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ABSTRACT 

Site 41NU54 (Fort Lipantitlán/Lipantitlán State Historic Site) is a multi-component 

archaeological site in rural northwest Nueces County, Texas. Previous surveys and excavations 

dating from the 1960s to 2008, recollections of various local people, and historical sources all 

conclusively demonstrate that this is a multi-component site with cultural materials representing 

occupations related to the south Texas Archaic, Late Prehistoric, historic, and modern periods. 

Summer 2009 fieldwork at the Davis Area, the southeast section of 41NU54 produced 

unexpected results when compared to previous work at the site. Survey and testing provided 

inconclusive evidence for Late Prehistoric and historic habitation due to a distinct lack of 

ceramics and the recovery of only one Late Prehistoric diagnostic, a Perdiz point. However, the 

large amount of lithic debitage recovered during the season indicates that this section of the site 

probably functioned as an area to process lithic materials during prehistoric occupations. Little 

else can be assumed until further testing is conducted. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Site 41NU54, also known as Fort Lipantitlán, is a multi-component archaeological site 

situated in rural northwest Nueces County, Texas, on the lower Nueces River approximately 4.5 

kilometers (km) west-northwest of San Patricio, Texas. The site has been the focus of many 

archaeological investigations over the years consisting of amateur and professional pedestrian 

and magnetic surveys and excavations as well as legal and illegal collecting activities (Drolet 

2009; Ing 1976; Jackson et al. 2006; Warren et al. 1988). 

The site is interesting for several reasons: there are dense artifact concentrations across a 

broad area; these concentrations span several prehistoric periods and continue to the present day; 

a key battle was fought there when it was an outpost on the Mexico-Texas border prior to the 

revolution; it may have been a camping point for General Zachary Taylor's troops in the 1840s; 

and, finally, there were rumors of buried treasure that contributed to its appeal.  

Most of the research done at 41NU54 prior to investigations by the Archaeology Field 

School, South Texas (AFSST) was concerned with defining the boundaries of the historic Fort 

Lipantitlán and/or recovering two cannons that were taken from Irish empresarios and 

subsequently lost in the Nueces River after the battle between Mexican and Texan forces during 

the revolution (Ing 1976; Havelka 2009; Jackson et al. 2006; Warren et al. 1988:iv). Though 

researchers have frequently documented the presence of prehistoric cultural materials, the focus 

of these investigations was primarily on the historic Fort period of the site.  

This research project concentrated on prehistoric occupations of the site because it would 

align with the activities of AFSST; earlier investigations had not done much with the prehistoric 

occupation (Ing 1976; Havelka 2009; Jackson et al. 2006; Warren et al. 1988);  and AFSST 
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demonstrated a concentrated Late Prehistoric occupation that transitioned in a short period of 

time to historic occupation (Drolet 2008). Determining differences between prehistoric 

occupations at 41NU54 and other sites in the lower Nueces River valley would contribute 

knowledge to a somewhat poorly understood region of Texas. This region was a buffer area 

between Southern Plains and Gulf Coast Natives that later witnessed a seemingly linear 

transition between Native, Mexican, and Texan inhabitants. Because of this 41NU54 and 

surrounding sites are uniquely positioned in the crossroads of space and time.  

Geology 

Geologic units underlying 41NU54 are relatively uniform consisting of recent alluvial 

deposits (Qal) and the late Pleistocene Beaumont formation (Qb) (Fig. 1, Barnes 1975). Alluvial 

deposits along the Nueces River floodplain consist of “clay, silt, sand and gravel, [as well as 

abundant] organic material” (Barnes 1975). Fluvial processes continue to shape the landscape 

surrounding 41NU54 as evidenced by a great deal of sediment redistributed in the floodplain 

north of the site‟s terrace during the 2007 Nueces River flood (John Hahn, personal 

communication, October 2009). 

The Pleistocene Beaumont formation that underlies the southwest portion of 41NU54 is 

comprised of “[d]ominantly clayey sand and silt of low-moderate permability, moderate 

drainage, level relief with local mounds and ridges, and high shear strength” (Barnes 1975). 

Aronow (1971) debated the extent of the Beaumont Formation underlying the Corpus Christi 

area (specifically in the Lower Nueces River Valley (LNRV) and concluded that researchers tend 

not to differentiate the Beaumont formation from other Pleistocene formations. 

Cornish and Baskin (1995:191) completed a study of geologic units within the LNRV 

that featured a transect south of Lipantitlán State Historic Site (Fig. 2). Like Aronow, they 
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indicated some uncertainty in establishing the extent of the Beaumont formation underlying the 

LNRV. Valley-fill deposits in the area were deposited from 12,000BP to approximately 5,000BP 

based on radiocarbon dates of wood found in a quarry pit by Wright Materials, Inc., a local 

gravel/sand extraction company (Cornish and Baskin 1995:198). This wood was in Cayamon 

Creek allomember 1, the lowest allomember underlying the area. Large amounts of sulfur were 

Figure 1 (after Barnes 1975).  Geologic units underlying 41NU54. Abbreviations: Qb – Beaumont Formation; 

Qal – alluvium. 

 

Figure 2 (modified and after Cornish and Baskin 1995:194). Cross section of the LNRV from south of 

Lipantitlán State Historic Site to near Willow Lake. Abbreviations: AT – Angelita Terrace; B/LF – Beaumont 

and/or Lissie Formation; C – colluviums; CCA – Cayamon Creek Alloformation; LF – Lissie Formation; LT 

– Fort Lipantitlán Terrace; and NR – Nueces River. 
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present indicating that the area may have been a swamp when the wood was deposited (Cornish 

and Baskin 1995:199). 

Cayamon Creek allomember 1 is also notable for its coarse gravel deposits, some of 

which are present to this day on bars located along stretches of the Nueces River. Cornish and 

Baskin (Russell 1981 in 1995:196) write that these “… cobbles consist mainly of brown chert 

derived from Cretaceous carbonates of the Edwards Plateau, black chert from the Maravillas 

Formation of West Texas, caliche from the nearby Goliad Formation, and silicified wood from 

Tertiary Coastal Plain sediments.” The current author‟s 2007 and 2009 inspections and testing of 

a wide sample of cobbles from quarries along the Nueces River attest to the descriptions given 

by Russell and Cornish and Baskin. Cayamon Creek allomembers 2 and 3 are recent (early to 

late Holocene) floodplain deposits consisting of “muds and channel/point bar sands, respectively, 

of a meandering fluvial system” (Cornish and Baskin 1995:197). 

Soils 

There are six soil units underlying 41NU54 (Fig. 3; Soil Survey Staff 2010). These are as 

follows: 

 Papalote loamy fine sand (Mf) – located on terraces, its parent material is loamy 

alluvium. The soil is moderately well drained, has a calcium carbonate (caliche) content 

of up to 5%, and an A horizon of loamy fine sand (0-10”), and Bt1 and Bt2 horizons of 

sandy clay (10-30” and 30-55” respectively). Its ecological type site is Loamy Sand 25-

35” PZ (R083AY396TX). This soil has very high wind erosion potential and very low 

water erosion potential. 

 Miguel fine sandy loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes (MgA) – located on terraces, its parent 

material is loamy alluvium. The soil is well drained, has a calcium carbonate content of 



5 
 

up to 10%, a gypsum content of up to 5%, and an A horizon of fine sandy loam (0-10”), 

and Bt1 and Bt2 horizons of sandy clay (10-30” and 30-55” respectively). Its ecological 

type site is Tight Sandy Loam 21-35” PZ (R083AY412TX). This soil has very high wind 

erosion potential and very low water erosion potential. 

 Comitas fine sand (Sa) – located on sand sheets along rises, its parent material consists 

of sandy eolian deposits of quaternary age. The soil is well drained, has a calcium 

carbonate content of up to 15%, and an A horizon of loamy fine sand (0-30”) and several 

possible B horizons of fine sandy loam (30-80”). Its ecological type site is Loamy Sand 

25-35” PZ (R083CY464TX). This soil has very high wind erosion potential and low 

water erosion potential. 

 Aransas clay, occasionally flooded (Tc) – located on floodplains, its parent material is 

clayey alluvium of Holocene age. The soil is poorly drained, experiences occasional 

flooding, has calcium carbonate content of up to 10%, and an A horizon of clay (0-18”) 

and Bkssz/Bssz horizons of clay (18-60”). Its ecological type site is Clayey Bottomland 

25-35” PZ (R150AY527TX). This soil has high wind erosion potential and very low 

water erosion potential. 

 Willacy fine sandy loam, 1 to 4 percent slopes (WaB) – located on terraces, its parent 

material is calcareous loamy alluvium. The soil is well drained, has a calcium carbonate 

content of up to 10%, and an A horizon of fine sandy loam (0-16”) and a Bt2/Bk horizon 

of sandy clay loam (16-60”). Its ecological type site is Sandy Loam 25-35” PZ 

(R150AY542TX). This soil has very high wind erosion potential and low water erosion 

potential. 
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 Clareville loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes (CaA) – located on flats along rises, its parent 

material is loamy fluviomarine deposits of late Pleistocene or possibly Holocene age. The 

soil is well drained, has a calcium carbonate content of up to 50%, and may be very 

slightly saline (up to 4.0 mmhos/cm). It has an A horizon of loam (0-8”), and several B 

horizons of clay loam (8-40”), sandy clay (40-60”), and clay loam (60-80”). Its ecological 

type site is Clay Loam 25-35” PZ (R150AY639TX). This soil has moderate wind erosion 

potential and very low water erosion potential. 

Other soil units in the surrounding area include: Clareville loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes; 

Sinton clay loam; and Orelia fine sandy loam. Non-irrigated crop yield ratings vary from 40.00 

for Aransas clay, occasionally flooded, to 70.00 for Clareville loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes. 

Comitas fine sand and Willacy fine sandy loam, 1 to 4 percent slopes, have no ratings in this 

category of the national soil survey database indicating that they have little to no yields when not 

irrigated. 

Hydrography 

The Nueces River meanders through the LNRV, flanked on each side by high banks 

adjacent to floodplains up to 1-2 km in size as well as terraces and knolls. The valley is a shallow 

depression covering an area of about 100 km
2
 that extends from northwest to southeast toward 

the Texas Gulf Coast. The terraces that surround the valley sit at elevations anywhere from 

approximately 6 m to 18 m above the valley floor. Other hydrographic features include oxbow 

lakes, intermittently wet and dry meanders, man-made wells, ponds, and lakes, and several 

tributaries that drain the river during heavy rains and flooding. 
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Figure 3 (after Soil Survey Staff 2010). Soil units underlying 41NU54. Abbreviations: Mf – Papalote loamy fine sand; MgA – Miguel fine sandy loam, 0 

to 1 percent slopes; Sa – Comitas fine sand; Tc – Aransas clay, occasionally flooded; WaB – Willacy fine sandy loam, 1 to 4 percent slopes; and CaA – 

Clareville loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes. 
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Fauna and Flora – Modern and Archaeological 

Site 41NU54 is near the outer boundary of the Tamaulipan thornscrub biotic province 

(Brown et al. 1998:28-32) originally described by Dice (1943:61-62) and more clearly identified 

by Blair (1950). The Tamaulipan borders the Gulf Coast Grassland, though for simplicity and the 

purposes of this study it is sufficient to provide details on the former. Blair (1952:233-247) 

subdivides the Texas portion of the province into the Nuecian and Matamoran districts and lists 

extant mammals, reptiles and amphibians (Table 1). They are all representative of the modern 

Tamaulipan thornscrub. 

Since the beginning of the twentieth century, several species saw numbers become 

drastically reduced while some, such as Ursus arctos (grizzly bear), Canis lupus (gray wolf), and 

Panthera onca (jaguar), became extinct in Texas. Schmidly (2002:398) notes that “[t]he nine 

species that became extinct were all large, herbivorous or predatory species.” He concludes that 

extinctions were caused by a combination of over-hunting, predator control, and changes in the 

landscape due to agriculture and ranching. 

Blair (1950:103) reports that “thorny brush is the predominant vegetation type” in the 

Tamaulipan. He lists the following species as the most common throughout the province: 

Prosopis juliflora (mesquite); Porliera angustifolia (lignum vitae); Leucophyllum texanum 

(cenizo); Aloysia texana (white brush); and Opuntia lindheimeri (prickly pear). Along the 

Nueces River, there are stands of Quercus virginiana (live oak) as well as instances of Celtis 

occidentalis (hackberry), Ehritia anacua (anacua), Acacaia farnesiana (huisache), and Opuntia 

leptocaulis (jumping cactus) (Tull 1987). 
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Table 1. Some modern faunal species within the Tamaulipan thornscrub. 

Taxa Common Name Source 
Didelphis virginiana texensis Virginia opossum Blair 1952:236-237 
Mormoops megalophylla Ghost-faced bat Blair 1952:237 
Dasypus novemcinctus mexicanus Nine-banded armadillo Blair 1952:238 
Lepus californicus merriami Black-tailed jackrabbit Blair 1952:238 
Sylvilagus floridanus chapmani Eastern cottontail Blair 1952:238-239 
Sciurus niger limitis Fox squirrel Blair 1952:239 
Geomys personatus Texas pocket gopher Blair 1952:240 
Castor canadensis frondator Sonora beaver Blair 1952:241 
Peromyscus leucopus texanus Woodmouse Blair 1952:242 
Sigmodon hispidus berlandieri Cotton rat Blair 1952:243 
Canis latrans Coyote Blair 1952:245 
Procyon lotor Raccoon Blair 1952:245 
Felis rufus texensis Bobcat Blair 1952:247 
Odocoileus virginianus texanus White-tailed deer Blair 1952:247 
Terrapene ornata Ornate box turtle Blair 1950:104 
Arizona elegans Glossy snake Blair 1950:104 
Phrynosoma cornutum Texas horned “toad” Blair 1950:104 
Crotalus atrox Western diamondback rattlesnake Blair 1950:104 
Natrix rhombifera Diamond-backed water snake Blair 1950:104 
Leptodactylus labialus White-lipped frog Blair 1950:104 
Ambystoma tigrinum Tiger salamander Blair 1950:104 
Bufo valliceps Gulf Coast toad Blair 1950:105 
Hyla baudinii Baudin’s tree frog Blair 1950:104 
Rana catesbiana Bullfrog Blair 1950:105 

 

Presley (2003:26) reports on the problem of poor floral preservation in archaeological 

contexts within the province. She attributes this to a “…lack of suitable places for pollen 

preservation, namely peat bogs and dry caves [and also poor] local soil conditions, such as high 

soil pH, low soil organic content, and poor soil drainage.” Bush (2010:3) reports the same 

problem noting that uncarbonized botanical materials “on humid, open-air sites such as [41NU54 

and 41SP220] can be assumed to be of modern origin unless compelling evidence suggests 

otherwise.” In these instances, Presley (2003) and Bush (2010) both report that examination of 

carbonized materials is usually the best, and sometimes only, means for determining pre-modern 

flora. 

Presley‟s (2003:59-67) synthesis of literature relating to archaeological floral and faunal 

remains throughout south Texas demonstrates that though some species became extinct as others 
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were introduced to the area, many species present in Blair‟s 1950 and 1952 studies are present in 

archaeological contexts. However, she notes that:  

Deviations from Blair‟s standard include the loss of taxonomic diversity from the 

nineteenth century archaeological sites, the reduction and subsequent loss of 

woodland taxa beginning in the peri-contact period, the introduction of the 

armadillo in the nineteenth century and the loss of the bison in the nineteenth 

century. It is apparent that most of the deviations away from Blair‟s standard 

occur at or near the introduction of European settlers into the area…[and] the loss 

of faunal taxonomic diversity among the key taxa, as it is represented in the 

archaeological record, is due to a shift in land use patterns rather than an 

indication of any environmental change. 

Presley (2003:62) is not implying that environmental change lacked influence on local 

populations, but rather that other factors must also be taken into account when comparing 

modern faunal and floral populations with those indicated in the archaeological record. In any 

case, it is understood for the purposes of this study that population density variations do exist 

though species variation within the biota and throughout the Holocene were mostly static until 

the 20
th

 century. Bush confirmed this for botanicals during a 2010 study of carbonized plant 

materials in association with archaeological deposits at 41NU54. An analysis of wood charcoal 

and seeds from the site indicate species such as mesquite, acacia, and hackberry present in 

apparently undisturbed soil horizons. Along the same line, Gilmore‟s 2007 study of 

archaeological fauna recovered from 41SP220, a site located upstream from 41NU54, provided 

evidence of mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, and fish similar to what is present today or 

was historically (Table 2). 
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Table 2. Taxa identified at 41SP220, Midden 6, Features 1 and 3 (Gilmore 2007). 

Class Taxa Common Name NISP  
Mammal Bison bison Bison 37  
 Odocoileus verginianus Deer 103  
 Canidaea Canid 4  
 Mephitis mephitis Striped skunk 1  
 Didelphis virginianus Opossum 42  
 Syulvilagus floridanus Eastern cottontail 35  
 Lepus californicus Black-tailed jackrabbit 8  
 Lagomorpha Indeterminate lagomorphs 3  
 Sigmodon hispidus Hispid cotton rat 31  
 Neotoma spp. Woodrat 10  
 Rodentia Indeterminate rodent 23  
 Cryptotis parva Least shrew 1  
Birds Meleagris gallapavo Turkey 11  
 Bird Large bird 9  
 Bird Small bird 4  
 Bird Indeterminate bird 34  
Reptiles Terrapene spp. Box turtle 11  
 Pseudemys/Trachemys spp. Slider/Cooter 11  
 Emydidae Slider/Cooter/Box turtle 13  
 Apalone spinifera Spiny softshell 56  
 Crotalus spp. Rattlesnake 1  
 Viperidae Poisonous snake 4  
 Colubridae Non-poisonous snake 35  
 Squamata Indeterminate snake 13  
Amphibians Anura Frog/Toad 1  
Fish Aphodinotus grunniens Freshwater drum 4  
 Lepisosteus spatula Alligator gar 5  
 Lepisosteus spp. Gar 140  
 Fish Indeterminate fish 47  
Indeterminate   1911  

 

Climate 

Brown (1950:102-103) describes the climate in the Tamaulipan as semiarid and 

megathermal. Essentially, “…there is marked deficiency of moisture for plant growth …[though] 

some plant growth continues throughout the year.” As noted earlier, site 41NU54 is near the 

boundary between the Tamaulipan and the Gulf Coast Grassland and as such is in a humid-

subtropical zone characterized by hot summers and cool winters. The nearby town of San 

Patricio has an average maximum temperature of 95.2° F during the month of August and an 

average minimum temperature of 44.1° F during the month of January. The average annual 

precipitation is 32.3” per year though this can fluctuate dramatically. A drought was experienced 

during the 2009 field season when daily temperatures were usually over 100° F. Conversely, 
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during the 2007 field season the area experienced what locals dubbed “a 500-year flood” 

characterized by excessive rains and flooding approximately thirty feet above the flood stage 

(Bluntzer 2007; Havelka 2007). 

Overview 

 Though semiarid, the area is rich with resources. Drolet (2008a) reports the presence of 

otoliths at the site indicating prehistoric exploitation of fish from the nearby Nueces River. 

Faunal remains indicating use of deer and bison are also commonly recovered as is freshwater 

shell. Bush‟s 2010 study of floral materials from 41NU54 showed that prehistoric peoples in the 

area used not only hardwoods, but lotebush and elbowbush which produce “edible fruits that 

were [also] eaten historically by Native Americans” (2010:6). Gilmore‟s 2007 thesis 

demonstrated Late Prehistoric faunal distributions similar to those reported by Blair. More 

importantly, both provided evidence that the local environment during the Late Prehistoric 

period was remarkably similar to that seen today. 

 Resource procurement patterns are easier to discern than resource management patterns. 

Archaeological and historical evidence shows that procurement was mostly local, e.g., bison, 

deer, mesquite, hackberry (likely for fire fuel), prickly pear, gastropods, fish and mussels (Bush 

2010; Drolet 2008a). However, it is not currently clear if these resources were managed. The 

quantities of materials recovered from not only 41NU54, but at other long-term habitations such 

as 41SP220 or 41NU302, indicate extensive use but provide little evidence of conservation or 

cultivation. 
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CHAPTER 2 

CULTURE HISTORY 

The Lipantitlán State Historic Site that is part of 41NU54 covers approximately 2 

hectares (ha) (5 acres) in northwest Nueces County near the intersection of FM Road 70 and CR 

58 and is approximately 4.3 km (2.7 miles) west to northwest of San Patricio, Texas. Fort 

Lipantitlán received its moniker because of Lipan Apaches whom folklore indicate traveled the 

area since first contact with Spaniards. However, Jackson et al. (2006:46-52) debunk these 

notions as revisionist and suited to whatever political purpose they served when first noted. In 

any case, they write “…[it] was named for the Lipan Apache Indians, who first made their 

appearance on the lower Nueces River by the mid-eighteenth century. Any attempt to place them 

there in La Salle‟s era [1685] – much less during Cabeza de Vaca‟s journey [1528-1537] – is 

sheer fiction” (Jackson et al. 2006:51-52). 

A 534-acre tract on which the state historic site is located was purchased by John N. and 

Eliza C. Baskin around 1859 (Jackson et al. 2006:136). In March of 1871, the Baskins sold their 

ranch to Martin S. Culver and in June of 1871, the land was purchased by Nicholas Bluntzer for 

$600. In 1904, three years after the death of Nicholas Bluntzer, a partial survey of Bluntzer‟s 

land (he had acquired much land over the course of his life) was completed by Charles F. H. 

Blucher in which mention is made of “a campsite called „Lipantitlán‟ or „New Lipantitlán'“ 

(Jackson et al. 2006:137). Following the death of Nicholas‟s wife Justina, the Bluntzers‟ land 

was divided between their nine children with son Joseph inheriting a 654-acre tract on which it is 

believed Fort Lipantitlán was located. In 1927, a year prior to Joseph‟s death, the Bluntzer family 

“pinpointed the believed site of the fort with a small concrete and marble marker” and donated a 

5-acre area to the state which contained the marker (Jackson et al. 2006:137). 
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Since the 1930s, the lands surrounding the Lipantitlán State Historic Site – essentially the 

land on which 41NU54 lies as well as adjacent areas – were sold repeatedly (Jackson et al. 

2006:142-144). The addition of modern housing subdivisions further complicates archaeological 

investigations around the site and in other areas of Nueces and San Patricio Counties. 

Fortunately, landowner cooperation has been forthcoming for much of the research conducted in 

and around 41NU54. 

Site 41NU54 

Site 41NU54 covers an area of approximately 20 ha and is located on a 7.6 meter high 

terrace (Fig. 4). The site is adjacent to the south bank of the Nueces River and extends southwest 

over 1 km while its width is anywhere from 450-600 m. Note that at 2 ha in size (150 x 130 m), 

the Lipantitlán State Historic Site is only a minor part of the overall site. The state historic site is 

located approximately 180 m from the Nueces River at its closet point. Vegetation ranges from 

cultivated fields and unworked pastures with little or no brush to dense thickets of brush and 

small woods. A paved county road runs southwest to northeast through the southern portion of 

the site and encloses the state historic site. 

Occupational Periods in Surveyed and Excavated Areas 

Detailed descriptions of artifacts recovered in previous investigations are given in many 

publications, papers and letters (Table 3) (Bateman 1983; Chapman 2008; Drolet 2008a; 

D‟Unger 1989; Ing 1976; Jackson et al. 2006; Warren et al. 1988). These finds range from Early 

Archaic and Middle/Late Archaic lithics such as a Guadalupe biface, Kent dart point (Havelka 

2010; Jackson et al. 2006:165) and Catan points to Late Prehistoric lithics and ceramics, and 

European, Mexican, and modern ceramics, metals, and glass (Chapman 2008; Drolet 2008a; 

Jackson et al. 2006:153-170). As is seen in Figure 4, these finds were located across a large area 
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indicating that this location was favorable for use over several millennia. It should be noted that 

during 2007 when the Nueces River experienced a great deal of flooding due to heavy rains that, 

though much of the Lower Nueces River Valley became inundated as the waters rose then 

subsided, the area on which 41NU54 is located remained relatively dry (Fig. 5) (Davis 2009; 

Elmore and Drolet 2007). 

Table 3. Time line of prehistoric and historic periods in South Texas (Jackson et al. 2006:19-23). 

Period Horizon Years Characterized By 

Historic n/a 1770 AD - Present Increased Euro-American presence and dominance; Spanish 
missions; Texas Revolution 

    
Late Prehistoric Toyah 1300 - 1770 AD 

Perdiz arrow points; bone-tempered ceramics; beveled knives; 
chert drills; small end scrapers 

 
Austin 800 - 1300 AD 

Expanding-stemmed arrow points (Edwards and Scallorn); 
Ensor, Matamoros, Catan, and Zavala dart points; bone-
tempered ceramics 

    

Archaic Late 400 BC - 800 AD 

Population growth; increased site density; use of small 
mammals, reptiles, terrestrial snails, fish, and freshwater 
mussels; Darl, Ensor, Frio, Godley, Marcos, Fairland and Ellis 
dart points 

 
Middle 2500 - 400 BC 

Intensive and increased utilization of plant resources; large 
cemeteries; Bulverde, Castroville, Kinney, Lange, Langtry, 
Morhiss and Pedernales dart points 

 
Early 6000 - 2500 BC 

Low population density; small groups; large territories; 
Martindale, Uvalde, Baker, Bandy and Gower dart points; 
Guadalupe tools 

    
Paleoindian Late ca. 9200 - 6000 BC Small game hunting and plant gathering; Plainview, Golondrina, 

Scottsbluff, and Angostura projectile points 

 
Early 

 Large herd mammal hunting; Clovis and Folsom points 

 

Under the supervision of Robert Drolet, the Corpus Christi Museum of Science and 

History has sponsored the AFSST since 2000. Drolet and his students have surveyed and 

excavated across a wide swath of the LNRV. Much of his research in the river valley over the 

last several years has been focused on settlement patterns. Single site studies have dominated the 

South Texas Plains literature so Drolet has tried to establish a framework for interpreting sites in 

a wider context. He describes site types as follows (Drolet and Davis 2001): 1) base camps –  



16 
 

Figure 4. Satellite imagery of 41NU54 and the surrounding area with GIS overlay. There are other sites near 41NU54 – 41NU330 (a sandstone quarry) 

and 41NU258 (a chert cobble quarry). Sites 41NU317, 41NU319, 41NU332, and 41NU333 were short term habitations (after Drolet 2009b).
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Figure 5. Aerial view of site 41NU54 during the 2007 Nueces River flood. The River area is visible in the lower right portion of the photograph. The    

view is in the southeast direction (Davis from 2009 correspondence). 
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sites yielding large quantities of midden refuse (hackberry seeds, Rabdotus shells, faunal bone, 

charcoal, lithics debitage and ceramic sherds) that indicate intensive occupation; 2) 

hunting/temporary camps – sites yielding artifacts such as a flakes and charcoal with limited or 

no other cultural materials, that indicate a transient presence; and 3) quarries – sites where lithic 

materials were acquired, indicated by tested cobbles, worked stone, flakes and occasionally 

formal tools.  

Drolet initially focused on base camps that indicated an intensive Late Archaic 

occupation as the first sites surveyed all had Late Archaic assemblages (Drolet and Davis 2001; 

Drolet and Gilmore 2002). However, this focus shifted and became concentrated on Late 

Prehistoric occupations with the accumulation of a substantial number of 
14

C dates and 

diagnostic lithics and ceramics recovered in excavations conducted at sites 41SP220 and 

41NU302, both Late Prehistoric base camps (DeLoney 2003, 2007; Drolet 2003, 2005, 2007a, 

2007b). In subsequent years, other 
14

C dates and collection of diagnostic artifacts all suggested a 

concentrated Late Prehistoric presence. 

Site 41NU54 is central (Cluster 2) to one of three clusters of sites (all containing quarries, 

temporary camps, and base camps) within this section of the Lower Nueces River Valley (Drolet 

2008a) (Fig. 6). These clusters indicate that “41NU54 was connected to an important network of 

sites for hunting and resource collection” in the valley (Drolet 2008a). Locations of two quarries 

(one sandstone (41NU330) and one chert (41NU258)) as well as two temporary camps 

(41NU317 and 41NU319) around 41NU54 show similar settlement configurations to those 

observed in the areas around 41SP220 and 41NU302. Due to its proximity to 41NU54, sandstone 

may have been obtained from 41NU330 and transported to the base camp, though usage of the  
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Figure 6. Late Prehistoric Settlement Clusters 1-3, Lower Nueces River Valley, South Texas. Site 41NU54 is the focal 

point for Cluster 2 (Drolet 2008a). 

 

material is currently unknown. Warren et al. (1988) uncovered a sandstone hearth during NCHC 

investigations and Drolet (2008a) found many sandstone nodules during survey though it is 

unknown if they were used by earlier inhabitants or are the result of natural deposition. 
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The extent to which these sites relate to 41NU54 is currently unclear though 

configuration similarities suggest cultural affiliation. The 2008-2009 AFSST field work 

recovered diverse cultural materials similar to those found at another Late Prehistoric base camp 

(41SP220) (Chapman 2008; Drolet 2008a, 2008b; 2009b). Field work at 41SP220 showed that 

there are several indicators of semi-permanent to permanent habitation – these include “dispersed 

middens, habitation features, tool manufacture, [and] pottery use” (Drolet 2007b). Materials 

recovered in 2008-2009 suggest that 41NU54 possesses all these indicators (Chapman 2008; 

Drolet 2008a, 2008b; 2009b). The argument is further strengthened due to its size, its high 

elevation – the third highest in the Lower Nueces River Valley out of four terrace types 

identified by Cornish and Baskin (1995:193), its proximity to resources (floral, faunal, and lithic) 

similar to those at 41SP220 (Drolet 2003, 2005, 2007, 2007a, 2008a, 2008b), and its access to 

protective cover as described historically (Jackson et al. 2006:86-89). 

AFSST conducted survey and excavation in the River Area again in 2009 approximately 

100 m distant from the Davis Area, yet cultural materials recovered by the group reveal 

assemblages that are quantitatively different than those recovered during my thesis research. 

Excavations in 2008 and 2009 revealed an approximately 1 ha area containing Late Prehistoric 

deposits in the upper levels of the site while Late Archaic deposits were present in some 

locations below the Late Prehistoric deposits. English and Mexican ceramic assemblages were 

recovered in a cultural layer contemporaneous with a terminal Late Prehistoric ceramic 

assemblage in the River Area. Due to the large number of sherds recovered across several 

localities within and adjacent to the site it appears that during several decades of the transitional 

phase between the Late Prehistoric and early Historic, cohabitation occurred that is not 

mentioned in known historic records (Drolet 2009b). 
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Drolet explores discrepancies in ratios of ceramics recovered by AFSST in 2008 and 

2009 and those recovered during excavations in 1986 and 1988 by the Nueces County Historical 

Commission noting that most sherds were recovered within the top 20 cm of the cultural deposit. 

During the 1986 and 1988 excavations, European/American wares accounted for approximately 

73% (1669 sherds) of recovered materials, while Toyah wares accounted for only 4% (90 sherds) 

(Howard in Jackson et al. 2006:33). In the 2008 and 2009 AFSST excavations, Toyah wares 

accounted for 51% (187 sherds) while European/American wares accounted for 43% (160 

sherds). In the 1986-1988 excavations, Mexican wares accounted for 23% (521 sherds) while in 

the 2008-2009 excavations they accounted for 6% (23 sherds) of sherds recovered. Drolet 

attributes these discrepancies to employment of different excavation methods due to differing 

research objectives (e.g., lack of screening in earlier excavations, shoveling units instead of 

troweling, and using metal detectors to place test units). 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH METHODS 

Due to heavy brush, small crew size, and extreme temperatures, a limited amount of data 

was collected during the 2009 field season. Four weeks of terrestrial survey was conducted along 

with seven weeks of excavation, seven weeks of evening work in the field laboratory, and eight 

weeks of work in the WSU laboratory. 

Systematic Land Survey - 2009 

The area surveyed and tested during the 2009 field season was the Davis Area (Fig. 7). 

This 3 ha area is adjacent in a northeasterly direction to the Lipantitlán State Historic Site on a 

slight slope with an elevation of 18.2 m to 19.8 m and comprises approximately 15% of site 

41NU54. Surface visibility was approximately 20% due to thick brush growth such as mesquite 

and huisache, grasses and other trees. Senderos (trails) were cleared along transects with 

machetes and chainsaws to facilitate survey.  

Intensity 

The survey was conducted in 3 m wide N/S transects at intervals of 10 m by three to four 

personnel. Due to heavy brush and the lack of a transit, using the AFSST site datum was not 

practical. Instead, a datum was set for this project near the northwest Davis Area property line. 

Using a handheld Garmin GPS unit, a reading was taken at the AFSST 41NU54 datum and 

another at the Davis Area datum so that correlation of AFSST‟s and the author‟s maps could be 

made (Chapman 2008). When cultural materials were discovered, they were flagged and plotted 

on a hand-drawn plan view map in the field before each was collected. Afterward, a waypoint 

was created in the handheld GPS unit. A survey grid was laid out and marked with flags and 

stakes. At the apex of the Davis Area, brush was cleared and additional 5 x 5 m lines were set to 
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Figure 7. The Davis Area in relation to the rest of 41NU54 and surrounding sites.
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guide excavation. Due to heavy surface cover and the possibility of finding cultural materials at 

or just below the surface, surveyors “trowel scraped” the ground surface to a depth of 10 cm 

every 10 m increments along each transect. This was done as a simple, quick test for the 

presence or absence of cultural materials. Altogether, 1.8 ha, or 60%, of the Davis Area was 

intensively surveyed. 

Subsurface exploration 

We planned for coring or shovel testing of the Davis Area every 10 m along each survey 

transect using a bucket auger. Cores would be taken staggered 5 m to the north of each trowel 

scrape with the intent being to determine if trowel scraping, being physically easier and much 

quicker than coring and shovel testing, proved as valuable at determining locations of subsurface 

cultural deposits. Additionally, it was hoped that an accurate assessment of soil horizons in the 

area of 41NU54 could be completed. Due to time and personnel constraints no coring was 

completed and as a result no subsurface mapping was done.  

Soil samples 

Soil samples for flotation screening were collected throughout each 10 cm level of the 1 x 

1 m excavation unit that was completed as well as in the 2 x 2 m excavation unit that was started 

late in the season and backfilled when it was not finished. These soil samples were floated in 

May 2010 – the lengthy delay between collection in June-July 2009 and flotation was due to lack 

of available equipment for completing the process. Once the samples were completed, they were 

given to CCMSH for future analysis. No Munsell color measurements were able to be completed 

in the field due to the prohibitive cost of acquiring the instrument on this project‟s limited 

budget. 
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Recognition of relevant materials 

Due to the likelihood of finding cultural materials in the area, surveyors were trained to 

recognize archaeological materials before and during the field season. Artifacts that surveyors 

were trained to recognize included: primary, secondary and tertiary flakes (using flake classes 

defined by Hester 1980:90); dart and arrow points; ceramic sherds; burnt clay nodules; faunal 

bone; metallic artifacts such as musket balls, buttons, coins, and nails; and glass artifacts. Due to 

the Davis Area being adjacent to areas with much recent activity, artifacts recognized as modern 

(manufactured since approximately 1950) were not mapped nor collected. Applicable field 

guides were kept on hand to facilitate identification of both prehistoric and historic cultural 

materials. 

Non-recent human activity was indicated by lithic scatters, ground depressions, 

differences in vegetation cover, and subsurface cultural deposits. The field crew was trained in 

identifying these indicators by taking a short tour prior to survey initiation in which they were 

allowed to observe cultural materials and landscape changes in situ. This training allowed more 

intensive coverage of the Davis Area even with a relatively inexperienced crew. 

Mapping and collection procedures 

Cultural materials, both prehistoric and historic were mapped in a GIS after survey based 

on GPS data and handwritten notes. This ensured that cultural deposits, lithic scatters, other 

artifacts and locations of test excavations were plotted as accurately as possible within the 

project‟s budget. The GPS unit was consumer-grade and only accurate to within +/- 3 m in most 

field conditions. In cases where I felt greater accuracy was needed, three lensatic compass 

readings and average azimuths from each compass were used to create overlays based on 

features observable on 24k USGS topographic maps. Neither intersection nor resection of points 
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was attempted because variable azimuths from each compass indicated low-quality construction 

and showed that an average azimuth provided a more precise, though probably less accurate, 

measuremnt. The most poorly adjusted compass was accurate to within +/- 3°. Photographs were 

taken and a digital photographic log was created whenever significant natural or cultural features 

were discerned. Waypoints were stored in the GPS unit to create a plan view within the GIS after 

returning to the field laboratory every evening.  

Excavation – 2009 

Excavations at the Davis Area during the 2009 field season were extremely slow. This 

was due more to my overestimation of the work that could be accomplished with the limited 

number of personnel I utilized. Altogether, one 1 x 1 m test unit (0N12E) was satisfactorily 

completed while four others (6S18E, 6S19E, 7S18E, 7S19E) were started but backfilled at the 

end of the season due to time constraints. Additionally, a posthole test was dug to 63 centimeters 

below the surface (cmbs) (TP1). TP1 was used to determine a suitable location for the first test 

unit, 0N12E. 

Field laboratory 

Diagnostics and other cultural materials and soil samples collected during survey, trowel 

scraping, and excavation units were recorded on AFSST field forms and bagged while in the 

field. At the end of the workday, these materials were transferred to AFSST field headquarters 

on the Bluntzer ranch. Data from the field forms were transferred to a Microsoft Access database 

and maps were digitally converted. During evening lab sessions, cultural materials were cleaned 

and measured. Any observed errors were corrected and/or noted. 
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Disposition of Collected Materials and Forms 

It was originally intended that all collected materials would be transferred from the field 

laboratory to CCMSH for curation and storage at the conclusion of the field season. To facilitate 

my research, the items were instead transferred to David Hughes‟ lab at Wichita State University 

for final processing. These materials are now due to be transferred to CCMSH in early 2011 due 

to delays I experienced while completing this project.  

Field records related to the Davis Area, personal field logs, and electronic data collected 

during the 2009 field season and subsequent 2010 CCMSH laboratory work will be provided to 

CCMSH in early 2011 also. Copies of these records will also be given to the Department of 

Anthropology, Wichita State University, Wichita, Kansas. Copies of my 2009 TAS conference 

paper and this project report will be forwarded to the Davis Area‟s owner, Krysti Davis, for her 

generous support and permission to survey and excavate. Permission to curate collected cultural 

materials at the CCMSH was coordinated between myself, the AFSST Director and Mrs. Davis. 
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CHAPTER 5 

RESULTS 

Lithics 

Lithics were the most numerous type of cultural material recovered at the Davis Area (n 

= 3406) (Table 4). Totals listed on the side of the table indicate lithic type quantities while those 

listed at the bottom indicate overall lithics recovered in each type of survey and excavation. Unit 

0N12E (1 x 1 m) was excavated to 100 cmbs while unit STU1 (2 x 2m)  (consisting of 6S18E, 

6S19E, 7S18E, and 7S19E) was only excavated to 25 cmbs due to time and personnel 

constraints. Unit TP1 (0-63 cmbs) was a posthole test used to determine where to place 0N12E. 

Table 4.  Lithics recovered at the Davis Area during the 2009 season.  

 
Survey Method Excavation Unit 

  

Type 
Survey 

(Surface) Trowel Scrapes  
    

 
    Total: 0N12E STU1 TP1  

Primary flake 19 9 167 76 1 

 
272 

Secondary flake 32 3 462 244 11 

 
752 

Tertiary flake 30 9 1584 492 15 

 
2130 

Modified flake 16 1 23 11 1 

 
52 

Prismatic blade 10 1 7 2 0 

 
20 

Biface, unclassified 4 1 8 2 0 

 
15 

Uniface, unclassified 4 0 0 2 0 

 
6 

Cobble 0 0 1 0 0 

 
1 

Fire cracked rock 1 0 44 49 0 

 
94 

Irregularly fractured rock 0 0 6 0 0 

 
6 

Tested/utilized core 10 0 4 0 1 

 
15 

Perdiz point 1 0 0 0 0 

 
1 

Perforator 1 0 0 0 0 

 
1 

Petrified wood 1 0 4 0 0 

 
5 

Endscraper 2 0 0 0 0 

 
2 

Sandstone 0 0 34 0 0 

 
34 

        Total: 131 24 2344 878 29 

 
n  = 3406 
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Ceramics 

Ceramics were barely represented in the 2009 Davis Area collection. Survey recovered 

one historic, refined earthenware rim sherd. This polychrome rim sherd exhibits a grayish paste, 

crude hand-painted floral pattern and is partially burned over its exterior surface. Its thickness 

ranges from 7.6 mm at its most inferior point to 8.0 mm at the rim. The quality of the paste 

suggests English or American manufacture.  

Two historic sherds were recovered during excavation of 0N12E from the 20-30 cmbs 

level. These are refined earthenware, lead-glazed body sherds. The paste is grayish and both 

sherds are 6.8 mm in thickness suggesting they are from the same vessel. The glaze is translucent 

and there are imperfections in the material. Due to the small size of each sherd and lack of 

identifiable surface decoration, it is not possible to type them though they are probably of 

English or American manufacture. The remainder (n = 180) of clay-based items recovered at the 

Davis Area were fired clay nodules. Two of these nodules were recovered during survey while 

the remaining 178 were recovered from 0N12E and STU1. 

Faunal Remains 

During the 2009 field season 355 bone fragments were recovered from the Davis Area. 

Of these 39 were carbonized. All carbonized fragments were recovered in excavation. Due to the 

extremely fragmentary nature of the faunal remains, no species identification was attempted. All 

appeared to cortical, large-mammal bone fragments, probably from bison and/or deer except for 

a fish mandible fragment (species unknown) recovered from 0N12E within the 60-70 cmbs level.  

Fragments of freshwater Yellow Sandshell (Lampsilis teres) were also recovered (n = 

65). Only one fragment was recovered during survey. Thirty-seven of the fragments were 
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recovered from unit 0N12E, 26 were recovered from 6S18E, while two fragments were 

recovered from 6S19E and 7S18E each. 

Charcoal 

A total of 36.5 grams of charcoal was recovered during excavation of 0N12E. Local 

sources informed me that a house had stood in the area of this excavation unit until the late 

1980s, but had since burned and been removed from the premises. Because of this, no charcoal 

was collected in the first 10 cm excavation level. Below this, the soil appeared relatively 

undisturbed by rodent burrows and charcoal was collected throughout each level down down to 

100 cmbs. No 
14

C dating was completed due to a lack of funding though the material is available 

for future testing. 

Metal, Glass and Other Modern Materials 

A total of 385 metal fragments were recovered. Most were severely corroded and 

unidentifiable though a few wire nail fragments remained, probably from the burned down 

house. Several glass fragments were also recovered (n = 227). Some fragments were flat glass 

while others were bottle glass. In addition, many of the pieces were melted indicating their 

presence in a high-temperature fire at one point. These too were probably remnants of the burned 

down house. Other modern items recovered included tar shingle fragments, shoelaces, lead 

fragments, a hasp, wire fragments, concrete and brick fragments, and a spool of copper wire. 
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Excavation Units 

0N12E 

Cultural materials were recovered throughout all levels of 0N12E (Table 5). 

Table 5. Quantities of materials recovered from 0N12E, arranged by excavation level.  

  
Lithic Glass Bone Shell Metal Seeds Modern Clay-based Charcoal 

Depth (cmbs) 
         0-10 

 
375 110 84 2 270 0 6 10 Yes 

10-20 

 
339 21 58 4 29 0 5 84 Yes 

20-30 

 
344 6 62 9 29 0 12 40 Yes 

30-40 

 
300 20 52 4 8 3 0 0 Yes 

40-50 

 
235 11 10 9 5 0 3 0 Yes 

50-60 

 
197 0 15 4 0 0 1 15 Yes 

60-70 

 
161 0 17 1 1 0 1 9 Yes 

70-80 

 
174 1 4 3 0 0 0 20 Yes 

80-90 

 
57 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 Yes 

90-100 
 

55 0 2 1 0 0 0 12 Yes 

 
Total: 2237 169 305 37 342 3 28 193 

 Note: Levels shown in italics indicate screening with ¼” and 1/16” mesh. Those in black indicate screening 

with ¼” only. The smaller screen was removed to expedite screening near the end of the field season. 

 

STU1 

STU1 was intended to be a 2 x 2 m unit excavated by shovel to locate the foundation of 

the house that once stood in the Davis Area.  Excavation of the first several centimeters of the 

unit as a 2 x 2 indicated a more rigorous approach to excavation would be needed due to the 

large numbers of lithics that were uncovered. At that point, the unit was subdivided into four 1 x 

1 m units and records were kept indicating from which unit materials were recovered. After the 

field season ended, I discovered that some crew members forgot to include this information in 

their notes and on artifact bags. Some items recovered after subdividing STU1 into 1 x 1 m units 

were listed as being from STU1 while others were listed as recovered from the individual units 

(Table 6). 
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Table 6. Quantities of materials recovered from STU1 and its constituent units (6S18E, 6S19E, 7S18E, 7S19E) 

screened using 1/4” mesh.    

  
Lithic Glass Bone Shell Metal Seeds Modern Clay-based Charcoal 

STU1 (2 x 2) 
          0-15 
 

179 16 5 0 3 0 6 4 Yes 

 
Total: 179 16 5 0 3 0 6 4 

 6S18E 
          0-15 
 

297 2 15 3 3 0 2 13 Yes 

15-25 
 

338 0 21 235 0 18 2 18 Yes 

 
Total: 635 2 36 238 3 18 4 31 

 6S19E 
          0-15 
 

16 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 No 

 
Total: 16 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 

 7S18E 
          0-15 

 
38 2 2 1 1 0 0 0 Yes 

 
Total: 38 2 2 1 1 0 0 0 

 7S19E 
          0-15 
 

10 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 No 

 
Total: 10 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 

 Grand Total:   878 23 44 240 8 18 10 35   

 

Unit Placement 

The Davis Area consists of a flat hilltop slightly above the gently sloping Nueces River 

floodplain. Though artifacts were found in the floodplain, survey showed that there were distinct 

concentrations of artifacts on the surface of the flat area. The decision was made to excavate our 

first units there in an attempt to recover more materials for study (Fig. 8). 

Survey 

Survey consisted of walking transects along a N/S axis spaced at 10 m intervals. Ground 

visibility was poor (20-30% throughout the area). Surface artifacts (n = 46) were flagged, 

waypoints marked on a GPS and collected (Fig. 9). These artifacts consisted of 9 cores, 10 

prismatic blades, 8 modified flakes, 1 ceramic sherd, 6 bifaces (including 1 Perdiz point), 1 awl, 
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    Figure 8. Locations of test units in the Davis Area. 
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Figure 9. Surface artifact recovery locations. Clustering is evident in the flat area above the Davis Area floodplain. The heavy cluster between transects 

0N50E and 0N60E was located along an access road to the property and would not have likely been noticed were it not for erosion. 
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1 endscraper, 1 scraper, 2 unifacially worked implements, 1 secondary flake, 3 primary flakes, 1 

clay nodule, 1 possible ground stone tool, and a .22 caliber rifle shell.  

During survey, lithic scatters were noted (n = 22) (Fig. 10). For the purposes of this 

project, lithic scatters were arbitrarily defined as locations containing at least three flakes within 

a 1 m
2
 area. When these conditions were observed, personnel would fan out around the location 

and count the number of flakes adjacent to and within 1 m of any other flake within the original 

lithic scatter. From this, approximations were made of the size and density of each scatter. These 

areas ranged in size from .03 m
2
 for LS2 to 31.2 m

2
 for LS8 (Table 7). 

Trowel scraping was also conducted at 10 m intervals along each transect during survey 

to test for presence/absence of cultural materials within 10 cm of the surface (Fig. 11). This was 

to be combined with shovel testing to determine if there were statistically significant differences 

when comparing the reliability of the two methods. It was assumed that trowel scraping would 

show similar reliability to shovel testing in discovering subsurface deposits during systematic 

testing. This method takes far less time to conduct and requires less gear to be brought along. 

Due to time constraints, shovel testing was not initiated so this assumption was not tested. 

However, trowel scraping did reveal cultural materials that would have otherwise been missed 

(Table 8). 
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Table 7. Lithic scatter flake and artifact quantities.  

 

 
PF SF TF MF PB UN Area (m

2
) 

LS1 0 2 0 0 1 0 0.06 

LS2 3 0 1 0 0 1 0.03 

LS3 1 2 1 0 0 0 0.25 

LS4 0 2 1 0 0 0 0.15 

LS5 0 1 6 0 0 0 1.7 

LS6 1 2 1 0 0 0 0.16 

LS7 0 0 4 0 0 0 0.035 

LS8 n/a n/a n/a 0 0 0 31.2 

LS9 0 2 1 0 0 0 0.15 

LS10 0 2 1 0 0 0 0.08 

LS11 0 2 
 

1 0 0 0.1 

LS12 0 3 2 0 0 0 0.1 

LS13 5 5 3 0 0 0 1.89 

LS14 n/a n/a n/a 0 0 0 0.5 

LS15 n/a n/a n/a 0 0 0 0.5 

LS16 3 3 4 0 0 0 2.4 

LS17 1 3 3 0 0 0 2.7 

LS18 n/a n/a n/a 0 0 0 15 

LS19 n/a n/a n/a 0 0 0 1.87 

LS20 3 0 1 5 0 0 7.5 

LS21 n/a n/a n/a 1 0 0 0.1 

LS22 n/a n/a n/a 0 0 0 1 

PF=primary flake, SF=secondary flake, TF=tertiary flake, PB=prismatic blade, UN=uniface. Note: ‘n/a’ 

represents scatters that were not collected, not counted because excavation was planned later at that point, or 

data that was lost due to human error. 
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Table 8. Materials recovered from trowel scrapes (TS).  

 
PF SF TF MF PB FCR BF CB 

TS016 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

TS020 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

TS030 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

TS033 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

TS041 n/a n/a n/a 0 0 0 0 0 

TS042 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

TS051 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

TS052 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

TS055 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

TS075 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 

TS087 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TS089 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

TS102 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

TS110 1 1 0 
 

1 0 0 0 

TS111 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 

TS113 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 

TS114 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

TS116 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TS123 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

TS124 n/a n/a n/a 0 0 0 0 0 

TS126 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

TS127 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TS128 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TS135 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

TS136 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

TS137 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

TS138 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

TS139 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

TS140 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

TS144 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

TS149 n/a n/a n/a 0 0 0 1 1 

PF=primary flake, SF=secondary flake, TF=tertiary flake, MF=modified flake, PB=prismatic blade, 

FCR=fire cracked rock, BF=biface, unclassified, CB=carbonized bone. Note: ‘n/a’ represents materials where 

type was not gathered in error, while italics indicate materials that were observed but not collected. 
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Figure 10. Lithic scatter locations. The size of each circle is determined by the lithic scatter’s area rather than its density. 
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Figure 11. Trowel scrape locations. Every trowel scrape was within a transect (each sendero was approximately 1-2 m in width). The discrepancy seen 

in this map results from determining transect paths using a handheld lensatic compass and marking a waypoint with a consumer grade GPS unit (+/- 3-

5 m accuracy). As a result, trowel scrape locations are approximations on this map. 
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CHAPTER 6 

DISCUSSION 

This project had three objectives: 1) determine the nature of transitional periods between 

the Late Archaic, Late Prehistoric, and early historic periods in south Texas; 2) determine 

resource procurement areas (whether local and/or non-local); and 3) determine usage areas and 

boundaries of the 41NU54 Late Prehistoric component. To facilitate collaboration with AFSST 

and its goals, I intended to focus primarily on the Late Prehistoric component as the majority of 

prehistoric cultural materials were from this period but my plans were adjusted considerably by 

on-the-ground circumstances. 

Assemblage Trends 

As noted earlier, lithics far outnumbered any other type of recovered material. More 

materials were recovered during excavation than by survey (Table 9). This can partially be 

explained due to different recovery methods. During survey, ground visibility was poor (around 

20%) which limited recovery, yet trends still emerged especially in regard to classes of lithics 

(Fig. 12). Flakes (primary, secondary, tertiary and modified) outnumbered other lithic classes  

Table 9. Artifact quantities and percentages by material and recovery method. 

  
Quantities 

 
  Percentages 

  

  
Survey Excavation Total: Survey Excavation Total: 

Lithics (debitage, artifactual, fcr, ifr) 

 
185 3210 3395 79.74% 72.99% 73.33% 

Clay-based (nodules, ceramics) 

 
3 180 183 1.29% 4.09% 3.95% 

Freshwater shell 

 
1 64 65 0.43% 1.46% 1.40% 

Bone (carbonized, non-carbonized) 

 
4 351 355 1.72% 7.98% 7.67% 

Metal (known and unknown) 

 
4 381 385 1.72% 8.66% 8.32% 

Glass (melted, bottle, and flat) 

 
34 193 227 14.66% 4.39% 4.90% 

Seeds 

 
0 19 19 0.00% 0.43% 0.41% 

 
Total: 232 4398 4630 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 
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Figure 12. Recovered lithics class comparisons based on survey method [PF = primary flake; SF = secondary 

flake; TF = tertiary flake; MF = modified flake; BFC = biface; UFC = uniface; PB = prismatic blade; CORE = 

core; PETW = petrified wood (w/ possible usewear); FCR = fire cracked rock]. Note: More fire cracked rock 

was observed than was recovered – recovery stopped once it became apparent that a large percentage of it was 

likely of recent origin. 

 

with secondary and tertiary flakes being recovered in similar ratios from surface survey. Using 

trowel scrapes (n=149) and one post hole test (no others were completed due to time constraints) 

the ratio is similar though primary flakes and tertiary flakes are closer and greater in number than 

secondary flakes. 

Archaic or Late Prehistoric  

 The Late Prehistoric in south Texas began between 800 and 1000 AD with the 

introduction or development of the bow-and-arrow and ceramic storage vessels and AFSST's 

research focus for the last several years has concentrated on this period (Drolet 2008b, 2008c). 

Work on my research project was expected to continue this line of research but a significant 

problem was encountered: only one Late Prehistoric diagnostic was recovered from the Davis 

Area. This diagnostic, a Perdiz point (Fig. 13), was discovered on the surface several centimeters 

west of 0N12E while one ceramic rim sherd (Fig. 14) was recovered from the surface of the 

northern terminus of transect 0N20E. The sherd is refined earthenware with a white paste, light 

sand temper, and a faint hand-painted floral pattern on the exterior surface with no other 
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identifiable marks observable under visible, ultraviolet, or black light due to fire damage. A 

comparison with samples available at the Florida Museum of Natural History‟s (2010) type 

catalog revealed no corresponding types for this sherd. Digital adjustment of contrast and 

posterizing a photo of the rim sherd enhances visibility of imprints upon its surface, but this 

sheds little light on the item and it is unknown if it is historic or modern (Fig. 15). Two ceramic 

sherds were recovered during excavation of 0N12E, but no corresponding types were found for 

these either and it is also unknown if they are historic or modern.  

Besides the Perdiz point, other bifacial implements were recovered during survey and 

excavation, but all except a heat treated blank (Fig. 16) were either broken or scrapers and none 

are diagnostic (Figs. 17-22). Unifacial implements consist of prismatic blades and an expedient 

scraper. However, the prismatic blades do not show signs of usewear and the scraper is not 

diagnostic which may mean that the blades are in fact only debitage and the scraper was a 

utilized core remnant. Thus, the assemblage recovered from the Davis Area can be linked to the 

Late Prehistoric though the lack of Native ceramics makes this link tenuous at best.  

Furthermore, Drolet indicated in personal communications that AFSST recovered Late 

Archaic diagnostics at 41NU54 beginning at 40 cmbs and continuing to approximately 80 cmbs 

during 2009 and 2010. Since cultural materials were still being recovered at 100 cmbs from the 

Davis Area at the end of the 2009 season, this may indicate an Archaic connection for those 

artifacts. At the present time however, only radiocarbon dating of recovered charcoal or burned 

bone samples may resolve this issue. 
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Figure 13. Perdiz point recovered from surface          Figure 14. Refined earthenware ceramic sherd        

from 0N12E at 63 cmbs.                   (visible light). 

 

 

Figure 15. The same sherd with digital            Figure 16. Heat treated biface blank recovered  

enhancement.             from 0N12E.
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Figure 17. Partial biface recovered during   Figure 18. Partial serrated biface recovered 

during survey.      during survey. 

 

   
Figure 19. Partial biface recovered during   Figure 20. Partial uniface recovered during 

Excavation from 0N12E.     survey. 

 

   
Figure 21. Partial biface recovered during   Figure 22. Uniface recovered from a 

survey.       trowel scrape. 
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Purpose of the Davis Area within 41NU54 

Because of an overwhelming number of lithics and a relative lack of other cultural 

materials, it appears that the Davis Area may have functioned as a lithics processing area within 

41NU54. The presence of a large number of flakes of all types on the area's apex indicates that a 

considerable amount of knapping probably occurred there. Lesser quantities of flakes found 

further down slope probably indicate erosion. The general presence of a lower quantity of 

primary flakes than either secondary or tertiary flakes would seem to support this as one would 

expect a greater number of secondary and tertiary flakes to be discarded during tool construction 

as well as during further stages of use and reuse. Small quantities of fractured, burned bone 

within this context do not imply midden activity, but possible secondary use as a camp. 

Davis Area Data Integrity 

The author was told by several visitors to the Davis Area that a small cottage or house 

used to stand at the apex of the slope upon which excavations took place but that it burned down 

in the 1970s or 1980s. This is confirmed by aerial photographs which show the removal of the 

house between 1985 and 1990 (Figs. 23 and 24). No one remembered whether brush on the 

property caught fire when the house burned. This presents two immediate problems: 1) 

potentially, any charcoal samples recovered by excavation on the slope or its apex could be either  

contaminated or simply burned modern debris from the house (many modern personal items still 

remain on the surface); and 2) the apex's surface may have changed substantially due to the 

presence of a house there for several decades.  

The first problem may only be mitigated by adhering to stricter guidelines for recovering 

carbonized material samples now that it is apparent a great deal of charcoal was left behind on 

the surface (and may have filtered below the surface) because of the house burning down. A large 
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      Figure 23. Aerial photo with GIS overlay of the Davis Area in 1985 with the house visible in red outline.
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    Figure 24. Aerial photo with GIS overlay of the Davis Area in 1990 with the house no longer visible, but with a red outline showing its former location.
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scattering of fire cracked rocks littering the surface were observed during survey which probably 

indicates that dense brush burned in the area. If this is the case, future researchers should 

scrutinize provenience of carbonized samples to ensure only archaeological samples are tested. 

The second problem may not actually present a problem with further testing. As was 

noted earlier, STU1 began with the goal of determining where the foundation for the Davis Area 

house once stood. Excavation at the unit was halted only a few centimeters below the surface 

because of the field season ending. However, a tarp was laid out before backfill was returned to 

the units within so that future work can resume immediately with a low chance of contamination. 

Further excavation and stratigraphic profiling may show that the surface has not changed. In the 

case that excavation shows the house had a substantial impact on archaeological deposits, units 

may be placed in other areas to mitigate those damages. 

Summary and Recommendations 

Research during the 2009 field season identified three areas of study within the relatively 

undisturbed southeast section of the site: 1) the apex of the slope; 2) the slope proper; and 3) the 

flat floodplain. While only limited excavation was initiated during the 2009 field season on the 

apex, survey indicated that surface artifacts were scattered across the apex and down the slope 

possibly from erosion. Since systematic sampling of the flat floodplain could not be completed 

due to time and personnel constraints, testing there may uncover archaeological materials or if 

not, provide a framework for discussion of suitable habitation areas across the entire site. 

Further testing planned for September 2009 in this section was not able to be completed 

due to funding issues. Hence, I recommend that further research in the Davis Area be conducted 

on the apex and on the slope in the vicinity between transects 0N50E and 0N80E as well as the 

south-central portion of the section. The apex has already demonstrated the presence of a great 
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deal of prehistoric cultural materials in the limited testing conducted there. Similarly, the area 

between transects 0N50E and 0N80E displays a rich diversity of lithics with a large number of 

lithic scatters documented and surface artifacts collected during the 2009 season. Large senderos 

were cleared so that equipment and personnel can move freely for the next few seasons through 

what was formerly dense brush with only minimal maintenance. Trowel scraping the surface at 

10 m intervals along each transect demonstrated presence or absence of cultural materials so at 

this time, it is not apparent that more intensive sampling with post holes is needed. With these 

points in mind, the Davis Area will likely continue to add useful data for understanding the 

nature of 41NU54. 
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