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Foreword
The Journal of the Houston Archeological Society is a publication of the Society. Our Mission is to foster

enthusiastic interest and active participation in the discovery, documentation, and preservation of cultural
resources (prehistoric and historic properties) of the city of Houston, the Houston metropolitan area, and the
Upper Texas Gulf Coast Region.

The Houston Archeological Society holds monthly membership meetings with invited lecturers who speak
on various topics of archeology and history. All meetings are free and open to the public.

Membership is easy! As a nonprofit organization, membership in the Houston Archeological Society is
open to all persons who are interested in the diverse cultural history of Houston and surrounding areas, as well
as the unique cultural heritage of the Upper Texas Gulf Coast Region. To become a member, you must agree
with the mission and ethics set forth by the Society, pay annual dues and sign a Code of Ethics agreement and
Release and Waiver of Liability Form.

The Membership Form and the Code of Ethics agreement and Release and Waiver of Liability Form are
available from the HAS website: http://www.txhas.org/membership.html

Current subscription rates are: Student $15, Individual $25, Family $30, Contributing $35+

Mail the completed and signed forms and a check for the appropriate amount to:

Houston Archeological Society
PO Box 130631

Houston, TX 77219-0631
Web Site: www.txhas.org

Current HAS Board Members:
President: Linda Gorski

Vice President: Larry Golden
Treasurer: Bob Sewell

Secretary: Beth Kennedy

Directors-at-Large:
Dub Crook

Ashley Jones
Frank Kozar
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Editor’s Message
I am pleased to present Issue #142 of The Journal, the third publication of the Houston Archeological

Society in 2020. This issue does not have a specific theme but contains 10 papers about various aspects of
Texas archeology covering the Paleoindian, Archaic, Woodland, Late Prehistoric, and Historic periods. In
additional, there are four short papers by prominent HAS members, Dr. Liz Coon-Nguyen, Louis Aulbach,
Linda Gorski and Val Phoenix, on how they became avocational archeologists. These four papers are the lead
articles in this issue of The Journal and are meant to demonstrate the many and varied routes most of us have
taken to become interested in the field of archeology.

Following these four short papers is a superb study of the artifacts and history of the camp of the 2nd

Division of the U.S. Army near Texas City that was in operation prior to the start of World War I. Charlie
Gordy, the author, has spent a great deal of time researching the history of the camp and its artifacts. This paper
is followed by a study of an Archaic to Late Prehistoric site in Walker County (41WA55) by long-time HAS
member Bill Moore and Tim Perttula. Tim has a second paper which follows this article on the aboriginal
ceramics from a number of sites along Allens Creek in Austin County. The last paper in this section describes
the artifacts from an archeological and paleontological collection from the McFaddin Beach area (41JF50)
donated to the HAS by Ms. Claudia Eggleston. This collection will be used in future teaching displays by the
HAS.

Next comes a series of papers on artifacts stemming from our ongoing study of the Andy Kyle curated at
the Sam Houston Regional Library and Research Center in Liberty, Texas.

The first paper in this section describes a short pastern bone from the leg of a Pleistocene horse (Equus sp.)
found at the Wood Springs site in Liberty County. While the bone cannot be unambiguously associated with
the Clovis or later Paleoindian occupation at the site, its presence along with bones of mammoth, mastodon,
and bison is intriguing. This paper is followed by a description of a large and heavily used Angostura point
from the Savoy site, also in Liberty County. Next are three papers describing unique pottery found in the Andy
Kyle Archeological Collection from two sites in Liberty County – Gum Slough and Wood Springs. The
engraved sherds found at the Gum Slough site are unknown and may represent a new type of Gulf Coast
ceramics. The first Wood Springs article describes the occurrence of a well-known Caddo trade ware, Holly
Fine Engraved. The second paper describes a Caddo ceramic vessel of the type Crocket Curvilinear Incised,
which was imported into the site from East Texas. The last paper in this issue describes a unique ceramic
artifact from the Savoy site in Liberty County which may represent a warp weight from a weaving loom.

Note that our new publishing policy has now expanded to include any topic of archeological interest that is
studied and written by a HAS member. First preference will be given to subjects along the Gulf Coast / Houston
area, followed by archeological subjects within the State of Texas. Material from outside Texas within the U.S.
would receive next consideration followed by subjects outside the U.S.. So if you have worked on a site in
Texas, the U.S.,  Europe, Africa, Meso-America, etc., consider writing it up and submit it to The Journal for
publication.

As always, we are very open to receiving any new submission that deals with an archeological subject. Do
not worry that your paper may not be “perfect”; your editor is more than willing to work with you to create a
publishable result. The Journal is the ideal vehicle for young and older authors alike to either begin or expand
your published resume. Please send all submissions and inquiries to Dub Crook at the following email address:

dubcrook@kingwoodcable.com

Or call me with questions at 281-360-6451 (home) or 281-900-8831 (cell).
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WHY I AM AN AVOCATIONAL ARCHEOLOGIST

Elizabeth Coon-Nguyen, M.D.

It was 1982, I was seven years-old, and at least
one or two Indiana Jones movies were out on VHS
by that point. But aside from the pop culture of the
time, I recall other influences which inspired my
interest in archeology. My great-aunt, Stella was my
great-grandmother’s much younger half-sister. Stella
was ahead of her time and a professor of statistics at
the University of Texas during the 1940’s, 50’s and
60’s. She lived in a little bungalow near campus,
never married, and her students were her family.
When not teaching, she traveled all around the
world. Visiting her house was like visiting a muse-
um. She would take us kids on world tours through
her living room, bringing forth her curiosities for us
to inspect and to read the carefully handwritten la-
bels she had put underneath each object. After she
died, my mother took us up for that last visit and we
cleared 60 years of her accumulated life and travels.
Her Tibetan prayer bells, little porcelain vases, Ve-
netian glass, and paper fans from Thailand all were
released from the dusty confines of her china cabi-
nets. These relics, which included things as varied as
scrimshaw knickknacks, rusty old keys from the San
Saba mission, and faded pot sherds from I hate to
think where, intrigued me. Another influence I can
vividly recall was my old garage sale collection of
National Geographic magazines, and I especially
liked the articles about mummies - Egyptian or Peru-
vian or Bog people, the time-period and location did
not matter. I can vividly recall an article about an
Incan girl, who had the remains of a drug-laced drink
on her blouse and who had been very carefully left
on a mountain top, probably as a sacrifice. The
braids in her hair and her clothes were still intact
despite the centuries. She was not much older when
she died than I was at the time, and that impressed
me. I tried to imagine what it must have been like to
be those parents or that girl.

My Science Fair project in the 5th grade was
entitled, “What Did the Maya Eat?” My parents took
me all over Houston to procure “coca” beans which
was not successful, thankfully. It was not until much
later that I discovered the difference between cacao
and coca or read about hallucinogenic enemas. For-
tunately none of this was included in this early foray

into experimental archeology. Despite my best ef-
forts, the judges didn’t deem the project “science”,
which sent me in the direction of “hard science” with
future projects (which also didn’t require Field Work
in Mesoamerica). I liked school in general and espe-
cially Biology, Chemistry, and Latin classes. By
High School time, a career in medicine seemed more
practical and a better fit for me.

My undergraduate degree is from Yale, a Liberal
Arts college. To fulfill the degree requirements, a
certain number of courses from each of the various
general disciplines were required. These included
humanities, arts, social sciences, and science, as well
as foreign languages. By the time I was selecting
classes for my Junior Year, it was evident that, while
my principal major was Biology, all the other classes
I had taken would contribute to a second major in
Archaeology. With some additional work to produce
the additional Senior Thesis, the Archaeology Major
could happen, and along with it, the ability to apply
for funding for a Summer Field School experience.
Dr. Takeshi Inomata was a Visiting Professor then,
and he taught a year-long Field and Lab Techniques
class. We excavated the Eli Whitney Armory near
New Haven, Connecticut, which is credited as the
birthplace of the technological innovation of Inter-
changeable Parts and later was a colt-.45 manufac-
turer. The course was a wonderful excuse to be
outside all day, off campus, on New England Fall
Saturdays.  Some of my favorite memories of my
time at Yale occurred there. Later, a few of us from
the class convinced Dr. Inomata to take undergrads
with him to Guatemala to work at his site at Aguateca.

Initially, he told us “No!” multiple times; they
just had a civil war and it’s not safe.  It’s in a third
world country and the site is in the middle of the
jungle. There is no electricity or running water. The
monkeys come through and throw sticks and excre-
ment at you. It’s remote and dangerous with no
medical services. It’s hot and humid and the rainy
season hits in June.  There are bugs, big bugs, and
snakes. And flies that lay eggs under your skin which
then hatch, pupate and erupt out from underneath
your skin. Somehow none of these very logical argu-
ments worked, and he finally relented. His graduate
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students told us that was the nicest camp he had ever
put together that year. Dr. Inomata had a water
cistern brought up and installed at the top of the
bluff, which fed some shower stalls created from
blue tarps, twine, and machetes.

Aguateca was not a large place and it dated to
later in the Maya period, at a time when it appeared
that warfare dominated.  The buildings were burned
and abandoned quickly. The city was situated at the
top of a bluff, with a river flowing below it. It was
not easy to reach, partly due to it’s defensible loca-
tion. After flying from the U.S. to Guatemala City,
we then flew to the Peten, near Tikal, loaded up in
the back of trucks to bounce along washed out dirt
tracks all day to a town that existed only because the
road crossed a river there. That was where the giant
beetles were hatching out, and they crunched under
your boots as you walked along the street at night,
millions of them. The next morning, we loaded all
our gear and equipment onto long skinny flat boats
and then spent a day on the river.  Once we reached
we reached the riverbank where the boats could
unload, our gear could then be carried up the slope to
the site. Waiting for us along the shoreline were the

local indigenous people, who still spoke the Maya
tongue and very, very little Spanish.

The project for that summer was a row of houses.
These were smaller, less ostentatious structures lo-
cated off the main square of the site.  Dr. Inomata
thought they were houses belonging to some middle-
class individuals, perhaps scribes or some type of
artisans, but not the ruling class elite. We had a
21-day schedule in which to excavate this block of
rooms, which were located at the top of the bluff.
Deposition was minimal, and we were able to expose
the lime covered floors quickly. Due to the sudden
nature of the fire and abandonment of the city, what
we found littering the floors was breathtaking and
very time consuming to excavate and document
properly. Jars were sitting exactly where they were
left. Beads scattered across a corner of a room.
Beneath the floor of one room, a graduate student
from Guatemala excavated a burial, that contained
jade inlaid teeth and a modified head shape. I am
forever grateful to Dr. Inomata for allowing me to
participate in that small portion of his research, espe-
cially knowing how much trouble and concern we
undergraduates caused him!

For a few months, mostly while I was preparing
to take the MCAT and start applying for medical
school, I thought about a career in archeology. I
spoke to my professors, my advisors, and at length
with Dr. Inomata. They all echoed similar themes
about the difficulty and hardships of an academic
archeologist. Few positions were available, for
which there was much competition. The career of an
archeologist also left little room for a personal life.
As an example, Dr. Inomata told me he was midway
through a several year stint at Yale, while his wife
was working at the University of Arizona. They
looked forward each year to field work because it
would be the most consecutive days they would
spend together. The hard scramble for grant money,
the year-to-year employment uncertainties, and the
difficulties in trying to attain tenure seemed over-
whelming. I would stick to the original plan of at-
tending Medical School and becoming a physician.
When I returned from Guatemala, I thought I had
turned in my trowel for good. And for 10+ years, I
had.

Medical School, residency, marriage, and early
parenthood were all-consuming. Then, at some
point, there were no more diapers or 3 AM feedings.
There were no more nights on call at the hospital or
every other weekend spent there making rounds on
patients. Time became available for other things!  I
stumbled across an article in the Houston Chronicle
about the Dimond Knoll site, TxDOT’s involvement
there, and the Houston Archeological Society. I
didn’t know the society existed before I read that

A young Liz Coon-Nguyen at a Mayan site in Guate-
mala.
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article. I didn’t know that avocational ar-
cheology existed before I read that article.
The very next monthly meeting, I was
there. And they haven’t been able to get
rid of me since!

That regular folks – doctors, lawyers,
retired cops, teachers, accountants – can
all participate in and contribute to the body
of archeological data in our area and be-
yond continues to amaze me. What a priv-
ilege! What an honor! The opportunity to
learn from people with lifetimes of accu-
mulated knowledge, from all across the
state, and then to put that knowledge to
some practical use, whether as a volunteer
at a salvage project like the Dimond Knoll
site, the Kellum-Noble House, or Frost
Town, or in a public outreach role at Kleb
Woods, or manning the HAS booth at
International Archeology Day or the Field
School Fair, has been a fulfilling experi-
ence. Participating in the longer-term field
work at Cottonfield and the large-scale
artifact processing after that field work
ended has been a growth experience for
many of us in the HAS, myself included.
My excavation abilities have significantly
improved, and, with the lab work, I have
increased my knowledge of and experi-
ence with lithic and ceramic artifacts. I
have enjoyed serving on the HAS Board
and participating in the planning aspects of
the society’s projects. This is a dynamic

Liz Coon-Nguyen
excavating at the
Mayan site of
Aguateca in
Guatemala.

Liz Coon-Nguyen taking notes during the excavation of the Cot-
tonwood Site in Colorado County.
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group of individuals with lots of great ideas and the
ability to make great things happen for Houston and
Southeast Texas archeology!

I am so grateful that an organization like the HAS
exists, and that it found me. I am grateful to Linda
Gorksi and the HAS Board of Directors for their
dedication to the organization, the projects in which
we participate, and the archeology. It is my sincere
hope and goal that the HAS can continue to be a

resource for the public to access and contribute to
archeology in the Houston area for years to come.
Thank you, Houston Archeological Society!

Liz Coon-Nguyen with Doug
Boyd during the youth group dig
at TAS Field School at Camp
Wood.

Liz Coon-Nguyen with her sister, Margaret Coon, at Hueco Tanks Rock Shelter.
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MY LIFE IN ARCHEOLOGY

Louis F. Aulbach

As the 2017 Texas Archeological Society Annual
Meeting approached, I made plans to attend the event
since I was going to receive my 30-year membership
certificate. It was hard to imagine that the time had
passed so quickly. Nevertheless, I recall very clearly
the time that I first joined the Texas Archeological
Society.

In the summer of 1980, I went canoeing for the
first time in my life. I grew up in the city of Houston
and my outdoor experiences as a youngster were
mostly related to playing baseball. During basic
training in the army, our company spent a few days
in the field where we slept in tents. What a revealing
experience! I loved it. So, eventually, when I re-
turned to Houston and got a regular civilian job, I
decided to buy some camping gear and head out to
the Big Bend of Texas over the Thanksgiving week-
end.

As a result of that trip to the Big Bend, I was
ready to jump on the idea that one of my friends on
my bowling team had. Hank (yes, his real name)
Moeller called and said he bought a canoe at a garage
sale and wanted to know if I wanted to try canoeing.
Without hesitation, I accepted the chance for a week-
end canoe trip on the Colorado River.

With that beginning, I decided that canoeing was
the gateway to the great outdoors. By the mid-1980's,
I was an active member of the Houston Canoe Club

(HCC) taking regular trips to the Texas Hill Country
and the Rio Grande Wild and Scenic River in the Big
Bend. After multiple trips through the Lower Can-
yons of the Rio Grande, Colorado Canyon in the
Upper Canyons of the Rio Grande, and Boquillas
Canyon in the Big Bend National Park, the research
on the history of this part of Texas led me to archeo-
logical reports from the Texas Historical Commis-
sion and the Texas Archeological Society. I sent in
my membership application to the TAS in 1987
while in preparation for a canoe trip with the Houston
Canoe Club on the Pecos River. In March, 1988, I
joined the HCC for my first trip through the rock
art-rich canyonlands of the Pecos River, and became
thoroughly impressed by the mystique of that spec-
tacular landscape.

Then, in January of 1989, a fellow paddler, my
good friend Leonard Hulsebosh, asked me to go with
him and one other paddler on a week-long canoe trip
down the Devil's River near Del Rio. The three of us
camped for three days on land recently purchased by
the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD)
that later became the Devil's River State Natural
Area. My buddy Leonard, who organized the trip, got
permission from TPWD for us to camp and look
around on the future state park. He also knew that
there were several pictograph sites on this tract of
land and he wanted to see if we could find them. We
did and moreover, we saw several of the dozens of
sites on the property.

A few weeks later, Leonard called and told me
that the TAS was going to have a field school at the
Devil's River property and did I want to go? Well, I
did not hesitate too long to answer that question. So,
in June, 1989, my friend Leonard and I drove out to
the Devil's River for ten days of absolutely fascinat-
ing archeological work. As a well-tuned regular run-
ner and marathoner, I found the field survey crews to
be right up my alley. My first TAS field school made
a very good impression on me.

Over the next two decades, I attended a handful
of TAS field schools, but only if the schools were
located in West Texas. During this same time, I spent
most of my free time (two to three week-long trips
each year) with a small group of like-minded expedi-

Canoeing in Colorado Canyon of the Upper Can-
yons of the Rio Grande on Thanksgiving weekend,
1981.
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tion canoers as we repeatedly paddled sections of the
Rio Grande from Presidio to the mouth of the Pecos
River, the Pecos River from Pandale to the Rio
Grande, and the Devil's River. We were thoroughly
enamored with this region and its network of water-
ways that contains such a high density of prehistoric
pictograph and petroglyph sites.

About 1998, while helping Jack Richardson, one
of our crew of explorers, with his canoe and kayak
store in Sugar Land, I met Linda Gorski. Linda was
also helping Jack to keep his shop afloat and she soon
joined our small group of West Texas adventurers.
Linda proved to be not only capable of handling the
rigors of the outdoors, but her contacts with the
archeologists at the Shumla School in Comstock, the
Center for Big Bend Studies in Alpine, and the Big
Bend National Park were invaluable.

Almost all of our trips on these rivers were pri-
vate expeditions. We became familiar with the arche-
ologists working in the areas, and often reported to
them the current condition of the rock art at the
various backcountry sites. A few times, we escorted
the archeologists down the river so they could assess
the sites for themselves. Over time, we participated
in or volunteered for archeological events in the
Lower Pecos area with groups like the Shumla
School, the Rock Art Foundation, and the Lake
Amistad National Recreation Area.

These experiences on the rivers of West Texas
provided the source material for a series of guide-
books to these wilderness rivers of Texas. By 2006,
I had published five best-selling guidebooks -- some
of them in their second and third editions -- covering

Below Painted Canyon
Rapid on the Pecos Riv-
er, about sixteen miles
above the junction with
the Rio Grande, in
March, 1988.

With Leonard Hulsebosch
(right) below Dolan Falls
on the Devils River in
mid-January, 1989.
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the Rio Grande from Presidio to Dryden Crossing (in
three volumes), the Pecos River and the Devil's River.

About fifteen years ago, at the suggestion of one
member of our crew, Dana Enos, we began to attend
the Center for Big Bend Studies Conference at Sul
Ross State University each November. At this con-
ference, we have been able to meet several of the
archeologists active in the Big Bend area and com-
pare notes on the numerous historic sites in the area.

Through all of these years, I maintained my
membership in the Texas Archeological Society, but
for the most part, was only marginally active in the
organization. It was only when Linda Gorski and I
began researching a so-called paddling guide to Buf-
falo Bayou in Houston that I became interested in the
archeology of the Houston area. I joined the Houston
Archeological Society around the 2008 or 2009. The
first actual field work in the Houston area that I
participated in was the excavation at the Bernardo
Plantation site in 2010-2011. Since that time, there
has been plenty of volunteer archeological work with
the Texas Archeological Society, the Houston Ar-
cheological Society, and the Texas Historical Com-
mission to keep me occupied.

When Linda Gorski decided to become the presi-
dent of the HAS and initiate the revitalization of the
organization, she asked me to join the Board of
Directors. Little did I realize what I was getting into!
Soon, I found out that I had been nominated for the
Texas Historical Commission Archeological Stew-
ards Network. Linda and I seemed to be tapped as a
team every time a THC project came around. And,

thankfully, that has been a good thing! Such a great
experience.

I was particularly gratified when the Texas De-
partment of Transportation (TxDOT) project to re-
build the Elysian Viaduct finally began in 2014.
Doug Boyd, the PI of the project for Prewitt and
Associates, immediately contacted me about consult-

With Linda Gorski at the
Black Dike site, a historic
farming village with scat-
tered lithic evidence of
prehistoric occupation, in
February, 2019.

Working the screen with Linda Gorski on the last day
of the Cotton Field excavations on a cold day, Febru-
ary 9, 2019.
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ing on the project because I had written extensively
on the history of the Frost Town community, the
neighborhood that lay under the Viaduct. Doug was
even more thrilled when I told him I would rather
help him as a THC Steward and volunteer than as an
employee. That multi-year project was one of the
best archeological opportunities for me, personally,
and the Houston Archeological Society.

And, just to show that there is always an opportu-
nity to put latent skills and knowledge to work in
archeology, Linda Gorski and I took a trip to Rome
in 2014 to take a look at the ancient ruins. Within the
first days in the Eternal City, the memories from four
years of Latin in college (after four years of Latin in
high school) reminded me that I could read those old
inscriptions and I knew the stories of the Roman
Republic and the Empire of the Caesars. The city of
Rome is flush with the ruins of the gloried past,
however, the most difficult part is trying to locate
them among the tangle of winding lanes and narrow
alleyways of the old parts of town. We decided that
a good guidebook was needed!

For the past six years, Linda and I have traveled
to Rome, usually in the early spring, for a two-week
tour to locate and document archeological sites in
Rome. The result has been a series of guidebooks to
the ruins of ancient Rome -- our fifth volume was
published this past summer and number six is in
preparation. We have also condensed the guidebook
information into six papers for the HAS Journal
issues on Roman archeology (numbers 138 and 140).

And, I have a new paper, co-authored with Dub
Crook, on two Roman military diplomas that again
utilized my old high school and college Latin exper-
tise.

Although I consider myself simply an avocation-
al archeologist, at times, it seems that my work
schedule is full time!

With Linda Gorski at the Archeological Park of Ostia Antica, the port city of ancient Rome, in early April,
2017.
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MY ARCHEOLOGY STORY

Linda C. Gorski

I think I have been interested in archeology since
the day I was born.  I’ve seen grainy black and white
films of myself digging in the back yard of my
grandparent’s house in Providence, Rhode Island,
when I was a mere tyke, probably using one of
Grandma’s spoons. However, my toddler’s enthusi-
asm for archeology was pretty much overcome by
events!

After WWII when my dad returned from service
in the Philippines, many more siblings arrived. I
grew up as the oldest of eight children in a military
family that moved … a lot.  My dad was an officer
in the U.S. Army and in the first 12 years of my
educational life we moved 26 times … and between
kindergarten and high school I attended 17 different
schools.  Not only that, I was taken out of school for

half of the 4th grade to stay at home to look after four
younger brothers and sisters while my mother spent
weeks in the hospital and my dad was attending
another flight school at Fort Rucker, Alabama, and

couldn’t miss a day of training (Note! That scenario
would NEVER happen today! We’d all be in the
foster system!). One of the things I did to entertain
my brothers and sisters was to dig up the yard with
them looking for archeological treasures until my
dad came home one day and reminded me (sternly)
that we lived in military quarters on a military base
and this was NOT allowed. Thus, I grew up from a
very early age with quite an enormous amount of
responsibility and not much time to be a kid and
certainly no time to learn about archeology or play in
the dirt!

I actually discovered archeology in a vicarious
way in junior high school. While still carrying out
my responsibilities at home, I read every single book
on archeology that was in the library of whichever
military post we happened to be stationed at the time.
Thus, even though I only stayed in one place for a
short time for most of my life, my reading habits
familiarized me with the history and archeology of
many of the  locations we lived  including Virginia,
Texas, Alabama, Florida, and Germany (to name a
few) as well as taking me off to many exotic loca-
tions including Egypt, Turkey, China, and Europe
(perhaps the basis for my wanderlust as an adult?).
It wasn’t until I left home, got married and had my
own children that I not only discovered “real” arche-
ology, but I also rediscovered my lost childhood –
and I’ve been playing in the dirt ever since.

In 1975 my husband, Rick Gorski, at the time a
young major in the United States Army Corps of
Engineers, accepted an assignment as the exchange
officer to the British Army’s Royal Engineers in
England. We lived on a little military “patch” in
Chattenden near Rochester and I was fortunate
enough to take courses in Roman British archeology
at the nearby University of Kent, Canterbury.  There
I met many like-minded, older (I was 30 at the time)
students who were very serious and almost territorial
about the history and archeology of their Island.
Some of them were not overly thrilled to have a
brash American woman in their class but eventually
they accepted me.  Our professor was very enthusias-
tic and arranged for us to go on field trips to dig at
several archeological sites nearby. The highlight of

Linda Gorski with three of her seven siblings in front
of the quarters at Fort Hood, Texas in 1955.
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the class was the opportunity to dig for three years at
a recently discovered Roman villa site called Lull-
ingstone. For anyone who has been to England re-
cently, that site is now one of the most
well-preserved Roman villas in the U.K.
https://www.english-heritage.org.uk/visit/places/
lullingstone-roman-villa/

After three amazing years in England where I had
thousands of years of archeology at my feet and
spent days and weeks and months exploring sites
from Roman to Victorian, we were reassigned to
Fort Riley, Kansas.  Seriously, Kansas??? We both
thought we were being punished for some unintend-
ed transgression against the Queen!!!  However, one
of the artillery commanders at Fort Riley who was as
avid an historian and avocational archeologist as I
was, convinced the post commander to let us start the
Fort Riley Historical and Archeological Society and
we proceeded to  dig up the history of that old and

famous cavalry post.  Not only that, I was given
complete access to the Fort Riley Cavalry Museum’s
maps, files, photographs, and artifacts and was asked
to write a weekly column for the local Junction City
newspaper about the history and archeology of the
area. As an unexpected bonus, I was paid $25 for
each article. I thought I had died and gone to heaven
being given the opportunity to fulfill my two pas-
sions at once – archeology AND writing!

Fast forward several years to 1991 when Rick
retired from the military and we moved to Texas
where he began his second career in the oil and gas
industry.  We settled in Richmond, a small town west
of Houston with its own rich history. I went to work
as the Marketing and Public Relations director for
the George Ranch Historic Site and Fort Bend Muse-
um Association and was also fortunate to be hired as
the Fort Bend County correspondent for the Houston
Chronicle. What was missing from that area at the

Archeological surveys on the
Thames Foreshore in London.

“Mudlarking” can reward
you with some interesting
artifacts!!
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time was an active archeological society. So a group
of us got together and convinced the Fort Bend
Museum Association to let us start an archeological
society called the Fort Bend Archeological Society

which recently celebrated its 25th anniversary. And
we started almost immediately digging up the history
of Fort Bend County - one trowel full at a time. We
excavated Jane Long’s Boarding House in Rich-
mond ahead of some development at the site. We
excavated Mirabeau B. Lamar’s homestead. We ex-
cavated the original site of the Fort Bend County jail.
We excavated at the George Ranch. We excavated
several prehistoric sites along the Brazos River.  I
was having the time of my life and becoming a real
part of a small community, something that had been
lacking in my previously transient life.  That was to
end when Rick changed jobs in 1998, hated the
commute from Richmond, and we moved to down-
town Houston.

I thought that moving to the Big City in 1998
would end my archeological opportunities but then I
discovered the Houston Archeological Society and I
met Louis Aulbach and together we started traveling
together and writing books reflecting our mutual
interest in archeology …  and the rest is history.
Well, not quite.  A couple of years later, in 2000,
Rick was offered the opportunity to move to London
for an 18 month project. I moved with him, thinking
I would be gone a year. Ten years later we moved
back to Houston after 6 years in England, two in
Australia and one in South Korea. The archeological
opportunities I had overseas in those 10 years were
absolutely amazing.  In London I joined the Museum
of London Archeological Society and took part in
excavations along the Thames Foreshore … and
“mudlarked” just like poor folks in Victorian times
used to do – searching at the end of sewage pipes that
belched water into the Thames, searching for trea-
sures.

In Australia. I joined archeological societies in
both Perth and Adelaide and was able to put a trowel
in the ground in both places.  But my adventurous
spirit soared in Australia when I purchased a heavy
duty, diesel powered, 4 wheel drive vehicle and
started exploring the entire country from Perth to
Darwin, Queensland to Melbourne and even the Red
Center – Alice Springs – looking for archeological
sites.  One of my favorite trips was to explore a rock
art site called Walga Rocks in the Pilbara in far
Western Australia.  Accessible only by 4 wheel drive
on a mud track in dry weather, this site features
ancient drawings of Wanjina, sacred anthropomor-
phic symbols,  plus a more recent (1600s) rendering
of a Dutch ship that the Aborigines captured in a
splendid pictograph.

Pictographs of Wanjina, sacred anthropomorphic
symbols, at the Walga Rocks archeological site.

First vehicle allowed on this clay road to the Walga
Rocks Archeological site after “The Wet” – 50 km to
site.

Indigenous “contact painting” of what is thought to
be the Dutch East India Company ship Batavia seen
by Aboriginals off the west coast of Australia.
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We returned to Houston in 2010 and ever since
my passion has been Texas archeology.  I was so
fortunate to continue my collaboration with Louis
Aulbach who has since become my best friend, co-
author, and general partner in crime …. Errr …
archeology.  Although we initially forged a friend-
ship through our mutual love of canoeing, we soon
realized we had so much more in common including
our passion for history, archeology, rock art, re-
search, writing, and so much more. Louis and I
joined the Houston Archeological Society and the
Texas Archeological Society and our archeological

And we hiked hundreds of miles in Big Bend National
Park, Big Bend Ranch State Park, the Davis Moun-
tains and other locations to gather research for our
books.

Louis and I explored most sections of the Rio Grande
from Presidio to the Lower Canyons by canoe, doc-
umenting sites along the river.

TAS Field Schools like this one on the Devil’s River,
gave us more opportunities to do research in West
Texas.

Linda and Louis document a set of submerged rail-
road tracks on Buffalo Bayou near the McKee Street
bridge that are only visible during extremely low tide.

Shovel testing in Memorial Park, looking for features
of WWI Camp Logan, before the new running center
was built.

Journal No. 142 (2020)                                                              23

adventures have taken us all over the State of Texas.
We have used those experiences to author many
papers, presentations and books about archeology,
geology and history in West Texas and especially in
the Big Bend area, paddling and hiking to many sites
along the Rio Grande River.

Closer to home Louis and I have helped excavate
dozens of sites in the Greater Houston Area with the
Houston Archeological Society and the Texas Arche-

ological Stewards Network from Frost Town in
downtown Houston to Dimond Knoll in Cypress,
from Bernardo Plantation in Hempstead to the Lone
Oak site in Frelsburg, and from Memorial Park to
Champs d’Asile in Liberty County and lots in be-
tween.  In the process we have co-authored books on
how Houston developed along Buffalo Bayou (An
Echo of Houston’s Wilderness Beginnings) and about
Camp Logan, a WWI training camp that was built to

Linda Gorski and Louis Aulbach at a book signing at the River Oaks Bookstore in
Houston.

 Louis and Linda standing on the remnants of the Circus Maximus in Rome, with Severan Palace of the Palatine Hill in the
background.
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house 45,000 soldiers at a time in what is now Me-
morial Park (Camp Logan, Houston, Texas 1917-
1919).

More recently, and through our mutual love of
Roman history and  archeology,  Louis and I  have
traveled to Rome annually since 2014 exploring
every part of the Eternal City and documenting ar-
cheological sites in a series of books we call  “Rome
in Ruins”.   So far, we have published three guides to
sites in Rome and two guides to the fabulous archeo-
logical sites in Ostia Antica which we think rivals
Pompeii in importance. Two additional books in the
Rome in Ruins series are in the pipeline!

Louis and Linda standing in front of archeological ruins at Ostia Antica.

This is nowhere near the end of the story!!!  We
look forward to many more adventures as we contin-
ue to dig up Texas history …. one trowel full at a
time … with the Houston Archeological Society!
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MY PATH TO THE HOUSTON ARCHEOLOGICAL SOCIETY

Valdemar Phoenix

My earliest recollection of something archeolog-
ical was a TV program I saw when I was a teenager,
probably nearing high school graduation. It was a
documentary on Louis and Mary Leakey. The impact
on me was "Wow! People can actually dig up bones
of our ancient ancestors?  I have got to know more
about this." Unlike the famous primatologist Jane
Goodall, I did not rush off into the field under great
sponsorship. I just sort of plodded along to Utica
College, eventually taking an introductory course in
Anthropology. I don't remember much about that
course, but somehow it reminded me of that feeling
I got from watching the Leaky documentary.  So, I
thought I might major in Anthropology.  Alas, Utica
College didn't have an Anthropology degree, so I
transferred to the  State University of New York at
Albany, and completed my Bachelor of Arts in An-
thropology (with a Minor in Biology) in 1973.

My Anthropology coursework was mostly in
Physical Anthropology, so I had lots of courses in
human evolutionary biology, primates, human ecolo-

gy, genetics, and some lab work. The curriculum also
included archeology coursework with Old World
prehistory and Old World civilizations in the mix.
Unfortunately, I never had the resources to engage in
fieldwork opportunities. Many HAS members have
much more experience in  this aspect of Archeology
than I do.

In 1976, I learned that there was a Master’s de-
gree in the teaching of English to international stu-
dents. As luck would have it, the degree was offered
at my Alma Mater. The program was based on ap-
plied linguistics methodologies, and linguistics being
one of the main subfields of Anthropology,  I thought
it was right up my alley. I was accepted into the
program, and received my MS in 1978.

I applied for a teaching position at many schools,
and one morning got an offer from the English lan-
guage program at the University of Houston, which I
eagerly accepted. So here I was, back in Houston,
and ready to launch my new career. I have taught the
English language to college-bound international stu-

Figure 1. Lobby of the Museum of Human evolution in Burgos, Spain.
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dents since about 1978 and retired from that profes-
sion in 2018.

However, during all this time, my life had devel-
oped many branches. Coming from a professional
musical family, I had studied music since childhood
and eventually became a professional flamenco gui-
tarist. My wife Lucia, a flamenco dancer/singer, and

I maintained very active careers in the flamenco
world for 40+ years. This was a parallel track to my
day job as an English language educator.  I certainly
had heard about the Houston Archeological Society,
but there was no way I could fit it into my life. Still,
I have always tried to keep up with my first field of
Anthropology.  PBS programs over the years have

Figure 2. Val Phoenix and his wife, Lucia, in the replica skull monument to Homo antecessor at the Museum
of Human Evolution in Burgos, Spain.

Figure 3. “Elivs the pelvis”, one of the most complete hominid pelvis fossil (Homo heidelbergensis) on display
at the Homo antecessor at the Museum of Human Evolution in Burgos, Spain.
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certainly helped. Of course, I read as much as possi-
ble,  just to try to keep fairly current, a difficult task
indeed.

My musical and anthropological interests came
together in 2016 when Lucia and I took our last trip
to Spain. One of our musical colleagues had invited
us to visit him at his family home in Burgos, in
northern Spain. I looked up Burgos to see what there
was to do, and found Atapuerca and The Human
Evolution Museum. Atapuerca is the site of the old-
est-known hominid yet found in Europe, dated at 1.2
million years old. I immediately made plans to visit
the site, and our musical buddy made arrangements
for a few more musicians to tag along. None of them
had been to the Atapuerca site, just 10 miles from
Burgos.

The Museum is dedicated to all the hominid
finds, especially Homo heidelbergensis, which are
among the most important discoveries from the Sima
de los Huesos (Pit of the Bones) at Atapuerca. There
are plenty of Neanderthal and other hominid remains
on display as well, and plenty of prehistoric stone
tools.  After touring the museum, we hopped in the
car and headed over to the Atapuerca excavation
visitor center. At the scheduled time, we boarded a
shuttle and soon found ourselves at the excavation,
where we were all issued hard hats  One of the staff
archeologists led the group on a tour of some of the
digs, all crisscrossed with scaffolding, tarps, and
other coverings, since the site was not active at the
time. She explained (in Spanish) the history of the
finds, Heidelbergensis' relation to the Neanderthals,
the discovery of evidence of cannibalism at the site,
and the importance of the site for understanding
human evolution in Europe.

Now I am retired from academia, but Lucia and I
are still involved in the flamenco music world, a real
anthropological field trip in itself. We are both now
members of the Houston Archeological Society.
Maybe I can fill in some of the many gaps in my
knowledge of archeological methodology, and learn
something of  New World Prehistory, which contains
many mysteries yet to be solved.
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Texas Archeology
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AN ARTIFACT COLLECTION FROM THE CAMP OF THE
2nd DIVISION USA AND THE 1ST AERO SQUADRON

Charles L. Gordy

 The Camp of the 2nd Division USA
and the 1st Aero Squadron

Texas City, Texas
February 27, 1913

Major General William H. Carter,
Commanding

Introduction

Beginning in the 1970s, Mr. Lester O. Cavender
(1932-2010) has assembled a collection of artifacts
from the camp of the U.S. Army’s Second Infantry
Division which was located in Texas City, Texas,
from 1913-1915. This collection totals almost 1,000
artifacts related to the camp. These artifacts were
mostly lost due to the 1915 Storm that came ashore
on the Galveston County coast and devastated the
city and the army camp. This paper documents his
collection and through its material evidence, together
with the history of events during the time, offers a
glimpse of Army life during the camp’s existence.

Historical Background

Division Organization & Command

Organized divisions in the United States Army
have existed since the American Revolution when on
July 22, 1775, George Washington organized three
divisions in Boston, Massachusetts. Early American
divisions, up until the American Civil War, were
primarily temporary organizations, with the perma-
nent units of the United States Army being brigades
and regiments. During the Civil War, the war which
formed the first large true armies in United States
history, divisions were formed primarily to support

army corps, and were usually numbered as 1st, 2nd,

and 3rd Division of the respective corps.
However, the turn of the twentieth century saw a

lot of changes in the organization of the U.S. Army,
both in its mission for war and for civil defense.
Lessons learned during the U.S. Army’s involvement

during the Spanish-American War (1898) and its
involvement in the Philippine-American War (1899-
1902) prompted  the need for organizational changes
to the army. The era of 1911-1917 represented the
beginning of a major evolution of army divisional
structure.  In 1910, political instability in Mexico
impelled President William Howard Taft to increase
the number of army troops who could deploy rapidly
to the Mexican border. The first attempts at modern-
izing the division took place to address this mission
by organizing a Maneuver Division. The Maneuver
Division was formed in March 1911, to undertake
offensive operations against Mexico during the Mex-
ican Revolution. This was the United States’ first
attempt at modernizing the concept of a division.
Army Chief of Staff, Major General Leonard Wood,
mobilized the division primarily to demonstrate to
Congress that the United States was not adequately
prepared for modern warfare. Since Major General
William H. Carter was extensively involved in the
technical details of the organization of the U.S. Ar-
my, he was made commander of the new Maneuver
Division. This first modern self-sustaining division
was composed of tactical and support components.
Because of the mobilization difficulties experienced
with the Maneuver Division, on February 15, 1913,
a standing organization of a “regular army” was
organized consisting of divisions and cavalry bri-
gades. This organized regular army was to be ready
for immediate use as an expeditionary force or for
other purposes.  In addition, an army of national
citizen soldiers was also organized in full divisions
for peace times civil use and to be prepared to rein-
force the Regular Army in time of war. This concept
was organized by Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson
and known as the “Stinson Plan” and was the begin-
ning of what is now known as the National Guard
organization. It was under this plan that the National
Guard was activated and deployed for the first time
during the Border War in 1916. As was designed
then, we see this concept still in use today with
National Guard units being deployed during hostili-
ties to augment the regular army.

In implementing the Maneuver Division concept
during 1913, the continental United States was divid-
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ed into four geographic departments with each as-

signed a division designation.  The 1st Division was

designated the Eastern department; the 2nd Division

was the Central department; the 3rd Division was the
Western department; and the Cavalry Division was
the Southern department, however, the latter was
never officially numerically designated.  (Wikipedia:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/History_of_the_Unite
d_States_Army #20). In 1913, having been a devel-
oper and supporter of the new division structure,
General Carter was assigned as the commander of the

newly organized 2nd Division of the United States
Army and in a matter of months, he would be headed

to Texas City, Texas, with his 2nd Division (Figure
1). Thus, not only was the establishment of a divi-
sional army camp in 1913 a first for Texas City, but
it was also a  new experience for the  U.S. Army und

Major General William Giles Harding Carter
(1851-1925) had a distinguished military career.  He
served as a cavalry officer during the American Civil
War and in the Spanish-American War. He also took
part in the Indian Wars seeing extensive service
against the Apache and Comanche in Arizona, being
awarded the Medal of Honor against the Apache
during the Comanche Campaign on August 30, 1881.

He was a strong advocate of reform in the United

States Army during the late 19th and early 20th

centuries. General Carter and Secretary of War Elihu
Root are credited with the creation of the U.S. Army
War College and helped pass the General Staff Act
of 1903 through the United States Congress.  He was
also instrumental in replacing the office of com-
manding general with a chief of staff resulting in a
more efficient reorganization of military staff struc-
ture.  It stood to reason that General Carter would be
the right commander for the newly organized divi-
sion concept in its move to Texas City.  In 1914,

Major General Carter was reassigned as command-
ing general of the Hawaiian Department where he
remained until his retirement on November 19, 1915.
(Wikipedia: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/William_
Harding_Carter_See_also...). Replacing General

Carter as commander of the 2nd Division in 1914
while at Texas City, was Major General J. Franklin
Bell. Major General Bell’s last duty assignment be-

fore assuming command of the 2nd Division was as
a commander in the Western Pacific military forces
in the Philippines (Wikipedia: https://en.wikipedia.
org/wiki/William_Harding_Carter).

Mission and Movement Order

The Political unrest in Mexico spurred the Mex-
ican Revolution. It began as an outgrowth of the
resentment that had built up during Mexico’s Presi-
dent Porfirio Diaz’s thirty-four year regime dictator-
ship. By 1910, the turmoil resulted in refugees
flooding across the border into Texas to continue
their exploits against the Diaz regime while being
under the protection of the foreign US government.
Clashes between Diaz’s Mexican Government and
the refugees became more aggressive along the Tex-
as-Mexico border (Overfelt n.d.: http://www.
tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/pqmhe). By
1913, as violence along the border and within the
boundary of the United States escalated, President
William Howard Taft, ordered the deployment of
troops along the U.S.-Mexico border.  In addition,
orders were given for the establishment of a safe
presence near the Texas Coast which would allow for
a quick deployment response into Mexico by sea
should the need arise (Benham n.d.:
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/
hdt03).

Due in large part to local community leaders’
political connections and lobbying efforts, within a
matter of weeks of the division’s reorganization and
the president’s movement orders, Texas City, Texas,

was chosen to be the location for the Camp of the 2nd

Division United States Army.  An advantage of the
location was its access to rail and seaport assets
which was a large factor in the decision to station the
division in Texas City.  Its mission was to guard
American interests during Mexico’s revolution (Un-
known n.d.: http://www.texascity-library.org/
history/development/army_camp.php, pp. 1-10.).

In just 13 days after the official reorganization,

the 2nd Division immediately began moving troops
and equipment to Texas City on February 28, 1913.
During the next five days soldiers began arriving on
the average of two train loads a day. Within a matter
of weeks, the soldiers were joined by other groups

Figure 1. Major General William G. H. Carter.
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until there were a total of approximately 10,000

troops comprising the 2nd Division.  At the time, the
port of Texas City had only been incorporated as a
city since 1911. The deepened channel, the railroad
connections, the expansion of warehouses’ and
docks, and plenty of level and clear land area avail-
able, made the city an attractive location for a mili-
tary post. Growth was rapid and increased port
activity came in part from the building of the Texas
City Refining Company. In 1911, the number of
inhabitants had grown to 1,169 and wasn’t much
larger than that by 1913. The city was overwhelmed

by the arrival of the 2nd Division. Along with 10,000
to 14,000 troops and 3,000 animals, the military
occupation expanded the town’s population about
seven fold in a matter of weeks mostly housed in a
newly erected tent city. To the citizen population, it
seemed almost magical (Benham n.d.:
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/
hdt03). With all the wagons, cavalry horses, pack
trains, supplies, construction, rifle and artillery prac-
tice, and airplanes buzzing around, excitement filled
the air for the town’s citizens. Not to mention the

invasion of tents. The camp quickly grew into a
regular tent city in the northeast portion of the city,
covering about 700 acres (Figure 2).  Large event-
sized tents were also erected for the newly arriving

1st Aero Squadron. Horse-drawn caissons and troops
of soldiers were a common sight, and small boys
were captivated by the sight. The city was on the
verge of an economic boom town growing to cater to
the goods and services for the soldiers and divisional
needs. The Orpheum, the Star, and the Empire the-
aters not only featured movies but at times offered
vaudeville acts. Catering to the soldiers, as well as
the public, were dances given in the Suttle Hall. New
brick buildings and hotels were built, bars were
commonplace, businesses flourished and trolley cars
shuttled from camp to town.  All the business and
entertainment enterprises, legal and illegal, which
catered to soldiers, sprang up.  Gambling halls and
burlesque shows thrived along the main streets.
Many townspeople went to the baseball games and
other events provided for the soldiers (Editor1986.:
A historical special to The Texas City Sun).

Figure 2. Map of the Camp of the 2nd Infantry Division, Texas City, Texas 1913-1915. (Source: Library of
Congress)
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After all was in place, the 2nd Division in Texas
City consisted of the Fourth and Sixth Infantry Bri-
gades, the Fourth Field Artillery, the Sixth Cavalry,
Engineers Companies G, H and M, Field Hospital
No. 3, Ambulance Company No. 3, and twelve ovens
of Field Bakery No. 2.  Although the Division Head-
quarters was located in Texas City, the Fifth Brigade
was ordered to Fort Crockett at Galveston on Febru-
ary 22, 1913.

Arrival of the First Aero Squadron

Shortly after the arrival and positioning of the

2nd Division, on March 5, 1913, a small group of
officers and enlisted men were formed into the 1st
Aero Squadron (Provisional), and assigned to the

2nd Division. The squadron was commanded by
Signal Corps Captain Charles de Forest Chandler.
Nine JN2s “Jennys” airplanes (Figure 3) were as-
signed to the squadron, which was formed into two
companies: Company A had three pilots, four air-
planes, and 24 enlisted men; Company B had three
pilots, five airplanes and 27 enlisted men. The pilots
were all Army Officers with the rank of First or

Second Lieutenant. The 1st Aero Squadron was orga-
nized under the Army’s branch of the Signal Corps
as it was first most useful in communications and
reconnaissance rather than transporting and combat
operations. While the airplanes were ‘cutting edge’
at the time, very little technological/mechanical test-
ing had been done before their development. Modifi-
cations and repair were time-consuming and
difficult.  In general, the fatality rate was high among

pilots, although none were noted while stationed in
Texas City.  Flight lessons were almost unheard of,
and frequently consisted of general guidelines given
on the ground followed by individual practice. One
of the early pilots, Captain Benjamin D. Foulois, was
given instruction from Orville Wright, by mail (Al-
drich n.d.: http://firstaerosquadron.com/articles/the-
1st-aero-squadron-a-history/)!

For Texas City residents, it was exciting to see
the planes coming in to land for the first time. They
took great interest and pride in the daring deeds of
the pilots and their crews. The military pilots, Lieu-
tenants Graham, Call, Ellington, Sherman and Mill-
ing, wasted no time in setting new aeronautical
records including distance and speed records set on
round trips to Houston and San Antonio (Brown
1986: The Daily News). As a side note, Ellington
Air Force Base, (Ellington Field) about 25 miles
away,  was named after Lt. Ellington and is still in
use today as an army reserve training center, the Air
National Guard, and the National Aeronautical Space

Administration (NASA).  The 1st Aero Squadron
pilots were also the first military pilots to use air-
planes as a means for scouting/reconnaissance for
combat maneuvers, aerial photographing and map-
ping terrain (Figure 4). The squadron spent much of
its time practicing cross-country flying and operating
from rough terrain, skills that would be of great value
later in the field.  They also spent a lot of time
making repairs to the ‘Jennys’(Warne 2012:
https://warnepieces.blogspot.com/2012/05/first-
aero-squadron-inauguration; pp. 1-4). The aero
squadrons’ buildings and airfield were located north

Figure 3.  Part of the 1st Aero Squadron, Texas City, Texas 1913. (Source: Library of Congress)
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of 8th Avenue and East of Bay Street (see Figure 2
open space in lower right corner).

After only about eight months in Texas City, the
squadron was ordered to relocate to California at
North Island, San Diego as a training unit on Novem-
ber 8, 1913.  At that time it consisted of two compa-
nies of eight officers and forty five enlisted men
each, and eight aircraft.  While they eventually re-
turned to Texas in 1915, they never returned to Texas
City (Warne 2012: https://warnepieces.blogspot.
com/2012/05/first-aero-squadron-inauguration; pp.
1-4). It would be in March two years later that the
squadron would be used in an actual military opera-
tion when it would fly its first reconnaissance mis-
sion at the Columbus, New Mexico border with
Mexico during the Mexican Revolution. (Aldrich
n.d.: http://firstaerosquadron.com/articles/the-1st-
aero-squadron-a-history/; pg. 4). Thus, for a time
Texas City, with the Aero Squadrons’ total of nine
airplanes, had become the home of what would be
later known as the U.S. Air Force.

Division Training Routines

A brief glimpse into the military routine of the
Texas City camp in 1913, is revealed in an excerpt
from a report of the 22nd Infantry Regiment. Recov-
ered Identification Tag artifacts for a few soldiers of
the regiment; Pvt. J. M. Scanlon, Pvt. William Kresz-
toweak, Pvt. M.A. Whalen, and Pvt. A. Goerges
indicate they were among those that experienced the
following   (Figure 5a and 5b):

The months of March and April, 1913, time was
spent in field training exercises.

On May 12, they marched to Galveston, pitched

tents and remained there until the 19th.

On the 19th, they returned to Texas City by
marching a distance of 35 miles and did field
training the rest of the month.

On June 24, the regiment marched to Dickinson,
Texas. They pitched shelter tents and remained in
camp for two days before returned to Texas City

on the 26th.  The distance was 24 miles. They
conducted maneuver training along the route.

Figure 4. View of Camp of 6th Brigade Showing the 22nd and 11th Infantry Regiments. Photo location
compares to the upper right corner of Figure 2.
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On August 22, they marched to Galveston and
went into camp a short distance from the
Crockett Reservation.

During the remaining four months of 1913, the
regiment remained at Texas City, where it was
occupied with the routine duties of the camp.
Field exercises and maneuvers continued during
the early part of 1914 and in January a thorough
course of field firing took place.

In March, two divisional maneuvers took place.

On April 16, 1914, the Second Division started
on a march to Houston, Texas, for the purpose
of taking part in a parade in that city on San
Jacinto day, April 21.

They reached Houston on the 19th, but at 3:25
A.M., April 20, orders were received to march
at once to Texas City. Began the march at eight

o’clock on the morning of the 20th, and reached

Texas City on the 22nd. At Texas City they
again went into camp, and took former duties.

The long period of maneuvers was broken in

October, 1914, when the 22nd regiment was
granted a month of comparative rest. Many
leaves and passes were granted and a number of
hunting and fishing parties organized.
(Unknown n.d.: http://1-22infantry.org/history/
mexican.htm. pp. 13-14, 17)

Disaster Strikes: The 1915 Storm and Aftermath

During the summer of 1915, changes in the con-
duct of the Mexican Revolution prompted changes in
the Department of War strategy in dealing with the
threat to the United States border with Mexico.
While not officially made public earlier, there were
plans to relocate the Second Division from Texas
City to other locations within closer response dis-
tance to the Mexican border. Before the movement
plans were formally announced and fully executed, a
natural disaster struck.

 In early August 1915, a storm developed in the
open Atlantic Ocean. It soon entered the Gulf of
Mexico on August 12 as a Category 4 hurricane with
sustained winds of 135 miles per hour. The storm hit
Galveston at its peak intensity on August 17, 1915,
and quickly directed its punishing fury on Texas City
and the Camp of the Second Division. It was the first
major hurricane to hit Galveston County since the
catastrophic hurricane of 1900 that destroyed the city
of Galveston and killed thousands of people. (Braate;
2015; http://www.click2houston.com/news/ remem-
bering-galveston-hurricane; pp. 2). As the storm
passed over Texas City, it had a devastating effect on
the army’s tent city not to mention on many substan-
tial civilian structures built in the city. One eye wit-
ness account made by a young Texas City boy recalls
his experience this way:

We were living in this house by the bay during
the 1915 storm. I remember this storm very
well because it was a very frightening experi-
ence. At first, dad thought we could stay in
our house on the bay shore, but as the storm
became worse, he decided that we should
leave and go to his mother’s house which was

Figure 5a. Regimental Troops, Texas City, Texas 1913. (Source: Library of Congress)
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further away from the bay. So in the midst of
driving rain, we walked to grandmother’s
house. The rain was coming down in sheets
and the howling wind was blowing so hard
that we could barely move. I remember the
rain falling with such force that it seemed like
ice picks driving into my flesh. After the storm
we returned to our house and discovered that
our pet rabbits were dead and that our house
had about two or three inches of clay inside.
The wind had blown so hard that it picked up
the waves and forced them against the clay
bank, cast the clay and water spray high into
the air and carried them hundreds of feet and
slung them against our house, causing the
clay to seep through the cracks and cover
everything inside. The wind had blown our
house off the blocks at an angle.

Several soldiers who were stationed in Texas
City drowned during the storm. Two ships
blown by the strong wind from Galveston
were shoved up into Campbell’s Lake. To
salvage these ships, a crew had to bring in
dredges and dig a channel from the bay to the
side of each ship and slip the ship into the
water and then tow it out. The storm had left
litter everywhere. The pasture at the far west
end of Texas City was littered with oil tank
cars, bales of cotton, and timber that had
been blown up by the storm.  We were out
there with our team and wagon salvaging
whatever was still usable when I fell under-
neath the wagon. The wheel came up to my
forehead before my dad was able to stop the
team. I was really scared. Also during the
storm, part of the old causeway that connect-
ed Galveston and the mainland washed out.
A temporary wooden bridge was laid parallel
to the washed out places and then up to the
top of the good roadway to utilize the good
portion of the causeway. (Gordy 1986: pp.
4-6).

Fortunately by June 1913, the 1st Aero squadron
had already been relocated to California sparing its
destruction (Miller 2003: pp. 5). The storm’s after-
math was a major part of the regional news. The

storm and the planned relocation of the 2nd Division
would double the economic impact to the city of
Texas City. The events that followed the storm are
further attested to in the excerpts of the following
abbreviated news accounts:

August 16, 1915, The Galveston News:
THE STORM STUCK GAVESTON TODAY
The barometer is at 29 flat and still dropping.

Wind 70 miles an hour, variable. The storm is se-
vere….

 August 17, 1915, The Houston Post:
HURRICANE HAS STRUCK THE MAIN-

LAND NO COMMUNICATION WITH GALVES-
TON…

There is every indication that the hurricane of
1915 is following closely the line of that of 1900 with
little variation……

August 19,1915, The Galveston News:
THE KNOWN DEAD

Listed the following soldiers of the 2nd Division
in Texas City as dead after the storm:
Private John J. Murphy; Lawrence, Mass.
Private Charles E. Miller; Watertown, N.Y.
Private Jos. P. Shankel; Baltimore, Maryland
Private Haiman Samet; Freeport, L.I.
Private Paul A. Seureau; Houston, Texas
Corporal William H. Moore; Greensboro, Ga.
Private Albert Mitchell; Valdosta, Ga.
Private Thomas A. Watson; Carthage, N.C.
Private Henry J. Rivage; Troy, N.Y.
Bader Cook, Quartermaster Corps. (No other infor-
mation)

Figure 5b. Troops in Camp, Texas City, Texas 1913. (Source: Library of Congress)
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They were among the eleven people that died due
to the collapsing of the roof of the Thompson build-
ing (Figure 6).

August 20, 1915. Galveston News,  citing:
August 19  Telegram from Washington
The Texas City camp was badly damaged by the

storm, high water and wind sweeping down the tents
and badly damaging equipment. A general order
issued by F Bell yesterday gave unstinted praise to
officers, enlisted men and civilian employees of their
conduct and prompt discharge of their duty during
the storm (Figure 7).

August 23, 1915, The Texas City Times:
citing division general orders:
SYMPATHY, AID AND PRAISE FOR

SOLDIERS AT TEXAS CITY
General Orders No. 14
Headquarters Second Division, Texas City, Tex-

as August 23, 1915
The following telegrams are published for the

information of this command
Major General J. Fanklin Bell, Commanding

General Second Division, Texas City, Texas
Washington, D.C., August 19, 1915
The news of loss and suffering imposed on offi-

cers and men of the Second Division and their fami-
lies by the disaster of Galveston and Texas City calls
forth the deep sympathy of the department. The de-
partment conveys to the command its profound re-
gret for the loss of life already reported and awaits
with anxiety full details of developments. All in its
power will be done to relieve situation as soon as
specific recommendation is received.

August 24, 1915, Galveston Daily News:
SOLDIERS ONCE MORE ARE SAFELY IN

CAMP NEW TENTS ARISE ON SITE SWEPT
BARE BY GREAT TEXAS COAST STORM

Yesterday a visitor in the camp could have hardly
believed his eyes.  What was a devastated and wreck-
age-strewn place a week ago was transformed into
modern new and neat appearing military camps.
new tents, equipment and clothing..

August 26, 1915, The Houston Post:
TEXAS CITY TROOPS MAY BE MOVED WEST
It was learned here today that all but three regi-

ments of the Second Division of the US Army, whose
camp at Texas City was severely damaged by the
recent gulf coast storm, will be ordered to Fort Sam
Houston.  The three regiments not included in this
prospective movement will be the 26th Infantry,
which was recently ordered to Brownsville; the 27th
Infantry, now under orders to go to the Philippines,
and an infantry regiment probably the 23rd, which
will be ordered to Florida.

August 27, 1915, Secretary of War, Washington,
D.C., to the Commanding General, Second Division.

Your report, dated August 23, 1915, just received.
Exigencies of the service will control distributions of
troops.  You and all those under you must realize the
sincere sympathy that I feel for the pecuniary and
personal losses incident to the flood and also the
pride and gratification at the splendid conduct of the
entire command.  The newspapers here all reflect the
fine work done by the division.  I have no objection
to your letting it be known that the camp will not be

Figure 6. Thompson Building after 1915 Storm Damage. (Source: Photo by Maurer)
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re-established at Texas City and that it will not be
attempted to establish a large camp at Galveston.

The credit justly due all officers and enlisted men
and citizens’ employed of this command because of
their behavior in the severe and unexpected lest they
have just met so admirably, cannot be sustained by
any words of praise from the division commander,
but, is publishing the above for their letters of grati-
tude.

August 28, 1915, Galveston Daily News:
WILL MOVE TROOPS FROM TEXAS CITY
Second Division To Be Shifted To New Quarters,

It Is Officially Announced.

August 29, 1915, The Houston Post:
TEXAS CITY TROOPS MAY BE MOVED

WEST
It was learned here today that all but three regi-

ments of the Second Division of the United States
army, whose camp at Texas City was severely dam-
aged by the recent gulf coast storm, will be ordered
to Fort Sam Houston.  The regiments not included in
this prospective movement will be the Twenty-sixth
Infantry, now under orders to go to Brownsville; the
27the Infantry now under orders to go to the Philip-
pines, and an Infantry regiment, probably the Twen-
ty-third, which will be ordered to Florida.

September 2, 1915, The Texas City Weekly
Times:

THE FOURTH IS HURRIED
Sudden change was made in the plans of the

Fourth yesterday. Originally the regiment was to
begin loading this morning, but an order from  the
commanding officer of the Brownsville patrol dis-
trict. Major General j. Franklin Bell yesterday morn-
ing ordering that the unit entrain as soon as possible
set the camp in a bustle of activity. Afternoon and
late last night the Fourth was getting ready to depart.
The trains probably will leave some time this after-
noon, via the Santa Fe for Harlingen, where it will
report for duty to the commanding officer of the
Brownsville patrol district.

Orders have been issued directing that the men
and equipment of the field hospital No. 5 at Texas
City entrain next Tuesday for Harlingen. The date for
the departure of the Sixth Cavalry from Texas City
has not been set so far as could be learned yesterday,
the time of its going depending.  It is said, largely on
when the rail equipment is ready.

September 7, 1915, The Texas City Weekly
Times:

SIXTH CAVALRY ENTRAINS FOR THE
MEXICAN BORDER

The movement of the Sixth Cavalry from Texas
City to the border began yesterday afternoon when

Figure 7. Division Camp Storm Damage. (Source: Library of Congress)
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the train carrying the forage and heavy baggage
belonging to the regiment pulled out.

September 7, 1915, The Texas City Weekly-
Times:

HIGH AUTHORITIES PAY TRIBUTE TO THE
WORK OF THE ARMY IN TEXAS CITY
FOLLOWING THE RECENT TROPICAL STORM.

Texas City appreciates the work of the soldiers in
assisting in restoring order after the recent storm.
The energy displayed by officers and men, and the
willingness to help in returning normal conditions,
showed that the men  whom  the citizenship depend
in times of peril will prove as brave as patriotic, as
willing, and as satisfying as any as history records.
Texas City is loyal to the army, not a man, woman,
or child in the city but what will be a champion of the
army at any time and under any eventualities.

In a matter of a few short weeks after the storm,
the United States Army’s Second Division departed
Texas City, with no plans to ever return.

Artifact Collection

The Material Evidence

Research has not noted any recorded archeologi-

cal site survey of the 2nd Division’s location in
Texas City. Only site recognition by the placement
of historical markers has been installed. Markers

were placed in 1968 for the location of the 1st Aero
Squadron, and in 1994 for the U.S. Army Camp.
Since the camp was constructed mostly of tents, there
were few hard structures, foundations or sub-surface
utility improvements that remained. As with most
installations of this type, any remaining foundation
piers and other building materials were salvaged to
repair and rebuild other structures in the community
over time. As would be expected, a majority of the
area on which was once the camp has been highly
disturbed due to the development of homes, schools,
streets, parks and other city improvements over the
decades.  Only small areas have been developed into
parks and sports fields. A significant portion of the
camp location was highly disturbed or destroyed due
to the construction of the hurricane levy by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers from 1962 to 1982 (Evens
2008: Chron.com). However, there is a lot of evi-
dence of the camp’s existence in the form of small
artifacts which were scattered as a result of the 1915
storm and lost due to the final abandonment of the
camp.

This collection of artifacts was recovered in soil
from construction, demolition, and grading spoils

resulting from both public works and private activity.
The method used in the recovery of the artifacts was
metal detecting by hand held metal detectors and by
screen sifting dirt spoils.

Artifact Analysis

Equipment used during the Spanish-American
War (1898) and the Philippine-American War (1899-
1902) time period was not completely phased out of
inventory after the wars and continued in use. During
the time period of the Texas City occupation, old
equipment was still being used although gradually
being replaced with improved newer equipment. In
analyzing the artifacts, there is evidence of the evolu-
tionary changes in parts of old and new models of
equipment. This was particularly noted regarding
accoutrements. The general purpose of some of the
basic accoutrement hardware did not change as to
purpose, but an improvement or adaptation of some
equipment required the redesign of some hardware.
Especially of note were the cartridge belt and the
canteen. The evolution of arms and materials for the
army was continuously being improved, as they are
to this day. There was evidence that 1902 equipment
was being used the same time as improved 1914
equipment of the same type, and hardware of each
type were noted.  The same was found true for
equipment from the 1907-1909 time period (Cole
2007: pp. 54-70).

For ease of review and description, the artifacts
contained in the collection are classified into five
group categories according to probable use. Howev-
er, some artifacts could questionably be assigned to
more than one group, thus an arbitrary assignment
was made. Table 1 below is an overview of each
group indicating the total artifact count of each group
category, the percent relative to the total of all arti-
facts and a corresponding reference to a photo assem-
blage by Figure number (Appendix 1: Photo
Assemblages, Figures 8-17). The following is a brief
description of each group represented: (1) PERSON-
AL; personal effects  such as money, jewelry, watch-
es, etc., (2) ACCOUTREMENTS; general military
combat and campaign equipment and associated
hardware, (3) MUNITIONS; weapon parts, muni-
tions and associated hardware, (4) UNIFORM; but-
tons, insignia, awards, etc., and (5) GENERAL;
miscellaneous artifacts of a general nature. Each
artifact in the collection is given a catalogue number
according to group category to include quantity,
dimensions, weight, and described as to identifica-
tion and probable use (Appendix  2: Table 2. Artifact
Collection). The majority of the artifact’s base mate-
rial consisted of copper alloy such as brass and
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bronze (79%), aluminum (9%), lead (5%), and all
other (7%).

Summary

The Camp of the 2nd Infantry Division, USA, has
been gone from Texas City for more than a century.
Gone too are the eye-witness memories of the events
of that time. Only a few written records and a few
private artifacts attest to the time and stories of the
camp. In the preparation of this report, research did
not note any archeological investigative report (re-
cord) revealing any physical evidence of the camp.
The only memorial of the physical location of the
camp is a monument erected in 1994. In addition, the
Texas City Museum maintains a small military dis-
play representing the time of the Second Division’s
occupation of Texas City as well as documentation in
the Moore Memorial Library. The documentation of
the artifacts recovered and saved by Mr. Lester Cav-
ender, which are the subject of this collection report,
may be the only detailed inventory recorded to date.
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Figure 8.  Personal Items 1.

1. Bar soap container lid; Factory inscribed “Toilet Soap”,
2. Container top and cap; sprinkle holes and pour slot in cap which suggests foot powder content.
3.  Razor blade safe cap; inscribed “Gillete Blades”.
4. Medicine bottle, aide embossed “B.W.&Co, (Borrough Welcome) and “Tabloid” 1911.
5. Aluminum pocket comb.

Appendix 1: Artifact Assemblage Photos
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Figure 9.  Personal Items 2.

1. ID tag, Michael A. Whalen, Pvt, Co G 22nd Inf, USA.
2. ID tag; Chas. A. Heitzman, Pvt, Co I 22nd Inf, USA.
3. ID tag; Lee Whittington,Pvt, Co M 22nd Inf, USA.
4. ID tag, Art Goerges, Pvt, Co K 22nd Inf. USA.
5. Branch insignia; Infantry, officer, Co I 23rd Infantry, hat or collar, pattern 1910.
6. ID tag; William Kresztoweak, Pvt, Co F 22nd Inf. USA.
7. Branch insignia, officer,collar, medical corps.
8. Rank insignia, collar, captain bars.
9.  Swagger stick tip; authorized (but optional) for all levels of commanders. A historical symbol of

authority said to have evolved from the hand switch used by riders to command and control their
horses.
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Figure 10.  Personal Items 3.

1. Token; 50 cents, Co. L 23rd Inf.
2. Token; 25 cents, Co. L 23rd Inf.
3. Token; 10  cents, “Good Deeds Not Words”.
4.  Token, “Good For Trade”, Co. I 28th Inf, Texas City.
5. Token, Scalloped, 10, Co. F 23rd Inf.
6.  Token, local, “1 2 5 2”, “Alamo Pool Room”.
7.  Token, 5 cents Co. L 23rd Inf.8. Token, local, “1 2 5 2”, “Alamo Pool Room”
8.  Regimental token; 5 cents Co L, 23rd Inf.
9.  Coin; Silver quarter, Barber 1909.
10. Coin; Silver dime, Barber 1903 O mint.Coin; Nickel, V, 1911.
11. Coin, Nickle V, 1911.
12. Coin; Copper, Indian Head Cent 1891.
13. Coin; Copper, Lincoln Wreath cent 1911.
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 Figure 11.  Personal Items 4.

1. Pocket Watch.
2. Pocket knife; horn handle, 2 blades, German silver saddles and stretched oval shield
3. Heart keepsake; engraved “I Love You” all over in many languages.
4. Religious medal; embossed “Blessed Virgin Mary” and reverse “Heart Of Jesus.
5. Luggage tag; inscribed “Daisy Clifton; 513 St. Michaels, Mobile, ALA.
6. Buckle,  belt, brass.
7. Watch fob; Embossed picture of battle ship Texas together with details:

“Built by Newport News  Shipbuilding Co.; Keel Laid 1911, Commissioned March 12, 1914; Displacement
27,000 tons Coal capacity 2850 tons; H.P.28,100; Speed 22 knots; Draft 18’6”: Length 565’; Width 95’
2”; 91 Guns; Compliment 1074 men; Cost exclusive of guns and equipment   $5,830,000.00. Launched May
1912”.



46 Houston Archeological Society

Figure 12.  Accoutrement Items.

1. Canteen cup folding handle, M1913-1914.
2. Mess kit spoon remnant.
3. Sling hook for the M1909 Canteen.
4. Canteen  cap, M1913-1914.Mess Kit spoon.
5. Hooking hardware for attaching M1914 Canteen cover to cartridge belt.
6. Snap, Great Seal, M1909 canteen cover and ammo pouches.
7. Lift –a-dot snap, M1914 canteen cover and ammo pouches.
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Figure 13.  Munitions.

1. Stripper Clip.
2. Lid fastener hardware for ammunition box.
3. Sling swivel.
4. Cleaning rod fitting.
5. Fully loaded stripper clip with five unfired 30-06 Cartridges for a 1903 Springfield rifle; headstamp FA

(Frankford Arsenal) date 6 09 (June 1909). Frankford in business from 1864 to present.
6. Unfired .45-70 cartridge; head stamp F (Frankford) 9 87 (Sep 1887).  2.1” case most likely for a 1884

Springfield.
7. 45 cal ACP for Colt Model 1911automatic pistol; headstamp FA (Frankford Arsenal) 12 9 (Dec 1909).
8. 45 cal. cartridge for Model 1909 Revolver.
9. 38 cal. cartridge for Model 1901 Revolver; headstamp FA (Frankford Arsenal) 11 09 (Nov 1909.
10. 32 cal. cartridge; headstamp W.R.A.Co. (Winchester Repeating Arms Co. 1866-1932).
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Figure 14.  Accoutrements – Uniform Items.

1. Collar insignia, enlisted; Company A, 22nd Infantry Regiment.
2. Collar insignia, enlisted; Company K, 11th Infantry Regiment.
3. Collar insignia, enlisted; Company A, 27th Infantry Regiment.
4. Collar insignia, enlisted; Company M, 22nd Infantry Regiment.
5. Collar insignia, enlisted; Company I, 23rd Infantry Regiment.
6. Collar insignia, enlisted; Quartermaster branch.
7. Collar insignia, all enlisted; U S; regulation pattern1910
8. Awarded decoration medal; A sombrero inscribed around front bottom rim “On The Mexican

Border”; Back: “U S Army Texas 1914”.
9. Collar insignia, all officers, U S; regulation pattern 1910. Branch collar insignia pattern regulation

1908
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Figure 15.  Accoutrements – Uniform Items 2, Buttons.

1. Button; Great Seal pattern 1902, trench coat.
2. Button; Great Seal pattern 1902, service coat breast.
3. Button; Great Seal pattern 1902 service coat pocket.
4. Button (back side); Great Seal with threaded stud, fastens chin strap to hat band.
5. Button; embossed “U S M A” (United States Military Academy), trouser button. Late 1800s to 1900s.
6. Button; embossed “NT Hashim & Co”, a  supplier to the United States from Manila, Philippines, trouser

button possibly from a soldier that served during the Philippine-American War.
7. Button; embossed “U S ARMY, trouser button.
8. Button, plain brass two hole sew through, shirt, possibly civilian.
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Figure 16.  General Items.

1. Tent rope guy-line adjuster.  This pattern dates back to Civil War period.
2. Padlock key
3. Small brass round knob; type used as a small instrument drawer of a medical or dentist cabinet.
4. Buckle shield. These date back to the mid-1800s to present day.
5. Padlock; missing shackle; made by Corbin; on back stamped “Fort Slocum, New York, Firing Range”.
6. Rosette, Bridle; U S in block lettering, 1.5 inch brass lead filled with attaching wire; type dates to mid-1800s

and is of the type used on driving horse blinder bridles common to the artillery.
7. Rosette, bridle, rare U S brass in early 1800s German font. Style possibly Mexican War period. May be an

officers personal equipment as they were no longer an issued item.
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Figure 17.  Band (Special) keeper of cadence and booster of morale.

1.  Coronet mouth piece.
2. Bugle mouth piece.
3. Enlisted collar insignia, 20th Regimental Band of the  4th Brigade.
4  Identification tag, Musician Joseph M. Scanlon, Company L, 22nd Infantry, U.S.A.
5. Buckle, dress parade.
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Appendix 2: Table 2, Artifact Collection
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REFLECTIONS ON THE REESE SITE (41WA55)
IN WALKER COUNTY, TEXAS

William E. Moore and Timothy K. Perttula

Abstract

This article discusses the history of the lead au-
thor’s investigations at 41WA55 in Walker County,
Texas and documents his personal collection from
the site. Over a period of several years, he collected
numerous artifacts as surface finds in a plowed field
and through subsurface digging as a collector with a
strong interest in keeping records and learning about
my finds. His investigations are documented in An
Archeological Survey of Walker County, Texas
(Moore 1976). The only part of his collection cur-
rently curated at TARL is 121 undecorated body
sherds. Photographs of the collection, except for the
sherds at TARL, are also on file at TARL in paper
and digital format. The Reese site (41WA55) is one
of many located along Winters Bayou, a major drain-
age in the area. It has been physically disturbed
through the clearing of woods and years of cultiva-
tion.  Surface collecting has removed an untold num-
ber of artifacts. Yet, it remains a significant source of
information regarding the utilization of the area dur-
ing the Middle and Late Archaic and into the Late
Prehistoric period of Southeast Texas prehistory.

Introduction

The Reese site is one of many sites with mixed
components dating to the Archaic and Late Prehistor-
ic periods in Walker and adjacent counties. Most of
these sites are on private property and not available
to professional archaeologists unless covered by state
or federal legislation or by permission of the land-
owner. Disturbance through cultivation is common-
place, and local collectors are responsible for much
of the destruction to these ever-dwindling cultural
resources. I was originally one of those collectors.
Tom Zimmermann introduced me to a site in San
Jacinto County that he learned about from a local
collector named Max Hill. Mr. Hill owned a small
grocery near Old Waverly where his large collection
was displayed in many frames and a glass case be-
neath his cash register. After our visits to sites in the
area, we frequently stopped at his store to show him
what we had found, have a soda, and listen to his

stories of the days when he amassed his collection.
One day, we stumbled upon 41WA55. Mr. Hill told
us that this site was a popular place for artifact
collectors. During World War II, when much of the
county was in cultivation, it was well-known by the
locals for its reputation for containing numerous
“arrowheads.”  It was so popular that many people
would trek to it following a big rain to look for
specimens.

Archaeological Regions

The process of preservation planning in Texas
began in earnest in 1968 when the Texas Historical
Commission began an inventory of known archaeo-
logical sites statewide that were referred to as “plan-
ning regions.” The intended goal was to divide Texas
into four major planning regions with each one com-
posed of archaeological sub-regions based on unique
environmental and archeological characteristics.
This division resulted in the creation of the Plains
Planning Region, the Eastern Planning Region, the
Trans-Pecos Planning Region, and the Central and
Southern Planning Region (Figure 1). These regions
were to be discussed in planning documents that
could be used to “provide recommendations to feder-
al agencies, to direct the effort to list sites in the
National Register of Historic Places, and to preserve
significant sites through other mechanisms” (Ken-
motsu and Perttula 1993:4-5). The planning docu-
ments are based on geographic areas that in most
cases correspond to regional archaeological synthe-
ses prepared for the Southwestern Corps of Engi-
neers by Story (1990), Hester et al. (1989), and
Simons et al. (1989). Walker County is in the Eastern
Planning Region. Kenmotsu and Perttula (1993) au-
thored a comprehensive document entitled Archeolo-
gy in the Eastern Planning Region, Texas: A
Planning Document that divides the region into three
separate sub-regions – Prairie-Savanna, Northeast
Texas, and Southeast Texas (Figure 2). The planners
realized that these regions were based on data avail-
able at the time, and that they may not coincide
exactly with cultural and geographical units as iden-
tified by some archaeologists and other researchers
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(Suhm and Krieger 1954: Figure 1) and Perttula
(2004:Table 1.1).  Walker County is in the Southeast
Texas sub-region and is comprised of 790 square
miles of land not submerged by water (Moore
1975:28).  It is bounded on the north by Madison,
Houston, and Trinity counties; on the south by Mont-
gomery County; on the east by San Jacinto County;
and on the west by Grimes County. Within the
boundaries of this sub-region are nineteen counties.

Previous Research

When Suhm and Krieger (1954) discussed the
various regions of Texas in their critically acclaimed
work entitled An Introductory Handbook of Texas
Archeology, Walker County was part of an area they
described as archaeologically “undefined” and con-
tained no recognized culture complexes (Suhm and
Krieger 1954:Figure 5). In fact, it was surrounded by
the Alto Focus to the north, the Galveston Bay Focus
to the south, and the Central Texas Aspect to the west.

In 1965 and 1966, the site of the proposed Lake
Livingston was surveyed by the Texas Archeological
Salvage Project (TASP) under the supervision of
Burney B. McClurkan (1968). The field crew from
TASP was assisted by members of the Houston Ar-
cheological Society (HAS) who were responsible for
the archaeological portion of the proposed lake in
Walker County.  They located and documented the
first seven sites to be recorded in the county
(41WA1-41WA7). The benefits of a local archaeo-
logical society working with professionals was not
overlooked by McClurkan (1968:ii) when he wrote
“Members of HAS merit many kind words, not only
for their willingness to do and learn, but also for their
determination and persistence in the face of inclem-
ent weather, hard work, and their already crowded
schedules.”

In 1974, I was living in Huntsville and attending
Sam Houston State University (formerly Sam Hous-
ton State Teachers College) working on a certifica-
tion that would qualify me to be a teacher in
secondary schools.  I had already made collections
from several sites in Walker and adjacent counties,
but had done so informally. A friend left her 1967
Corvette with me while she travelled throughout the
Southwest with friends. I enjoyed driving it through-
out the county. Utilizing a 1974 General Highway
Map for Walker County, virtually all roads crossing
streams and rivers were traversed, and the banks of
these drainages examined for archaeological sites.
Admittedly, I was a novice attempting to emulate a
professional survey. Most sites were recorded based
on surface finds and information shared by locals.
Shovel testing was rarely conducted and few photo-
graphs were taken. Artifacts collected were kept
separate by site, assigned a temporary field number,
and the locations of the sites were documented in my
field notes per the name of the drainage and its
relationship to the road. Eventually, these sites were
recorded at TARL. My informal survey added 34
sites to the meager data base that existed at the time
(Table 1). These included new finds as well as those
previously known to me from my collecting days in
the 1960s during my first tenure at Sam Houston
State Teachers College. My work culminated in a

Figure 1. Planning Regions of Texas. Figure 2. Eastern Planning Region.
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report entitled An Archeological Survey of Walker
County, Texas (Moore 1976). The first site known to
me in Walker County was 41WA55, and this site that
is the subject of this article.

The Site

Reese is the surname of the former landowner
who graciously allowed members of the community
and others to visit it. The property has changed
hands, and the current owner may or may not be
agreeable to allowing others on the property. The
Reese site is located on the southern bank of Winters
Bayou, a major drainage in the area. Most of the site
is in Walker County, while a lesser portion is just
across the county line in San Jacinto County. The
topographic setting is a sandy knoll that rises above
the surrounding floodplain. The site boundaries are
Winters Bayou to the north, the floodplain of the
bayou to the south and east, and a tributary of the
bayou to the west. An artificial pond or stock tank
named Pursley Lake is a short distance to the south-
west. The area between the site and the pond was
forested at the time of my visits.

Based on the plotting on the 7.5’ Maynard topo-
graphic quadrangle, this site appears to cover an area
of about 3.5 acres. However, I
believe that is an exaggerated
number. At the time of my visits
to this site, I never determined
the depth of the sandy mantle
that overlies the basal clay. The
soil survey for Walker County
describes the soil at the Reese
site as located in the Depcor
Huntsburg soil association, gen-
tly sloping (McClintock et al.
1979:9 and Map 61).  This unit
is found on upland divides.  The
unit is composed of approxi-
mately 54% Depcor soils, 31%
Huntsburg soils, and 15% other
soils not mentioned in the sur-
vey. The Depcor soils are found
in the more sloping areas, while
the Huntsburg soils are present
in the less sloping areas. The
soils in this association consist
of loamy fine sand on the sur-
face, followed by loamy fine
sand, very strongly acidic loamy
fine sand, strongly acidic sandy
clay loam, sandy clay loam,
strong sandy clay loam, and ter-
minating with strongly acidic

clay loam at about 72-80 inches below the surface.
The relationship of the Reese site to others along

Winters Bayou is, in my opinion, an indicator of the
significance of this drainage and its tributaries to
native populations in this part of Texas. Approxi-
mately 500 meters to the southeast, along a sandy
ridge, is 41SJ13, and just across the county road is a
small rise that I recorded as 41SJ12.  Site 41WA100
was recorded 700 meters to the north in an upland
setting overlooking tributaries of Winters Bayou, and
41SJ44 is 1200 meters to the northeast (Figure 3).

41WA100 was reported on by Moore (1990a,
1990b) and tested with a grant from the Texas Arche-
ological Society (Moore 1990c). Students of Rice
University led by Roderick McIntosh conducted lim-
ited testing, and a report of their findings was written
as a student project but never published. I have
visited other sites on this drainage but was discour-
aged from recording them by the landowners.

Known site disturbance occurred in three forms.
Clearing of forests for cultivation has had serious
impacts on the subsurface deposits to varying depths
and the contents therein.  The recently recognized
natural process of bioturbation as it effects archaeo-
logical sites contained in a sandy mantle is a form of
internal disturbance that can occur at any time

Figure 3. Reese site (41WA55) on 7.5’ Maynard Topographic Quadrangle.
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(Thoms 1993:51-52). Finally, the collecting of arti-
facts by collectors and well-meaning curiosity seek-
ers removes valuable data from sites before
professional archaeologists can perform systematic
investigations.

Methods

Although the methods at the Reese site when
Tom Zimmerman and I worked at the site did not
conform to those conducted by professional archae-
ologists at the time, our efforts employed some of the
basics that they practice. We recognized the added
value that provenience provided and made mental
notes of the association of certain artifacts and types
of artifacts that we considered to be significant. The
initial visits to the site were a series of surface inspec-
tions to determine site boundaries and the main part
of the site. Sadly, this effort could not be achieved
solely through surface visibility, as the only exposed
area was the cultivated area enclosed by a fence. The
remainder of the landform was in pasture, and sur-
face exposures were limited to the backdirt of gopher
burrows and ant hills. We selected an area in the
approximate center of the high ground within the
fenced enclosure and dug two pits separately. I never
tried to calculate the volume of dirt we removed, but
it was a very small percentage of the site. We did not
use screens, but the removal of soil was painstaking-
ly done by scraping with knives and similar tools.
Every artifact, including flakes and cobbles, was
collected and kept separate from those from other
sites we had investigated.  Measurements were not
taken, but we made mental observations as to chang-
es in artifact types per the overall depth they were
found.  I compared our finds to those depicted in
Handbook of Texas Archeology: Type Descriptions
by Suhm and Jelks (1962). There were cases where
projectile points could not be typed with any degree
of certainty. However, most arrow points were obvi-
ous examples of the Catahoula type, and the dart
points were by far examples of the contracting stem

class of points bearing the names Gary and Kent.
During the writing of my report entitled An Archeo-
logical Survey of Walker County, Texas (Moore
1976), I consulted the 1962 Handbook as well as
contract reports loaned to me by Harry J. Shafer to
categorize miscellaneous items such as manufactur-
ing failures and miscellaneous bifaces. I also learned
how to differentiate flakes by amounts of cortex
present. All artifacts, except for the sherds already
curated at TARL, remain in my possession until they
can be properly catalogued and donated to a recog-
nized curation facility.

The Artifacts

Admittedly, our primary interest was the collec-
tion of the category of specimens that we collectively
and incorrectly referred to as “arrowheads.”  We also
retained tools, ceramic sherds, and bone. The stone
tool category consists of dart points, arrow points,
drills or perforators, scrapers, miscellaneous bifaces,
and unidentifiable objects.

Dart Points

Virtually all items believed to have been fash-
ioned for use as dart points used with the atlatl found
at this site are of the contracting stem variety, and
this is consistent with other sites in the area. Typable
specimens overwhelmingly belong to the Gary/Kent
tradition whose shared characteristic is the contract-
ing stem. Therefore, it is often difficult to differenti-
ate between Gary points and Kent points, especially
with resharpening Because the differences between
Gary and Kent points are often subtle, the term
Gary/Kent tradition was conceived to cover the am-
biguous forms. Fifty-six specimens in my personal
collection from this site have contracting stems. The
raw materials most used to create these artifacts were
quartzite, silicified wood, and chert.

The Gary type is described by Turner et al.
(2011:107) as a “relatively crude and thick point.”

Figure 4. Gary Points from the Reese site (41WA55).
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They list the diagnostic traits as a “triangular body,
indistinct to squared shoulders, and a contracting
stem.” Also, the stem is often pointed. They also
write that the “distal portion is often heavily re-
worked.” Turner et al. (2011:107) cite Ford and
Webb (1956:52-54) and Young (1981:73) as propo-
nents of the idea that this type underwent gradual
diminution in size through time (as has been noted
many other archeologists). This reduction in size
may be related to the transition from dart points to
the introduction of the bow and arrow and use of
Gary points as tips for arrows. One such miniature
Gary point was found at the Reese site. Examples of
Gary points recovered from this site are depicted in
Figure 4.

Turner et al. (2011:120) describes Kent points in
the following quote: “Overall, they are small, with
often asymmetrical bodies (perhaps linked to re-
sharpening), and usually with a prominent medial
ridge. The shoulders are squared to indistinct, and the
stems often have cortex at the base.” A sample of
Kent points from this site is depicted in Figure 5.

One side-notched dart point that resembles the
Big Sandy type as described by Turner et al.
(2011:66) was found on the surface of the Reese site
(Figure 6).  This specimen is made of chert, and the
blade has been reworked. The corners of the stem are
squared, a trait associated with this type, and the
lateral edges are serrated. The Big Sandy point has
been known for a long time to occur in the southeast-
ern United States, but Turner et al. (2011:66) write
that it has “only been recognized fairly recently in
Texas” and “Texas specimens are somewhat smaller
than Big Sandy artifacts illustrated by Perino
(1985).” “Much more research needs to be done on
the Big Sandy type in Texas, and identification of
these points should be done with caution” (Turner et
al. 2011:66). Crook (2019:39) illustrates three Big
Sandy points from 41LB15 in nearby Liberty Coun-

ty. Harry J. Shafer (personal communication, 2020)
believes the artifact from 41WA55 is not a Big San-
dy, but he offers no other type as an alternate.

A stemmed biface may have functioned as a
projectile point (Figure 7).  That is the opinion of
Harry J. Shafer (personal communication, 2020).  It
is made of very high quality chert that was not ob-
tained locally.

Figure 5. Kent Points from the Reese site (41WA55).

Figure 6. Side-Notched Point
from the Reese site (41WA55).
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Arrow Points

Eighteen arrow points are in my personal collec-
tion from this site.  Fifteen are classified as Catahou-
la, and one fragmented specimen may also be a

Catahoula. Turner et al. (2011:185) describe Cata-
houla points as having lateral edges that are straight
to concave or recurved. The most distinctive trait is
the “distinctive, large rounded or square barbs” that
create a “relatively broad shoulder area.” “The ex-
panding stem is short, squared, or somewhat expand-
ed, and the base is slightly convex.” Some have
serrated edges. A sample of Catahoula points from
this site is depicted in Figure 8. One specimen made
of silicified wood exhibits the excellent workman-
ship that can be achieved only with quality material.
Two arrow points could not be identified by type.
One appears to be a broken Perdiz, and the other is of
an unknown type.

Other Lithic Tools

About the value of chipped stone tools, Turner et
al. (2011:219) write the following. “The wide array
of stone tools often found in association with projec-
tile points are usually difficult to categorize, but they
constitute an equally important component of the
material culture of a group of people related in time
and space.”  They provide an insight to the daily
activities of these groups. The kinds of tools found at
this site include scrapers and drills or perforators.
Two specimens fit the description of drills or perfo-
rators (Figure 9). The third is described as a snub-
nosed scraper, possibly made by reworking a broken
point (Figure 10).

Flakes

Flakes (aka debitage) constitute the largest sam-
ple of any artifact category found at the site. They
reflect a wide range of raw materials, but the most
identifiable are those of chert and quartzite. Due to

Figure 7. Stemmed Biface of Non-Local
Chert from the Reese site (41WA55).

Figure 8. Catahoula Arrow Points from the Reese site (41WA55).
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the internal composition of silicified wood, flakes of
this material are often difficult to identify with any
degree of confidence.  All three major categories of
flakes, primary, secondary, and tertiary, are present
at this site; however, the majority are secondary and
tertiary. The presence of these three types of flakes is
an indication that all stages of lithic reduction may
have been conducted at this site.

Ceramics

Fragments of ceramic vessels were numerous
and, as expected, body sherds were more frequently
found than rims or bases. Eleven sherds deserve
special mention. They consist of two body sherds
with punctations, three incised body sherds, one
incised rim sherd, one rim sherd with punctations,
and one partial base. Sadly, they are now missing and
could not be analyzed or photographed for this study.
They are, however, illustrated in An Archeological
Survey of Walker County, Texas (Moore 1976:Plate

6). The only ceramics available for analysis are those
recovered during a one day visit to the site when I
was accompanied by Harry J. Shafer (see below)

Max Hill gave me a Holly Fine Engraved rim
sherd that he claims was found at the Reese site.  Dee
Ann Story described it in the Journal of the Houston

rim sherd from a carinated bowl with a scalloped
flange bent outward at a right angle to the rim (Figure
11).  Her specifications are a well smoothed interior
surface finish; exterior engraved rim with a
smoothed lower body; surface color brown with fire
clouds; and a paste consisting of finely pulverized
grog particles. She does not believe it was made by a
potter at the Davis site, but likely was made by a
Caddo potter somewhere in East Texas.

The following discussion was authored by Timo-
thy K. Perttula. The ceramic vessel sherd assemblage
from the Reese site includes nine plain rim or body
sherds and three sherdlets (Table 2). One 7.1 mm
thick body sherd is from a Goose Creek Plain, var.
Goose Creek vessel with sandy paste (Figure 12a; see
Story 1990; Perttula 2018) made by a Mossy Grove
culture potter (see Ellis 2013). The remaining eight
plain sherds—including a rim (Figure 12b) with a
direct profile and a rounded lip and seven body
sherds)—are tempered with grog (n=6), grog-hema-
tite (n=1), and bone (n=1).

Figure 9. Drills/Perforators from
the Reese site (41WA55).

Figure 10. Snub-Nosed Scraper from the Reese site
(41WA55).

Figure 11. Holly Fine Engraved rim sherd from the
Reese site (41WA55).
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The grog-tempered sherds from the Reese site are
from vessels fired predominantly (67 percent) in a
reducing environment and cooled in the open air (see
Table 2). Another is from a vessel fired and cooled in
a reducing environment (see Teltser 1993:Figure 2b),
and the last sherd is from an incompletely oxidized
vessel. These sherds represent at least four separate
vessels.

Fifty percent of the grog-tempered sherds have
been smoothed on both interior and exterior vessel
surfaces (Figure 13a), and another is smoothed only
on the interior vessel surface (Figure 13b). These
sherds are from vessels with thin body walls: the
mean thickness is 5.08 + 0.45 mm, with a range from
4.2-6.0 mm (see Table 2).

The single body sherd from a grog-hematite-tem-
pered vessel at 41WA55 has thin body walls (5.8
mm, see Table 2). The vessel was fired and cooled in
an oxidizing or high oxygen environment.

The one body sherd with bone temper has thin
body walls (5.7 mm), and may be from a post-A.D.
1250/1300 Leon Plain vessel (see Kenmotsu and
Boyd 2012). Ancestral Caddo ceramic vessels with
thin body walls in East Texas are also manufactured
with bone temper, however (Perttula 2013).

Ancestral Caddo vessels tempered with grog
and/or bone (and occasionally with a sandy paste)
that were manufactured in a number of different
regions in East Texas, such as at 41WA55, were
occasionally traded or exchanged with aboriginal
hunter-gatherer groups whose territorial range in-
cluded the Brazos, Colorado, and Trinity River ba-
sins, generally between ca. A.D. 900-1800.
Post-A.D. 1400 Caddo ceramics are particularly
widespread in the region, as at the Reading site
(41BU16) on the Brazos River (Roemer and Carlson
1987), an unrecorded site in Washington County at
Lake Somerville (Perttula 2019:Table 1), and numer-
ous sites in Montgomery, Polk, San Jacinto, and
Walker counties (Perttula 2018).

Conclusions

The time that the Reese site was inhabited is an
estimate based on the relative dating of typed arti-
facts per their stratigraphic position and dates from
similar sites in Southeast Texas.  Because of the lack
of discernable stratigraphy and the obvious mixing of
artifacts in the loose sandy mantle, no definite state-
ment can be made regarding the superposition of the

Table 2. Ceramic vessel sherds from the Reese site (41WA55).

Sherd type  Temper/Paste  Firing
Conditions

 Surface
Treatment

Thickness
(mm)  Decoration

Test Pit 1,  0-10 cm

body SP A E SM 7.1 Plain

body grog D I/E SM 4.9 Plain

Test Pit 1,  10-20 cm

3 sherdlets (less than 1.5
cm in diameter)

body grog G -- 4.2 Plain

rim (direct-rounded) grog F I/E SM 5 Plain

91, body grog-hematite A -- 5.8 Plain

92, body bone G -- 5.7 Plain

93, body grog G I/E SM 5.7 Plain

94, body grog B -- 4.6 Plain

95, body grog G I SM 5.1 Plain

SP=sandy paste; I=interior; E=exterior; SM=smoothed
Firing conditions (Teltser 1993:Figure 2): A fired and cooled in an oxidizing environment; B=fired and cooled
in a reducing environment; D=incompletely oxidized during firing; F-G=fired in a reducing environment and
cooled in the open air
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dart points, arrow points, and ceramics. The best
hypothesis is it was inhabited during the Middle
Archaic, Late Archaic, Late Woodland, and Late
Prehistoric periods.

No features were discerned, and no human re-
mains were found.  Activities probably centered on
subsistence, seasonal rounds, and a considerable
amount of energy spent reworking or finishing stone
tools. There is no dependable supply of chert and
quartzite near the site. One of the best-known sources
is the lag deposits on Pleistocene terraces in the Lake
Conroe area. Good quality agatized wood is present
in the nearby Catahoula formation, and to the south
excellent chert cobbles are present in the Willis for-
mation (Harry Shafer, personal communication,
2020).  Forays from the main camp to collect materi-

al suitable for making stone tools and hunting and
gathering expeditions would most likely have been a
major activity. No tested cobbles or large cores were
observed, and it appears doubtful that all steps re-
quired for the manufacture of stone tools were con-
ducted at this site. As stated above, large primary
flakes were far less numerous, although secondary
flakes and tertiary flakes were common. The total
number of ceramic sherds collected at the Reese site
is 121 plain body sherds (curated at TARL) that were
not available for study and the nine sherds and three
sherdlets analyzed by Timothy K. Perttula above.

Arrow points were most apparent in the first
40-50 cm below the surface with the larger dart
points in the lower levels. However, stratigraphic
delineation between the two was not clearly defined,

Figure 12. Selected sherds from the Reese site (41WA55): a, Test Pit 1, 0-10 cm, Goose Creek Plain body
sherd; b, Test Pit 1, 10-20 cm, plain grog-tempered rim sherd.

Figure 13. Plain grog-tempered body sherds from the Reese site (41WA55): a, No. 93; b, No. 95.
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as the two appeared to be co-mingled throughout
much of the site deposits. The only evidence of trade,
interaction with distant groups, or travel outside the
area is the Holly Fine Engraved sherd identified as
ancestral Caddo (see Figure 11) and a stemmed bi-
face made of non-local chert (see Figure 7).

Although the artifacts described in this article
were not obtained via methods practiced by profes-
sional archaeologists, they provide the only current
information for this site. Therefore, I regard the
combined efforts of Tom Zimmermann and myself
as a form of salvage archaeology that has resulted in
a valuable comparative collection for the area. Un-
fortunately, Mr. Zimmermann’s collection was not
available for inclusion in this report.
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THE ABORIGINAL CERAMICS FROM THE ALLENS CREEK
SITES, AUSTIN COUNTY, TEXAS

Timothy K. Perttula

Introduction

A large assemblage of aboriginal ceramic vessel
sherds (ca. 700) were recovered during the survey,
testing, and data recovery investigations at the Al-
lens Creek Nuclear Generating Station in the lower
Brazos River valley in Austin County, Texas (Hall
1981) (Figure 1a). The ceramic sherds from 10 sites
in the project area (Figure 1b), along with radiocar-
bon, OSL, and TL dates (see Hood 2007), and a wide
variety of cultural features, provide evidence of Na-
tive American occupations in this part of Texas as
early as ca. 500 B.C. to after ca. A.D. 1500.

In addition to characterizing the kinds of ceramic
vessels that were made and used by lower Brazos
River aboriginal populations, comparisons between
the assemblages may prove useful in ascertaining
changes through time in temper and paste use as well
as the kinds of decorated wares that were present
locally. Furthermore, the detailed analysis of the
Allens Creek ceramic assemblages can contribute to

Figure 1a. Location of the Allens Creek project
area: Austin County in the southeastern part of
Texas.

Figure 1b. Location of ceramic-bear-
ing sites in the Allens Creek project
area.
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a better understanding of local ceramic traditions in
the lower Brazos River basin and surrounding lo-
cales in the central coastal region of Texas.

Analytical Methods

A number of attributes have been employed in
the study of the aboriginal ceramic vessel sherds
(greater than 1.5 cm in length and width) from the
Allens Creek sites; sherdlets (less than 1.5 cm in
length and width) in the assemblage have not been
counted or analyzed for this study. These are attri-
butes commonly employed in the analysis of aborig-
inal ceramics of prehistoric and historic age in Texas
(see Ellis and Perttula 2010):

Temper inclusions or Non-plastics: Deliber-
ate and indeterminate materials in the paste
(Rice 1987:411), including a variety of tem-
pers (such as grog or crushed sherds, bone,
hematite, shell, quartz sands, etc.) and “par-
ticulate matter of some size.” The grog and
bone non-plastics appear to have been delib-
erately added to the paste as tempers. The
bone used for temper by potters has likely

been burned and calcined, then crushed, be-
fore it was added to the paste. Sherd cross-
sections were inspected macroscopically and
with a 10X hand lens to determine the charac-
ter of the paste and its inclusions.

Paste: The paste represents the natural con-
stituents of the clay used, once temper is
added, by potters to manufacture vessels, or
sometimes left without temper and with a
relatively coarse sandy paste. The paste may
be a homogeneous clay, or have a sandy or
silty paste based on texture, along with min-
erals such as iron, hematite, chert, and quartz
sands, etc., of various sizes and angularity.

Clays used for vessel manufacture were probably
gathered from nearby alluvial settings, but almost
certainly within a short (1-7 km away, at most)
distance from a settlement or a temporary camp (e.g.,
Arnold 2000:343; Arthur 2006:52), so that an inordi-
nate amount of time and energy was not expended by
potters in hauling clay back to the site. Arthur
(2006:52) points out that potters would be likely to

Figure 2. Firing conditions in
sherd cross-sections:
a, oxidized;
b, reduced;
c-e, incompletely oxidized dur-
ing firing;
f-h, fired in a reducing envi-
ronment and cooled in the
open air:
i-l, sooted or smudged; the ex-
terior sherd surface is at the
top of each cross-section.

All tables below refer to the
firing condition letters as
shown in Figure 2.

Figure prepared by Lance
Trask.
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select lower quality clays for vessel manufacture
than high quality clays if the latter were farther away.

Vessel Form: The principal vessel form cate-
gories ought to include open containers
(bowls) and restricted containers, primarily
jars. As restricted containers, jars allow ac-
cess by hand, but bottles do not, and they
have a roughened interior surface.

Additional form attributes that are recorded on
rim sherds include the rim profile (outflaring or
everted, vertical or standing, and inverted), lip pro-
file (rolled to the exterior, rounded, flat, or thinned),
and base shape (flat or rounded).

Core Colors: Observations on ceramic sherd
cross-section colors permit consideration of
oxidation patterns (Teltser 1993:Figure 2a-h;
Perttula 2005:Figure 5-30i-l), and thus the
conditions under which the vessel was fired
and then cooled after firing (Figure 2). Com-
ments may also be included on the presence
and location of sooting or smudging from
cooking use (Skibo 1992), and the preserva-
tion and location of charred organic remains
or residues.

Vessels tend to be fired in a variety of different
ways, presumably reflecting personal preferences in
firing, the desired vessel color, the kind of clays and
their pastes that were used, and the functional and
technological requirements of the kinds of vessel
forms that were being manufactured at a specific site.
Vessels were likely fired in an open fire, with the
vessels either set atop the fire or nestled in the coals
and ash.

Wall Thickness: Thickness is recorded in
millimeters for each sherd, using a vernier
caliper. These variations in vessel wall thick-
ness are likely related to functional and tech-
nological decisions made by potters in how
these different wares were intended to be
used in local encampments or households.
The less substantial vessel walls in some of
the vessel sherds would be well suited to the
cooking and heating of foods and liquids and,
because heat would have been conducted
efficiently while heating rapidly, would have
contributed to their ability to withstand heat-
related stresses. Much thicker vessel sherds
(greater than 8 mm in thickness) would have
created stronger and more stable vessels (and
base sherds in the assemblage tend to be more
than 8 mm in thickness), and would have

been well suited for use as storage containers
(Rice 1987:227). Other wares were probably
intended for use in the serving of foods and
liquids, and thinner and less porous vessel
walls would have helped to maintain the tem-
perature of served food and liquids; thinner
and lighter vessels would have also contribut-
ed to the ease with which serving vessels
could be handled, used, and transported.

Interior and Exterior Surface Treatment: The
primary methods of finishing the surface of
ceramic vessels include smoothing, as well as
burnishing and polishing (Rice 1987:138),
although polishing is generally rarely seen on
vessels or vessel sherds because of site pres-
ervation conditions. Smoothing creates “a
finer and more regular surface…[and] has a
matte rather than a lustrous finish” (Rice
1987:138). Burnishing, on the other hand,
creates an irregular lustrous finish marked by
parallel facets left by the burnishing tool (per-
haps a pebble or bone). A polished surface
treatment is marked by a uniform and highly
lustrous surface finish, done when the vessel
is dry, but without “the pronounced parallel
facets produced by burnishing leather-hard
clay” (Rice 1987:138). Another form of sur-
face treatment noted on several of the sherds
from the Allens Creek sites is the scraping or
scoring of the interior vessel surface, which
leaves broad, but shallow, marks where a tool
may have been dragged across the surface,
perhaps as a form of surface smoothing.

Decoration: Decorative techniques present in
the ceramic vessel sherds from the Allens
Creek sites include incising, brushing, brush-
ing-incising, engraving, and lip notching. The
principal decorative techniques were execut-
ed with tools (incising and lip notching) or by
using frayed sticks or grass stems (brushing)
dragged across the body surface. Engraved
lines were fashioned on one vessel sherd with
a sharp tool after the vessel was leather-hard,
or after the vessel had been fired.

Type: The kinds of named ceramic types may
follow primarily the work of Suhm and Jelks
(1962), Story (1990), and Aten (1983).

Sites

Ten aboriginal sites at Allens Creek in the lower
Brazos River basin have sherds from hand-made
ceramic vessels (see Figure 1b), and the assemblages
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from each site are discussed below. The total assem-
blage size is 534 sherds, but the sample size ranges
from as few as one sherd per site (41AU11 and
41AU35) to as many as 358 (41AU38). The sherds
are dominated by sandy paste Goose Creek Plain and
Goose Creek Incised types (64.6 percent), followed
by post-A.D. 1000 San Jacinto series grog-tempered,
grog-tempered sandy paste, and grog-bone-tempered
wares (21.0 percent), and untyped post-A.D. 1300
bone-tempered, bone-tempered sandy paste, and
bone-hematite-tempered wares (14.5 percent) (see
Aten 1983).

41AU8

The five body sherds from 41AU8 are all from
Goose Creek Plain, var. unspecified vessels (Table
1), likely dating before ca. A.D. 800. The vessels are
thin-walled (mean thickness of 5.2 ± 0.48 mm, with
a range from 4.0-6.0 mm), with no surface treatment.
Three of the sherds are from vessels fired in a reduc-
ing environment, then cooled in the open air (see
Figure 2f-g); another is from a vessel that was in-
completely oxidized during firing (see Figure 2e);
and the last sherd is from a vessel that was smudged
or sooted during use, leaving thin sooted areas on
both sides of the vessel (see Figure 2i).

The ceramic assemblage from 41AU8 with five
plain sandy paste Goose Creek Plain, var. unspeci-
fied body sherds is indicative of a Mossy Grove
Culture occupation at the site during some part of the
Woodland period (ca. 500 B.C. to A.D. 800) (see

Story 1990; Aten 1983). Hall (1981:441) identified a
Late Prehistoric component at the site.

41AU9

Only three Goose Creek Plain, var. unspecified
body sherds are in the 41AU9 ceramic assemblage
(Table 2); they may be from the same vessel, al-
though the range in thickness between the sherds is
considerable (5.5-8.2 mm); the mean body wall
thickness is 6.77 ± 0.96 mm. The sherds are from one
or more vessels that were fired in a reducing environ-
ment and cooled in the open air (see Figure 2g). The
sherds have been smoothed on both interior and
exterior surfaces.

41AU11

One Goose Creek Plain, var. unspecified (see
Story 1990) body sherd (6.5 mm thick) was recov-
ered from 41AU11 during the 1972 archaeological
survey. The sherd was from a vessel fired in a reduc-
ing environment and cooled in the open air (see
Figure 2g). It had no surface treatment.

41AU14

Hall (1981:442) identified a Late Prehistoric
component at 41AU14 from test excavations. These
investigations at 41AU14 recovered 25 ceramic
body sherds from grog-tempered (n=11, 44 percent)
San Jacinto series vessels, grog-tempered-sandy

Lot No. Sherd
Type Decoration Temper/Paste Firing

Cond. Surface Treatment Thickness
(mm)

UNK body Plain SP G I/E SM 6.6

UNK body Plain SP G I/E SM 8.2

UNK body Plain SP G I/E SM 5.5

Table 2. Ceramic sherds from 41AU9.

UNK=unknown; SP=sandy paste
I/E SM=interior/exterior smoothed

Lot No. Sherd
Type Decoration Temper/Paste Firing

Cond. Surface Treatment Thickness
(mm)

UNK body Plain SP F – 4

UNK body Plain SP I – 5.1

UNK body Plain SP F – 5.4

1 body Plain SP G – 6

1 body Plain SP E – 5.3

Table 1. Ceramic sherds from 41AU8.

UNK=unknown; SP=sandy paste
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paste (n=3, 12 percent) sherds from San Jacinto
series vessels, and sandy paste (n=11, 44 percent)
Goose Creek Plain, var. unspecified vessels (Table
3). Two of the sherds have decorative elements,
including a grog-tempered sandy paste body sherd
with parallel brushing marks from a vessel of un-
known type, and a grog tempered body sherd from a
San Jacinto Incised vessel with parallel incised lines
on its interior surface. Grog-tempered brushed
sherds are a common feature of ancestral Caddo
ceramic traditions in East Texas, but brushed sherds
are also present in ca. post-A.D. 1300-1400 ceramic
assemblages in the Brazos Delta-West Bay area (see
Ellis and Ellis 1996; Weinstein and Hutchins
2002:275), and it is likely the brushed vessel at

41AU14 was made in that area of the Upper Texas
Coastal Plain.

The majority of the ceramic sherds of each
temper/paste group are from vessels fired in a reduc-
ing environment and cooled in the open air (see
Figure 2g): 45.4 percent of the sandy paste sherds,
81.8 percent of the grog-tempered sherds, and 66.7
percent of the grog-tempered sandy paste sherds.
Sherds from vessels fired and cooled in a reducing
environment (see Figure 2b) comprise 27.3 percent
of the sandy paste vessel sherds, 9.1 percent of the
grog-tempered sherds, and 33.3 percent of the grog-
tempered sandy paste sherds (see Table 3). Three
sherds (12 percent) are from vessels incompletely
oxidized during firing (see Figure 2c, e), and one

Lot
No.

Sherd
Type Decoration Temper/

Paste
Firing
Cond.

Surface
Treatment

Thickness
(mm)

1 body Plain SP G -- 6.8

2 body Plain grog G -- 7.7

2 body Plain grog/SP G -- 6.5

4 body Plain SP J -- 7.2

4 body Plain SP B -- 6.4

4 body Plain SP B -- 5.9

4 body Plain SP G -- 6.3

4 body Plain SP G -- 6.9

4 body Par. Brushed grog/SP B -- 5.9

4 body Plain grog/SP G -- 5.9

4 body Plain grog G -- 7.9

4 body Plain grog G -- 4.4

4 body Plain grog G I SM 5.6

4 body Plain grog E E SM 6.5

4 body Plain grog G -- 7

4 body Plain grog G -- 5.5

4 body Plain grog G -- 7.1

4 body Plain grog G -- 6.7

4 body
Par. Incised lines

(int. surface)
grog B E SM 6.1

5 body Plain grog G E SM 5.6

5 body Plain SP G I SM 6.7

7 body Plain SP B -- 4.9

9 body Plain SP C -- 6.2

10 body Plain SP C -- 5

10 body Plain SP G -- 6.2

Table 3. Ceramic sherds from 41AU14.

SP=sandy paste
E SM=exterior smoothed; I SM=interior smoothed
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Goose Creek Plain, var. unspecified sherd has been
sooted during firing and/or use (see Figure 2j).

Few of the 41AU14 sherds have any surface
treatment (see Table 3). This includes three sandy
paste and grog-tempered body sherds with an interior
smoothed surface, and two grog-tempered body
sherds with an exterior smoothed surface.

The 41AU14 sherds from the different temper-
paste groups are from thin-walled vessels. The body
sherds range from 6.10 ± 0.27 mm (ranging from
5.9-6.5 mm) for the grog-tempered sandy paste
sherds, 6.17 ± 0.55 mm (ranging from 4.9-7.2 mm)
for the sandy paste sherds, and 6.37 ± 0.85 mm
(ranging from 4.4-7.9 mm) for the grog-tempered
wares.

41AU21

Two Goose Creek Plain, var. unspecified sherds
are in the 41AU21 ceramic assemblage (Table 4): one
rim sherd and one body sherd. These range from
6.0-6.5 mm in thickness, and are from vessels incom-
pletely oxidized during firing or vessels fired in a
reducing environment and cooled in the open air.
Neither sherd has a surface treatment.

The occurrence of sandy paste Goose Creek Plain
sherds at 41AU21 suggests that the site was occupied
by Mossy Grove peoples, perhaps before ca. A.D.
800. However, Hall (1981:443) has identified a Late
Prehistoric component at the site.

41AU31

Hall (1981) identified four temper-paste groups in
the 46 sherds from 41AU31. Most are sandy paste
wares (n=27, 58.7 percent), followed by bone-tem-
pered sherds with a silty paste and floated surfaces
(n=15, 32.6 percent), bone-tempered sherds with a
sandy paste (n=3, 6.5 percent), and one sherd (2.2
percent) with grog temper (Ellis et al. 2013:Table
25). The bone temper is finely crushed. The sandy
paste wares are from Goose Creek Plain, var. unspec-
ified vessels, and Ellis et al. (2013:243) suggests the
one grog-tempered sherd may be from a San Jacinto
Plain vessel (see Hamilton 1988:101) from the Bra-
zos Delta-West Bay area of the Central Texas coast.
The principal component at 41AU31 dates after ca.

A.D. 1200-1300 because of the presence of a grog-
tempered vessel sherd and the sole occurrence of
Perdiz arrow points in the deposits (Hall 1981).

41AU35

A single plain body sherd (6.8 mm in thickness)
was recovered at 41AU35 (Lot 11). It is from a sandy
paste vessel made with burned bone temper, perhaps
from a Goose Creek Plain, var. Traylor Branch
(Weinstein and Hutchins 2002) vessel. The sherd
came from a vessel that had been fired in a reducing
environment and cooled in the open air (see Figure
2g), and had no surface treatment. Hall (1981:445)
identified a Late Prehistoric component at the site.

Ernest Witte Site (41AU36)

All but one of the 17 ceramic sherds from the
Ernest Witte site are from sandy paste Goose Creek
wares (Table 5). These are from the Zone 4’ occupa-
tion (Hall 1981:81-83), which also had Godley and
Gary dart points, consistent with a Transitional Ar-
chaic or Woodland period use, one predating ca.
A.D. 700, and dating as early as ca. 500 B.C., when
sandy paste ceramic wares began to be produced in
eastern and southeastern Texas (Ellis 2013:140-141
and Figure 1). Radiocarbon dates ranging from 520
± 130 B.C. to A.D. 360 ± 80 in Zone 3B underlying
Zone 4’ (Hall 1981:Table 2) suggests that the Zone
4’ ceramics likely date from ca. A.D. 500-700, be-
fore the advent of arrow points. The other sherd in
this zone is a grog-tempered body sherd with parallel
brushed-incised marks; this sherd is likely from a
Brazos Delta-West Bay manufactured vessel.

The sandy paste sherds from the Ernest Witte site
are from Goose Creek Plain vessels, either var. un-
specified (n=15) or var. Burris (n=1). Sandy paste
lip-notched vessels have recently been identified as
Goose Creek Plain, var. Burris (Perttula 2018:39).
Such distinctive vessels appear to have been made
and used between ca. 2230-1830 years ago in Mossy
Grove culture sites. The rim sherds have direct pro-
files and rounded lips, and are likely from jars; one
has a 16.0 cm orifice diameter.

The Goose Creek Plain sherds are from vessels
almost exclusively fired in a reducing or low oxygen

Lot No. Sherd
Type Decoration Temper/Paste Firing

Cond. Surface Treatment Thickness
(mm)

2 rim Plain SP G -- 6.5

4 body Plain SP E -- 6

Table 4. Ceramic sherds from 41AU21.

SP=sandy paste
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environment, including fired and cooled in a reduc-
ing environment (50.0 percent) and fired in a reduc-
ing environment and cooled in the open air (46.7
percent). One sherd is from a vessel incompletely
oxidized during firing (see Figure 2c).

Almost 70 percent of the sandy paste Goose
Creek Plain sherds have some form of surface treat-
ment (see Table 5). This includes 12.5 percent with
interior smoothed surfaces, 18.8 percent with exteri-
or smoothed surfaces, and 37.5 percent with both
interior and exterior smoothed surfaces.

The Goose Creek Plain rim and body sherds from
the Ernest Witte site have thin walls. The rim sherds
are 6.5 ± 0.2 mm thick (ranging from 6.2-6.7 mm)
and the body sherds are 5.96 ± 0.38 mm (ranging
from 4.6-6.6 mm).

Leonard K Site (41AU37)

The Leonard K site has two stratified Late Pre-
historic components, the earlier dating to A.D. 920 ±
70 (Zone 3) and the later dating to A.D. 1480 ± 80
(Zone 1) (Hall 1981:Table 3). Both components have
aboriginal ceramic sherds, according to Hall
(1981:112-113), including Goose Creek Plain sandy
paste wares and grog-tempered San Jacinto wares.

The re-analysis of the ceramic sherds from the
Leonard K site includes 76 rim, body, and base
sherds from sandy paste Goose Creek Plain (n=50,
65.8 percent) vessels, as well as grog-tempered
(n=22, 29.0 percent), grog-tempered sandy paste
(n=2, 2.6 percent), grog-bone-tempered (n=1, 1.3
percent) and bone-tempered (n=1, 1.3 percent)
wares; the grog-tempered sherds are from San Jacin-
to series vessels (Table 6A). This combination of
temper-paste groups is consistent with the two dated
Late Prehistoric components at the site.

The eight rim sherds include six with direct rims
and rounded lips (including two with lip notches, see
below), one with a direct rim and a flat lip, and one
jar rim with an everted rim and a rounded lip. The
one grog-tempered-sandy paste rim has a 19.0 cm
orifice diameter.

Nine of the 50 sandy paste sherds have decora-
tive elements. Two are from Goose Creek Plain, var.
Burris vessels with a lip notched rim (see Perttula
2018). Five others are from Goose Creek Incised
vessels with horizontal (n=1), parallel (n=2), and
straight incised line (n=2) elements. Another sandy
paste vessel sherd has parallel brushed-incised lines
and marks and is from a post-A.D. 1200 Goose
Creek Brushed vessel (Perttula 2018:41). The last

Lot No. Sherd
Type Decoration Temper/Paste Firing

Cond. Surface Treatment Thickness
(mm)

0-12 rim Plain SP C -- 6.6

0-15 body Plain SP F E SM 6.8

3 body Plain SP G I SM 6.2

21 body Plain SP B -- 6.1

36 body Plain SP G -- 5.4

36 body Plain SP G I/E SM 5.6

37 body Plain SP B I/E SM 6.1

48 body Plain SP G I SM 6.2

48 body Plain SP B I/E SM 6.6

62 body Plain SP B -- 4.6

95 rim Plain SP F -- 6.7

161 body Plain SP G I/E SM 6.3

189 rim Lip notched SP B E SM 6.2

230 body Plain SP B I/E SM 6.2

319 body Par. B-I grog N/A -- N/A

326 body Plain SP B E SM 5.9

330 body Plain SP B I/E SM 6.5

Table 5. Ceramic sherds from the Ernest Witte site (41AU36).

SP=sandy paste
Par.=parallel; B-I=brushed-incised
I SM=interior smoothed; I/E=interior/exterior smoothed; E SM=exterior smoothed
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Table 6A. Ceramic sherds from the Leonard K site (41AU37).

SP=sandy paste
E SM=exterior smoothed; I SM=interior smoothed; E OR=exterior organic residue; I OR=interior organic
residue
B-I=brushed-incised

Lot
No.

Sherd
Type Decoration Temper/

Paste
Firing
Cond.

Surface
Treatment

Thickness
(mm)

UNK body Plain SP A – 8.8

0-8 body Plain SP K E SM 6.5

0-10 rim
Lip notched;

Horizontal B-I
grog/SP E I SM 6.3

2 rim Lip notched SP B – 5.6

2 body Plain grog E – 3.9

2 body Plain grog B E SM 4.6

3 body Straight Incised line SP G – 5.6

4 body Plain SP G I SM 5.3

4 body Straight Incised line bone G – 6.3

4 body Plain grog L – 8.8

4 body Plain grog B I/E SM 5.1

4 body Plain grog B – 6

6 body Plain SP G – 4.1

12 body Plain grog G E SM 5.6

22 body Plain SP B I/E SM; I OR 5

37 rim Plain SP G E OR 4.4

37 body Plain SP B – 5.6

39 body Plain grog E – 4.2

41 body Parallel Incised lines SP F – 5.1

42 body Plain SP K – 6.3

43 base Plain SP G – 9.7

43 body
Interior Straight

Incised line
SP G E SM 5.8

43 body Plain SP G – 4.9

44 body Plain SP B – 5.2

45 body Plain SP I E SM 6.3

54 rim Lip notched SP B – 6

54 body Plain grog G – 5.1

56 body Plain grog E E SM 4.1

57 rim Plain SP B E SM 4.5

57 body Plain SP L – 5.5

57 body Par. B-I SP B – 6.2

57 body Parallel Incised lines SP C – 5.1

57 body Plain grog/SP G – 7.7
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Table 6A. Ceramic sherds from the Leonard K site (41AU37). (continued)

SP=sandy paste
E SM=exterior smoothed; I SM=interior smoothed; E OR=exterior organic residue; I OR=interior organic
residue
B-I=brushed-incised

Lot
No.

Sherd
Type Decoration Temper/

Paste
Firing
Cond.

Surface
Treatment

Thickness
(mm)

64 body Plain SP B I/E SM 6.3

64 body Plain SP B I/E SM 6.4

74 body Plain SP J – 7.9

85 body Parallel engraved lines SP B E SM 5.4

85 body Plain SP B – 5

85 body Plain grog B I SM 5.8

85 body Plain grog-bone G E SM 6.5

85 body Plain SP J – 5.5

85 body Plain grog G – 5.2

87 body Plain SP J E SM 5.9

87 body Plain SP I E SM 6.9

88 body Plain SP E – 5.9

88 body Plain grog E I/E SM 6.7

88 body Plain grog B – 6

88 body Plain grog B I SM 6.5

88 body Plain grog E – 5.8

90 body Plain SP D I/E SM 5.7

90 body Plain SP L E SM 6.2

90 body Plain grog B E SM 7.2

90 body Plain SP D E SM 6.3

91 body Plain SP J E SM 6

91 body Plain grog B I/E SM 5.7

91 body Plain grog B – 5.4

92 rim Plain SP H I/E SM; E OR 6.5

92 body Plain SP D I/E SM 6.6

92 body Plain SP L I/E SM 6

92 body Plain SP G I/E SM 6.2

92 body Plain SP D I SM 5.5

92 body Plain SP D I/E SM 6.5

92 body Plain SP A I/E SM 6.7

92 body Plain SP G I/E SM 6.4

92 body Plain SP D I/E SM 5.9

92 body Plain SP L I/E SM 6.5

92 body Plain SP D I/E SM 7.4
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sandy paste sherd is a body sherd with parallel en-
graved lines, likely a decorative innovation from the
East Texas ancestral Caddo tradition (see Perttula
2013). None of the grog-tempered, grog-bone-tem-
pered, and bone-tempered sherds in the Leonard K
assemblage have decorative elements, but one post-
A.D. 1200 grog-tempered sandy paste rim sherd is
both lip notched and has horizontal brushed-incised
marks and lines.

The sherds from different temper-paste groups
are from vessels that were fired differently. The
sandy paste wares are most commonly fired in a
reducing environment and cooled in the open air (40
percent), followed by sherds from vessels fired and
cooled in a reducing environment (22 percent).
Equally common are sherds from vessels that were
incompletely oxidized during firing (22 percent).
Only 6 percent of the sandy paste sherds are from
vessels that were fired and cooled in an oxidizing
environment. A total of 26 percent of the sandy paste
sherds have evidence of sooting and/or smudging
(see Figure 2i-l); only one of the tempered wares (a
grog-tempered sherd) in the assemblage have soot-
ing and/or smudging.

The tempered wares, particularly the grog-tem-
pered vessel sherds, are also from vessels that were
fired and cooled in a reducing environment (42.3
percent), or are from vessels fired in a reducing
environment and cooled in the open air (30.8 per-
cent). The remainder (23.1 percent) are sherds from
vessels that were incompletely oxidized during firing
(see Table 6A).

Smoothing of the interior and/or exterior vessel
surfaces is common in both the sandy paste and
tempered wares at the site. This includes 62.0 per-

cent of the Goose Creek wares and 46.2 percent of
the grog-tempered, grog-bone-tempered, grog-tem-
pered sandy paste, and bone-tempered sherds (see
Table 6A). Three sandy paste sherds (6.0 percent)
have preserved organic residue on either interior
(n=1) or exterior (n=20 sherd surfaces. The residue
is the product of the use of Goose Creek series
vessels, likely jars, for cooking over a fire (see Hood
2007).

As with other Allens Creek temper and paste
groups, the sherds from the Leonard K site are from
thin-walled vessels. Sandy paste rim sherds are 5.8 ±
0.97 mm (ranging from 4.4-7.8 mm) in thickness,
while body sherds are 6.04 ± 0.61 mm (ranging from
4.1-8.8 mm); the one sandy paste base sherd is 9.7
mm thick. Grog-tempered and grog-tempered sandy
paste rim sherds range from 4.8-6.3 mm, respective-
ly, while grog-tempered body sherds are 5.74 ± 0.82
mm (ranging from 3.9-8.8 mm). Grogbone-temp-
ered, grog-tempered sandy paste, and bone-tempered
body sherds range from 6.3-7.7 mm in thickness.

Little Bethlehem Site (41AU38)

The Little Bethlehem site has the largest ceramic
vessel sherd assemblage of any of the Allens Creek
sites, with 358 rim, body, and base sherds from
different temper-paste groups (Table 6B). The one
radiocarbon date from the site is A.D. 1480 + 80
(Hall 1981:122), but OSL and TL dates on four
sandy paste Goose Creek Plain sherds (Hood
2007:91 and Table 4.1; Feathers 2007:Table A5) in
the assemblage suggest that there may also be ceram-
ic-bearing components that date from 90 B.C.-A.D.
318 and A.D. 913-1335.

Table 6A. Ceramic sherds from the Leonard K site (41AU37). (continued)

Lot
No.

Sherd
Type Decoration Temper/

Paste
Firing
Cond.

Surface
Treatment

Thickness
(mm)

93 body Plain SP G E SM 6.3

94 rim Plain grog B – 4.8

109 body Plain grog G I/E SM 5.6

109 body Plain grog H – 7.3

121 rim Plain SP C I/E SM 7.8

132 body Plain SP L E SM 5.9

135 body Plain SP A I/E SM 6.7

136 body Plain grog B – 5.9

137 body Plain SP D E SM 6.4

SP=sandy paste
E SM=exterior smoothed; I SM=interior smoothed; E OR=exterior organic residue; I OR=interior organic
residue
B-I=brushed-incised
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Table 6B. Ceramic sherds from the Little Bethlehem site (41AU38).

Lot No. Sherd
Type Decoration Temper/

Paste
Firing
Cond.

Surface
Treatment

Thickness
(mm)

1A body Plain SP E I SM 6.8

2A body Plain SP G I SM 6.9

2B body Plain SP G E SM 6.2

2E body Plain SP G I SM 6.7

2I body Plain SP G I SM 8

2K body Plain bone G E SM 4.1

2Q body Plain bone F -- 4.6

2U body Plain SP B E SM 7

2W body Plain SP B E SM 7

2Y body Plain SP B I SM 7.4

2CC body Plain grog B -- 5.5

2DD body Plain SP G I SM 6.8

2EE body Plain SP G -- 6.5

2FF body Plain SP E I SM 6.9

2GG body Plain grog F -- 6.3

2HH body Parallel Incised lines grog G -- 6.5

2KK body Plain SP E E SM 6.5

2MM body Plain grog G -- 5.6

3A body Plain SP G I/E SM 5.4

3C body Plain bone-SP B -- 6.2

3C body Parallel Incised lines SP G -- 4.8

3D body Plain SP G -- 4.9

3E rim Plain SP G -- 4.1

3F body Plain grog-bone G I/E SM 5

3G body Plain SP H -- 6.2

3H body Plain SP L -- 8

3K body Plain SP G E SM 4.5

3M body Plain SP A -- 7.2

3Q body Plain bone G I SM 6.4

3S body Plain SP F -- 6.6

3U base Plain SP H -- 8.5

3V body Plain SP F -- 6.6

3W body Plain SP C -- 6.3

UID=unidentified
SP=sandy paste
E SM=exterior smoothed; I SM=interior smoothed; I/E SM=interior/exterior smoothed
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Table 6B. Ceramic sherds from the Little Bethlehem site (41AU38). (continued)

UID=unidentified
SP=sandy paste
E SM=exterior smoothed; I SM=interior smoothed; I/E SM=interior/exterior smoothed

Lot No. Sherd
Type Decoration Temper/

Paste
Firing
Cond.

Surface
Treatment

Thickness
(mm)

3X body Plain SP B I SM 6.4

3Y body Plain SP F I SM 6.9

3Z body Plain SP F -- 6.5

3AA body Plain bone-grog C I SM 5.9

3CC body Plain bone A -- 5

3DD body Straight Incised line bone-grog F I/E SM 5.7

3FF body Plain bone A -- 5.7

3GG body Plain bone-grog G I/E SM 5.6

3JJ body Plain bone A E SM N/A

3KK body Plain bone-grog E -- 3.8

3LL body Plain bone A I SM 5.7

3MM body Plain bone G I/E SM 4.9

3SS body Plain SP B -- 7

3TT body Plain SP B I SM 6.1

3UU body Plain SP G I SM 6.3

3VV body Plain SP B I SM 4.5

3WW body Plain SP G I/E SM 7.1

3XX body Plain SP B I/E SM 5.5

3YY body Plain bone-SP G -- 6

3AAA body Plain SP B I SM 8.4

3BBB body Plain bone-SP B I/E SM 4.5

3CCC body Plain bone-SP B I SM 5.4

3III body Plain SP B I SM 6.5

3JJJ body Plain SP B E SM 3.3

3LLL body Plain grog H -- 8.8

3NNN body Plain SP G I SM 6.7

3PPP body Plain grog G -- 7

3UUU body Plain grog F E SM 7.3

3VVV body Plain grog G -- 4.8

4G body Plain SP G -- 5.4

7A body Plain SP G -- 6.3

7B body Plain SP G I SM 4.8

7D body Plain SP F -- 6.2

7E body Plain SP G -- 4.9

7L body Plain SP G -- 5.3
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Table 6B. Ceramic sherds from the Little Bethlehem site (41AU38). (continued)

UID=unidentified
SP=sandy paste
E SM=exterior smoothed; I SM=interior smoothed; I/E SM=interior/exterior smoothed

Lot No. Sherd
Type Decoration Temper/

Paste
Firing
Cond.

Surface
Treatment

Thickness
(mm)

7M body Plain SP G -- 6

7N body Straight Incised line grog G -- 6.5

7O body Plain bone-SP G -- 6.4

7S body Plain SP A -- 6

7T body Plain bone-SP F -- 5.9

7W base Plain grog A -- 9.1

7AA body Plain bone-grog F -- 4.9

7BB body Plain grog G -- 7.3

7CC body Plain SP B -- 6.4

7CC body Plain grog G -- 5.2

7DD base Plain grog A -- 8.9

7EE body Plain SP B -- 3.8

7EE body Plain SP G -- 5

7GG body Plain SP B I/E SM 4.7

8A body Plain SP G E SM 6.3

9A rim Plain SP F -- 4.4

11H body Plain SP G -- 5.5

11I rim Horizontal Incised lines SP F -- 4.2

11J body Plain SP G E SM 7.2

11K body Plain SP H -- 7.4

12A body Plain SP G I SM 6.7

13B body Plain SP G -- 6.2

14A body Plain SP B E SM 4.9

15L body Plain SP A -- 5.6

15M body Plain SP C -- 7.6

15O body Plain bone-SP H -- 5.1

15P body Plain bone-grog F -- 4

15Q body Plain SP G I SM 4.4

15R body Plain SP G -- 4.1

15S body Plain SP C -- 7.6

15T body Plain SP B I/E SM 4.6

15V body Plain grog B -- 5

16AA body Plain SP A -- 5.6

16BB body Plain bone G E SM 4.8

16EE body Plain bone-SP F -- 5
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Table 6B. Ceramic sherds from the Little Bethlehem site (41AU38). (continued)

UID=unidentified
SP=sandy paste
E SM=exterior smoothed; I SM=interior smoothed; I/E SM=interior/exterior smoothed

Lot No. Sherd
Type Decoration Temper/

Paste
Firing
Cond.

Surface
Treatment

Thickness
(mm)

16FF body Plain SP C -- 6.3

16GG body Plain SP F -- 4.5

16II-1 body Plain SP B -- 6.1

16II-2 body Plain SP B E SM 6.5

16JJ body Plain SP G -- 6.9

16KK body Plain SP B -- 6.2

16LL body Plain SP B E SM 7.1

16LL body Plain SP G -- 4

16MM base Plain SP E -- 8.9

16NN body Plain SP G -- 8.2

17A body Plain SP G -- 6.6

17B body Plain bone A -- 3.9

17H body Plain bone-SP F -- 5.2

17I body Plain bone-SP F -- 5.4

17J body Plain bone-SP F -- 5.1

17Q body Plain SP B I SM 4.9

21E body Parallel Incised lines SP B -- 6.5

21WW body Plain grog G -- 7.5

21XX body Plain SP G -- 5.6

21ZZ body Straight Incised line grog-SP G -- 7.1

21AAA body Plain SP E -- 5.9

21BBB body Plain SP G Int. Scored 6.9

21CCC body Plain grog E -- 7.4

21FFF body Plain bone F -- 4.9

21GGG body Plain SP C -- 4.9

21HHH body Plain bone-SP F -- 4.9

21III body Plain bone-hematite K -- 3.9

21JJJ body Plain bone E -- 5.3

21KKK body Plain grog G -- 6.2

21LLL body Straight Incised line grog G -- 7.4

21MMM body Plain SP G -- 6.7

21NNN body Plain grog-bone G -- 7.4

21OOO body Parallel Incised lines grog/SP G -- 6.7

21PPP body Plain SP G -- 6.2

21QQQ body Plain grog G -- 7.1
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Table 6B. Ceramic sherds from the Little Bethlehem site (41AU38). (continued)

UID=unidentified
SP=sandy paste
E SM=exterior smoothed; I SM=interior smoothed; I/E SM=interior/exterior smoothed

Lot No. Sherd
Type Decoration Temper/

Paste
Firing
Cond.

Surface
Treatment

Thickness
(mm)

21RRR body Plain grog-bone G -- 6.3

21SSS body Plain grog E -- 6.9

21TTT body Plain grog/SP G -- 8.2

21VVV body Plain grog B -- 5.5

22 body Plain SP E I SM 6.7

22I body Plain SP K -- 5.8

22V body Plain bone G I SM 5.8

22W body Plain bone F -- 4.7

22BB body Plain bone-grog F I/E SM 4.4

22DD body Plain SP B -- 4.6

22EE body Plain SP B I/E SM 7.2

22GG body Plain SP G I/E SM 5.5

22II rim Plain SP G -- 4.8

22LL body Plain SP K E SM 6.6

22LL body Plain grog G -- 6.6

22MM body Plain SP G Int. Scored 5.1

22NN body Plain SP G -- 5.1

22OO body Plain SP G -- 6.7

22PP body Plain SP E -- 5.3

22QQ body Plain SP D -- 4.6

23F rim Plain SP B -- 4.8

23G body Plain SP E E SM 7.4

23H body Plain SP G -- 5.2

23I body Plain SP G E SM 6

23J rim Plain SP L Int. Scored 5.5

23K body Plain SP G I SM 5.2

23L body Plain SP G -- 5.4

23O body Plain SP K -- 5.4

25K base Plain SP G -- 8.2

25L body Plain grog G -- 7.1

25L body Plain SP C -- 5.4

25M body Plain grog G -- 7.3

25P body Plain grog G -- 6.5

25Q body Plain SP G -- 6.5

25R body Plain grog G -- 7.4
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Table 6B. Ceramic sherds from the Little Bethlehem site (41AU38). (continued)

UID=unidentified
SP=sandy paste
E SM=exterior smoothed; I SM=interior smoothed; I/E SM=interior/exterior smoothed

Lot No. Sherd
Type Decoration Temper/

Paste
Firing
Cond.

Surface
Treatment

Thickness
(mm)

26BB body Plain bone-SP B -- 5.4

26JJ body Plain bone C I SM 3.4

26PP body Plain SP G -- 5.4

26QQ body Plain SP G I SM 5.8

26RR body Plain SP G E SM 4.6

26SS body Plain SP G I SM 4.7

26TT body Plain bone G -- 4.8

26VV body Plain bone-grog F -- 4.5

26YY body Plain bone-SP F I SM 3.3

26AAA body Plain bone F -- 4.3

26CCC body Plain SP G -- 4.6

26DDD body Plain SP G I SM 6.5

26EEE body Plain SP B I/E SM 4.4

26GGG body Plain grog G -- 6.4

26HHH body Plain grog G -- 6.9

26KKK body Plain grog E -- 6.9

27K body Plain SP G -- 7.9

27L body Plain SP G I SM 6.5

27M body Plain SP E I SM 4.8

27N rim Plain SP B -- 4.9

27O body Plain SP A Int. Scored 5.4

27P body Plain SP F -- 6.2

27Q body Plain SP F -- 7.6

27R body Plain bone-grog F -- 4.4

27S body Plain SP E -- 6.3

27T body Plain grog G -- 6.2

27W body Plain SP E I/E SM 7

27Y body Plain SP F -- 7.4

27LL body Plain SP E -- 4.9

30T body Plain SP G -- 6.7

30X body Plain grog A -- 7.7

30W body Plain SP B E SM 6.3

30Y body Straight Incised line grog G -- 7

30Z body Plain grog B -- 7.6

30LL body Plain SP F -- 6.2
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Table 6B. Ceramic sherds from the Little Bethlehem site (41AU38). (continued)

UID=unidentified
SP=sandy paste
E SM=exterior smoothed; I SM=interior smoothed; I/E SM=interior/exterior smoothed

Lot No. Sherd
Type Decoration Temper/

Paste
Firing
Cond.

Surface
Treatment

Thickness
(mm)

31DD body Plain grog G -- 6.3

31EE body Plain SP B -- 4.4

31FF body Plain SP E I SM 5.4

31GG body Plain SP E -- 5.7

31HH body Plain SP G I/E SM 5.2

31II body Plain bone-SP F -- 5.3

31JJ body Plain SP G -- 6.2

31KK body Plain SP G -- 5.1

31LL body Plain SP E -- 3.7

31PP body Plain bone-SP F -- 4.2

31OO body Plain bone-SP G E SM 4.5

31QQ body Plain SP F -- 4

31RR body Plain SP B -- 7.1

31SS body Plain SP B -- 5.6

31TT body Plain SP B -- 6.2

31UU body Plain SP B I/E SM 4.7

31VV body Plain SP G E SM 5.1

31WW body Plain SP G I SM 7.1

31YY body Plain SP D -- 6.9

31ZZ body Plain SP G -- 7.4

31AAA body Plain grog G -- 6

31BBB body Plain SP G Int. Scored 6.6

32M rim Plain bone A -- 4.6

32N body Plain SP B I/E SM 5.4

32P body Plain SP B -- 6.6

32Q body Plain grog/SP E -- 7.9

32S body Plain SP K I/E SM 7.1

34T rim Horizontal Incised lines bone-grog F -- 4.9

35E body Plain SP C -- 5.1

35F body Plain SP F -- 6.7

36D rim Plain grog-SP L -- 5.4

36E body Plain bone G I/E SM 5.3

36F rim Plain SP D E SM 5.3

37 body Plain bone G I SM 6.6
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Table 6B. Ceramic sherds from the Little Bethlehem site (41AU38). (continued)

UID=unidentified
SP=sandy paste
E SM=exterior smoothed; I SM=interior smoothed; I/E SM=interior/exterior smoothed

Lot No. Sherd
Type Decoration Temper/

Paste
Firing
Cond.

Surface
Treatment

Thickness
(mm)

37H body Plain bone-grog G I/E SM 4.6

37I body Plain bone G E SM 4.7

37J body Plain bone E E SM 4.9

37K body Plain bone-SP G -- 3.6

37L body Parallel Brushed SP A -- 4.1

43D body Plain bone-SP F E SM 4.6

43F body Plain SP B I SM 5.5

43G body Plain SP B I/E SM 5.7

43H body Plain SP E I SM 6.5

44A-1 body Plain SP C -- 6.4

45A rim Diagonal Incised line bone-grog C -- 5.1

45B rim Plain bone F -- 5

45C body Plain SP G I/E SM 5.7

50B base Plain SP G -- 9.4

51D rim
Horizontal and Vertical

Incised lines
grog F -- 4.3

51Z body Plain SP G -- 4.7

51AA body Plain SP G -- 4.8

51BB body Plain SP G -- 6

51CC body Plain SP B -- 7

51EE body Plain SP D -- 3.3

51FF body Plain bone-grog B E SM 4.8

51GG body Parallel Incised lines SP C -- 4.3

51PP body Plain SP C -- 6.9

51RR body Plain SP B I SM 4.9

51SS body Plain SP B E SM 4.9

51TT body Plain SP H -- 6.2

51UU body Plain SP B -- 4.4

51VV body Plain SP B -- 6.6

51WW body Plain SP B -- 4.6

51XX body Plain SP B -- 4.7

51YY body Plain SP B -- 5.8

51ZZ body Plain SP B I/E SM 5

51AAA body Plain SP G -- 8.8

51BBB body Plain SP G -- 7.9

51YYY body Plain SP G -- 7.5
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Table 6B. Ceramic sherds from the Little Bethlehem site (41AU38). (continued)

UID=unidentified
SP=sandy paste
E SM=exterior smoothed; I SM=interior smoothed; I/E SM=interior/exterior smoothed

Lot No. Sherd
Type Decoration Temper/

Paste
Firing
Cond.

Surface
Treatment

Thickness
(mm)

52A body Plain SP A -- 4.8

52B body Plain bone-SP G -- 5.9

52C body Plain SP G I SM 5.9

53D body Plain bone F -- 4.7

54 rim Horizontal Incised lines bone B -- 5.7

54P body Parallel Incised lines grog F -- 4

54Q body Plain bone G -- 5.9

54R body Plain bone E -- 6.3

54LL body Straight Incised line SP B I/E SM 5.1

56G body Plain SP G I SM 5

56H body Plain SP B Int. Scored 4.6

56I body Plain grog G -- 6.2

57F body Plain SP K -- 7.6

57G body Plain bone-SP G -- 6.1

57H body Plain SP F -- 5.6

57I body Plain SP G I/E SM 6.5

60B body Plain SP B I SM 4.8

63 body Plain bone-grog E I SM 6.3

63B body Plain bone A -- 6.2

63H body Plain SP A -- 7

63I body Plain bone E I SM 5.9

63J body Plain bone E -- 6.5

63K body Plain bone G -- 4.9

63Q body Plain bone-SP F -- 6.3

64A body Plain SP G -- 4.9

64B body Plain SP G I/E SM 5.1

64D body Plain SP B I SM 5.6

64E body Plain SP G I SM 4.3

65D body Plain SP C -- 7.1

65D body Plain SP G I SM 6.2

65F body Plain SP B I/E SM 4.9

65G body Plain SP E -- 7.1

65DD body Plain SP G I SM 5.4

66B body Plain SP G I SM 6.5

66Z body Plain SP C -- 6.6
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Table 6B. Ceramic sherds from the Little Bethlehem site (41AU38). (continued)

UID=unidentified
SP=sandy paste
E SM=exterior smoothed; I SM=interior smoothed; I/E SM=interior/exterior smoothed

Lot No. Sherd
Type Decoration Temper/

Paste
Firing
Cond.

Surface
Treatment

Thickness
(mm)

67A base Plain grog G -- 8.7

68A body Plain grog E -- 6.4

68X body Plain SP G -- 6.1

68Y body Plain SP K I SM 6

68AA body Plain SP I -- 6.3

68BB body Plain SP D -- 6.4

68EE body Plain SP G -- 8.1

68FF body Plain SP G -- 7.3

69A body Plain SP H -- 7.4

69C body Plain SP G -- 5.4

69O body Plain SP G -- 5.5

71D body Plain bone-grog D -- 6.7

72P body Plain SP G -- 6.3

72Q body Plain SP G -- 5.4

72R body Plain SP I -- 6

72S body Plain SP A -- 5.9

72T body Plain SP A E SM 5.4

72U body Plain SP A -- 6

72V body Plain bone G -- 5.4

72W body Plain SP F -- 7.9

72X body Plain SP G -- 5.8

72X body Plain SP B -- 6.6

72BB body Plain grog/SP G -- 5.9

73B body Plain SP B -- 5.7

74C body Plain SP I I/E SM 6.2

128-1/128-2 base Plain SP G I/E SM 10.1

148 rim Lip notched SP B I/E SM 5.2

160D body Plain bone-SP C -- 4.4

201 body Straight Incised line SP B -- 7.1

208 body Plain grog G -- 6

210DD body Parallel Incised lines SP B -- 7.1

225 body Plain SP B -- 5.1

322 body Plain bone-SP B I/E SM 6.2

722 body Plain SP B -- 6.4
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Table 6B. Ceramic sherds from the Little Bethlehem site (41AU38). (continued)

UID=unidentified
SP=sandy paste
E SM=exterior smoothed; I SM=interior smoothed; I/E SM=interior/exterior smoothed

Lot No. Sherd
Type Decoration Temper/

Paste
Firing
Cond.

Surface
Treatment

Thickness
(mm)

UID body Plain grog E I/E SM 6.2

UID body Plain grog F -- 5.6

UID body Plain grog F -- 5.2

UID body Plain grog E -- 6.3

UID body Plain grog E I SM 6.9

UID body Plain grog-bone F -- 8.3

UID body Plain SP B I/E SM 6.2

UID body Plain SP B E SM 6.6

UID body Plain SP B -- 5.6

UID body Plain SP D -- 6.4

UID body Plain SP F -- 6.7

UID body Plain SP F -- 6.7

The 358 vessel sherds are from seven different
temper-paste groups, with the best represented being
the sandy paste Goose Creek series (64.2 percent,
n=230). Petrographic analysis of four Goose Creek
Plain sherds indicates that they came from locally-
made ceramic vessels (see Hood 2007). Sherds from
grog-tempered and grog-tempered-sandy paste San
Jacinto series vessels represent 12.9 percent (n=46)
and 1.7 percent (n=6), respectively, of the site as-
semblage. The remainder of the vessel sherds from
the Little Bethlehem site have bone temper, either as
the sole inclusion (9.0 percent, n=32), with bone-
grog temper (5.3 percent, n=19), bone-hematite tem-
per (0.3 percent, n=1), or have bone temper in a
sandy paste (6.7 percent, n=24) (see Table 6B).

Five of the temper-paste groups have rim sherds
(n=16), most occurring in the sandy paste wares. All
have direct or standing profiles, but with rounded
(62.5 percent) or flat (37.5 percent) lips. the majority
of the rims with flat lips are present in the bone and
grog-tempered wares (57.1 percent), compared to
only 22.2 percent of the sandy paste rim sherds (see
Table 6B). Base sherds (n=10) are present only in the
sandy paste (n=6) and grog-tempered (n=4) sherds;
they have rounded bases and are likely from jars.

Only 5.6 percent of the ceramic vessel sherds
(n=20) in the Little Bethlehem site ceramic assem-
blage have decorative elements, including the sandy
paste (3.9 percent, n=9), grog (10.9 percent, n=5),
grog-sandy paste (33.3 percent, n=2), bone (3.1 per-
cent, n=1), and bone-grog (15.8 percent, n=3) wares;

in general, the tempered wares have the highest
proportion of decorated sherds. The decorated sandy
paste sherds are from Goose Creek Incised vessels
with simple geometric parallel (n=4), horizontal
(n=1), and straight (n=2) incised lines (cf. Black
1989), a Goose Creek Brushed body sherd with
parallel brushing marks, and a lip notched Goose
Creek Plain, var. Burris vessel.

The grog-tempered and grog-tempered sandy
paste decorated sherds are from San Jacinto Incised
vessels, and include a rim with a vertical incised
panel filled with horizontal incised lines (n=1), and
body sherds with parallel incised (n=2), and straight
incised (n=4). The basic geometric elements on these
sherds suggest they likely date no later than ca. A.D.
1400, after which more complex and diverse incised
decorative elements are present on San Jacinto In-
cised vessels (see Costa et al. 2017).

The bone-tempered and bone-grog-tempered
decorated sherds from the Little Bethlehem site also
have incised elements. The three rims have either
horizontal (n=2) or diagonal (n=1) incised lines. The
one decorated bone-grog-tempered body sherd has a
single straight incised line.

The sherds from vessels of different temper-paste
groups were fired in different ways. The highest
proportions of sherds from vessels fired and cooled
in a reducing environment (see Figure 2b) include
the Goose Creek wares (26.5 percent) and the bone-
sandy paste ware (20.8 percent). The grog-tempered,
bone-sandy paste, and bone-grog-tempered sherd
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have the highest proportion from vessels fired in a
reducing environment and cooled in the open air (see
Figure 2f-h): 68.4-75.0 percent (see Table 6B).
Sherds from vessels that were incompletely oxidized
during firing (see Figure 2c-e) are most commonly
represented in the bone-tempered sandy paste sherds
(20.8 percent). Except for the bone-tempered sherds
(21.9 percent), few of the sherds are from vessels
that were fired and cooled in an oxidizing environ-
ment (see Figure 2a). Lastly, a small proportion of
the sandy paste (4.8 percent) and grog-tempered
sandy paste (16.7 percent) sherds are from vessels
sooted and/or smudged (see Figure 2i-l); the one
bone-hematite-tempered sherd in the assemblage
also comes from a sooted and/or smudged vessel.

The smoothing of interior, exterior, and
interior/exterior vessel surfaces was a common form
of vessel modification in the sandy paste (36.9 per-
cent), bone-tempered (40.6 percent), bone-grog-tem-
pered (42.1 percent), and bone-tempered sandy paste
(25.0 percent) sherds in the Little Bethlehem site
sherd assemblage. This was not the case with the
grog-tempered and grog-tempered sandy paste
sherds, as only 5.8 percent of these sherds had any
form of surface smoothing. Six of the sandy paste
sherds (2.6 percent) had been scored on their interior
surfaces.

The rim and base sherds among the different
temper-paste groups at the Little Bethlehem site are
quite comparable in wall thickness. Rim sherds
range from 4.3 mm to 5.4 mm in thickness, with
mean thicknesses of 4.80 ± 0.38 for Goose Creek
series rims, 5.0 ± 0.1 mm for bone-grog-tempered
rims, and 5.1 ± 0.4 mm for the bone-tempered rims.
The sandy paste and grog-tempered base sherds are
8.98 ± 0.51 mm and 8.88 ± 0.13 mm thick, respec-
tively.

The body sherds from vessels with different tem-
per-paste constituents are much more variable in
thickness. The sandy paste body sherds are 5.93 ±
0.87 mm thick, and the grog-tempered and grog-
tempered sandy paste body sherds have significantly
thicker walls: 6.43 ± 0.65 mm and 6.96 ± 0.53 mm,
respectively. The bone-tempered, bone-tempered
sandy paste, and bone-grog-tempered body sherds
from the Little Bethlehem site, on the other hand,
have notably thinner body walls than either the sandy
paste or grog-tempered wares: 5.18 ± 0.69 mm, 5.07
± 0.70 mm, and 5.45 ± 1.02 mm, respectively. The
one bone-hematite-tempered body sherd is only 3.9
mm thick.

Summary and Conclusions

Archaeological investigations reported by Hall
(1981) on Allens Creek sites in the lower Brazos
River valley in the Gulf Coastal Plain recovered 534
ceramic vessel sherds from 10 different sites; except
for the Little Bethlehem site (41AU38) with 358
sherds, the other sites have only between 1-76
sherds. Based on the recovery of temporally diagnos-
tic lithic artifacts as well as several radiocarbon dates
and TL/OSL dates (see Hood 1981; Feathers 2007),
the ceramics are from components that date to pre-
A.D. 700 (perhaps as early as ca. 2000 years ago)
and post-A.D. 900 eras. Two of the radiocarbon
dates from the Leonard K (41AU37) and Little Beth-
lehem sites indicate that much of the ceramics from
these sites postdates A.D. 1480.

The ceramic vessel sherds from the sites as a
whole are dominated by sherds from Goose Creek
series vessels with a sandy paste (Table 7). The
proportion of sandy paste sherds by site ranges from
44.0 percent to 94.1 percent, with 64.6 percent of all
the sherds being from Goose Creek series vessels.
Grog-tempered and grog-tempered sandy paste
sherds account for 15.2 percent and 2.1 percent of
the assemblage as a whole, and ranges from 2.2-44.0
percent and 1.7-12.0 percent, respectively in differ-
ent sites. The bone-tempered sherds account for 9.2
percent of the sherds, with proportions raging from
1.3-32.6 percent, and the bone-tempered sandy paste
sherds are present only at 41AU31 and 41AU38, in
proportions ranging from 6.5-6.7 percent. The bone-
grog-tempered sherds are present only in the assem-
blages from 41AU37 and 41AU38, and proportions
between 1.3-5.3 percent, and the one bone-hematite-
tempered sherd (0.3 percent) is in the 41AU38 as-
semblage (Table 7).

The ceramic sherds from the Allens Creek sites
are predominantly from undecorated jars with direct
or vertical walls and rounded or flat lips. A small
proportion of the sandy paste (5.5 percent), grog-
tempered (12.0 percent), and bone-tempered (4.1
percent) sherds have decorative elements. The deco-
rated sandy paste sherds include lip notched Goose
Creek Plain, var. Burris vessel rims (n=4), as well as
sherds from Goose Creek Incised (n=12) and Goose
Creek Brushed (n=2) vessels. One sandy paste vessel
sherd from the Leonard K site has parallel engraved
lines. The grog-tempered decorated sherds in the
Allen Creek sites (n=8) are primarily from San Jacin-
to Incised vessels, and three other sherds have
brushed and brushed-incised marks and lines; one of
these from the Leonard K site has a lip notched rim.
Four of the bone-tempered and bone-grog-tempered
sherds have incised decorative elements from un-
identified but probably locally made types.
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The majority of the sherds are from vessels that
were fired in a low oxygen or reducing environment,
either cooled in a reducing environment, or removed
from the fire to be cooled in the open air (see Figure
2b, f-h). A small but distinctive set of sherds, primar-
ily from the Goose Creek series, have been sooted or
smudged, where carbon was deposited on the surface
of vessels (see Shepard 1956:216-220), leaving the
interior and/or exterior surfaces blackened. Hamilton
(1988:95) suggests that such vessels were “fired
mouth down,” with organic matter placed inside the
vessel to create the sooting/smudging effect.

About 25-40 percent of the ceramic vessel sherds
from the different temper-paste groups in the Allens
Creek assemblages have been smoothed on interior
and/or exterior vessel surfaces. The smoothing of
interior vessel surfaces was probably done to lower
the permeability and increase the heating effective-
ness of particular vessels in cooking tasks (cf. Rice
1996:148), and in the repeated use of these wares.

The earliest ceramics made in this region (taking
a Gulf Coastal perspective) are non-tempered and
plain sandy paste jars and bowls (Perttula and Ellis
2013:130) with thin walls (ca. 5-6 mm thick) and
rounded bases (>8 mm thick). This is followed after
ca. A.D. 900 by the manufacture of vessels with grog
temper, and then later still by the manufacture of
some vessels with bone temper (cf. Aten 1983:291-
292 and Figures 14.3 and 14.4; Ellis 2010). These
temporal trends in the use of temper for vessel man-
ufacture permit the development of a proposed tem-

poral sequence for the larger vessel sherd
assemblages at Allens Creek (Table 8).

In this proposed sequence, the earliest assem-
blage, predating A.D. 700 and almost exclusively
sandy paste Goose Creek Plain sherds, is from the
Ernest Witte site (41AU36). The post-ca. A.D. 900-
1000 assemblages have considerable amounts of
grog-tempered and grog-tempered sandy paste
sherds (31.5-56.0 percent) as well as sandy paste
sherds, but little use of bone temper (see Table 8).
Decorated sandy paste sherds are a notable feature of
the sandy paste sherds from the Leonard K site
(41AU37). The latest assemblages at Allens Creek,
presumed to date after ca. A.D. 1300, have moderate
amounts of bone-tempered sherds (15.7-39.1 per-
cent), some decorated with incised elements, as well
as sandy paste sherds with incised and brushed dec-
orations and sherds from grog-tempered San Jacinto
Incised vessels (see Table 8).

There are several different ceramic wares repre-
sented in assemblages in the region around the Al-
lens Creek sites, dating from as early as ca. 2000
years ago to at least 500 years ago. Ceramic vessels
are not common on sites in this part of Texas, but the
existence of different manufacturing (and decora-
tive) traditions in the region suggests both the devel-
opment of localized ceramic practices as well as
broad scale interactions with neighboring groups
(such as ancestral Caddo peoples and Upper Texas
Coast peoples) with different ceramic traditions
(Perttula and Ellis 2013:130).

Sites SP G G-SP B B-SP B-G B-H N
41AU8 5 -- -- -- -- -- -- 5

41AU9 3 -- -- -- -- -- -- 3

41AU11 1 -- -- -- -- -- -- 1

41AU14 11 11 3 -- -- -- -- 25

41AU21 2 -- -- -- -- -- -- 2

41AU31 27 1 -- 15 3 -- -- 46

41AU35 -- -- -- 1 -- -- -- 1

41AU36 16 1 -- -- -- -- -- 17

41AU37 50 22 2 1 -- 1 -- 76

41AU38 230 46 6 32 24 19 1 358

Totals 345 81 11 49 27 20 1 534

Percent 64.6 15.2 2.1 9.2 5.1 3.7 0.1 100

SP=sandy paste; G=grog-tempered; G-SP=grog-tempered sandy paste; B=bone-tempered; B-SP=bone-tem-
pered sandy paste; B-G=bone-grog-tempered; B-H=bone-hematite-tempered

Table 7. The ceramic assemblages from the Allen Creeks sites.
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The ceramic wares in the Yegua Creek and Bra-
zos River basins in Lee, Burleson, and Washington
counties not far to the north of the Allens Creek sites
include sandy paste Goose Creek Plain and Goose
Creek decorated sherds (41 percent of the sherds in
various collections, see Perttula 2019); bone-tem-
pered plain and decorated sherds (31.4 percent);
bone-tempered sandy paste sherds (10 percent); and
tempered plain and decorated ancestral Caddo ce-
ramic sherds (17.6 percent). The Goose Creek ce-
ramics, first made ca. 2500 years ago, have a sandy
paste, thin walls, floated surfaces, and rounded or
conical bases and are associated with the Mossy
Grove Culture (Ellis 2013:141 and Figure 1). Deco-
rated sandy paste pottery is generally rare (see Story
1990:Tables 58 and 64), and likely dates mainly after
ca. A.D. 900 on area sites. Plain and decorated bone-
tempered ceramic wares are apparently present
throughout the region before the post-A.D. 1250
manufacture of Leon Plain pottery, as are bone-tem-
pered sandy paste ceramics. Plain bone-tempered
sandy paste ceramics have been recovered in pre-
A.D. 400 and ca. A.D. 380-800 contexts in the Trin-
ity and Navasota River basins (Perttula and Ellis
2013:125), while at Boriack Bog in Lee County,
plain bone-tempered and bone-tempered sandy paste
sherds occur together with brushed as well as red
slipped or red-filmed sherds in post-A.D. 1200 con-
texts. Ancestral Caddo vessels tempered with grog
and/or bone (and occasionally with a sandy paste,
see Perttula 2008:421) that were manufactured in a
number of different regions in East Texas were occa-
sionally traded or exchanged with aboriginal hunter-
gatherer groups whose territorial range included the
Brazos and Colorado River basins, generally be-
tween ca. A.D. 900-1800. Post-A.D. 1400 Caddo

ceramics are particularly widespread in the region, as
at the Reading site (41BU16) on the Brazos River
(Roemer and Carlson 1987).

The Cedar Bridge site (41FY74) in Fayette
County to the west of the Allens Creek sites, but in
the Colorado River basin, has a ceramic sherd assem-
blage (n=552) dominated by plain bone-tempered
sandy paste wares (89+ percent) (Skelton 1977).
Sandy paste Goose Creek Plain sherds comprise only
10 percent of the assemblage, and two plain sherds
are from grog-tempered vessels. Perttula and Ellis
(2013:128) suggest that the ceramics from the Cedar
Bridge site “closely resemble those found in South-
east Texas coast assemblages.”

Another Fayette County site, the Sandbur site
(41FY135) on the Colorado River, has a small sherd
assemblage (n=81) from a post-A.D. 1400 compo-
nent (Kalter et al. 2005). More than 60 percent of the
sherds are from bone-tempered vessels, mostly with
a sandy paste, along with plain sandy paste sherds.
Kalter et al. (2005:219) suggest that the ceramics
from the site are “the product of an indigenous pop-
ulation that had developed a tradition influenced by
contacts with groups outside the area.” Petrographic
and instrumental neutron activation analysis of
sherds indicate that the ceramics found at the Sand-
bur site were likely made in the general site vicinity
from Colorado River clays.

At 41FB200 in the Brazos River valley in Fort
Bend County to the south of Allens Creek, the ce-
ramic assemblage there is dominated by Goose
Creek Plain and Goose Creek Incised sherds: 98.2
percent of the assemblage (Ellis and Ellis 1996).
Among the Goose Creek series sherds are two with
drilled suspension holes and lip notched rims (Goose
Creek Plain, var. Burris). About 36 percent of the

Sites SP G G-SP B B-SP B-G B-H
Pre-A.D. 700

41AU36 94.1* 5.9 -- -- -- -- --

Post-ca. A.D. 900/1000

41AU37 65.8 28.9 2.6 1.3 -- 1.3 --

41AU14 44 44 12 -- -- -- --

Post-ca. A.D. 1300/1400

41AU38 64.2 12.9 1.7 9 6.7 5.3 0.3

41AU31 58.7 2.2 -- 32.6 6.5 -- --

Table 8. Proposed temporal sequence for Allens Creek sites with more than 17 sherds.

*=percent
SP=sandy paste; G=grog-tempered; G-SP=grog-tempered sandy paste; B=bone-tempered;
B-SP=bone-tempered sandy paste; B-G=bone-grog-tempered; B-H=bone-hematite-tempered
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sherds have sooted and/or smudged interior surfaces.
A few sherds have grog (1.6 percent) or bone temper
(0.2 percent), hinting at post-A.D. 1000 use, but the
remainder of the assemblage likely predates ca. A.D.
700.

At the mouth of the Brazos River, the ceramic
assemblage at the Jones Lake site (41BO79) in Bra-
zoria County is dominated by grog-tempered (83
percent) San Jacinto Plain and San Jacinto Incised
vessel sherds (Nash et al. 1996); this area may be the
source of much of the plain and decorated grog-
tempered sherds at the Allens Creek sites. Less than
5 percent of the 1700 sherds in the assemblage are
from bone-tempered vessels, and another 12 percent
of the sherds are from Goose Creek Plain and Goose
Creek Incised vessels.

In conclusion, the Allens Creek site ceramic
assemblages represent locally produced wares made
after ca. 2000 years ago until after ca. 500 years ago;
additional petrographic and chemical analyses
should be completed to clearly establish the local
manufacture of the vessels from these sites, and
additional radiocarbon dates from several of the sites
would help inestimably in refining the temporal
sequence of the different ceramic wares. There is a
regionally and distinctively high proportion of sandy
paste Goose Creek series vessel sherds (from Goose
Creek Plain, Goose Creek Incised, and Goose Creek
Brushed vessels) in most of the assemblages, along
with the manufacture and use of vessels with either
grog (San Jacinto series of upper Texas Coast affili-
ation) after ca. A.D. 900-100 or bone temper that
began to be common after ca. A.D. 1300-1400.
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AN ARCHEOLOGICAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL COLLECTION
FROM MCFADDIN BEACH (41JF50),

JEFFERSON COUNTY, TEXAS

Wilson W. Crook, III

Introduction

In 2019, Mrs. Claudia Eggleston of Channel
View, Texas donated an archeological and paleonto-
logical collection from McFaddin Beach (41JF50) to
the Houston Archeological Society (HAS) through
Larry Golden. The collection was donated to the
HAS in the name of Mrs. Eggleston’s late husband,
Earl Eggleston, who passed away in 2005. Mr. Egg-
leston collected the materials that make up the col-
lection during the early 1980s when it was still legal
to collect artifacts from McFaddin Beach. Mr. Egg-
leston was a road construction superintendent work-
ing on Highway 87, which at the time ran from High
Island to Port Arthur along the Gulf of Mexico. Earl
would search the beach for artifacts during his lunch
break and he and Claudia would travel to McFaddin
beach and search for artifacts on the weekends. His
interest in McFaddin Beach stemmed from a meeting
with Dr. Russel Long of Lamar University. Long, a
well-known expert on McFaddin Beach, was search-
ing for artifacts to add to his collection. Earl was
invited to Dr. Long’s office at Lamar to see his
collection.

During this time, Earl also met avocational ar-
cheologist Paul Tanner, who also was collecting on
the beach. Tanner is another person who is well-
known for his contributions to the archeology and
paleontology of McFaddin Beach. He contributed to
the information on the site that is available of Texas
Beyond History (www.texasbeyondhistory.net) as
well as donating a significant number of McFaddin
Beach artifacts to the collections at the Texas Arche-
ological Research Laboratory in Austin. Tanner also
played a major role in organizing a technical confer-
ence in 1991 to study the artifacts from McFaddin
Beach. This conference included such notables as
Dee Ann Story, Dennis Stanford, Mike Collins, Tom
Hester, Richard Weinstein, Ellen Sue Turner, and
Russel Long to name a few.

The artifacts in the Eggleston Collection were
recovered all along McFaddin Beach, however, the
more significant ones were found in the area known
as the “Cattle Pens” (named for the ruins of cow pens
nearby) and the “Salt Cedars” area, a grove of trees

so named because in October they are completely
covered in Monarch butterflies licking the salt which
has adhered to the wood.

Larry Golden has known Claudia Eggleston
since the 1980s after meeting her at the Antique
Junction Store in Pasadena (now closed). She knew
that Larry was an avocational archeologist and want-
ed to give their McFaddin Beach collection to him
for the Houston Archeological Society so that inter-
ested scientists and archeologists would benefit from
studying it in the future. This paper thus serves to
describe and document the 19 lithic artifacts and
seven vertebrate fossils which make up the Egg-
leston Collection.

The McFaddin Beach “Site” (41JF50)

McFaddin Beach is a 32 km (20 miles) long
stretch of sandy beach in Jefferson County that
stretches from High Island in the west to Sea Rim
State Park in the east. While this extremely long
stretch of beach has received a single state trinomial
number, 41JF50, it does not represent a single arche-
ological site. Rather it is recognition of a unique area
within the state where thousands of artifacts have
been secondarily deposited via wave and storm ac-
tion from an unknown number of sites that are cur-
rently submerged.  The Upper Gulf Coast, including
the McFaddin Beach area, is constantly being dis-
rupted by currents and storm surges associated with
annual tropical storms and hurricanes. As a result,
the beach area along this part of the Texas coast is
constantly changing shape via both subtraction and
accretion of the shoreline (Turner and Tanner 1999;
Stright et al. 1999).

Based on excavations on the onshore portion of
McFaddin Beach, it is apparent that most if not all
the artifacts found along the beach are being sourced
from offshore sites now submerged under the waters
of the Gulf of Mexico (Long 1977; Turner and Tan-
ner 1994). It has also been determined that the area
encompassing the offshore opposite McFaddin
Beach was part of a high, interfluvial area between
the Trinity River valley to the southwest and the
Sabine River to the northeast until relatively recently
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in geologic history. During the last glacial maximum
(and thus minimum sea levels) some 18,000-26,000
years B.P., sea level was about 125 meters below its
present height. At this time, the shoreline with the
Gulf of Mexico was as much as 200 km to the south
of its present position (Ricklis and Weinstein 2005;
Sims et al. 2007). By the time of the Clovis culture,
13,500-12,900 years ago, water levels had risen but
were still 65-68 meters below the present sea level
with the shoreline being 175 km away from its cur-
rent position. With continual melting of the conti-
nental ice sheets, sea level continued to rise but was
still at least 20 meters below the present level by
10,000 years ago. Sea level rise was fairly rapid
during the Early Holocene (ca.9000-7000 B.P.) but
the Gulf shoreline was still some 50 km to the south
(Ricklis and Weinstein 2005). Current estimates are
that the entire area that was once an interfluvial high
was finally flooded by rising sea levels only about
1500 years ago (ca. A.D. 500) (Sims et al. 2007). The
point of this long history of gradual submergence is
that an untold number of sites, potentially ranging
from a few hundred meters to as far as 175 km away,
are potentially contributing to the artifact mix at
McFaddin Beach.

In addition to lithic artifacts, McFaddin Beach is
also well-known for its abundance in Pleistocene
vertebrate fossils. The vertebrate fossils found at
McFaddin Beach are similar to other Rancholabrean
fauna found in southeast Texas and southern Louisi-
ana. These fossils represent about a 300,000 year-old
period at the end of the Pleistocene (Russell 1975).
Like the lithic artifacts, the vertebrate fossil assem-
blage from the beach varies widely in age with much
of the fossil material pre-dating the earliest evidence
of man in the area (Clovis ca. 13,000 years B.P.).
The fossil assemblage is also a highly biased sample,
with mainly only the larger mammal species surviv-
ing the tumble and re-deposition along the beach.
Mammal species most commonly found include
mammoth, mastodon, bison, ground sloth, cave bear,
saber-tooth cat, llama, whitetail deer, tapir, peccary,
and horse (Russell 1975; Long 1977). Aquatic spe-
cies and those animals that live near the water are
also commonly found including alligator, turtles,
alligator gar, catfish, beaver, and raccoon (Russell
1975).

The Eggleston Archeological Collection

The archeological component of the Eggleston
Collection consists of 19 artifacts which include 15
complete and partial dart points and four other lithic
tools. The artifacts range from early Paleoindian (ca.
13,000 B.P.) to Late Archaic (ca. 2350-1250 B.P.) in
age. No Late Prehistoric artifacts such as arrow

points or ceramics are part of the collection. The
collection is also 100 percent lithics; no bone tools
are present.

Eighteen of the 19 artifacts (95 percent) are made
from various types of chert. One artifact, a Pelican
point, is made from silicified palm wood. Of the 18
chert artifacts, nine fluoresce a pale yellow to strong
yellow-orange color under both short and long-wave
UV radiation. While not an absolute test, this color
fluorescence has traditionally been used to assign an
Edwards Plateau origin for the chert (Hofman et al.
1991; Hillsman 1992). In this regard, the chert in all
nine artifacts that fluoresce yellow or yellow-orange
is consistent with known cherts from the eastern side
of the Edwards Plateau (Williams and Crook 2013).
The remaining cherts are composed of various
shades of red, yellow, brown, and black which are
common to the so-called “gravel chert” found in
southwestern Louisiana and occasionally in south-
east Texas (Heinrich 1987). Typically these cherts
occur in small (less than 5 cm in diameter) cobbles
composed of microcrystalline silica. Color of the
gravel cherts varies but is dominated by those of the
10YR hue including weak red (10YR 4/4) to light
olive brown, opaque gray, brownish-yellow, and
dark yellow-browns (Heinrich 1987). Hues redder
than 10YR occur when the material has been heat-
treated. A common petrographic feature of gravel
chert is the pervasive presence of iron oxides which
further oxidize when heated. Most of the gravel
cherts have their origin in the Arbuckle and Ouachita
Mountains of eastern Oklahoma and southwestern
Arkansas and were deposited through fluvial action
along the major north-south trending rivers and
stream of East Texas and western Louisiana. A key
feature of these gravel cherts is that they do not
fluoresce any color under either short or long-wave
UV radiation (Crook 2020).

Banks (Stright et al. 1999) identified as many as
59 lithic sources for the artifacts at McFaddin Beach,
some of which have their outcrops thousands of
miles away. All of these identifications were identi-
fied based on response to UV light coupled with
Banks’ extensive personal collection of samples
from chert outcrops across the U.S. (Patterson 2000).
The author’s personal study of cherts found in Texas
Clovis sites has shown that color and UV light re-
sponse alone are not unambiguous characteristics
that can reliably be used to source cherts as they can
vary widely in texture and color across a single
outcrop (Crook and Williams 2013; Williams and
Crook 2013). Our studies have shown that only
detailed trace element geochemical analysis coupled
with an extensive geologic database can hope to
determine accurately chert sources (Williams and
Crook 2013). Thus, while undoubtedly the lithic
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assemblage at McFaddin Beach is composed of
cherts from a number of sources, some of which are
probably exotic, this study has confined the identifi-
cation to probable Edwards chert and probable “lo-
cal” gravel chert.

A complete listing of all the artifacts in the Egg-
leston Collection with their physical measurements
and colors appears in Appendix I at the end of this
paper. Individual descriptions of the artifacts and
their typology by chronological age are detailed be-
low.

Paleoindian Period (ca. 13,000-8,000 B.P.)

Five projectile points can be positively identified
as belonging to the Paleoindian period. McFaddin
Beach is well-known for the high percentage of
Paleoindian points that have been found there
(Hester et al. 1992; Stright et al. 1999). In her analy-
sis of 880 artifacts from five of the largest collections
from McFaddin Beach, Stright et al. (1999) found
that 45 percent of the projectile points were defined
Paleoindian types. These included San Patrice (53),
Scottsbluff (36), Dalton (27), Clovis (21), Plainview
(13), Pelican (13), Hell Gap (3), Folsom (2), Angos-
tura (2), and several other late Paleoindian types
(Keithville). Since the time of her study, even greater
numbers have been reported, especially of Clovis

points. In their latest review of the Texas Fluted
Point Survey, Bever and Meltzer (2007) reported 97
Clovis points from McFaddin Beach which repre-
sents 24 percent of all the Clovis points which had
been recorded (measurements and photographs) in
the survey up to that date.

There is no good explanation for the unusually
large percentage of Paleoindian points from the area,
but biased collecting may play a role in their high
numbers – significantly higher relative to non-Pa-
leoindian points than anywhere else in Texas (Hester
et al. 1992).

Of the five Paleoindian points present in the
Eggleston Collection, one is a Clovis, three are Peli-
can points, and one is probably a Keithville. The
Clovis point is made from a butterscotch-colored
chert (brownish-yellow (10YR 6/8) to yellow (10YR
7/8) that does not fluoresce under UV light. The
chert is almost identical in color to other Clovis
points from McFaddin Beach as reported by Hester
et al. (1992) and Long (1977, 1986) and probably
derives from the yellow-brown cherts found in west-
ern Louisiana and East Texas (Banks 1990; Heinrich
1987). The point is almost complete with minor
damage to the base, which effects the measurement
of the depth of the basal concavity. Maximum length
is 73.9 mm, maximum width is 27.4 mm, and maxi-
mum thickness is 7.4 mm (Figures 1a-b). The point

Figure 1a. Obverse face of the Clovis point from
the Eggleston McFaddin Beach Collection.

Figure 1b. Reverse face of the Clovis point from the
Eggleston McFaddin Beach Collection.
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weighs 19.9 grams. Both lateral edges are extensive-
ly ground as is the basal concavity. Complete physi-
cal measurements using the 19 point system devised
by Bever and Meltzer (2007) are shown in Table 1.
As can be seen in the table, the point is a very close
match in most dimensions to the State average for all
reported complete Clovis points.

The three Pelican points from the Eggleston Col-
lection are shown in Figure 2. Point #1 is made from
a light brownish-yellow chert (10YR 6/4) which
does not fluoresce under UV light. Maximum length
is 45.0 mm with a maximum width of 27.0 mm.
Width at the base is 21.1 mm. Maximum thickness is
6.5 mm and the point weighs 8.7 grams. Both lateral
edges are extensively ground the entire length of the
stem. The point has undergone significant curation,
having been resharpened several times which is typ-
ical for Pelican points (Gagliano and Gregory 1965;
Turner et al. 2011).

The second Pelican point is made from silicified
palm wood which has been flaked parallel to the
length of the wood such that the rod-like sclerenchy-
ma structures, which were originally part of the

woody tissues, appear as streaks in the now silicified
wood (Blackwell et al. 1983) (see Figure 2). Silici-
fied palm wood are pieces of fossilized Oligocene
and Miocene tree genera, Palmoxylon, and are com-
mon in Southeast Texas and southern Louisiana
(Berry 1916). Total length of the point is 46.5 mm
with a maximum width of 26.9 mm. Width at the
base of the point is 20.0 mm and the maximum
thickness is 6.0 mm. Wight of the point is 9.5 grams.
Both lateral edges are heavily ground from the base
to about 21.5 mm of both lateral edges. Color of the
point is brown (10YR 5/3) to grayish-brown (10YR
5/2) with pale whitish-yellow streaks. The point does
not fluoresce under UV light.

The third Pelican point is made from brown chert
(7.5YR 4/2-4/3) which fluoresces a strong yellow-
orange color under both short and long-wave UV
light. Based on this strong fluorescence the chert is
believed to have originated from the Edwards Pla-
teau area of central Texas (Hofman et al. 1992;
Hillsman 1992). This point has been extensively
curated such that its maximum length is now only
27.0 mm. Maximum width is 20.0 mm and the width

Table 1. Eggleston McFaddin Beach (41JF50) Collection Clovis Point Data
(all measurements in mm except for weight)

Measurement Clovis Point State Mean1

Maximum Length 73.92 65

Maximum Width 27.4 28

Width at Base 23.1 23.9

Maximum Thickness 7.4 7.4

Number of Flutes 1 N/A

Length of Obverse Flute 24 25.2

Ave. Width of Obverse Flute 15.4 13.5

Number of Flutes (Reverse) 2 N/A

Length of Reverse Flute 15 25.2

Ave. Width of Reverse Flute 14.9 13.5

Max. Thickness at Flute 5 5.7

Basal Depth 1.92 3.1

Length Basal Grinding (L) 27 26.2

Length Basal Grinding (R) 27.1 26.2

Presence of Basal Grinding Yes Yes

Weight (grams) 19.9 N/A

Color Brownish-Yellow to Yellow 10YR 6/8-7/8 N/A

Lithic Material Chert N/A

UV Fluorescence None N/A
1 Based on 408 Clovis points recorded in Texas Clovis Fluted Point Survey (2007).
2 Point is broken near the base (ears missing) which impacts total length and basal depth.
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at the base of the point is 15.3 mm. Maximum thick-
ness is 5.0 mm and the point weighs 3.4 grams.
Lateral edge grinding is present, from the base to 9.9
mm on the left lateral edge and to 14.0 mm on the
right lateral edge.

Pelican points are a small to medium-sized lance-
olate point that are contemporary with San Patrice
points and date to the Late Paleoindian period (ca.
10,000-8000 B.P.) (Turner and Hester 1985, 1993,
1999; Turner et al. 2011). They are a common Late
Paleoindian component in Southeast Texas and
southern Louisiana (Gagliano and Gregory 1965;
Webb et al. 1971). They are also a well-recognized
component of McFaddin Beach assemblages (Turner
and Tanner 1994; Stright et al. 1999).

The last point in the collection of probable Pa-
leoindian origin has been identified as a Keithville
(Figure 3). Keithville points are small, side-notched
points with wide, expanded stems and concave bas-
es. One of their distinguishing features is that the
lateral edges are frequently serrated (Webb 1978).
Webb et al. (1971) initially called these points “side-
notched points, Variety B” and listed them as a
variety of San Patrice points. He later changed their
name to “Keithville” (Webb 1978) citing their occur-
rence with both San Patrice and Pelican points in
Northeast Texas, Southeast Texas, and western Lou-
isiana.

The Keithville point in the Eggleston Collection
is heavily worn from wave action which has de-
stroyed much of its original lateral edge serration.
Maximum length is 30.0 mm with a maximum width

of 19.9 mm. Thickness is 5.2 mm and the point
weighs 3.2 grams. There is a large basal thinning
flake on the reverse face which demonstrates the
point’s close association with San Patrice types. The
point is made from a light yellow-brown (10YR 6/4)
chert with reddish tinges on both the base and the
distal end, probably the result of the chert having

Figure 2. Three Pelican points from the
Eggleston McFaddin Beach Collection.
Point #1 (left) is made from chert; point
#2 (center) from silicified palm wood;
and point #3 (right) from a gray chert
that strongly fluoresces under UV light.

Figure 3. Keithville point from the Eggleston Mc-
Faddin Beach Collection.



104 Houston Archeological Society

been heat-treated prior to knapping. This chert does
not fluoresce under UV light. The side notches are
heavily ground. Keithville points date from the Late
Paleoindian period (ca. 10,000-8000 B.P.) (Turner et
al. 2011).

Early Archaic Period (ca. 7000-5000 B.P.)

Two projectile points from the Eggleston Collec-
tion have been identified from the Early Archaic
period. These include a probable Carrollton point
and a Bell point.

The Carrollton point is made from a light yellow-
ish-brown (10YR 6/4) to very pale brown (10YR
7/4) chert that fluoresces a pale yellow color under
long-wave UV radiation. There are pink to reddish
coloration spots across the entire length of the point
which are most likely due to the chert having been
heat-treated (Figure 4). Maximum length is 45.8 mm
and a maximum width of 30.1 mm. Maximum thick-
ness is 7.1 mm and the point weighs 8.9 grams. The
length of the stem is 12.8 mm which translates to the
hafting element representing 28 percent of the total
length of the point. The point has been extensively
curated and has damage on the stem which probably
alters the above measurements from the point’s orig-
inal shape.

In the Upper Trinity watershed, Crook and Harris
(1952, 1954) found that Carrollton points averaged
56.4 mm in length. However, in Liberty County in
Southeast Texas, Carrollton points were found to
average only 42.8 mm, the difference stemming
from extensive resharpening of the point to increase
its useful life (Crook 2020). Jason Barrett (personal
communication, 2020) found that Carrollton points
from the Dimond Knoll site (41HR796) in Harris
County averaged 46.1 mm in length, very close to
that measured for the Carrollton point in the Egg-
leston Collection.

Type Carrollton points are “Christmas tree”
shaped with a triangular blade and rectangular stems
with the stem at sharp right angles to the blade.
Barbs, such as are seen on Bulverde points, are
generally absent. Edge grinding to facilitate hafting
can be found on the lateral edges of the stem on all
true Carrollton points. This is a key diagnostic fea-
ture and distinguishes Carrollton points from other
similar shaped dart points such as Bulverde and
Dawson (Crook 2020). The point from the Eggleston
Collection has been extensively ground on the lateral
edges of the stem. While projectile points from Mc-
Faddin Beach frequently show a general rounding of
all edges due to wave action over the years (Turner
and Tanner 1994), the Carrollton point described
here shows considerably more smoothing on the
stem than on the blade edge which must come from
original edge grinding.

Carrollton points are a well-known component of
the Early Archaic assemblage from McFadden
Beach as recorded by Stright et al (1999) and Turner
and Tanner (1994). Paul Tanner noted that he had 12
Carrollton points in his personal collection from
McFaddin Beach, more than any other early Archaic
projectile point (Turner and Tanner 1994).

Bell points belong to the Calf Creek series of
Andice, Bell, and Calf Creek projectile points. All of
these points are barbed with broad triangular blades
and straight to slightly expanding stems. Johnson
(1964) originally called them “Early Barbed” points
from the Devil’s Mouth site in Val Verde County.
Sorrow et al. (1967) was the first to use the term
“Bell” from the Stillhouse Hollow reservoir in Cen-
tral Texas. Since then, they have been described
from a number of sites across the Edwards Plateau
down to the Gulf Coastal Plain (Wesolowsky et al.
1976; Jelks 1978; Parker and Mitchell 1979; Chan-
dler 1983). Bell points were observed to be coeval
with Andice points. Based on a number of complete
specimens from San Patricio County, Chandler
(1983) gave the following dimensions:

����Length: 35-52 mm (average 42.0)

����Width: 37-45 mm (average 39.0)

Figure 4. Carrollton point from the Eggleston
McFaddin Beach Collection.
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���Thickness: 5-7 mm (average 6.0)

����Stem Length: 11-15 mm (average 13.0)

����Stem Width: 16-24 mm (average 20.0)

����Average Stem Length:Width Ratio: 0.65

Bell points were thus observed to be slightly
smaller than Andice points with shorter stem lengths
that seldom exceeded 15-16 mm (Chandler 1983;
Weber and Patterson 1985). Moreover, Bell points
were noted to have a more open triangular shape
whereas Andice points tended to have more convex
lateral edges (Turner et al. 2011).

The Bell point from the Eggleston Collection
measures 50.3 mm in length, 35.0 mm in width, and
6.9 mm in maximum thickness which occurs at the
stem-blade interface. Weight of the point is 10.4
grams. The point is made from a light gray (10YR
7/2) to very pale brown (10YR 8/2) chert which
fluoresces a strong yellow-orange color under UV
light (Figure 5). One of the two barbs is broken,
which is very common in all of the points of the Calf
Creek series. Length of the remaining barb is 13.1
mm and the notching is inclined inward rather than
straight (see Figure 5).

Barbed points of the Calf Creek series have a
strong tendency to change shape over time with
breakage and resharpening. This has caused much

confusion as to what diagnostic features actually
separate the three point types. Recently, Sergio Aya-
la (2014) has conducted an intensive study of over
1,000 Andice, Bell, and Calf Creek points (191 com-
plete) from Central, South, and North Central Texas,
as well as across Oklahoma in an effort to determine
if the three points are indeed valid types and if so,
what characterizes each point’s typology. His work
has determined that there are five key distinguishing
traits: (1) maximum length, (2) maximum width, (3)
maximum thickness and its location on the point, (4)
stem length, and (5) stem width. In particular, Ayala
found that Andice stems average about 22 mm in
length and the stem length-to-width ratio averages
approximately 1.25:1. Bell points have much smaller
stem lengths, seldom exceeding 16 mm with an
average stem length-to-width ratio of approximately
0.77:1. Calf Creek points have average stem length-
to-width ratios of approximately 1:1 with an average
stem length of about 17 mm.

The point from the Eggleston Collection has a
stem length of just 12.9 mm and a stem width of 20.0
mm, thus producing a stem L:W ratio of 0.65, which
fits well with Ayala (2014) and Chandler’s (1983)
definition for a Bell point. Bell points also tend to
have notching which inclines toward the center of
the point as in the case of the point from the collec-
tion (see Figure 5).

Crook (2020) has shown that both Carrollton and
Bell points occur in the Upper Trinity watershed
between ca. 7000-5000 B.C. and this would seem a
good range for the two points described herein.

Late Archaic Period (ca. 4000-1200 B.P.)

A total of five projectile points have been identi-
fied in the collection which date to the Late Archaic
period. These include a single point of each of the
following types: Yarbrough, Morhiss, Delhi, Ensor,
and Ellis. In addition, there are three artifacts which
are clearly Archaic points but due to damage to their
stems cannot be matched to a specific dart point type.
Each of these types is described below.

The first Late Archaic type is a Yarbrough point
which is made of a reddish-brown (5YR 4/4-5/4) to
dark reddish-brown (5YR 3/4) chert (Figure 6). This
chert does not fluoresce under UV light and is simi-
lar to many cherts of this color found in Southeast
Texas and southern Louisiana (Banks 1990; Hein-
rich 1987). Length of the point is 56.1 mm with a
maximum width of 23.4 mm and a thickness of 7.0
mm. Weight is 9.7 grams.

Yarbrough points are slender, elongate projec-
tiles that have straight to slightly excurvate lateral
edges. The stems are parallel to slightly expanding
and the point can have either prominent to small

Figure 5. Bell point from the Eggleston McFaddin
Beach Collection.
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shoulders. Yarbrough points are a common compo-
nent of the Late Archaic across East Texas and into
Southeast Texas (Johnson 1962; Jelks 1962). They
are also a recognized component from McFadden
Beach (Stright et al. 1999; Turner and Tanner 1994).

A single Morhiss point was identified from the
collection largely based on its characteristic thick,
rounded base (Figure 7). The point is made from a
strong-brown (7.5YR 5/6) to reddish-brown (7.5YR
6/6) colored chert which does not fluoresce under
UV light. Maximum length is 54.0 mm with a width
of 26.9 mm. The point is very thick with a maximum
thickness of 10.1 mm. Weight is 13.3 grams.

Morhiss points are large and heavy dart points
with a long, lanceolate blades and a rounded stem. It
is common to find asphaltum still adhered to the
stem and the point from Eggleston Collection is very
dark over most of its base (see Figure 7). Morhiss
points are common to the Gulf Coastal Plain (Brown
1983) and are a recognized component of the Mc-
Faddin Beach assemblage (Stright et al. 1999; Turn-
er and Tanner 1994).

 A single Delhi point is present in the Eggleston
Collection (Figure 8). The point is made from yel-
lowish-red (5YR 5/6-5/8) chert which does not fluo-
resce under UV light. Length is 79.9 mm (with the
distal end broken), width is 32.0 mm, and the thick-
ness is 9.0 mm. Weight of the point is 23.8 grams.

Delhi points are long, slender points with slightly
convex lateral edges. The shoulders are barbed and
the stem is rectangular in shape. They are common
to Poverty Point in Louisiana and are a reported
component of the McFaddin Beach Archaic point
assemblage (Ford and Webb 1956; Turner and Tan-
ner 1994).

One Ensor point is present in the collection
which is made from a darkish-gray (10YR 4/2) to
grayish-brown (10YR 5/2) chert (Figure 9). This
chert fluoresces a strong yellow color under UV light
and probably stems from the Edwards Plateau of
Central Texas. Length of the point is 66.5 mm with
a maximum width of 24.8 mm at the shoulders.
Width of the base is 20.2 mm. Maximum thickness
is 10.5 mm and the point weighs 14.8 grams. Ensor
points are a very common Late Archaic point type
from Central Texas but can also be found over East
and South Texas as well (Prewitt 1981). They are
also reported from McFaddin Beach (Stright et al.
1999).

The last identified Archaic dart point is an Ellis
point (Figure 10). This point is made from pale
brown (10YR 6/3 to very pale brown (10YR 7/3)
chert which fluoresces a pale lemon-yellow color
under UV light. Length is 35.9 mm, width is 25.0
mm, and the maximum thickness is 5.1 mm. The
point weighs 4.4 grams.

Figure 6. Yarbrough point from the Eggleston Mc-
Faddin Beach Collection.

Figure 7. Morhiss point from the Eggleston
McFaddin Beach Collection.
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Ellis points have distinctive triangular blades
with sharp corners and prominent barbs. The base is
typically straight but can be slightly concave. They
are a common dart point type in East and North
Central Texas (Newell and Krieger 1949; Crook and
Hughston 2015) and have also been reported from
McFaddin Beach (Stright et al.1999).

As mentioned above, three dart points are present
in the site which due to damage could not be identi-
fied as to type. These are shown in Figure 11.

The first point (see Figure 11, left) is made from
a light gray (2.5Y 7/1) to white (2.5Y 8/1) chert
which does not fluoresce under UV light. Dimen-
sions of the point are 61.2 mm x 26.0 mm x 8.1 mm
and the point weighs 13.8 grams. The stem has been
broken during use and the base of the point has had
some resharpening. However, examination under a
binocular microscope failed to show any use-wear
that would be consistent with its use as a knife and/or
a scraper.

The second unidentified point (Figure 11, center)
is made from a light bluish-gray (GLEY 6/1-8/1)
chert which also does not fluoresce under UV light.
Its dimensions are 62.8 mm x 32.9 mm x 8.6 mm.
The point weighs 20.5 grams. As can be seen in
Figure 11, the stem has been broken during use and

Figure 8. Delhi point from the Eggleston
McFaddin Beach Collection.

Figure 9. Ensor point from the Eggleston McFad-
din Beach Collection.

Figure 10. Ellis point from the Eggleston McFaddin
Beach Collection.
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no efforts were made to repair the point prior to its
discard.

The last unidentified point (Figure 11, right) is
made from a dark gray (10YR 4/1) chert which does
not fluoresce under UV light. Dimensions of the
point are 41.0 mm x 23.4 mm x 6.9 mm and the
points weighs 7.7 grams. The stem of the point was
broken during use and was not repaired.

Other Lithic Artifacts

Four non-projectile point artifacts are in the Egg-
leston Collection. These are described below.

The first is a large, triangular-shaped biface
which is made from a light brownish-gray (10YR
6/2) to light gray (10YR 7/2) chert (Figure 12) which
fluoresces a strong yellow-orange color under both
short and long-wave UV radiation. Dimensions are
81.0 mm x 43.0 mm x 8.5 mm and the biface weighs
39.4 grams. Examination under a microscope shows
the biface to be beveled with edge-wear consistent
with its use as a knife. There is also weak polish on
both the dorsal and ventral surfaces near the proxi-
mal end of the artifact suggesting it was hafted
during use. Edge-wear on McFaddin Beach artifacts
is problematical as they have undergone extensive
polish from prolonged wave action which can both
add and subtract to edge/surface wear. This type of
large biface/knife was used from the Paleoindian

through the Late Prehistoric period so it is impossi-
ble to assign a chronological period to this artifact.

A large, crescent-shaped, lunate biface is present
in the collection (Figure 13). This biface is made
from light gray (2.5Y 7/2) to pale yellow (2.5Y 8/2)

Figure 11. Unidentified dart points
from the Eggleston McFaddin
Beach Collection.

Figure 12. Triangular biface/knife
from the Eggleston McFaddin
Beach Collection.
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chert which fluoresces a pale yellow color under UV
light. Total length of the artifact is 96.9 mm with a
maximum width of 32.0 mm (Figure 13). Thickness
varies from 6.0 to 10.5 mm as there are several large
thinning flake scars on the reverse face. The biface
weighs 30.0 grams.

Examination of the biface under high power
shows a very bright polish on both the dorsal and

ventral surfaces indicating it was likely hafted during
use. The curved blade edge has been heavily resharp-
ened a number of times and was probably used and
then re-used as a cutting tool. Crescent-shaped bifac-
es are rare from Texas but when found, are typically
associated with the Paleoindian period. However, it
is impossible to determine a precise chronological
association for this artifact.

A very large, triangular-shaped tool is present in
the collection (Figure 14). The artifact is made from
a light yellowish-brown (2.5YR 6/3-6/4) colored
chert which fluoresces a pale yellow color under UV
light. The tool is 95.5 mm in length with a maximum
thickness at the distal end of 48.9 mm. Thickness on
the elongate proximal end is 22.0 mm. The artifact
weighs 75.1 grams.

Examination of the artifact under high powered
digital microscope shows polish on both the dorsal
and ventral surface of the elongated proximal end
which are consistent with the tool have been hafted.
The distal end is bifacially flaked with steep flake
scars (>60°). There are some minor step fractures
associated with the bit edge as well as minor edge
crushing. This suggests that the artifact was used as
a haft end-scraper.

The last lithic artifact in the collection is a re-
touched blade made from dark gray (10YR 4/1) to
gray (10YR 5/1-6/1) to very pale brown (10YR 8/2)
chert (Figure 15). The chert fluoresces a very strong

Figure 13. Large crescent-shaped lunate biface from
the Eggleston McFaddin Beach Collection.

Figure 14. Large triangular end-scrap-
er from the Eggleston McFaddin Beach
Collection.

Figure 15. Retouched blade from the
Eggleston McFaddin Beach Collection.



110 Houston Archeological Society

yellow-orange color under UV light. Both the color
of the chert and its strong response to UV light
suggest this chert originated in the Edwards Plateau
of Central Texas. Total length of the blade is 69.9
mm with a maximum width of 26.1 mm. Thickness
is 15.0 mm and the artifact weighs 29.8 grams.

In cross-section, the blade is triangular in shape
with a very thick side that slopes steeply to a thin
edge. The thicker side retains much of the original
cobble cortex while the lateral edge retouch has been
applied to the thin edge. No obvious use-wear could
be determined. The artifact looks like an expedient
tool made from a discarded primary cobble flake so
as to utilize all parts of a high quality chert cobble.

The Paleontological Collection

In addition to the lithic part of the collection,
seven vertebrate fossils are also present. These in-
clude six teeth and one toothless mandible. All of the
artifacts are highly worn both from wave action.
However, enough key features are left to identify the
seven fossil as belonging to mammoth (n=2), horse
(Equus sp.) (n=4), and raccoon (n=1). All of the
fossils have darkish coloration. Tannins from organ-
ic matter are known to give a dark hue to fossil
bones. This also suggests that they may have been
originally deposited in a stagnant, oxbow lake envi-
ronment that was rich in organic material (Turner
and Tanner 1994). These fossils are described below.

Mammoth (Mammuthus sp.)

Two very large molars are present in the collec-
tion; so large that they can only belong to a species
of mammoth. Both are very heavily worn to the point
that individual species determination is impossible.

The first is dark reddish-brown colored (stained from
years of burial and submergence in sea water) and is
145.0 mm in length, 75.2 mm in width, with a thick-
ness that ranges between 33.2 mm to 50.1 mm (Fig-
ures 16a-b). Weight is in excess of 600 grams
(maximum of my set of scales). Based on its size and
shape, it appears to be the distal or back part of a
mammoth molar which has not yet come into occlu-
sion (eruption) and begun to wear (August G. Costa,
personal communication, 2020).

The second mammoth molar is much larger,
measuring 209.0 mm x 93.4 mm x 63.1 mm and
weighs well in excess of the maximum limit of my
scales (Figures 17a-b). The molar is extremely heav-
ily worn and is very friable in its present condition.

Mammoths of several species have been reported
from McFaddin Beach but the Columbian mammoth
(Mammuthus columbi) is the most common (Russell
1975; Long 1977). Mammoths were present
throughout the 300,000 year period covered by the
Rancholabrean phase of the Pleistocene. Therefore it
is impossible to know if these mammoths’ molars are
from the terminal part of the Pleistocene, and thus
concurrent with man, or are from an earlier age when
humans were not present at McFaddin Beach.

Horse (Equus sp.)

Four specimens of horse (Equus sp.) are present
in the collection. These include parts of two incisors
and two molars. The two incisors are shown in Fig-
ure 18. The complete incisor measures 58.0 mm in
length with a variable width of 10.1 mm near the root
and 19.5 mm at the crown. Thickness varies from
12.0-14.1 mm and the incisor weighs 18.0 grams.
The smaller example is broken. It measures 32.5 mm
in length, 9.0-15.7 mm (at the crown) in width, and

Figure 16a. Side view of mammoth molar from the
Eggleston McFaddin Beach Collection. Figure 16b. Top view of mammoth molar from the

Eggleston McFaddin Beach Collection.

Journal No. 142 (2020)                                                              111

12.9-13.2 mm in thickness. Weight is 10.1 grams.
The crowns of both incisors are very heavily worn
with only a small part of the original dentition present.

Two Equus sp. molars are also present in the
collection, one of which is complete and the other is
broken above the root. The complete molar has a
length of 91.5 mm and a width that ranges from 24.0
mm at the root to 29.0 mm at the crown. Thickness
varies from 12.5-16.2 mm. Weight is 62.1 grams
(Figure 19a-b). Based on size and the dentition this
appears to be an upper molar, either m3 or m4 (Au-

gust G. Costa, personal communication, 2020; Dr.
Gretchen C. Wright, personal communication, 2020).

The second Equus sp. molar is broken part way
to the root (Figure 20a-b). Remaining length is 32.2
mm; width is 32.0 mm at the crown and thickness is
14.0 mm. Weight of the fossil is 29.9 grams. The
fossil appears to be a lower left molar, possibly
deciduous m2 or m3 (August G. Costa, personal
communication, 2020).

Figure 17a. Side view of large mammoth molar
from the Eggleston McFaddin Beach Collection.

Figure 17b. Top view of large mammoth molar from the
Eggleston McFaddin Beach Collection.

Figure 18. Two Equus sp. Incisors from the
Eggleston McFaddin Beach Collection.

Figure 19a. Side view of Equus sp. Molar
from the Eggleston McFaddin Beach
Collection.
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Horse fossils are some of the more common
Pleistocene mammal fossils found at McFaddin
Beach (Russell 1975; Turner and Tanner 1994).
Three species, Equus fraternus, Equus complicatus,
and Equus pacificus, have been reported from Mc-
Faddin Beach (Russel 1975). Due to the wear on the
specimens in the Eggleston Collection, I was unable
to unambiguously determine the exact species of any
of the horse fossils so they have just been recorded
as Equus sp.

Raccoon (Procyon lotor)

A single highly worn mandible of a small mam-
mal is in the collection. The distal part of the mandi-
ble is missing, as are all of the teeth. Remaining
length is 53.4 mm with a width of 7.0-8.0 mm.
Thickness of the mandible at the teeth sockets is 14.0
mm; 23.0 mm at the top of the coronoid process.
Total weight of the fossil is 10.2 grams and the
mandible has been heavily stained a deep red-brown
color (Figures 21a-b).

Most small mammals are identified by the diag-
nostic size, shape, and pattern of their teeth (Romer
1945). Unfortunately, these are missing in this fossil;
however, based on the missing dentition, it appears
the mandible originally had a configuration of two
molars and four premolars. The size is too small for
a canid (coyote) or a large cat (jaguar), both of which
are known from McFaddin Beach (Russel 1975). It
is also too large for a small, ground burrowing mam-
mal. The only other mammal that fits a 4-2 premolar-
molar pattern are members of the family Procyoni-
dae; and the only  known member of this family that
is a common member of the McFaddin Beach assem-
blage is the American raccoon, Procyon lotor
(Romer 1945; Russell 1975). Raccoons are near
aquatic animals which supports the assumption that
these fossils were deposited in a near river or oxbow
type of environment which was adjacent to a topo-
graphic high plain.

A composite listing of the fossil assemblage and
their measurements is included in Appendix II.

Conclusions and Discussion

The Eggleston Collection is a small but highly
representative assemblage of the range and types of
lithic and vertebrate fossils that can be found on
McFaddin Beach. It is noteworthy how closely the

Figure 19b. Top view of Equus sp. molar showing
dentition from the Eggleston McFaddin Beach Col-
lection.

Figure 20a. Side view of broken Equus sp. Molar
from the Eggleston McFaddin Beach Collection.

Figure 20b. Top view of Equus sp. molar showing
dentition from the Eggleston McFaddin Beach Col-
lection.
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collection mirrors the larger compilation made by
Stright et al. (1999). In her study of nearly 900
artifacts from five of the larger collections from
McFaddin Beach, she determined that 45 percent of
the artifacts were of Paleoindian age, only 7 percent
were from the Early Archaic, 14 percent were from
the Middle Archaic, 32 percent from the Late Archa-
ic, and just 2 percent from the Late Prehistoric period
(Stright et al. 1999). Thus clearly the largest repre-
sentation of artifacts comes from two time periods –
the Paleoindian and the Late Prehistoric. In the Egg-
leston collection, five of the 12 identifiable dart
points are Paleoindian in age (42 percent) with an-

other five from the Late Archaic (42 percent). The
remaining 16 percent are from the Early Archaic.

Likewise, two of the three genera represented in
the collection, Mammuthus sp. and Equus sp., are
some of the more common fossils reported from the
area with the third species, Procyon lotor, being
reported from the larger fossil collections (Russell
1975).

Thus as a teaching assemblage, the Eggleston
Collection is a highly representative example of the
materials to be found at McFaddin Beach (41JF50)
in particular and from Southeast Texas as a whole.
They will undoubtedly serve to educate young Tex-
ans for many years in the future about the exciting
fields of archeology and paleontology that are right
here on out doorstep.
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A LATE PLEISTOCENE HORSE (Equus Sp.) BONE FROM THE
WOOD SPRINGS SITE (41LB15), LIBERTY COUNTY, TEXAS

Wilson W. Crook, III

Introduction

One of the more prolific sites represented in the
Andy Kyle Archeological Collection currently curat-
ed at the Sam Houston regional Library and Research
Center is the Wood Springs site (41LB15) located in
central Liberty County. Artifacts from the Wood
Springs site range from Paleoindian to Late Prehis-
toric in age, with an extensive representation from
the Paleoindian, Early Archaic, Late Archaic, Wood-
land, and Late Prehistoric Periods (Crook et al.
2017). This includes the first identified occurrence of
a Clovis occupation in Liberty County. As such, the
Wood Springs site represents the longest periods of
continuous occupation in the Kyle Collection.

Occupational material at Wood Springs
covers at least 0.5 acres and possibly as much
as 5 acres or more (Sheldon Kindall, personal
communication, 2017; Houston Daniel, per-
sonal communication, 2018). Construction of
the natural gas pipeline and an asphalt road,
both of which transect the site at right angles,
has disturbed much of original site stratigraphy
such that Paleoindian, Archaic, Woodland, and
Late Prehistoric materials are now found
alongside each other on the surface. While
cultural material from Clovis to the Late Pre-
historic occur at the site, Wood Springs is
notable for an abundance of artifacts from the
Early Archaic to basal Middle Archaic – ca.
7000-5000 B.P. (Crook 2018, 2020), from the
Woodland period – ca. 2000-1400 B.P.
(marked by Gary and Kent points and plain
ceramics) (Patterson 1991, 1996), and from the
Late Prehistoric period – ca. 1400-500 B.P.
(marked by Alba, Catahoula, Friley, and Perd-
iz points, and both locally manufactured and
imported Caddo ceramics) (Suhm and Krieger
1954; Suhm and Jelks 1962; Kindall and Pat-
terson 1986; Patterson 1991, 1996; Aten
1983). The site is also notable for its relative
abundance of Paleoindian projectile points
(n=35) including Clovis, Dalton, San Patrice,
Pelican, Scottsbluff, Angostura, and Wilson

types (Crook et al. 2017; Crook 2017a, 2017b,
2017c).

With regard to the late Pleistocene occupation at
the site, several mammalian bones and teeth have
been recovered from the site including Mammoth
(Mammuthus sp.), mastodon (Mammut sp.), and bi-
son (Bison sp.) (Crook et al. 2017; Crook 2017c).
Recently, a single horse (Equus sp.) bone was recov-
ered following significant flooding and erosion of the
site by Tropical Storm Imelda in 2019. This brief
paper serves to record the discovery and adds to the
known late-Pleistocene geographic distribution of
the genus Equus in North America.

Figure 1. Wood Springs Creek, Liberty County, Texas.



120 Houston Archeological Society

The Wood Springs Site (41LB15)

The Wood Springs site is located approximately
three kilometers northwest of Liberty, Texas on the
west and east sides of a small stream known as Wood
Springs Creek or Atascosito Springs (Figure 1). This
stream is fed by several perennial springs and is a
minor tributary of the Trinity River two kilometers to
the west. The site lies on either side of a small road
that bisects the site from north-to-south (Figure 2). A
natural gas pipeline right-of-way crossing bisects the
site from west-to-east with the intersection of the
pipeline and the asphalt road serving as a marker for
the approximate middle of the occupation (Elton R.
Prewitt, personal communication, 2018). The site
was one of the many locations from which Mr. Andy
Kyle collected artifacts between 1946-1986. Wood
Spring’s location was originally described and regis-
tered by Elton R. Prewitt in 1973 as part of the
Louisiana Loop Survey. The site was subsequently
investigated by Sheldon Kindall and other members
of the Houston Archeological Society during their
research on the Andy Kyle Archeological Collection
during the mid-1980s (Kindall and Patterson 1986).
A small elevated bridge has been constructed across
Wood Springs Creek (see Figure 2). The site occurs
on either side of Wood Springs Creek and while
artifacts have been found on both sides, the northern
bank has produced significantly more than the south-
ern side of the creek. In particular, on the north side
of the creek, a large borrow pit was excavated for the
support ramp for the bridge crossing Wood Springs

Creek. This area, known locally as “Marshall’s Pit”,
continues to produce artifacts today especially after
every significant rain/flood event (Figure 3).

Figure 2. Sandune Road which bisects the Wood
Springs site from north-to-south. The small bridge
over Wood Springs Creek is in the center of the photo.

Figure 3. The area of
Marshall’s Pit on the
north side of Wood
Springs Creek. The ma-
jority of the artifacts
recovered from the site
over the past two years
including all of the
Pleistocene mammal
bones have come from
this northern side of the
site.
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Geology

While no formal excavation has taken place at the
Wood Springs site, the site’s stratigraphy has been
partially determined by a number of shovel tests
conducted over the past 47 years. Elton Prewitt con-
ducted a series of shovel tests at the site in 1973 and
the Houston Archeological Society dug a similar set
of small test pits in 1986 (Elton R. Prewitt, personal
communication, 2019; Kindall and Patterson 1986).
More recently, the author excavated several test pits
across the northern part of the site to confirm the
stratigraphy. Soils covering the area of the Wood
Springs site belong to the Spurger-Bienville-Ken-
nefick complex, specifically a mix of Spurger and
Kennefick soils (Griffen 1996). The typical soil pro-
file at the site consists of about 8 cm of a pale brown
(10YR 7/3) to light gray (10YR 7/2) loamy fine sand.
This is underlain by a fine-grained brown sandy loam
(10YR 3/4-3/3) that in places has yellow to reddish
mottles. This sand forms a small terrace that sits
above Wood Springs Creek which is a minor tribu-
tary of the Trinity River. The Trinity River is present-
ly located about two kilometers to the west of the
site. However, examination of the site location using
Google Earth shows a series of filled-in meander
cutoffs to the west between the site and the current
channel of the Trinity River. These paleo oxbow
cutoffs clearly indicate that the Trinity River has
moved westward over time and at one period in the
past, the river was fairly close (<0.5 km) to the site.
With abundant fresh water springs and being near the
confluence of Wood Springs Creek and the Trinity
River, the area would have been an ideal location for
both game animals as well as humans.

Arrow points and pottery can be found in the
upper 30-45 cm; below this level are both Woodland
period and Archaic occupations. A single early Ar-
chaic Carrollton point was recovered by the author at
a depth of 100-125 cm. The artifact horizon extends

to a depth of at least 125 centimeters (no test pits
have been dug below this depth). The deepest hori-
zons are exposed in the area of the so-called Marshall
Pit and this is the location that many of the Clovis
artifacts as well as all of the Pleistocene mammal
bones have been recovered.

Fossil Equus Sp. Bone

The bone described herein was discovered in
October, 2019 on the bank of Wood Springs Creek.
Recent major flooding due to Tropical Storm Imelda
must have deposited the bone from upstream, possi-
bly close to the source springs for which the creek is
named. The bone was identified as the middle pha-
lanx or short pastern bone from a horse by Dr.
Gretchen C. Wright, a noted veterinary surgeon from
the Dallas area. Following the guide of von den
Driesch (1976) and Peters (1987), the dimensions of
the bone are shown in Table 1. The bone itself is
shown in Figures 4-6. Dr. Wright noted that the
dimensions are quite small, roughly 60 percent the
size of an average modern horse (Dr. Gretchen C.
Wright, personal communication, 2019). Thus the
bone likely came from a juvenile animal. The bone
was not burned and no cut marks or other forms of
cultural modification were observed. The surface
was highly polished which indicates that it had prob-
ably lain submerged in Wood Springs Creek for a
considerable amount of time.

 The toe of a horse is an extremely complex
structure and consists of four bones: the long pastern
(proximal phalanx), the short pastern (middle
phalanx), the coffin bone (distal phalanx) and caudal
to the latter, the navicular bone. The latter two bones
and about one-half of the short pastern are enclosed
within the hoof. The rounded ends of the head of the
short pastern bone allows the hoof to twist or move
from side to side to adjust for uneven ground. Horses
are also able to “lock” the short pastern-coffin bone

Equid Measurement Wood Springs Specimen

Greatest Length 44.1

Greatest Breadth of Proximal End 48.5

Breadth of Facies Articularis Proximalis 42.5

Depth of Proximal End 33.5

Smallest Breadth of the Diaphysis 41.2

Greatest Breadth of the Distal End 41

Weight 72.1 gm

All measurements in mm except for weight

Table 1. Physical Measurements of Wood Springs Equus Phalanx Bone based on the guide of Van den
Driesch (1976).



122 Houston Archeological Society

process which allows them to relax their leg muscles
enabling them to stand for long periods of time (Dr.
Gretchen C. Wright, personal communication,
2019). Synovial spaces between these bones are
supported by tendons, ligaments, and the laminae of
the hoof wall. There are no muscles in the foot. The
short pastern and the coffin bones are the weight-
bearing bones of the foot while the navicular bones

serves as a fulcrum for the deep digital flexor tendon
that runs down the back of the leg and attaches to the
back of the coffin bone. There are also many soft
tissue structures that support the bones of the foot.
These include the deep digital flexor that runs from
near the front limb (carpus) or hind limb (hock) to the
coffin bone (Figure 7 - blue). Small ligaments also
surround the navicular bone (Figure 7 – green).

Figure 5. Dorsal surface of the middle phalanx
Equus sp. bone from the Wood Springs site. The
base of the bone is closest to the scale and the
head is toward the top of the photo. The head
joins distal phalanx or “coffin” bone which is
enclosed in the hoof.

Figure 4. Ventral surface of the middle pha-
lanx (short pastern) bone of Equus sp. from the
Wood Springs site, Liberty County, Texas. The
base (proximal end) of the bone is in the fore-
ground. The depressions represent the area
where the proximal phalanx (long pastern)
bone joins the short pastern.

Figure 7. Cut-away of a modern
horse hoof showing toe bone and
tendon structure (after
www.Equinelogicwordpress.com).
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Conclusions and Discussion

Horse bones are well represented in Pleistocene
deposits across Texas (Quinn 1957) and are a com-
mon occurrence in many late Pleistocene archeolog-
ical sites across North America (Pichardo 2000).
However, while common, they are never abundant,
typically with only a few individuals found in any
one site (Kooyman et al. 2001). The exception to this
is the Wally’s Beach site in Alberta, Canada where
the remains of seven horses and a single camel have
been recovered in direct association with Paleoindian
tools (Waters et al. 2015). To date, Wally’s Beach
remains the only unambiguous direct evidence of
horse hunting at the end of the Pleistocene although
the many dated horse bones at Clovis sites (second
only to mammoth in number) suggest that horse was
a frequent prey species for early man in North Amer-
ica (Grayson 1984). The lack of direct evidence of
human hunting and butchering of horse is in direct
contrast with evidence from the Upper Paleolithic in
Europe where large numbers of horses were killed at
single hunting events (Olsen 1989). Woodward
(1991) has suggested that this disparity is due to late
Pleistocene North American equids living in smaller,
more widely distributed groups.

In terms of terminal age of equids in North Amer-
ica, Meltzer and Mead (1983) report the youngest
reliable age at 10,370 ±  350 B.P. from Jaguar Cave
in Idaho. Kurten and Anderson (1980) suggest that
equids may have survived into the Early Holocene at
8,000 B.P. Toomey (1993) and Toomey et al. (1992)
reported dates for Equus bones from Hall’s Cave in
Kerr County, Texas of 9200-8700 B.P. However, he
further stated that additional dates are needed to
confirm the Early Holocene survival of Central Tex-
as equids. While the specific genus of horse cannot
be determined from a middle phalanx bone alone
(Azzaroli 1983; Eisemann and Bayloc 2000; Winans
1985, 1989), the presence of a confirmed Pleistocene
horse bone from the Wood Springs site to the known
late Pleistocene distribution of equids in Texas.

A similar occurrence of a single equid left central
tarsal in association with late Pleistocene material
was reported from the Wilson-Leonard site
(41WM235) in Williamson County (Collins 1998;
Baker et al. 2002;  Bousman et al. 2004). As at Wood
Springs, no cut marks or other modification was
observed. The bone was found in association with
bison as well as minor turtle, snake, woodrat, gopher,
muskrat, rabbit and whitetail deer (Collins 1998;
Baker et al. 2002).

While the single horse bone from Wood Springs
cannot be unambiguously associated with the pres-
ence of early man in Liberty County, it does help to
additionally define the Late Pleistocene environment
for the region. Toomey (1993) notes that all late
Pleistocene equids in North America were cursorial
grazers that preferred open grasslands to more forest-
ed environments. The presence of mammoth and
bison bones at Wood Springs (Crook 2017c) further
suggests that during the late Pleistocene the area was
considerably farther from the Gulf Coast than today
and was mostly a grassland ecotone with riparian
woodlands occurring along the major streams. As
was the case with the other mammals present at
Wood Springs, the perennial nature of the springs
was a likely draw for small groups of equids.  Wheth-
er the specimen recovered from the site was killed by
Paleoindian hunters or died of natural causes or an
animal predator remains conjecture.
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A LARGE, HEAVILY CURATED ANGOSTURA POINT FROM THE
SAVOY SITE (41LB27), LIBERTY COUNTY, TEXAS

Wilson W. Crook, III

Introduction

In 2017, the Houston Archeological Society
(HAS) was asked by the Texas Historical Commis-
sion to assist the Sam Houston Regional Library and
Research Center in Liberty, Texas to create a new
interactive museum exhibit on the prehistory of
Southeast Texas using the extensive Andy Kyle
Archeological Collection. The collection was given
to the Center by the late Mr. Andy Kyle and consists
of well over 50,000 artifacts collected from 95 sites
in nine Southeast Texas counties. The artifacts with-
in the Kyle Collection range from Clovis (ca. 13,000
B.P.) to Late Prehistoric (ca. 500 B.P.) in age. One
of the more prolific sites represented in the collection
is the Savoy site (41LB27) located in northeastern
Liberty County.  Artifacts from the Savoy site range
from Paleoindian to Late Prehistoric, with an exten-
sive Late Archaic and Woodland period collection
(Crook et al. 2017).

Recently, several previously unknown boxes of
material from the Savoy site were located by Ms.
Alana Inman, Director of the Sam Houston Regional
Library. In these boxes were a large number of both
Woodland period ceramic sherds and a box of
ground stone artifacts. Inside one box of sherds was
a large sack labeled “Stone Field” and “One Spot”.
This sack contained 58 sherds from a single, large
oval-shaped bowl. Examination of the decoration on
the exterior of the sherds showed it to be type Mabin
Stamped, var. Joe’s Bayou; an Early Woodland pot-
tery type previously known only from two sites in
eastern Louisiana and three sites in western Missis-
sippi – all located along the Mississippi River (Rich-
ard A. Weinstein, personal communication 2018).
The box of ground stone artifacts contained mostly
small one-hand grinding stones and nutting stones,
largely constructed from local sandstone. However,
three artifacts were made from non-local stone.
Close examination showed two of these ground
stone artifacts to be broken bannerstones and the
other to be a broken boatstone. All were made of
material not local to Texas. Also in one box was a
sack of lithic artifacts which consisted of a number
of dart points along with scrapers and a large amount

of lithic debitage. One of the dart points was a large,
heavily curated Angostura point. As Paleoindian
artifacts are very scarce from the site (n=13), this
short paper serves to describe the artifact and docu-
ment its occurrence.

The Savoy Site (41LB27)

The Savoy site is located approximately 4.2 km
southwest of the community of Moss Hill in north-
eastern Liberty County. The site is bisected by Coun-
ty Road 2099 and hand written notes left by Mr. Kyle
in the boxes of artifacts indicate that both the Mabin
Stamped, var. Joe’s Bayou bowl, the two banner-
stones, the boatstone, and the sack of lithic artifacts
including the Angostura point were found on the part
of the site that occurs south and west of CR 2099,
known as the “Stone Field” after the property’s
original owner (Figure 1). The north and eastern side
of the site is owned by the Savoy family for whom
the site was named. Mr. M. L. Stone owned the land
on the other side of the road. Andy Kyle would
designate cultural material from Mr. Stone’s part of
the site as “Savoy site – Stone Field”.  The Savoy site
is part of a series of four sites that occur parallel to
one another along a 600 meter southeast-to-north-
west stretch of land. Site 41LB26 lies 215 meters to
the southeast; site 41LB28 is 225 meters to the
northwest; and site 41LB29 is 400 meters to the
northwest. All four sites contain similar cultural
material predominantly from the Late Archaic,
Woodland, and Late Prehistoric periods. The Savoy
site, in particular, contains cultural material from the
Paleoindian and Early Archaic periods as well (Kin-
dall and Patterson 1986; Crook et al. 2017; Crook
2018, 2020b). The nearest source of permanent wa-
ter to the Savoy site is Knight’s Bayou, which is
located 1.2 km to the west. Knight’s Bayou is a
tributary of the Trinity River which lies 2.5 km to the
west of the site.

The site was originally recorded in 1973 by the
University of Texas during the Louisiana Loop Sur-
vey (Elton Prewitt, personal communication, 2019).
A second survey was conducted in the mid-1980s by
members of the HAS in conjunction with Mr. Andy
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Kyle who showed them where his artifacts were
found (Kindall and Patterson 1986). A third explora-
tion of the area was conducted in 2014 by TRC
Environmental Corporation as part of a pipeline
right-of-way survey. TRC conducted 21 shovel tests
over both the north and southern portions of the site.
Nine of the 21 shovel tests contained cultural materi-
als including a Gary point, an Alba point, and numer-
ous ceramic sherds (TRC notes on file with the
Texas Archeological Research Laboratory).

Occupational material at the Savoy site covers at
least 0.7 acres today, however, based on information
given to the HAS by Mr. Kyle, this area represents
only about 20 percent of the original site size. Much
of the site was destroyed by the construction of
County Road (CR) 2099 coupled with farming and
house construction in the area (Sheldon Kindall,
personal communication, 2017). Soils covering the
area of the Savoy site belong to the Spurger-Bien-
ville-Kennefick complex, specifically a mix of Bien-
ville and Kennefick soils (Griffen 1996). The typical
soil profile at the site consists of about 13 cm of a
dark brown (10YR 3/3) loamy fine sand underlain by

200+ cm of a very fine-grained dark yel-
lowish-bbrown (10YR 3/4-4/6) loamy sand
(Griffen 1996). Based on data from both
Prewitt’s 1973 survey and the 2014 TRC
survey of the site, the artifact horizon ex-
tends to at least one meter or more in depth
with cultural material present from the sur-
face to the base of the test pit. No test pits
were dug below this depth.

Artifacts from the site represent the
following archeological periods:  (1) Pa-
leoindian – ca. 12,000-8,500 B.P. (marked
by Dalton, San Patrice, Pelican, Angostura,
and Wilson points), (2) Early Archaic – ca.
8500-6000 B.P. (marked by Gower, Car-
rollton, Trinity, and Bulverde points plus
Clear Fork gouges and Waco sinkers), (3)
Middle to Late Archaic – 6,000-2,500 B.P.
(marked by Evans, Ellis, Yarbrough, Kent,
Ellis, Ensor, and Gary points, (4) Wood-
land (Early Ceramic) – 2,500-1,300 B.P.
(marked by Gary and Kent points and both
plain and decorated ceramics), and (5) Late
Prehistoric 1,300-500 B.P. (marked by Al-
ba, Catahoula, Friley, and Perdiz points,
and both locally manufactured sandy-paste
and imported Caddo ceramics) (Crook et al.
2017; Crook 2018, 2020b; Suhm and
Krieger. 1954; Suhm and Jelks 1962; Turn-
er and Hester 1985, 1993, 1999; Turner et
al. 2011).

Savoy Site Angostura Projectile Point

A single large Angostura projectile point was
recovered by Mr. Kyle from the surface of the Savoy
site. The point is complete but has been extensively
used and resharpened, especially the distal end.
Complete physical measurements of the artifact are
presented in Table 1 below.

The Angostura point is very large (80.5 mm) and
somewhat crudely made (figures 2a-b). It has been
extensively resharpened over time such that the stem
now accounts for about 60 percent the length of the
point. Maximum thickness (36.2 mm) occurs at the
junction of the stem and the blade. The point is only
25.1 mm thick near the base. The base is largely
straight but is slightly concave in one point. Both
lateral edges are heavily ground from the base to the
stem-blade junction. There is some evidence that the
point originally was constructed using oblique paral-
lel to collateral flaking however, extensive curation
of the point has all but obliterated most of the origi-
nal flake scars. This is especially true of the distal
end which appears to have been resharpened multi-

Figure 1. Photograph of the Stone Field the Savoy (41LB27)
site, Liberty County as it appears today.
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ple times. The point is made of a multi-colored chert
which varies from very pale brown (10YR 7/4) to
light yellowish-brown (10YR 6/4) over much of the
artifact. There is one spot of white on the reverse
face which also contains a micro cavity which is
lined with quartz crystals. The material has been
extensive heat-treated and a light red (10R 6/6) col-
oration is now present over much of the body. The
point does not fluoresce under UV light except for

the white spot which fluoresces a very pale yellow.
Based on this observation, the chert does not appear
to be of local origin or from the Edwards Plateau.
Similar colored chert is found in as “gravel chert” in
western Louisiana and this is probably the origin of
the lithic material (Heinrich 1987).

The “gravel cherts” cherts of western Louisiana
typically occur in small (less than 5 cm in diameter)
cobbles composed of microcrystalline silica. Color

Characteristic Angostura Point

Maximum Length 80.5

Maximum Width 36.2

Minimum Width (Base) 25.1

Maximum Thickness 15

Minimum Thickness 9.5

Length Grinding (Left) 48.1

Length Grinding (Right) 46.8

Base Shape Straight to Slightly Concave

Weight (gm) 41.6

Evidence of Resharpening Yes

Lithic Material Chert (Heat Treated)

Color
Very Pale Brown (10YR 7/4) to Light Yellowish-Brown (10YR 6/4) to

Light Red (10R 6/6) to White

UV Fluorescence Mostly none; one spot fluoresces pale yellow

Table 1. Physical Measurements of the Savoy Angostura Point.

All measurements in mm except for weight.

Figures 2a-b. Obverse (Figure 2a) and reverse (Figure 2b) views of the large Angostura point
from the Savoy (41LB27) site, Liberty County.
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of the gravel cherts varies but are dominated by those
of the 10YR hue including weak red (10YR 4/4) to
light olive brown, opaque gray, brownish-yellow and
dark yellow-browns (Heinrich 1987). Hues redder
than 10YR occur when the material has been heat-
treated. A common petrographic feature of gravel
chert is the pervasive presence of iron oxides which
further oxidize when heated. Most of the gravel
cherts have their origin in the Arbuckle and Ouachita
Mountains of eastern Oklahoma and southwestern
Arkansas and were deposited through fluvial action
along the major north-south trending rivers and
stream of East Texas and western Louisiana.

Angostura points from archeological contexts in
Texas are well-known to have been extensively cu-
rated, frequently used not only as projectile points
and knives, but also as hafted woodworking tools in
the latter part of their useful life (Anderson 2013). In
this regard, the Angostura point described herein was
examined at high magnification (40-180 x) using a
Dino Lite AM4111-T digital microscope. This study
confirmed the extensive edge grinding on the lateral
edges of the stem and showed some polish on both
the dorsal and ventral surfaces of the stem which
could be attributed to the artifact having been hafted
during use (Keeley 1980). The lateral edges of the
blade also show minor edge crushing which could be
the result of use against a hard substance such as
bone and/or wood (Keeley 1980). However, the edge
crushing is very minor as compared to some known
woodworking tools in the region such as the East
Fork Biface. So the observation that the point may
have been used on word or bone remains problematic.

Conclusions and Discussion

Angostura projectile points are one of the most
numerous points from the Paleoindian period in
Texas and have been found in every major physio-
graphic province (Bousman and Oksanen 2012).
Despite this widespread occurrence, little has been
written about the type largely due to its lack of
well-dated, stratigraphic occurrence as the vast ma-
jority of Angostura points are surface finds (Ander-
son 2013). The Angostura point type was originally
described by Jack Hughes (1949) from the Ray Long
(39FA65) site in western South Dakota. He referred
to them as “Long Points” after the site’s land owner.
Hughes described the points as “large lanceolate
specimens with narrow, straight to concave bases,
fine sometimes oblique flaking, and ground near
edges and bases” (Hughes 1949:270). Richard
Wheeler (1954) did follow-up work at the Ray Long
site and changed the name to “Angostura” after the
Angostura Reservoir where the site was located. His
description however, was made on projectile points

from northern Nebraska as no complete specimens
were recovered from the Ray Long site. After these
initial descriptions were published, Angostura points
were recognized all across the Great Plains and south
into most of Texas (Suhm and Krieger 1954; Suhm
and Jelks 1962). Wheeler (1995) rejected all but one
of the specimens illustrated by Suhm and Krieger
(1954) on the basis that they did not conform to the
“true” Angostura type of the Great Plains. This has
led to a long-standing disagreement between Plains
archeologists and those in Texas as to what actually
constitutes an Angostura point. There has even been
an attempt to label most Angostura points found in
Texas as “Texas Angosturas” (Elton R. Prewitt, per-
sonal communication, 2018). More recently, Bonnie
Pitblado (2007) published a description of the point
type from specimens recovered from southern Colo-
rado. She described Angostura points as “a lanceo-
late biface with parallel or collateral flaking, and
with laterally ground edges that converge to a nar-
row, concave base” (Pitblado 2007:315). Anderson
(2013) attempted to reconcile these differences as
well as pull together all the disparate age dates into a
single concise document. The point described herein,
while a bit thicker in the central body than most
reported Angostura points, contains most of the fea-
tures that characterize the type as previously de-
scribed.

Anderson (2013) studied Angostura points from
five well-dated occurrences in the Balcones Escarp-
ment of Central Texas including the Armstrong
(41CW34), Gault (41BL323), Richard Beene
(41BX831), Wilson-Leonard (41WM235), and
Woodrow Heard (41UV88) sites. Her analysis of
firmly dated contexts for  Angostura points in these
sites shows the following chronology:

Armstrong (41CW34)  9540-9452 B.P.
(Schroeder and Oksanen 2002)

Gault (41BL323)   9460 + 300 B.P.
(Anderson 2013)

     9100 + 510 B.P.
(Waters et al. 2011)

     8740 + 280 B.P.
(Anderson 2013)

Richard Beene (41BX831)  9774-9498 B.P.
(Bousman and Oksanen 2012)

                10,161-9601 B.P.
(Bousman and Oksanen 2012)

Wilson-Leonard (41WM235)        10,190-9731 B.P.
(Bronk Ramsey 2009)

Given the above dates, Anderson (2013) and
Bronk Ramsey (2009) conclude an age range of
roughly 9880 to 8800 B.P. for the point type al-
though this could extend several centuries both earli-
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er and later as there are other dates from as early as
ca. 10,200 B.P. and as late as 8000 B.P. This estab-
lishes Angostura points as being Late Paleoindian in
origin and extending into the Early Archaic. The
latter is borne out by the coeval occurrence of An-
gostura points with Gower and Hoxie Archaic points
at the Wilson-Leonard site (Bousman 1998; Dial et
al. 1998; Bousman et al. 2002; Bousman et al. 2004).
The author also found an Angostura point at roughly
the same stratigraphic interval as a Gower point and
slightly below a Carrollton point at the Dowdy Ferry
(41DL332) site in Dallas County (Crook 2007,
2020a). An Angostura point was also found in asso-
ciation with Carrollton phase Archaic material at the
Post Oak  (41DL429) site in Dallas County (Crook
2020a).

In her comprehensive study of the point type,
Anderson (2013) found that Texas examples of An-
gostura points roughly fit the general, original de-
scription of the point as put forth by Hughes (1949),
Wheeler (1954, 1995), and Pitblado (2007). Howev-
er, she also noted that most Texas Angostura points
have been extensively curated and maintained
(Bleed 1986). Points are typically reworked until the
central mass is simply too thick to be effectively
resharpened. At this point, the artifact was either
discarded or more commonly recycled into another
tool, either a knife, perforator, or a woodworking
tool (Anderson 2013). The above observations clear-
ly fit the Savoy point which has been reworked
numerous times and then perhaps used as either a
knife or a cutting tool on either wood or bone.
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UNUSUAL ENGRAVED SHERDS FROM THE GUM SLOUGH SITE
(41LB58), LIBERTY COUNTY, TEXAS

Wilson W. Crook, III, Louis F. Aulbach, Linda C. Gorski, Larry Golden,
Geoffrey F. Mills, Erin Philips, Sandra E. Rogers, and Robert J. Sewell

Introduction

Over the past several years, the Houston Archeo-
logical Society (HAS) has been working with the
Sam Houston Regional Library and Research Center
in Liberty, Texas in analyzing the contents of the
extensive Andy Kyle Archeological Collection. The
collection was given to the Center by the late Mr.
Andy Kyle and consists of well over 50,000 artifacts
collected from 95 sites in nine Southeast Texas coun-
ties. The artifacts within the Kyle Collection range
from Clovis (ca. 13,000 B.P.) to Late Prehistoric (ca.
A.D. 1500) in age (Crook et al. 2017). One of the last
boxes to be studied contained material from the Gum
Slough (41LB58) site in Liberty County (Figure 1).
Artifacts from the Gum Slough site range from Late
Archaic to Late Prehistoric in age, with the predomi-
nant component being from the Woodland or Early
Ceramic period.

The Gum Slough site assemblage within the Andy
Kyle Collection consists of some 234 lithic artifacts,

968 ceramic sherds, plus 11 pieces of bone and two
fragments of shell. An additional 527 pieces of lithic
debitage complete the artifact assemblage. Within
the ceramic component, sandy and silty-paste plain
sherds represent 94 percent of all pottery at the site.
These likely belong to the general Goose Creek
Plain family of ceramics, either Goose Creek Plain,
var. Goose Creek or Goose Creek Plain, var. Di-
mond Knoll. The remaining sherds are mainly grog-
tempered, with grog-tempered plain pottery being
the principal form present (Baytown Plain). Four
sandy-paste sherds with minor added grog-temper
were observed which had an unusual engraved
cross-hatched decorative pattern which could not be
readily matched to any published type. This paper
documents the occurrence of this unusual, apparent-
ly hitherto undescribed pottery type with the hope
that its description will prompt others in the Texas
archeological community to contact the author and
assist in the identification of the type and its distribu-
tion.

Figure 1. HAS members analyz-
ing the contents of the Gum
Slough site collection at the Sam
Houston Regional Library and
Research Center. Back table,
left-to-right: Geoff Mills and
Bob Sewell. Front table, left-to-
right: Dr. Erin Philips, Larry
Golden, and Dub Crook (stand-
ing). (Photo: Linda Gorski)
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The Gum Slough Site (41LB58)

The Gum Slough site is located approximately
2.2 km south of Liberty in south-central Liberty
County. The site is adjacent a minor tributary of the
Trinity River known as Gum Slough (or Gum Slosh
Slough). At the present time, the site’s location is 1.3
km east of the Trinity River, however observation of
the area on Google Earth shows an old, now filled-in
cutoff of the Trinity immediately west of the site.
Thus, during the site’s occupation, it was probably
located near the confluence of the Trinity River and
Gum Slough. The South Liberty Oil Field is located
in the same immediate area and the site has been
known by either the name “South Liberty Oil Field”
site or the “Gum Slough” site (Kindall and Patterson
1986).  Both names and site location are on file at the
Texas Archeological Research Laboratory (TARL)
in Austin. The site’s trinomial designation is
41LB58. Surface elevation at the site is approximate-
ly 26 feet.

The site was originally recorded in the late 1980s
by members of the Houston Archeological Society in
their initial work on the artifacts contained in the
Andy Kyle Archeological Collection. Gum Slough
was visited by Sheldon Kindall and Leland Patterson
and the location recorded with TARL. Several shovel
tests were conducted to determine the depth of occu-
pation. No excavations have taken place at the site
and all of Mr. Kyle’s collection reportedly came
from the surface. The site is located in a densely
wooded area which consists of a combination of
loblolly pines, sweetgums, and red oak (Figure 2).
Soils covering the area of the Gum Slough site be-

long to the Spurger-Bienville-Kennefick complex,
specifically the Spurger fine sandy loam (Griffen
1996). The typical soil profile at the site consists of
about 8 cm of a dark brown loamy fine sand under-
lain by 140+ cm of a very fine-grain dark yellowish-
brown loamy sand (Griffen 1996).

Artifacts from the site represent the following
archeological periods:  (1) Late Archaic – 4,000-
2,000 B.P. (marked by Ellis, Yarbrough, Kent, En-
sor, and Gary points) (Patterson 1991, 1996), (2)
Woodland period – 2,000-1,400 B.P. (marked by
Gary and Kent points and both plain and decorated
ceramics) (Patterson 1991, 1996), and (3) Late Pre-
historic 1,400-900 B.P. (marked by Alba, Catahoula,
and Friley points (Crook et al. 2017; Suhm and
Krieger 1954; Suhm and Jelks 1962; Turner and
Hester 1985, 1993, 1999; Turner et al. 2011). A
tabulation of all the artifacts, both lithic and ceramic,
from the Gum Slough site in the Andy Kyle collec-
tion is shown in Tables 1 and 2.

After it was determined that the four sherds from
the Gum Slough site were of a previously unknown
type, an extensive search was conducted in all of the
material from the Gum Slough site in the Andy Kyle
Archeological Collection for similar pottery. Despite
repeated searches, no additional sherds outside of
those described herein were found. Not only are
these four sherds unique to the Gum Slough site, but
no similar sherds were found in the tens of thousands
of ceramic sherds from the other 94 sites represented
in the Kyle Collection.

Figure 2.Location of the
Gum Slough (41LB58)
site, Liberty County as it
appears today.
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Ceramic Sherd Description

Although none of the four engraved sherds found
by Mr. Kyle at the Gum Slough site can be refitted,
based on the curvature of the largest sherd they
appear to have come from a ovoid to circular-shaped
bowl. The diameter of the orifice of the bowl based
on the curvature of the largest sherd is approximately
165-180 mm. Two of the sherds are rim sherds (Fig-
ure 3 – left and middle) with the other two (Figure 3
– right hand side top and bottom) being wall sherds.
All four contain the same cross-hatch decoration
which is bounded by a prominent engraved line
parallel to and 5 mm below the rim. Vertical lines are
separated by a series of horizontal lines, evenly
spaced at about 3 mm. Thinner vertical lines then

connect the horizontal lines, typically in a series of
couplets (Figure 4). Each of the rim sherds further
display a fine-grain interlocking “X”-shape pattern
on the surface of the rim (Figure 5). Details of the
four engraved sherds are shown in Table 3.

One of the body sherds (see Figure 3 – right hand
bottom) shows a discontinuation of the engraved
pattern some distance below the rim. Based on the
largest rim sherd which has decoration all the way to
the bottom of the sherd (see Figure 4), this discontin-
uation of the engraving has to be at least 65 mm
below the rim. Specific attributes of the sherds are
provided below:

Table 1. Gum Slough (South Liberty Oil Field) (41LB58) Lithic Artifacts

Lithic Artifacts - Tool Type Chert Quartzite Silicified
Wood Other Total

Dart Points

       Yarbrough 1 3 1 -- 5

       Gary 18 25 14 -- 57

       Kent 5 2 5 -- 12

       Delhi -- -- 1 -- 1

       Ellis 8 1 3 11 13

       Ensor 2 -- 1 -- 3

       Unidentified 22 17 14 -- 53

Arrow Points

       Alba 5 -- -- 11 6

       Catahoula 2 2 1 -- 5

       Friley -- 2 1 -- 3

       Unidentified 4 2 2 -- 8

Biface 9 1 20 -- 30

Scraper (all types) 11 5 6 -- 22

Reworked Gary End-Scraper -- -- 1 -- 1

Worked Flake 8 -- 4 -- 12

Perforator 1 -- 1 -- 2

Hammerstone -- 1 -- -- 1

Total Lithic Artifacts 96 (43%) 61 (26%) 75 (32%) 2 (1%) 234

Bone (unworked) 11

Shell (unworked) 2

Debitage 407 81 38 12 527

1 Jasper
2 Quartz
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Table 2. Gum Slough (South Liberty Oil Field) (41LB58) Ceramic Artifacts1

Ceramic Type Body
Sherds

Rim
Sherds

Basal
Sherds Comments

Sandy Paste Plain 813 31 5

Sandy Paste Plain with
Inflection Point

3 -- --

Sandy Paste Incised 2 1 --
One rim sherd with line parallel to rim and
punctations

Sandy Paste with Perforation 3 1 --
1 sandy paste body; 1 silty paste body;
1bone tempered body

Sandy Paste with Red Film 3 -- --

Silty Paste Plain 40 10 -- One rim sherd is lip notched

Multi-temper with Hematite 3 -- --

Bone Tempered Plain 3 1 --

Grog Tempered Plain 35 7 1

Grog Tempered Plain with Bone 1 -- --

Grog Tempered Incised 2 3 --
Four sherds have unique cross-hatch
decoration starting 5 mm below the rim

TOTAL 908 54 6 Total Sherds = 968

1 All  sandy, silty, and bone-tempered sherds probably belong to the general Goose Creek/Baytown/San Jacinto
ceramic family. Sandy/Silty- paste ceramics (94%); Grog-tempered (5%); Bone/Multi-tempered (1%).

Figure 3. Exterior surface of four engraved sherds from the Gum
Slough site.

Figure 4. Largest of the four en-
graved sherds from the Gum Slough
site showing the extensive cross
hatch decoration.
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SITE NAME OR SITE NUMBER: Gum Slough
(South Liberty Oil Field) site (41LB58), Liberty
County, Texas

VESSEL NUMBER: N/A; the four sherds are cur-
rently curated at the Sam Houston Regional Library
and Research Center, Liberty County, Texas

VESSEL FORM: Ovoid to circular-shaped bowl

PASTE: Fine-grained sandy clay paste admixed with
minor grog as temper. The use of clay in the form of
grog as a temper in an oxidizing environment would
have led to lighter-colored vessels (tan to light
brown) and allowed for a longer firing period, thus
producing a harder ceramic vessel (Rice 1987; Telts-
er 1993).

RIM AND LIP FORM: Straight (direct); no indica-
tion of rim being everted or inverted; rims are slight-

ly thinner than the rest of body. Lip form is flat and
contains very fine, interlocking “X” shaped engraved
pattern.

EXTERIOR SURFACE COLOR: Very Pale Brown
(10YR 7/4-7/3)

INTERIOR SURFACE COLOR: Generally the same
as the exterior; in places the interior surface is slight-
ly darker (10YR 5/1 Gray) due to the presence of fire
mottling  or clouding

CORE COLOR: Darker than interior or exterior
surfaces indicating firing in a low oxygen, reducing,
environment then pulled from the fire to cool; sherd
cores are typically Gray (10YR 5/1 to) to Dark Gray
(10YR 6/1) in color

WALL THICKNESS (IN MM): Rim, 6.3-7.0 mm;
Body, 7.3-7.8 mm. The base is probably flat but can

Table 3. Measurements of Four Engraved Sherds from the Gum Slough (41LB58) Site, Liberty County,
Texas

Sherd Number
/ Type

Length
(mm)

Width
(mm)

Rim Thickness
(MM)

Wall Thick-
ness (mm) Decoration

1 (Rim Sherd) 64.8 64 7 7.8

Engraved line 5 mm below rim;
intricate cross-hatch pattern
consisting of both vertical and
horizontal lines spaced 3 mm apart;
very fine “x” engraved pattern on top
surface of rim

2 (Rim Sherd) 30 39.5 6.3 7.5 Same as above

3 (Body Sherd) 37.2 35
--

7.8
Cross-hatch engraved pattern of
vertical and horizontal lines spaced 3
mm apart

4 (Body Sherd) 40 37.5
--

7.3

Cross-hatch pattern as described
above for upper X mm; exterior
surface is undecorated below this
point

Figure 5. Surface of the lip (rim)
of the largest engraved sherd
from the Gum Slough site. Note
the fine “X” shaped pattern en-
graved into the rim.
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only be assumed as no basal sherds of the vessel are
present; the thickness change from thicker to thinner
(body to rim) suggests the vessel was built from the
base upwards to the rim (Krause 2007).

INTERIOR SURFACE TREATMENT: Smoothed

EXTERIOR SURFACE TREATMENT: Smoothed
and decorated (engraved)

ESTIMATED VESSEL HEIGHT (IN CM): Un-
known

ESTIMATED ORIFICE DIAMETER (IN CM):
165-180 mm (based on extrapolation of curvature of
two rim sherds)

BASE DIAMETER (IN CM) AND SHAPE OF
BASE: Unknown but probably less than the orifice
diameter based on angle of rim and body sherds

DECORATION (INCLUDING MOTIF AND ELE-
MENTS WHEN APPARENT): Single engraved hor-
izontal line (1 mm in width) around the lip of the
bowl 5 mm below the rim. Parallel lines below even-
ly spaced at about 3 mm apart. The horizontal lines
are interconnected by a series of vertical lines in the
form of closely spaced pairs (1-2 mm), separated by
about a 3 mm space to the next pair (see Figure 4).
The lip of the vessel is decorated in a series of very
fine engraved “X” shapes (see Figure 5). Details of
the engraved decoration from photomicrographs at
40-80x can be seen in Figures 6 and 7.

TYPE AND VARIETY: Unknown, but likely a vari-
ety of Upper Gulf Coast grog-tempered pottery (Bay-
town, San Jacinto) as a similar form of incised

decoration has been reported from Baytown and
Galveston Bay (Black 1989)

Discussion

By ca. A.D. 1000, some of the Late Prehistoric
ceramic wares in Southeast Texas were being made
with grog (crushed fired pottery) temper, a technolo-
gy possibly borrowed from western Louisiana as the
ceramics closely resemble the Coles Creek and
Plaquemine traditions of the Lower Mississippi Val-
ley (Aten 1983; Aten and Bollich 2002; Crook et al.
2017). Grog tempering represents a specific attempt
on the part of potters in Southeast Texas to slow the
oxidation process of ceramic vessels during firing.
This creates darker-colored vessels in a reducing
firing environment or lighter tan, orange, and brown
colors in an oxidizing environments, both of which
allow the ceramic to be fired longer thus producing a
harder vessel (Rice 1987; Teltser 1993). Since grog
has expansion coefficients comparable to the coeffi-
cients of the clay paste most commonly seen in
Caddo pottery vessels, this would have contributed
to the ability of fired vessels to further withstand
heat-related stresses, as well as increasing their over-
all strength (Rice 1987). Grog-tempered ceramics
also have stylistic and cultural affiliations with an-
cestral Caddo groups in the Neches/Angelina and
Sabine River basins as well as with coastal Texas
groups that made grog-tempered ceramic wares (At-
en 1983; Aten and Bollich 2002; Story 1990; Ricklis
2004; Perttula 2018). Grog-tempered ceramics have
reported incised, punctated, and incised-punctated
decorative elements. In the Upper Gulf Coast, these
grog-tempered ceramic types are broadly classified
as Baytown if plain (undecorated) and San Jacinto if
incised. San Jacinto Incised ware has decorative
patterns which are almost identical to those seen in

Figure 6. Details of decorative horizontal and
vertical engraving at 80x.

Figure 7. Detail of X-shaped engraving on top
surface of the rim (40x).
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Goose Creek Incised. Typical decorative patterns
include a series of horizontal incised lines below the
vessel lip which are intersected by vertical or diago-
nal lines that extend from the rim down the vessel
body (Aten and Bollich 2002). In fact, Weinstein has
argued that San Jacinto Plain and Incised wares are
merely an outgrowth of the local sandy-paste Goose
Creek ceramic tradition to which grog has been add-
ed based on influences from the east in Louisiana
(Richard A. Weinstein, personal communication,
2019).

The type described herein does not seem to corre-
spond to any published types as the decorative ele-
ments are clearly engraved rather than being incised.
Engraved grog-tempered pottery of Caddo origin
(Holly Fine Engraved, Poynor Engraved) is known
from other sites in Liberty County (Crook et al. 2017;
Crook 2020 (in Press). It is possible that the sherds
described herein were simply mimicking a technique
observed from trade ware and applying it to locally-
made ceramics. It is hoped that by publication of this
paper and description, that other occurrences of en-
graved sandy-paste grog-tempered pottery may be
identified from sites along the Upper Gulf Coast.
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THE OCCURRENCE OF A HOLLY FINE ENGRAVED
CERAMIC FROM THE WOOD SPRINGS SITE (41LB15),

LIBERTY COUNTY, TEXAS

Wilson W. Crook, III

Introduction

In 2017, the Houston Archeological Society
(HAS) was asked by the Texas Historical Commis-
sion to assist the Sam Houston Regional Library and
Research Center in Liberty, Texas in creating a new
interactive museum exhibit on the prehistory of
Southeast Texas using the extensive Andy Kyle
Archeological Collection. This collection was donat-
ed to the Center by the late Mr. Andy Kyle, a long-
time resident of Liberty County, and consists of well
over 50,000 artifacts collected from 95 sites in nine
Southeast Texas counties (Figure 1). The area en-
compassed by the collection covers 8,064 square
miles (5,160,160 acres). Artifacts within the Kyle
Collection range from Clovis to Late Prehistoric in
age.

One of the more prolific sites represented in the
collection is the Wood Springs site (41LB15) located
in central Liberty County. Artifacts from the Wood
Springs site range from Paleoindian (Clovis) to Late
Prehistoric in age, with an extensive representation
from the Paleoindian, Early Archaic, Late Archaic,
Woodland, and Late Prehistoric Periods (Crook et al.
2017). As such, the Wood Springs site, along with
the Savoy (41LB27) and Moss Hill (41LB65) sites,
represent the three longest-term occupations in the
Kyle Collection. Given the importance of the Wood
Springs site to both Liberty County prehistory as
well as all of Southeast Texas, it was decided to
document the site and its artifacts in a comprehen-
sive report. As part of this research, every ceramic
sherd collected from the site has been studied. This
work revealed the presence of a number of sherds

which have been identified as having a
Caddo origin, including Crockett Curvi-
linear Incised (n=51), Maydelle Incised
(n=1), Poynor Engraved (n=1), and a
large rim sherd of Holly Fine Engraved.
As Holly Fine Engraved is a well-known
Early Caddo trade item, this brief paper
serves to both document the occurrence
as well as add to the known distribution
of this ceramic type.

The Wood Springs Site (41LB15)

The Wood Springs site is located ap-
proximately three kilometers northwest
of Liberty, Texas on either side of a small
stream known as Wood Springs Creek or
Atascosito Springs (Figure 2). This
stream is fed by several perennial springs
and is a minor tributary of the Trinity
River two kilometers to the west. The site
straddles a small asphalt road that bisects
the occupational area from north-to-south
(Figure 3). A natural gas pipeline right-
of-way crossing bisects the site from
west-to-east with the intersection of the
pipeline and the asphalt road serving as a
marker for the approximate middle of the

Figure 1. Map of Southeast Texas showing the nine counties
represented in the Andy Kyle Archeological Collection.
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occupation (Elton R. Prewitt, personal communica-
tion, 2018). A small elevated bridge has been con-
structed across Wood Springs Creek (see Figure 3).
The site occurs on either side of Wood Springs Creek
and while artifacts have been found on both sides,
the northern bank has produced significantly more
than the southern side of the creek (Elton R. Prewitt,
personal communication, 2018; Andy Kyle field
notes).

Wood Springs was one of the many sites from
which the late Mr. Andy Kyle collected artifacts
between 1946-1986. Wood Springs’ location was
originally described and registered by Elton R. Pre-
witt in 1973 as part of the Louisiana Loop Survey.
The site was subsequently investigated by Sheldon
Kindall and other members of the Houston Archeo-
logical Society during their research on the Andy
Kyle Archeological Collection during the mid-1980s
(Kindall and Patterson 1986).

Occupational material at Wood Springs covers at
least 0.5 acres and possibly as much as 5 acres or
more (Sheldon Kindall, personal communication,
2017; Houston Daniel, personal communication,
2018). Based on artifacts collected by Mr. Kyle and
more recently by members of the HAS, the Wood
Springs site represents a long-term occupation that
extends from the early Paleoindian period (Clovis)
through the Late Prehistoric. Construction of the
natural gas pipeline and the asphalt road, both of
which transect the site at right angles, has disturbed
much of original site stratigraphy such that Paleoin-
dian, Archaic, Woodland, and Late Prehistoric mate-
rials are now found alongside each other on the
surface.

While no formal excavation has taken place at
the Wood Springs site, the site’s stratigraphy has
been partially determined by a number of shovel
tests and test pits conducted over the past 47 years.
Elton Prewitt conducted a series of shovel tests at the
site in 1973 and the Houston Archeological Society
dug a similar set of small test pits in 1986 (Elton R.
Prewitt, personal communication, 2019; Kindall and
Patterson 1986). More recently, the author has exca-
vated several test pits across the northern part of the
site to confirm the stratigraphy. Soils covering the
area of the Wood Springs site belong to the Spurger-
Bienville-Kennefick complex, specifically a mix of
Spurger and Kennefick soils (Griffen 1996). The
typical soil profile at the site consists of about eight
centimeters of a pale brown (10YR 7/3) to light gray
(10YR7/2) loamy fine sand. This is underlain by a
fine-grained brown sandy loam (10YR3/4-3/3) that
in places has yellow to reddish mottles. This sand
forms a small terrace that sits above Wood Springs
Creek which is a minor tributary of the Trinity River.
The Trinity River is presently located about two

Figure 3. Sandune Road which bisects the Wood
Springs site from north-to-south. The small bridge
over Wood Springs Creek is in the center of the photo.

Figure 2. Wood Springs Creek, Liberty County,
Texas.
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kilometers to the west of the site. Arrow points and
pottery can be found in the upper 30-45 centimeters;
below this level are both Woodland period and Ar-
chaic occupations. No Paleoindian artifacts have
been recovered in any of the test pits. The artifact
horizon extends to a depth of at least 125 centime-
ters; no test pits have been dug below this depth.

Ceramic Sherd Description

The Holly Fine Engraved sherd is part of the rim
of probably a carinated bowl (see Suhm and Jelks
1962:Plate 39a and Plate 40a). Maximum length of
the sherd is 89.5 mm with a depth of 43.9 mm on one
end but only 23 mm at the other end of the sherd
(Figure 4a-b). Thickness varies from 6.5 mm near
the rim to 7.5-8.0 mm over the body. Based on the
curvature of the sherd, the diameter of the orifice of
the vessel would have been approximately 140-150
mm. The sherd has a dark grayish-brown to very
dark gray exterior (2.5Y 3/2-3/1) with a much lighter
yellowish-brown to brown interior (10YR 4/4-4/3)
(Figure 4a). The interior of the sherd also shows
some fire mottling either from use or the firing
process (Figure 4b). Decorative elements consist of
a single horizontal line below the rim with finely
engraved diagonal opposed and vertical lines extend-
ing downward along the wall of the vessel (see
Figure 4a). The decorative engraved lines are evenly
spaced about 2.5 mm apart.

After it was determined that the sherd belong to
the type Holly Fine Engraved, an extensive re-look
was conducted of all of the boxes from the Wood
Springs site in the Andy Kyle Archeological Collec-
tion. Despite repeated searches for additional exam-
ples of Holly Fine Engraved, no additional sherds
outside of the rim sherd described herein were found.
Moreover, no additional sherds with a similar deco-
ration were found in any of the collections from the
other 94 sites and literally tens of thousands of ce-
ramic sherds within the Andy Kyle Collection. Spe-
cific attributes of the Holly Fine Engraved sherd are
provided below:

SITE NAME OR SITE NUMBER: Wood Springs
(41LB15), Liberty County, Texas

VESSEL NUMBER: N/A; single rim sherd curated
at the Sam Houston Regional Library and Research
Center, Liberty County, Texas

VESSEL FORM: Probably a carinated bowl (see
Suhm and Jelks 1962:Plate 39a and 40a); sherd
curvature is too large to have come from a bottle

PASTE: Fine-grained sandy clay with minor grog as
added temper. The use of clay as a temper would
have led to lighter-colored vessels (tan to light
brown) and allowed for a longer firing period, thus
producing a harder ceramic vessel (Rice 1987; Telts-
er 1993).

Figures 4a-b. Exterior and interior of large rim sherd of Holly Fine Engraved from the Wood Springs site,
Liberty County, Texas.
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RIM AND LIP FORM: Rounded and flush with the
rim; rim thickness is 6.5 mm which is slightly thinner
than the rest of the body (7.5-8.0 mm).

EXTERIOR SURFACE COLOR: Very Dark Gray-
ish-Brown (2.5Y 3/2)  to Very Dark Gray (2.5Y 3/1)

INTERIOR SURFACE COLOR: Yellowish Brown
(10YR 4/4) to Brown (10YR 4/3) with some places
darker due to the presence of fire mottling or cloud-
ing.

CORE COLOR: Lighter than exterior but darker
than interior surface of the sherd (Grayish-Brown
(2/5Y 5/2) to Dark Grayish-Brown (2.5Y 4/2). The
slightly lighter color of the core may indicate that the
sherd was incompletely oxidized (Teltser 1993).
Alternatively, after extended firing had burned off all
organics, the fire may have been smothered to cause
reduction and resulting in a darkening of the exterior
surface (Aten and Bollich 2002).

WALL THICKNESS (IN MM): Rim, 6.5 mm;
Body, 7.5-8.0 mm (thicker toward the base of the
sherd). The base is unknown but the bases of Holly
Fine Engraved bowls are generally slightly convex
to flat (Suhm and Krieger 1854; Suhm and Jelks
1962). Thickness data from the one sherd suggests
the vessel was built from the base upwards to the rim
(Krause 2007).

INTERIOR SURFACE TREATMENT: Well
smoothed

EXTERIOR SURFACE TREATMENT: Well
smoothed and decorated

ESTIMATED VESSEL HEIGHT (IN MM):
Unknown

ESTIMATED ORIFICE DIAMETER (IN MM):
140-150 mm based on extrapolation of the curvature
one the one sherd.

BASE DIAMETER (IN CM) AND SHAPE OF
BASE:Unknown but less than the orifice diameter
based on known examples of Holly Fine Engraved
vessels (Suhm and Krieger 1954; Suhm and Jelks
1962).

DECORATION (INCLUDING MOTIF AND ELE-
MENTS WHEN APPARENT): Very finely en-
graved lines set 2.5 mm apart extending to the
maximum depth of the sherd (43.9 mm). The design
consists of a horizontal line 4.5-5 mm below the rim

with finely engraved lines in sets running diagonally
opposed and vertically parallel to one another (see
Figure 4a).

TYPE AND VARIETY: Holly Fine Engraved

Discussion

Holly Fine Engraved is a Formative and Early
Caddo period ceramic which dates to approximately
A.D. 900-1200, based mainly on radiocarbon dates
from the George C. Davis site (41CE19) in East
Texas (Newell and Krieger 1949; Story and Valastro
1977; Perttula et al. 2016). Large numbers of Holly
Fine Engraved ceramics have been recovered from
the George C. Davis (41CE19) site in East Texas as
well as north of George C. Davis to the Red River
and beyond (Perttula 2002; Descantes et al. 2004).
Holly Fine Engraved was extensively traded and
exchanged throughout North America and has been
found at Cahokia in Missouri, at Spiro in Oklahoma,
possibly at Moundville in Alabama, and as far away
as South Dakota (Timothy K. Perttula, personal
communication, 2019; Perttula 2002). This sherd
was obtained via trade and/or exchange and probably
originated from a Caddo site close to Wood Springs
such as George C Davis.

Other ceramics of Caddo origin identified from
the Wood Springs site include Crockett Curvilinear
Incised, Maydelle Incised, and Poynor Engraved.
Holly Fine Engraved and Crockett Curvilinear In-
cised are contemporaneous types from the Formative
and Early Caddo periods. Crockett Curvilinear was
also extensively produced at the George C. Davis site
and traded throughout East Texas and the neighbor-
ing states (Perttula 2002, 2013). Both of the vessels
present in the Kyle Collection from the Wood
Springs site possibly came from the same point of
origin. Maydelle Incised and Poynor Engraved be-
long  to the later Frankston phase and their presence
shows a continuing contact with the ancestral Caddo
people of East Texas over a number of centuries
during the Late Prehistoric period (Perttula 2011,
2013).

The Wood Springs site has been occupied by
aboriginal peoples from as early as ca. 13,000 years
B.P. through the end of the Late Prehistoric period
ca. 400 years ago. This represents one of the longest
continuous occupations in Liberty County and
Southeast Texas (Crook et al. 2017). The prolific
fresh water springs which give rise to Wood Springs
Creek are one of the reasons for the long-term occu-
pation present at the site. Another possible reason for
the site’s long, continuous habitation could be its
location near the junction of two ancient trade trails
(Figure 5). Jason Barrett (2018) has been working to
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plot the location of Southeast Texas sites which have
long-term occupations that range from Paleoindian
to Late Prehistoric onto maps of known historic and
prehistoric trade routes. When the location of Wood
Springs is added to Barrett’s map it plots very near
the junction of a major east-west trail (“Atascosito
Road”) and a north-south trail (“Bidai Trail”) that
runs from Nacogdoches south to Liberty County
through the Big Thicket (see Figure 5). This ideal
location could also help to explain some of the exotic
materials present at the site such as the Holly Fine
Engraved sherd and other Caddo ceramics.
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THE OCCURRENCE OF A CROCKETT CURVILINEAR
INCISED CERAMIC VESSEL FROM THE WOOD SPRINGS

SITE (41LB15), LIBERTY COUNTY, TEXAS

Wilson W. Crook, III

Introduction

In 2017, the Houston Archeological Society
(HAS) was asked by the Texas Historical Commis-
sion to assist the Sam Houston Regional Library and
Research Center in Liberty, Texas in creating a new
interactive museum exhibit on the prehistory of
Southeast Texas using the extensive Andy Kyle Ar-
cheological Collection. This collection was donated
to the Center by the late Mr. Andy Kyle, a long-time
resident of Liberty County, and consists of well over
50,000 artifacts collected from 95 sites in nine South-
east Texas counties (Figure 1). The area encom-
passed by the collection covers 8,064 square miles
(5,160,160 acres). Artifacts within the Kyle Collec-
tion range from Clovis to Late Prehistoric in age.

One of the more prolific sites represented in the
collection is the Wood Springs site (41LB15) located
in central Liberty County. Artifacts from the Wood
Springs site range from Paleoindian to Late Prehis-
toric in age, with an extensive representation from
the Paleoindian , Early Archaic, Late Archaic,
Woodland, and Late Prehistoric Periods (Crook et al.
2017. As such, the Wood Springs site, along with the
Savoy (41LB27) and Moss Hill (41LB65) sites, rep-
resent the three longest-term  occupations in the Kyle
Collection. Given the importance of the Wood
Springs site to both Liberty County as well as all of
Southeast Texas, it was decided to document the site
and its artifacts in a comprehensive report. As part of
this research, every ceramic sherd collected from the
site has been studied. This work revealed the pres-
ence of a number of sherds which have been identi-

fied as having a Caddo origin. One sack
within the Kyle Collection from the site
contained 51 sherds which presumably
came from the same vessel as it was Mr.
Kyle’s habit to keep discoveries of like
sherds separated from the rest of the pot-
tery collected from the site. Decorative
incising on the rim identified these sherds
as belong to a vessel of Crockett Curvilin-
ear Incised. This identification was con-
firmed by Tim Perttula in 2019 (Timothy
K. Perttula, personal communication,
2019). As Crockett Curvilinear Incised is
a well-known Early Caddo trade item,
this brief paper serves to both document
the occurrence as well as add to the
known distribution of this ceramic type.

The Wood Springs Site (41LB15)

The Wood Springs site is located ap-
proximately three kilometers northwest
of Liberty, Texas on both sides of a small
stream known as Wood Springs Creek or
Atascosito Springs (Figure 2). This
stream is fed by several perennial springs
and is a minor tributary of the Trinity
River two kilometers to the west. The site

Figure 1. Map of Southeast Texas showing the nine counties
represented in the Andy Kyle Archeological Collection.
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lies on either side of a small road that bisects the
occupational area from north-to-south (Figure 3). A
natural gas pipeline right-of-way crossing bisects the
site from west-to-east with the intersection of the
pipeline and the asphalt road serving as a marker for
the approximate middle of the occupation (Elton R.
Prewitt, personal communication, 2018). A small
elevated bridge has been constructed across Wood
Springs Creek (see Figure 3). The site occurs on
either side of Wood Springs Creek and while artifacts
have been found on both sides, the northern bank has
produced significantly more than the southern side of
the creek.

Wood Springs was one of the many sites from
which the late Mr. Andy Kyle collected artifacts
between 1946-1986. Wood Springs’ location was
originally described and registered by Elton R. Pre-
witt in 1973 as part of the Louisiana Loop Survey.
The site was subsequently investigated by Sheldon
Kindall and other members of the Houston Archeo-
logical Society during their research on the Andy
Kyle Archeological Collection during the mid-1980s
(Kindall and Patterson 1986). A small elevated
bridge has been constructed across Wood Springs
Creek (see Figure 3). The site occurs on either side of
Wood Springs Creek and while artifacts have been
found on both sides, the northern bank has produced
significantly more than the southern side of the creek
(Elton R. Prewitt, personal communication, 2018;
Andy Kyle field notes).

Occupational material at Wood Springs covers at
least 0.5 acres and possibly as much as 5 acres or
more (Sheldon Kindall, personal communication,
2017; Houston Daniel, personal communication,
2018). Based on artifacts collected by Mr. Kyle and
more recently by members of the HAS, the Wood
Springs site represents a long-term occupation that
extends from the early Paleoindian period (Clovis)
through the Late Prehistoric. Construction of the
natural gas pipeline and the asphalt road, both of
which transect the site at right angles, has disturbed
much of original site stratigraphy such that Paleoin-
dian, Archaic, Woodland, and Late Prehistoric mate-
rials are now found alongside each other on the
surface.

While no formal excavation has taken place at the
Wood Springs site, the site’s stratigraphy has been
partially determined by a number of shovel tests and
test pits conducted over the past 47 years. Elton
Prewitt conducted a series of shovel tests at the site
in 1973 and the Houston Archeological Society dug
a similar set of small test pits in 1986 (Elton R.
Prewitt, personal communication, 2019; Kindall and
Patterson 1986). More recently, the author has exca-
vated several test pits across the northern part of the
site to confirm the stratigraphy. Soils covering the

Figure 2. Wood Springs Creek, Liberty County,
Texas.

Figure 3. Sandune Road which bisects the Wood
Springs site from north-to-south. The small bridge
over Wood Springs Creek is in the center of the photo.
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area of the Wood Springs site belong to the Spurger-
Bienville-Kennefick complex, specifically a mix of
Spurger and Kennefick soils (Griffen 1996). The
typical soil profile at the site consists of about 8 cm
of a pale brown (10YR 7/3) to light gray (10YR7/2)
loamy fine sand. This is underlain by a fine-grained
brown sandy loam (10YR3/4-3/3) that in places has
yellow to reddish mottles. This sand forms a small
terrace that sits above Wood Springs Creek which is
a minor tributary of the Trinity River. The Trinity
River is presently located about two kilometers to the
west of the site. Arrow points and pottery can be
found in the upper 30-45 cm; below this level are
both Woodland period and Archaic occupations. No
Paleoindian artifacts have been recovered in any of
the test pits. The artifact horizon extends to a depth
of at least 125 centimeters; no test pits have been dug
below this depth.

Ceramic Sherd Description

The sherds of Crockett Curvilinear Incised were
in a separate bag within the Kyle collection from the
site and thus are presumed to have been found to-
gether as this was Mr. Kyle’s custom regarding col-
lecting pottery. Even though a large number of
sherds are present (n=51), the body sherds have been
highly weathered with extremely rounded edges
which prohibit reconstruction. The vessel is extreme-
ly thin in the body (5-6 mm) which thickens slightly
toward the rim (5.5-7 mm). Temper is fine to coarse
grog that is slightly lumpy. The vessel has been
extensively used and is heavily fire-mottled (Figure
4). Color ranges from light brownish-gray to pale

brown near the rim to dark brown to black over the
body. The interior of the vessel has been highly
smoothed (polished); the lip is plain rounded. A
scroll-like incised decorative pattern has been incised
between two parallel horizontal lines below the rim.
The upper line is 8-10 mm below the rim with the
lower line 20-24 mm below that. Between the hori-
zontal lines is a finely incised scroll pattern that is
filled with curved lines (see Suhm and Jelks 1954:
Plate 16H) (Figure 5). Based on the shape of some of
the body sherds coupled with the curvature of the rim
sherds, the shape of the vessel was probably a cari-
nated bowl with a slightly rounded, convex base.

After it was determined that the sack of sherds
belong to the Caddo type Crockett Curvilinear In-
cised, an extensive re-look was conducted of all of
the boxes from the Wood Springs site in the Andy
Kyle Archeological Collection . Despite repeated
searches for additional examples of Crockett Curvi-
linear Incised, no additional sherds outside of the
small collection (n=51) described herein were found.
Moreover, no additional sherds with a similar deco-
ration were found in any of the collections from the
other 94 sites and literally tens of thousands of ce-
ramic sherds within the Andy Kyle Collection. Spe-
cific attributes of the Crocket Curvilinear Incised
sherds are provided below:

SITE NAME OR SITE NUMBER: Wood Springs
(41LB15), Liberty County, Texas

VESSEL NUMBER:  N/A; the 51 sherds which
appear to come from a single vessel are curated at the

Figure 4. Interior of body
sherds of the Crockett
Curvilinear Incised vessel
from the Wood Springs
site, Liberty County, Tex-
as. Showing extensive fire
mottling.



154 Houston Archeological Society

Sam Houston Regional Library and Research Center,
Liberty County, Texas.

VESSEL FORM: Large carinated bowl; curvature of
the rim sherds is too large to have come from a jar.

PASTE: Fine to coarse-grained clay (grog) that is
slightly lumpy in texture. The use of clay as a temper
in an oxidizing environment would have led to light-
er-colored vessels (tan to light brown) and allowed
for a longer firing period, thus producing a harder
ceramic vessel (Rice 1987; Teltser 1993).

RIM AND LIP FORM: Rounded and flush with the
rim; rim thickness is 5.5-7 mm which is slightly
thicker than the rest of the body (5-6 mm).

EXTERIOR SURFACE COLOR: Color ranges from
light yellowish-brown (2.5Y 6/3) to light brownish
gray (10YR 6/3) to pale brown (10YR 6/2) near the
rim to dark grayish-brown (10YR 5/2) to black over
the body. Extensive fire mottling or clouding is pres-
ent over much of the vessel.

INTERIOR SURFACE COLOR: Very dark gray
(10YR 3/1) to Very Dark Grayish-Brown (10YR 3/2)
to Black (10YR 3/1).

CORE COLOR: Slightly lighter than exterior but
darker than interior surface of the sherd (Grayish-
Brown (2/5Y 5/2) to Dark Grayish-Brown (2.5Y
4/2). The slightly lighter color of the core may indi-

cate that after extended firing had burned off all
organics, the fire may have been smothered to cause
reduction and resulting in a darkening of the exterior
surface (Aten and Bollich 2002). Conversely, the
bowl may have simply been incompletely oxidized.

WALL THICKNESS (IN MM): Rim, 6.5 mm; Body,
7.5-8.0 mm (thicker toward the base of the sherd).
The base is unknown but Holly Fine Engraved bowls
are generally slightly convex to flat on some jars.
Thickness data from the one sherd suggests the ves-
sel was built from the base upwards to the rim
(Krause 2007).

INTERIOR SURFACE TREATMENT: Highly
smoothed (polished)

EXTERIOR SURFACE TREATMENT: Smoothed
and decorated

ESTIMATED VESSEL HEIGHT (IN MM):
Unknown

ESTIMATED ORIFICE DIAMETER (IN MM):
Greater than 300 mm based on extrapolation of the
curvature of the rim sherds.

BASE DIAMETER (IN CM) AND SHAPE OF
BASE: Unknown but less than the orifice diameter
based on known examples of Crockett Curvilinear
Incised (Suhm and Krieger 1954; Suhm and Jelks
1962); the base is convex.

Figure 5. Exterior of rim
sherds of the Crockett
Curvilinear Incised ves-
sel from the Wood
Springs site, Liberty
County, Texas.
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DECORATION (INCLUDING MOTIF AND ELE-
MENTS WHEN APPARENT): A scroll-like pattern
has been incised between two parallel horizontal
lines below the rim. The upper line is 8-10 mm below
the rim with the lower line 20-24 mm below that.
Between the horizontal lines is a finely incised scroll
pattern that is filled with curved lines (see Suhm and
Jelks 1954: Plate 16H).

TYPE AND VARIETY: Crockett Curvilinear Incised

Discussion

Crockett Curvilinear Incised is a Formative and
Early Caddo period ceramic which dates to approxi-
mately A. D. 900-1200, based mainly on radiocarbon
dates from the George C. Davis site (41CE19) in East
Texas (Newell and Krieger 1949; Story and Valastro
1977; Perttula et al. 2016). Large numbers of Crock-
ett Curvilinear Incised ceramics have been recovered
from the George C. Davis (41CE19) site in East
Texas suggesting that this site may have been a place
of significant manufacture and a potentially a center
of dispersal for trade/exchange (Perttula 2002).

Crockett Curvilinear Incised ware was extensively
traded and exchanged throughout East Texas to
southwestern Arkansas and eastern Oklahoma. It has
also been found at the Chupek site near Waco in the
Middle Brazos (Newell and Krieger 1949). Trade
sherds have also been reported from the Greenhouse
site in central Louisiana (Ford 1951). The vessel
described herein was definitely obtained via trade
and/or exchange and potentially from a nearby East
Texas site such as George C Davis.

Other ceramics of Caddo origin identified from
the Wood Springs site include Holly Fine Engraved,
Maydelle Incised, and Poynor Engraved. Crockett
Curvilinear Incised and Holly Fine Engraved are
contemporaneous types from the Formative and Ear-
ly Caddo periods. Holly Fine engraved was exten-
sively produced at the George C. Davis site and
traded not only throughout  Texas and the neighbor-
ing states but also as far as the Great Plains (Perttula
2002, 2013). Both of the vessels present in the Kyle
Collection from the Wood Springs site possibly came
from the same point of origin. Maydelle Incised and
Poynor Engraved belong to the later Frankston phase
and their presence shows a continuing contact with

Figure 6. Map of major known Indian trails through Southeast Texas. Wood Springs is the red dot immediately
northeast of the town of Liberty. (Map courtesy of Jason W. Barrett)
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the ancestral Caddo people of East Texas over a
number of centuries during the Late Prehistoric peri-
od (Perttula 2011, 2013).

The Wood Springs site has been occupied by
aboriginal peoples from as early as ca. 13,000 years
B.P. through the end of the Late Prehistoric period
ca. 400 years ago. This represents one of the longest
continuous occupations in Liberty County and
Southeast Texas (Crook et al. 2017). The prolific
fresh water springs which give rise to Wood Springs
Creek are one of the reasons for the long-term occu-
pation present at the site. Another possible reason for
the site’s long, continuous habitation could be its
location near the junction of two ancient trade trails
(Figure 6). Jason Barrett (2018) has been working to
plot the location of Southeast Texas sites which have
long-term occupations that range from Paleoindian to
Late Prehistoric onto maps of known historic and
prehistoric trade routes. When the location of Wood
Springs is added to Barrett’s map it plots very near
the junction of a major east-west trail (“Atascosito
Road”) and a north-south trail (“Bidai Trail”) that
runs from Nacogdoches south to Liberty County
through the Big Thicket (see Figure 6). This ideal
location could also help to explain some of the exotic
materials present at the site such as the Crockett
Curvilinear vessel  and other Caddo ceramics.
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A POSSIBLE CERAMIC WARP WEIGHT FROM THE
SAVOY SITE (41LB27), LIBERTY COUNTY, TEXAS

Wilson W. Crook, III

Introduction

Over the past two years, the Houston Archeolog-
ical Society (HAS) has been working with the Sam
Houston Regional Library and Research Center in
Liberty, Texas to assess the contents of the extensive
Andy Kyle Archeological Collection currently curat-
ed at the Center. The collection was donated to the
Center by the late Mr. Andy Kyle and consists of
well over 50,000 artifacts collected from 95 sites in
9 Southeast Texas counties. One of the more prolific
sites represented in the collection is the Savoy site
(41LB27) located in northeastern Liberty County.
Artifacts from the Savoy site range from Middle
Archaic to Late Prehistoric, with an extensive collec-
tion from the Woodland period (Crook et al. 2017).

A number of exotic items are present in the site
collections including two broken bannerstones made
from lithic material not native to Texas, a broken
boatstone, and a large partial bowl of the rare Lower
Mississippian ceramic type Mabin Stamped, var.
Joe’s Bayou.  Recently, several previously unknown
boxes of material from the Savoy site were located
by Ms. Alana Inman, Director of the Sam Houston
Regional Library. In these boxes was a small, cone-
shaped ceramic artifact which could not be readily
identified. The artifact has been shown to a number
of colleagues both from Texas and Louisiana with-
out any success in identification. A brief description
of the artifact was published in the Newsletter of the
Texas Archeological Research Laboratory (Crook
2019) asking for assistance in its identification and
functional use. This solicited a response from Dr.
Sharon Bramblett of the University of Texas who is
an expert in ancient weaving technology. She identi-
fied the object as a possible warp weight used to
maintain tension on warp threads on a weaving loom
(Sharon K. Bramblett, personal communication,
2019). This short paper serves to describe the artifact
and postulate on its function.

The Savoy Site (41LB27)

The Savoy site is located approximately 4.2 km
southwest of the community of Moss Hill in north-

eastern Liberty County. The site is bisected by Coun-
ty Road 2099 and hand written notes left by Mr. Kyle
in the boxes of artifacts in the collection indicate that
the unknown ceramic artifact described herein was
found on the part of the site that occurs south of CR
2099, known locally as the “Stone Field” after the
property’s original owner. The Savoy site is part of a
series of four sites that occur parallel to one another
along a 600 meter southeast-to-northwest stretch of
land. Site 41LB26 lies 215 meters to the southeast;
site 41LB28 is 225 meters to the northwest; and site
41LB29 is 400 meters to the northwest. All four sites
contain similar cultural material ranging from the
Middle Archaic to the Woodland period and into the
Late Prehistoric period as well (Kindall and Patter-
son 1986; Crook et al. 2017). The nearest source of
permanent water to the Savoy site is Knight’s Bayou,
which is located 1.2 km to the west. Knight’s Bayou
is a tributary of the Trinity River which currently lies
2.5 km to the west of the site.

The Savoy site was originally recorded in 1973
by the University of Texas during the Louisiana
Loop Survey (Elton R. Prewitt, personal communi-
cation, 2019). A second survey was conducted in the
mid-1980s by members of the HAS in conjunction
with Mr. Andy Kyle who showed them where his
artifacts were found (Kindall and Patterson 1987;
Sheldon Kindall, personal communication, 2017). A
third exploration of the area was conducted in 2014
by TRC Environmental Corporation as part of a
pipeline right-of-way survey. TRC conducted 21
shovel tests over both the north and southern por-
tions of the site. Nine of the 21 shovel tests contained
cultural materials including a Gary point, an Alba
point, and numerous ceramic sherds (TRC notes on
file with the Texas Archeological Research Labora-
tory).

Occupational material at the Savoy site covers at
least 0.7 acres today, however, based on information
given to the HAS by Mr. Kyle, this area represents
only about 20 percent of the original site size. Much
of the site was destroyed by the construction of CR
2099 coupled with subsequent farming and house
construction in the area (Sheldon Kindall, personal
communication, 2017). Soils covering the area of the
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Savoy site belong to the SpurgerBienville-Kenn-
efick complex, specifically a mix of Bienville and
Kennefick soils (Griffen 1996). The typical soil pro-
file at the site consists of about 13 cm of a dark
brown loamy fine sand underlain by 200+ cm of a
very fine-grain dark yellowish-brown loamy sand
(Griffen 1996). The artifact horizon extends to at
least one meter or more in depth.

Artifacts from the site generally represent the
following archeological periods:  (1) Paleoindian –
12,000-8500 B.P. (marked by a few Dalton, San
Patrice, Pelican, and Angostura points), (2) Early
Archaic – 8500- 6000 B.P. (as distinguished by a
minor Carrollton phase Archaic occupation includ-
ing Gower, Carrollton, Trinity, Bulverde, and Dallas
points along with Clear Fork gouges and Waco sink-
ers) (Crook 2018, 2020), (3) Late Archaic – 4000-
2500 B.P. (marked by Ellis, Yarbrough, Kent, Ensor,
and Gary points), (4) Woodland phase – 2500-1300
B.P. (marked by Gary and Kent points and both plain
and decorated sandy-paste ceramics), and (5) Late
Prehistoric 1300-500 B.P. (marked by Alba, Cata-
houla, Friley, and Perdiz points, and both locally
manufactured and imported Caddo ceramics) (Pat-
terson 1991, 1996; Crook et al. 2017; Suhm and
Krieger 1954; Suhm and Jelks 1962; Turner and
Hester 1985, 1993, 1999; Turner et al. 2011).

The Ceramic Artifact

As mentioned above, the artifact in question is a
cone-shaped ceramic made from a sandy clay paste.
It appears that the object is intentionally made and
has not been repurposed from a broken sherd. It has
been well-fired and is not friable, unlike most of the
Goose Creek type ceramics from the site. Color
varies from very pale brown (10YR 7/3-7/4) to pale
brown (10YR 6/3). Length of the cone is 36.0 mm
(Figure 1). Width is 15.0 mm at the wide end taper-
ing to 6.1 mm at the pointed end. A small perforation
approximately 1.5 mm in diameter transits through
the entire length of the artifact (Figure 2).

At the wide end of the cone, the end is recessed
to a depth of about 8 mm. Examination under a under
high power (20-80x) Dino-Lite AM4111-T digital
microscope shows the walls of the recessed end are
slightly darkened and there is some unknown black
residue on one side (Figure 3). No other wear was
observed. To date, none of the darkened material has
been removed for potential chemical analysis.

Discussion

The cone-shaped ceramic artifact described here-
in is not only unique among all the artifacts recov-
ered from the Savoy site, it is also completely unique
among the entire Andy Kyle Archeological collec-

tion. Most of the artifacts collected by Mr.
Kyle from the Savoy site were found on
the surface so any artifact association with
the object is unknown. However, given the
composition of the ceramic and the fact
that similar sandy paste ceramics have
been recovered from the site, it is likely
that the cone-shaped object is Woodland
in age. Elton Prewitt (personal communi-
cation, 2019) postulated that the object
was of Mississippian origin which is cer-
tainly possible given the presence of ban-
nerstones made from exotic materials and
the Mabin Stamped, var. Joe’s Bayou
bowl from the same area of the site.

As to function, this remains problemat-
ical. The most common suggestions given
to the author by colleagues is that it is
either a perforated ornament of some type
or a type of tubular pipe. Neither explana-
tion is convincing, especially give the very
small diameter (1.5 mm) of the perfora-
tion. More recently, Sharon Bramblett of
the University of Texas offered a possible
explanation that the artifact could be a
warp weight from a weaving loom.Figure 1. Side view of the unknown cone-shaped artifact from the

Savoy site.
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Prehistoric production of textiles was a time-con-
suming process that required a number of very spe-
cific tools. These were typically made of clay
(repurposed pot sherds), bone, or stone. Spindle
whorls are a consistent, albeit minor artifact from
many Caddo sites, especially those where a thousand
or more ceramic sherds have been recovered (Timo-
thy K. Perttula, personal communication, 2014).
Webb (1959) reported a large number of spindle
whorls from the Belcher Mound site in Caddo Par-

ish, Louisiana. Most were constructed from
lower side-wall or basal pottery sherds, and
were typically 50-63 mm in diameter with
a single central perforation. Similar arti-
facts were reported from the George C.
Davis site (41CE19) in Cherokee County,
Texas (Newall and Krieger 1949).  The
artifacts recovered from the Davis site var-
ied from 50-70 mm in diameter. Perforated
ceramic disks have also been reported from
a number of sites throughout the Caddo
occupational area, notably at Lang Pasture
(41AN38) (Perttula 1992, 2005; Perttula et
al. 2011). The author found similar artifacts
at two Late Prehistoric sites along the East
Fork of the Trinity River (Crook 2014,
2016). Perttula et al. (2011) has suggested
that Caddo women were processing fibers

to produce textiles from at least the 14th

and 15th centuries A.D. and probably earli-
er. Materials that could have been used for
textiles include animal hair and various
plant fibers such as mulberry, hemp, milk-
weed, nettle, and the bark of trees (Alt

1999; Perttula 2002; Perttula et al. 2011).
Textile tools are typically divided into categories

based on what part of the chain of production they
are used. This is so researchers can divide areas of
archeological sites into processing of raw materials,
yarn and textile production, dying, and weaving and
textile finishing (ARTEX 2019). The principal tex-
tile tools used in antiquity continued to be used
through time with very little change in the basic
technologies of spinning and weaving. The spindle
and the loom first appeared during Neolithic times

Figure 2. Tapered end of the cone-shaped artifact showing the
central perforation.

Figure 3. Recessed end of the un-
known cone-shaped ceramic artifact
from the Savoy site in Liberty Coun-
ty. The central perforation is in the
center of the photo and the black-
ened wall can be seen on the lower
right side. Photomicrograph taken
at 40x.
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and remained an essential element in almost every

household until the Industrial revolution in the 19th

century (ARTEX 2019).
The loom was the main technological invention

that facilitated the weaving of warp threads into a
cloth. In this process, one of the essential compo-
nents of the process is that the warp or vertical
threads need to be taut in order that the weft or
transverse threads can be inserted in between the
warps. Tautness of the vertical warp threads is main-
tained by the attachment of small loom weights, also
known as ”warp weights”. In Greece and Rome, the
most common shape for a warp weight was a pyra-
midal or conical-shaped pieces of clay, each with a
small central perforation to push the thread through
and then hold it in place by a knot (ARTEX 2019).
The size and weight of the warp weights depends on
the diameter of the warp threads. Likewise, the dis-
tance between loom weights depends on the density
of the cloth with the wider the loom weight spacing,
the more open the cloth. To produce a very fine and
dense fabric, weavers used fine loom weights. Exam-
ples from both ancient Greece and Rome are virtual-
ly identical to the one recovered from the Savoy site.

It can probably never be fully proved that the
Savoy artifact is indeed a prehistoric warp or loom
weight. However, it shape, size, and weight are
identical with known warp weights from prehistory
and we know that spinning and weaving threads for
fabric was practiced in East Texas during the Late
Prehistoric period. Therefore, the artifact’s function
as a warp weight cannot be ruled out.
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