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ABSTRACT 

  

Lithic sourcing is a common practice used by archaeologists in order to investigate mobility and 

trade. The lithic material available within the Driftless Area of Wisconsin exhibits a wide degree 

of variation in color, luster, and texture, making it difficult to source. This study analyzes 

collections from in and around Donald Park, Dane County, Wisconsin. Three types of 

assemblages were used: two private collections of formal tools, a collection of archaeological 

material gathered by a professional archaeologist, and lithic material personally collected from a 

stream in the area. Each of these collections was observed and characteristics were compared 

across collections. The non-archaeological material was heat treated and again compared to the 

archeological collections. The analysis of visual characteristics shows that much of the material 

present as formal tools may indeed be local in origin. It also better defines the qualities and 

characteristics of local lithic materials.  
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INTRODUCTION 

I have known of Donald Park for many years now; however, I have only recently realized the 

incredible prehistoric stories that this park holds. Growing up in south-west Dane County, only a 

few miles from the park, my first visit was with my Boy Scout troop around the age of ten. This 

was one of my first hikes, and was done as practice for a much longer backpacking trip planned 

later in the year. These early experiences outdoors are a large part of what guided my choice to 

become an archaeologist. 

While I have moved out of my childhood house for college, my parents still live in the 

same location near the park, and I return home often. It was on one of these trips home from 

college, shortly after my archaeological field school with UW-L, when I visited the park and 

noticed things I had never before. As I walked down a sandy trail I began to notice small pieces 

of chert all around me. Looking more closely, I felt fairly certain that these were evidence of 

prehistoric activity, largely due to the pinkish color suggesting either heat treatment or a nonlocal 

material, although few showed bulbs of percussion or other signs of being worked. When I 

returned home, I looked into any archaeology that had been done in the area and found that there 

are a number of known sites in the park and surrounding areas (Birmingham 2007, 2009). 

I have provided new archaeological information with this thesis, which organizations 

such as the Friends of Donald Park and others can pass on to the public. This will serve to further 

public interest in both the park and archaeology in general. One exciting artifact from the park 

that has already done this to some degree is the modified Clovis point discovered in the area. 
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However, point types from the park show that the area has been used for most, if not all, periods 

of occupation in the Driftless area (Birmingham 2007). While I have found that many tools 

found in the park are made of exotic materials, many other tools, and all of the debitage so far 

recovered from the park, are reportedly made from a local lithic material (Birmingham 2009). 

I now better understand the physical, geological, and geographical properties of this local 

material. Sharing this knowledge will help other archaeologists to better understand resource 

procurement strategies; as well as shedding new light on how availability of resources may affect 

material culture. This paper compares the results from the visual analyses of lithics from Mount 

Vernon, in southwestern Dane Co., Wisconsin in the forms of privately collected tools, 

archaeologically collected material (primarily in the form of manufacturing debitage), and non-

archaeological material collected in a nearby stream.  
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BACKGROUND 

Mt. Vernon, and Donald Park, are located on the eastern edge of the Driftless Area, in 

southwestern Wisconsin. The Driftless Area refers to a region which remained unglaciated 

during the last ice age. This area is primarily in southwestern Wisconsin, but also extends 

slightly into northwestern Illinois, northeastern Iowa, and southeastern Minnesota. The landscape 

of this region exhibits more exposed rock outcroppings and drastic elevation change than the 

surrounding areas. 

The lack of past glaciation means that the landscape was not rounded off and made 

smooth, and also that no rocks have been transported into or out of this area by glaciers. The area 

of Donald Park contains springs, marshes, streams, open meadows and fields, steep wooded 

slopes, and rocky bluffs (Figure 1). This is typical of the Driftless Area’s upland valleys. 

Birmingham gives the names of two of these St. Peters Sandstone outcroppings: Donald and 

Mount Vernon Rocks (2007:1) (Figure 1). He also states that “the weathering of dolomites above 

the sandstone left cobbles of harder chert on elevations in the valley” (Birmingham 2007:1). The 

diverse environments of the park, along with these chert cobbles, are at likely least part of what 

has drawn humans to this area for so long.  

 

This figure has been removed due to sensitive information 

 

Figure 1: Map of Donald Park showing site locations, star at  Donald Park 1 site (Birmingham 2007). 
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Donald Park is just northwest of the small town of Mount Vernon in Dane County, 

Wisconsin. While Mount Vernon is still a small community today, its origins date back to 

several cabins and homesteads, some of which were within what is now the park. The earliest 

such cabin in the park was built in the 1840’s (Birmingham 2007:8). As white settlement in the 

area expanded, farmers quickly began to find stone tools, or lithic artifacts, in their fields, and 

this has continued to this day. Perhaps the most notable of these finds was a modified Clovis 

point found by Dave Braun (Figure 2). There are also several local farm families who have 

collections of artifacts found on their land. These include the Henderson and Grinde Families.  
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Figure 2: Modified Clovis found within Donald Park (Birmingham 2007). 
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Henderson Collection  

The Henderson Family collection contains 56 artifacts framed in a rustic wood frame, on a 

burlap background (Figure 3). This collection exhibits a wide variety of tool and point types and 

lithic materials. Artifacts made of Gray Indiana Chert are noted by Birmingham (2007), these are 

a large formal blade (#2), a turkey tail point (#21), and a small seemingly unfinished piece (#41). 

There is also one piece of Silicified Sandstone (#36). An awl (#39) and scraper (#1) are present, 

as well as three bifacial preforms (#50, #52, and #52) all made of a seemingly local chert. 

 

 

Figure 3: Henderson Collection with artifact numbers (Photo by Author). 
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Grinde Collection 

The Grinde collection contains 23 artifacts (excluding historic coins) mounted in a finished wood 

frame with an orange felt background (Figure 4). This collection shows less variability in tool 

type than the Henderson collection, containing many points, possibly blades, and one or more 

preforms. It does, however, include lithic materials which do not appear similar to other tools 

from the area. Points #2 and #14 are examples of this (Figure 4). 

 

 

Figure 4: Grinde Collection with artifact numbers (Photo by Author). 
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Professionally Collected and Excavated Materials 

While the presence of prehistoric lithic artifacts in the park has been known of for many 

generations locally, it was first thoroughly documented by Bob Birmingham in 2007. Along with 

documenting numerous artifacts collected in and around the park, he performed surface 

collections in the park prior to his 2007 report. Birmingham returned to the park in 2009 to 

perform more surface collections in addition to excavations at the Donald Park 1 Site as well as 

three others. Due to the type of debitage present at the site, Birmingham labels Donald Park 1 as 

a manufacturing site.  
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METHODS 

Two private collections of archaeological material were used for this study, as well as the 

artifacts recovered by Bob Birmingham, who at the time was a Wisconsin state archeologist.  

Chert collected by myself from a farm 1.4 miles north of the park was selected for analysis in a 

manner similar to the other collections. 

Each of the privately owned collections which I researched were collected from farms 

neighboring Donald Park. While for the time being the families owning these farms wish to keep 

the collections gathered by their relatives in their ownership, they have worked with the Mount 

Horeb Historical Society and archaeologists in the past. Both collections were mounted and 

sealed under glass, making photography difficult. This, however, did little to affect their ability 

to be visually analyzed, although only one side of each artifact was available. 

The visual traits recorded for the artifacts from the Henderson collection were the tool 

type, color, and luster. Each of these traits, as well as texture, were recorded for each piece from 

the Grinde collection as well. Almost all tools were projectile points, and when so, an attempt 

was made to provide a more specific description. Other tools were categorized as blades, 

scrapers, and awls. Luster is the way in which a material interacts with light, essentially its 

shininess. The terms describing luster used with these collections were dull, waxy, and greasy 

(grainy was used twice in the Henderson collection to describe silicified sandstone and a piece of 

loosely consolidated oolitic chert). Texture was recorded as smooth, medium, and rough. 

Color is of course subjective, and somewhat influenced by luster and texture. Colors 

recorded as orange, red, purple or black were often duller than the shades these terms bring to 
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mind. Also even the smallest traces of color were recorded, but no system was used to record 

percentages of each color. Because of the subjective nature of each of these characteristics, all 

points were photographed. Special attention was given to photographing artifacts which stood 

out as different, and possibly exotic, such as points 2 and 14 form the Grinde collection. 

The collection from the Donald Park 1 Site was not categorized by type, as this is already 

documented (Birmingham 2009). The vast majority of the collection is in the form of debitage 

rather than tools. As with the previous collections, all artifacts from this collection were 

documented. The catalog number of each artifact was recorded, as well as color, luster, and 

texture. These observations excluded the properties of any cortex present.  

Personal Collection  

The Richardson Farm was visited on March 6th 2016. This farm is 1.4 miles north of the northern 

edge of the park. The Richardson property contains a stream, which goes on to flow into Donald 

Park, merging with another stream very near the Donald Park 1 Site. Birmingham reports that 

these streams are the likely sources of the lithic material, occurring as chert cobbles, for Donald 

Park 1 (2007:8). Because of this, the stream on the Richardson Farm was searched for similar 

chert cobbles, especially the banks of bends (Figure 5).     
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The stream bed was walked, and 27 cobbles were collected. Plowed fields and exposed 

rock faces were also surveyed, but no lithic material was found. The cobbles recovered from the 

stream were knapped with a hammer stone in order to expose the interior surface and remove 

cortex. The process also broke up each cobble into several smaller pieces. These pieces were 

again photographed for later comparison.  

Approximately half of each cobble was heat treated in a conventional oven, which is a 

common practice among modern flint-knappers. The material was first stored indoors for over a 

week, allowing it to dry completely. It was then heated to 350ºF for one hour, raised to 550 ºF 

Figure 5: a) Bend in stream with chert in bank and stream bed, b) Close up of the same section of bank 

(Photos by Author). 
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for 5 hours, then allowed to partially cool to 350 ºF for an hour before the oven was turned off, it 

was not opened until completely cool the next morning. 

These heat treated pieces were then flaked again to expose possible variation between the 

interior and exterior colors; however, little to none was observed. These pieces were then 

photographed with the non-heat-treated halves of the same cobble (Figure 6). 

 

 

Figure 6: Results of heat treatment of 6 cobbles, heated pieces shown on the left of each image (Photos by Author). 
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RESULTS 

Results of the cross comparison of data from the three archaeological collections certainly shows 

a reasonable level of consistency, indicating that none of these collections is biased or 

unrepresentative of the total population of lithics from within the park. This can most clearly be 

seen across the luster category (Figure 7). Color varied far too much to be concisely summarized 

into a graph, but seems to be fairly consistent across the collections. Texture was not recorded 

for artifacts from the Henderson collection so it is not compared here. All recorded attributes are 

listed in the appendices.  

 

 

Figure 7: Pie graphs of luster for Henderson, Grinde, and Donald Park 1 

 

Analysis of Previous Collections  

When luster is compared, it becomes clear that there is more variation within the Henderson 

collection than is present in either the Grinde or Donald Park 1 collections. There are 4%, or 2 

artifacts, from the Henderson collection which appeared grainy. This grainy category was used 
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because the extremely rough surface of these points obscured the luster of the artifacts. Grainy 

material was not observed in the other two collections. The grainy material from the Henderson 

collection was one piece of exotic Silicified Sandstone, and one of low quality chert. The Grinde 

collection was the only one to contain no greasy material, although this is explained by the small 

size of the Grinde collection. It should also be noted that much of the greasy (the shiniest) 

category for the Henderson collection is comprised of the exotic Gray Indiana Chert. 

Survey of the Richardson Farm 

A large variety of size, color, and external appearance was observed in the collection of chert 

cobbles from the Richardson Farm. A total of 27 pieces of workable material were recovered. 

Most pieces were observed on the downstream, outside corners of bends. Chert also seemed to 

occur in concentrated areas, rather than evenly along the whole stream bed. This is likely 

because they are deposited in isolated areas along the stream, and break up as they wash out into 

the stream bed. This is also supported by the large amount of very small chert pieces visible in 

the stream bed, which have broken up by the freezing and thawing of the stream.  

Cobbles ranged from rounded by erosion, angular pieces, and pieces covered in cortex of 

a different material. Most pieces were covered in a black residue from algae in the stream, 

however a few showed clean surfaces (Figure 8). Most of the pieces selected were around the 

size of a softball or 10 cm.; pieces very much smaller than that were not gathered as they would 

be difficult to knap. One piece was found that was close to 40 cm long, it was by far the largest 

cobble recovered (Figure 9). 
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Figure 8: Sample of cobbles after cleaning, before knapping and heat treatment. (Photos by Author). 

Results of Heat Treatment  

In general, the heat treatment of the material from the Richardson Farm typically caused 

reddening and darkening, although some pieces changed from tan to a lighter pink (Figure 6), 

while others changed little at all (Figure 9). While changes to the color were obvious, changes in 

texture and luster were not as easily observed through photographs. Even in person, the luster 

and texture appear similar between the heat-treated and non-heat-treated halves of each cobble. 

There was also no change observed in the workability of the material, however this was not 

carefully monitored and analyzed.   

Points of Local Material  

Two points which initially stood out were artifacts 2 and 14, both from the Grinde collection. 

Point 2 is made of a dull, smooth, white material with purple speckles. This material is similar to 
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the material of the largest cobble from the Richardson Farm. The cobble was less than ideal lithic 

material, and grainier than the point. The cobble did, however, exhibit orange specks, and when 

heat treated these darkened to a reddish purple (Figure 9). The oddity of this lithic material, 

along with the similarity between the material of the cobble and point strongly suggest that the 

point is made from local material. 

 

 

Figure 9: a) Largest cobble recovered, not knapped or heat treated b) A piece of the same cobble after knapping and 

heat treating c) Raw piece of same cobble on left, treated on right d) Close up of point #2 from the Grinde collection 

(Photos by Author). 

 

Point 14 stood out as high quality lithic material. It was the only point which appeared at 

all translucent. The point was smooth and waxy, with bands of white, tan, and orange. A chert 

cobble was recovered which for the most part matched these characteristics both before and after 

heat-treatment. The cobble was slightly darker, with bands of gray, tan, and orange, and no white 
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(Figure 10). The similarities of these material may indicate that point 14 is made of a slightly 

different piece of this local material.  

 

 

Figure 10: a) Point #14 from the Grinde collection b) Cobble from Richardson farm, not knapped or heat treated 

(Photos by Author). 
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DISCUSSION 

I have presented strong evidence here to suggest that prehistoric inhabitants of Donald Park and 

the surrounding area utilized local material. This backs up Birmingham’s interpretation of 

Donald Park 1 as a manufacturing site. The raw material may have been acquired from nearby 

streams; however much of the material I documented was heavily frost cracked. This may be less 

so if cobbles were taken from a deeper stream, or actively dug out of stream banks or surface 

pits. The frost cracking may also be partially due to the fact that I visited the Richardson Farm in 

the spring, shortly after temperatures rose above freezing.  

I have also provided evidence that the prehistoric inhabitants of the area utilized heat 

treatment. In the future a similar study could be done where heat-treatment was performed in a 

wood fire, in order to account for oxidation or reduction condition that may affect outer coloring. 

The texture of Henderson collection could also be recorded as part of future work. It may also be 

helpful to record patterning of the material, such as the speckling of point 2 of the Grinde 

collection. More work could also be done to define time periods and divide the materials 

according to them. 

This work shows that past people in this area have utilized a variety of lithic materials, 

some from hundreds of miles away, and others from the immediate area. These people also 

practiced heat treatment in order to change the characteristics of this local material. This shows a 

great resourcefulness, obtaining material from great distances through trade or migration, and 

combining heat treatment with the local material. 
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APENDIX A 

Henderson Collection  

Point Number Type  Color Luster 

H1 Hafted scraper White  Dull  

H2 Blade Black Greasy  

H3 Flake? Tan Dull  

H4 Durst Stemmed  Tan Black  Dull  

H5 Small Lanceolate  Tan Dull  

H6 Durst Stemmed  White  Waxy 

H7 Unknown  White  Waxy 

H8 Small Lanceolate  White  Dull  

H9 Cahokia  White/Pink/Gray Waxy 

H10 Cahokia   White  Waxy 

H11 Small Lanceolate  White Gray Waxy  

H12 Steuben Expanded stem  Pink  Waxy 

H13 Durst Stemmed  White  Dull  

H14 Radditz Gray Grainy  

H15 Radditz? Gray/Black Dull  

H16 Radditz White  Dull  

H17 Steuben Expanded stem  Tan Dull  

H18 Waubesa Contracting Stem White  Dull  

H19 Radditz? White/Gray Dull  

H20 Durst Stemmed  Tan   Dull  

H21 Turky tail  Black  Greasy 

H22 Matanzas  White Dull  

H23 Durst Stemmed  Gray Dull  

H24 Radditz White Dull  

H25 Durst Stemmed  White  Dull  

H26 Synders Corner  Tan/Orange  Waxy  

H27 large contracting stem  red/White/Gray Waxy  

H28 Harden Barbed  Tan Dull  

H29 Harden Barbed  Tan/Gray/Orange  Greasy  

H30 Plainview White/Pink Dull  

H31 Preform Gray Dull  

H32 Preform Gray  Dull  

H33 Preform Tan Dull  

H34 Preform/Failure Gray/Tan Dull  

H35 Preform White Dull  

H36 Side Scraper? Tan Grainy  

H37 Preform White  Dull  
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Point Number Type  Color Luster 

H38 Steuben Expanded stem  White/Gray Waxy  

H39 Awl White  Dull  

H40 Large Broken Tip White/Gray/Orange  Waxy  

H41 Point? Black Greasy  

H42 Preform/Failure Tan/Gray  Dull  

H43 Durst Stemmed  Gray  Dull  

H44 Steuben Expanded stem  Gray/White  Waxy  

H45 Radditz Tan/Orange  Waxy 

H46 Radditz Brown  Waxy 

H47 Preform White/Gray Waxy 

H48 Preform/Failure Whit/Gray/Red Dull  

H49 Blade? White/Gray Waxy 

H50 Preform White/Gray Dull  

H51 Preform Gray/Cream/Orange  Waxy 

H52 Preform White/Gray Dull  

H53 Madison Side Notched  Brown Dull  

H54 Madison Side Notched  Tan  Dull  

H55 Waubesa Contracting Stem Gray  Dull  

H56 Lanceolate Preform  Tan Waxy 
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APENDIX B 

Grinde Collection 

Point Number Type  Color Luster  Texture  

G1 Kirk Corner Notched  White  Dull Medium  

G2 Kramer  White/Purple Dull  Smooth  

G3 St Charles? Brown  Dull Smooth  

G4 Durst Stemmed  White  Dull Smooth  

G5 Agate Basin  White Dull Medium 

G6 Radditz Tan/Pink Dull Smooth  

G7 Durst Stemmed  Gray  Dull Smooth  

G8 Madison Side Notched  Gray  Waxy Smooth  

G9 Thebes  Gray  Dull Smooth  

G10 Large Early Archaic Preform  Tan Orange  Dull Rough 

G11 Scottsbluff? Pink Dull Smooth  

G12 Radditz White  Dull Smooth  

G13 Madison Triangular  Gray  Waxy  Smooth  

G14 Radditz White/Tan/Orange Waxy Smooth  

G15 Blade  Black/White Dull Smooth  

G16 Durst Stemmed  Gray  Waxy Smooth  

G17 Waubesa Contracting Stem Tan/Pink Dull Smooth  

G18 Hardin Barbed?  White Dull Smooth  

G19 Plainview? Gray  Waxy Smooth  

G20 Waubesa Contracting Stem White  Dull Smooth  

G21 Steuben? Gray/Orange Dull Smooth  

G22 Steuben? White Dull Smooth  

G23 Madison Triangular  Gray  Waxy  Smooth  
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APENDIX C 

Donald Park 1 (excavated by Birmingham 2009) 

Catalog Number  Color Luster  Texture  

2009.56.0104 Orange/Red/Cream/Gray/White Greasy Smooth 

2009.56.0105 Pink/Red Dull Smooth 

2009.56.0105 Pink/Red Dull Smooth 

2009.56.0105 Pink  Dull Smooth 

2009.56.0105 Pink  Dull Smooth 

2009.56.0105 Pink  Dull Smooth 

2009.56.0105 Pink  Dull Smooth 

2009.56.0105 Pink  Dull Smooth 

2009.56.0105 Pink/Black Dull Medium 

2009.56.0105 Red Dull Medium 

2009.56.0105 Red/Black Dull Medium 

2009.56.0105 Black Dull Medium 

2009.56.0105 Black Dull Medium 

2009.56.0105 Black/Cream Dull Smooth 

2009.56.0105 Black/Pink Dull Medium 

2009.56.0105 Pink Dull Medium 

2009.56.0105 Pink Dull Medium 

2009.56.0105 Pink/Gray  Dull Medium 

2009.56.0105 Tan Dull Smooth 

2009.56.0105 Tan Dull Smooth 

2009.56.0105 Tan Dull Smooth 

2009.56.0105 Tan Dull Medium 

2009.56.0105 Tan Dull Medium 

2009.56.0105 Tan/Black Dull Smooth 

2009.56.0105 Tan/Black Dull Smooth 

2009.56.0105 Tan/Black Dull Smooth 

2009.56.0105 Tan/Black Dull Medium 

2009.56.0105 Black/Tan Dull Medium 

2009.56.0105 Tan/Orange Dull Medium 

2009.56.0105 Tan/Orange Dull Medium 

2009.56.0105 Cream Dull Rough 

2009.56.0105 Cream Dull Rough 

2009.56.0105 Black/Cream Dull Medium 

2009.56.0105 White  Dull Smooth 

2009.56.0105 White  Dull Smooth 

2009.56.0105 White/Cream Dull Rough 

2009.56.0105 Pink/Red/Orange  Greasy  Smooth 
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Catalog Number  Color Luster  Texture  

2009.56.0105 Pink/Gray/Orange  Greasy  Smooth 

2009.56.0105 White/Gray Greasy  Smooth 

2009.56.0105 Gray/Pink Greasy  Smooth 

2009.56.0105 Pink/Red Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.0105 Brown Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.0105 Pink  Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.0105 Pink/Gray/Orange  Waxy Medium 

2009.56.0105 Pink/Tan Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.0105 Pink/Gray Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.0105 Tan Waxy Medium 

2009.56.0105 Tan Waxy Medium 

2009.56.0105 White  Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.0105 White  Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.0105 White/Cream Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.0105 Cream/Gray Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.0105 Cream/Gray Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.0105 Cream/Gray Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.0105 Orange/White Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink/Red Dull Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink/Red Dull Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink/Red Dull Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink/Red Dull Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink/Red Dull Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink/Red Dull Medium 

2009.56.42 Pink/Red Dull Medium 

2009.56.42 Pink/Red Dull Medium 

2009.56.42 Pink  Dull Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink  Dull Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink  Dull Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink  Dull Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink  Dull Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink  Dull Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink  Dull Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink  Dull Medium 

2009.56.42 Pink  Dull Medium 

2009.56.42 Tan Dull Medium 

2009.56.42 Tan Dull Medium 

2009.56.42 Tan Dull Medium 

2009.56.42 Tan Dull Medium 

2009.56.42 Tan Dull Medium 

2009.56.42 Tan Dull Medium 

2009.56.42 Tan Dull Medium 
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Catalog Number  Color Luster  Texture  

2009.56.42 Tan Dull Medium 

2009.56.42 Tan Dull Medium 

2009.56.42 Tan Dull Medium 

2009.56.42 Tan Dull Medium 

2009.56.42 Tan Dull Medium 

2009.56.42 Tan Dull Medium 

2009.56.42 Tan Dull Medium 

2009.56.42 Tan Dull Medium 

2009.56.42 Tan/Black Dull Medium 

2009.56.42 Tan/Black Dull Medium 

2009.56.42 Pink/Red/Gray Dull Rough 

2009.56.42 Tan Dull Smooth 

2009.56.42 Tan Dull Smooth 

2009.56.42 Tan Dull Smooth 

2009.56.42 Tan Dull Smooth 

2009.56.42 Tan Dull Smooth 

2009.56.42 Tan Dull Smooth 

2009.56.42 Tan Dull Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink/Gray Dull Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink/Gray Dull Medium 

2009.56.42 Pink/Gray/Black Dull Smooth 

2009.56.42 Cream/Black Dull Smooth 

2009.56.42 Cream/Black Dull Smooth 

2009.56.42 Cream/Black Dull Smooth 

2009.56.42 White Dull Smooth 

2009.56.42 Gray  Dull Smooth 

2009.56.42 Gray  Dull Smooth 

2009.56.42 Tan/Black Dull Medium 

2009.56.42 Tan/Black Dull Medium 

2009.56.42 Tan/Black Dull Medium 

2009.56.42 Tan/Black Dull Medium 

2009.56.42 Cream/Tan Greasy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Cream/Tan/Orange  Greasy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink/Red Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink/Red Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink/Red Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink  Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink  Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Black/Tan Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink/Red/Gray Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink/Red/Gray Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink/Red/Gray Waxy Smooth 
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Catalog Number  Color Luster  Texture  

2009.56.42 Pink/Red/Gray Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink/Red/Gray Waxy Medium 

2009.56.42 Pink/Red/Gray Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink/Red/Gray Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink/Red/Gray Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Tan Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Tan Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Tan Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Tan Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink/Red Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Pink/Gray Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Red/White Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Cream/Black Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Cream/Black Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 White Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 White Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Gray  Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Gray  Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Gray  Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Gray  Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Gray  Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Tan Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Tan Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Tan/Gray Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Tan/Gray Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Cream  Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Cream Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Cream Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.42 Cream Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.43 Cream Dull Smooth 

2009.56.44 Gray Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.45 Tan Waxy Smooth 

2009.56.46 Pink/Red Greasy Smooth 

2009.56.47 Cream/Orange  Waxy Smooth  

2009.56.48 na na na 

2009.56.49 Tan/Brown Dull Smooth 

 


