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Mark A. Rees, University of Louisiana at Lafayette  

With this winter 2024 issue of the LAS Newsletter the 
calendar is almost a quarter century into the third 
millennium. Some say time flies. Archaeologists know it 
sends things into the groundΦ ¢ƛƳŜ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ Ƨǳǎǘ Ŧƭȅ; it 
forms layers. For a discipline originally defined as the 
study of what is ancient, archaeology has never been 
more interesting, current, and relevant. This is true for 
archaeology in Louisiana, including the study of the 
modern world through material remains.  

Each new year brings opportunities to get involved in 
Louisiana archaeology. The annual meeting of the LAS 
will be held at the Holiday Inn and Suites North in 
Lafayette on February 23-25, 2024. The first organ-
izational meeting was held 50 years ago, in May of 1974 
at the Catahoula Bank in Jonesville. The first annual 
meeting followed in Lafayette on March 1, 1975 at the 
University of Southwestern Louisiana, now UL Lafayette 
(see LAS Special Publication No. 2 for a full rundown). 
aŀƪŜ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ǘƻ ŀǘǘŜƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ [ŀŦŀȅŜǘǘŜΣ ƎŜǘ 
involved in Louisiana archaeology, and support the LAS.  
One easy way to support the LAS is to donate books to 
the Silent Auction.  

A Preliminary Agenda for the 2024 LAS meeting is 
provided in this issue of the LAS Newsletter, along with 
information on how to register and attend. Samuel Huey 
is the Program Chair. !ǎ ǘƘƛǎ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ Ƴeeting will 
commemorate the 50th birthday of the LAS, it is fitting 
that Richard Weinstein has agreed to deliver the Keynote 
Address. Historical accounts indicate Rich has been a 
sustaining member from the start.   

This issue of the LAS Newsletter also contains a diverse 
assemblage of fascinating articles on recent research. 
CƛǊǎǘ ǳǇ ƛǎ aŎDƛƳǎŜȅ ŀƴŘ {ƪƛǇǘƻƴΩǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ 
curious site on the shore of Lake St. Catherine in Orleans 
Parish. Historical documentation and location suggest 
the possibility of a maroon settlement ς a community of 
self-emancipated formerly enslaved people. Ceramics 
and numerous gunflints from Site 16OR14 raise 
intriguing questions that call out for additional research. 
This is followed by FiloromoΩǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ 
culture and cultural features at Wilderness Plantation 
(16EBR244), a site that Ƙŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ άŀ unique and 
unusually large quantity of gunflintsΦέ !ŎŎƻǳƴǘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 
quantities and kinds of gunflints at Wilderness Plantation 
and Site 16OR14 is bound to shed light on much more 
than gunflints.  

Diana Greenlee provides an update on the Poverty Point 
Station Archaeology Program, with a closer look into an 
enigmatic pit-mound feature between Mounds A and E. 
Poverty Point World Heritage Site seems to be an 
enigma-filled place. Attend the annual LAS meeting for 
another update on this άƳȅǎǘŜǊƛƻǳǎέ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜΦ Two 
articles in this LAS Newsletter are penned by students 
from LSU and UL Lafayette. Both stem from a partnership 
agreement between the Louisiana Public Archaeology 
Lab at UL Lafayette and Kisatchie National Forest (KNF) 
Heritage Program. The first provides a GIS environmental 
analysis of two sites in the KNF Calcasieu Ranger District, 
ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǊŜƭŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ ǎƛǘŜ 
testing and survey in the KNF Catahoula Ranger District. 
Elizabeth Haire, a graduate student at Florida State 
University, presents a brief look at the historical 
migration of the Chitimacha Tribe of Louisiana. It is 
heartening to see students advancing archaeology in 
Louisiana. The potential opportunities for important 
research and education are myriad yet mostly untapped.  

This issue concludes with News and Announcements; on 
LAS Chapters, upcoming meetings of the LAS and Society 
for American Archaeology, and an archaeology field 
school to be offered by UL Lafayette in May of 2024. If 
you have announcements, news, or recent research of 
interest to LAS members, please email the editor at 
laarchaeology@gmail.com. 
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F I E L D  N O T E S  A N D  R E C E N T  R E S E A R C H 

Gunflints, Maroons, and the Interesting Site of 16OR14 

Chip McGimsey and Tara Skipton 

Site 16OR14 is your typical shell midden eroding into 
Lake St. Catherine, Ƨǳǎǘ ǿŜǎǘ ƻŦ aƛƭƭŜǊΩǎ .ŀȅƻǳ ƛƴ 
northeastern Orleans Parish (Figure 1). It is not notably 
different from hundreds of other shell middens in coastal 
Louisiana, except for one intriguing fact. It has produced 
a large number of gunflints. That factoid started 
McGimsey down the rabbit hole that led him to Tara 
Skipton and the joint effort that is this article.   

The site was first noted by Saucier and McIntire in 1953 
ŘǳǊƛƴƎ aŎLƴǘƛǊŜΩǎ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƻŦ Ŏƻŀǎǘŀƭ ǎƛǘŜǎ όaŎLƴǘƛǊŜ мфруύΦ  
It was officially recorded by Saucier and Gagliano in 1957.  
Those two visits produced the only two collections 
obtained by archaeologists from the site.   In the 1950s, 
the site was a 100 meter-long beach of eroded shell. The 
extent of intact deposits was unknown, although some 
areas of apparently intact midden were observed.  There 
has been only one professional visit since then, when 
archaeologists from Coastal Environments, Inc. (CEI) 
stopped by the site in 2016 while enroute to another 
project area.   

 
Figure 1.  Location of 16OR14 in southeast Louisiana. 

The site was brought to  our attention when Keith Bauers 
of Kenner, LA, showed McGimsey his collection from the 
site.  Notably, this collection includes a number of 
European gunflints.  The CEI site form also noted that Dr. 
Gagliano recalled hearing that a cache of gunflints had 
been found at the site in the 1960s and 1970s.  Mr. 
Bauers confirmed this report, as he knew some of the 

individuals who had obtained a large collection of 
gunflints from the site, perhaps up to 500 specimens.  In 
addition, the 1950s site form noted the presence of 
άŎƘƛǇǇŜŘ ǉǳŀǊǘȊ ǎŎǊŀǇŜǊǎέ ǘƘŀǘ ǎŜŜƳŜŘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ōŜ ƳƻǊŜ 
gunflints.  These reports piqued ǘƘŜ ǎŜƴƛƻǊ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ 
interest, as this quantity of gunflints seemed remarkable. 

The Saucier, McIntire, and Gagliano collections are 
housed at the Louisiana State University Museum of 
Natural Science (LSUMNS).  Alex Belanger, graduate 
curation assistant, graciously pulled the collections and 
let McGimsey examine them. The sheer quantity of 
materials permitted only a quick inspection of the 
collection.  McGimsey was able to complete a quick 
tabulation of approximately 850 artifacts. At least that 
many were not examined for this article. 

The pre-contact assemblage consists overwhelmingly of 
water-rolled Baytown Plain body sherds, or sherds that 
are so water worn that decoration is no longer visible.  A 
small number of Tchefuncte Plain sherds (n=8) were 
recognized, along with two Marksville Incised, var. 
unspecified. aǊΦ .ŀǳŜǊΩǎ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ƻƴŜ 
Marksville Stamped, var. Mabin sherd.  Other Lower 
Mississippi Valley (LMV) decorated types noted in the 
LSUMNS collection include Pontchartrain Check 
Stamped, var. Pontchartrain (n=2) (Figure 2 c), and 
French Fork Incised, var. unspecified (n=2) (Figure 2 b).  

 
Figure 2.  Euroamerican and pre-contact ceramics. a: annular 
Pearlware (1790-1830); b: French Fork Incised, var. un-
specified; c: Pontchartrain Check Stamped, var. Pontchartrain. 

The 1957 site form also notes the presence of Coles 
/ǊŜŜƪ LƴŎƛǎŜŘΦ aǊΦ .ŀǳŜǊΩǎ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ also includes 
Mazique Incised, var. unspecified, and Evansville 
Punctate, var. unspecified. No obvious examples of 
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Mississippi Plain sherds were observed in the LSUMNS 
collection, but the water-rolled sherds were not closely 
examined. A small number of blocky shell-tempered 
Guillory Plain sherds were identified (n=40).   

The 1957 site form states that 30% of the pottery is shell-
tempered. That is a far greater frequency than observed 
in this study. Guillory Plain is common in the Pensacola ς 
Mobile Bay area (Fuller 1983) and a number of sites with 
blocky shell-tempered sherds have recently been 
identified around Lake Pontchartrain (McGimsey n.d.; 
McGimsey and Shannon n.d). Two Guillory paste 
decorated sherds are identified as Middle River Incised, 
var. unspecified, and an undefined, curvilinear-incised 
design (Figure 3).  The only lithic artifacts observed in the 
collection are two Kent points (Figure 4 a, b).   

 
Figure 3.  Indeterminate incised decoration on a Guillory paste. 

 
Figure 4. Projectile points and gunflints. a, b: Kent points; c-e: 
French gunflints. 

The small temporally-diagnostic assemblage in the 
collections from the site identify Tchefuncte, Marksville, 
Coles Creek, perhaps Plaquemine, and late Mississippi 
period occupations.  The site was sporadically occupied 
from nearly 2,500 years ago up to the contact period.  

What was unexpected in the LSUMNS collection was the 
amount of Euroamerican material.  Only 50 items were 
examined for this assessment, with dozens more 
unexamined.  Euroamerican ceramics were tentatively 
sorted and appeared to be mostly Pearlware and 
contemporary materials.  Photographs were taken of 
some of the decorated sherds. Thurston Hahn and Sara 
Hahn of CEI graciously identified some of the items in this 
small sample from the photographs (Hahn and Hahn, 
personal communication 2023). Ceramic type identificat-
ions and suggested date ranges follow Coysh and 
Henrywood (1982), Halfpenny (2012), Hunter and Miller 
(1994), Kowalsky and Kowalsky (1999), Lofstrom (1976), 
Moir (1987), Price (1982), Samford (1987), Snyder 
(1997), and Yakubik (1990). 

Decorated sherds are primarily Pearlware (Figure 2a; 
Figure 5c, d; Figure 6a; Figure 8a, c; Figure 9b, d). There 
are numerous examples in the collection that exhibit 
blue puddling.  When CEI visited the site in 2016 they 
noted that most of the observed ceramics were 
Pearlwares dating to the early 1800s.  The examples in 
the LSUMNS collection likely date between the late 
1700s and 1830-1840.  A few examples can be more 
precisely dated, such as Figure 5c (1827-1831), Figure 8b 
(1805-1840), and Figure 8c (1810-1840). 

There are several examples of early whiteware that 
generally date to 1820-1865 or later (Figure 5a; Figure 
6b, c; Figure 8b, d; Figure 9a).  There are also examples 
of redware which generally date to 1700-1800 but can 
persist until 1830 (Figure 5b, Figure 6d, Figure 7, and 
Figure 9c).  CEI also noted at least two examples of 
manganese-glazed redware.   

Two pieces of possible Creamware were noted in the 
collection, reflecting a late 1700s age.  There are also a 
few later, more modern pieces (slip-glazed stonewares, 
whiteware, purple glass), but these are a small minority 
of the assemblage.  While not tabulated, there are also 
numerous dark green bottle fragments with deep, 
recessed bases suggestive of 1700s and 1800s bottles.  
There are a few pieces of water-rolled brick in the 
collection as well, although their relative age was not 
assessed (CEI noted a soft paste).  The brick could suggest 
a structure was present at some point during ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜΩǎ 
Euroamerican occupation.  



 

5 

L A S  N E W S L E T T E R  52(1)  

 
Figure 5. Miscellaneous Euroamerican ceramics. a: annual 
mocha holloware, probably early whiteware (1828-1860); b: 
green-glazed redware (1700-1810); c: blue transfer-printed 
Pearlware plate in Enoch Wood &Sons London Views series 
(1827-1830); d: edged blue symmetrically scalloped Pearlware 
plate (1805-1830). 

 
Figure 6. Miscellaneous Euroamerican ceramics. a: hand-
painted polychrome Pearlware (1780-1830); b: blue transfer-
printed early whiteware plate (1820-1865); c: annular banded 
early whiteware/whiteware holloware (1820-1865); d: brown-
glazed redware (1700-1830).

 
Figure 7.  Lead-glazed redware bowl (1700-1830). 

 
Figure 8. Miscellaneous ceramics. a: Edged blue symmetrically 
scalloped Pearlware plate; ōΥ ōƭǳŜ ǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊπǇǊƛƴǘŜŘ ŜŀǊƭȅ 
ǿƘƛǘŜǿŀǊŜ ǇƭŀǘŜ ƛƴ WƻǎŜǇƘ IŜŀǘƘ ŀƴŘ /ƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ Lǘŀƭƛŀƴ ±ƛƭƭŀǎ 
ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴΤ ŎΥ ƘŀƴŘπǇŀƛƴǘŜŘ ƳƻƴƻŎƘǊƻƳŜ ǇŜŀǊƭǿŀǊŜ ŎǳǇ όмумлπ
муплύΤ ŘΥ ƘŀƴŘπǇŀƛƴǘŜŘ ǇƻƭȅŎƘǊƻƳŜ ǿƘƛǘŜǿŀǊŜ ǇƭŀǘŜ όмунлπ
1865).

The only other materials noted in the assessment were 
11 gunflints, 10 of which are the honey-colored French 
manufacture (Figure 4c-e; Figure 10).  The other example 
(Figure 10, lower right) is a dark-colored chert and may 
ōŜ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘΦ  ²ƘŜƴ aǊΦ .ŀǳŜǊΩǎ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ 
(Figure 11), a total of 42 French gunflints, 29 English 
gunflints, and 12 locally manufactured gunflints have 
been recovered at the site.  In addition, Mr. Bauer notes 

that other collectors have recovered perhaps as many as 
500 additional gunflints from the site. 

This examination of a portion of the Euroamerican 
ceramic assemblage in the LSUMNS collection identifies 
the primary occupation as dating to the early 1800s, 
likely ending by 1830 or 1840.  Although dwarfed 
numerically by the pre-contact assemblage, the relative 
abundance of Euroamerican artifacts suggests there was 
a substantial occupation of the site in the early 1800s. 
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Figure 9. Miscellaneous Euroamerican ceramics. a: blue 
transfer-printed whiteware in Blue Willow pattern (1820-
1865); b: blue transfer-printed Pearlware plate in Enoch Wood 
& Sons London Views series (?-1840); c: white-slipped and lead 
glazed redware (1700-1800); d: hand-painted polychrome 
Pearlware saucer (1780-1840). 

At least two aspects of the Euroamerican occupation are 
curious.  One is its location. The site is located well off 
likely transportation or trade routes that would have 
followed dry land leading to the narrow crossing to the 
north shore of Lake Pontchartrain at the Rigolets.  By the 
1800s, the general area around the site was likely mostly 
marsh, with the shell midden along the shore being the 
only significant high ground.  There may have been 
ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƭŜǾŜŜǎ ŀƭƻƴƎ aƛƭƭŜǊΩǎ .ŀȅƻǳ, but probably not 
large enough to support substantial agricultural 
activities.  This leaves the interesting question of what 
folks were doing out here. 

The second curious aspect of the site is the abundance of 
gunflints.  Given that 500 or more are reported from the 
site, and 83 are present in the extant collections, it is 
tempting to see the site as an early 1800s trading post.  
Unfortunately, there are few records that might indicate 
whether a post was ever established, even for a few 
years, at this location.   

Figure 10.  Gunflints in the LSUMNS collection. 
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Again, the site is situated well away from likely trade or 
transportation routes and would have taken a deliberate 
effort to reach for trading.  Given that most of the other 
Euroamerican materials found at the site appear to 
reflect domestic materials, a trading post seems unlikely.   

There are no definitive answers at this point for what the 
Euroamerican occupation of the site represents, and why 
it is located in this setting.  One intriguing possibility is 
that it is not Euroamerican, but instead a Maroon 
settlement. Maroons were African and African American 
descendants who fled enslavement and captivity to 
instead live independently in various kinds of 
communities. For the most part in southern Louisiana, 
Maroons congregated temporarily in small groups of two 
to four people in the backswamps near plantations and 
New Orleans (White 2019).  

During the Spanish rule of Louisiana, however, two 
relatively large Maroon settlements lasted for several 
years around the vicinity of 16OR14. Gaillardeland or 
Ville Gaillarde ς the more documented of the two ς was 

located on the southeastern shore of Lake Borgne. After 
the Maroons raided nearby plantations for supplies over 
several years, the Spanish destroyed the community and 
captured their leader, Juan San Maló, in 1783. Operating 
contemporaneously, and presumably also under the 
leadership of San Maló, Chef Menteur was located on 
land between Lake Borgne and Lake Pontchartrain (Hall 
1992). Historians know less about this secondary 
community, perhaps because record keepers and 
officials of the time did not know much about this 
community either. Although these communities were in 
operation around the late 1700s, it is unclear how long 
Maroons were living at this settlement, whether they 
also dissolved after the 1783 Ville Gaillarde raid, or 
whether they resettled in these locales several decades 
later. 

While always at risk of re-enslavement, the Maroons of 
southern Louisiana stayed close to loved ones still 
enslaved, raided plantations and other storehouses for 
supplies, and established an extensive trade and 
communication network that helped Maroons travel 

Figure 11.  GǳƴŦƭƛƴǘǎ ƛƴ .ŀǳŜǊΩǎ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ. 
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regularly across the region (Buman 2006, Diouf 2014). 
Regarding 16OR14, the hundreds of gunflints could be 
the products of years of raids or represent trade items.  

The historic ceramics align in date with a potential 
Maroon occupation, regardless of whether this site 
represents the community of Chef Menteur. The 
domestic nature of the assemblage appear to indicate a 
settlement, but could be trade items as well. 

Historians place Chef Menteur around the same location 
as 16OR14, though their source for this placement is 
unclear (Hall 1992:214). Similarly, place names on 
historic maps locate Chef Menteur in this same area, 
although there are no added descriptions of Maroons 
(Figure 12; Lafon 1806). Given that Maroons frequently 
fled into inaccessible, inundated terrains like marshlands 
and swamps, they often found and reused spots of high 
ground in the landscape like shell middens. Apart from 
its geographic location, the archaeology at 16OR14 might 
support an interpretation of a Maroon occupation. One 
of the most important questions within the field of 

Maroon archaeology is how to distinguish a Maroon 
archaeological site from other contemporaneous sites.  

There is not a robust array of known Maroon sites in the 
Americas for an exhaustive comparison and so far, there 
are no definitive characteristics of Maroon sites. Each 
arose under different circumstances and interacted with 
systems of slavery differently. Thus, we must evaluate 
each site on a case-by-case basis, evaluating how and 
why archaeological assemblages exist the way they do.  
None the less, 16OR14 represents one of very few 
potential Maroon sites identified in Louisiana. We hope 
this brief examination of the extant data will encourage 
someone to take a more detailed look at the site. 
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A Colonial Crossroads in the Material Culture of Wilderness Plantation (16EBR244) 

Steven J. Filoromo 
TerraXplorations, Inc., Baton Rouge 

Beyond the City of Baton Rouge, the sugar plantations 
lining the Mississippi River, and smaller port towns lining 
the leveed corridor, the terraces along the Comite and 
Amite rivers were home to many settlements and farms. 
Additional archaeological information is needed to 
understand the development of farms and plantations 
far from River Road. By the mid-to-late nineteenth 
century, Office of War maps and plat surveys show 
numerous residences and roads in East Baton Rouge and 
Livingston parishes. A recent Phase II evaluation of 
Wilderness Plantation (16EBR244) provided an 
opportunity to assess one such site.  

When the site was discovered in 2022 a late-nineteenth 
ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅ άCreoleέ house was found standing among large 
oaks (Figure 1). Hidden beneath brush near the Zuber 
house were the brick pier foundations of an auxiliary 
house demolished by the landowner in the 1960s (Figure 
2). Given its location, available historical documentation, 
and archaeological deposits, Phase II site testing was 
conducted to evaluate three interrelated questions 
concerning: (1) who owned the plantation; (2) whether 
the archaeological deposits corroborated the historic 
occupation or related to other land use; and (3) how the 

spatial patterning of cultural features and material 
culture might inform views of everyday life. 

A suite of field methods, including shallow geophysics, 
controlled surface collections, unit excavations, and 
mechanical stripping were used to identify subsurface 
features within the site. Limited areas were surveyed by 
ground penetrating radar (GPR) to identify potential 
subsurface structural remains associated with the 
standing house and nearby house ruins. During the GPR 
survey we identified four high-amplitude anomalies 
associated with an octagonal cistern, a brick pier (ca. 
1850s, not associated with the standing house or ruins), 
a memorial garden, and a mid-to-late twentieth-century 
septic tank. Each of these four features was further 
examined using either test unit excavations or 
mechanical stripping.  

Cultural materials and features across the site date from 
the late-eighteenth century to the early-twentieth 
century (Figure 3). Units 1, 2 and 3 were placed over an 
anomaly to define the mid-to-late twentieth-century 
septic tank, which was associated with a bathroom 
addition to the house. Mechanical stripping was 
necessary to define the brick pier identified by GPR 

Figure 1. View of the ca. 1889 Zuber house at the Wilderness Plantation site, facing N-NW. 
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(Feature 26), the memorial garden (Structure 2), and the 
octagonal cistern (Structure 3). Mechanical stripping 
behind the house to define the brick pier revealed a 
historic patio buried beneath a modern garden and stairs 
(Feature 23), which contained an early twentieth-
century bottle dump (Feature 22). Adjacent to the patio, 
two deeper piers were identified, likely associated with 
an earlier house (Features 26 and 27). Adjacent to the 
main house were 20 features (Features 1 through 20), all 
of which were brick piers, except for a double-sided 
chimney base (Feature 13). Unit 4 was placed at the base 
of Feature 18 within both an interior and exterior portion 
of the house to better understand house construction 
and evaluate potential activities such as yard-sweeping.  

The remaining discussion will focus on the unique and 
unusually large quantity of gunflints from the site (see 
the previous article by McGimsey and Skipton in this 
issue of the LAS Newsletter). Archaeologists recovered a 

large quantity of French gunflints (n=81) during the 
original survey of the property, although none were 
found during a later site revisit (McMains et al. 2022; 
Stanford et al. 2022). More gunflints were recovered 
during Phase II site testing, including: amber French 
blade gunflints (n=4), English blade gunflints (n=2), and 
an English gunspalls (n=1) (Figure 4). 

Gunflints and spalls were ubiquitous items related to 
trade, hunting, and military activities throughout the 
southeastern U.S. during the eighteenth and early-
nineteenth centuries. Gunflints and spalls were utilized 
in guns with a matchlock or wheel lock ignition system, 
and are especially prevalent at European colonial sites. 
Flints are the product of mass-production, using chert or 
flint blades, whereas spalls are the product of direct 
percussion from a chert nodule (Hume 1969; Kenmotsu 
1990).  

Figure 2. View of the brick piers at the Wilderness Plantation site, facing S-SE. 
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Figure 3. Map of the Wilderness Plantation site (16EBR244). 
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The source materials for gunflints and spalls are 
regionally and temporally diagnostic, as change over 
time corresponds with variance in trade and exchange. 
French gunflints and spalls were generally produced 
using a blond, brown, or honey-colored chert, whereas 
English gunflints and spalls were produced from a gray to 
black flint (Kenmotsu 1990). While color differences 
largely relate to country of origin for manufacturing, 
French gunflints were common trade items in the British 
Isles until ca. 1790 (Kenmotsu 1990). Within Louisiana, 
such materials are common at Native American sites and 

colonial forts (Brown 1976, 1980). The historical record 
includes many references to gunflints, such as the Los 
Adaes soldiers who arrested a French trader in 1754 who 
was carrying over 10,000 gunflints (Avery 1997).  

While the presence of gunflints at a late-eighteenth 
century plantation is not entirely unusual, the large 
quantity of gunflints at the Wilderness Plantation site 
was unexpected. Unfortunately, none of the materials 
were recovered from intact feature fill. Although the 
associated artifact assemblage suggests an early-

Figure 4. Gunflints from excavation, showing English flints (a-b), spall (c), and French blade gunflints (d-g). 
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nineteenth century date (Kent 1983), gunflints were 
found in early-twentieth century contexts at the site. 
These shallow contexts were likely mixed, with older 
materials redeposited on, or near the surface by tilling, 
erosion, and flooding. A gunflint from Level 1 in Unit 4 
was in a stratum with window glass that likely 
corresponded with the destruction of the house.  

A spatial pattern was noted in the distribution of 
gunflints at the Wilderness Plantation site. All of the 
black English gunflints were recovered to the south of 
the Memorial Garden. The plantation was raided by 
Confederates during the Civil War, which might explain 
the presence of some gunflints.  This does not, however, 
account for the earlier dates of many gunflints based on 
morphological analysis.  Without understanding the use-
life of these gunflints, their presence is suggestive of 
trade, hunting, or perhaps items collected and curated 
over time.  
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Poverty Point Station Archaeology Program Update 
Diana M. Greenlee 
Poverty Point Station Archaeologist 

As forecast in the Summer 2023 LAS Newsletter, the 
Poverty Point Station Archaeology Program staff 
explored the origins of a pit-mound structure last 
summer and fall. This feature is located between 
Mounds A and E in an area that had been in trees until 
2010-2011 (Figure 1). Previous research had determined 
the pit to be a deep feature (possibly nearly 5 m) and, 
based on the radiocarbon age of a piece of pine wood 
recovered from deep within a core, likely of post-Contact 
origin. It was further established that the pit feature was 
not part of a larger gully or borrow area subsequently 
filled by Euro-American farmers. 

The most obvious hypotheses were that the pit was a 
partially-filled privy, well, or cistern, and the associated 
mound was the excavated dirt. Privies were often, but 
not always, lined with wood, brick, or stone; the pine 

wood could be part of the lining or part of the outhouse 
structure. In addition, many privies contain discarded 
objects (glass, pottery, personal items, toys, etc.) and a 
piece of wood would not be unexpected in that context. 
Although the core samples contained only fired earth 
and charcoal fragments, they represent a very small 
sample of the pit contents. More relevant, however, is 
the composition of the sediments. Previous studies have 
characterized privies as having relatively high pH, 
phosphorus, potassium, and (especially) organic matter 
content compared to background levels (e.g., De Cunzo 
et al. 1992; Springer 2015). While these variables are 
relatively higher in the pit, the amount of organic matter 
is far below the range expected for a privy 
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Hand-dug wells and cisterns typically have some sort of 
lining (e.g., brick, wood, or stone) to prevent the sides 
from caving in. Again, if the lining was wood, that could 
explain the piece of pine recovered in the core. The 
possibility that the pit was an abandoned, partially-filled 
well or cistern, even though these are not common on 
Macon Ridge, could best be evaluated through 
excavation. Two 2-by-2 m units were set out with the 
total station to facilitate exploration of both the pit and 
the adjacent mound (Figure 2). The deepest part of the 
pit depression was approximately quartered by Unit 1, 
thereby providing profiles in two directions. Unit 2 
sampled the adjacent mound. The resulting 4-m long 
south profile would present a clear view of the 
relationship between the two components.  

The feature fill was generally distinct from the 
surrounding natural soil, and the border was often 
tracked by roots. The western edge of the pit, as shown 
in the south profile, sloped inward. Indeed, at 2.1 m 
below the ground surface, the pit wall had sloped 
sufficiently that the feature was no longer accessible in 
the unit (Figure 3). Thus, the bottom of the feature was 
not reached. The east profile showed a nearly vertical 
cut, with some bioturbation and slumping. Thus, the pit 
does not have the typical shape of a well or cistern and 
there was no evidence for any sort of pit lining. The pit 
fill was composed of mixed, weathered silt loams and no 

distinct cultural layers consistent with isolated filling 
episodes were encountered. 

The adjacent mound, which appears to the eye to be too 
large to be from the pit excavation, showed a fair amount 
of pedogenesis (Figure 4). A square hand-wrought nail 
was observed in the south profile near the base of the 
mound, confirming a Post-Contact source for the 
deposit.  

All excavated sediments, except those of the natural 
fragipan, were water-ǎŎǊŜŜƴŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ мκуέ ǇǳƴŎƘŜŘ 
metal screens. Analysis of the screen debris is ongoing, 
but few artifacts have been observed to date. As it now 

Figure 1.  Location of Pit-Mound excavation at Poverty Point WHS. 

Figure 2. Two 2x2 m units placed to investigate the Pit-
Mound feature. 
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stands, it seems that we know more about what this 
feature is not than we do about what it is. An update will 
be provided at the 2024 annual meeting of the LAS. In 
the meantime, any and all suggestions will be duly 

considered. We happily acknowledge the contributions 
of volunteers Helen Bouzon, Sam Huey, Noelle Latiolais, 
and Joe Perkins with excavation and/or screening. 
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Figure 3. View of south profile looking down into the pit. Note the 
armadillo burrow in the upper right corner. 

Figure 4. Photo-merged image of the south profile of the mound feature. Note armadillo burrow on left of image. 
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Geographic Information Systems Environmental Analysis of Sites 16VN3504 and 16VN3508 in 
Kisatchie National Forest 
Conan Mills, Louisiana State University 

Over the summer of 2023, the University of Louisiana 
Lafayette (ULL) hosted a field school at two sites, 
16VN3504 and 16VN3508, in Vernon Parish in the 
Kisatchie National Forest (KNF). The two sites were first 
recorded, along with many others, in July and August 
2003 by Panamerican Consultants, Inc., under contract 
with the U.S. National Park Service (Saatkamp et al. 
2003). These sites, located adjacent to one another as 
one contiguous system, measure over 100 acres in total 
and are among the largest and earliest pre-contact sites 
documented in western Kisatchie, spanning over 10,000 
years of occupation.  Significant damage to the sites by 
unauthorized excavations, in addition to treefall damage 
from Hurricanes Laura and Delta, led to a research 
partnership between KNF and the ULL Louisiana Public 
Archaeology Lab. The purpose of this partnership was to 
conduct salvage excavations at the sites. All excavations 
were conducted in consultation with the Louisiana 
5ƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ !ǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅ ŀƴŘ YbCΩǎ ƴƛƴŜ ŀŦŦƛƭƛŀǘŜŘ ŀnd 
federally-recognized Native American Tribes.  

Both sites sit on a ridge with a large floodplain and creek 
to the south, with heavily forested areas to the north. 
They are located along Drakes Creek, one of the larger 
drainages of western Kisatchie, which connects to the 
Whiskey Chitto River. The sites are bisected by a road 
that runs roughly north to south, and are likely one 
contiguous archaeological site spanning more than 100 
acres. 16VN3504, to the west, has been interpreted as 
Paleoindian to Early Woodland (ca. 11,000 BCE ς 1 CE), 
with a small historic component based on artifact 
assemblages. A Clovis base and San Patrice points 
indicate early and late Paleoindian occupation, with Kirk 
Serrated and Dooley Branch points from Archaic period 
occupations, and a Gary point from the Late Archaic to 
Early Woodland periods. The ridgetop epicenter of 
16VN3508, located approximately 300 meters to the 
east, is interpreted as Late Archaic to Woodland, based 
on artifact assemblages. A Kent point was recovered, 
representing a Late Archaic (2000-1000 BCE) or Early 
Woodland (1000 BCE ς 1 CE) component, with Godley 
and Marcos points suggesting a Woodland component 
(Saatkamp et al. 2003). 

I was hired by the Louisiana Public Archaeology Lab as a 
field technician to assist in excavations and help teach 
the field school students excavation techniques. 

Considering how the project came together, I wanted to 
take a look at how human interactions and 
environmental factors could have an effect on site 
preservation. I pulled together Light Detection and 
Ranging (LiDAR) and Digital Elevations Models (DEMs) 
from the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) and processed 
these in Quantum Geographic Information Systems 
(QGIS). This is a free open-source GIS software that is 
quite powerful with the aid of plugins and is relatively 
intuitive (Wells et al. 2015).  

The most recent publicly available LiDAR data available 
through the USGS are from 2018, so I used the Open 
LiDAR Toolbox to process it to half-meter resolution to 
get a sense of what was happening at the ground level 
ό~ǘǳƭŀǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ нлнмύΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƭǳƎƛƴ has many features, 
the one that is most useful is its ability to highlight 
features in the data for further investigation. After 
processing the data, several features popped out. On and 
around both of the sites, what appear to be several 
depression-like features are highlighted. There appear to 
be vehicle tracks in the ground to the north and 
northeast of 16VN3508 (Figure 1). The depression-like 
features could be from either unauthorized excavations 
όάƭƻƻǘŜǊέ ǇƛǘǎύΣ ƻǊ ǘǊŜŜ Ŧŀƭƭǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀǾŜ ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ 
sites. However, at least one of the pit features match 
closely with a looter pit that was located on site via GPS 
coordinates (Figure 2). For the vehicle tracks, I 
researched historic aerial imagery provided by the USGS 
and found a photo from 1994 that depicts forest 
management or other activity that resulted in cleared 
land at 16VN3508 (Figure 3). When overlaying the aerial 
imagery to the LiDAR, there is a match between the 
cleared land and vehicle tracks in the LiDAR (Figure 4). 
There is also some evidence of erosion at the east base 
of the knob where 16VN3508 is located. Between the 
forestry activity and time the LiDAR data were acquired, 
the vehicle tracks were washed out in the low area.  

Using various tools within QGIS, we can look at the wider 
landscape around the two sites using the DEM. With the 
floodplain to the south, we can look at potential flooding 
risk to the sites using watershed and flood order analysis. 
¢ƘŜ ŦƭƻƻŘǇƭŀƛƴ ƻŦ 5ǊŀƪŜΩs Creek is particularly wide in the 
area of the site. Watershed analysis provides a look at 
what areas will flood at specific elevations in meters  
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Figure 1. Processed LiDAR of 16VN3504 and 16VN3508. 

Figure 2. The remains of unauthorized excavation (looting) at Site 16VN3508. 
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Figure 3. Aerial Image of 16VN3504 and 3508 from 1994. 

Figure 4. Aerial Image Overlay on Processed LiDAR. 
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above sea level, with dark blue being more likely to flood 
and light blue being least likely to flood (Figure 5). What 
this shows, given the higher ridgetop elevation of the 
sites relative to the surrounding elevation, and size of the 
floodplain and drainage, is that it is unlikely for the two 
sites to flood under normal conditions. However, other 
weather-induced issues could still cause site 
preservation problems. 

Next, we can calculate how and where water flows on 
the two sites using the Whitebox Tools plugin and the 
SAGA Next Gen Plugin. In order to do this, we need to fill 
any holes or small depressions in the DEM, then calculate 
the flow direction and accumulation based on the slope 
of the ground features in the DEM (Ramdani 2023; 
Tarboton et al. 1991; Wang and Liu 2006). Filling the 
holes in the DEM prevents the simulated water on the 
DEM from pooling in low areas and gives the correct 

direction for the simulated water to flow. The flow 
direction tells the software which way the water is 
supposed to be flowing. With this we can calculate the 
flow direction of water on the landscape, and at the 
same time, see where streams form on the landscape 
during periods of high precipitation. Areas of zero flow 
represent local topographic highs and can be used to 
identify ridges, as indicated in dark blue in Figure 6. 
Conversely, areas of high flow are typically lower areas, 
shown in yellow, orange, and red. These areas have 
multiple input sources where the most amount of water 
flows. These high-water flow areas present the most 
likely areas of erosion to occur because of the increased 
flow rate of water. This also shows us there is an issue 
with the ditch on the road running north to south 
directing water to 16VN3508, increasing the risk of 
erosion. 

Figure 5. Watershed analysis of both sites. 
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The U.S. Forest Service is currently conducting high 
resolution LiDAR flights over the entirety of KNF. For 
future research, the LiDAR  data could be processed into 
high resolution DEMs and this analysis could be run again 
on the same areas. These data could be used as 
comparative data between the two collection dates, 
giving us an idea of changes to the sites over time. 
Additionally, an erosion estimation could be done to help 
inform corrective measures that could be taken to aid in 
site preservation (Hagos et al. 2023). 

In the end, 16VN3508 is highly susceptible to damage 
due to erosion, and human interventions in the 
landscape have significantly compromised the prospects 
of site conservation. Historical forestry practices, 
primarily taking place in the late 19th and early 20th 
centuries, and the establishment of firebreak roads with 
associated ditches in the mid-20th century, have 
contributed adversely to the preservation of the site. 
Looter activity further exacerbates the situation by 
destabilizing the soil and creating zones more prone to 

erosion. Although 16VN3504 has been less affected by 
erosion and has not seen as much damage from logging, 
it remains susceptible to these detrimental factors, 
particularly if looting persists. The escalating strength of 
hurricanes and extreme weather adds another layer of 
complexity, as intense winds and heavy rains amplify the 
potential for damage to both sites. For these reasons, 
salvage excavations were undertaken at the sites to 
better understand them before they are lost. The results 
of these excavations are currently being analyzed at 
¦[[Ωǎ [ƻǳƛǎƛŀƴŀ tǳōƭƛŎ !ǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅ [ŀōΦ YbC Ƙŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ 
taken measures to curb unauthorized excavations. An 
offender was convicted in 2020. Erosion control 
measures would further benefit site preservation.  

Using digital techniques such as these can aid in 
improving our knowledge of sites at all scales, from the 
humble artifact to the overall site layout and surrounding 
landscape. While GIS is typically used to map site 
locations and to aid in site documentation, it offers a 
much broader set of tools to aid archaeologists. Wescott 

Figure 6. Flow accumulation of sites 16VN3504 and 16VN3508 


