive shovel tests 


were located in an existing pipeline corridor, thus the soils were not intact.  Delineation shovel 


tests were excavated in 5-meter intervals in cardinal directions around the positive shovel tests 


(Figure 34).  Because the only artifacts observed were in the existing pipeline corridor that was 


apparently installed sometime between 2015 and 2017 according to the aerial imagery, there is no 


good context for the ceramic sherds.  The sherds themselves are plain, sand and grog tempered 


sherds that appear to have been burned on one side (Figure 35).  No other cultural materials were 


observed.  Because Flat Earth Archeology did not have expressed permission from the landowner 


to collect artifacts, the ceramic sherds were photographed in the field and reburied in the positive 


shovel tests. No site form was completed for the artifact find as the two artifacts do not meet the 


threshold for an archeological site in the State Plan (Davis 1994, edited 2010).  The artifacts may 


have been deposited at this location if the pipeline corridor disturbed part of Site 3PU0252, located 


to the west/southwest of the currently proposed access road, but was likely bisected by the pipeline 


instillation.  The recorded location of Site 3PU0252 is on the natural levee to the southwest of the 


proposed road.  The two ceramic sherds are the only evidence of Site 3PU0252 in the current 


Project Area, and that is in a very disturbed context. 
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Figure 24. Transect along proposed easement – begins at proposed new road easement at end of 


exiting road (500 meter scale) 
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Existing gravel drive 
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Figure 26.  Cemetery at the edge of Harris Road (facing northwest) 


 


 
Figure 27.  Transect A at Shovel Test 2 (facing northwest) 
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Figure 28.  Shovel Test 2 profile 
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Figure 29.  Shovel Test 19 profile 
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Figure 30.  Transect A at Shovel Test 14 (facing northwest) 


 


 
Figure 31. Transect A looking towards Shovel Test 38 and bisecting the pipeline corridor  


(facing northwest) 
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Figure 32.   Shovel Test 38 profile 
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Figure 33.  Shovel Test 50 profile 
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Figure 34. Sketch map of two positive shovel tests in pipeline corridor 
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Figure 35.  Prehistoric ceramic sherds found in Shovel Test 38 and  


Delineation Shovel Test 0N, 10E 
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


 


Flat Earth Archeology, LLC conducted a Phase I cultural resources survey of a proposed 250 x 


250-foot (76 x 76 meters) parking area and pad site to be graveled, and a 5,540 foot (1688 meters) 


long proposed easement for a proposed LRPA VORTAC Relocation Study in Pulaski County, 


Arkansas (Figures 1 through 4).  The cultural resources survey of the proposed easement includes 


a roughly 40-feet (12 meters) wide corridor. 


 


Twenty shovel test locales were investigated within the parking area and pad site, including 13 


excavated and 7 not excavated (due to inundation).  One linear transect was walked in the proposed 


easement corridor and shovel tests were excavated at a maximum of 20-meter intervals.  A total 


of 64 shovel test locales were investigated in the proposed Project Area (58 excavated and 6 not 


excavated due to inundation).  Additionally, 14 delineation shovel tests were excavated around a 


positive shovel test on Transect A (the proposed access road).   


 


There were no historic structures in the AHPP structures database within or proximal to the project 


area.  


 


Two prehistoric ceramic sherds were found between 10 and 20 cmbs in two shovel tests within 10 


meters of each other.  Both of the positive shovel tests were located in an existing pipeline corridor, 


thus the soils were not intact.  Delineation shovel tests were excavated in 5-meter intervals in 


cardinal directions around the positive shovel tests.  Because the only artifacts observed were in 


the existing pipeline corridor that was apparently installed sometime between 2015 and 2017 


according to the aerial imagery, there is no good context for the ceramic sherds.  The sherds 


themselves are plain, sand and grog tempered sherds that appear to have been burned on one side.  


No other cultural materials were observed.  No site form was completed for the artifact find as the 


two artifacts do not meet the threshold for an archeological site in the State Plan (Davis 1994, 


edited 2010).  The artifacts may have been deposited at this location if the pipeline corridor 


disturbed part of Site 3PU0252, located to the west/southwest of the currently proposed access 


road, but was likely bisected by the pipeline instillation.  The recorded location of Site 3PU0252 


is on the natural levee to the southwest of the proposed road.  The two ceramic sherds are the only 


evidence of Site 3PU0252 in the current Project Area, and that is in a very disturbed context. 


 


Based on the results of the survey, Flat Earth Archeology recommends that project area 


meets the criteria for a finding of No Historic Properties Affected as per 36 CFR 800.4 (d)(1). 


No additional cultural resources investigation is recommended for the Project Area. 


 


In the event of an inadvertent discovery of human remains and/or burial furniture during 


subsequent development or modification of the Project Area, the proponent should follow the 


protocols outlined in Act 753 of 1991, as amended (Arkansas Grave Protection Act) and other 


applicable state and federal laws and regulations. If previously unrecorded buried cultural 


resources are encountered during project construction, all ground disturbing activities in this area 


should be halted and the site should be protected until cleared by the appropriate authorities.  
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DISCLAIMER 


 


There is a realistic limitation involved with standard survey field methodology.  Shovel testing is 


most effective in finding certain types of sites, those with relatively high artifact densities or those 


with abnormal soil development such as middens.  Thin artifact scatters can be missed in areas 


where surface visibility is poor.  Furthermore, deeply buried sites are difficult to identify using 


standard survey methodology.  Flat Earth Archeology made a good faith effort to locate cultural 


resources in the project area, but this is not a guarantee that no cultural resources are present, or 


that all cultural resources were identified due to the aforementioned limitations. 
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Chris M. Branam, RPA 
117 Financial Drive 


Cabot, AR  72023 


Phone: 501.286.7124     Email: chrisb@flateartharcheology.com 


 


EDUCATION 


A.B.D. History Ph.D.   University of Arkansas   Fayetteville, Arkansas 


Dissertation Topic:  Small-Scale Slaveholders and Slaves in the Early Twentieth Century Trans- 


 Mississippian West, a Social History of Non-Plantation Slavery in Arkansas and Missouri. 


 


December 2003   University of Arkansas   Fayetteville, Arkansas 


M.A. in Anthropology (Historic Archeology Emphasis) 


Thesis: A Database of Steamboat Wrecks on the Arkansas River between Fort Smith, 


Arkansas, and Arkansas Post, Arkansas, from 1830-1900. 


 


December 1997   University of Arkansas at Little Rock Little Rock, Arkansas 


B.A. in Anthropology 


Minor in Philosophy/Religious Studies 


 


RESEARCH INTERESTS 


• Historic archeology and nautical archeology 


• Research of historic river transportation in Arkansas and the Southeastern United States 


• Early American Ceramics 


• Late-eighteenth to mid-nineteenth century settlement patterns, economics, cultures, and land use 


in the American South 


• Small-Scale Slaveholders and Slaves in the early nineteenth century Trans-Mississippian West, 


an Examination of Non-Plantation Slavery in Arkansas and Missouri. 


• Eighteenth and nineteenth century distilling processes, drinking habits, and taverns in the 


southern Colonies/States and Territories (as a part of an Arkansas Humanities Council grant to 


Black River Technical College located in Pocahontas, Arkansas) 


• Class issues and social history related to small-scale slavery in the Old Southwest, particularly in 


the Arkansas and Missouri Territories (as a part of an Arkansas Humanities Council grant to 


Black River Technical College and PhD Dissertation) 


 


WORK EXPERIENCE 


August 2008 to present   Flat Earth Archeology, LLC  Cabot, Arkansas 


Principal Investigator/Archeologist 


• Perform archeological surveys and background research for cultural resource management 


projects in Arkansas and surrounding states 


• Perform Phase II testing and Phase III mitigation for cultural resource management projects  


• Author reports resulting in archeological investigations and aiding clients with Section 106 or 


other compliance needs 


 


December 2008 to September 2011 Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department 


Archeologist 


• Perform archeological studies and surveys for various projects in Arkansas 


• Research for and author reports resulting from archeological work performed, giving 


recommendations regarding archeological clearance and site evaluations 
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• Evaluate and comment on reports by archeological consultants contracted by AHTD 


• Give archeological presentations to public and academic conferences 


 


January 2005 to December 2008  SPEARS, Inc.    West Fork, Arkansas 


Archeological Field Supervisor 


• Supervised and directed various Section 106 (archeological survey) projects throughout 


Arkansas, directed fieldwork and research, and authored technical reports for the projects 


• Analyzed, researched, and wrote descriptions regarding the cultural significance of selected 


historic artifacts from the Jacob Wolf House excavations  


 


May 2004 to January 2005  SPEARS, Inc.    West Fork, Arkansas 


Archeological Field Technician 


• Worked on a Phase III Archeological Mitigation of four Late Woodland/Early Mississippian sites 


in Northeastern Arkansas 


 


May 1999 – March 2000   R. Christopher Goodwin & Assoc. New Orleans, Louisiana 


and May 2002 – August 2002 (seasonal) 


Archeological Field Crew Chief 


• Worked on various Phase I archeological survey projects for Highway and Pipeline projects in 


Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Mississippi, Louisiana, South Carolina, Tennessee, and 


Texas. 


• Worked on a Phase III Archeological Mitigation for a Prehistoric site in Northern Tennessee on 


the Cumberland River for the United States Army Corps of Engineers. 


 


TEACHING EXPERIENCE 


• ANTH 2310: Cultural Anthropology.  An introduction to the field of cultural anthropology with 


emphasis on basic anthropological concepts, the nature of culture, the development of 


civilizations, human social behavior, and the study of people and customs around the world.  


Pulaski Technical College, North Little Rock, Arkansas.  
(Fall 2005; Spring and Fall 2006; Spring, Summer, and Fall 2007; Spring, Summer, and Fall 


2008; Spring, Summer, and Fall 2009; Spring, Summer, and Fall 2010) 


• HIST 1113: World Civilizations I.   Introduces the major civilizations of the world in their 


historical context to 1500.  University of Arkansas, Fayetteville, Arkansas. (Fall 2008) 


 


PRESENTATIONS 


Branam, Chris 


2009 AHTD Policies Regarding Historic Cemeteries and Burials.  Presented at the Memorial in May – 


 Cemetery Preservation Conference held in Jonesboro, Arkansas. 


 


2008 Examining the Motives, Means, and Rhetoric of Disfranchisement in Arkansas,  


1888 – 1892.  Paper presented at the Mid-American Conference for History held in Springfield, 


Missouri. 


 


2008 The Lubricant That Allowed America to Move West: The Role of Distilled Spirits in the Trans-


Mississippian Region during the Early Nineteenth Century.  Paper presented at the Arkansas 


Historical Association Sixty-Seventh Annual Conference held in Eureka Springs, Arkansas. 


 


2002 Steamboat Wrecks on the Arkansas River between Fort Smith and Arkansas Post.  Paper 


presented at the Arkansas Archeological Survey, Fayetteville, Arkansas 
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1997 Evolution of the Trireme.  Paper presented at the University of Arkansas at Little Rock 


Anthropology Symposium held in Little Rock, Arkansas 


 


OTHER TEACHING & WORK-RELATED EXPERIENCE 


• History Graduate Teaching Assistant: University of Arkansas, Western Civilization II, Spring 


2008 


• History Graduate Teaching Assistant: University of Arkansas, Western Civilization I, Fall 2007 


• Seasonal Interpreter: Toltec Mounds Archeological State Park, 1997 


• Graduate Teaching Assistant: University of Arkansas at Little Rock, Archeology Field School, 


1997 


• Teaching Assistant: University of Arkansas at Little Rock, Archeology Field School, 1996 


 


AWARDS_______________________________________________________________ 
2008 Recipient of the Mary D. Hudgins Fellowship in Arkansas History from the University of 


Arkansas History Department. 


 


1997  Recipient of the Student Fieldwork in Anthropology Award (now known as the Mark J. 


Hartmann Anthropology Student Fellowship) from the University of Arkansas at Little Rock. 


 


CURRENT PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIPS 


• Registry of Professional Archaeologists 


• Archaeological Institute of America 


• Arkansas Historical Association 


• Southern Historical Association  


 


PUBLICATIONS________________________________________________________ 
Branam, Chris 


2010 “Rethinking Disfranchisement in Arkansas: The Election Law of 1891 and The Poll Tax 


Amendment of 1892” Arkansas Historical Quarterly, Fall 2010. 


 


Branam, Chris 


2009 Slave Codes.  Entry in The Encyclopedia of Arkansas History and Culture.  
http://www.encyclopediaofarkansas.net/encyclopedia/entry-detail.aspx?search=1&entryID=5054 


 


Branam, Chris 


2008 Election Law of 1891.  Entry in The Encyclopedia of Arkansas History and Culture.   
 http://www.encyclopediaofarkansas.net/encyclopedia/entry-detail.aspx?search=1&entryID=4033 


 


ARCHEOLOGICAL REPORTS AND UNPUBLISHED WORK 


Over 450 archeological reports authored and co-authored to date from projects in Alabama, Arkansas, 


Georgia, Florida, Illinois, Kansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri, Oklahoma, Tennessee, and Texas.  


Sample reports are available upon request







Appendix B 


 


B-1 


 


Appendix B:  Shovel Test Table Inventory 


Transect S.T. # 
Depth 


(cmbs) 
Description/Comment Result 


A 1  56 
Stratum I: 0-36 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 36-56 strong brown sandy clay  
N 


A 2 45 
Stratum I: 0-25 brown clay loam                                                             


Stratum II: 25-45 strong brown silty clay 
N 


A 3  50 
Stratum I: 0-35 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 35-50 strong brown sandy clay  
N 


A 4 55 
Stratum I: 0-35 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 35-55 strong brown sandy clay 
N 


A 5  50 
Stratum I: 0-32 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 32-50 strong brown sandy clay  
N 


A 6 50 
Stratum I: 0-30 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 30-50 strong brown sandy clay 
N 


A 7 50  
Stratum I: 0-30 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 30-50 strong brown sandy clay  
N 


A 8 50 


Stratum I: 0-12 very dark grayish brown silty clay loam  


Stratum I: 12-40 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 40-50 strong brown sandy clay 


N 


A 9  50 Stratum I: 0-50 yellowish brown clay loam  N 


A 10 50 Stratum I: 0-50 yellowish brown clay loam N 


A 11  50 
Stratum I: 0-35 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 35-50 strong brown sandy clay  
N 


A 12 55 
Stratum I: 0-35 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 35-55 strong brown sandy clay 
N 


A 13  50 
Stratum I: 0-42 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 42-50 strong brown sandy clay  
N 


A 14 50 
Stratum I: 0-40 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 40-50 strong brown sandy clay 
N 


A 15  50 
Stratum I: 0-38 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 38-50 strong brown sandy clay  
N 


A 16 50 
Stratum I: 0-28 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 28-50 dark yellowish brown sandy clay loam 
N 


A 17 50  
Stratum I: 0-25 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 25-50 dark yellowish brown sandy clay loam  
N 


A 18 50 
Stratum I: 0-14 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 14-50 grayish brown sandy clay loam 
N 


A 19 45 
Stratum I: 0-17 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 17-45 grayish brown sandy clay loam  
N 


A 20 50 
Stratum I: 0-14 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 14-50 grayish brown sandy clay loam 
N 


A 21 50  
Stratum I: 0-50 light yellowish brown mottled with dark yellowish brown 


sandy clay  
N 


A 22 50 
Stratum I: 0-50 light yellowish brown mottled with dark yellowish brown 


sandy clay 
N 


A 23  50 
Stratum I: 0-50 light yellowish brown mottled with dark yellowish brown 


sandy clay  
N 


A 24 50 
Stratum I: 0-50 light yellowish brown mottled with dark yellowish brown 


sandy clay 
N 
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Appendix B:  Shovel Test Table Inventory 


Transect S.T. # 
Depth 


(cmbs) 
Description/Comment Result 


A 25  50 
Stratum I: 0-10 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 10-50 grayish brown sandy clay loam  
N 


A 26 50 
Stratum I: 0-10 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 10-50 grayish brown sandy clay loam 
N 


A 27  50 
Stratum I: 0-12 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 12-50 grayish brown sandy clay loam  
N 


A 28 53 
Stratum I: 0-33 dark yellowish brown sandy loam  


Stratum II: 33-53 gray clay 
N 


A 29  50 
Stratum I: 0-30 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 30-50 grayish brown sandy clay loam  
N 


A 30 50 
Stratum I: 0-32 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 32-50 grayish brown sandy clay loam 
N 


A 31  50 
Stratum I: 0-30 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 30-50 grayish brown sandy clay loam  
N 


A 32 55 
Stratum I: 0-35 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 35-55 grayish brown sandy clay loam 
N 


A 33  50 
Stratum I: 0-35 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 35-50 grayish brown sandy clay loam  
N 


A 34 39 
Stratum I: 0-18 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 18-39 grayish brown sandy clay loam 
N 


A 35 45  
Stratum I: 0-17 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 17-45 grayish brown sandy clay loam  
N 


A 36 35 
Stratum I: 0-15 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 15-35 grayish brown sandy clay loam 
N 


A 37 50  
Stratum I: 0-12 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 12-50 grayish brown sandy clay loam  
N 


A 38 50 
Stratum I: 0-30 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
P 


 
38 


0N, 5W 
50 


Stratum I: 0-28 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 28-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
N 


 
38 


0N, 10W 
50 


Stratum I: 0-32 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 32-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
N 


 
38 


5N, 0E 
50 


Stratum I: 0-33 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 33-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
N 


 
38 


10N, 0E 
50 


Stratum I: 0-30 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
N 


 
38 


5S, 0E 
50 


Stratum I: 0-30 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
N 


 
38 


10S, 0E 
50 


Stratum I: 0-28 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 28-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
N 


 
38 


0N, 5E 
50 


Stratum I: 0-30 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
N 


 
38 


0N, 10E 
50 


Stratum I: 0-30 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
P 


 
38 


5N, 10E 
50 


Stratum I: 0-35 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 35-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
N  


 
38 


10N, 10E 
50 


Stratum I: 0-30 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
N 
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Appendix B:  Shovel Test Table Inventory 


Transect S.T. # 
Depth 


(cmbs) 
Description/Comment Result 


 
38 


5S, 10E 
50 


Stratum I: 0-33 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 33-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
N 


 
38 


10S, 10E 
50 


Stratum I: 0-30 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
N 


 
38 


0N, 15E 
50 


Stratum I: 0-30 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
N 


 
38 


0N, 20E 
50 


Stratum I: 0-30 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
N 


A 39  50 
Stratum I: 0-32 grayish brown silty clay loam  


Stratum II: 32-50 very dark grayish brown silty clay  
N 


A 40 50 
Stratum I: 0-29 grayish brown silty clay loam  


Stratum II: 29-50 very dark grayish brown silty clay 
N 


A 41  50 
Stratum I: 0-30 grayish brown silty clay loam  


Stratum II: 30-50 very dark grayish brown silty clay  
N 


A 42 58 
Stratum I: 0-38 grayish brown silty clay loam with few small iron inclusions  


Stratum II: 38-58 very dark grayish brown silty clay 
N 


A 43 55  
Stratum I: 0-35 grayish brown silty clay loam with few small iron inclusions  


Stratum II: 35-55 very dark grayish brown silty clay  
N 


A 44 50 
Stratum I: 0-30 grayish brown silty clay loam with few small iron inclusions  


Stratum II: 30-50 very dark grayish brown silty clay 
N 


A 45  50 
Stratum I: 0-33 grayish brown silty clay loam  


Stratum II: 33-50 dark yellowish brown sandy loam  
N 


A 46 50 
Stratum I: 0-30 grayish brown silty clay loam  


Stratum II: 30-50 dark yellowish brown sandy loam 
N 


A 47  50 
Stratum I: 0-30 grayish brown silty clay loam  


Stratum II: 30-50 dark yellowish brown sandy loam  
N 


A 48 50  
Stratum I: 0-20 very dark grayish brown silty clay loam  


Stratum II: 20-50 light grayish brown sandy loam 
N 


A 49  50 
Stratum I: 0-25 very dark grayish brown silty clay loam  


Stratum II: 25-50 light grayish brown sandy loam  
N 


A 50 50  
Stratum I: 0-20 very dark grayish brown silty clay loam  


Stratum II: 20-50 light grayish brown sandy loam 
N 


A 51  25 Stratum I: 0-25 hydric gray clay N 


A 52 30  Stratum I: 0-30 hydric gray clay N 


A 53 21  Stratum I: 0-21 hydric gray clay N 


A 54  25 Stratum I: 0-25 hydric gray clay N 


A 55  30 Stratum I: 0-30 hydric gray clay N 


A 56 25  Stratum I: 0-25 hydric gray clay N 


A 57 30  Stratum I: 0-30 hydric gray clay N 


A 58   No dig - inundated N 
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Appendix B:  Shovel Test Table Inventory 


Transect S.T. # 
Depth 


(cmbs) 
Description/Comment Result 


A 59  15 Stratum I: 0-15 hydric gray clay  


A 60   No dig - inundated  


A 61   No dig - inundated  


A 62   No dig - inundated  


A 63   No dig - inundated  


A 64   No dig - inundated                         EOT N 


B 1 51 No dig - inundated N 


B 2 50 No dig - inundated N 


B 3 50 No dig - inundated N 


B 4 50 
Stratum I: 0-30 strong brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 gray clay 
N 


B 5 50 
Stratum I: 0-32 strong brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 32-50 gray clay 
N 


C 1 50 
Stratum I: 0-30 strong brown silty clay  


Stratum II 30-50 gray clay 
N 


C 2 50 
Stratum I: 0-30 strong brown silty clay  


Stratum II 30-50 gray clay  
N 


C 3 50 
Stratum I: 0-28 strong brown silty clay  


Stratum II 28-50 gray clay  
N 


C 4 50 
Stratum I: 0-30 strong brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 gray clay 
N 


C 5 50 
Stratum I: 0-33 strong brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 33-50 gray clay 
N 


D 1 45 
Stratum I: 0-30 strong brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-45 gray clay 
N 


D 2 50 
Stratum I: 0-30 strong brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 gray clay 
N 


D 3 50 
Stratum I: 0-28 strong brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 28-50 gray clay 
N 


D 4 50 
Stratum I: 0-30 strong brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 gray clay 
N 


D 5 50 
Stratum I: 0-30 strong brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 gray clay 
N 


E 1 50 
Stratum I: 0-32 strong brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 32-50 gray clay 
N 


E 2  No dig - inundated  


E 3  No dig - inundated  
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Appendix B:  Shovel Test Table Inventory 


Transect S.T. # 
Depth 


(cmbs) 
Description/Comment Result 


E 4  No dig - inundated  


E 5  No dig - inundated  


 







 
Halito Bill Brewer,
 
The Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma thanks you for the correspondence regarding the above
referenced project. Pulaski County, Arkansas lies within our area of historic interest. The
Choctaw Nation Historic Preservation Department requests topographic maps of the site,
maps of cultural resources within one mile, and a federal determination of effect.
 
If you have any questions, please contact me.
 
Yakoke,
 
Maddie Danielle Currie
Compliance Review Officer
Historic Preservation Department
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma
P.O. Box 1210
Durant, OK 74702
580-924-8280 ext. 2727
 

 
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.



OTHER CORRESPONDENCE 





From: Stroman, Justin
To: McAbee, William C.
Subject: LRPA LIT VOR Relocation Study
Date: Friday, November 1, 2019 1:52:21 PM

The Arkansas Game and Fish Commission (AGFC) has reviewed the proposal to relocate a
radio navigation system for aircraft to a location adjacent to 440. This project is directly
adjacent to an ArDOT mitigation site at Rixey Bayou, and in proximity to the ArDOT Ink
Bayou mitigation area. The AGFC recommends consulting with the ArDOT to ensure that
hydrology won't be altered, negatively affecting the mitigation sites. Additionally, any fill in
jurisdictional wetlands resulting from this project should be mitigated for at an appropriate
commercial mitigation bank. AGFC appreciates the opportunity to review this project. 

Justin Stroman
Environmental Coordination Biologist

Arkansas Game and Fish Commission
2 Natural Resources Dr. Little Rock, AR 72205
E: Justin.Stroman@agfc.ar.gov | Office: 501-223-6409 | Mobile: 501-747-4034

mailto:justin.stroman@agfc.ar.gov
mailto:WCMcAbee@GarverUSA.com
mailto:Justin.Stroman@agfc.ar.gov


U.S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency)      Date Of Land Evaluation Request      

Name of Project      Federal Agency Involved      

Proposed Land Use      County and State      

PART II (To be completed by NRCS)      Date Request Received By 
NRCS                    

Person Completing Form: 

   Does the site contain Prime, Unique, Statewide or Local Important Farmland? 

   (If no, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parts of this form) 

  YES      NO 
             

Acres Irrigated 
      

Average Farm Size 

      

   Major Crop(s) 

      

Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction 

Acres:                %       

Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 

Acres:               %      

Name of Land Evaluation System Used 

      

Name of State or Local Site Assessment System 

      

Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS 

      

Alternative Site Rating PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
Site A Site B Site C Site D 

   A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly                         

   B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly                         
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   6.  Distance To Urban Support Services  (15)                         
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   8.  Creation Of Non-farmable Farmland  (10)                         

   9.  Availability Of Farm Support Services  (5)                         

   10. On-Farm Investments  (20)                         

   11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services  (10)                         

   12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use  (10)                         

   TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160                         

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency)      

   Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100                         

   Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or local site assessment) 160                         

   TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260                         

 

Site Selected:       

 

Date Of Selection       

Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 

              YES                 NO   

Reason For Selection:      

      

      

      

Name of Federal agency representative completing this form:       Date:       
(See Instructions on reverse side) Form AD-1006 (03-02) 
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STEPS IN THE PROCESSING THE FARMLAND AND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING FORM 
 

Step 1 - Federal agencies (or Federally funded projects) involved in proposed projects that may convert farmland, as defined in the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) 
to nonagricultural uses, will initially complete Parts I and III of the form. For Corridor type projects, the Federal agency shall use form NRCS-CPA-106 in place 
of form AD-1006. The Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) process may also be accessed by visiting the FPPA website, http://fppa.nrcs.usda.gov/lesa/. 

 
Step 2 - Originator (Federal Agency) will send one original copy of the form together with appropriate scaled maps indicating location(s)of project site(s), to the Natural 

Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) local Field Office or USDA Service Center and retain a copy for their files. (NRCS has offices in most counties in the 
U.S. The USDA Office Information Locator may be found at http://offices.usda.gov/scripts/ndISAPI.dll/oip_public/USA_map, or the offices can usually be 
found in the Phone Book under U.S. Government, Department of Agriculture. A list of field offices is available from the NRCS State Conservationist and State 
Office in each State.) 

 
Step 3 - NRCS will, within 10 working days after receipt of the completed form, make a determination as to whether the site(s) of the proposed project contains prime, 

unique, statewide or local important farmland. (When a site visit or land evaluation system design is needed, NRCS will respond within 30 working days. 
 
Step 4 - For sites where farmland covered by the FPPA will be converted by the proposed project, NRCS will complete Parts II, IV and V of the form. 
 
Step 5 - NRCS will return the original copy of the form to the Federal agency involved in the project, and retain a file copy for NRCS records. 
 
Step 6 - The Federal agency involved in the proposed project will complete Parts VI and VII of the form and return the form with the final selected site to the servicing 

NRCS office. 
 
Step 7 - The Federal agency providing financial or technical assistance to the proposed project will make a determination as to whether the proposed conversion is consistent 

with the FPPA. 
 
 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING FORM 
(For Federal Agency) 

 
Part I: When completing the "County and State" questions, list all the local governments that are responsible for local land 

use controls where site(s) are to be evaluated. 
 
 
Part III: When completing item B (Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly), include the following: 
 
1. Acres not being directly converted but that would no longer be capable of being farmed after the conversion, because the 

conversion would restrict access to them or other major change in the ability to use the land for agriculture. 
2. Acres planned to receive services from an infrastructure project as indicated in the project justification (e.g. highways, 

utilities planned build out capacity) that will cause a direct conversion. 
 
 
Part VI: Do not complete Part VI using the standard format if a State or Local site assessment is used. With local and NRCS      

assistance, use the local Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA). 
 
1. Assign the maximum points for each site assessment criterion as shown in § 658.5(b) of CFR. In cases of corridor-type 

project such as transportation, power line and flood control, criteria #5 and #6 will not apply and will, be weighted zero, 
however, criterion #8 will be weighed a maximum of 25 points and criterion #11 a maximum of 25 points. 

 
2. Federal agencies may assign relative weights among the 12 site assessment criteria other than those shown on the 

FPPA rule after submitting individual agency FPPA policy for review and comment to NRCS. In all cases where other 
weights are assigned, relative adjustments must be made to maintain the maximum total points at 160. For project sites 
where the total points equal or exceed 160, consider alternative actions, as appropriate, that could reduce adverse 
impacts (e.g. Alternative Sites, Modifications or Mitigation). 

 
 
 
Part VII: In computing the "Total Site Assessment Points" where a State or local site assessment is used and the total 
maximum number of points is other than 160, convert the site assessment points to a base of 160.  
Example: if the Site Assessment maximum is 200 points, and the alternative Site "A" is rated 180 points: 
 
 
 
 
For assistance in completing this form or FPPA process, contact the local NRCS Field Office or USDA Service Center. 
 
NRCS employees, consult the FPPA Manual and/or policy for additional instructions to complete the AD-1006 form. 
 

Total points assigned Site A 180 
Maximum points possible  200 = X 160  = 144 points for Site A



 

              
Natural Resources Conservation Service 

Room 3416, Federal Building 
700 West Capitol Avenue 

Little Rock, Arkansas  72201-3215 
 

An Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer 

Helping People Help the Land 

 
Sent Via Email 

 
 
 
August 3, 2020 
 
Ryan Mountain, PWS 
Senior Environmental Scientist/Specialist 
Garver USA 
4300 South J.B. Hunt Drive 
Suite 240 
Rogers, AR 72758 
 
Dear Mr. Mountain 
 
This letter is in response to your request for information related to Prime Farmland and Farmland 
of Statewide Importance for the VORTAC Relocation in Pulaski County, Arkansas. The total 
52.6 acres of the boundary of the project contain Prime Farmland. 
 
Should you have any questions or need additional information, please call me at (501) 301-3163 
or email at edgar.mersiovsky@usda.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Edgar P. Mersiovsky 
State Soil Scientist 
 
 
Enclosure 

mailto:edgar.mersiovsky@usda.gov


From: Brewer, William (FAA)
To: McAbee, William C.
Cc: Mueller, Todd, E.
Subject: FW: FAA Notification Letter
Date: Monday, February 17, 2020 10:32:34 AM
Attachments: image001.png

104775.01-FAA_ LRPA VORTAC Relocation Study_Pulaski County_Arkansas.pdf
F.E.A. 2019-121 Report.pdf

Bill,
 
Below is the email to the Choctaw Tribe with the provided attachments.
 
Respectfully,
 
Bill
 
Bill Brewer
817-222-4315
 

From: Brewer, William (FAA) 
Sent: Monday, February 17, 2020 9:45 AM
To: Madison D. Currie <mcurrie@choctawnation.com>
Cc: Lindsey Bilyeu <lbilyeu@choctawnation.com>
Subject: FW: FAA Notification Letter
 
Good Morning Ms. Currie,
 
Attached is a letter of concurrence from the State of Arkansas State Historic Preservation Office of
no-further-action. This is for the N. Little Rock, Arkansas proposed site for the relocation of the FAA
VORTAC. Also attached is the study that was completed on behalf of the FAA and the Little Rock Port
Authority.
 
Please forward any comments or questions to me. Thank you and have a great week!
 
Respectfully,
 
Bill Brewer
 
Bill Brewer
817-222-4315
 

From: Madison D. Currie <mcurrie@choctawnation.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 08, 2019 11:00 AM
To: Brewer, William (FAA) <william.brewer@faa.gov>
Cc: Lindsey Bilyeu <lbilyeu@choctawnation.com>
Subject: FAA Notification Letter
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mailto:mcurrie@choctawnation.com
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February 14, 2020 


Mr. Chris Branam, RPA 


Flat Earth Archeology, LLC 


117 Financial Drive 


Cabot, AR 72023 


Re: Pulaski County - North Little Rock 


Section 106 Review - FAA 


Cultural Resources Report - A Cultural Resources Survey for LRPA VORTAC 


Relocation Study in Pulaski County, Arkansas 


Proposed Undertaking - Little Rock Port Authority (LRPA) Very High Frequency 


Omni-Directional Range Tactical Air Navigation System (VORTAC) Relocation Study 


F.E.A. Project Report 2019-121 


AHPP Tracking Number 104775.01 


Dear Mr. Branam: 


The staff of the Arkansas Historic Preservation Program (AHPP) reviewed the above­


referenced cultural resources report regarding an undertaking in Sections 11, 13, and 14 of 


Township 2 North, Range 11 West in Pulaski County. The AHHP concurs with the methods 


and findings presented in the report. 


As described in correspondence received October 1, 2019 from Garver, LLC, the 


undertaking entails construction of a 150-foot by 100-foot gravel pad and an approximately 


5,600 linear foot gravel access road. The project will require installation of 3-phase 


electrical service and communication lines. In a letter dated October 18, 2019, the AHPP 


provided Garver, LLC assistance identifying cultural resources and previous investigations 


proximal to the project area. The AHPP requested additional information regarding the 


undertaking. The next communication our office received regarding this project was the 


cultural resources report submitted by Flat Earth Archeology, LLC on January 23, 2020. The 


AHPP requests more input from the lead federal agency to ensure efficient and effective 


consultation under section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 


As noted in the report, excepting two positive shovel tests, all excavated locales, including 


delineations, proved negative for cultural materials. The positive tests produced single sand 


and grog-tempered ceramic sherds within an existing pipeline corridor exhibiting disturbed 


soils. The AHPP agrees that the two sherds do not meet the accepted definition of an 


Arkansas Historic Preservation Program 


1100 North Street • Little Rock, AR 72201 • 501.324.9880 


Arkansas Preservation.com 
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ABSTRACT 


 


Flat Earth Archeology, LLC conducted a Phase I cultural resources survey of a 250 x 250-foot (76 


x 76 meters) parking area and pad site, and a 5,540 foot (1688 meters) long proposed easement for 


a proposed LRPA VORTAC Relocation Study in Pulaski County, Arkansas.  The cultural 


resources survey of the proposed easement includes a roughly 40-feet (12 meters) wide corridor. 


 


Twenty shovel test locales were investigated within the parking area and pad site, including 13 


excavated and 7 not excavated (due to inundation).  One linear transect was walked in the proposed 


easement corridor and shovel tests were excavated at a maximum of 20-meter intervals.  A total 


of 64 shovel test locales were investigated in the proposed Project Area (58 excavated and 6 not 


excavated due to inundation).  Additionally, 14 delineation shovel tests were excavated around a 


positive shovel test on Transect A (the proposed access road). This investigation was an attempt 


to locate subsurface cultural features or deposits prior to the ground disturbing activities associated 


with the planned VOR relocation project. The coordinates for the center of the proposed parking 


area and pad are Zone 15, 577555 m E, 3852309 m N. The Project Area is situated in Sections 11, 


13, and 14 in Township 2 North, Range 11 West. 


 


There were no historic structures on file within or proximal to the proposed project area listed on 


or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Archival research and site records 


checks indicated that there were eight previously recorded archeological sites within a mile of the 


Project Area.  One of the previously recorded archeological sites (3PU0252) is proximal to the 


direct Area of Potential Effect of the current project, defined in this report as the Project Area.   


 


Flat Earth Archeology conducted the investigation according to the standards prescribed in A State 


Plan for the Conservation of Archeological Resources in Arkansas (Davis, ed. 1994, amended 


2010), Archeology and Historic Preservation: Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and 


Guidelines (National Park Service 1983).  Two positive shovel tests along the proposed access 


road were positive for cultural materials.  Two prehistoric plain ceramic sherds were found in two 


shovel tests within 10 meters of each other.  Both of the positive shovel tests were located within 


an existing pipeline corridor and thus in a disturbed context. The positive shovel tests do not 


constitute an archeological site based on the lack of context and the number of artifacts observed.  


No other cultural materials or features were observed during the intensive Phase I survey. Based 


on the results of the survey, Flat Earth Archeology recommends that project area meets the criteria 


for a finding of No Historic Properties Affected as per 36 CFR 800.4 (d)(1). No additional cultural 


resources investigation is recommended for the Project Area. 


 


In the event of an inadvertent discovery of human remains and/or burial furniture during 


subsequent development or modification of the Project Area, the proponent should follow the 


protocols outlined in Act 753 of 1991, as amended (Arkansas Grave Protection Act) and other 


applicable state and federal laws and regulations. If previously unrecorded buried cultural 


resources are encountered during project construction, all ground disturbing activities in this area 


should be halted and the site should be protected until cleared by the appropriate authorities 
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INTRODUCTION 


 


Flat Earth Archeology, LLC conducted a Phase I cultural resources survey of a proposed 250 x 


250-foot (76 x 76 meters) parking area and pad site to be graveled, and a 5,540 foot (1688 meters) 


long proposed easement (access road) for a proposed LRPA VORTAC Relocation Study in Pulaski 


County, Arkansas (Figures 1 through 4).  The cultural resources survey of the proposed easement 


includes a roughly 40-feet (12 meters) wide corridor. 


 


Twenty shovel test locales were investigated within the parking area and pad site, including 13 


excavated and 7 not excavated (due to inundation).  One linear transect was walked in the proposed 


easement corridor and shovel tests were excavated at a maximum of 20-meter intervals.  A total 


of 64 shovel test locales were investigated in the proposed Project Area (58 excavated and 6 not 


excavated due to inundation).  Additionally, 14 delineation shovel tests were excavated around a 


positive shovel test on Transect A (the proposed access road).  This investigation was an attempt 


to locate subsurface cultural features or deposits prior to the ground disturbing activities associated 


with the planned VOR relocation project 


 


There were no historic structures on file within or proximal to the proposed project area listed on 


or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Archival research and site records 


checks indicated that there were eight previously recorded archeological sites within a mile of the 


Project Area.  One of the previously recorded archeological sites (3PU0252) is p proximal to the 


direct Area of Potential Effect of the current project, defined in this report as the Project Area.  The 


only evidence found during the Phase I survey of 3PU0252 extending into the current Project Area 


is two prehistoric ceramic sherds found in shovel tests within an existing pipeline corridor. 


 


The cultural resources survey was conducted according to the standards set for the state prescribed 


in A State Plan for the Conservation of Archeological Resources in Arkansas (Davis, ed. 1994, 


amended 2010) and Archeology and Historic Preservation: Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 


and Guidelines (National Park Service 1983).   
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Figure 1.  Pulaski County, Arkansas (highlighted in red) 
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Figure 2. Project Area detailed on the USGS McAlmont, AR 7.5’ quadrangle maps  


(1 km scale) 
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Figure 3. Project Area detailed on 2018 Pulaski County Aerial Imagery 


(l km scale) 







 


 


5 


 


 
Figure 4.  Map supplied by Garver prior to Phase I survey 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 


 


Geographic Setting 


 


The immediate setting of the proposed Project Area is on a low-lying floodplain, currently a follow 


agricultural field.  There are numerous waterways and wetlands surrounding the Project Area.  The 


Project Area lies on the Arkansas/Ouachita River Holocene Meander Belts subregion within the 


Mississippi Alluvial Plain ecoregion (Figures 5 and 6).  


 


The Mississippi Alluvial Plain extends along the Mississippi River from the 


confluence of the Ohio and Mississippi rivers southward to the Gulf of Mexico; 


temperatures and annual average precipitation increase toward the south. The 


Mississippi Alluvial Plain is a broad, nearly level, agriculturally-dominated alluvial 


plain. It is veneered by Quaternary alluvium, loess, glacial outwash, and lacustrine 


deposits. River terraces, swales, and levees provide limited relief, but overall, the 


Mississippi Alluvial Plain is flatter than neighboring ecoregions in Arkansas, 


including the South Central Plains. Nearly flat, clayey, poorly-drained soils are 


widespread and characteristic. Streams and rivers have very low gradients and fine-


grained substrates. Many reaches have ill-defined stream channels. The Mississippi 


Alluvial Plain provides important habitat for fish and wildlife, and includes the largest 


continuous system of wetlands in North America (Woods et al. 2004). It is also a major 


bird migration corridor used in fall and spring migrations. Potential natural vegetation 


is largely southern floodplain forest and is unlike the oak–hickory and oak–hickory–


pine forests that dominate uplands to the west in the South Central Plains, Ouachita 


Mountains, Arkansas Valley, Boston Mountains, and Ozark Highlands; loblolly pine, 


so common in the South Central Plains, is not native to most forests in the Arkansas 


portion of the Mississippi Alluvial Plain. The Mississippi Alluvial Plain has been 


widely cleared and drained for cultivation; this widespread loss or degradation of 


forest and wetland habitat has impacted wildlife and reduced bird populations. 


Presently, most of the northern and central sections of the Mississippi Alluvial Plain, 


including Arkansas, are in cropland and receive heavy treatments of insecticides and 


herbicides; soybeans, cotton, and rice are the major crops, and aquaculture is also 


important [Woods et al. 2004]. 


 


Agricultural runoff containing fertilizers, herbicides, pesticides, and livestock waste 


have degraded surficial water quality. Concentrations of total suspended solids, total 


dissolved solids, total phosphorus, ammonia nitrogen, sulfates, turbidity, biological 


oxygen demand, chlorophyll a, and fecal coliform are high in the rivers, streams, and 


ditches of the Mississippi Alluvial Plain; they are often much greater than elsewhere 


in Arkansas, increase with increasing watershed size, and are greatest during the 


spring, high-flow season. Fish communities in least altered streams typically have an 


insignificant proportion of sensitive species; sunfishes are dominant followed by 


minnows (Woods et al. 2004). Man-made flood control levees typically flank the 


Mississippi River and, in effect, separate the river and its adjoining habitat from the 


remainder of its natural hydrologic system; in so doing, they interfere with sediment 


transfer within the Mississippi Alluvial Plain and have reduced available habitat for 
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many species. Between the levees that parallel the Mississippi River is a corridor 


known as the “batture lands”. Batture lands are hydrologically linked to the 


Mississippi River, flood-prone, and contain remnant habitat for “big river” species 


(e.g., pallid sturgeon) as well as river-front plant communities; they are too narrow to 


map as a separate level IV ecoregion. Earthquakes in the early nineteenth century 


offset river courses in the Mississippi Alluvial Plain. Small to medium size 


earthquakes still occur frequently; their shocks are magnified by the alluvial plain’s 


unconsolidated deposits, creating regional land management issues [Woods et al. 


2004]. 


 


The Arkansas/Ouachita River Holocene Meander Belts ecoregion is a flat to nearly 


flat floodplain containing the meander belts of the present and past courses of the lower 


Arkansas and Ouachita rivers. Point bars, natural levees, swales, and abandoned 


channels, marked by meander scars and oxbow lakes, are common and characteristic. 


Soils on natural levees are relatively coarse-textured, well-drained, and higher than 


those on levee back slopes and point bars; they grade to heavy, poorly-drained clays 


in abandoned channels and swales. Overall, soils have less organic matter than in the 


Northern Holocene Meander Belts (73a). The modern, active Arkansas River meander 


belt comprises only a small portion of Ecoregion 73h. The rest of Ecoregion 73h 


contains small streams flowing in abandoned courses of the Arkansas River. These 


small streams are usually underfit relative to the older channels, higher than the 


adjacent Arkansas/Ouachita River Backswamps (73i) and have small watersheds. 


Bayou Bartholomew inhabits the longest section of abandoned channels. It flows 


against the edge of and receives drainage from the South Central Plains (35); habitat 


diversity is sufficient for Bayou Bartholomew to be one of the most species-rich 


streams in North America. The pink mucket and the fat pocketbook mussels, both 


federally listed as endangered, have been collected from the Bayou. Within an 


abandoned course, bald cypress and water tupelo often grow in the modern stream 


channel adjacent to a strip of wet bottomland hardwood forest dominated by overcup 


oak and water hickory. In the rest of Ecoregion 73h, cropland and pastureland are 


widespread; soybeans, rice, and wheat are the main crops [Woods et al. 2004]. 


 


 


Geology 


 


Geologically, the Project Area is located on Alluvium (Qcm), alluvial deposits in major stream 


channels or in mappable meanders of major streams, including alluvial deposits in natural levees 


in some areas (Figure 7). Alluvium consists of unconsolidated gravels, sand, silt, and clay 


(Arkansas Geological Survey 2015). 
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Climate 


 


Climatic conditions in Pulaski County are characterized by hot summers, cool winters, and variable 


year-round precipitation. In the winter, the average daily maximum temperature is 52.6 degrees 


Fahrenheit with an average daily minimum temperature of 33.7 degrees. In the summer, the 


average maximum daily temperature is 91.3 degrees Fahrenheit with an average daily minimum 


temperature of 71.3 degrees. The annual precipitation is about 49.57 inches, with the greatest 


amounts of rainfall during March, April, May, October, November, and December (US Climate 


Data 2018). 


 


 


Soils 


 


The soil types in the Project Area are Perry clay, 0 to 1 percent slopes, rarely flooded; Rilla silt 


loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes; and Rilla-Perry complex, undulating (Figure 8) (United States 


Department of Agriculture 2019).  Soil descriptions for these soil types can be viewed in Figures 


9 through 14. 
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Figure 5. Project Area location indicated on Level III Ecoregions map of Arkansas (EPA 2014) 
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 Figure 6. Project Area location indicated on Level IV Ecoregions map of Arkansas (EPA 2014) 
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Figure 7. Project Area Location indicated on the Geologic Map of Arkansas  


(United States Geological Survey 2000) 
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Figure 8. USDA Soil Map showing project area footprint and access easement  


including Map Unit Legend (USDA 2019) 
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Figure 9.  Soil description for Perry clay, 0 to 1 percent slopes, rarely flooded (page 1)  


(NRCS 2019) 
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Figure 10.  Soil description for Perry clay, 0 to 1 percent slopes, rarely flooded (page 2)  


(NRCS 2019) 
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Figure 11.  Soil description for Rilla silt loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes (page 1)  


(NRCS 2019) 
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Figure 12.  Soil description for Rilla silt loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes (page 2)  


(NRCS 2019) 
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Figure 13.  Soil description for Rilla-Perry complex, undulating (page 1)  


(NRCS 2019) 


 







 


 


18 


 


 
Figure 14.  Soil description for Rilla-Perry complex, undulating (page 2)  


(NRCS 2019) 
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Past Environment 


 


Eighteen thousand years before present (BP), an ice sheet covering the northern half of North 


America (down to below the Great Lakes ~40 degrees north latitude) was one of several 


continental ice sheets that amassed amounts of water sufficient to lower oceanic levels by 100 – 


200 meters below present. Air temperatures were 35 to 42 degrees Fahrenheit colder during 


summer and winter respectively. By 12,000 BP, the climate had begun to moderate, and ice fields 


and glaciers were beginning to recede, and by about 10,000 BP - at the end of the Pleistocene 


Epoch - a major climactic change from a glacial to an interglacial period began (Morin 1993:73).  


 


From 18,000 to around 14,000 BP, vegetation patterns remained generally unchanged. The glaciers 


receded only slightly to around 40 – 42 degrees north latitude by 14,000 BP, and boreal forests 


consisting primarily of mixed species of spruce (white, black, and red) and some intrusions of oak 


bordered regions of tundra adjacent to glaciated areas (Morin 1993:76 - 78). Pines (jack/red) were 


possibly also present until prior to 14,000 BP, becoming extinct in the region thereafter. These 


forests extended down to approximately central Arkansas, and apparently persisted even further 


into the southern portion of the continent via the Mississippi Alluvial Plain prior to the Holocene 


Epoch. From below the boreal forest, mixed conifer and northern hardwoods persisted from 18,000 


through 14,000 BP, when warming climactic changes including changes in jet-stream patterns 


began to hasten glacier recession and influence changes in ecosystems and associated biomasses. 


Possibly associated with the recession and general shrinkage of the ice-sheets and glaciers, the first 


major influx of human beings was beginning around this period. One theory is that the new arrivals 


entered the continent following herds of megafauna via the Bering Land Bridge, an area of land 


recently exposed by the shrinking ice fields (Miller 2001).  


 


By 10,000 BP, glaciers had receded, and the bulk of southeastern North America had changed into 


evergreen forests with increases in oak and southern pine species that extended up to deciduous 


forests. Mixed conifer/hardwood forests transitioned around 40 degrees north latitude. By 6,000 


BP, most of the ice sheets had receded to or were approaching northerly limits roughly in the area 


they occupy today, and northern pine species had become dominant in the mixed conifer forests 


north of northern Arkansas. Southern species of pine became dominant in the southeastern 


evergreen forests by 6000 BP (Miller 2001).  


 


When humans entered the region, about 12,000 BP, the last ice age was nearing its end, and boreal 


forests may have covered much of the region. A gradual warming trend resulted in more temperate 


forests. By 5,000 BP, conditions had become so warm and dry that grasslands and prairie 


environments may have been present throughout much of the state. This interval of warmer, drier 


weather is known as the Hypsithermal or Holocene Climatic Optimum. The modern climate is 


thought to have begun developing about 4,000 years ago resulting in the evolution of the current 


forest types. These climatic changes and their resulting effects on the floral and faunal 


communities had a direct bearing on human adaptation in the region. This is clearly reflected in 


the diversity and range of artifact assemblages contained in the region’s rich archeological record 


(Miller 2001). 
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BRIEF CULTURAL HISTORY 


 


The cultural periods represented in this region generally the same as those in the Southeastern 


United States (i.e. Paleo-Indian, Dalton, Archaic, Woodland, and Mississippian).  In this region, 


particularly along waterways, aboriginal occupation dates from at least 12,000 B.C. to the contact 


period.  Later occupants in the project area were probably members of the Quapaw and Osage 


peoples who lived in southern Arkansas at the time early European explores journeyed west of the 


Mississippi River.  


 


Paleo-Indian period (ca. 12,000-8500 B.C.) 


 


The earliest evidence of prehistoric occupation in this region is distinct, lanceolate-shaped, fluted 


projectile points (Clovis, Folsom, and Plano).  These artifacts have been identified at several sites 


in the Ouachita Mountains and Western Coastal Plain regions.  Most have been located on 


promontories or terraces overlooking alluvial river bottomlands (Schambach and Early 


1982:SW34).  Paleo artifacts have been found at the site of Blakely Mountain Dam 3GA14) on 


the Ouachita River.  No in situ Paleo-Indian sites have been found in this region, although Taylor 


(1975) suggests that the meandering streams and narrow valleys, such as those of the Ouachita and 


Caddo Rivers, have depositional histories suitable for the burial of sites of this period. 


 


In other parts of North America, Paleo-Indian points have been found in association with the 


remains of mammoth, mastodon, giant sloth, and an extinct form of bison.  Small groups of people 


likely moved seasonally to exploit plants and animals.  Environmental conditions during the Paleo-


Indian period were different from that of today.  Martin and Martin (1984) stated that some of the 


conditions do not have close modern analogs.  In general, non-glaciated regions exhibited cooler 


summers and warmer winters.  Almost all of unglaciated North America was forested. 


 


Dalton period (ca. 8500-7500 B.C.) 


  


The Dalton period is considered transitional between the Paleo-Indian and Archaic periods.  Sites 


are distinguished by woodworking tools (i.e. adzes) and a distinct form of projectile point known 


as the Dalton point.  During this period, the mega fauna of the Pleistocene were extinct and people 


engaged in hunting and collecting wild plant foods by utilizing a strategy that adapted to the 


emerging post-glacial, early Holocene environment.  The climate continued to become more 


moderate as the glaciers receded.  Deciduous trees expanded in range, and prairies with grasses 


replaced the forested areas as temperatures warmed.  Dalton projectile points have been found on 


sites in this region, although they are rare.  As is the case with Paleo-Indian artifacts, they are 


generally surface or isolated finds.  Test excavations at Site 3PL340 in the Shady Lake Recreation 


Area indicated a Dalton component, but the excavated portion of the site was completely deflated. 


 


Archaic period (ca. 8000-500 BC) 


  


The Archaic period can be broken into three subdivisions, the Early Archaic (8000-6000 B.C.); 


the Middle Archaic (6000-3000 B.C.); and the Late Archaic (3000-500 B.C.).  Overall the Archaic 


period was a time when people still depended on hunting and gathering subsistence strategies, but 
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projectile point forms changed considerably.  In additional site sizes and densities suggest that 


local populations increased, and a more sedentary lifestyle was developing.   


 


Information regarding Early Archaic occupations in this area is extremely limited.  During this 


time, climatic conditions coincided with the Hypsithermal warming trend (Sabo and Early 


1988:55; and Wyckoff 1984:134).  Grassland plant communities expanded, while the range of 


forest species was greatly reduced.  Animal species that were common are similar to modern 


Plains-adapted species such as bison, pronghorn antelope, prairie chicken, and ground squirrel 


(Sabo and Early 1988:53).  Although environmental and geomorphic changes occurred in this 


region, the nature of these changes is poorly understood.  It is also unclear how humans acted in 


response to these environmental changes. The Hypsithermal warming trend continued and reached 


its peak during the Middle Archaic period.  Evidence of Middle Archaic occupations in this region 


is limited.  Stemmed and notched projectile points such as Johnson, Big Sandy, Frio, Ellis, 


Edgewood, and Rice lobed have been found in this region, but “there is not a material assemblage 


or pattern of site distribution that clearly defines any of these hypothetical cultural systems” 


(Schambach and Early 1982:SW48).  Middle Archaic artifacts have generally been found as 


surface occurrences or in deposits mixed with younger cultural materials (Sabo and Early 


1988:55).  There may have been increased habitation near larger rivers where the lowland forests 


remained more stable and the effects of climatic change were buffered (Sabo and Early 1988). 


 


During the Late Archaic period, climatic conditions began to warm until they approximated 


modern levels. In this region the return to a forested, riverine environment may have been slower 


than in some other areas (Sabo and Early 1988:64). Much information about this period is lacking. 


Schambach and Early (1982:SW60) suggest that this may be the result of a population decline 


during this period.  Six sites near the Fancy Hill barite mining district were tested in 1979, and 


Late Archaic occupations are represented at five of these sites.  These sites are located on a variety 


of landforms, and three site types were identified: 1) upland hunting stations; 2) upland hunting 


camps; and 3) stream valley hunting camps.  Based on these investigations, a 


settlement/subsistence model was proposed that included seasonal use of upland and lowland 


resources. 


 


Few sites have been tested and consequently archeologists are only beginning to understand site 


distribution and use.  The Rocky Shoals Site (3MN1708) displayed thin deposits, thirteen 


prehistoric features, and diagnostic tools.  Research at this site indicated that the site was multi-


component with lithics dating from the Archaic through the Mississippi periods.  At this site, fire-


cracked rock (FCR) features were identified along with food processing tolls such as manos, 


grinding slabs, and a chopping tool.  Estimates for depositional rates were hypothesized based on 


the intermittent use of the landform and the datable artifacts and features.  After the occupation 


responsible for the FCR feature, the lack of sedimentation indicated landform stability.  This 


observation was hypothesized to correspond to a return to mesic climatic conditions similar to 


today and the last 3000 years.  Cooking features became smaller through time and may correspond 


to a decrease in food processing, perhaps indicating a shift in exploitation.  Short-term occupations 


were represented by alternating episodes of hearth construction, disuse, and recycling. 


 


One site from which there is reliable information regarding the Late Archaic period in this region 


is the Standridge site.  Late Archaic artifacts from Standridge include Bulverde, Donaldson, 
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Yarborough, and Gary points; along with lithic debris and sandstone cobbles.  Early (1988:157) 


states that the lithic artifacts found and the absence of recognizable Archaic features (i.e. pits and 


hearths) suggest: 


 


“…the Archaic period occupation(s) were transient encampments related to hunting 


and the collection and transport of novaculite from quarries in the surrounding 


mountains.  The association of these non-diagnostic lithics with Archaic activities 


is only tentative; however, because succeeding Woodland period occupations are 


closely intermixed with, and immediately overlying, the Archaic materials.” 


 


It is probable that although social groupings were more complex than earlier periods, band levels 


of social integration persisted throughout the Archaic period.  Studies suggest the band divided 


into several family units for hunting and foraging activities.   The scarcity of artifacts on Archaic 


period sites in this region suggests that very small groups, consisting perhaps of small families or 


a few individuals, stopped temporarily while hunting or foraging at these encampment sites. 


 


Woodland period (ca. 500 B.C. – A.D. 1000) 


 


The Woodland period shows significant cultural elaborations in southeastern North America.  


Innovations included the development of refined ceramic vessels, the appearance of burial 


mounds, the introduction of the bow and arrow, the beginnings of long distance trade and exchange 


of raw materials and exotic goods, and the domestication of native and tropical plants (Schambach 


and Early 1982). The principal Late Woodland period culture in this region is known as Fourche 


Maline.  Spears et al. (1993:13) states: 


 


Fourche Maline cultural traits were established and well defined by deposits at sites in 


southwestern Arkansas (Schambach 1982). Sites of this period have dark, organic middens that 


developed due to increased sedentism. The ceramic industry is characterized by thick-walled, u-


shaped decorated bowls and jars with bone, clay, or grit tempering agents (Schambach and Early 


1982:SW38).  Stone tools include contracting stem Gary points, single and double bitted chipped 


axes, ground and polished boat stones, pitted cobbles, and siltstone hoes.  Arrow point technologies 


are not associated with this period.  The Fourche Maline culture was an important transitional link 


between hunter-gatherer foragers of the Archaic period with the more agriculturally oriented 


Mississippi period (Schambach 1982).   


 


Other important distinctions of Fourche Maline sites are mortuary practices and village size, which 


includes “cremation burials, burial mounds, evidence of a concept of honored dead, burial of most 


of the dead in the village middens in flexed or extended positions in shallow graves with few or 


no offerings, and small villages generally covering 0.8 to 2.0 hectares” (Schambach 1982:133).  


There does not appear to be a great difference between the Archaic adaptations and Fourche Maline 


middens in terms of subsistence patterns.  “There is no direct evidence of gardening in the form of 


charred domesticated plant or seed remains . . . deer, fish, small mammals, birds, turtles, and 


mollusks contributed meat to the diet, and nuts; particularly hickory, were also consumed” (Sabo 


and Early 1988:75).  By the end of the Woodland period (ca. A.D. 1000), essentially modern 


climatic conditions prevailed although fluctuations continued to occur.  This region probably 
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exhibited the same distribution of trees, plants, and animals during this period as was visible before 


areas were cleared for agriculture and lumbering. 


 


Mississippi period (ca. A.D. 1000-1500) 


 


In the Mississippi period some cultural patterns that emerged during the Late Woodland period 


continued and were elaborated upon.  In many regions of southeastern North America, large civic-


ceremonial mound centers were surrounded by dispersed hamlets and farmsteads.  Elite 


consumption of sumptuary goods, hierarchical settlement patterning, and burial patterns indicate 


a ranked social structure; perhaps with inherited authority or political power.  The subsistence was 


based primarily on maize agriculture, although there was still a dependence on the hunting of game 


and the collection of wild plants for food.  Native cultigens, such as goosefoot, sumpweed, and 


sunflower were part of the regular diet.  Recovery of organic remains from archeological sites 


reveals that nuts, deer, turkey, raccoon, fish, and waterfowl were exploited.  Pottery was generally 


tempered with crushed mussel shell, which permitted the production of thinner-walled vessels than 


the earlier periods’ grog or sand-tempered pottery.  Sabo and Early state, “new vessel forms appear 


in the shape of bottles and carinated bowls, and red filming as a surface treatment is noted” 


(1988:105).  These vessel forms are extremely prevalent in mortuary assemblages.  Decorative 


techniques on ceramics became varied, and include incising, engraving, burnishing, and brushing. 


 


In southwestern Arkansas, the Mississippi period is represented by the Caddo I-V cultural units 


(Schambach and Early 1982).  People lived in small dispersed farms or hamlets, and several such 


hamlets were affiliated with a ceremonial center exhibiting one or more mounds.  These people 


continued to focus on the exploitation of a wide variety of wild plants, but they were also maize 


agriculturalists.  Bioarcheological data from sites in the nearby Middle Ouachita Mountains 


indicates that the “. . . Caddo were full blown agriculturalists with a large portion of their diet 


constructed of maize, indicated not only by the high caries rates but also by the presence of maize” 


(Burnett 1988:149).   


 


For millennia, the Caddo people occupied the Red River valley of southwestern Arkansas, 


northwestern Louisiana, northeastern Texas, and southeastern, Oklahoma. Caddo ancestral 


populations settled permanent villages in the area circa 500 BCE; they cultivated plants, built 


mounds, and began to manufacture and use ceramics (Perttula, Lee, and Cast 2008: 81). This 


ancestral homeland spanned an area of some 180,000 square kilometers (Cast, Gonzalez, Perttula 


2010:7). 


 


In the 1500s, European contact with Native American cultural groups marked the end of the 


precontact period.  The Spanish members of the Hernando de Soto expedition found vibrant Caddo 


communities in southwest Arkansas and eastern Texas in the 1540s. The Caddo survived their 


encounter with the expedition and continued to live in southwest Arkansas with their cultural 


traditions intact until the next phase of European contact. In the last century before French settlers 


established the Louisiana colony, Caddo society was intact. Some communities were still building 


and using mounds; other traditions such as pottery making were at their most sophisticated and 


successful. In the Ouachita River valley, Caddo farmers were making salt up to 1700, when they 


migrated south out of the valley. The Kadohadacho Caddo and their neighbors along the Red River 


continued to live in their traditional villages near Texarkana (Miller County) until 1790. What is 
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now southeastern Arkansas was under the control of the Quapaw and Osage when Europeans first 


arrived in the area. 


 


Caddo Nation 


 


Schambach (2002: 91) casts the Woodland period Fourche Maline culture, which arose between 


1,000 and 500 BCE, as the predecessor to the circa 800 CE Caddo in the Trans-Mississippi South. 


One unsolved problem confounding this chronology is the inconsistency between Fourche Maline 


and Caddo burial traditions. The exceptional complexes of the Early Mississippi Caddo, typified 


by deep tombs and evidence of social stratification with pottery, textiles, celts, bows, and prestige 


goods, do not appear to be a continuation of a tradition from the preceding and relatively 


inconspicuous Fourche Maline. Schambach came to the conclusion that the evidence does not 


support a contention that one evolved into the other. Sometime toward the end of the first 


millennium CE., the Fourche Maline practices in the region ceased and the early Caddo practice, 


typified by Mound C at Crenshaw arose (Schambach 2002: 111-112). 


 


 
Figure 15. Detail of 1821 map showing Indian Reservations west of the Mississippi between the 


Red and Missouri Rivers (Chief of Engineers 1821) 


 


Girard et al. (2014: 131-132) stress the distinction between people living in what they term the 


Caddo Area and other Mississippian cultures to the east. Aside from the Spiro site in eastern 


Oklahoma, there appear to be few links between the Caddo and the Southeastern Ceremonial 


Complex. There is an even greater contrast with the Southern Plains cultures to the west of the 


Caddo homeland (Girard et al. 2014: 131-132). 
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From the tenth to the eighteenth century, the Caddo enjoyed a cultural continuity bound by distinct 


mortuary practices, settlement patterns, and developmental sequences. However, the archeological 


record indicates a dynamic and complex cultural landscape that included interactions with cultures 


to the east and west. Nevertheless, the Caddo lived on the margin of the Eastern Woodlands, and 


warfare, population displacement, and late historic period cultural collapse are some of the 


defining Mississippian events that did not affect the Caddo (Girard et al. 2014: 132). 


 


When the de Soto expedition traversed the region in 1542, Caddo communities existed along the 


Red, Sabine, Ouachita, Neches, Trinity, and Brazos Rivers (Caddo Nation 2016). Seventeenth and 


eighteenth-century descriptions of the Caddo recount people living near the Red River Valley in 


the four-state area. There were three confederations of the Caddo: the Hasinai of east Texas, the 


Kadohadacho from the Great Bend area of the Red River, and the Natchitoches in northwest 


Louisiana. The confederations spoke different dialects and exhibited differences in ritual and 


material culture (Girard et al. 2014: 1). 


 


In the early historic period, the Caddo people’s primary European interaction was with French 


colonials. The French maintained diplomatic, commercial, and personal relations with the Caddo. 


In 1783, Spain took control of the Louisiana colony and maintained a relatively good relationship 


with the Caddo, using the French system as a model (Lee 2014). The Caddo maintained a 


substantial level of influence among the French and Spanish colonials, building alliances that 


strengthened them against invading Osage and facilitated trade. The Hasinai lived in the southern 


Spanish territory that would become Mexico. The Kadohadacho to the north became the focus of 


the United States as a regional ally (Meredith 2009). 


 


After a brief return to French control in 1800, the territory came under the aegis of the United 


States after the Louisiana Purchase in 1803. Within five years, thousands of American settlers had 


moved in the territory; they cleared land, built sugar and cotton plantations, and maintained a 


thriving slave trade. In time, the American settlers recognized the agricultural promise of the 


Caddo homeland in the Red River valley. This led to increasing pressure, marginalization of the 


Caddo, and ultimately, removal (Lee 2014). 


 


Bounded on the west by the north and south line which separates the said United 


States from the Republic of Mexico, between the Sabine and Red rivers 


wheresoever the same shall be defined and acknowledged to be by the two 


governments. On the north and east by the Red river from the point where the said 


north and south boundary line shall intersect the Red river whether it be in the 


Territory of Arkansas or the State of Louisiana, following the meanders of the said 


river down to its junction with the Pascagoula bayou. On the south by the said 


Pascagoula bayou to its junction with the Bayou Pierre, by said bayou to its junction 


with Bayou Wallace, by said bayou and Lake Wallace to the mouth of  the Cypress 


bayou thence up said bayou to the point of its intersection with the first mentioned 


north and south line following the meanders of the said water- courses: But if the 


said Cypress bayou be not clearly definable so far then from a point which shall be 


definable by a line due west till it intersects the said first mentioned north and south 


boundary line, be the content of land within said boundaries more or less (Kappler 


1904). 
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As per the conditions of Article 2 of the Treaty, the Caddo removed at their own expense within a 


year beyond the boundaries of the United States and territories and to “never more return to settle 


or establish themselves as a nation tribe or community of people within the same.” The agreement 


stipulated the Caddo Indians receive thirty thousand dollars in goods and horses upon the signing, 


ten thousand dollars “within one year from the first day of September next” and ten thousand 


dollars per year for the following four years, for a total sum of eighty thousand dollars (Kappler 


1904). 


 


In 1845, The Kadohadacho and Hasinai confederacies moved to the Brazos Reservation in the 


western part of the state of Texas. The Texas Revolution added additional adversity after the 


removal to the Texas province of Mexico. In 1859, the tribe removed again to Indian Territory, a 


relocation that was again soon complicated by conflict, the American Civil War. During 


Reconstruction, the Caddo lived on a reservation between the Canadian and Washita Rivers; they 


received federal trust land in 1902. The passage of the Indian Welfare Act in 1936 allowed for the 


Caddo confederacies to coalesce as the Caddo Tribe of Oklahoma in 1938 (Meredith 2009). 


 


In 1938 the tribe adopted the Constitution for the Caddo Indians of Oklahoma and became an 


established government. Eight members compose the Tribal Council. The representatives come 


from four districts based on population of Caddo people. Representatives advocate for their 


constituencies and contribute to decisions that affect the entire tribe. The Caddo Nation maintains 


national headquarters in Binger, Oklahoma (Caddo Nation 2016). 


 


Cherokee Nation 


 


The following tribal history is from “Our History,” an entry by the Cherokee Nation (2018) on the 


Cherokee Nation website.  


 


Since the earliest contact with European explorers in the 16th century, the Cherokee 


people have been consistently identified as one of the most socially and culturally 


advanced of the Native American tribes. Cherokee culture thrived many hundreds 


of years before initial European contact in the southeastern area of what is now the 


United States. Cherokee society and culture continued to develop, progressing and 


embracing cultural elements from European settlers. The Cherokee shaped a 


government and a society matching the most civilized cultures of the day. 


 


Gold was discovered in Georgia in 1829. Outsiders were already coveting Cherokee 


homelands and a period of "Indian removals" made way for encroachment by 


settlers, prospectors and others. Ultimately, thousands of Cherokee men, women 


and children were rounded up in preparation for their "removal" at the order of 


President Andrew Jackson in his direct defiance of a ruling of the U.S. Supreme 


Court ("[Justice] John Marshall has made his decision; let him enforce it now if he 


can." - Andrew Jackson). 


 


The Cherokee were herded at bayonet point in a forced march of 1,000 miles ending 


with our arrival in "Indian Territory," which is today part of the state of Oklahoma. 
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Thousands died in the internment camps, along the trail itself and even after their 


arrival due to the effects of the journey. 


 


The Cherokee soon re-established themselves in their new home with communities, 


churches, schools, newspapers and businesses. The new Cherokee capital of 


Tahlequah, along with nearby Park Hill, became a major hub of regional business 


activity and the center of cultural activity. The Cherokee adopted a new constitution 


in September of 1839 and in 1844 the Cherokee Advocate, printed in both Cherokee 


and English, became the first newspaper in Indian Territory and the first-ever 


published in a Native American language. The Cherokee Messenger was our first 


periodical or magazine.  


 


The tribe's educational system of 144 elementary schools and two higher education 


institutions - the Cherokee National Male and Female Seminaries - rivaled, if not 


surpassed all other schools in the region. Many white settlements bordering the 


Cherokee Nation took advantage of our superior school system, actually paying 


tuition to have their children attend Cherokee schools. 


 


Reading materials made possible by Sequoyah’s 1821 creation of the Cherokee 


syllabary led the Cherokee people to a level of literacy significantly higher than 


their white counterparts well before Oklahoma became the country's 46th state in 


1907. 


 


The Cherokee rebuilt a progressive lifestyle from remnants of the society and the 


culture left behind in Georgia. The years between the removal and the 1860’s have 


often been referred to as the Cherokee's "Golden Age,” a period of prosperity 


ending in tribal division over loyalties in the Civil War. Unfortunately, even more 


Cherokee lands and rights were taken by the federal government after the war in 


reprimand for the Cherokee who chose to side with the Confederacy. What 


remained of Cherokee tribal land was eventually divided into individual allotments, 


doled out to Cherokees listed in the census compiled by the Dawes Commission 


from 1896-1906. It is the descendants of those original enrollees who make up 


today’s Cherokee Nation tribal citizenship. 


 


Chickasaw Nation 


 


The following tribal history is from “History,” an entry by The Chickasaw Nation (2015) on the 


Chickasaw Nation website.  


 


From migration to what is now Mississippi, Kentucky, Alabama and Tennessee in 


prehistoric times to the purchase of the new homeland in south-central Oklahoma 


in the mid 1800's, the Chickasaw culture and heritage have always had roots in 


nature and the elements. 


 


Revered in ancient times as "Spartans of the Lower Mississippi Valley," the first 


contact with Europeans was with Hernando de Soto in 1540.  Living in 
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sophisticated town sites, the Chickasaws possessed a highly developed ruling 


system complete with laws and religion.  They conducted a successful trade 


business with other tribes and with the French and English, and lived largely an 


agrarian lifestyle, but were quick to go to battle if necessary.  They allied with the 


English during the French and Indian War.  Some historians give the Chickasaws 


credit for the United States being an English-speaking country. 


 


The Chickasaw people moved to Indian Territory during the "Great Removal," on 


what was called the "Trail of Tears." Other tribes forced to relocate were the 


Cherokee, Choctaw, Creek and Seminole, called the "Five Civilized Tribes" 


because of their highly developed ruling systems.  The Chickasaws were one of the 


last to move.  In 1837, the Treaty of Doaksville called for the resettlement of the 


Chickasaws among the Choctaw tribe in Indian Territory.  In 1856, the Chickasaws, 


in order to restore direct authority over their governmental affairs, separated from 


the Choctaws and formed their own government. 


 


Tribal leaders established the capital at Tishomingo, adopted a constitution and 


organized executive, legislative and judicial departments of government with the 


offices filled by popular election.  At the outbreak of the Civil War, the Chickasaws 


signed an alliance with the South and raised troops to fight with the Confederacy.  


The respected Choctaw/Chickasaw Mounted Regiment, headquartered at Fort 


Washita, fought some of the last battles of the Civil War.  Although suffering 


hardships after the defeat of the Confederacy, the tribe regained prosperity.  Many 


Chickasaws became successful farmers and ranchers.  Chickasaws built some of 


the first schools, banks, and businesses in Indian Territory. 


 


After Oklahoma statehood in 1907, the President of the United States appointed the 


principal officers of the Chickasaw Nation.  In 1970, Congress enacted legislation 


allowing the Five Civilized Tribes to elect their principal officers.  In 1983, a new 


Chickasaw constitution was adopted. 


 


Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 


 


The Choctaw ancestral homeland is in Mississippi and some sections of Alabama. European 


accounts from the seventeenth century place the locus in modern day Kemper, Lauderdale, and 


Neshoba Counties in the east-central section of Mississippi. However, the settlement appears to 


have covered a much larger area that includes Clarke, Jasper, Newton, and Wayne Counties. At 


the time of contact with Europeans, the Choctaw were among the largest of the southeast Native 


American societies (Voss and Blitz 1988: 125-127). 


 


The Choctaw are likely descendants of the Mississippian chiefdoms that controlled the southeast 


from the tenth to sixteenth centuries. Although the de Soto expedition made cursory contact with 


Mississippian cultures in 1540-41, noting their complexity and hierarchical elements, the first 


sustained interaction did not occur until French colonization of the region in the seventeenth 


century. By that time, the Mississippian city-states had collapsed, resulting in what some believe 


may have been a coalescing of chiefdoms and the formation of the Choctaw tribe (Lambert 2007: 







 


 


29 


 


21; Hinton et al. 2014). 


 


The history of the tribe’s presence in western Arkansas and Oklahoma extends from 1820 and the 


signing of the Treaty of Doak’s Stand on the Natchez Road. Under the terms of the agreement, the 


Choctaw ceded “for a small part of their land here [Mississippi], a country beyond the Mississippi 


River, where all. who live by hunting and will not work, may be collected and settled together” 


(Kidwell 2009; Kappler 1904a). The treaty described the ceded tract as follows: 


 


Beginning on the Choctaw boundary, East of Pearl River, at a point due South of the 


White Oak spring, on the old Indian path; thence north to said spring; thence 


northwardly to a black oak, standing on the Natchez road, about forty poles 


eastwardly from Doake's fence, marked A. J. and blazed, with two large pines and 


a black oak standing near thereto, and marked as pointers; thence a straight line to 


the  head of Black Creek, or Bouge Loosa; thence down Black Creek or Bouge 


Loosa to a small Lake; thence a direct course, so as to strike the Mississippi one 


mile below the mouth of the Arkansas River; thence down the Mississippi to our 


boundary; thence around and along the same to the beginning (Kappler 1904a). 


 


In 1830, the Treaty of Dancing Rabbit Creek ceded the remaining Choctaw lands in Mississippi 


as well as reservation land in western Arkansas to the United States (Littlefield and Parins 2011: 


244; Kappler 1904b). The Treaty described the conveyed lands in Indian Territory as follows: 


 


The United States under a grant specially to be made by the President of the U.S. 


shall cause to be conveyed to the Choctaw Nation a tract of country west of the 


Mississippi River, in fee simple to them and their descendants, to inure to them while 


they shall exist as a nation and live on it, beginning near Fort Smith where the 


Arkansas boundary crosses the Arkansas River, running thence to the source of the 


Canadian fork; if in the limits of the United States, or to those limits; thence due 


south to Red River, and down Red River to the west boundary of the Territory of 


Arkansas; thence north along that line to the beginning. The boundary of the same 


to be agreeably to the Treaty made and concluded at Washington City in the year 


1825. The grant to be executed as soon as the present Treaty shall be ratified 


(Kappler 1904b). 


 


Following its signing, the Choctaw removal to Indian Territory would take place over the next 


three years as stipulated in the treaty which stated, “that as many as possible of their people not 


exceeding one half of the whole number, shall depart during the falls of 1831 and 1832; the residue 


to follow during the succeeding fall of 1833” (Kappler 1904b; Horne 2006). During the first year 


of removals, a number of Choctaw parties were supervised by private contractors; but, the United 


States Army would later supervise the removal of the parties (Horne 2006). The close quarters of 


the removal parties endured by the Choctaw caused the outbreak of numerous communicable 


diseases to intensify (Foreman 1972:76-78). 


 


Throughout the late 1830s and 1840s, after the termination of the provisions of the Treaty of 1830, 


small parties of Choctaw people continued to remove to Indian Territory (Horne 2006). Between 


March 23 and May 12, 1838, Captain S.T. Cross travelled with a party of 177 Choctaw people, 
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largely via the Arkansas River. From 1845 to 1847, more than 4,000 Choctaw removed from their 


homeland. Smaller parties followed over the next few years (Horne 2006). Figure 16 shows lands 


ceded by and to the Choctaw Nation in Arkansas and Indian Territory. 


 


In June 1984, the Choctaw Nation adopted a constitution that provides for a tri-branch system that 


includes a balance of power between executive, legislative, and judicial branches. At the turn of 


the twenty-first century, tribal enrollment totaled approximately 127,000. The Choctaw Nation 


maintains on-going and significant programs promoting Choctaw language, heritage, and 


traditions. Tribal national headquarters are in Durant, Oklahoma (Choctaw Nation 2016; Kidwell 


2009). 


 


 
Figure 16. Detail of 1882 Map of Land Ceded by and to the Choctaw Nation  


(U.S. General Land Office 1882) 


 


Jena Band of Choctaw Indians 


 


The following tribal history is from “History,” an entry by the Jena Band of Choctaw Indians 


(2018) on the Jena Band of Choctaw Indians website.  


 


The earliest recorded notice of the Choctaw Indians is believed to be about 1540, 


in the area of southern Mississippi and in the early 1700s near present-day Mobile, 


Alabama, Biloxi, Mississippi, and New Orleans, Louisiana. Inland from these 


settlements there was a large tribe of Muskogean speaking people occupying about 


60 towns on the streams that formed the headwaters of the Pascagoula and Pearl 


Rivers. 


 


After the relinquishment of the Louisiana Colony by France, members of the tribe 


began to move across the Mississippi River. By the Treaty of Dancing Rabbit Creek 


in September of 1830 the main body of the Choctaw ceded all their land east of the 
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Mississippi River. The Choctaw began to migrate even further away from their 


original territory. One band settled in a sizable village near present-day Enterprise, 


Louisiana and other groups migrated to the pine covered hills of what was then 


Catahoula Parish in Louisiana. Eventually the Choctaw, located between present 


day Monroe and Natchitoches, Louisiana, joined the group in Catahoula Parish. 


Principle settlements were established on Trout Creek in LaSalle Parish and Bear 


Creek in Grant Parish. 


 


In 1910 it was reported that there were only 40 Choctaws located in LaSalle and 


Catahoula Parishes. The Indian community had very little to do with outsiders and 


continued their Indian customs and ways. The local store account books showed 


that the Indians paid for their goods by skinning and tanning hides as well as day 


labors and household help. The Choctaw community maintained a very distinct, 


social institution with activities that included marriages, burials, and the 


maintenance of a tribal cemetery. Choctaw children were not allowed to attend 


school with white children. Indian children did not attend school for many years.  


 


In 1932, a small school building called The Penick Indian School was constructed 


and opened in Eden, Louisiana where twenty students attended the all-Indian 


school. When funding for the school was no longer available it closed. However, 


one year later the Department of Indian Affairs provided funding and the school 


was reopened. During this time the Office of Indian Affairs proposed moving the 


Choctaws who were willing, to Federal Trust land in Mississippi. Many were 


willing to move but the beginning of World War II interrupted that consideration 


and brought about the final closure of the Penick Indian School and the Jena 


Choctaw Indians did not attend school again until 1943.  


 


The year after the end of World War II Indian children were allowed to attend 


public schools. The last traditional Chief died in 1968 and in 1974 the first tribal 


election of Tribal Chief was held. Subsequently the Jena Band of Choctaw Indians 


was officially recognized by the state of Louisiana as an Indian Tribe. The Jena 


Band of Choctaw Indians received federal recognition through the federal 


acknowledgment process in 1995. Tribal membership now totals 327. The Tribe as 


a sovereign government strives to improve the wellbeing of its tribal members and 


those of future generations. 


 


Osage Nation 


 


The Kaw, Omaha, Osage, Ponca, and Quapaw, a Dhegiha-Siouan division of the Hopewell 


cultures, originally lived together as one people in the lower Ohio River Valley (Dorsey 1886; 


Hunter et al. 2013). During the Middle Woodland period, circa A.D. 200 to A.D. 600, the group 


travelled west toward the confluence of the Mississippi and Ohio Rivers. During the Late 


Woodland Period, A.D. 600 to A.D. 900, the Quapaw continued down the Mississippi to the 


confluence with the Arkansas River while the Kaw, Osage, Ponca, and Omaha moved through the 


Mississippi River Valley to the St. Louis area as well as various river drainages in parts of present-


day Missouri and Illinois. The Ponca and Omaha moved northwest to present-day eastern 
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Nebraska during the beginning of the Mississippian period; the Kaw separated and traveled up the 


Missouri River during this time as well, circa A.D. 1200-1250 (Hunter et al. 2013). By the end of 


the Mississippian period, A.D. 1300, the group who would become the Osage left the St. Louis 


area and traveled westward to central and western Missouri to eventually settle along the Osage 


and Missouri Rivers (Hunter et al. 2013). There are many historical references to Osage 


settlements along the Neosho and Verdigris Rivers in Oklahoma and Kansas (Berry 1944). 


 


Sabo (1992) described Osage tribal culture as being divided into two clans: Sky people and Earth 


people. Osage settlement patterns established villages on an east-west road with members of the 


Sky people to the north, and members of the Earth people to the south. Subsistence strategies 


included hunting, gathering, and gardening (Sabo et al. 1990, Sabo 1992). Villages had two 


leaders, and a council of advisors selected from the two clans. Daily life followed the rules and 


customs established by a group of elders. These elders underwent training that lasted from boyhood 


though seven stages of learning. The Osage traded with American settlers. Through these trade 


relationships, the Osage were able to acquire guns and horses that dramatically expanded their 


territory and control (Sabo 1992). 


 


According to early colonial reports from the region, the Osage controlled much of present-day 


Kansas, Missouri, Oklahoma, and Arkansas. The French distinguished between the Osage living 


along the Missouri River and those living proximal to the Osage River, referring to them as the 


Little and Great Osage respectively (Dennison 2014: 5; Rollings 1992: 55). Many of the treaties 


make this distinction, although this is a simplification of the actual number and relationship of 


divisions recorded in colonial descriptions and in Osage accounts of five divisions (Rollings 1992: 


56). 


 


Under the terms of the Treaty of 1808 (Treaty of Fort Clark), the Osage people ceded a large swath 


of land that included sections of Arkansas and Missouri, bounded by the Arkansas River to the 


south, the Mississippi River to the east, the Missouri River to the north, and a west boundary 


formed by a longitudinal line from Fort Clark south to the Arkansas River. The cession also 


included a “tract of two leagues square” (3.49 hectares) comprising Fort Clark. In exchange for 


the relinquished lands, the Osage were to receive “every species of merchandise, which their 


comfort may hereafter require” and the services of Fort Clark, located “on the right bank of the 


Missouri (River), a few miles above the Fire Prairie.” The intent of the garrison was “to afford 


them (the Osage) every assistance in their power, and to protect them from the insults and injuries 


of other tribes of Indians, situated near the settlements of the white people” (Kappler 1904c).  The 


treaty effectively ended Osage dominion in much of Arkansas and Missouri. 


 


According to the stipulations of the 1825 Treaty with the Osage, the tribe ceded “all their right, 


title, interest, and claim, to lands” in Missouri and Arkansas, as well as lands west of those states, 


north and west of the Red River, south of the Kansas River, and “east of a line to be drawn from 


the head sources of the Kansas, southwardly through the Rock Saline.” However, within the ceded 


country, the Little and Great Osage Nations received a diminished reserve with the following limits 


and stipulations: 


 


Beginning at a point due East of White Hair's Village, and twenty-five miles West 


of the Western boundary line of the State of Missouri, fronting on a North and South 
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line, so as to leave ten miles North, and forty miles South, of the point of said 


beginning, and extending West, with the width of fifty miles, to the Western 


boundary of the lands hereby ceded and relinquished by said Tribes or Nations; 


which said reservations shall be surveyed and marked, at the expense of  the United 


States, and upon which, the Agent for said Tribes or Nations and all persons 


attached to said agency, as, also, such teachers and instructors, as the President may 


think proper to authorize and permit, shall reside, and shall occupy, and cultivate, 


without interruption or molestation, such lands as may be necessary for them. And 


the United States do, hereby, reserve to themselves, forever, the right of navigating, 


freely, all water courses and navigable streams, within or running through, the tract 


of country above reserved to said Tribes or Nations (Kappler 1904d). 


 


However, in 1865 the United States government removed the Nation once again and provided for 


the sale of their Kansas reservation (Burns 2004; Hunter et al. 2015). The Treaty of 1865 stipulated 


the United States would pay a sum of $300,000 for the lands. The sum would be placed to the 


credit of the tribe in the Treasury of the United States. The federal government was to disburse 


interest payments at five percent per annum “in money, clothing, provisions, or such articles of 


utility as the Secretary of the Interior may, from time to time direct.” The Osage received the sum 


after the survey and sale of the reservation lands and the United States’ reimbursement for 


facilitating the same (Kappler 1904e). 


 


Soon thereafter, the Osage people settled in Oklahoma in 1872 (Sabo et al. 1990). They used 


proceeds from the sale of their Kansas reservation to purchase 1,470,559 acres in that territory 


from the Cherokee Nation. The Osage are the only tribe in the country to purchase their own 


reservation (Burns 2004; Hunter et al 2015). 


 


The Osage Nation national headquarters are in Pawhuska, Osage County, Oklahoma. The 


boundaries of the county are coterminous with the Osage Nation Reservation.  Under the   Osage 


Allotment Act of 1906, 2,229 original allotees divided Osage County, excluding mineral rights, 


which are held in federal trust and managed by the Bureau of Indian Affairs (Hunter et al. 2015). 


The state’s population surged in the mid to late 19th century. In 1820, the state’s population was 


only 14,255. By 1840 the population had grown to 97,574 and by 1890 the population was 


1,125,385 (Chism 1891:328-329). 


 


Quapaw Tribe of Oklahoma 


 


Quapaw ancestral origins are in the Ohio River Valley, where they lived as one people with other 


Dhegiha Sioux speaking people that included the Osage, Ponca, Kaw (Kansa), and Omaha. By the 


mid-seventeenth century, the Quapaw relocated to lands south of the Ohio River. The Quapaw 


name derives from Ogazpa, translated as “downstream people” due to the southerly journey of 


their ancestors through the Mississippi River Valley to the confluence with the Arkansas River 


(Quapaw Tribe 2015). 


 


In 1673, French explorers Marquette and Joliet encountered five villages at the confluence of the 


two rivers: Tourima, Osotory, Tongigua, Kappa, and Imaha or Southois (Quapaw Tribe 2015a; 


Sabo et al. 1990:122-123). Quapaw social organization centered on a patrilineal system that united 
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families into clans named after animals, heavenly bodies, or natural phenomena. The clans were 


linked through descent from a common ancestor, a factor that supported mutual obligation for the 


members (Wilson and Sabo 1990:1). The tribe divided into 21 clans, each divided into a “sky” and 


“earth” division; each clan division had a specific set of ritualistic responsibilities (Sabo 1992). 


 


According to early ethnographic accounts, the Quapaw were village farmers that lived in 


permanent settlements. Like many southeastern tribes, Quapaw villages were composed of houses 


arranged around a central plaza. Each village had a communal structure, and an open- sided 


covered structure built on a platform. Quapaw houses were constructed of arched poles covered in 


bark. Agriculture centered on squash, beans, corn, pumpkins, and tobacco. Deer, bear, and buffalo 


were hunted year-round with seasonal hunting of fowl and fish (Sabo et al. 1990, Sabo 1992). 


 


The Quapaw people maintained a close alliance with the French in colonial Louisiana. Likewise, 


during the Spanish governance of the colony, the Quapaw provided valuable assistance by helping 


protect the colony from the English and their allies. The tribe attempted to persist with a policy of 


coexistence after the Louisiana Purchase. Early treaties recognized Quapaw ownership of lands 


along the Arkansas River. However, following the Louisiana Purchase, they were forced to 


repeatedly move. (Wilson and Sabo c.a. 1990:2; Quapaw Tribe 2015a; Sabo et al. 1990). 


 


The Quapaw ceded all their lands in Arkansas and present-day Oklahoma under the terms of the 


treaties of 1818 and 1824. By the Treaty with the Quapaw dated August 24, 1818, the Quapaw 


Tribe relinquished to the United States millions of acres extending from the mouth of the Arkansas 


River, following the Arkansas River west to the Canadian River fork and south to the Red River, 


and eastward again to the Mississippi River thirty leagues (approximately 100 miles) below the 


mouth of the Arkansas. The treaty retained a relatively small reserve for the Quapaw people, 


extending from Arkansas Post near the confluence of the Arkansas and White Rivers, due south to 


the Washita River, up that river to the Saline Fork and following that waterway to a point where a 


due north transect would intersect the Arkansas River at Little Rock (Kappler 1904f).  


 


A stone marker erected in 1936 by the Captain Basil Gaither Chapter of the Daughters of the 


American Revolution at the corner of 9th St. and Commerce Streets in Little Rock, marks the 


western Quapaw Line. Survey markers set in the pavement follow the line through the Little Rock 


Quapaw Quarter neighborhood to the terminus at the Junction Bridge and the” Little Rock” at the 


Arkansas River. 


 


The Treaty of November 15, 1824 ceded the small reserve to the United States and thus terminated 


Quapaw claim to any of their ancestral lands in Arkansas and south of the Arkansas and Canadian 


Rivers in Oklahoma. Under the terms of the treaty, the Quapaw people were “concentrated and 


confined” to a district with the Caddo Indians, so that they could form a part of the tribe. The 


Quapaw were directed to begin removing to the Caddo lands by January 20th, 1826 (Kappler 


1904g). They later settled among the Creek Indians in Oklahoma in 1839 and in the 1860s groups 


from the tribe joined with the Shawnee, Osage, and Ottawa (Quapaw Tribe 2015a; Sabo et al. 


1990). 


 


Under the 1833 Treaty with the Quapaw, the United States agreed to the following: 
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to convey to the Quapaw Indians one hundred and fifty sections of land west of the 


State line of Missouri and between the lands of the Senecas and Shawnees, not 


heretofore assigned to any other tribe of Indians, the same to be selected and 


assigned by the commissioners of Indian affairs west, and which is expressly 


designed to be [in] lieu of their location on Red River and to carry into effect the 


treaty of 1824, in order to provide a permanent home for their nation; the United 


States agree to convey the same by patent, to them and their descendants as long as 


they shall exist as a nation or continue to reside thereon, and they also agree to 


protect them in their new residence, against all interruption or disturbance from any 


other tribe or nation of Indians or from any other person or persons whatever 


(Kappler 1904h). 


  


The treaty cites the reason for the conveyance as the deplorable conditions of their previous 


location of removal on the Bayou Treache on the south side of the Red River on land provided by 


the Caddo Indians. 


 


Their crops were destroyed by the water year after year, and which also proved to be a very sickly 


country and where in a short time, nearly one-fourth of their people died, and whereas  they could 


obtain no other situation from the Caddoes [sic] and they refused to incorporate them and receive 


them as a constituent part of their tribe as contemplated by their treaty with the United States, and 


as they saw no alternative but to perish if they continued there, or to return to their old residence 


on the Arkansas, they therefore chose the latter; and whereas they now find themselves very 


unhappily situated in consequence of having their little improvements taken from them by the 


settlers of the country (Kappler 1904h). 


 


In 1956, the Quapaw Tribe established a business committee to serve as the governing body. A 


chair, vice-chair, secretary-treasurer, and four council members compose the committee that serves 


a two-year term. In designated years, the tribe holds elections on the fourth of July. General council 


meetings are held on that same day annually. The Quapaw Tribe of Oklahoma national 


headquarters are located in Quapaw, Oklahoma (McCollum 2009). 


 


Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma 


 


The following tribal history is from “History,” an entry by The Shawnee Tribe (2017) on the 


Shawnee Tribe website.  


 


The Shawnees are an Eastern Woodlands tribe pushed west by white encroachment. 


In 1793, some of the Shawnee Tribe's ancestors received a Spanish land grant at 


Cape Girardeau, Missouri. After the 1803 Louisiana Purchase brought this area 


under American control, some Cape Girardeau Shawnees went west to Texas and 


Old Mexico and later moved to the Canadian River in southern Oklahoma, 


becoming the Absentee Shawnee Tribe. 


 


The 1817 Treaty of Fort Meigs granted the Shawnees still in northwest Ohio three 


reservations: Wapakoneta, Hog Creek, and Lewistown. By 1824, about 800 


Shawnees lived in Ohio and 1,383 lived in Missouri. In 1825, Congress ratified a 
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treaty with the Cape Girardeau Shawnees ceding their Missouri lands for a 1.6 


million-acre reservation in eastern Kansas. After the Indian Removal Act of 1830, 


the Ohio Shawnees on the Wapakoneta and Hog Creek reservations signed a treaty 


with the US giving them lands on the Kansas Reservation. 


 


The Lewistown Reservation Shawnees, together with their Seneca allies and 


neighbors, signed a separate treaty with the federal government in 1831 and moved 


directly to Indian Territory (Oklahoma). The Lewistown Shawnees became the 


Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma, while their Seneca allies became the Seneca-


Cayuga Tribe of Oklahoma. 


 


In 1854, the US government decimated the Kansas Reservation to 160,000 acres. 


This, coupled with the brutal abuses perpetrated against them by white settlers 


during and after the Civil War, forced the Kansas Shawnees to relocate to Cherokee 


Nation in northeastern Oklahoma. The 1854 Shawnee Reservation in Kansas was 


never formally extinguished and some Shawnee families retain their Kansas 


allotments today. 


 


The federal government caused the former Kansas Shawnees and the Cherokees to 


enter into a formal agreement in 1869, whereby the Shawnees received allotments 


and citizenship in Cherokee Nation. 


 


The Shawnees settled in and around White Oak, Bird Creek (Sperry), and Hudson 


Creek (Fairland), maintaining separate communities and separate cultural 


identities. Known as the Cherokee Shawnees, they would also later be called the 


Loyal Shawnees. Initial efforts begun in the 1980s to separate the Shawnee Tribe 


from Cherokee Nation culminated when Congress enacted Public Law 106-568, the 


Shawnee Tribe Status Act of 2000, which restored the Shawnee Tribe to its position 


as a sovereign Indian nation. 


 


United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians 


 


In the 1780s and 1790s, contingents of Cherokee people began voluntarily migrating to Arkansas 


due to internal divisions and external pressures from America, Britain, France, and Spain (Cornsilk 


1997; Smithers 2015: 48-49). These Cherokee settlers sought to leave their eastern homeland, 


separate themselves from the Cherokee Nation, and establish an independent government west 


of the Mississippi. Under the terms of the Treaty of 1817, the Cherokee settlers exchanged their 


lands in the east for equitable acreage between the Arkansas River and White River in Arkansas 


Territory and gained recognition as a separate nation (Cornsilk 1997; Kappler 1904i). Littlefield 


and Parins (2011:13) noted this as the first official stage toward Indian removal to the territory. 


 


Due to prolonged contact with Euro-American settlers, the historic Cherokee culture has been 


described as “like those of Euro-American Pioneers throughout the frontier South; plantations and 


farms were established with neat log houses, run by the Cherokee immigrants who brought with 


them slaves, horses, wagons, plows, and a variety of agriculture and household implements” 


(Markman 1972:132). In 1819, the naturalist Thomas Nutall ascended the Arkansas River and gave 
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the following description of the settlements:"...both banks of the river, as we proceeded, were lined 


with the houses and farms of the Cherokee, and though their dress was a mixture of indigenous 


and European taste, yet in their houses, which are decently furnished, and in their farms, which 


were well fenced and stocked with cattle, we perceive a happy approach toward civilization. Their 


numerous families, also, well fed and clothed, argue a propitious progress in their population. Their 


superior industry either as hunters or farmers increases the value of property among them, and they 


are no longer strangers to avarice and the distinctions created by wealth. Some of them are 


possessed of property to the amount of many thousands of dollars, have houses handsomely and 


conveniently furnished, and their tables spread with our dainties and luxuries." (United Keetoowah 


Band 2017). As a result, Cherokee farmsteads are very difficult to distinguish from Euro-American 


farmsteads archeologically (Sabo et al. 1990). 
 


Many Cherokee settlers resided in the newly organized Arkansas territory until the Treaty of 1828. 


The treaty fully divested them of their lands there in exchange for seven million acres of land along 


the Arkansas and Canadian and Grand Rivers in Indian Territory (Cornsilk 1997; Kappler 1904i; 


UKB 2017). This relocation also formed the resettlement of the Shawnee and Delaware further 


west (Williamson 1999). 


 


Local County History 


 


The following local history is from the “Pulaski County” entry by Ron Copeland and Joe Foster. 


(2017) in the Encyclopedia of Arkansas History and Culture.  


 


Pulaski County has a diverse population, economy, natural setting, and social 


structure. Its balanced economy results from state and local government, business 


and industry, and finance and nonprofit sectors. Three of Arkansas’s six natural 


divisions converge in Pulaski County—the Ouachita Mountains, the Mississippi 


Alluvial Plain (the Delta), and the Coastal Plain—representing the state’s wealth of 


flora, fauna, and geological features. In the geographic center of Arkansas, Pulaski 


County is one of the state’s five original counties and has been at the center of state 


government, politics, business, art, and culture for almost two centuries. 


 


The Plum Bayou culture flourished in central Arkansas between AD 600 and 1050, 


as can be seen in sites such as the Toltec Mounds Archeological State Park in Scott 


(Pulaski and Lonoke counties). By the beginning of the nineteenth century, the 


Quapaw were the dominant tribe in the part of Arkansas that would soon become 


Pulaski County. In 1818, the Quapaw signed a treaty restricting them to one million 


acres between the Arkansas and Ouachita rivers, and in 1824 they ceded this land 


in exchange for land they would share with the Caddo along the Red River in 


northern Louisiana. Eventually, they were relocated to Indian Territory in what is 


now Oklahoma. 


 


Spanish explorer Hernando de Soto led an expedition through Arkansas between 


1541 and 1542, although it is unlikely that he visited Pulaski County in these two 


years. Between 1721 and 1722, Jean-Baptiste Bénard de La Harpe, a French 


explorer, traveled up the Arkansas River through Pulaski County. He noted a rock 


formation which he called “Le Rocher Francais” (meaning the French rock), where 
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he inscribed the French king’s coat of arms on a tree trunk on April 9, 1722, thus 


claiming for France the north bank of the Arkansas River in central Pulaski County. 


Eventually, this bluff claimed by La Harpe would become known as the Big Rock, 


and a smaller but more famous formation across the river would be designated Little 


Rock. La Harpe’s French rock became the site of an army post called Fort Roots in 


1897, a facility later converted to a veterans hospital. The little rock on the south 


bank of the river became the abutment for a railway bridge in 1872. 


 


In 1812, Congress established Missouri Territory, which reached south to 


Louisiana. Two of the territory’s southern counties (Arkansas and Lawrence) 


included much of the area that would become Arkansas. When Congress 


established Arkansas Territory in 1819, the two counties were divided into the five 


original Arkansas counties. Pulaski County was established at that time and named 


for Count Casimir Pulaski, a Polish nobleman who fought and died in 1779 in the 


Revolutionary War’s Battle of Savannah. The territorial legislature voted in 1821 


to move the capital from Arkansas Post (Arkansas County) to Little Rock because 


of flooding and disease at the former location. The legislature had, in 1820, 


established Cadron, a fur-trapping post on the Arkansas River which was located 


in what is now Faulkner County, as the county seat but moved it to Little Rock in 


1821 when it chose to move the territorial capital there. The new state constructed 


a capitol building in Little Rock on the Arkansas River bank between 1833 and 


1842, and state government operated out of the statehouse until the present capitol 


was completed in 1915. County government operated out of the statehouse until 


1883, when the state government came to require the entire building and displaced 


the county government to a temporary location. County officials began planning 


and building the Pulaski County Courthouse, completed in 1889. 


 


The secessionist movement dominated Arkansas and Pulaski County politics in 


1860 and 1861. Secession Convention delegates voted almost unanimously on May 


6, 1861, to secede from the Union. Arkansas formally joined the Confederacy on 


May 20, 1861. Little Rock remained the state capital, but in 1863, as the Union 


army approached, the capital was moved to Washington (Hempstead County). 


Union forces led by General Frederick Steele prevailed in the Battle of Little Rock 


in September 1863, defeating Confederate troops led by General Sterling Price. 


Union forces occupied Pulaski County for the rest of the war. At the end of the war, 


state officials moved the capital back to Little Rock. 


 


The population surged in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Little 


Rock and North Little Rock’s populations increased significantly, and several small 


crossroad settlements grew into Alexander, Jacksonville, Levy, Mabelvale, Roland, 


and Scott. In 1890, the city of Little Rock derailed the community of Argenta’s 


plans to incorporate as a city by annexing the community as Little Rock’s Eighth 


City Ward. In 1904, Little Rock’s Eighth Ward split off to become part of North 


Little Rock, a separate municipality. In 1906, the city’s name was formally changed 


to Argenta but then reverted back to its present-day name, North Little Rock, in 


1917. About eighty-five percent of Pulaski County’s population lives in 
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incorporated areas of its eight cities: Alexander, Cammack Village, Jacksonville, 


Little Rock, Maumelle, North Little Rock, Sherwood, and Wrightsville. 


 


Other major events in this era included the construction of Lake Winona, completed 


in 1938 as Little Rock’s principal municipal water supply, and the establishment of 


the Little Rock Housing Authority on October 5, 1940, which provided low-cost 


rental housing for many families moving to Little Rock during and after World War 


II. Educational services began to flourish before the nation entered the war. 


 


The crisis over the desegregation of Little Rock Central High School in 1957 was 


the most significant news event in the county in the twentieth century. Considered 


the first major test of the U.S. Supreme Court’s 1954 Brown v. Board of Education 


of Topeka, Kansas decision, the crisis foreshadowed the civil rights turmoil that the 


nation faced throughout the 1960s. The crisis also revealed deep division among 


local and state leaders, affecting their capacity to grow the local economy. In the 


last three decades of the twentieth century, the county’s population growth slowed 


while surrounding counties’ growth quickened. 


 


Despite these trends, Pulaski County developed as a multimodal transportation hub. 


The interstate highway system was completed in Arkansas with Interstate 30 and 


Interstate 40 intersecting in North Little Rock. In the 1970s, cross-town Interstate 


630 was completed in Little Rock, and the I-430/I-440 loops were completed 


around Little Rock and North Little Rock. The December 3, 1970, completion of 


the McClelland-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System opened the Arkansas 


River to barge traffic, and Little Rock and North Little Rock developed port 


facilities on each side of the river. 


 


In the last half of the twentieth century, the Adams Field airport in Little Rock grew 


to a 640-acre development named Little Rock National Airport (now the Bill and 


Hillary Clinton National Airport) with more than $170 million in capital 


improvements. In 1952, the county was chosen for a Strategic Air Command base 


in Jacksonville; it opened September 10, 1955, as Little Rock Air Force Base. Other 


events of note include the construction of the governor’s mansion, completed in 


1950; Little Rock Municipal Waterworks’ construction of Lake Maumelle, 


completed in 1958; and the establishment of the global headquarters of non-profit 


organizations Lions World Services for the Blind (1947) and Heifer Project 


International (1971). 


 


Dillard’s Inc. has its headquarters in Pulaski County, and Alltel, a 


telecommunications company, was also based in Pulaski County until it merged 


with Verizon Wireless, based in New Jersey; the Little Rock offices began serving 


as a regional headquarters for Verizon. Stephens, Inc., one of the largest off–Wall 


Street investment banking companies, is headquartered in Little Rock. In 


November 2004, the William J. Clinton Presidential Library opened on the banks 


of the Arkansas River in Little Rock. 


 







 


 


40 


 


Major health facilities such as the University of Arkansas for Medical Sciences 


(UAMS), Baptist Health Medical Center, John L. McClelland Veterans Affairs 


Hospital, St. Vincent Infirmary Medical Center, and the Arkansas Heart Hospital 


are all in Little Rock. These institutions receive national recognition in trade and 


business journals. Medical facilities and practices in Pulaski County employ about 


34,665 people. They serve most of the state but also attract patients and researchers 


worldwide. 


 


Pulaski County performs the typical functions that other Arkansas counties perform 


but also provides many services not performed by other counties, including 


housing, community and economic development in unincorporated areas, and 


youth development programs for at-risk children. In 2005, the county’s budget 


totaled $98 million, and county government employed 1,200 full-time workers. 


 


Most local government issues transcend local boundaries. Consequently, the 


municipal and county governments in Pulaski County have formed cooperative 


governmental service organizations. They include the Central Arkansas Transit 


Authority (CATA), which provides public transportation; the Central Arkansas 


Library System (CALS), which provides library services for Pulaski and Perry 


counties; Central Arkansas Water, which provides municipal water service to all 


the municipalities of Pulaski County and parts of Saline County; Metroplan, which 


serves as the Metropolitan Planning Organization for federal highway 


appropriations and programs; the Multi-Purpose Civic Center Facilities Board, 


which owns and operates the 18,000-seat Verizon Arena (known until 2009 as 


Alltel Arena) in North Little Rock; and the Pulaski County Bridge Public Facilities 


Board, which is developing the Junction Railroad Bridge into a pedestrian/bicycle 


bridge in the River Rail Project area of downtown Little Rock and North Little 


Rock. 


 


At the beginning of the twenty-first century, Pulaski County had three public school 


districts: the Little Rock School District, the Pulaski County Special School 


District, and the North Little Rock School District. In 2014, Jacksonville and 


northern Pulaski County approved a proposal to detach from the Pulaski County 


Special School District to form a new district. The Arkansas State School for the 


Deaf and the School for the Blind, which was first established in Little Rock in July 


of 1868, began the groundbreaking on its new education complex in 1939. 


 


In 1927, leaders established Little Rock Junior College, which began offering four-


year degrees as Little Rock University in 1957; it became the University of 


Arkansas at Little Rock (UALR) in 1969. UALR, with almost 12,000 students, 


provides undergraduate- and graduate-level study. 


 


In an attempt to make education available to freedmen after the Civil War, 


Philander Smith College was established in Little Rock in 1877. Shorter College 


(1895) and Arkansas Baptist College (1884) were established to serve 


predominantly black student bodies. 
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The University of Arkansas (UA) assumed management of a Little Rock–based, 


privately established nonprofit medical school in 1879 and merged it into the public 


university in 1911. The medical school became UAMS, which provides graduate- 


and professional-level education. University of Arkansas-Pulaski Technical 


College is a comprehensive two-year college. 
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BACKGROUND RESEARCH 


 


Recorded Archeological Sites and Previous Investigations 
 


Background studies were conducted prior to fieldwork. Flat Earth Archeology personnel searched 


the records in the Automated Management of Archeological Site Data in Arkansas (AMASDA) 


database managed by the Arkansas Archeological Survey (AAS) in Fayetteville to check for 


previously recorded archeological sites and investigations within a one-mile (1.6 km) radius of the 


project area.  During this background study, there were eight previously recorded archeological 


sites on file within the one-mile search radius (see Table 1).   There was one previously recorded 


archeological site within or immediately proximal to the direct APE of this project on file, Site 


3PU0252. The information regarding the eight previously recorded archeological sites within a 


mile of the Project Area is in Table 1. 


 


Table 1.  Previously Recorded Archeological Sites Within 1 Mile of Project Area 


Site 


Number 
Primary Landform Size Class 


Site Artifact 


Material 


Site 


Cultural 


Affiliation 


Site Non-


structural 


Features 


Distance 


from P.A. 


3PU0094 


STREAM 


VALLEY/FLOODPLAIN 


LOWLAND 


5001-


20,000m 


Lithics, Aboriginal 


Ceramics, Historic 


Metal, Historic 


Building Material, 


Historic 


Glass 


Prehistoric 


& 


European 


   0.83 mile 


3PU0096 


STREAM 


VALLEY/FLOODPLAIN 


LOWLAND 


1001-


5000m 
Lithics, Aboriginal 


Archaic 


Period 
   0.66 mile 


3PU0097 


STREAM 


VALLEY/FLOODPLAIN 


LOWLAND 


101-


1000m 


Lithics, Aboriginal 


Glass 


Archaic 


Period & 


European 


   0.76 mile 


3PU0098 


STREAM 


VALLEY/FLOODPLAIN 


LOWLAND 


40,001-


100,000m 


Ceramics, Historic 


Metal, Historic 


Building Material, 


Historic 


Glass 


European    0.83 mile 


3PU0116 


STREAM 


VALLEY/FLOODPLAIN 


LOWLAND 


No Value Lithics, Aboriginal Prehistoric    0.51 mile 


3PU0118 


STREAM 


VALLEY/FLOODPLAIN 


LOWLAND 


20,001-


40,000m 
Lithics, Aboriginal 


Archaic 


Period 
   0.9 mile 


3PU0252 


STREAM 


VALLEY/FLOODPLAIN 


LOWLAND 


No Value 


Lithics, Aboriginal 


Ceramics, 


Aboriginal 


Plum Bayou 


Culture 


MIDDEN, 


Aboriginal 


VISIBLE 


STRATIGRAPHY, 


Aboriginal 


 0.06 mile 


3PU0905 


STREAM 


VALLEY/FLOODPLAIN 


LOWLAND 


101-


1000m 


Lithics, Aboriginal 


Floral, Aboriginal 


Other Material, 


Historic 


Prehistoric    0.32 mile 
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Site 3PU0252 is a prehistoric site with artifacts ranging from the Paleo-Indian to Mississippi 


periods, including reported burials.  The site was tested for NRHP eligibility and is eligible for the 


National Register of Historic Places.  The site is situated on a natural levee just south/southwest 


of the current Project Area.  The proposed access road was placed outside of the 3PU0252, off of 


the natural levee in an effort to miss the site.   


 


There were five previous cultural resources investigations on file within one-mile of the current 


Project Area including.  Four of the investigations (AMASDA Numbers 51, 721, 1096, and 1309) 


overlap or are immediately adjacent to the current Project Area. 


 


AMASDA No. 51 


In 1987 Marvin D. Jeter authored the Project Report, The Texas Eastern Archeological Project, 


Northeast Arkansas: Archeological Survey and Testing Along a Pipeline Corridor and Mitigation 


Excavations at a Mississippian Village for the Arkansas Archeological Survey. The Texas Eastern 


Archeological Project consisted of three phases of field work and related laboratory analyses by 


the Arkansas Archeological Survey. Phase I was an archeological survey of the Texas Eastern 


Transmission Corporation's proposed P-62 products pipeline corridor between North Little Rock 


in central Arkansas and the Arkansas-Missouri state line in Clay County, northeast Arkansas. 


Phase II involved subsurface testing and/or other investigations at twelve sites selected from the 


145 studied in the Phase I. It was determined that the potential for impacts to cultural resources 


eligible for the National Register of Historic Places existed at only one of these sites. Accordingly, 


Phase III mitigation excavations were conducted at the Burris Site (3CG0218). The Phase I survey 


(AMASDA 51) was conducted in 1978. The purpose of the survey was to record archeological 


sites and make recommendations for testing to assess their significance according to the National 


Register criteria. Only 5.7% of the total 262.3 km (163.3 miles) of the right-of-way was 


inaccessible. One hundred forty-five sites were investigated in the project area; these included 23 


previously recorded sites and 122 newly discovered ones. At least 88 of the sites had more than 


one cultural period represented. Artifacts indicated various occupations dating from as early as 


transitional Paleo-Indian or Dalton times (about 8000 B.C.) to the 19th and 20th centuries. Dalton 


occupation was identified at seven sites; Archaic occupation was identified at 72 sites; Woodland 


occupation was identified at 57 sites; Mississippian occupation was identified at 37 sites; and 


historic occupation was identified at 58 sites. Forty-three sites contained unidentifiable prehistoric 


occupations. The pipeline trench excavation would impact 52 archeological sites; 40 sites were 


judged to be insufficient for inclusion on the National Register. Two research questions were 


studied during the Phase I: lithic procurement and utilization and the association of archeological 


sites with selected environmental variables.  


 


AMASDA No. 721 


In 1987 Marvin D. Jeter authored the Phase II Project Report, The Texas Eastern Archeological 


Project, Northeast Arkansas: Archeological Survey and Testing Along a Pipeline Corridor and 


Mitigation Excavations at a Mississippian Village, that included Phase II testing of certain sites 


associated with AMASDA 51.  Phase II investigations (AMASDA 721) were also conducted in 


1978 at the twelve sites deemed eligible for the National Register: 3PU0095, 3WH0251, 3JA0533, 


3GE0275, 3CG0218, 3LW0497, 3GE0006/0035, 3GE0282, 3GE0285, 3CY0173, 3CY0187, 


3CY0008. Three Dalton components were identified, along with two Early Archaic, two definite 


and two possible Middle Archaic, and nine Late Archaic components. No Early or Middle 
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Woodland diagnostics were found, but there were two definite Late Woodland components and 


five generalized "Woodland" (probably mainly if not totally Late Woodland) components. Also, 


the southernmost site (3PU0095) yielded evidence of a minor Plum Bayou cultural occupation, 


coeval with the Late Woodland period of the northern region. A major Mississippian component 


was identified at the Burris site, and minor Mississippian occupations were present at four other 


sites. Historic materials were found at five sites. Only the Burris site was found to have intact and 


threatened cultural deposits sufficient to warrant mitigation excavations. 


 


AMASDA No. 1096 


In 1983 Burney B. McClurkan authored the Project Report Archeological Survey and Testing, 


Northbelt Expressway, Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Department Job #60110, 


Pulaski County for the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department.  The proposed corridor 


of Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Department Job 60110 was surveyed for 


archeological sites in 1982 and 1983. One previously unrecorded site was discovered through this 


survey. The Ink Bayou site (3PU0252) was then tested in July 1983. The test indicated that the site 


was a small Plum Bayou farmstead, but lack of features and bone preservation make the site 


nonsignificant. A slight shift in alignment would allow the construction to miss the site. 


 


AMASDA No. 1309 


In 1987 David B. Waddell, John H. House, Francis B. King, Mona L. Colburn, and Murray K. 


Marks coauthored the Project Report Results of Final Testing for Significance at the Ink Bayou 


(3PU252), Pulaski County, Arkansas for the Arkansas Archeological Survey.  The Ink Bayou site 


was discovered in the right-of-way of the proposed Northbelt Expressway just east of North Little 


Rock. Testing for significance uncovered many features, including a structure, pits with various 


functions, and three burials. Two major components were recognized, a Late Baytown/Early Coles 


Creek occupation and a Late Coles Creek occupation. Plum Bayou culture is represented with both 


seasonal and, late, year-round activities. A very late prehistoric Mississippi component was also 


recorded. The site is considered eligible for the National Register, but the nature of the testing on 


the ephemeral and shallow evidence constitutes mitigation of any adverse effect on the site by the 


highway construction. 


 


AMASDA No. 4411 


In 2001, James P. Mooney, Lynita Langley-Ware, and Susan Moorhead Mooney coauthored the 


project Phase I Archeological Investigations of the Rixey Wastewater Improvement Project, 


Pulaski County for Michael Baker Jr. Inc. This report presents the results of an intensive Phase I 


archeological survey conducted within the area of potential effect for the planned Rixey 


Wastewater Improvement Project. A large amount of recent historic refuse was observed 


throughout the project area. One multi-component site, 3PU0484, was recorded. Both the 


components of the site were heavily disturbed and evaluated as not eligible for the National 


Register. Two historic structures were identified but neither were in the project area nor may be 


eligible for the National Register. 
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Historic Structures 


 


Chris Branam, RPA conducted the historic properties records check on the Arkansas Historic 


Preservation Program (AHPP) GIS historic structures database.  There were no historic structures 


on file within or proximal to the currently proposed development (Arkansas Historic Preservation 


Program 2019). 


 


First Land Patents, GLO Maps, and Archival Maps 


 


The First Land Patents records and the General Land Office maps were also consulted for 


information regarding the history of land ownership of the Project Area. The Bureau of Land 


Management’s First Land Patent records contain many of the names of the initial legal landowner 


for each section of land. These records generally contain other information regarding the first legal 


landowners such as how the land was obtained (i.e. homestead, cash entry, scrip warrant, etc.), the 


acreage obtained in the patent, the legal description of the land, and the date of the patent issuance.  


Unfortunately, there was no data regarding the areas covering the Project Area in Sections 11, 13, 


and 14 for Township 2 North, Range 11 West in the First Land Patent Records. 


 


General Land Office Maps usually show areas with historical development, often depicting 


improvements such as agricultural fields, roads, or structures, along with names of landowners. 


The General Land Office (GLO) original survey map and dependent resurvey map for Township 


2 North, Range 11 West, approved in 1834 (Figure 17) and 1857 (Figure 18) respectively, show 


no improvements in the current project area (General Land Office 2019). 


 


The USGS McAlmont, Arkansas topographic map from 1935 (Figure 19) shows a possible 


structure in proximity to the Project Area (Figure 19).  The McAlmont 1954 and 1961 topographic 


maps do not show any structures proximal to the Project Area.  The 1970 McAlmont topographic 


map shows the current farm structures on Harris Road present at the southeast portion of the current 


Project Area. 
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Figure 17.  Extraction from 1834 Original Survey map for Township 2 North, Range 11 West 


(approximate project location outlined in red) (GLO 2019) 
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Figure 18. Extraction from 1855 Dependent Resurvey map for Township 2 North, Range 11, 


West (approximate project location outlined in red) (GLO 2019) 
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Figure 19. 1935 McAlmont, Arkansas USGS Topographic Map showing potential structure 


proximal to current Project Area 
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INVESTIGATION METHODS AND RESULTS 


 


The archeological fieldwork was conducted by archeologists Chris Branam RPA, Devin Sorrows, 


and Ryan Adams on November 12 and 13, 2019.  Maps and coordinates of the proposed Project 


Area were provided prior to fieldwork by Garver. The Project Area location was digitally loaded 


onto a GPS device and used as an overlay on satellite imagery. This device was used to keep real 


time location data, allowing the archeologists to stay within the prescribed Project Area. The entire 


Project Area is located in a low-lying floodplain (Figures 15-26).  


 


Proposed Parking and Pad Area  


 


Four transects were established in the 250’ x 250’ (76 m x 76 m) parking and pad area (Figure 20).  


Each transect was walked moving east to west at a 285° bearing (Transect E) or west to east at a 


106° bearing (Transects B, C, and D).  Shovel test locales were investigated at 20-meter intervals 


on each transect.  The shovel tests were approximately 35 cm in diameter and were excavated in 


10 cm arbitrary intervals, typically terminating between 35 and 50 cmbs, into culturally sterile 


subsoil or to inundation. All soils excavated from the shovel test were screened through ¼-inch 


mesh hardware. Shovel test results were recorded on shovel test forms. Munsell soil color charts 


and standard soil nomenclature were used to record soil stratigraphic profiles in each shovel test 


(see Appendix B). 


 


A total of five shovel test locales were investigated on each transect in the parking and pad area 


for a total of 20 shovel test locales in the parking and pad area of which  13 were excavated and 


seven were not excavated due to inundation at the ground surface (Figure 21).  The soil 


stratigraphic profile in the parking and pad area was typically a strong brown silty clay over a 


hydric gray clay (see Figure 23 for representative sample).  An inventory of shovel tests can be 


found in Appendix B.  No cultural materials were observed in the parking and pad area. 


 


The ground surface of the project area was also visually examined during the pedestrian survey 


along the transects.  Ground surface visibility was poor (near 0%) as field grasses covered the 


project area (Figure 22). 
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Figure 20. Transect locations in Parking/Pad Area 
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Figure 21.  Parking and Pad Area at Transect D (facing south) 


 


 
Figure 22.  Parking and Pad Area (facing south/southeast) 
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Figure 23.  Shovel Test 1 on Transect C 
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Proposed Access Road 


 


Transect A began west of the existing graveled drive off of Harris Road (see Figures 24 and 25) at 


(Zone 15) 578125mE, 3851294mN and was walked along the proposed access road easement 


towards the northwest.  The proposed access road was 40 feet in width (approximately 12 meters) 


and approximately 1688 meters in length from the beginning of Transect A to the parking and pad 


area to the northwest.  From Harris Road to the end of the existing graveled drive (see Figure 25) 


will not be improved and was not surveyed, other than to revisit and photograph the historic 


cemeteries at the corner of Harris Road and the graveled drive.  The Ready Family Cemetery and 


the White-Dedman Cemetery are well outside of the current project’s Area of Potential Effect 


because the existing graveled drive does not need to be improved or disturbed as part of the current 


project (Figure 26).  


 


A pedestrian survey of the transect was conducted and shovel test locales were investigated at a 


maximum of 20-meter intervals on the transect.  The shovel tests were approximately 35 cm in 


diameter and were excavated in 10 cm arbitrary intervals, typically terminating between 35 and 50 


cmbs, into culturally sterile subsoil or to inundation. All soils excavated from the shovel test were 


screened through ¼-inch mesh hardware. Shovel test results were recorded on shovel test forms. 


Munsell soil color charts and standard soil nomenclature were used to record soil stratigraphic 


profiles in each shovel test (see Appendix B). The soil type and stratigraphic profiles varied along 


Transect A, but most of the Transect was a sandy clay loam over a sandy clay or clay subsoil (see 


Figures 28, 29, 32, and 33 for representative samples).  


 


A total of 64 shovel test locales were investigated on Transect A.  A total of 58 shovel tests were 


excavated on Transect A and 6 locales were not excavated due to inundation (see Appendix B for 


shovel test inventory).  The proposed access road was in a cattle pasture with thick, short grasses 


on a level, somewhat low-lying landform (Figures 27, 30 and 31). An additional 14 shovel tests 


were excavated on Transect A around a positive shovel test (Shovel Test 38).  All of the shovel 


tests excavated on Transect A were negative for cultural materials except Shovel Test 38 and a 


delineation shovel test (0N, 10W from Shovel Test 38).  Two prehistoric ceramic sherds were 


found (one in each shovel test), both between 10 and 20 cmbs.  Both of the positive shovel tests 


were located in an existing pipeline corridor, thus the soils were not intact.  Delineation shovel 


tests were excavated in 5-meter intervals in cardinal directions around the positive shovel tests 


(Figure 34).  Because the only artifacts observed were in the existing pipeline corridor that was 


apparently installed sometime between 2015 and 2017 according to the aerial imagery, there is no 


good context for the ceramic sherds.  The sherds themselves are plain, sand and grog tempered 


sherds that appear to have been burned on one side (Figure 35).  No other cultural materials were 


observed.  Because Flat Earth Archeology did not have expressed permission from the landowner 


to collect artifacts, the ceramic sherds were photographed in the field and reburied in the positive 


shovel tests. No site form was completed for the artifact find as the two artifacts do not meet the 


threshold for an archeological site in the State Plan (Davis 1994, edited 2010).  The artifacts may 


have been deposited at this location if the pipeline corridor disturbed part of Site 3PU0252, located 


to the west/southwest of the currently proposed access road, but was likely bisected by the pipeline 


instillation.  The recorded location of Site 3PU0252 is on the natural levee to the southwest of the 


proposed road.  The two ceramic sherds are the only evidence of Site 3PU0252 in the current 


Project Area, and that is in a very disturbed context. 
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Figure 24. Transect along proposed easement – begins at proposed new road easement at end of 


exiting road (500 meter scale) 


 


Beginning of Transect A 


Existing gravel drive 
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Figure 26.  Cemetery at the edge of Harris Road (facing northwest) 


 


 
Figure 27.  Transect A at Shovel Test 2 (facing northwest) 
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Figure 28.  Shovel Test 2 profile 
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Figure 29.  Shovel Test 19 profile 
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Figure 30.  Transect A at Shovel Test 14 (facing northwest) 


 


 
Figure 31. Transect A looking towards Shovel Test 38 and bisecting the pipeline corridor  


(facing northwest) 
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Figure 32.   Shovel Test 38 profile 
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Figure 33.  Shovel Test 50 profile 
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Figure 34. Sketch map of two positive shovel tests in pipeline corridor 
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Figure 35.  Prehistoric ceramic sherds found in Shovel Test 38 and  


Delineation Shovel Test 0N, 10E 
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


 


Flat Earth Archeology, LLC conducted a Phase I cultural resources survey of a proposed 250 x 


250-foot (76 x 76 meters) parking area and pad site to be graveled, and a 5,540 foot (1688 meters) 


long proposed easement for a proposed LRPA VORTAC Relocation Study in Pulaski County, 


Arkansas (Figures 1 through 4).  The cultural resources survey of the proposed easement includes 


a roughly 40-feet (12 meters) wide corridor. 


 


Twenty shovel test locales were investigated within the parking area and pad site, including 13 


excavated and 7 not excavated (due to inundation).  One linear transect was walked in the proposed 


easement corridor and shovel tests were excavated at a maximum of 20-meter intervals.  A total 


of 64 shovel test locales were investigated in the proposed Project Area (58 excavated and 6 not 


excavated due to inundation).  Additionally, 14 delineation shovel tests were excavated around a 


positive shovel test on Transect A (the proposed access road).   


 


There were no historic structures in the AHPP structures database within or proximal to the project 


area.  


 


Two prehistoric ceramic sherds were found between 10 and 20 cmbs in two shovel tests within 10 


meters of each other.  Both of the positive shovel tests were located in an existing pipeline corridor, 


thus the soils were not intact.  Delineation shovel tests were excavated in 5-meter intervals in 


cardinal directions around the positive shovel tests.  Because the only artifacts observed were in 


the existing pipeline corridor that was apparently installed sometime between 2015 and 2017 


according to the aerial imagery, there is no good context for the ceramic sherds.  The sherds 


themselves are plain, sand and grog tempered sherds that appear to have been burned on one side.  


No other cultural materials were observed.  No site form was completed for the artifact find as the 


two artifacts do not meet the threshold for an archeological site in the State Plan (Davis 1994, 


edited 2010).  The artifacts may have been deposited at this location if the pipeline corridor 


disturbed part of Site 3PU0252, located to the west/southwest of the currently proposed access 


road, but was likely bisected by the pipeline instillation.  The recorded location of Site 3PU0252 


is on the natural levee to the southwest of the proposed road.  The two ceramic sherds are the only 


evidence of Site 3PU0252 in the current Project Area, and that is in a very disturbed context. 


 


Based on the results of the survey, Flat Earth Archeology recommends that project area 


meets the criteria for a finding of No Historic Properties Affected as per 36 CFR 800.4 (d)(1). 


No additional cultural resources investigation is recommended for the Project Area. 


 


In the event of an inadvertent discovery of human remains and/or burial furniture during 


subsequent development or modification of the Project Area, the proponent should follow the 


protocols outlined in Act 753 of 1991, as amended (Arkansas Grave Protection Act) and other 


applicable state and federal laws and regulations. If previously unrecorded buried cultural 


resources are encountered during project construction, all ground disturbing activities in this area 


should be halted and the site should be protected until cleared by the appropriate authorities.  
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DISCLAIMER 


 


There is a realistic limitation involved with standard survey field methodology.  Shovel testing is 


most effective in finding certain types of sites, those with relatively high artifact densities or those 


with abnormal soil development such as middens.  Thin artifact scatters can be missed in areas 


where surface visibility is poor.  Furthermore, deeply buried sites are difficult to identify using 


standard survey methodology.  Flat Earth Archeology made a good faith effort to locate cultural 


resources in the project area, but this is not a guarantee that no cultural resources are present, or 


that all cultural resources were identified due to the aforementioned limitations. 
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Chris M. Branam, RPA 
117 Financial Drive 


Cabot, AR  72023 


Phone: 501.286.7124     Email: chrisb@flateartharcheology.com 


 


EDUCATION 


A.B.D. History Ph.D.   University of Arkansas   Fayetteville, Arkansas 


Dissertation Topic:  Small-Scale Slaveholders and Slaves in the Early Twentieth Century Trans- 


 Mississippian West, a Social History of Non-Plantation Slavery in Arkansas and Missouri. 


 


December 2003   University of Arkansas   Fayetteville, Arkansas 


M.A. in Anthropology (Historic Archeology Emphasis) 


Thesis: A Database of Steamboat Wrecks on the Arkansas River between Fort Smith, 


Arkansas, and Arkansas Post, Arkansas, from 1830-1900. 


 


December 1997   University of Arkansas at Little Rock Little Rock, Arkansas 


B.A. in Anthropology 


Minor in Philosophy/Religious Studies 


 


RESEARCH INTERESTS 


• Historic archeology and nautical archeology 


• Research of historic river transportation in Arkansas and the Southeastern United States 


• Early American Ceramics 


• Late-eighteenth to mid-nineteenth century settlement patterns, economics, cultures, and land use 


in the American South 


• Small-Scale Slaveholders and Slaves in the early nineteenth century Trans-Mississippian West, 


an Examination of Non-Plantation Slavery in Arkansas and Missouri. 


• Eighteenth and nineteenth century distilling processes, drinking habits, and taverns in the 


southern Colonies/States and Territories (as a part of an Arkansas Humanities Council grant to 


Black River Technical College located in Pocahontas, Arkansas) 


• Class issues and social history related to small-scale slavery in the Old Southwest, particularly in 


the Arkansas and Missouri Territories (as a part of an Arkansas Humanities Council grant to 


Black River Technical College and PhD Dissertation) 


 


WORK EXPERIENCE 


August 2008 to present   Flat Earth Archeology, LLC  Cabot, Arkansas 


Principal Investigator/Archeologist 


• Perform archeological surveys and background research for cultural resource management 


projects in Arkansas and surrounding states 


• Perform Phase II testing and Phase III mitigation for cultural resource management projects  


• Author reports resulting in archeological investigations and aiding clients with Section 106 or 


other compliance needs 


 


December 2008 to September 2011 Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department 


Archeologist 


• Perform archeological studies and surveys for various projects in Arkansas 


• Research for and author reports resulting from archeological work performed, giving 


recommendations regarding archeological clearance and site evaluations 
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• Evaluate and comment on reports by archeological consultants contracted by AHTD 


• Give archeological presentations to public and academic conferences 


 


January 2005 to December 2008  SPEARS, Inc.    West Fork, Arkansas 


Archeological Field Supervisor 


• Supervised and directed various Section 106 (archeological survey) projects throughout 


Arkansas, directed fieldwork and research, and authored technical reports for the projects 


• Analyzed, researched, and wrote descriptions regarding the cultural significance of selected 


historic artifacts from the Jacob Wolf House excavations  


 


May 2004 to January 2005  SPEARS, Inc.    West Fork, Arkansas 


Archeological Field Technician 


• Worked on a Phase III Archeological Mitigation of four Late Woodland/Early Mississippian sites 


in Northeastern Arkansas 


 


May 1999 – March 2000   R. Christopher Goodwin & Assoc. New Orleans, Louisiana 


and May 2002 – August 2002 (seasonal) 


Archeological Field Crew Chief 


• Worked on various Phase I archeological survey projects for Highway and Pipeline projects in 


Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Mississippi, Louisiana, South Carolina, Tennessee, and 


Texas. 


• Worked on a Phase III Archeological Mitigation for a Prehistoric site in Northern Tennessee on 


the Cumberland River for the United States Army Corps of Engineers. 


 


TEACHING EXPERIENCE 


• ANTH 2310: Cultural Anthropology.  An introduction to the field of cultural anthropology with 


emphasis on basic anthropological concepts, the nature of culture, the development of 


civilizations, human social behavior, and the study of people and customs around the world.  


Pulaski Technical College, North Little Rock, Arkansas.  
(Fall 2005; Spring and Fall 2006; Spring, Summer, and Fall 2007; Spring, Summer, and Fall 


2008; Spring, Summer, and Fall 2009; Spring, Summer, and Fall 2010) 


• HIST 1113: World Civilizations I.   Introduces the major civilizations of the world in their 


historical context to 1500.  University of Arkansas, Fayetteville, Arkansas. (Fall 2008) 


 


PRESENTATIONS 


Branam, Chris 


2009 AHTD Policies Regarding Historic Cemeteries and Burials.  Presented at the Memorial in May – 


 Cemetery Preservation Conference held in Jonesboro, Arkansas. 


 


2008 Examining the Motives, Means, and Rhetoric of Disfranchisement in Arkansas,  


1888 – 1892.  Paper presented at the Mid-American Conference for History held in Springfield, 


Missouri. 


 


2008 The Lubricant That Allowed America to Move West: The Role of Distilled Spirits in the Trans-


Mississippian Region during the Early Nineteenth Century.  Paper presented at the Arkansas 


Historical Association Sixty-Seventh Annual Conference held in Eureka Springs, Arkansas. 


 


2002 Steamboat Wrecks on the Arkansas River between Fort Smith and Arkansas Post.  Paper 


presented at the Arkansas Archeological Survey, Fayetteville, Arkansas 
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1997 Evolution of the Trireme.  Paper presented at the University of Arkansas at Little Rock 


Anthropology Symposium held in Little Rock, Arkansas 


 


OTHER TEACHING & WORK-RELATED EXPERIENCE 


• History Graduate Teaching Assistant: University of Arkansas, Western Civilization II, Spring 


2008 


• History Graduate Teaching Assistant: University of Arkansas, Western Civilization I, Fall 2007 


• Seasonal Interpreter: Toltec Mounds Archeological State Park, 1997 


• Graduate Teaching Assistant: University of Arkansas at Little Rock, Archeology Field School, 


1997 


• Teaching Assistant: University of Arkansas at Little Rock, Archeology Field School, 1996 


 


AWARDS_______________________________________________________________ 
2008 Recipient of the Mary D. Hudgins Fellowship in Arkansas History from the University of 


Arkansas History Department. 


 


1997  Recipient of the Student Fieldwork in Anthropology Award (now known as the Mark J. 


Hartmann Anthropology Student Fellowship) from the University of Arkansas at Little Rock. 


 


CURRENT PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIPS 


• Registry of Professional Archaeologists 


• Archaeological Institute of America 


• Arkansas Historical Association 


• Southern Historical Association  


 


PUBLICATIONS________________________________________________________ 
Branam, Chris 


2010 “Rethinking Disfranchisement in Arkansas: The Election Law of 1891 and The Poll Tax 


Amendment of 1892” Arkansas Historical Quarterly, Fall 2010. 


 


Branam, Chris 


2009 Slave Codes.  Entry in The Encyclopedia of Arkansas History and Culture.  
http://www.encyclopediaofarkansas.net/encyclopedia/entry-detail.aspx?search=1&entryID=5054 


 


Branam, Chris 


2008 Election Law of 1891.  Entry in The Encyclopedia of Arkansas History and Culture.   
 http://www.encyclopediaofarkansas.net/encyclopedia/entry-detail.aspx?search=1&entryID=4033 


 


ARCHEOLOGICAL REPORTS AND UNPUBLISHED WORK 


Over 450 archeological reports authored and co-authored to date from projects in Alabama, Arkansas, 


Georgia, Florida, Illinois, Kansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri, Oklahoma, Tennessee, and Texas.  


Sample reports are available upon request
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Appendix B:  Shovel Test Table Inventory 


Transect S.T. # 
Depth 


(cmbs) 
Description/Comment Result 


A 1  56 
Stratum I: 0-36 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 36-56 strong brown sandy clay  
N 


A 2 45 
Stratum I: 0-25 brown clay loam                                                             


Stratum II: 25-45 strong brown silty clay 
N 


A 3  50 
Stratum I: 0-35 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 35-50 strong brown sandy clay  
N 


A 4 55 
Stratum I: 0-35 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 35-55 strong brown sandy clay 
N 


A 5  50 
Stratum I: 0-32 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 32-50 strong brown sandy clay  
N 


A 6 50 
Stratum I: 0-30 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 30-50 strong brown sandy clay 
N 


A 7 50  
Stratum I: 0-30 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 30-50 strong brown sandy clay  
N 


A 8 50 


Stratum I: 0-12 very dark grayish brown silty clay loam  


Stratum I: 12-40 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 40-50 strong brown sandy clay 


N 


A 9  50 Stratum I: 0-50 yellowish brown clay loam  N 


A 10 50 Stratum I: 0-50 yellowish brown clay loam N 


A 11  50 
Stratum I: 0-35 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 35-50 strong brown sandy clay  
N 


A 12 55 
Stratum I: 0-35 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 35-55 strong brown sandy clay 
N 


A 13  50 
Stratum I: 0-42 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 42-50 strong brown sandy clay  
N 


A 14 50 
Stratum I: 0-40 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 40-50 strong brown sandy clay 
N 


A 15  50 
Stratum I: 0-38 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 38-50 strong brown sandy clay  
N 


A 16 50 
Stratum I: 0-28 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 28-50 dark yellowish brown sandy clay loam 
N 


A 17 50  
Stratum I: 0-25 brown clay loam 


Stratum II: 25-50 dark yellowish brown sandy clay loam  
N 


A 18 50 
Stratum I: 0-14 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 14-50 grayish brown sandy clay loam 
N 


A 19 45 
Stratum I: 0-17 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 17-45 grayish brown sandy clay loam  
N 


A 20 50 
Stratum I: 0-14 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 14-50 grayish brown sandy clay loam 
N 


A 21 50  
Stratum I: 0-50 light yellowish brown mottled with dark yellowish brown 


sandy clay  
N 


A 22 50 
Stratum I: 0-50 light yellowish brown mottled with dark yellowish brown 


sandy clay 
N 


A 23  50 
Stratum I: 0-50 light yellowish brown mottled with dark yellowish brown 


sandy clay  
N 


A 24 50 
Stratum I: 0-50 light yellowish brown mottled with dark yellowish brown 


sandy clay 
N 
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Appendix B:  Shovel Test Table Inventory 


Transect S.T. # 
Depth 


(cmbs) 
Description/Comment Result 


A 25  50 
Stratum I: 0-10 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 10-50 grayish brown sandy clay loam  
N 


A 26 50 
Stratum I: 0-10 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 10-50 grayish brown sandy clay loam 
N 


A 27  50 
Stratum I: 0-12 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 12-50 grayish brown sandy clay loam  
N 


A 28 53 
Stratum I: 0-33 dark yellowish brown sandy loam  


Stratum II: 33-53 gray clay 
N 


A 29  50 
Stratum I: 0-30 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 30-50 grayish brown sandy clay loam  
N 


A 30 50 
Stratum I: 0-32 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 32-50 grayish brown sandy clay loam 
N 


A 31  50 
Stratum I: 0-30 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 30-50 grayish brown sandy clay loam  
N 


A 32 55 
Stratum I: 0-35 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 35-55 grayish brown sandy clay loam 
N 


A 33  50 
Stratum I: 0-35 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 35-50 grayish brown sandy clay loam  
N 


A 34 39 
Stratum I: 0-18 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 18-39 grayish brown sandy clay loam 
N 


A 35 45  
Stratum I: 0-17 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 17-45 grayish brown sandy clay loam  
N 


A 36 35 
Stratum I: 0-15 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 15-35 grayish brown sandy clay loam 
N 


A 37 50  
Stratum I: 0-12 light yellowish brown clay loam  


Stratum II: 12-50 grayish brown sandy clay loam  
N 


A 38 50 
Stratum I: 0-30 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
P 


 
38 


0N, 5W 
50 


Stratum I: 0-28 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 28-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
N 


 
38 


0N, 10W 
50 


Stratum I: 0-32 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 32-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
N 


 
38 


5N, 0E 
50 


Stratum I: 0-33 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 33-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
N 


 
38 


10N, 0E 
50 


Stratum I: 0-30 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
N 


 
38 


5S, 0E 
50 


Stratum I: 0-30 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
N 


 
38 


10S, 0E 
50 


Stratum I: 0-28 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 28-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
N 


 
38 


0N, 5E 
50 


Stratum I: 0-30 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
N 


 
38 


0N, 10E 
50 


Stratum I: 0-30 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
P 


 
38 


5N, 10E 
50 


Stratum I: 0-35 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 35-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
N  


 
38 


10N, 10E 
50 


Stratum I: 0-30 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
N 
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Appendix B:  Shovel Test Table Inventory 


Transect S.T. # 
Depth 


(cmbs) 
Description/Comment Result 


 
38 


5S, 10E 
50 


Stratum I: 0-33 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 33-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
N 


 
38 


10S, 10E 
50 


Stratum I: 0-30 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
N 


 
38 


0N, 15E 
50 


Stratum I: 0-30 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
N 


 
38 


0N, 20E 
50 


Stratum I: 0-30 grayish brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 dark yellowish brown mottled with strong brown silty clay 
N 


A 39  50 
Stratum I: 0-32 grayish brown silty clay loam  


Stratum II: 32-50 very dark grayish brown silty clay  
N 


A 40 50 
Stratum I: 0-29 grayish brown silty clay loam  


Stratum II: 29-50 very dark grayish brown silty clay 
N 


A 41  50 
Stratum I: 0-30 grayish brown silty clay loam  


Stratum II: 30-50 very dark grayish brown silty clay  
N 


A 42 58 
Stratum I: 0-38 grayish brown silty clay loam with few small iron inclusions  


Stratum II: 38-58 very dark grayish brown silty clay 
N 


A 43 55  
Stratum I: 0-35 grayish brown silty clay loam with few small iron inclusions  


Stratum II: 35-55 very dark grayish brown silty clay  
N 


A 44 50 
Stratum I: 0-30 grayish brown silty clay loam with few small iron inclusions  


Stratum II: 30-50 very dark grayish brown silty clay 
N 


A 45  50 
Stratum I: 0-33 grayish brown silty clay loam  


Stratum II: 33-50 dark yellowish brown sandy loam  
N 


A 46 50 
Stratum I: 0-30 grayish brown silty clay loam  


Stratum II: 30-50 dark yellowish brown sandy loam 
N 


A 47  50 
Stratum I: 0-30 grayish brown silty clay loam  


Stratum II: 30-50 dark yellowish brown sandy loam  
N 


A 48 50  
Stratum I: 0-20 very dark grayish brown silty clay loam  


Stratum II: 20-50 light grayish brown sandy loam 
N 


A 49  50 
Stratum I: 0-25 very dark grayish brown silty clay loam  


Stratum II: 25-50 light grayish brown sandy loam  
N 


A 50 50  
Stratum I: 0-20 very dark grayish brown silty clay loam  


Stratum II: 20-50 light grayish brown sandy loam 
N 


A 51  25 Stratum I: 0-25 hydric gray clay N 


A 52 30  Stratum I: 0-30 hydric gray clay N 


A 53 21  Stratum I: 0-21 hydric gray clay N 


A 54  25 Stratum I: 0-25 hydric gray clay N 


A 55  30 Stratum I: 0-30 hydric gray clay N 


A 56 25  Stratum I: 0-25 hydric gray clay N 


A 57 30  Stratum I: 0-30 hydric gray clay N 


A 58   No dig - inundated N 
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Appendix B:  Shovel Test Table Inventory 


Transect S.T. # 
Depth 


(cmbs) 
Description/Comment Result 


A 59  15 Stratum I: 0-15 hydric gray clay  


A 60   No dig - inundated  


A 61   No dig - inundated  


A 62   No dig - inundated  


A 63   No dig - inundated  


A 64   No dig - inundated                         EOT N 


B 1 51 No dig - inundated N 


B 2 50 No dig - inundated N 


B 3 50 No dig - inundated N 


B 4 50 
Stratum I: 0-30 strong brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 gray clay 
N 


B 5 50 
Stratum I: 0-32 strong brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 32-50 gray clay 
N 


C 1 50 
Stratum I: 0-30 strong brown silty clay  


Stratum II 30-50 gray clay 
N 


C 2 50 
Stratum I: 0-30 strong brown silty clay  


Stratum II 30-50 gray clay  
N 


C 3 50 
Stratum I: 0-28 strong brown silty clay  


Stratum II 28-50 gray clay  
N 


C 4 50 
Stratum I: 0-30 strong brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 gray clay 
N 


C 5 50 
Stratum I: 0-33 strong brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 33-50 gray clay 
N 


D 1 45 
Stratum I: 0-30 strong brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-45 gray clay 
N 


D 2 50 
Stratum I: 0-30 strong brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 gray clay 
N 


D 3 50 
Stratum I: 0-28 strong brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 28-50 gray clay 
N 


D 4 50 
Stratum I: 0-30 strong brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 gray clay 
N 


D 5 50 
Stratum I: 0-30 strong brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 30-50 gray clay 
N 


E 1 50 
Stratum I: 0-32 strong brown silty clay  


Stratum II: 32-50 gray clay 
N 


E 2  No dig - inundated  


E 3  No dig - inundated  
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B-5 


 


Appendix B:  Shovel Test Table Inventory 


Transect S.T. # 
Depth 


(cmbs) 
Description/Comment Result 


E 4  No dig - inundated  


E 5  No dig - inundated  


 







 
Halito Bill Brewer,
 
The Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma thanks you for the correspondence regarding the above
referenced project. Pulaski County, Arkansas lies within our area of historic interest. The
Choctaw Nation Historic Preservation Department requests topographic maps of the site,
maps of cultural resources within one mile, and a federal determination of effect.
 
If you have any questions, please contact me.
 
Yakoke,
 
Maddie Danielle Currie
Compliance Review Officer
Historic Preservation Department
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma
P.O. Box 1210
Durant, OK 74702
580-924-8280 ext. 2727
 

 
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.



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Cumulative Impact Coordination 
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McAbee, William C.

From: Mylissa Griggs <mgriggs@cityofjacksonville.net>
Sent: Tuesday, April 7, 2020 3:26 PM
To: Schmidt, Cassie P.
Cc: Jimmy Oakley, Director of Public Works
Subject: RE: Information Request for Planned or Recent Past Projects

Cassie, 
 
I have visited with our Public Works Director in regards to your information request & the only projects of size within the 
area in question are as follows: 
 
  Hwy. 67/167 Widening Main Street to Vandenberg  ‐ 300' R/W (approx. 1 mi. of this project is within the 
boundary) ‐ estimated construction date 20212022 
  Hwy. 67/167 Widening Main Street south to City limits ‐ 300' R/W ‐ approx. 1 mi. ‐ completed 2016 +/‐ 
  Jacksonville North Pulaski School District ‐ High School Campus (Main Street/School Drive/Hospital Blvd) ‐ 
approx. 32 acres ‐ completed 2019/2020 
  1301 So. 1st Street Meadowbrook Apartments ‐ approx. 4 acres ‐ current construction 
   
I hope this is helpful.  If you have any questions or need further information just give us a call. 
 
Thank you! 
 
Mylissa J. Griggs 
City of Jacksonville Engineering Department 
501‐982‐6071 
 
 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Schmidt, Cassie P. [mailto:CPSchmidt@GarverUSA.com]  
Sent: Monday, April 6, 2020 4:58 PM 
To: Mylissa Griggs 
Cc: Manny Browder 
Subject: RE: Information Request for Planned or Recent Past Projects 
 
Oh good, glad you got it!  I sent the same attachments to the City of North Little Rock and they initially didn't get the 
email because of the attachments, so I wanted to be sure yours went through. 
 
As far as clarifying project type, feel free to call me, but in the meantime, I'll try to elaborate a bit more: 
I'm interested in current, past (within last 5 yrs), or future (within next 5 yrs) projects located within the RSA (that red 
polygon on the attached exhibits). 
Obviously, you don't have time to tell me about EVERY SINGLE project. I'm most interested in projects that are 
disturbing new (previously undeveloped) areas. I'm also interested in large projects (let's say perhaps greater than 5 
acres?). 
Projects can include residential development, commercial development, mixed use development, transportation 
project, or large utility projects. 
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For each project, I'd love to know the approximate size and location where the project is occurring (so that I can get a 
rough estimate of the project's environmental impacts).  
 

Give me a call or shoot me an email tomorrow and I'll try my very best to simply my request সহ঺঻ 
 
Thanks for your time and help, Mylissa! 
 
Sincerely, 
Cassie 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Mylissa Griggs <mgriggs@cityofjacksonville.net>  
Sent: Monday, April 6, 2020 4:32 PM 
To: Schmidt, Cassie P. <CPSchmidt@GarverUSA.com> 
Cc: Manny Browder <MBrowder@cityofjacksonville.net> 
Subject: Re: Information Request for Planned or Recent Past Projects 
 
I did, yes mam...I will go over this with our Public Works Director & get back with you tomorrow.  I believe we will need a 
bit more clarity as to exactly what type of projects you need included in our response.   
 
Mylissa Griggs 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
> On Apr 6, 2020, at 3:17 PM, Schmidt, Cassie P. <CPSchmidt@garverusa.com> wrote: 
>  
>  
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McAbee, William C.

From: Ben France <bfrance@littlerockchamber.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2020 9:29 AM
To: Schmidt, Cassie P.
Subject: RE: Information Request for Planned or Recent Past Projects

Hi Cassie,  
 
Hope you are doing well.  
 
Here are just a few items I know of: 
 

‐ Love’s Travel Stop at 11801 I 40 Fwy. I believe they rebuilt their store. 
‐ Loreal built a solar farm at 11500 Maybelline Rd 
‐ Can you count the I‐40 construction near Jacksonville? 

 
I don’t know of any foreseeable construction. I would think there have been retail and single family/multifamily 
construction in Jacksonville and North Little Rock that are in the resource study area as well past construction near the 
LRAFB. There are building permits available from the city of North Little Rock and city of Jacksonville. I’m not sure how 
detailed this report needs to be.  
 
Sorry I’m not much of help.  
 
Ben  
 
 

From: Schmidt, Cassie P. <CPSchmidt@GarverUSA.com>  
Sent: Thursday, April 9, 2020 9:41 PM 
To: Ben France <bfrance@littlerockchamber.com> 
Subject: Information Request for Planned or Recent Past Projects 
 
Hi Mr. France, 
  
Sorry again for missing your call this afternoon.  As I may have briefly mentioned in my voice message, I am conducting a 
cumulative impacts analysis for a project located about 4.5 miles southwest of downtown Jacksonville and, as a part of 
that, I’m tasked with taking inventory of any past, present, or future projects within the “resource study area” shown in 
the attached maps. As you can see, the southwest corner of the resource study area, which is in North Little Rock, is as 

close to LR as we get, but I was told you may have some information about the area so I’m pestering you just in case সহ঺঻. 
  
Do you know of any past (constructed in the last 5 years), present, or planned and reasonably foreseeable (as defined 
below and within the next 5 years) projects within the resource study area?  If so, could you please provide the general 
location and size of the planned projects so I can estimate the amount of wetlands those projects will impact?  Verbal 
descriptions, KMZs, or hand drawing these on a map will be fine (whatever works best for you!). 
  
Reasonably foreseeable is an action that is probable, sufficiently likely to occur (excludes effects that are possible but not
probable [e.g. “tabled” plans]).  Impacts that are merely possible, or that are considered “speculative,” are not reasonably
foreseeable. 
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Thank you for your time and let me know if you have any questions. Also, if you prefer, feel free to call me and give me 
your verbal reply if that makes your life easier. If possible, it would be so wonderful to get your response within a week. 
Thank you again and I hope you are staying well (and sane!).   
  
Most Sincerely, 
  

Cassie Schmidt 
Environmental Scientist/Environmental Specialist 
Transportation Team 
 

479-287-4673 
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McAbee, William C.

From: COUNTS, SIDNEY B GS-12 USAF AMC 19 CES/CEIEC <sidney.counts@us.af.mil>
Sent: Friday, April 3, 2020 10:50 AM
To: Schmidt, Cassie P.
Subject: RE: Information Request for Planned or Past Projects
Attachments: Info for Cassie at Garver.docx

Hi Cassie, 
 
I’m socially distancing myself, working from home, I don’t personally know anyone that is sick with 
Covid 19. So, overall, I’m doing well. I hope you are as well.  
 
I took some screen shots of our most resent multipurpose EA. Hopefully, this gives you all the info 
you asked for. The runway project does have small sections that is in the floodplain. The EA failed to 
point that out but it is a known fact. I have some floodplain maps attached showing this. Also, the time 
has changed in regard to the runway. It is planned to start late 2020/early 2021 and go for about 4 
years.  
 
If you need more info, let me know.  
 
Side question. Does your company do EBSes Environmental Baseline Surveys? There is a 
construction project possibly coming up and the contractor is asking us for recommendations for a 
company to complete an EBS. 
 
Thanks,   
 
Bryant 
 
Respectfully, 
 
S. Bryant Counts 
 
Air Quality Manager, Solid Waste/QRP Manager,  
NEPA Manager, CEI Flight Safety Representative,  
Environmental GPC holder and  
Fish/Wildlife GPC holder 
 
Little Rock AFB  
 
Comm: (501) 987-8788       DSN: 731-8788 
 
From: Schmidt, Cassie P. <CPSchmidt@GarverUSA.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2020 6:16 PM 
To: COUNTS, SIDNEY B GS‐12 USAF AMC 19 CES/CEIEC <sidney.counts@us.af.mil> 
Subject: [Non‐DoD Source] Information Request for Planned or Past Projects 
 
Hi Bryant! 
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Long time no see!  How are you?  Are things crazy there on the base with the Covid19 thing?  I imagine you’re a busy bee 
with all this virus stuff in addition to regular duties, so I’m a bit sheepish to even send this request, but it’s something I 

need to do, so here I go:  সহ঺঻ 
 
I am conducting a cumulative impacts analysis for a project located about 6 miles south of the base and as a part of that, 
I’m tasked with taking inventory of any past, present, or future projects within the “resource study area” shown in the 
attached maps. I have also included a Google Earth KMZ of the resource study area in case that’s helpful. As you can see, 
the northern end of the resource study area is within the LRAFB. 
 
Do you know of any past (constructed in the last 5 years), present, or planned and reasonably foreseeable (as defined 
below and within the next 5 years) projects on the base?  If so, could you please provide the general location and size of 
the planned projects so I can estimate the amount of wetlands those projects will impact?   
 
Reasonably foreseeable is an action that is probable, sufficiently likely to occur (excludes effects that are possible but not
probable [e.g. “tabled” plans]).  Impacts that are merely possible, or that are considered “speculative,” are not reasonably
foreseeable. 
 
Thank you for your time and let me know if you have any questions. Also, if you prefer, feel free to call me and give me 
your verbal reply if that makes your life easier. Oh, and if you’re not the appropriate person to ask for this type of 
inquiry, do you know who I should contact instead? Sending you my warmest wishes and I so hope this email finds you 
well!   
 
Sincerely, 
 

Cassie Schmidt 
Environmental Scientist/Environmental Specialist 
Transportation Team 
 

479-287-4673 
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McAbee, William C.

From: Bryan Day <bryan.day@portoflittlerock.com>
Sent: Saturday, April 4, 2020 6:00 AM
To: Mueller, Todd, E.
Cc: Schmidt, Cassie P.; McAbee, William C.
Subject: Re: VORTAC EA - Cumulative Impacts

Categories: Filed by Newforma

Assuming the area in question is the map with the red outline, the Port of Little Rock does not have any plans for 
projects in that area ‐ it is beyond our jurisdiction.  This excludes the VOR Cone.  
 
Hope this helps and thank you. 

Bryan  
 
 
 

On Apr 1, 2020, at 1:22 PM, Mueller, Todd, E. <TEMueller@garverusa.com> wrote: 

  
Bryan,  
  
Please read the e‐mail below and confirm that the LRPA does not have any “reasonably foreseeable” 
projects in the resource study area that will be done in the next 5 years. This is something that needs to 
be included in the Environmental Assessment for the environmental clearance. I am pretty sure that you 
do not have any projects that are planned within the defined area, but I want to get confirmation.  
  
Thanks, 
  

Todd Mueller 
Garver 
501-537-3269 

  

From: Schmidt, Cassie P. <CPSchmidt@GarverUSA.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2020 5:45 PM 
To: Mueller, Todd, E. <TEMueller@GarverUSA.com> 
Cc: McAbee, William C. <WCMcAbee@GarverUSA.com> 
Subject: VORTAC EA ‐ Cumulative Impacts 
  
Howdy Todd, 
  
I’m helping Bill on the VORTAC relocation EA with regards to the cumulative impacts section and I’d like 
to ask the LRPA if they have any other planned, reasonably foreseeable (see definition below), projects 
within the next 5 years in the “resource study area” shown in the attached maps (besides the relocation 
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of the VORTAC). I have also included a Google Earth KMZ of the resource study area in case that’s 
helpful.  
  
If they do, could you/they please provide the general location and size of the planned projects so I can 
estimate the amount of wetlands those projects will impact? 
  
Reasonably foreseeable is an action that is probable, sufficiently likely to occur (excludes effects that are 
possible but not probable [e.g. “tabled” plans]).  Impacts that are merely possible, or that are considered 
“speculative,” are not reasonably foreseeable. 
  
Thank you for your time and let me know if you have any questions. Also, if you prefer that I contact 
LRPA/Mr. Day directly, I’d be happy to do that. 
  
Sincerely, 
  

The linked image cannot be displayed.  The file may have been moved, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.

 

Cassie Schmidt 
Environmental Scientist/Environmental Specialist 
Transportation Team 
 

479-287-4673 

 

  
<Resource Study Area.pdf> 
<CumulativeImpactResourceStudyArea.kmz> 
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McAbee, William C.

From: DJames@nlr.ar.gov
Sent: Tuesday, April 7, 2020 9:43 AM
To: Schmidt, Cassie P.
Subject: RE: Test (without attachments)

I have reviewed the City’s Databases and I find the following project – some maybe out of the area but it was difficult to 
tell so I included them for your review  
13301 Valentine Road – Maverick Transpiration – Plan Review July 2019 – Addition of 55,000 square foot shop building 
and 149 paved parking spaces 
11801 I‐40 – Loves Travel Stop – Plan Review Mid 2018 ‐ Rebuild after fire additional paved areas along the east side of 
the site to accommodate truck parking 
8901 Diamond Drive – Volvo Mack Truck dealership facility – 14 acres – 80,335 square feet building – unclear on the 
square footage of paved area – Finial inspection Mid 2017 
2330 HWY 161 – Dollar General Store – 1.42‐acres – total pervious area 28,950 square feet including building area – 1st 
quarter 2019 
5601 Prichard Road ‐ Gymnasium and educational space – Mid 2016 – 9400 square feet building  
If you have any questions or need any additional information please let me know.  

From: Schmidt, Cassie P. <CPSchmidt@GarverUSA.com>  
Sent: Monday, April 6, 2020 3:13 PM 
To: James, Donna <DJames@nlr.ar.gov> 
Subject: RE: Test (without attachments) 
Oh great!!! Guess it was that Google Earth file that was giving us trouble. Thank you for working with me on that just 
now and thanks for your review time. 
Please let me know if you have any questions! 
Sincerely, 

Cassie Schmidt 
Garver 
479-287-4673 
Cell #918-440-2886 

From: DJames@nlr.ar.gov <DJames@nlr.ar.gov>  
Sent: Monday, April 6, 2020 3:12 PM 
To: Schmidt, Cassie P. <CPSchmidt@GarverUSA.com> 
Subject: RE: Test (without attachments) 
Ok I have the map and your email. Will review and get back to you.  

From: Schmidt, Cassie P. <CPSchmidt@GarverUSA.com>  
Sent: Monday, April 6, 2020 3:11 PM 
To: James, Donna <DJames@nlr.ar.gov> 
Subject: RE: Test (without attachments) 
Well rats!  
I’m trying again with just the PDF attached.  
And below is my original request: 
I briefly mentioned, I am conducting a cumulative impacts analysis for a project located about 7 miles northeast of 
downtown NLR and, as a part of that, I’m tasked with taking inventory of any past, present, or future projects within the 
“resource study area” shown in the attached maps. I have also included a Google Earth KMZ of the resource study area 
in case that’s helpful. As you can see, the western side of the resource study area is within the city limits of North Little 
Rock. 
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Do you know of any past (constructed in the last 5 years), present, or planned and reasonably foreseeable (as defined 
below and within the next 5 years) projects in your city’s jurisdiction? If so, could you please provide the general location 
and size of the planned projects so I can estimate the amount of wetlands those projects will impact?  
Reasonably foreseeable is an action that is probable, sufficiently likely to occur (excludes effects that are possible but not
probable [e.g. “tabled” plans]). Impacts that are merely possible, or that are considered “speculative,” are not reasonably
foreseeable. 
Thank you for your time and let me know if you have any questions. Also, if you prefer, feel free to call me and give me 
your verbal reply if that makes your life easier. Thank you again!  
Sincerely, 

Cassie Schmidt 
Garver 
479-287-4673 

From: DJames@nlr.ar.gov <DJames@nlr.ar.gov>  
Sent: Monday, April 6, 2020 3:09 PM 
To: Schmidt, Cassie P. <CPSchmidt@GarverUSA.com> 
Subject: RE: Test (without attachments) 
Just the test one without the attachment 

From: Schmidt, Cassie P. <CPSchmidt@GarverUSA.com>  
Sent: Monday, April 6, 2020 3:08 PM 
To: James, Donna <DJames@nlr.ar.gov> 
Subject: RE: Test (without attachments) 
Did you get the first one that included the attachments, or just this “test” one? 

Cassie Schmidt 
Garver 
479-287-4673 

From: DJames@nlr.ar.gov <DJames@nlr.ar.gov>  
Sent: Monday, April 6, 2020 3:07 PM 
To: Schmidt, Cassie P. <CPSchmidt@GarverUSA.com> 
Subject: RE: Test (without attachments) 
Got the email 

From: Schmidt, Cassie P. <CPSchmidt@GarverUSA.com>  
Sent: Monday, April 6, 2020 3:07 PM 
To: James, Donna <DJames@nlr.ar.gov> 
Subject: Test (without attachments) 
Just wondering if you can get this if I don’t include the attachments. 

Cassie Schmidt 
Environmental Scientist/Environmental Specialist 
Transportation Team 
 

479-287-4673 

 

Disclaimer 

The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient and 
others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or 
taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. 
 
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware. 
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McAbee, William C.

From: Van McClendon <vmcclendon@pulaskicounty.net>
Sent: Thursday, April 2, 2020 11:10 AM
To: Schmidt, Cassie P.
Subject: Re: LRPA VORTAC Relocation - Cumulative Impacts

Cassie, 
 
Multiple jurisdictions are involved in your study area:  North Little Rock, Jacksonville, Sherwood and 
unincorporated Pulaski County (you should probably contact these jurisdictions for more information).  Most 
of it is located within the floodplain. I can't recall any large scale development (other than Trammel Lakes 
Estates ‐ a single family development located near the intersection of Trammel Road and Highway 161) in the 
project area. The Little Rock Chamber has been active looking at a project sites on the North side of I‐40 at 
near the Pulaski/Lonoke County Line (you might contact Ben France (501‐377‐6004) about those possibilities. 
 
Van McClendon CFM, Director 
Pulaski County Planning and Development 
3200 Brown Street 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72204 
(501) 340‐8260 
Fax: (501) 340‐8274 

From: Schmidt, Cassie P. <CPSchmidt@GarverUSA.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2020 6:05 PM 
To: Van McClendon 
Subject: LRPA VORTAC Relocation ‐ Cumulative Impacts  
  
Hi Van, 
  
I’m not sure if you remember me or not, but I spoke over the phone with you last week regarding the Southwest Trail 
bike/ped project and was asking about any future projects with Pulaski County’s jurisdiction. 
  
Well, I’m now working on a new project and needing similar information.  For this new project, the area I’m interested in 
is shown in the attached maps. I have also included a Google Earth KMZ of the resource study area in case that’s helpful. 
  
Do you know of any past (constructed in the last 5 years), present, or planned and reasonably foreseeable (as defined 
below and within the next 5 years) projects in the “resource study area”?  If so, could you please provide the general 
location and size of the planned projects so I can estimate the amount of wetlands those projects will impact? 
  
Reasonably foreseeable is an action that is probable, sufficiently likely to occur (excludes effects that are possible but not
probable [e.g. “tabled” plans]).  Impacts that are merely possible, or that are considered “speculative,” are not reasonably
foreseeable. 
  
Thank you for your time and let me know if you have any questions. Also, if you prefer, feel free to call me and give me 
your verbal reply if that makes your life easier. 
  
Sincerely, 
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Cassie Schmidt 
Environmental Scientist/Environmental Specialist 
Transportation Team 

479-287-4673




