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Abstract: Many Mississippi River Delta studies have shown recent declines in fluvial sediment load
from the river and associated land loss. In contrast, recent sedimentary processes on the subaqueous
delta are less documented. To help address this knowledge gap, multicores were collected offshore
from the three main river outlets at water depths of 25–280 m in June 2017 just after the peak river
discharge period, with locations selected based on 2017 U.S. Geological Survey seabed mapping. The
coring locations included the undisturbed upper foreset, mudflow lobes, gullies, and the undisturbed
prodelta. Nine multicores were analyzed for Beryllium-7 activity, and four cores were analyzed for
excess Thorium-234 activity via gamma spectrometry, granulometry and X-radiography. Our results
indicate a general trend of declining 7Be and 234Th activities and inventories with increasing distance
from sources and in deeper water. The core X-radiographs are graded from the predominantly
physically stratified nearshore to the more bioturbated offshore, consistent with the sedimentation
patterns. Sediment focusing assessed via the 7Be and 234Th sediment inventories shows preferential
sedimentation in gully and lobe environments, whereas the upper foreset and prodelta focusing
factors are relatively depleted. Overall, short-term sediment deposition from the main fluvial source
remains active offshore from all three major river outlets, despite the overall declining river load.

Keywords: Mississippi River Delta Front; submarine landslide; sedimentation; radionuclide

1. Introduction

River deltas are sedimentary gateways between terrestrial river catchments and con-
tinental shelf and deep-sea environments. Sediment dispersal through and within sub-
aqueous portions of deltas occurs via hydrodynamic processes and mass wasting, which
is globally important in river deltas [1–3], but less studied than hydrodynamic processes.
Subaqueous deltaic morphology and stratigraphy are strongly influenced by the combined
effects of sediment supply, waves, tides, and gravity-driven flow, and studies in the last
two decades have determined that sediment transport aided by gravity-driven phenomena
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is more widespread than previously understood [4–8]. The Mississippi River Delta Front
(MRDF) is an area extending offshore of the Mississippi River Delta (MRD) at water depths
of ~10–250 m with distinct morphological features related to gravity-driven sediment trans-
port [2,9]. The MRD is economically valuable in terms of marine transportation, fisheries,
and oil and gas production and transport [10]. Although an extensive body of literature
documents subaqueous mass wasting on the MRDF [2,11–15], the last regional seabed
survey completed on the MRDF occurred in the late 1970s [9]. Since that time, the MRD has
begun to shift from net progradation to at least partial backstepping due to reductions in
sediment supply and the landward re-routing of dispersal patterns [15,16]. Nevertheless,
geohazards remain active [17], and many questions remain unanswered regarding triggers,
sediment flux, and spatial and temporal scales of seabed failure [2]. This study’s analysis of
the MRDF’s short-term sediment dispersal patterns is an initial step towards a larger-scale
investigation [14,15,17–19], initiated by the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management in 2022
to address these questions using new technology and methods that have been developed
since Coleman’s (1981) work [9].

The largest mass wasting events on the MRDF are triggered primarily by hurricane
waves and have caused major damage to oil and gas infrastructure, toppling platforms and
disrupting pipelines [2,17,20]. The impacts of these events on offshore structures have been
known since the 1970s [21]. The modern MRD region contains infrastructure responsible for
nearly 20% of US hydrocarbon production [22], demonstrating the economic implications
of these geohazards.

In addition to hurricane waves, rapid sedimentation along the MRDF is also a con-
tributing factor to submarine landslides [23]. High sedimentation rates >1 m/yr have been
measured adjacent to distributary mouths [9]. However, more recent changes in seabed
morphology near river outlets show that portions of the MRDF are retreating landward
rather than prograding [15]. Research suggests that sediment is initially deposited within
~30 km offshore of Southwest Pass and sediment focusing occurs proximal to Southwest
Pass [24,25]. One study which focused on the Southwest Pass region indicates that the
highest sediment deposition rates (SDRs) are observed proximal to the river outlet and
SDRs do not correlate between depositional environments located similar distances from
the river outlet [18]. To gain a broader regional perspective coupling present-day MRDF
seabed morphology and sedimentation patterns and to test geological and geophysical tools
for effectiveness in this environment, new preliminary regional geophysical and coring
surveys were conducted in 2017. These surveys were geographically focused on regions
offshore of major river outlets, encompassing <15% of the MRDF area. The main objective
of our research is to evaluate the sedimentation rates and dispersal patterns of Mississippi
River (MR) sediment using short-lived radiochemical tracers (7Be and 234Th) and similar
methods to those of Corbett et al. (2004) [24], Corbett et al. (2007) [25] and Keller et al.
(2017) [18], but encompassing a larger geographic region and with the cores targeted using
new geophysical data [26] postdating Corbett et al. (2007) [25] and Keller et al. (2017) [18].
Expanding on Keller et al. (2017) [18], we hypothesize that initial sediment deposition may
be controlled by initial plume dynamics (as observed by Keller et al., 2017) [18], but that
subsequent remobilization and deposition via mass transport phenomena creates multi-
stage dispersal [8,27,28] due to both gravity-driven flow and reduced bed shear stress from
waves in deeper water which may produce sediment focusing within specific depositional
settings, such as gullies and lobes (Figures 1–3). Such patterns can be elucidated via sedi-
ment radioisotope geochronology, supported by an analysis of the sedimentary fabric to
assess bioturbation (under a relatively slow sedimentation rate) and physical stratification
(under a relatively faster sedimentation rate) [29]. It is important to note that this study
focuses on sedimentary processes observed within relatively short timeframes (less than
~eight months) and offers insights into mass wasting events occurring over longer temporal
scales (annual to decadal).
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Figure 1. Overview of study area location (A) and regional extent of mudflow gullies and lobes on 

the Mississippi River Delta Front [30] with coring  locations denoted by red circles (B). Base map 

provided by Earthstar Geographics via Esri. 

 

Figure 1. Overview of study area location (A) and regional extent of mudflow gullies and lobes on
the Mississippi River Delta Front [30] with coring locations denoted by red circles (B). Base map
provided by Earthstar Geographics via Esri.
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Figure 2. Map of study area showing Mississippi River Delta Front (A), Pass a Loutre (B), Southwest
Pass (C) and South Pass (D). Core locations are denoted by red circles. CTD cast locations are denoted
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by green circles. Seismic line is denoted by black line in Southwest Pass labeled A–A’ (C). Panel A
shows approximate locations (white squares) for bathymetry data shown in panels (B–D). Bathymetric
data [26] are shown with elevation reported in meters (NAVD 88). Bathymetry data shown in
panels (B–D) have different scales due to being separate datasets. Base map provided by Earthstar
Geographics via Esri.

Water 2024, 16, x FOR PEER REVIEW  4  of  18 
 

 

Figure 2. Map of study area showing Mississippi River Delta Front (A), Pass a Loutre (B), Southwest 

Pass (C) and South Pass (D). Core locations are denoted by red circles. CTD cast locations are denoted 

by green circles. Seismic  line  is denoted by black  line  in Southwest Pass  labeled A–A’ (C). Panel A 

shows approximate locations (white squares) for bathymetry data shown in panels (B–D). Bathymetric 

data [26] are shown with elevation reported in meters (NAVD 88). Bathymetry data shown in panels 

(B–D)  have different  scales due  to  being  separate datasets. Base map provided  by Earthstar Ge-

ographics via Esri. 

 

Figure 3. Sub-bottom seismic data [26] depicting various seabed features commonly found along 
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Figure 3. Sub-bottom seismic data [26] depicting various seabed features commonly found along the
Mississippi River Delta Front. Data collected near Southwest Pass; see black line A–A’ in Figure 2C
for location.

2. Methodology
2.1. Study Site

The study area encompasses the MRDF along the Louisiana continental shelf offshore
of the MR’s lowermost major distributaries: namely, Southwest Pass (SW Pass), South Pass
(S Pass) and Pass a Loutre (PAL) (Figure 1). Core sites are located <25 km from the mouth
of the MR at water depths ranging between 27 m and 258 m (Figure 2).

The MR is the largest riverine system in North America and possesses a drainage basin
of 3.4 × 106 km2; the MRD is classified as a fluvially dominated delta [5,31]. The MR has
experienced a declining sediment load over the past ~100 yr due to multiple anthropogenic
factors [16,32,33] and has an estimated annual sediment load of 157 Mt/yr (million metric
tons per year) near Baton Rouge, Louisiana, calculated during 2008–2010 [34], with fine silt
and clay comprising ~80% of the total suspended load [35]. Suspended sediment loads leav-
ing SW Pass, S Pass, and PAL were estimated as 20.8, 4.7 and 4.8 Mt/yr during 2008–2010,
respectively [34]. Since then, S Pass and PAL discharges may have been partially blocked
due to in-channel dredge spoil disposal and associated in-channel sedimentation [36], with
smaller fractions of total upstream load likely now exiting these major river outlets [37].

Coleman et al. (1998) [38] subdivided the subaqueous delta front into four areas
according to depth: interdistributary bays (0–10 m), upper delta front (10–70 m), interme-
diate delta front (70–120 m) and lower delta front (120–200 m), bordered in the seaward
direction by prodelta (extending out to ~300 m), with each having common morphological
features unique to their location. The delta front corresponds broadly to the foresets of a
deltaic clinothem, and the prodelta corresponds to a deltaic clinothem bottomset [39]. The
most distinctive morphological features of the MRDF are mudflow gullies and mudflow
lobes. Gullies are typically tens of kilometers in length and hundreds of meters in width,
occurring in water depths of approximately 5–90 m with steep gradients flanking the edges
up to 19◦ [13] (Figure 1). Mudflow gullies incise clinothem foresets and merge downslope
into mudflow lobes with positive relief. Lobes are depocenters for sediment transported
downslope from gullies and can often stack on one another and intersect through time.
Lobes vary in thickness but are generally <10 m thick. Mudflow gullies and lobes on the
MRDF are commonly found on slopes ranging between 0.5◦ and 1.5◦ [13], but slope failures
have occurred in areas with a slope <0.3◦ [21].
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2.2. Evidence of Mass Failures and Triggering Mechanisms

Mudflow gullies and lobes are produced from an interaction of high sediment input
via the MR and slope failure, occurring on variable seabed slopes [13,21]. Maloney et al.
(2018) [15] highlighted mudflow lobe accretion and advancement in regions off SW Pass
and S Pass with areas off PAL remaining quiescent (using similar approaches with more
advanced technology and more recent data than those of Coleman et al., 1980) [13].

Previously, most research related to seabed failures along the MRDF was conducted in re-
sponse to major infrastructure damage and mudflows initiated by hurricane waves [15,23,40].
However, Obelcz et al. (2017) [14] documented seabed movement during relatively quies-
cent periods, suggesting that annual winter storm waves may also trigger flows. Similarly,
Maloney et al. (2018) [15] documented recent mudflow morphodynamics despite reduced
sedimentation rates, highlighting the need for more research on triggering mechanisms of
failure events and long-term implications of reduced sediment discharges. Additionally,
repeat bathymetric surveys have tracked the movement of individual mud flow debris blocks
during periods without major hurricanes [17].

2.3. Fieldwork and Core Sampling/Processing

Field work was performed in early June 2017 aboard the R/V Point Sur offshore of the
MR’s main distributary outlets (SW Pass, S Pass and PAL). Seafloor morphologies sampled
included undisturbed upper foresets (uuf), mudflow gullies (gul), mudflow lobes (lob)
and prodelta (pro). Sampling locations were determined using multi-beam bathymetry
and sub-bottom seismic data (Figures 2 and 3) collected by the United States Geological
Survey (USGS) in May 2017 [26]. Cores were collected approximately ten days after peak
river discharge in late May 2017, using an Ocean Instruments MC-800 multicore (Ocean
Instruments, Fall City, WA, USA) with eight sampling tubes 10 cm diameter and 70 cm
long and with nominal recovery of cores that were 50 cm long.

Following initial collection, a single core was chosen for radiochemical and grain-
size analyses, a second core for X-radiography and a third core to be archived for future
studies. Cores used for radiochemical and grain-size analyses were extruded on deck and
subsampled at 2 cm intervals. Core slabs for X-radiography (2 cm thick) were subsampled
by inserting an open three-sided Plexiglass tray into the core tube then sealed by inserting
a fourth side to prevent distortion of the sedimentary fabric. Additional radionuclide,
grain-size, and X-radiography data can be found in Supplementary Materials [41].

2.3.1. Radionuclide Analysis

Radionuclides of interest for this study include 7Be (natural cosmogenic, t1/2 = 53.2 days,
477 keV peak) and 234Th (natural 238U series, t1/2 = 24.1 days, 63 keV peak), both of which
can be used as tracers of short-term sediment deposition due to their particle reactivity and
short half-life. Cosmogenic 7Be is produced naturally in the atmosphere, then deposited from
dry deposition and/or precipitation and adsorbed onto sediments [42]. It is often used as
a tracer for fluvially sourced sediments to measure short-term sediment accumulation rates
due to its relatively short half-life and tendency to become concentrated in fluvial sediments
above background activities in open-marine settings [18,24,25,43]. 234Th is continuously
produced in marine waters from the decay of its parent, 238U. Due to its short half-life and
the predominance of 234Th production in marine waters, this study uses 234Th as a proxy for
short-term sediment deposition rates and an indicator of marine resuspension events.

Samples were weighed and dried for 24 h to determine water content, then powdered
using a mortar and pestle and sealed into petri dishes (10–15 g of dry sediment per sample).
Two Canberra low-energy germanium detectors (Canberra/Mirion Technologies, Meriden,
CT, USA; calibrated using IAEA reference materials RGU-1 and IAEA 135) were used
for radionuclide measurement, with individual cores being restricted to one detector.
Samples analyzed for 7Be and 234Th were counted for 24 h within one half-life (for the
radioisotope of interest) from the date of collection. Self-absorption of 234Th gamma
photons was estimated using the transmission method [44]. Samples were initially analyzed
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for 234Th and recounted after 6 months to quantify excess 234Th, (total 234Th activity—
supported 234Th activity). Data are reported in decays per minute per gram (dpm/g), with
1 dpm/g = 60 Bq/g. Sediment deposition rates (SDRs; cm/day) were calculated for both
7Be and 234Th via regressions of data using Equation (1) [45]:

Az = A0e(−λz/SDR) (1)

where Az is activity (dpm/g) at depth z (cm), A0 is activity extrapolated to the surface
(dpm/g), λ is the decay constant of 7Be (0.01305 day−1) or 234Th (0.02876 day−1) and SDR
is the sediment deposition rate (cm/day).

Local focusing of sediment deposition can be assessed by comparing inventories of
7Be and 234Th with equilibrium inventories expected from vertical flux to the seabed in
the absence of lateral advection. Sediment inventories of 7Be and 234Thxs in cores were
calculated using Equation (2) [45]:

I = Σρs∆z(1 − Φi)Ai (2)

where I is inventory (disintegrations per minute/centimeter2, dpm/cm2), ρs is grain density
(g/cm3), assumed to be 2.65 g/cm3, ∆z is the thickness of sample (2 cm), Φi is porosity
calculated by water loss at 60 ◦C for 24 h and Ai is activity (dpm/g).

Two regional Gulf of Mexico studies of vertical 7Be flux and inventories were averaged
to calculate a reference 7Be inventory of 10.1 dpm/cm2: that of Baskaran et al., 1993 [46]
(14.7 dpm/cm2) and that of Corbett et al., 2004 [24] (5.4 dpm/cm2).

Equilibrium inventories of 234Th were estimated using the approach of Adhikari et al.
(2016) [47]. The parent isotope 238U concentrations were first estimated as a function of
water column salinity using Equation (3) [48]:

238U(±0.047) = 0.0786 × S − 0.315 (3)

where 238U is measured in (dpm/cm3) and S is salinity (SI units). Two locations (proximal
to SW Pass sites; proximal to PAL site) were used for salinity data that were supplied
from underway conductivity, temperature and depth (CTD) casts in May 2017 in the study
area [26]. Then, 234Th flux (F, dpm/cm−2 d−1)) was calculated using Equation (4) [47]:

(FTh)z = λTh

∫
(A238U − A234Th)dz (4)

where A is water column activities of 238U or 234Th (dpm/cm3), λTh is the radioactive decay
constant for 234Th and (FTh)z is the integrated water column flux (dpm/cm2 per day) of
234Th at depth ‘z’ (m). This model assumes that 234Th produced from 238U decay is rapidly
scavenged and transported to the seabed. The equilibrium background 234Th inventory (I,
dpm/cm2) was calculated using Equation (5) [45]:

F = λI (5)

where F is 234Th flux in the water column, and λ is the 234Th decay constant (0.02876 day−1).
Focusing factors were estimated using Equation (6) [45]:

FF = Ic/Ib (6)

where FF is focusing factor, Ic is core inventory (dpm/cm2) and Ib is estimated equilibrium
inventory (dpm/cm2). Uncertainty in core inventories is represented as average analytical
uncertainties in activity measurements for each core.

2.3.2. Grain Size Analysis

Wet sediment samples (<1 mL) were placed in test tubes with 40 mL of a 0.05% sodium
hexametaphosphate solution (Thermo Fisher Scientific, Waltham, MA, USA) and immersed
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in an ultrasonic bath to facilitate disaggregation. Several samples were tested with and
without removal of organics via H2O2 oxidation; negligible differences were observed
between treatments, so no H2O2 treatment was applied to remaining samples [18]. Samples
were measured in a Beckham Coulter laser diffraction particle analyzer (Model LS 13 320;
Beckham Coulter, Inc., Indianapolis, IN, USA). Volume–frequency contour plots were
generated for all cores using SigmaPlot© (Version 14.5). A total number of 242 samples,
sampled at 2 cm intervals, were analyzed for this study.

2.3.3. X-Radiography

X-radiography was performed using a portable MinXray HF8015+dlp X-ray generator
(Médical Tronik, Laval, QC, CA) illuminating a Samsung Model SP501 X-ray digital detector
panel (North Star Imaging, Allen, TX, USA). Image brightness and contrast were adjusted
using ImageJ© (Version 1.51) and Adobe Illustrator© (Version 21), and images are shown
with annotations for specific sedimentary features. Measurements of bioturbation intensity
down core were created through visual identification of physical versus biogenic features
in X-radiographs on 1 cm grids, then averaged horizontally.

2.4. Bed Shear Stress Estimation

Wave data from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) buoy
42040 (https://www.ndbc.noaa.gov/), accessed on 7 December 2022, were processed to
estimate inshore bed shear stresses produced by waves alone. Bed shear stress calculations
were made by using NOAA measurements of wave period, deep water wave height and
inshore water depth, as well as by using equation 106 and related methods from Wright
(1995) [49] to estimate wavelength and equations 62 and 57 from Soulsby (1997) [50] to
estimate wave friction factor and wave skin friction shear stress (tw), respectively.

3. Results
3.1. Radionuclide Analysis

Tables 1 and 2 contain descriptions of the core locations, the depositional environment
derived from multibeam mapping (Figure 2) and a summary of the 234Thxs and 7Be data.
Four cores (PS17-02, PS17-03, PS17-05 and PS17-91) were analyzed for both 7Be and 234Thxs
(Figure 4) due to rapid 234Th decay, and five additional cores analyzed for 7Be only.

Table 1. Summary of cores analyzed for excess Thorium-234. Sediment deposition rate is shown as
SDR. Theoretical Thorium-234 inventory is derived from Equations (3)–(5). Excess Thorium-234 core
inventory is calculated from Equation (2). Excess Thorium-234 sediment deposition rate (SDR) is
derived from Equation (1) and SDR R2 reflects fit to Equation (1).

Core ID Water Depth
(m)

Distance from
Pass (km) Facies

234Th
Theoretical
Inventory
(dpm/cm2)

234Thxs
Core

Inventory
(dpm/cm2)

234Thxs
Penetration
Depth (cm)

234Thxs SDR
(cm/Day) SDR R2

PS17-02 51 11 gul 5.78 33.7 12 ± 1 0.11 ± 0.01 0.98
PS17-03 60 13 lob 5.78 24.1 14 ± 1 0.06 ± 0.01 0.97
PS17-05 27 8 gul 5.78 44.4 18 ± 1 N/A N/A
PS17-91 40 14 gul 18.32 79.5 18 ± 1 0.28 ± 0.07 0.77

Table 2. Summary of cores analyzed for Beryllium-7.

Core ID
Water
Depth

(m)

Distance
from Pass

(km)
Facies

7Be
Theoretical
Inventory

(dpm/cm2) a

7Be
Theoretical
Inventory

(dpm/cm2) b

7Be Core
Inventory
(dpm/cm2)

7Be
Penetration

Depth
(cm)

7Be
Surface
Activity
(dpm/g)

7Be SDR
(cm/Day) c SDR R2

PS17-01 31 9 uuf 14.7 5.4 3.91 4 ± 1 4.35 0.016 1
PS17-02 51 11 gul 14.7 5.4 9.15 10 ± 1 5.17 0.05 ± 0.01 0.97
PS17-03 60 13 lob 14.7 5.4 6.62 6 ± 1 7.22 0.03 ± 0.01 0.97

https://www.ndbc.noaa.gov/
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Table 2. Cont.

Core ID
Water
Depth

(m)

Distance
from Pass

(km)
Facies

7Be
Theoretical
Inventory

(dpm/cm2) a

7Be
Theoretical
Inventory

(dpm/cm2) b

7Be Core
Inventory
(dpm/cm2)

7Be
Penetration

Depth
(cm)

7Be
Surface
Activity
(dpm/g)

7Be SDR
(cm/Day) c SDR R2

PS17-05 27 8 gul 14.7 5.4 37.6 26 ± 1 N/D 0.69 ± 0.79 0.08
PS17-20 187 18 uuf 14.7 5.4 0.66 2 ± 1 1.17 N/D N/D
PS17-26 206 20 uuf 14.7 5.4 0.39 2 ± 1 0.98 N/D N/D
PS17-32 258 23 pro 14.7 5.4 N/D N/D N/D N/D N/D
PS17-42 39 7 gul 14.7 5.4 13.2 22 ± 1 4.98 0.06 ± 0.01 0.9
PS17-91 40 14 gul 14.7 5.4 18.5 16 ± 1 4.82 0.12 ± 0.03 0.81

Beryllium-7 theoretical inventory a was sourced from Baskaran et al. (1993) [46] and Beryllium-7 theoretical
inventory b was sourced from Corbett et al. (2004) [24]. Beryllium-7 core inventory was calculated using
Equation (2). Beryllium-7 sediment deposition rate (SDR) c was derived from Equation (1) and SDR R2 reflects fit
to Equation (1). N/D denotes not detectable.
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Figure 4. Beryllium-7 (black circles) and excess Thorium-234 (red squares) activities from cores
located in Southwest Pass (A–C) and Pass a Loutre (D). Cores sampled include both gully (A,C,D)
and mudflow lobe (B) morphology. Water depth (WD) and distance from closest outlet (Dist.) are
denoted. Sediment deposition rate (SDR) is derived from Equation (1), and R2 values shown are
calculated from Beryllium-7 activity. Black lines reflect fit of Equation (1) to Beryllium-7 activity.

The core locations within 15 km of the MR and at water depths less than 60 m on
average exhibit 7Be surface activities of ~5 dpm/g, except for SW Pass site PS17-05 (Table 2).
South Pass sites PS17-20 and PS17-26 exhibit 7Be surface activities of ~1 dpm/g and are
located in deeper water (>185 m) and farther from the MR (>18 km) (Table 2). The cores
analyzed for 234Thxs are all located within 15 km of the MR and lie in waters shallower
than 60 m (Table 1). 7Be was detected in eight out of the nine core locations. 7Be was not
detected at site PS17-32, which is the most distal core location in the study area, located
approximately 23 km from S Pass at a 258 m water depth. The mudflow gully core locations
off of all the MR’s main distributaries (SW Pass, S Pass and PAL) exhibited the largest
inventories, penetration depth and SDRs with regard to 7Be. These locations are less than
15 km from the nearest dominant river outlet and at water depths less than ~50 m.
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The core inventories of both 7Be and 234Thxs tend to be highest in the gully depositional
environments, followed by the lobes and then the undisturbed upper foreset (Tables 1 and 2).
Focusing factors (Equation (6)) for the 234Thxs and 7Be inventories are shown in Figure 5A,B.
For 234Thxs, FF > 1 for all four of the cores (three gully cores and one lobe core). For the 7Be
inventories (Table 2, Figure 5A) in the three gully cores, FF ≥ 1 (within uncertainty derived
from activity measurements). The 7Be inventories (Table 2, Figure 5A) for the undisturbed
upper foreset and lobe cores yield FF < 1 (Figure 5B). Overall, the focusing factors for both
7Be and 234Thxs tend to be elevated in the gully locations (Figure 5A) and tend to decline
with increasing distance from the river outlets (Figure 5B).
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Figure 5. Focusing factors from core inventories of Beryllium-7 and excess Thorium-234 categorized
by morphology (undisturbed upper foreset: U, gully: G, lobe: L and prodelta: P) (A) and by distance
from river outlet (B). Focusing factor calculated using Equation (6). Focusing factors > 1 for both
Beryllium-7 and excess Thorium-234 are present only at locations with gully morphology. Panel
(C) shows a summary of mean bioturbation volume percentage ± standard deviation derived from
X-radiographs. Panel (B) shows that focusing factor decreases with increasing distance from river
outlet and panel (C) shows that % bioturbation increases with increasing distance from river outlet.

3.2. Grain Size Analysis

Figure 6 shows volume–frequency data for the cores located off of SW Pass (PS17-01,
02, 03 and 05) and deeper water off of S Pass (PS17-32 and 42). On average, the cores
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contain ~25% clay, ~69% silt and ~6% sand, with a modal grain size of very fine to fine silt.
The SW Pass cores tend to show greater downcore variations in modal grain size (evident
in the lateral variations of the warmest colors) than do the cores from the deeper water
off of S Pass. The clay and sand content in cores ranges from ~20 to 32% and ~2 to 11%,
respectively. The highest clay content occurs off of S Pass (PS17-32), which is the deepest
site (258 m) throughout the study area, containing ~32% clay. The SW Pass core locations in
shallow water proximal to the MR’s main distributaries coincide with the cores containing
the greatest sand content, ranging from ~7 to 11%.
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3.3. X-Radiography

The X-radiographic images for two SW Pass cores (PS17-03 and 05) and PAL (PS7-91)
are shown in Figure 7, including annotations for selected physical and biogenic sedimentary
structures, as well as 7Be and 234Thxs penetration depths. The three cores imaged in Figure 7
are each located in relatively shallow water (27–60 m) and close to river outlets (8–14 km).
They show a mixture of prominent physical stratification (PS17-05 and 91), prominent
burrows (annotated in PS-17-05) and faintly mottled fabric (much of PS-17-03). Figure 5C
shows an overall increase in the average volume % bioturbation per core with increasing
distance from the river outlet. A crossplot of the % bioturbation versus depositional
environment (i.e., similar to Figure 5A) showed no obvious trends.
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Figure 7. X-radiographs and sedimentary features denoted for cores located off of Southwest Pass
((A) lobes and (B) gullies) and Pass a Loutre ((C) gullies). Lowest detection depths for Beryllium-7
and excess Thorium-234 are shown. Examples of observed sedimentary features include bioturbation
(white dashed lines), bedding planes (section denoted in black) and cross-bedding (section denoted
in black). Scale bars are shown to the left of X-radiograph images at 5 cm intervals.

3.4. Bed Shear Stress Analysis

The wave-generated bed shear stress for a three-month period around the time of
the core collection is shown for water depths of 30 m and 60 m in Figure 8. Modeling
and laboratory studies for resuspending the freshly deposited sediment from Mississippi
River plumes with critical shear stresses of 0.1–0.3 Pa are required for resuspension [51,52].
Figure 8 indicates that resuspension likely occurred at the 60 m water depth at least once
during the observed period during the passage of Tropical Storm Cindy, and resuspension
likely occurred at least four times during the same period at water depths of 30 m. Wave-
supported resuspension likely is less frequent at water depths >60 m, suggesting that
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sediment resuspension assisted by waves occurs at least annually for six out of the nine
coring locations studied here.
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Figure 8. Bed shear stresses at varying depths (30 m—red line and 60 m—blue line) estimated [49,50]
from wave data of NOAA buoy 42040 (https://www.ndbc.noaa.gov/, accessed on 7 December
2022), for the time around 2017 coring activities. Buoy 42040 is in deeper water ~110 km SW of the
MRDF, so wave height for MRDF water depths was estimated [49]. MR discharge data from USGS
07295100 (https://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/sw, accessed on 7 December 2022), Tarbert Landing,
MS (gray line), timing of Tropical Storm Cindy (T.S. Cindy), dates of field collection (cruise dates)
and approximate resuspension threshold for coarse silt (dashed black line) are denoted.

4. Discussion

Sediment discharge via the MR is the primary sediment source to the MRDF, and
recent studies have shown that sediment deposition is concentrated within ~30 km of the
river’s main distributaries [24], mostly attributed to sedimentation from the river plume.
Keller et al. (2017) [18] identified a broad 7Be-laden blanket of sediment thinning offshore
from SW Pass, with no obvious trend associated with depositional environments, such as
gullies, lobes or prodeltas, consistent with Corbett et al. (2004) [24] and Xu et al. (2011) [53].
It also showed no obvious patterns consistent with gravity-driven remobilization into
gullies or otherwise downslope. After the initial deposition, waves, tides, currents and
sediment gravity flows can all redistribute sediment in multiple stages through fluvial–
marine dispersal systems [8,28].

The downslope flow of sediment into gullies and thence onto lobes is a prime example
of such multi-stage sediment dispersal in the MRDF. This can likely occur either as purely
gravity-driven flow or alternatively as hydrodynamic resuspension (waves and currents),
transport in the water column and redeposition in a time and place under a lower bed
shear stress [8,28]. Because gullies are generally deeper than the surrounding seabed (e.g.,
Figure 2), and because wave-generated shear stresses for specific wave conditions decline
with increasing depth, gullies may be more prone to sediment deposition and trapping
than the adjacent, more exposed and elevated seabed (Figure 8). The results in Figure 8
indicate that sediment resuspension by waves alone at ~30–60 m depths is routine in the
study area, albeit less frequent in deeper water.

The grain size analysis from the core locations off of SW Pass (PS17-01, PS17-02 and
PS17-03) may reflect the transport of sediment downslope. The core sites are located in
a transect from shallow to deep water (PS17-01 at 31 m, PS17-02 at 51 m and PS17-03 at
60 m). The grain size analysis of the cores shows that PS17-01 has the highest percentage of
sand, followed by PS17-03 and PS17-02. It can be expected that locations proximal to the
river contain coarser grain sizes due to settling velocities decreasing as the MR enters the
Gulf of Mexico. The low occurrence of sand at PS17-02 and the appearance of sand in two

https://www.ndbc.noaa.gov/
https://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/sw
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intervals of PS17-03 may suggest the transport of material downslope from the mudflow
gullies to lobes.

A radionuclide analysis of the short-lived isotope 7Be serves as a useful tracer of
newly deposited material sourced from the MR and in determining short-term sediment
deposition rates [18,24,25]. Due to its short half-life (t1/2 = 53.2 days), it is assumed that
a major source of 7Be is sediment deposition from the MR prior to field collection (June
2017), which captures the sedimentation of the previous ~six to eight months. Figure 8
displays a hydrograph of the MR discharge from Tarbert Landing station, indicating that
the high discharge precedes the core collection by 10–15 days (Figure 8). Areas of high
sediment accumulation along the MRDF in this study correspond with the MR’s dominant
distributaries of sediment transport. SW Pass remains the dominant distributary of the
MR, transporting most of the sediment load and exhibiting the highest SDR throughout
the MRDF [34]. The inventories of the cores analyzed for the excess 234Th inventory were
greater than the calculated theoretical inventory, indicating that sediment focusing was
taking place at these locations. The SDRs calculated from the excess 234Th were approxi-
mately double the SDRs derived from the 7Be data at three core locations (PS17-02, PS17-03
and PS17-91). Time-dependent variations in SDRs have been observed elsewhere [54];
this difference could possibly result from the shorter half-life of 234Th (compared to that
of 7Be), allowing 234Th profiles to record sedimentation processes varying over shorter
timescales (~3 months) than is possible with the longer-lived 7Be (~6–8 months). Generally,
the 7Be inventories and penetration depths were highest throughout the SW Pass study
site (Table 2). PAL ranked the second highest in the 7Be inventory, followed by S Pass. The
greatest 7Be inventories and activities were observed within 30 km of the MR, coinciding
with previous findings [18,24]. Localized rapid sedimentation across the MRDF is known
to precondition the seafloor for submarine landslide events [23]. Accordingly, short-term
7Be SDRs can provide insight into what areas along the MRDF may be more prone to mass
wasting events occurring on longer timescales (annual to decadal). Based on the fact that
rapid sedimentation contributes to mass wasting events and that the highest 7Be SDRs
observed were off of SW Pass, this area may be more preconditioned to mass failures at
present than S Pass and PAL.

From the seafloor morphological facies sampled (the undisturbed upper foresets,
mudflow gully, mudflow lobe and prodelta), the mudflow gullies throughout the MRDF
recorded the highest SDRs, inventories and penetration depths derived from the 7Be data
(Table 2). It is important to note that only one SDR from an undisturbed seafloor location
was suitable for our regression analysis (PS17-01). Two other undisturbed seafloor core sites
(PS17-20 and PS17-26), located approximately 18–20 km from the nearest river outlet, only
exhibited 7Be activity to a depth of 2 cm, which was insufficient for our regression analysis.
However, despite the lack of regression results for SDRs in these cores, the shallow pene-
tration depth of 7Be at these locations is also suggestive of relatively slow sedimentation.
The values of R2 for 7Be SDRs range from 0.08 to 0.97 (Table 2); Equation (1) used for these
regressions is a solution for steady-state sedimentation over the timescale of observation.
As a result, observations of low R2 in the cores containing substantial 7Be (e.g., Figure 4C)
can be attributed to some interruption of the steady processes that can mix sediments, such
as through bioturbation, physical resuspension or mass deposition [24]. The lowest SDR R2

correlation calculated for 7Be (0.08) was at site PS17-05. The X-radiography (Figure 7) at
this site reveals low bioturbation with the sedimentary fabric primarily intact, leading to
mass deposits as the cause of the low correlation.

The evidence for sediment focusing was assessed using the approaches described
above for Equations (2)–(6). For comparison, two studies, with field locations similar
in latitude to the MRDF, were used for a theoretical 7Be inventory. Two mudflow gully
locations (PS17-05, SW Pass; and PS17-91, PAL), exhibited higher 7Be inventories than the
inventory calculated by Baskaran et al. (1993) [46] for atmospheric deposition only. Three
additional sites (PS17-02 and PS17-03, SW Pass; and PS17-42, S Pass) exhibited higher 7Be
inventories than the inventory used by Corbett et al. (2004) [24]. These findings indicate
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that seafloor morphologies of mudflow gullies and mudflow lobes experience sediment
focusing. Possible scenarios for sediment focusing at mudflow gullies and lobes include
the following:

(1) Gullies and lobes receive more sediment because gravity flows develop during sedi-
ment deposition;

(2) Wave-enhanced sediment gravity flows (WESGFs) occur with the resuspension of
river-borne sediment [6];

(3) The resuspension of sediment from undisturbed seafloor and ridges occurs due to
higher bed shear stresses from waves, followed by preferential sediment deposition
in gullies and deeper water sites with lower bed shear stresses.

To assess the effects of distance from the river outlet on the sediment deposition, SW
Pass core sites PS17-01 (uuf), PS17-02 (gul) and PS17-03 (lob) were arranged in an inshore–
offshore transect (Figure 2). The 7Be core inventory, 7Be penetration depth and SDR for site
PS17-01, located on undisturbed seafloor and proximal to SW Pass, are all lower than the
measurements recorded at sites PS17-02 and PS17-03, which are located farther offshore
and in deeper water. In addition, site PS17-05 (gul) off of SW Pass is located at a similar
water depth and distance from the river-mouth as site PS17-01, but registers a substantially
higher 7Be inventory, SDR and penetration depth. 7Be inventories from cores located off of
SW Pass exhibit greater inventories than the theoretical inventory used by Corbett et al.
(2004) [24], with the exception of PS17-01. Cores PS17-42 off of S Pass and PS17-91 off of
PAL are located at similar water depths (±1 m) and have similar morphologies (mudflow
gullies) but different distances from the river-mouth (PS17-42, 7 km; and PS17-91, 14 km).
Also, recent research has shown that the two distributaries, S Pass and PAL, have similar
sediment discharges [34].

These similarities between sites, with the primary difference being the distance from
the river-mouth, provide sufficient information to evaluate the possible controls on sedi-
ment focusing. It was found that both sites experience sediment focusing when compared
to the theoretical inventory used by Corbett et al. (2004) [24]. However, PS17-91 (PAL)
located 7 km farther offshore than PS17-42 (S Pass), exhibits a higher 7Be inventory and
SDR than those of PS17-42. The 7Be data from the SW Pass cores and core sites located in
the gullies off S Pass and PAL indicate that other mechanisms, besides their proximity to
the river-mouth, primarily control the sediment focusing of 7Be-laden sediment at loca-
tions with known morphologies of mudflow gullies and lobes. It is important to note that
all of the 7Be core inventories calculated from undisturbed seafloor locations had lower
inventories than both the theoretical inventories used from Baskaran et al. (1993) [46] and
Corbett et al. (2004) [24]. These findings indicate that sediment focusing is correlated with
the specific seafloor morphologies of mudflow gullies and mudflow lobes and that these
morphologies are primary locations of sediment deposition along the MRDF.

Wave and/or current influence on the seafloor is evident in X-radiographic images of
PS17-91, off of PAL, where cross-bedding is present (Figure 7). The X-radiograph images
throughout the rest of the study area only exhibit planar bedding features, potentially
indicating vertical deposition from sediment plumes. The findings of excess 234Th inven-
tories greater than the calculated 234Th theoretical inventory combined with the presence
of cross-bedding suggest that waves and/or currents have a strong influence across the
MRDF, specifically at core site PS17-91. It is noted that currents play an important role in
the transportation of sediment. However, river flow and waves are the main influences
on the deposition and resuspension of fluvial and marine sediments on the Louisiana
shelf [25]. The X-radiography of core sites throughout the study region show a general
trend of increasing bioturbation as the water depth and distance from the MR increase.

Core sites proximal to the river-mouth experience high SDRs, an increased presence of
bedding and low bioturbation in comparison to core sites located farther offshore, which
exhibit high rates of bioturbation. The bioturbation plots and X-radiograph images of the
cores taken off of SW Pass and S Pass display this relationship. This is directly related to
the preservation potential of sedimentary event layers [29,55]. The physical stratification
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in the cores proximal to the MR have a higher preservation potential compared to distal
sites, a pattern that has been well established for the MR [56]. The X-radiograph images
indicate that the biogenic sedimentary fabric is likely to overprint the sedimentary fabric
when the rate of bioturbation greatly exceeds the net combined rates of physical reworking
and deposition [29].

5. Conclusions

This research provides a regional survey of active sediment deposition offshore of
major MR outlets using short-lived radioisotopes, contributing to our understanding of
sedimentary processes that influence sediment mass transport. Historic changes to the
sediment load of the MR and sediment dispersal patterns along the MRDF have strong
influences on submarine landslides temporally and spatially, highlighting the significance
of this study. The major conclusions of this study are as follows:

(1) Despite substantial reductions in the MR sediment load, our 7Be analysis shows the
active sediment deposition of fluvially sourced sediment offshore from all three major
outlets;

(2) Our 7Be analysis shows that the core sites proximal to the river-mouth received the
greatest amount of sediment and decreased offshore. SW Pass experienced the highest
sediment deposition rates (0.2 cm/day on average), followed by PAL and S Pass;

(3) The mudflow gully locations exhibit the highest sediment deposition rates, derived
from our 7Be analysis, out of all of the environments studied (undisturbed upper
foresets, mudflow gully, mudflow lobe and prodelta) across the entire sampling area;

(4) Sediment focusing was determined at five core locations (one lobe and two gully sites
off of SW Pass; one gully site off of S Pass; and one gully site off of PAL) based on
theoretical 7Be inventories used by Corbett et al. (2004) [24];

(5) The sediment deposition rates determined from the excess 234Th for sites PS17-02,
PS17-03 and PS17-91 were double those determined from 7Be, suggesting a strong
influence from waves and/or currents on the redistribution of sediment;

(6) The X-radiograph analysis of the cores shows a general trend of increasing biotur-
bation present as the distance offshore increases, with core sites proximal to the
river-mouth more likely to preserve bedding layers.

Based on the direct relationship between the sediment load of the MR and sediment
deposition on the delta front, future surveys should be considered in light of coastal
restoration efforts using the MR for proposed sediment diversions [57]. The construction of
the proposed sediment diversions will result in a loss of sediment arriving at the MRDF
and will likely lead to delta front degradation and affect the timing and occurrence of mass
wasting events.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting can be downloaded at: Courtois, Andrew
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