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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Whitfield County, which is located in Northwest 
Georgia, owns approximately 1,044-acres that 
were once part of a much larger, approximately 
2,000-acre area, battlefield that was the scene of 
fighting between Union and Confederate forces in 
1864. A newly acquired parcel, east of Rocky Face 
Ridge, known as the “Grant Farm,” is the focus 
of this Master Plan Study Update. The previous 
Master Plan focused on property on Rocky Face 
Ridge itself and an area across interstate 75 in 
Tunnel Hill. The study site, Grant Farm, includes 
two tracts: one is 300.53 acres and the other is 
0.58 acres. (See Figure 1 for map and Appendix A, 
Document 2 for full legal description of property) 
The site contains significant historic resources 
and was purchased by the county to function as 
public park, offering recreational and educational 
opportunities with an emphasis on interpretation 
of the Civil War battle. The significance of the 
Battle of Rocky Face Ridge has been recognized 
by the United States Civil War Sites Advisory 
Commission (the “CWSAC”) which has given it a 
Priority 11.3 Class C Rating in the CWSAC Report 
on the Nation’s Civil War Battlefields.

The Civil War is an event that remains fixed as a 
turning point in American history. People visit 
Civil War sites to gain a better understanding 
of the causes and effects of this great conflict. 
The study site of this report played a key role 
in the Atlanta Campaign due to its proximity to 
the Western and Atlantic railroad and the city 
of Chattanooga, Tennessee. Once Chattanooga 
had fallen, Confederate soldiers pulled back and 
reorganized in the area surrounding Dalton, 
GA. Confederate troops constructed defensive 
fortifications along Rocky Face Ridge, which Union 
General Joseph Hooker described as impenetrable. 
Beginning on May 7, 1864, Union troops began 
moving towards the Confederate lines. For the 
next few days, Union commanders sent forces to 
test the Confederate defenses on Rocky Face Ridge 
and to keep those troops occupied while a larger 
body of Union soldiers marched south towards 
Resaca, GA. On May 15, after days of inconclusive 
fighting, the Confederate Army retreated south 
towards Atlanta. Union Major General William T. 
Sherman ordered his army to follow, resulting in 

a series of battles culminating in the fall of Atlanta 
in September 1864. 

As discovered in the previous master plan, land 
tracts immediately surrounding Rocky Face 
Ridge are being developed at an alarming rate, 
consuming locations with historic resources, 
further limiting points of entry to the properties 
and compromising view sheds. Contemporary 
features such as Interstate 75 (I-75), cell towers, 
commercial businesses, private residences and 
subdivisions are threatening the integrity of all 
Civil War-related sites in the area. Destruction or 
degradation of Civil War-related resources has 
occurred on other properties contiguous to or near 
the study site. 

One of the main initiatives for this study was 
to provide alternative designs for parking and 
access to a proposed mountain bike trail being 
planned by SORBA Southern Off Road Bicycle 
Association (SORBA). SORBA is the leading 
mountain biking organization in the Southeastern 
United States. They work to create new trails 
and maintain existing trails all over the region. 
SORBA provided financial assistance to acquiring 
the Grant Farm Property. SORBA provided maps 
showing the alignment of the proposed trail at 
Rocky Face Ridge and alternative trail alignments 
for spur trails connecting with the Grant Farm 
property. Another goal of this project for the 
county is to provide much needed park space for 
the surrounding community. This project will 
also facilitate access to other amenities as well. 
Opportunities on the site include using an existing 
pond for fishing, providing a suitable trail network 
for local cross-country teams, and provide walking 
trails and interpretation for passive recreation and 
education. 

The Master Plan Update also provides specific 
recommendations for the management and 
protection of historic resources associated 
with the Civil War. Site plans are included that 
illustrate the location of additions to the site. 
The recommendations also consider how to 
appropriately limit and control access to historic 
resources, while facilitating a more public use 
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Figure 1

of the property. The Rocky Face Ridge Master 
Plan Update summarizes and evaluates existing 
and new data and recommends locations for a 
new restroom building, a pavilion, and a parking 
lot. The recommendations will also help park 
managers make maintenance decisions that 
protect historic resources. (See Figure 2)
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Figure 2
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Larry Tillman Grant and Florrye Dunlap Grant 
acquire the property in 1977 and then sell the sub-
ject land to the Grant Revocable Trust on March 
4, 2004. Larry Tillman Grant and Florrye Dun-
lap Grant, Trustee of the Grant Revocable Trust 
Agreement, then sold the land to the Civil War 
Preservation Trust on October 24, 2016.
 Georgia Piedmont Land Trust and Georgia 
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) through 
Georgia State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
were granted the right to preserve and protect the 
conservation values of the property in perpetuity. 
The Civil War Preservation Trust granted a 
Conservation Easement to the Georgia Piedmont 
Land Trust on 10/4/2016. Civil War Preservation 
Trust also granted a Deed Restriction to the 
Georgia Department of Natural Resources (DNR) 
through Georgia State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) on November 4, 2016.

Civil War Preservation Trust sold the property 
to Whitfield County, Georgia on December 12, 
2016. See Appendix A for complete Conservation 
Easement with deed restrictions between Civil 
War Preservation Trust, Georgia Department of 
Natural Resources, and the Georgia Piedmont 
Land Trust. 

Conservation Easement
The goal of the Conservation Easement is for the 
site to “ be permanently protected and managed 
to conserve the historical resources found on the 
property and such protection shall be evidenced by 
the Deed Restriction and Conservation Easement 
to be recorded pursuant to this Sub-grant 
Agreement.” See Appendix A: Rocky Face Ridge 
Sub-grant Agreement pg. 2.

A summary of the purpose of the Conservation 
Easement is listed below:

A.  Assure the Property will be retained 
forever predominantly in its natural, open space 
and scenic, condition;

B.  Prevent any use of the Property that 
will significantly impair or interfere with the 
Conservation Values of the Property;

2.0 ACQUISITION HISTORY
C.  Maintain and preserve the Property’s 
water quality and riparian areas;

D.  Protect the open space, and scenic values 
of the Property; and

E.  Protect the cultural sites and historical 
and archeological resources of the Property, 
particularly with regard to its significance as an 
American Civil War battlefield site.”

(Appendix A: Conservation Easement, GPLT, pg. 
4)

The Conservation Easement has set limitations 
and restrictions on what can be constructed on 
the property. For example, one of the restrictions 
is that no structure can be built on the property 
without review and approval by SHPO and 
the Grantee. Whitfield County has proposed 
constructing a new restroom building and have 
submitted preliminary plans to SHPO for review. 
Another restriction is that native plants must be 
used for landscaping. For a full listing of these 
restrictions, please see Appendix A: Conservation 
Easement, GPLT, pg 5.

The Conservation Easement also grants a set of 
rights with ownership of the property. 

“Grantor shall have the right to use the Property 
for recreational purposes, including but not 
limited to hiking, picnicking, bird-watching, other 
low impact recreational activities, conducted in 
accordance with plans approved by Grantee and 
SHPO, and including non-motorized bicycle use 
limited to a trail system, in strict accordance with 
the provisions of Section 4E., below, provided that 
any such use is not otherwise in violation of this 
Easement, consistent with the protection of the 
Conservation Values and that all recreational uses 
shall be conducted in accordance with all federal, 
state and local laws.”

Appendix A: Conservation Easement, GPLT, pg 
4-5.
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Another right the easement gives the property 
owner is to maintain existing entry driveway and 
existing roads on the property as of the date of the 
Conservation Easement. The proposed parking lot, 
recommended in this report, utilizes an existing 
driveway off Crow Valley Road. 
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The site is eligible for listing on the National Reg-
ister of Historic Places because of its association 
with the Civil War. Native American Indians likely 
occupied the site, making it potentially eligible un-
der Criteria D. The Grant Farm property features 
earthen trenches, also known as a “curtain line,” 
rifle pits, stacked stone walls, and both sub-surface 
and above ground earthworks in multiple locations 
throughout the 300 acre site. The property was the 
scene of combat on two separate occasions during 
the Civil War, the Battle of Crow Valley in Feb-
ruary 1864 and the Battle of Rocky Face Ridge in 
May 1864. Moreover, the property was the location 
of Confederate camps during the winter of 1863-
64, when Confederate soldiers occupied the area 
for up to six months. Records indicate that there 
were structures, including cabins constructed by 
Confederate troops, near the Grant Farm. 

During the Battle of Crow Valley (also known as 
the Demonstration on Dalton, GA) in February 
1864, Union forces advanced from north to south 
across Crow Valley in an attempt to secure a gap 
through the mountain ridge known as Buzzard 
Roost. Confederate forces including Clayton’s 
Alabama brigade and Reynolds’ Virginia and 
North Carolina brigade defended their position 
believed to have been within the southern half of 
the Grant Farm property.  Union troops, including 
units from Ohio, Indiana, and other mid-western 
states, crossed the northern half of the property. 
The fighting covered virtually the entire 300 acres 
of the Grant Farm property as both Northern and 
Southern units marched and countermarched, 
attacked and counterattacked one another during 
the action.1 

The February skirmish also engaged Confederate 
earthworks on the property. These included one 
quarter to one-half mile of infantry trenches, a 
four-gun battery, another trench line of smaller 
length, and a portion of a two-gun battery work 
with a supporting redoubt. In addition, north of 
the study area, there is a rock wall  about 3 feet in 
height and over 50 to 80 feet in length along the 
slope of Rocky Face Ridge, which was erected and 

1.  Whitfield County Civil War History. (N.D.). Retrieved from 
https://www.whitfieldcountyga.com/hist/civilwar.htm

manned by 5 companies of Federal troops on the 
afternoon of 25 February 1864.2 (See Figure 3)

According the Conservation Easement 
documentation, 

During the Battle of Rocky Face Ridge, the Con-
federate defense line was located east to west 
across the north end of the Property, as well 
as towards the top of Rocky Face Ridge. Con-
federate General Carter Stevenson’s line was 
engaged on May 8th, but the heaviest fighting 
on the Property took place on May 9th, between 
the left of Stevenson’s division line and Hark-
er’s and Wagner’s brigades of Newton’s divi-
sion of the Howard’s Fourth Corps. Several of 
Stevenson’s brigades were shifted from the val-
ley to the left to aid in the attacks that were all 
repulsed. A continuous entrenchment of over 
2000 feet, and a pristine artillery emplacement 
remain on the north end of the Property, as well 
as a damaged artillery emplacement. The Union 
artillery was also deployed on the Property. (See 
Conservation Easement, GPLT)

2.  The American Civil War in Georgia 1861-1865. (2014, September). 
Retrieved from http://www.lat34north.com/HistoricMarkers/
CivilWar/EventDetails.cfm?EventKey=18640225

3.0 SITE HISTORY (CIVIL WAR ERA)
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Figure 3
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Soils
The dramatic cliffs overlooking the Grant Farm 
property exposes the bedrock geology of this area 
of Georgia. The sedimentary rocks common in the 
study area include limestones, shales, sandstones 
and cherts. Soils on the project area are a variety 
of loams. The two main soil types found in the 
project area are Hector-Townley-Rock outcrop 
complex (HrF) and Nella gravelly fine sandy loam 
(NeF). The Hector-Townley complex includes 
well drained soils found on ridges in areas of 5 to 
35 percent slopes. Nella gravelly fine sandy loam 
includes well drained, rocky soils found on ridges 
and side-slopes with 30 to 60 percent slopes.3

Slope & Hydrology
The slopes of Rocky Face Ridge become less 
steep once upon the Grant Farm property. The 
property generally slopes from the southwest to 
the northeast. The high point of the Grant Farm 
property is 1455 feet above sea level near its 
southwest corner. The low point is 775 feet above 
sea level near the northeast corner. The property 
features rolling topography, with undulating 
open fields and a small stream bisecting the fields 
flowing in a west to east direction. The stream 
drains water from higher elevations and Rocky 
Face Ridge. Other hydric systems include the 
seeping rocks on the eastern face of Rocky Face 
Ridge. Ground water escapes the outcrop of 
sandstone and shale and flows downhill towards 
the Grant Farm property. The stream crossing 
the Grant Farm feeds a pond on the eastern edge 
of the property. There is also a springhouse with 
an area of ponding water near the larger pond. 
The water from this spring and the outlet water 
from the pond drain through a culvert under Crow 
Valley Road. 

Vegetation
The slopes below Rocky Face are primarily 
wooded, with dominant trees being chestnut oak, 
southern red oak, post oak, black oak, white oak, 
and hickory. Dominant ground cover includes 
Christmas fern, brown-stemmed spleenwort, 
round-lobed hepatica, wild ginger, and striped 

wintergreen. (See Figure 4)

The base of Rocky Face’s eastern slope contains 
Galax, a common ground cover plant. The eastern 
half of the Grant Farm Property is currently an 
open field condition with larger specimen trees 
scattered throughout. There are also scrubby trees 
and the occasional larger tree growing along the 
former fence lines crossing the field. The trees 
found in this area of the property include Some 
of the types of trees that you will find in this area 
are sweet gum, hickory, yellow poplar, elm, and 
maple. (See Figure5)

Existing Earthworks
The Rocky Face Ridge Battlefield site contains 
significant civil war resources. West of the Grant 
Farm Property, near  the top of Rocky Face Ridge, 
there is a well-preserved stonewall that runs along 
the ridge line as well as rifle lines that branch off 
down slope into the Grant Farm property. These 

4.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Figure 4

Figure 5
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lines were to protect against Union attacks from 
the west and the north. Along Rocky Face Ridge, 
there is approximately 2,900-feet of stacked-
stone constructed by Confederate forces in the 
winter of 1863-1864. The wall is in remarkably 
good condition for its age; however, there are 
sections where the wall has collapsed or stones 
have dislodged. (See Figure 6-Figure 9) There 
are approximately 1,650-feet of earthen trenches 
towards the northwestern portion of the Grant 
Farm property. These trenches are not in as good 
a condition as the stonewalls. Soil has eroded 
and the profile is not as distinguishable as it 
presumably was during the Civil War.

Although some suspected looting and forestry 
activities have occurred over the years, most of the 
resources are still intact. Due to the steep terrain, 
the site is difficult to access. Hurricane Opal in 
1995 caused a number of trees to topple over, 
damaging sections of the stonewall. In October 
2016, there was a forest fire on Rocky Face Ridge. 
(Figure 7) It took weeks to contain and many trees 
were lost. County staff prevented earth-moving 
equipment from bulldozing the stonewall when 
emergency crews were cutting a fire break. There 

may be an upside to the fire because it burned 
many of the trees growing near the walls. These 
trees posed a risk to the walls because they could 
damage the walls if they fell. The fire did create 
holes in the canopy that should be filled in to 
protect the resources from rain. 

The best preserved and most visible Civil War 
earthworks are on the property adjacent to Grant 
Farm, in the vicinity of Rocky Face Ridge. The 
historic resources on the Grant Farm property are 
less visible than those on the ridge, but no less 
important. They include trench lines, unfinished 
stonewalls, and rifle pits. There are some locations 
where stones are stacked and may have been the 
beginning of a wall but were abandoned prior to 
completion. Other historic resources related to the 
Civil War have been identified in the surrounding 
area on privately owned property. These resources 
include portions of earthen trenches, terracing 
that was likely for troop camping, and former gun 
positions. 

Figure 6 Figure 7

Figure 8 Figure 9
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Historic marker signs along the roadside identify 
some locations with resources. There is a marker 
on Crow Valley Road that discusses Stevenson’s 
line as well as a marker on Haig Mill Road that 
demarcates the northern line of defenses for 
Dalton. There is also another marker just to 
the east of the project area on Poplar Church 
Road that also deals with Stevenson’s Line and 
the repulsion of Union soldiers in May of 1864. 
Other resources are more difficult to access or are 
unmarked, further threatening their preservation.

Existing Structures 
There are multiple existing structures on the 
property with conditions that range from  good 
to poor and to needing a professional engineer to 
assess structural integrity. Two of the structures 
are residential houses with associated structures 
and there are three farming/agricultural buildings 
on the property.

The residential home at the northwest corner 
of the field (2231 Crow Valley Rd) is a relatively 
newly constructed dwelling (ca. 1985). The house 
is frame construction with stone veneer. There is 

a main house, a 3-car garage, and an aluminum 
shed. The structure appears to be in good 
condition. The structure is suitable as caretaker’s 
residence. (See Figures 10-13)

The residential home at the eastern edge of the 
Grant Farm property (2209 Crow Valley Rd) is 
a dwelling constructed circa 1934. The house is 
frame construction with a main house with two 
outbuildings, and a shed. The site of the house has 
been proposed as the future parking lot location. 
The house is currently occupied, but the tenants 
are expected to vacate in January 2019. (See 
Figures 14-17)

There is a barn structure towards the southeastern 
edge of the Grant Farm property, behind the 
existing residential home at 2136 Crow Valley Rd. 
The barn is in poor condition, but it could be saved 
for future use, but it would need to be inspected 
by an engineer to assess structural integrity. 
Moreover, the building does not appear to meet 
National Register of Historic Places criteria for 
individual listing. (See Figures 18-19)

Figure 10

Figure 12

Figure 11

Figure 13
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Figure 14

Figure 16

Figure 15

Figure 17

Figure 18 Figure 19

Figure 20 Figure 21
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There is another structure to the north of the barn 
towards the eastern edge of the property, behind 
the existing residential home at 2136 Crow Valley 
Rd. This structure could be rehabilitated for 
future uses, but it would need to be inspected by 
an engineer to assess structural integrity. There 
would also be a significant investment of money 
and there would need to be ongoing maintenance. 
Moreover, the building does not appear to meet 
National Register of Historic Places criteria. (See 
Figures 20-21)

There is a springhouse to the southeast of the 
property, just to the southeast of the barn. The 
Conservation Easement mentions two springs; 
however, this was the only spring observed during 
the site visits. There is still a fair amount of water 
coming from the spring as evidenced by the pond 
surrounding the springhouse. (See Figures 22-25)

Existing Fence Lines
The open field of the Grant Farm is subdivided 
into multiple pastures with barbed wire fencing. 
The field is currently used to grow hay. A mix of 
volunteer vegetation is growing along the fence 
lines. (See Figure 26-27) See Illustration 1 for 
fence line locations.

Figure 22

Figure 23

Figure 25

Figure 27

Figure 24

Figure 26
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A kick-off meeting occurred on-site in April of 
2018. Participants included representatives from 
Whitfield County (Jess Hansen) and WLA Studio 
(Luke Rushing). Participants visited the site to 
investigate and photograph historic resources and 
discuss potential park programming. Whitfield 
County provided GIS information; and WLA Stu-
dio updated the base map.

During the development of the initial conceptual 
design, WLA Studio established overall goals and 
objectives for the project, which include:

Goals and Objectives
•	 Provide a recommendation for trail access 

and location of proposed parking lot for 
mountain biking trail.

•	 Provide a recommendation for proposed 
restroom building location.

•	 Provide a recommendation for proposed 
pavilion location.

•	 Provide a Maintenance Plan for protection 
and interpretation of Civil War-era histor-
ic resources. (Earthworks)

•	 Provide recommendations, regarding the 
removal of existing structures on-site. 
(Modern house and 2 barn structures)

•	 Provide recommendations for removal of 
fence throughout the property. (Interior 
and perimeter fencing)

•	 Provide recommendations for converting 
site to native grasses throughout the open 
fields of the property.

•	 Provide recommendations for a Forestry 
Management Plan.

•	 Suggest interpretive opportunities to help 
facilitate the visitor experience (to be pro-
vided by others).

As previously mentioned, one of the original 
goals of this master plan update was to provide 
a parking lot and access trail for the proposed 
mountain bike trail. The proposed mountain 
bike trail that was designed by SORBA will 
travel around the fortifications line along Rocky 
Face Ridge and pass between gaps in the walls. 
The county is also interested in developing this 
property as a park for the public to enjoy and be 

educated on the site’s historical significance. The 
county wants a simple restroom facility in close 
proximity to the parking lot as well as a pavilion 
that would be located near the pond. The park 
would also include a multi-use trail system that 
would link all of the amenities.

After consultation with County staff, a list of 
programmatic elements was developed to be 
included in the master plan, which includes:

•	 Vehicular access and parking 
•	 Trailhead and connection to mountain 

bike trail system
•	 Multi-use trail network (including bike 

access trail and internal trail systems)
•	 Restroom and pavilion (located between 

the parking lot and the pond)
•	 Open spaces for public use 
•	 Interpretive site features, including sig-

nage and markers  

5.0 METHODOLOGY
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Figure 28
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The primary trail system was to provide an access 
trail to a SORBA proposed mountain bike trails 
on Rocky Face Ridge. Originally, there were two 
possible routes considered for the mountain 
bike access trail. Option one was to route the 
access trail around the north end of the property. 
Option two was to route the access trail along the 
southern edge of the fields near the middle of the 
Grant Farm property. Option one, the northern 
route, was chosen because option two bisected 
an area believed to be the location where fighting 
occurred in February 1864 and where there is a 
greater potential for unidentified Civil War-related 
resources. 

A second trail system was considered for walking 
and running within the boundaries of the Grant 
Farm property. The routes considered for this trail 
generally follow the perimeter of the open fields 
connecting different areas of the site. One section 
of this trail, the northern section, was determined 
to be a multi-use trail, serving both pedestrians 
and bicyclists. Other considerations included 
minimizing the number of stream crossings 
and avoiding low-lying areas known to flood, 
including a site in the northeast corner of the 
site and near the springhouse. The Conservation 
Easement refers to these trails as “interpretive 
trails and footpaths.”  The Conservation Easement 
also places restrictions on the design and 
construction of these trails (See Appendix A). The 
Conservation Easement requires that the trail 
be a maximum width of six feet, be constructed 
of pervious material, and prohibits the use of 
motorized vehicles. Additionally, the design team 
recommends that the County restrict grading 
for the construction of these trails and follow 
best practices regarding erosion, sediment, and 
pollution control. 

The design team evaluated multiple locations 
throughout the property for the parking lot. Design 
considerations included safety and security. 
Among security considerations was locating the 
parking lot where it was relatively visible from 
the public road and from the residential house on 
the north side of the property, which the county is 
considering using for a caretakers house. A second 

consideration was to locate the parking lot near the 
edge of the property to minimize vehicular traffic 
into the interior of the property. The design team 
considered the northeast corner of the property 
because of its visibility and proximity to the edge. 
However, the team rejected this location because 
of possible traffic conflicts created by locating an 
entrance drive close to the intersection of Crow 
Valley Road and Poplar Springs Road. Another 
proposed location was the site of an existing house 
(2209 Crow Valley Road) that to be demolished. 
This site was chosen because it is a previously 
disturbed construction site and had an existing 
driveway that could be reused.

The restroom building was also proposed to be 
near the parking lot and because utilities need for 
the restroom, including water and power, were 
already available at the former house site. Per the 
Conservation Easement, new structures are not 
allowed on the property without approval from 
SHPO; and Whitfield County has been in close 
communication with SHPO to make sure they 
approve of this location. 

A preliminary site plan that including building 
envelopes for the parking lot, restroom building, 
and pavilion were sent to SHPO for review on 
April 27, 2018. (See Figure 2 & 28) While the focus 
of this study was on improvements to the Grant 
Farm property, it does consider the impact that 
the SORBA proposed mountain bike trail has on 
historic resources. The Conservation Easement 
allows the county “to construct and maintain a 
system of paths for use by non-motorized bicycles 
(mountain bikes).” But it also requires that the 
mountain bike trails “shall avoid any earthwork 
or other identified archeological resources and 
shall be situated in a manner that shall enable 
protection of the Conservation Values.” The 
Conservation Easement also requires that the 
design of the trail adhere to current mountain 
biking association design standards “provided 
that such standards and recommendations are 
not otherwise in violation of this Easement.” As 
currently designed, the alignment of the trail 
avoids existing Civil War-era historic resources. Its 
route also intends to minimize vegetation removal 

6.0 DESIGN DEVELOPMENT
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and require minimal grading. SHPO required an 
archaeology report for areas where the proposed 
trail comes close to any known Civil War resource. 
(See Appendix C) This request required metal 
detector investigation and judgmental shovel 
testing wherever the proposed bike trail alignment 
came within 30’ of known historic resources. The 
archeological consultant, TRC Environmental 
Corporation, identified eight previously identified 
archeological sites within a one-mile radius of the 
proposed project. All are associated with the Civil 
War. The report concluded that “the proposed trail 
will not directly impact any battlefield features,” 
but it identified five “areas of concern” that require 
“appropriate protective measures.” 

WLA Studio presented the Draft Master Plan 
Update Site Plan to representatives of Whitfield 
County, SHPO, SORBA, and GPLT on November 
19, 2018. The site plan illustrated the draft master 
plan concepts, including the location of proposed 
improvements. The purpose of the meeting was 
to provide all parties an opportunity to review the 
proposals prior to completing the final draft of the 
Master Plan Update. Additionally, concurrence by 
SHPO and GPLT is required for any improvements 
because of the Conservation Easement on the 
property. 
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An initial goal of the Master Plan Update was to 
site a new parking lot and associated trail that 
would link to a proposed mountain bike trail on 
Rocky Face Ridge. As the project progressed, the 
county wanted to consider making the Grant Farm 
property a public park to add to Whitfield County’s 
limited public park offerings. Whitfield County 
expressed a desire for the park to contribute both 
as a historical tourism site and as a recreational 
site, providing both active and passive recreational 
options. The county was also looking for specific 
recommendations regarding elements on the site. 
These recommendations are presented below:

Parking Lot -We recommend locating the 
parking lot and restroom at the location of the 
residential structure at 2209 Crow Valley Road 
after it is removed. The house does not contribute 
to the historic significance of the property and 
the site, because it has been extensively disturbed 
since the period of significance and offers the best 
location to add modern amenities. The parking lot 
and associated drive should be constructed within 
the buildable zone of the home and associated 
structures. (See Illustration 4)

Trail System-The recommendations provide two 
trail systems: a mountain bike access trail that 
connects the parking lot with the Rocky Face Ridge 
bike trail and the multi-use trail located along 
the perimeter of the Grant Farm property fields. 
(See Illustration 1) There are instances where 
the proposed alignment of the mountain bike 
trail at the top of Rocky Face Ridge comes within 
30’ of existing Civil War-related resources. The 
recommendation, suggested by TRC, is to move 
the alignment or to install protective fencing and 
signs to prevent damage to the stone walls. It also 
recommends that protective measures be installed 
during construction to prevent damage to the walls 
and to prevent erosion during construction that 
may damage the walls.

Restroom/Pavilion-We recommend locating 
the restroom and pavilion between the parking lot 
and the pond. The pavilion will be along the pond’s 
edge while the restroom will be approximately 
midway between the parking lot and the pond. 

(See Illustration 3)

Because there is always a chance of encountering 
previously unidentified archeological resources, 
the county should have a plan in place during 
construction activities to consult with an 
archeologist familiar with the site in case any 
features are found. 

Existing Structures-For the safety of the public 
that would use the site, we recommend removal 
of the two barn structures unless the buildings 
are determined to be structurally sound and the 
county identifies an appropriate re-use for the 
buildings. (See Figures 18 & 20) These structures 
could be wonderful additions to the park but 
they would require extensive rehabilitation prior 
to opening to the public. Additionally, they do 
not contribute to the historic significance of the 
property nor do they appear to meet National 
Register of Historic Places criteria for individual 
listing. 

Adjacent Property-There is a residence at 2136 
Crow Valley Road that will remain privately owned 
property. This property is one of two along the 
eastern edge of the Grant Farm property along 
Crow Valley Road. The other residence is 2122 
Crow Valley Road. We recommend developing a 
vegetative buffer between this parcel and the rest 
of the property to screen views of the house and to 
provide the owners a privacy screen. According to 
the Conservation Easement, plants used for this 
buffer should be native species. (See Illustration 1)

Existing Fencelines-We recommend removing 
the fencelines in the fields and along the property 
line, as well as most of the vegetation growing 
along the fencelines. (See Illustration 1) This 
would create a more open field condition, 
improve sight lines across the property, and ease 
maintenance associated with mowing. We propose 
leaving the healthy specimen trees to provide 
shade and visual interest without interrupting the 
open character of the property. 

7.0 RECOMMENDATIONS
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Open Fields/Native Grasslands-Currently, 
the county contracts with a third party to mow the 
Grant Farm property’s fields. We have discussed 
the feasibility of transitioning the fields to meadow 
with native grasses and wild flowers. This can be 
a long term goal for Whitfield County because it 
will take several years to accomplish. It would 
first require identification of existing weeds and 
development of a transition seed mixture and 
maintenance schedule. By mowing the fields at the 
correct time and height, non-native weed species 
can be slowly eliminated and native grasses can 
become established. For more information on 
restoring native meadows. (See https://www.
ernstseed.com/resources/planting-guides/
southeastern-sites-planting-guide/)

Historic Resources-We also recommend 
photographing and documenting the resources 
of the property, particularly the stonewalls along 
Rocky Face Ridge. We believe it is important to 
document accurately the existing conditions, 
which would help inform future preservation 
decisions. If, for example, a tree fall damages a 
section of the wall, photographs of that section 
may provide sufficient evidence to rebuild the wall 
in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior 
Standards. The earthworks along the northwestern 
edge of the Grant Farm property should be 
monitored and potential hazards should be 
removed. The earthworks should be protected and 
preserved in their current condition. (For more 
specific information, please see the Resources 
Maintenance Guide in Appendix C) 
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DEED OF CONSERVATION EASEMENT 

THIS DEED OF CONSERVA110N EASEMENT is made this 4ih day of(}fdxL , 
2016 by the CIVIL WAR PRESERVATION TRUST, a Virginia non-stock corporation 
e'Grantor"), in favor of Georgia Piedmont Land Trust, Inc., a Georgia non-profit corporation, 
having an address at 3280 Westbrook Road, Suwanee, Georgia 30024 ("Grantee"). 

WITNESSETil: 

WHEREAS, Grantor is the sole owner in fee simple of certain real property in Whitfield 
County, Georgia, more particularly described in Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated by 
this reference (the "Property"); and 

WHEREAS, the Property possesses significant aesthetic, natural, scenic, wildlife, 
watershed, forest, scientific, environmental, open space, archeological and historic features and 
conservation values, collectively, "Conservation Values" of great importance to Grantor, the 
people of Whitfield County and the people ofthe State of Georgia; and 

WHEREAS, in particular, the Property is located east of U.S. Interstate 75, also known 
as Larry McDonald Memorial Highway, just north of Rocky Face Ridge exit, in Whitfield 
County, in the northwest corner of Georgia, the site of part of both the First Battle of Dalton 
which occurred on February 22-27, 1864 and the Battle of Rocky Face Ridge, which occurred on 
May 13-15, 1864, and includes_approximately 300 yards of continuous infantty trenches, and 
scattered smaller trenches up the Rocky Face Ridge mountain slope, and a four gun artillery 
emplacement; and 

WHEREAS, Grantee is a publicly supported, tax-exempt nonprofit organization and a 
qualified organization under Sections 50l(c)(3) and 170(h), respectively, of the Internal Revenue 
Coae of 1986, as amended, and the regulations promulgated thereunder (the "Internal Revenue 

. Code''), whose primary purpose is the preservation and protection of land in its natural, forested, 
~d/Of~open space condition; and Grantee adopted the Land Trust Alliance's "Statement of Land 
:rrust Standards and Practices" on July 18~ 2005, and re-adopted February 20, 2014, as guidelines 
for the Grantee's operations and committed to making continual progress toward implementation 
of those standards and practices; and 

WHEREAS, In the days leading up to the First Battle of Dalton~ Lt. General Ulysses 
Grant ordered Major General George Thomas, in command of the Anny of the Cumberland at 
Chattanooga, to advance on Dalton. After a series of delays, Thomas departed Chattanooga on 
February 22. When the Confederates under the command of General Joseph E. Johnston became 
aware of the Army of the Cumberland's movement, troops in route tR Mississippi were ordered 
to tum around and return to Georgia, but only a portion of them had returned by February 241h, 

the first day of fighting. On the 24", columns from the UniOJJ Fourth Anny Corps advanced on 
Tunnel Hill, west of Rocky Face Ridge, while the elements ";;'t"me Union Fourteenth Anny Corps 
advanced east of Rocky Face Ridge into Crow Valley. The Follrteenth Corps first encountered 
only cavalry as they advanced south through Crow Valley. But, as they neared the railroad that 
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passes through Buzzard's Roost Gap at the south end of Rocky Face, they were repulsed by a 
strong infantry force, and returned to the north end of Rocky Face Ridge to camp for the night. 
On the 25th, two divisions of the Fourteenth Corps advanced south into Crow Valley, with John 
B. Turchin's brigade moving along the eastern base of Rocky Face Ridge. Johnston ordered 
Stevenson's division and Clayton's brigade of Stewart's division north to meet the attack. 
Turchin's brigade encountered Clayton's brigade, which extended up the side of the ridge, and 
the left portion of Stevenson's entrenched line, supported by artillery, on the Property. Turchin's 
brigade, after a fierce fought battle, was forced to retreat; and= 

WHEREAS, the significance of the Battle of Dalton I has been recognized by the United 
States Civil War Sites Advisory Commission (the "CWSAC") which has given it a Priority 11.3 
Class CRating in the CWSAC Report on the Nation's Civil War Battlefields; and 

WHEREAS, During the Battle of Rocky Face Ridge, the Confederate defense line was 
located east to west across the north end of the Property, as well as towards the top of Rocky 
Face Ridge. Confederate General Carter_ Stevenson's line was engaged on May 81

h, but the 
heaviest fighting on the Property took place on May 9th, between the left of Stevenson's division 
line and Harker's and Wagner's brigades ofNewton's division of the Howard's Fourth Corps. 
Several of Stevenson's brigades were shifted from the valley to the left to aid in the attacks that 
were all repulsed. A continuous entrenchment of over 2000 feet, and a pristine artillery 
emplacement remain on the north end of the Property, as well as a damaged artillery 
emplacement. The Union artillery was also deployed on the Property. 

WHEREAS, the significance of the Battle of Rocky Face Ridge has been recognized by 
the United States Civil War Sites Advisory Commission (the "CWSAC") which has given it a 
Priority 11.3 ClasS C Rating in the CWSAC Report on the Nation's Civil War Battlefields; and 

WHEREAS, the Property includes, along its western boundary, Rocky Face Ridge, a 
classic example of the geology and vegetation of the Ridge and Valley ecoregion of Georgia, 
resulting from deposits of the Silurian Period ( 416-440 ntillion years ago) that became sandstone, 
shale and siltstone; with subsequent continental collision and drift creating the faults and folds that 
are now the Ridge and Valley Ecoregion. A mixed hardwood-pine forest covers much of the 
slopes of the Ridge. Two small streams, one perennial, the other intermittent, arise on the flanks 
of the Ridge and flow easterly toward a small pond near the eastern boundary; two springs occur 
in the flatter pasture land in the eastern portion of the land; and 

WHEREAS, in particular, the Property contains these amenities which contribute to its 
Conservation Values: (i) the eastern flank of Rocky Face Ridge, including forest, providing 
wildlife habitat; (ii) two small streams and two springs, providing for water quality protection; (iii) 
significant open space for the scenic enjoyment of the general public, including, without limitation, 
being visible from Crow Valley Road and Poplar Springs Road, and its preservation will yield a 
significant public benefit in accordance with 26 CFR 1.170-A-14(d)(4) by providing scenic 
enjoyment of an iconic site of historical and cultural significance relating to the February 25, 1864 
skirmish between Confederate and Union forces, including a trench called a "curtain line" 
extending on to the property and including a gun emplacement, of the Battle of Dalton I the Civil 
War and the heritage of the State of Georgia; and (iv) an historically important battlefield 
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Section 6(f)(3) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, lands and interests in land acquired 
with Land and Water Conservation Fund assistance can be converted to a use other than 
preservation/conservation only upon the written pennission of the Secretary of the Interior, acting 
through the ABPP, and only upon the substitution of other land of equal market value and 
usefulness for conservation/preservation purposes to be perpetually protected for conservation 
purposes (provided, however, it is acknowledged and agreed by the parties hereto that since the 
interest in the land being acquired by virtue of the conveyance under the Easement is a non
possessory, conservation easement, which, by its terms, provides for the preservation of the 
Property in perpetuity, the conversion of the Property to other uses would be expressly prohibited, 
except as provided herein; 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the above and the mutual covenants, terms, 
conditions, and restrictions contained herein, and pursuant to the law of the State of Georgia and 
in particular, the Georgia Uniform Conservation Easement Act, O.C.G.A. § 44-10-1 ~ .S.!~~b 
Grantor hereby voluntarily grants and conveys to Grantee a conservation easement in perpetuity 
over the Property of the nature and character and to the extent hereinafter set forth ("Easement"). 

1. Purpose. 

The general purpose of this Easement is to pr~serve and protect in perpetuity the 
Conservation Values of the Property and to provide for the following (the foregoing and each of 
the following shall be, collectively, referred to as the "Purpose"): 

A. Assure the Property will be retained forever predominantly in its natural, open 
space and scenic, condition; 

B. Prevent any use of the Property that will significantly impair or interfere with the 
Conservation V alucs of the Property; 

C. Maintain and preserve the Property's water quality and riparian areas; 

D. Protect the open space, and scenic values of the Property; and 

E. Protect the cultural sites and historical and archeological resources of the Property, 
particularly with regard to its significance as an American Civil War battlefield site. 

Grantor intends that this Easement will confine the use of the Property to such activities as 
are not inconsistent with the Purpose of this Easement. 

2. Rights of Grantee. 

To accomplish the purpose of this Easement the following rights are conveyed to Grantee 
by this Easement: 

A. To preserve and protect the Conservation Values of the Property; 

B. To enter upon the Property at reasonable times, at least once per year, in order to 

4 
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monitor compliance with and otherwise enforce the terms of this Easement in accordance 
with Section 6; provided that, except in cases where Grantee determines that irrunediate 
entry is required to prevent, terminate, or mitigate a violation of this Easement, such entry 
shall be upon prior reasonable notice to Grantor, and Grantee shall not in any case 
unreasonably interfere with Grantor's use and quiet enjoyment of the Property; and 

C. To prevent any activity on or use of the Property that is inconsistent with the 
purpose of this Easement and to require the restoration of such areas or features of 
the Property that may be damaged by any inconsistent activity or use, pursuant to 
the remedies set forth in Section 6. 

3. Prohibited Uses. Any activity on or use of the Property inconsistent with the 
purpose of this Easement is prohibited. Without limiting the generality of the foregoing, the 
following activities and uses are expressly prohibited. 

A. Subdivision of the Property. 

B. Motorized vehicle use Motorized vehicle activ1lies are prohibited, except (i) emergency 
and maintenance vehicles may require access on existing roads and paths to be agreed 
upon by Grantor and Grantee, and (ii) as permitted by Grantee in writing. 

C. Paint ball and similar gun-themed activities are prohibited. (The foregoing shall not 
prohibit h1stoncally accurate C1vil War living h1story activities, which shall be approved 
in wnting by Grantee and the State Histone Preservation Office ("SHPO"). Any Civil 
War living history activities shall avoid archeological sensitive areas and not create any 
ground disturbance). 

D. Industrial, Commercial, Institutional and Residential Uses. It is the intent of the parties 
hereto that the Property shall be used as a historical, recreational, educational and 
open space resource for the benefit of the public. Industrial, commercial, 
institutional and residential activities other than the following are prohibited: (i) 
activities that foster the preservation and interpretation of the historic resources; 
and (ii) activities related to the preservation, maintenance, exhibition and 
interpretation of the Property as a natural and historical resource. No right of access 
or ingress across or upon the Property may be allowed or granted if the right of 
access and ingress is used in conjunction with residential, commercial or industrial 
activity, except as otherwise permitted in this Easement. Notwithstanding anything 
to the contrary contained herein, Grantor may use existing roads on the Property 
and additional roads constructed on the Property in accordance with the provisions 
of this Easement. 

E. Structures. Except as permitted under Reserved Rights, there shall be no 
construction or placing of temporary or permanent buildings, mobile homes, 
advertising signs, billboards, or other advertising material on the Property, nor shall 
there be any construction or placing of radio, cell or other communication towers, 
docks, bridges, piers, or other structures, except as necessary in maintenance and 
replacement of existing structure( s) hereafter placed on the Property in compliance 
with this Easement; nor shall there be any construction of parking lots or placement 
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of public facilities on the Property, except as permitted under Reserved Rights and 
after review by Grantee and SHPO. 

F. Dumping. Disposal of soil, trash, ashes, garbage, waste, abandoned vehicles, appliances, 
machinery, or other materials on the Property is prohib•ted. 

G. Mineral Use, Excavation, Dredging There shall be no fillmg, excavation, dredging, 
mining or drilling; no removal of topsoil, sand, gravel, rock, peat, minerals or other 
materials; and no change in the topography of the land in any manner except incidental to 
the construction allowed herein. 

H. Agncultural and silvicultural use is prohibited, except as detailed in "Reserved Rights." 

J. Water Quality and Drainage Patterns. There shall be no pollution, alteration, depletion 
or extraction of surface water, natural water courses, subsurface water or any other water 
bodies. Notwithstanding the foregoing, there shall be no activities conducted on the 
Property or on adjacent property if owned by Grantor which would be detrimental to 
water purity or wh1ch would alter natural water levels, drainage, sedimentation and/or 
flow in or over the Property, or cause soil degradation or erosion. Disruption of natural 
drainage patterns and creation of artificial drainage patterns including but not limited to 
construction of check dams and other impoundments is prohibited 

J. Non-Native, Invasive Plant Species. For the purposes of this Easement, "non
native invasive plant species" is defined as any species listed by the Georgia Exotic 
Pest Plant Council (the "Council") or a similar body, in the event the Council no 
longer exists. There shall be no intentional planting or introduction on the Property 
of any species listed by the Council or any other non-native species. Upon 
reasonable notice to the Grantor, Grantee shall have the right, but not the obligation, 
to remove non-native invasive vegetation from the Property. 

K. Archaeological survey or investigation may be undertaken on the Property only if a 
scope of work for such survey or investigation is reviewed and approved in writing in 
advance by Grantee and SHPO and only if said survey or investigation is perfonned 
in accordance with the Secretary of the Intenor 's Standards and Guidelines for 
Archeology and Hzstoric Preservation and under the supervision of a professionally 
qualified archaeologist meeting or exceeding the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation Professzonal 
Qualification Standards. 

i. Artifacts and objects of antiquity recovered from the Property shall remain in 
Grantor's possession. Grantor may choose to donate any or all artifacts and 
objects of antiquity to Grantee or to another educational or museum 
organization with the prior written approval of Grantee. All artifacts 
professionally excavated from archeological deposits, sites, or features on the 
Property shall be treated, curated, and preserved according to the National 
Park Service's Museum Handbook (Part I, Museum Collections) 
[http://www.nps.gov/history/museum/publications/handbook.html] and 
Managing Archeological Collections: Technical Assistance 
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[http://www.nps.gov/archeology/collections/index.htm] Grantor shall take all 
reasonable precautions to protect known archeological deposits, sites or 
features on the Property from looting, vandalism, erosion, mutilation, or 
destruction from any cause. Grantor shall notify Grantee as soon as 
practicable but within thirty (30) calendar days following discovery or 
knowledge of any looting, vandalism, erosion, mutilation, or destruction of 
known archeological deposits, sites, or features on the Property. 

u. Upon the discovery of artifacts and/or human remains, any and all work or 
investigation(s) shall be terminated inunediately. SHPO, ABPP, the 
Coushatta Tribe of Louisiana and the United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee 
Indians shall be notified within not more than forty-eight (48) hours before 
any further work or investigation. SHPO and ABPP shall provide guidance 
on avoiding, minimizing or mitigating any adverse effects in accordance with 
36 C.F.R Section 800.13(b), before proceeding with any further work or 
investigation(s), in not more than ten (I 0) days after notification. 

iii. No archeological activities of any kind, including but not limited to the use of 
non-invasive technologies, may take place on the Property without the written 
consent of Grantee and SHPO. Relic hunting of any kind on the Property is 
expressly prohibited. 

L. Any change, disturbance, alteration or impairment of the natural, scenic, historic, cultural 
and aesthetic features is prohibited. 

M. Access and uses other than those determined by Grantor and Grantee to be minimum 
impact and for purposes of education or recreation. 

4. Reserved Rights. Grantor reserves to itself and to its successors and assigns, all 
rights accruing from its ownership of the Property, including the right to engage in, or permit or 
invite others to engage in, all uses of the Property that are not expressly prohibited herein and are 
not inconsistent with the purpose of this Easement. Without limiting the generality of the 
foregoing, and subject to the terms of paragraph 3, the following rights are expressly reserved: 

A. Driveway and Existing Roads. Grantor shall have the right to maintain the entry 
driveway and existing roads in the same condition as of the date of this Easement. 

B. Management and Maintenance. The Grantor shall have the right to maintain the 
Property to conserve its Conservation Values, including, without limitation, the aesthetic, 
natural, scenic, scientific, environmental, open space, and historic conservation values. 
Grantor shall have the right to take action to prevent or control erosion, or to protect public 
health and safety. 

C. Recreational Uses. Grantor shall have the right to use the Property for 
recreational purposes, including but not limited to hiking, picnicking, bird-watching, 
other low impact recreational activities, conducted in accordance with plans approved by 
Grantee and SHPO, and including non-motorized bicycle use limited to a trail system, in 
strict accordance with the provisions of Section 4E., below, provided that any such use is 
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not otherwise in violation of this Easement, consistent with the protection of the 
Conservation Values and that all recreational uses shall be conducted in accordance with 
all federal, state and local laws. 

D. Agricultural. Silvicultural and Horticultural Uses. Grantor shall have the right to 
remove dead, fallen, diseased, or otherwise hazardous trees in existing timber stands on the 
Property, consistent with established forestry practices used in the State of Georgia and 
sound arboreal, horticultural, and/or agricultural practices, provided such activities shall be 
performed in a manner consistent with the Conservation Values and aesthetic, natural, 
scenic, scientific, environmental, open space and historic character of the Property, and 
further provided such activities shall not be conducted in connection with a commercial 
timber or silviculture operation (collectively, the "Forest Management Activities''). Any 
Forest Management Activities shall meet or exceed standards accepted as the then-current 
best management practices by the Georgia Forestry Commission and are further subject to 
any of the general covenants relating to such activities set forth elsewhere in this Easement. 
Grantor acknowledges and agrees that it is the intention of the parties hereto that the 
portions of the Property that are primarily wooded shall be maintained in such state, If 
significant portions of forested land on the Property require conversion to open field, such 
as in the event of a natural disaster, Grantor must receive written approval from Grantee 
and SHPO indicating that the proposed removal and disposal of timber will not harm or 
destroy the historic resources, nor any character-defining landscape features, nor any 
arcbeologically significant deposits, sites, or features within the area to be cleared, and 
such work shall be done so as to minimize any adverse impact to the other conservation 
values. Prior to clearing significant portions of the forested land on the Property. a pre
harvest pIan must be approved by the Grantee and SHPO in writing. 

E. Trails; Amenities for Historical and Environmental Intemretation of the Property. 
With the prior written consent of Grantee and SHPO as to the location, design and 
construction specifications (which consent shall not be unreasonably withheld, conditioned 
or delayed), Grantor shall have the right to: (i) construct and maintain interpretive walking 
trails and footpaths on the Property, together with accompanying signage and markers 
appropriate to the exhibition and historical and environmental interpretation of the Property 
as an American Civil War battle site and conservation property; and (ii) construct and 
maintain low impact amenities for the environmental interpretation of the Property. All 
interpretive trails and footpaths shaH have the width of no more than six feet (6') and shall 
be pervious in nature, subject to any applicable requirements of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act or other loca~ state or federal laws and regulations. With the prior written 
consent of Grantee and SHPO as to the location and design specifications (which consent 
shall not be unreasonably withheld, conditioned or delayed), Grantor shall have the right 
to construct and maintain a system of paths for use by non·motorized bicycles (mountain 
bikes). The location of any bike paths shall avoid any earthworks or other identified 
archeological resources and shall be situated in a manner that shall enable protection of the 
Conservation Values. The bike paths shall be in designed in accordance with the standards 
and recommendations of"Trail Solutions: International Mountain Bicycling Association's 
Guide to Building Sweet Singletrack" and "Managing Mountain Biking: International 
Mountain Bicycling Association's Guide to Providing Great Riding, provided that such 
standards and recommendations are not otherwise in Violation of this Easement and that all 
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recreational uses shall be conducted in accordance with all federal, state and local laws. 
All trails and amenities must be approved by Grantee and SHPO in writing. 

F. Erosion. Grantor shall have the right to maintain and manage the Property in such 
manner as to prevent or repair erosion, with Grantee's prior written approval. 

G. Benches. Grantor shall have the right to install a limited number of picnic tables 
with benches in an area approved in writing by Grantee and SHPO. Grantor also shall have 
the right to install a minimal number of benches or seats along the trails so hikers may rest, 
with the prior written approval of Grantee and SHPO. 

H. Historical Features. Grantor shall have the dght, to take necessary steps to restore 
and protect historical and archeological features located on the Property with Grantee and 
SHPO approval. 

I. Invasive Species. Grantor shall have the right to remove any exotic invasive 
species according to standards established by the Georgia Exotic Pest Plant Council or 
similar entity, the Secretary of Interiors Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural 
Landscapes and as approved by the Grantee and SHPO. 

J. Advertising and Signage. Grantor and Grantee may place signs on the Property (i) 
designating the Property as land under the protection of Grantor and/or Grantee, with 
SHPO approval, and stating the name of the Grantor as Property owner; (ii) providing 
information necessary for the normal conduct of pennitted business or activity on the 
Property; (iii) providing notice necessary for the protection of the Property and for giving 
directions to visitors; (iv) providing historical and/or envirorunental information to visitors 
to the Property; and (v) providing notice adequate to acknowledge that the Property was 
purchased from a grant from the Land and Water ConseiYation Fund, administered by the 
National Park Service~ and with the assistance of the Georgia Department of Natural 
Resources. Other than directional and informational signs, individual signs shall not 
exceed nine (9) feet square. Grantor shall have the right to clear and maintain an area 
around the interpretive signage and markers, provided the cleared area around such signage 
or markers shall be no more than fifty square feet (50ft2

) in size. All interpretive walking 
trails and footpaths on the Property, together with accompanying signage and markers shaH 
be constructed and maintained in strict accordance with this provision. 

K. Residential Uses. Grantor shall be permitted to use the Property for residential 
purposes, including oc.cupation of the existing homes and use of the outbuildings for storage 
and complimentary residential uses, subject to this Easement. Grantor shall be permitted to 
remove existing homes and outbuildings, with prior written approval of a demolition 
management plan by Grantee and SHPO. 

5. Notice and Approval. 

A. Notice of Intention to Undertake Certain Permitted Actions. The purpose of 
requiring Grantor to notify Grantee and SHPO prior to undertaking certain permitted activities, as 
provided in paragraph 4, as applicahle, is to afford Grantee and SHPO an adequate opportunity to 
monitor the activities in question to ensure that they are designed and carried out in a manner that 

9 



VO"'l.G~ 

00225 
Bk 06425 Pg 0225 

is not inconsistent with the purpose of this Easement. Whenever notice is required Grantor shall 
notifY Grantee and SHPO in writing not less than forty-five (45) days prior to the date Grantor 
intends to undertake the activity in question. The notice shall describe the nature, scope, design, 
location, timetable, and any other material aspect of the proposed activity in sufficient detail to 
permit Grantee and SHPO to make an informed judgment as to its consistency with the purpose of 
this Easement. 

B. Grantee's and SHPO's Approval. Where Grantee's and SHPO's approval is 
required, as set forth in paragraph 4, as applicable, Grantee shall grant or withhold its approval in 
writing within thirty (30) days of receipt of Grantor's written request therefor. Grantee's and 
SHPO's approval may be withheld only upon a reasonable determination by Grantee that the action 
as proposed would be inconsistent with the purpose of this Easement. 

C. Arbitration. If a dispute arises between the parties concerning the consistency of 
any proposed use or activity with the purpose of this Easement, and Grantor agrees not to proceed 
with the use or activity pending resolution of the dispute, either party may refer the dispute to 
arbitration by request made in writing upon the other. Within thirty (30) days of the receipt 
of such a request, the parties shall select a single arbitrator to hear the matter. If the parties are 
unable to agree on the selection of a single arbitrator, then each party shall name one arbitrator and 
the two arbitrators thus selected shall select a third arbitrator; provided, however, if either party 
fails to select an arbitrator, or if the two arbitrators selected by the parties fail to select the third 
arbitrator within fourteen (14) days after the appointment of the second arbitrator, then in 
each such instance a proper court, on petition of a party, shall appoint the second or third arbitrator 
or both, as the case may be, in accordance with the Georgia Arbitration Code , or any successor 
statute or rules then in effect. The matter shall be settled in accordance with the Georgia 
Arbitration Code then in effect, and a judgment on the arbitration award may be entered in any 
court having jurisdiction thereof The prevailing party shall be entitled, in addition to such other 
relief as may be granted, to a reasonable sum as and for all its costs and expenses related to such 
arbitration, including, without limitation, the fees and expenses of the arbitrator(s) and attorneys' 
fees, which shall be determined by the arbitrator(s) and any court of competent jurisdiction that 
may be called upon to enforce or review the award. 

6. Grantee's Remedies. 

A. Notice of Violation; Corrective Action. If Grantee determines that a 
violation of the terms of this Easement has occurred or is threatened, Grantee shall 
give written notice to Grantor of such violation and demand corrective action 
sufficient to cure the violation and, where the violation involves injury to the 
Property resulting from any use or activity inconsistent with the purpose of this 
Easement, to restore the portion of the Property so injured to its prior condition in 
accordance with a plan approved by Grantee and SHPO. 

B. Injunctive Relief. If Grantor fails to cure the violation within thirty (30) 
days after receipt of notice thereof from Grantee, or under circumstances where the 
violation cannot reasonably be cured within a thirty (30) day period, fails to begin 
curing such violation within the thirty (30) day period, or fails to continue diligently 
to cure such violation until finally cured, Grantee may bring an action at law or in 
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equity in a court of competent jurisdiction to enforce the terms ofthis Easement, to 
enjoin the violation, ex parte as necessary, by temporary or permanent injunction, 
and to require the restoration of the Property to the condition that existed prior to 
any such injury. 

C. Damages. Grantee shall be entitled to recover damages for violation ofthe 
terms of this Easement or injury to any conservation values protected by this 
Easement~ including, without limitation, damages for the loss of scenic or 
environmental values. Without limiting Grantor's liability therefor, Grantee, in its 
sole discretion, may apply any damages recovered to the cost of undertaking any 
corrective action on the Property. 

D. Emergency Enforcement. If Grantee or SHPO, in its sole discretion, 
determines that circumstances require immediate action to prevent or mitigate 
significant damage to the conservation values of the Property, Grantee may pursue 
its remedies under this section 6 without prior notice to Grantor or without waiting 
for the period provided for cure to expire. 

E. Scope of Relief. Grantee's rights under this section 6 apply equally in the 
event of either actual or threatened violations of the terms of this Easement. 
Grantor agrees that Grantee's remedies at law for any violation of the tenns of this 
Easement are inadequate and that Grantee shall be entitled to the injunctive relief 
described in paragraph 6.2, both prohibitive and mandatory, in addition to such 
other relief to whlch Grantee tnay be entitled, including specific performance of the 
terms of this Easement, without the necessity of proving either actual damages or 
the inadequacy of otherwise available legal remedies. Grantee's remedies 
described in this section 6 shall be cumulative and shall be in addition to all 
remedies now or hereafter existing at law or in equity. 

F. Costs of Enforcement. All reasonable costs incurred by Grantee in 
enforcing the terms of this Easement against Grantor, including, without limitation, 
costs and expenses of suit and reasonable attorneys' fees, and any costs of 
restoration necessitated by Grantor's violation of the terms of this Easement shall 
be borne by Grantor, provided, however, that if Grantor ultimately prevails in a 
judicial enforcement action all reasonable costs, as defined above, incurred by 
Grantee in defending such action shall be borne by Grantor. 

G. Forbearance. Forbearance by Grantee or SHPO to exercise its rights under 
this Easement in the event of any breach of any tenn of this Easement by Grantor 
shall not be deemed or construed to be a waiver by Grantee or SHPO of such tenn 
or of any sUbsequent breach of the same or any other term of this Easement or of 
any of Grantee's or SHPO's rights under this Easement. No delay or omission by 
Grantee in the exercise of any right or remedy upon any breach by Grantor shall 
impair such right or remedy or be construed as a waiver. 

H. Waiver of Certain Defenses. Grantor hereby waives any defense of laches, 
estoppel, or prescription. 
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I. Acts Beyond Grantor's Control Nothing contained in this Easement 
shall be construed to entitle Grantee to bring any action against Grantor for any 
injury to or change in the Property resulting from causes beyond Grantor's control, 
includin,& without limitation, fire, flood, storm, and earth movement, or from any 
prudent action taken by Grantor under emergency conditions to prevent, abate, or 
mitigate significant injury to the Property resulting from such causes. 

7. Access. No right of access by the general public to any portion of the Property is 
conveyed by this Easement. The parties hereby acknowledge that the Property is visible from Cow 
Valley Road and Poplar Springs Road, public right-of-ways, and that members of the general public 
may view the Property from said right-of-ways. At a minimum, Grantor may permit the Property 
to be accessible to the public for six (6) consecutive hours between sunrise and sunset for at least 
one (1) day per calendar year. This requirement may be fulfilled through a tour or similar event 
that is open to the general public. 

8. Conversion. The parties hereto acknowledge and agree that since this Easement 
interest in Property being conveyed by Grantor to Grantee is a non-possessory interest, which, by 
its terms, provides for the preservation of the Property in perpetuity, the conversion of the Property 
to any other use not expressly permitted herein would be expressly prohibited, except (a) in 
accordance with the procedures referenced in Section G.l. of this Agreement, and (b) if approved 
by the Secretary of the Interior in writing, acting through the ABPP, in accordance with the 
requirements of Section 6(f)(3) of the Land and Water Conservation Act. In the event of a breach 
of Section 6(1)(3) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, there shall be no remedy other 
than immediate compliance with Section 6(1)(3), nor may grant funds be repaid to nullify the 
conditions of Section 6(1)(3). In the event of clause (b) of the foregoing sentence, Grantee shall, 
in accordance with Section 6(1)(3) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (54 U.S.C. §§ 
200301-200310), propose such conversion in writing to the Secretary of the Interior, acting 
through the ABPP. Any such proposal shall also include the proposed mitigation for the 
conversion. The proposal shall also include a letter from the Grantee or SHPO setting out its 
opinion on the advisability of the proposed conversion and the adequacy of the proposed 
mitigation. The Secretary The Secretary, acting through the ABPP, shall approve such conversion 
only if s/he finds it to be in accord with 54 U.S.C. § 308103, the Battlefield Acquisition Grant 
Program (Pub. L. I 13-287, §3, Dec. !9, 2014, !28 Stat. 3234; Pub. L. 113-76, div. G, title IV, 
§429, Jan. !7, 2014, 128 Stat. 345; Pub. L. !!3-235, div. F, title IV, §421, Dec. !6, 2014, 128 
Stat. 2449; Pub. L. I 13-291, div. B, title XXX, §3050, Dec. 19, 20!4, 128 Stat. 3799)) and only 
upon such conditions as he or she deems necessary to assure the substitution of other appropriate 
properties of at least equal fair market value and of reasonably equivalent usefulness and location. 
Grant proceeds ca!U1ot be repaid to the ABPP to nullify the requirements of Section 6(1)(3). 
Nothing contained in this easement shall be interpreted to authorize or permit the violation of 
Section 6(1)(3) and the requirements of Section 6(1)(3) shall survive any private actions or 
governmental proceedings with respect to the Property or this Easement. 

9 Costs, Liabilities, Taxes, and Environmental Compliance. 

A. Costs, Legal Requirements, and Liabilities. Grantor retains all 
responsibilities and shall bear all costs and liabilities of any kind related to the 
ownership, operation, upkeep, and maintenance of the Property, including the 
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maintenance of adequate liability insurance coverage. Grantor remains solely 
responsible for obtaining any applicable governmental permits and approvals for 
any construction or other activity or use permitted by this Easement, and all such 
construction or other activity or use shall be undertaken in accordance with all 
applicable federal, state, and local laws, regulations, and requirements. Grantor 
shall keep the Property free of any liens arising out of any work performed for, 
materials furnished to, or obligations incurred by Grantor. 

B. Taxes. Grantor shall pay before delinquency all taxes, assessments, fees, 
and charges of whatever description levied on or assessed against the Property by 
competent authority (collectively "taxes"), including any taxes imposed upon, or 
incurred as a result of, this Easement, and shall furnish Grantee with satisfactory 
evidence of payment upon request. 

C. Representations and Warranties. Grantor represents and warrants that, 
after reasonable investigation and to the best of its knowledge: 

i. No substance defined, listed, or otherwise classified pursuant to any 
federal, state, or local law, regulation, or requirement as hazardous, toxic, 
polluting, or otherwise contaminating to the air, water, or soil, or in any way 
harmful or threatening to hwnan health or the environment exists or has 
been released, generated, treated, stored, used, disposed of, deposited, 
abandoned, or transported in, on, from, or across the Property; 

ii. There are not now any underground storage tanks located on the 
Property, whether presently in service or closed, abandoned, or 
deconunissioned, and no underground storage tanks have been removed 
from the Property in a manner not in compliance with applicable federal, 
state, and local laws, regulations, and requirements; 

iii. Grantor and the Property are in compliance with all federal, state, 
and local laws, regulations, and requirements applicable to the Property and 
its use; 

iv. There is no pending or threatened litigation in any way affecting, 
involving, or relating to the Property; and 

v. No civil or criminal proceedings or investigations have been 
instigated at any time or are now pending, and no notices, claims, demands, 
or orders have been received, arising out of any violation or alleged 
violation of, or failure to comply with, any federal, state, or local law, 
regulation, or requirement applicable to the Property or its use, nor do there 
exist any facts or circumstances that Grantor might reasonably expect to 
form the basis for any such proceedings, investigations, notices, claims, 
demands, or orders. 

D. Remediation. If, at any time, there occurs, or has occurred, a release in, 
on, or about the Property of any substance now or hereafter defined, listed, or 
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otherwise classified pursuant to any federal, state, or local law, regulation, or 
requirement as hazardous, toxic, polluting, or otherwise contaminating to the air, 
water, or soil, or in any way harmful or threatening to human health or the 
envirorunent, Grantor agrees to take all steps necessary to assure its containment 
and remediation, including any cleanup that may be required, unless the release was 
caused by Grantee, in which case Grantee shall be responsible therefor. 

E. Control. Nothing in this Easement shall be construed as giving rise, in the 
absence of a judicial decree, to any right or ability in Grantee or SHPO to exercise 
physical or managerial control over the day-to-day operations of the Property, or 
any of Grantor's activities on the Property, or otherwise to become an operator with 
respect to the Property within the meaning of The Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended ("CERCLA") and 
the hazardous waste laws and regulations of the State of Georgia. 

F. Hold Harmless. Grantor hereby releases and agrees to hold harmless, 
indemnify, and defend Grantee and SHPO and its members, directors, officers, 
employees, agents, and contractors and the heirs, personal representatives, 
successors, and assigns of each of them (collectively "Indemnified Parties") from 
and against any and all liabilities, penalties, fines, charges, costs, losses, damages, 
expenses, causes of action, claims, demands, orders, judgments, or administrative 
actions, including, without limitation, reasonable attorneys' fees, arising from or in 
any way c01mected with: (1) injury to or the death of any person, or physical 
damage to any property, resulting from any act, omission, condition, or other matter 
related to or occurring on or about the Property, regardless of cause, unless due 
solely to the negligence of any of the Indemnified Parties; (2) the violation or 
alleged violation of, or other failure to comply with, any state, federal, or local law, 
regulation, or requirement, including, without limitation, CERCLA and the 
hazardous waste laws and regulations of the State of Georgia, by any person other 
than any of the Indemnified Parties, in any way affecting, involving, or relating to 
the Property; (3) the presence or release in, on, from, or about the Property, at any 
time, of any substance now or hereafter defined, listed, or otherwise classified 
pursuant to any federal, state, or local law, regulation, or requirement as hazardous, 
toxic, polluting, or otherwise contaminating to the air, water, or soil, or in any way 
harmful or threatening to human health or the envirorunent, unless caused solely by 
any of the Indemnified Parties; and (4) the obligations, covenants, representations, 
and warranties of paragraphs 8.1 through 8.5. 

10. Extinguishment and Condemnation. 

A. Extinguishment. If circwnstances arise in the future that render the 
purpose of this Easement impossible to accomplish, this Easement can only be 
terminated or extinguished, whether in whole or in part, by judicial proceedings in 
a court of competent jurisdiction. The amount of the proceeds to which Grantee 
shall be entitled, after the satisfaction of prior claims, from any sale, exchange, or 
involuntary conversion of all or any portion of the Property subsequent to such 
tennination or extinguislunent, shall be the stipulated fair market value of the 
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Easement, or proportionate part thereof, as determined m accordance with 
paragraph 1 O.B. 

B. Valuation. This Easement constitutes a real property interest immediately 
vested in Grantee, which, for the purposes of paragraph I O.A, the parties stipulate 
to have a fair market value determined by multiplying (1) the fair market value of 
the Property unencumbered by the Easement (minus any increase in value after the 
date of this grant attributable to improvements) by (2) [l>ly, which is] the ratio of 
the value of the Easement at the time of this grant to the value of the Property, 
without deduction for the value of the Easement, at the time of this grant. For the 
purposes of this paragraph, the ratio of the value of the Easement to the value of 
the Property unencmnbered by the Easement shall remain constant. 

C. Condemnation. IfaJI or any part of the Property is taken by exercise of the 
power of eminent domain or acquired by purchase in lieu of condemnation, whether 
by public, corporate, or other authority, so as to terminate this Easement, in whole 
or in part, Grantor and Grantee shall act jointly to recover the full value of the 
interests in the Property subject to the taking or in lieu purchase and all direct or 
incidental damages resulting therefrom. All expenses reasonably incurred by 
Grantor and Grantee in connection with the taking or in lieu purchase shall be paid 
out of the amount recovered. Grantee's share of the balance of the amount 
recovered shall be determined by multiplying that balance bythe ratio set forth in 
paragraph 1 O.B. 

D. Application of Proceeds. Grantee shall use any proceeds received under 
the circwnstances described in this section 10 in a manner consistent with its 
conservation purposes, which are exemplified by this grant. 

11. Amendment. 

If circumstances arise under which an amendment to or modification of this 
Easement would be appropriate, Grantor and Grantee are free to jointly amend 
this Easement; provided that: (i) no amendment shall be allowed that will affect 
the qualification of this Easement or the status of Grantee under any applicable 
laws, including Section 170(h) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, as 
amended; (ii) no amendment to this Easement shall be made without the approval 
of SHPO or its successor agency; provided that SHPO shall have ninety (90) days 
to conunent on any requested amendment. Should SHPO fail to comment on any 
such requested amendment within such ninety (90) day period, SHPO's approval 
to the amendment shall be deemed to have been given; and (iii) any amendment 
shall be consistent with the purpose of this Easement, and shall not affect its 
perpetual duration. Any such amendment shall be recorded in the official records 
of Whitfield County, Georgia. 

Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained herein, in the event of a proposed amendment 
or modification to this Easement which would change the use of the Property to a use other than 
those specified herein, the Grantee shall, in accordance with Section 6(f)(3), propose such 
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amendment or modification to the ABPP. Ally such proposal shall also include the proposed 
mitigation for the amendment or modification to this Easement. The proposal shall also include a 
letter from the Grantee setting out its opinion on the advisability of the proposed amendment or 
modification and the adequacy of the proposed mitigation. The ABPP shall approve such 
amendment or modification only if he or she finds it to be in accord with (i) 54 U.S.C. § 308103, 
the Battlefield Acquisition Grant Program (Pub. L. I 13 287, §3, Dec. 19, 2014, 128 Stat. 3234; 
Pub. L. 113 76, div. G, title IV, §429, Jan. 17, 2014, 128 Stat. 345 ; Pub. L. 113 235, div. F, title 
IV, §421, Dec. 16, 2014, 128 Stat. 2449; Pub. L. 113 291, div. B, title XXX, §3050, Dec. 19, 
2014. 128 Stat. 3799; and (ii) only upon such conditions as he or she deems necessary to assure 
the substitution of other appropriate properties of at least equal fair market value and of reasonably 
equivalent usefulness and location. 

12. Assignment. 

Thls Easement is transferable, but Grantee may assign its rights and obligations under this 
Easement only to an organization that is a qualified organization at the time of transfer under 
Section 170(h) of the Internal Revenue Code (or any successor provision then applicable), and 
authorized to acquire and hold conservation easements under the Georgia Uniform Conservation 
Easement Act, O.C.G.A. § 44-10-1 ,S!! ~· (or any successor provision then applicable) or the laws 
of the United States, and may only be done with the written pennission of the ABPP. 

As a condition of such transfer, Grantee shall require that the conservation purpose that 
this grant is intended to advance continue to be carried out. Grantee agrees to give written notice 
to Grantor of an assignment at least [twenty C20)] days prior to the date of such assignment. The 
failure of Grantee to give such notice shall not affect the validity of such assignment nor shall it 
impair the validity of this Easement or limit its enforceability in any way. 

13. Executory Limitation; Successor Trust. 

If Grantee shall cease to exist or to be a qualified organization under Section 170(h) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954, as amended, then Grantee's rights and obligations under this 
Easement shall become immediately vested in an organi2'1ltion similarly qualified or authorized to 
hold consetvation easements as provided for pursuant to paragraph 11, or if it shall refuse such 
rights and obligations, then the rights and obligations under this Easement shall vest in such 
organization as a court of competent jurisdiction shall direct pursuant to the applicable law and 
with due regard to the requirements for an assignment pursuant to paragraph 12. 

14. Subsequent Transfers. Grantor agrees to incorporate the terms of this Easement 
by reference in any deed or other legal instrument by which it divest itself of any interest in all or 
a portion of the Property, including, without limitation, a leasehold interest. Grantor further agrees 
to give written notice to Grantee and SHPO of the transfer of any interest at least [twenty (20)1 
days prior to the date of such transfer. The failure of Grantor to perform any act required by this 
paragraph shall not impair the validity of this Easement or limit its enforceability in any way. 
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85. Notices. Any notice, demand, request, consent, approval, or conunWiication that 
either party desires or is required to give to the other shall be in writing and either served personally 
or sent by first class mail, postage prepaid, addressed as follows: 

To Grantor: Civil War Preservation Trust 
1156 15'h St, NW Ste 900 
Washington, DC 20005 

To Grantee: Georgia Piedmont Land Trust 
3280 Westbrook Road 
Suwanee, Georgia 30024 

Attn: Carol Hassell, Executive Director 

ToABPP: 

To SHPO: 

American Battlefield Protection Program 
1201 Eye Street, NW (2287) 
Washington, D.C. 20005 

Jewett Center for Historic Preservation 
2610 GA Hwy 155, SW 
Stockbridge, Georgia 30281 
Attn: Environmental Review 

or to such other address as either party from time to time shall designate by written notice to the 
other. 

96. Recordation. Grantor shall record this instrument in timely fashion in the official 
records ofWhitfieJd County, Georgia, and Grantee may re-record it at any time as may be required 
to preserve its rights in this Easement. 

I 07. General Provisions. 

A. Controlling Law. The interpretation and performance of this Easement 
shall be governed by the laws of the State of Georgia. 

B. Liberal Construction. Any general rule of construction to the contrary 
notwithstanding, this Easement shall be liberally construed in favor of the grant to 
effect the purpose of this Easement. If any provision in this instrument is folllld to 
be ambiguous, an interpretation consistent with the purpose of this Easement that 
would render the provision valid shall be favored over any interpretation that would 
render it invalid. 

C. Severability. If any provision of this Easement, or the application thereof 
to any person or circumstance, is found to be invalid, the remainder of the 
provisions of this Easement, or the application of such provision to persons or 
circumstances other than those as to which it is found to be invalid, as the case may 
be, shall not be affected thereby. 
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D. Entire Agreement. This instrument sets forth the entire agreement of the 
parties with respect to the Easement and supersedes all prior discussions, 
negotiations, understandings, or agreements relating to the Easement, all of which 
are merged herein. No alteration or variation of this instrument shall be valid or 
binding unless contained in an amendment that complies with paragraph 10. 

E. No Forfeiture. Nothing contained herein will result in a forfeiture or 
reversion of Grantor's title in any respect. 

F. Successors. The covenants, terms, conditions, and restrictions of this 
Easement shall be binding upon, and inure to the benefit of, the parties hereto and 
their respective personal representatives, heirs, successors, and assigns and shall 
continue as a servitude running in perpetuity with the Property. The terms 
"Grantor," "Grantee," "SHPO," and "ABPP," wherever used herein, and any 
pronouns used in place thereof, shall include, respectively, the above-named 
Grantor and its successors and assigns, the above named SHPO and its successors 
and assigns and the above-named Grantee and its successors and assigns and ABPP 
and its successors and assigns. 

G. Termination of Rights and Obligations. A party's rights aod obligations 
under this Easement terminate upon transfer of the party's interest in the Easement 
or Property, except that liability for acts or omissions occurring prior to transfer 
shall survive transfer. 

H. Captions. The captions in this instrument have been inserted solely for 
convenience of reference and are not a part of this instrument and shall have no 
effect upon construction or interpretation. 

I. Counterparts. The parties may execute this instrument in two or more 
counterparts, which shall, in the aggregate, be signed by both parties; each 
counterpart shall be deemed an original instrument as against any party who has 
signed it. In the event of any disparity between the counterparts produced, the 
recorded counterpart shall be controlling. 

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD unto Grantee, its successors, and assigns forever. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF Grantor aod Graotee have set their hands on the day and year 
first above written. 
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Sworn to and subscribed before me this 

~~2016. ~ 

~ 1tness 

Notary Public 

Sworri to and subscribed before me this 
__ dayof 2016. 

Witness 

Notary Public 
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Grantor: ____________ _ 

Civil War Preservation Trust 

f'rR~:cl e'J-1-

By: ~iz,.,<N~ 
Skve IA:Y-:Ja...,f-er> 
Ch. e-1- A1 min is.-fv-aH>'.e cJ4.·cey-

Grantee: The Georgia Piedmont Land Trust, Inc. 

By: 

J. Dermis Billew Vice President 

Grantee: The Georgia Piedmont Land Trust, Inc. 

By: 

19 

Carol Hassell, 
Executive Director 
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Sworn to and subscribed before me this 
__ day of __ 20!6. 

Witness 

Notary Public 

Witness 
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Grantor: ------------
Cwli War Preservation Trust 

By: 

By: 

Grantee: The Georgia Piedmont Land Trust, Inc. 
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By: d fbJ le_~ 
~/Dermis Billew Vice President 

Carol Hassell, 
Executive Director 
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EXHIBIT A 

Property Description 

A certain tract or parcel of land lying and being in Land Lots 70, 71, 82 and 83 in 

the 12th District and 3rd Section of Whitfield County, Georgia, and being designated 

TRACT 1 on plat of survey entitled "Survey for Civil War Preservation Trust" of record 

in Plat Book E, Page 769, in the Office of the Clerk of the Superior Court of Whitfield 

County, Georgia, dated June 11, 2016, prepared and certified by Craig Marvin Cook, 

Georgia Registered Land Surveyor No. 2691, said plat being incorporated herein by 

reference for a full and complete description of said property. 

Tract 1 is shown on said plat to measure 300.53 acres. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

TRC Environmental Corporation (TRC) was retained by Whitfield County to perform an Cultural 

Resource Survey of a proposed mountain bike trail to be located along Rocky Face Ridge in 

Whitfield County, North Carolina. The Cultural Resource Survey described in this report meets 

the qualifications specified in the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for 

Archaeology and Historic Preservation (FR 48:44716-44742). All supervisory personnel meet or 

exceed the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards set forth in 36 CFR 

Part 61. 

 
On November 15, 16, and 20, 2007, TRC conducted a cultural resource survey for approximately 

8.0 miles of mountain bike trail located in the vicinity of 301 West Crawford Street, Dalton, 

North Carolina. The proposed mountain bike trail will be a low-impact, single use trail. The trail 

route was designed to avoid extant Civil War features. Construction of the trail will involve 

minimal vegetation clearing but no paving, extensive grading or earth moving is planned. The 

trail width is not expected to exceed 10 feet. The trail is intended for mountain biking only and 

will not be a mixed use trail. 

  

Background research was conducted prior to the archaeological survey, and identified eight 

previously recorded archaeological sites within a 1-mile radius of the project corridor. All eight 

sites are Civil War era sites related to the 1864 Battle of Rocky Face Ridge. All of the sites are 

within the boundaries of the Rock Face Battlefield historic district, a district eligible for inclusion 

in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Two of the sites, 9WD102 and 9WD103, are 

adjacent to or in the general vicinity of the project corridor.  

 

Pedestrian survey/visual inspection supplemented by limited metal detecting and judgmental 

shovel testing were implemented in order to determine whether the proposed mountain bike trail 

would have an impact any extant features associated with the Civil War battle. The investigation 

determined the proposed trail will not directly impact any battlefield features. There are five areas 

of concern where the proposed trail will pass within 30 feet of rock walls or possible features 

associated with the battle. It is recommend that protective measures be included within the trail 

plans to protect the features identified near the trail corridor. Consultation with the State Historic 

Preservation Officer will be required to determine the appropriate protective measures.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

From November 15-16, 2018 TRC conducted Cultural Resource Survey of a proposed mountain 

bike trail on the Grant Farm-Buzzard Roost property in Whitfield County, North Carolina. In a 

letter dated June 28, 2018 the Georgia Department of Natural Resources-Historic Preservation 

Division (HPD) indicated that the proposed trial is within the Rocky Face Battlefield historic 

district. The district is eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 

therefore HPD recommended a cultural resources survey. During initial communications with 

HPD it was recommended that areas of the proposed trail within 30 feet of extant battlefield 

features be visually inspected to determine whether there will be an adverse effect on the NRHP 

district (Debbie Wallsmith personal communication). This report is being submitted on behalf of 

Whitfield County as a Due Diligence project in anticipation of a federal undertaking. TRC 

Senior Archaeologist Sean Norris, M.A., RPA, conducted the fieldwork and background 

research. Archaeologist Amanda Garvin and technician Frank Amatucci assisted in the field 

survey.  

The project area consists of approximately eight miles of proposed mountain bike trial. The 

proposed trail will be a single use trail intended for mountain biking only. The route of the trail 

was intentionally designed to avoid direct impacts to extant Civil War features. The trail width is 

not expected to exceed 10 feet. The single track trail is will be a low impact trail with minimal 

vegetation clearing and trail construction. No paving or extensive earth moving is planned. 

Portions of the trail along the top of Rocky Face Ridge will follow former logging roads.  

The entire project area is within the Rocky Face Battlefield Historic District, a district that is 

eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. Additionally, background 

research indicated that there were two previously recorded archaeological sites adjacent to the 

project corridor (Figure 1). The sites, 9WD102 and 9WD103, are a series of Union and 

Confederate works associated with the 1864 Battle of Rocky Face Ridge. Six other previously 

recorded archaeological sites associated with the battle are within a one-mile radius of the project 

area. There are 24 previously recorded historic structures within a one-mile radius of the project 

corridor. One structure (63048), a circa 1934 house, is located near the eastern trail head. The 

structure is not eligible for the NRHP and will not be affected by the proposed trail. 

The archaeological survey consisted of visual inspection, limited metal detecting and judgmental 

shovel testing. The trail will not cross over or directly impact any feature. However, the 

investigation identified five sections of the proposed trail that pass within 30 feet of extant Civil 

War features. Adjusting the course of the proposed trail to ensure a minimum of 30 feet of 

clearance between any extant feature and the proposed trail is recommended. If avoidance is not 

feasible protective measures are recommended to ensure that trail construction or future erosion 

that may result from the trail does not impact the battlefield features.  

1.1 Physical Setting 

The project area is situated within the Great Valley district of the Ridge and Valley 

physiographic province (Hodler and Schretter 1986). It is characterized by steep rocky slopes 

and forested land (Figures 2 and 3) associated with Rocky Face Ridge. The ridge is flanked on   
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Figure 1. Project Location.  
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Figure 2. General conditions along the trail. 

 

 
Figure 3. Steep slope encountered throughout the project area. 
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the east by Crow Valley Creek and on the north by the North Fork Mill Creek. The runs up the 

eastern face of Rocky Face Ridge. Elevations range from 780 and 1550 feet Above Mean Sea 

Level (amsl). 

 

Chert outcrops in the Ridge and Valley Province were an important source of raw material for 

tools during prehistoric times. Outcrops of Knox chert are documented in Whitfield County 

along Cedar Ridge, and numerous outcrops of Knox, Fort Payne and Ordovician chert have been 

documented in the adjacent counties (Goad 1979). 

 

1.2 Soils 

Rock outcrops and gravelly loam were encountered throughout the project corridor. Two main 

soil types were encountered on the steep slopes of Rocky Face Ridge: 

 

Hector-Townley-Rock outcrop complex (HrF) – Well drained soils found on ridges in areas 

of 5 to 35 percent slopes. 

Nella gravelly fine sandy loam (NeF) – Well drained, rocky soil found on ridges and 

sideslopes with 30 to 60 percent slopes. 

 

1.3 Climate 

The modern climate of the survey area is influenced by its proximity to the Appalachian 

Mountains. Prolonged periods of extremely hot or cold weather rarely occur, and precipitation is 

generally plentiful throughout the year, though considerably heavier during the cold season. 

Summers are characterized by moderately warm days and mild to comfortably cool nights. 

Winters may be relatively cold, but periods of cold weather are normally short and are followed 

by comparatively mild temperatures. Because of differences in elevation, there are dramatic 

variations in temperatures within relatively short distances. 

 

1.4 Flora and Fauna 

Native vegetation in the vicinity of the project corridor consists of oak-hickory and oakpine 

forests. Species typically associated with these forests are pine, sweet gum, hickory, yellow 

poplar, elm, and maple (Hodler and Schretter 1986). Fauna currently inhabiting the region 

include deer, squirrel, groundhog, reptiles, and a variety of avian species, such as wild turkey, 

waterfowl, and various songbirds. The creeks and rivers in the area supported a variety of fish 

and shellfish in the past, but only a few species of fish inhabit these waters today. 

 

1.5 Eenvironment 

Some 18,000 years ago, during the late Wisconsin glaciation, northwest Georgia was 

characterized by a mixed oak-pine forest (Wright 1981). During the Late Pleistocene and early 

Holocene epochs, the climate of the survey area would have been quite different from that of 

today. The patchy, park-like vegetation of the full glacial was replaced with northern hardwoods 

during the late glacial period some 15,000–10,000 years ago. The modern flora of the Southeast 

was established around 12,500 years B.P. The cool summers and mild winters of the late glacial 

period were replaced by the harsher modern climate some 8,000 years ago (Delcourt 1978). In 

the southern Atlantic Coastal Plain, bottomland swamps and marshes developed in the mid-

Holocene epoch in response to the return of the sea level to near-modern position, and the 

climate was characterized by abundant precipitation throughout the growing season. Around 
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5,000 years B.P., the xeric oak-hickory forests were replaced by widespread southern pine 

forests in the sandy uplands of the Gulf Coastal Plain. 

 

Evidence from nearby areas (Chapman et al. 1982) suggests that accompanying the 

establishment of permanent villages, cultivation of plants began around 2,000 years B.P. From 

investigations in the Little Tennessee River Valley, Chapman et al. (1982) have reconstructed the 

paleoenvironment by correlating archaeological, ethnobotanical, and pollen analysis data. 

According to their reconstruction, the paleoenvironment during the Holocene reflected long-term 

vegetational change. For instance, during the early and mid-Holocene, the landscape was 

covered by closed-canopy deciduous forests. However, during the late Holocene, the landscape 

was a mosaic of: (1) croplands near permanent settlements; (2) early successional forests with 

disturbance-favored taxa invading both old, abandoned fields and areas of timber exploitation; 

and (3) deciduous forest remnants on high terraces and bedrock interfluves (Chapman et al. 

1982). Evidence from this area suggests the environment had already been profoundly influenced 

by native agricultural practices before the arrival of Euroamerican pioneers. Supporting this 

contention, Delcourt and Delcourt (1985:21) report grains of maize pollen (Zea mays) from 

sediments dating up to 2,000 years old. They suggest that maize, along with other cultigens such 

as gourd (Lagenaria siceraria), squash (Cucurbita pepo), and beans (Phaseolus vulgaris), was 

introduced during the late Holocene interval. Correlated archaeological, ethnobotanical, and 

palynological data are lacking for the survey area, but the situation in northwest Georgia 

probably was similar to that in the Little Tennessee River Valley. 

 

Documented environmental changes have been noted since historic times in northwest Georgia. 

Long before the arrival of Europeans, the Cherokee had land under cultivation in the valleys of 

northwest Georgia (Lipps 1966). Since the arrival of Euroamericans around 1832, agriculture has 

eliminated most of the original forest, both in the valleys and on the plateaus (Lipps 1966). The 

first white settlers cleared the well-drained soils on the floodplains and stream terraces (Bramlett 

1965). Later, large tracts on the uplands were cleared for cotton cultivation. The forests that 

remained after agricultural clearing were either logged or cut to provide charcoal (Lipps 1966). 

 

During the early 1800s, the spread of settlers throughout Georgia wrought drastic changes in the 

native vegetation (Plummer 1976). As the frontier was pushed westward and northward, the 

native vegetation was recorded by the original land surveyors. Three-fifths of Georgia was 

mapped by district surveyors; the other two-fifths was part of the headright territory during the 

colonial period. These early surveys revealed that northwestern Georgia was characterized by 

oak-pine-hickory forests, wherein the ratio of trees approximated 50:18:8 (Plummer 1976:183). 

Another factor affecting the landscape of northwest Georgia during the historic period was the 

chestnut blight fungus, which began killing chestnut trees in 1924. The oakchestnut forest region 

is located just north of the project area (Braun 1950). Also during the early twentieth century, the 

north Georgia forests were being extensively clear-cut for railroad ties and durable timbers 

(Plummer 1976). Natural succession and purposeful planting of particular species altered the 

resulting forest composition as logged areas were reforested. 
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2.0 CULTURAL CONTEXT 
 

The cultural resources identified during the course of the survey consisted of Civil War related 

features. A brief account of the Civil War battle associated the project area follows to provide 

context for the cultural resources identified during the survey.  

 

2.1 The Civil War 

Because of its location along the strategically important Western and Atlantic Railroad, 

Whitfield County and Dalton were destined to play an important role in the defense of the South. 

In September, 1863 Dalton was introduced to the misery of war as thousands of wounded from 

the battle of Chickamauga were transported to the town for treatment. Every available house and 

public building was converted to housing the wounded. In late 1863, after a tenacious defense by 

the Confederate Army of Tennessee, Chattanooga fell to the Union Army. During the winter of 

1863-1864 the poorly provisioned Confederate Army camped in and around Dalton and suffered 

through an unusually cold winter (WCHC 1981). 

 
In May of 1864 the Union Army began its march south, and Gen. Joseph E. Johnson, now 
in command of the Army of Tennessee, began his preparations for the defense of Dalton. 
Johnston had entrenched his army on the long, high mountain of Rocky Face Ridge and 
eastward across Crow Valley (Figure 4). Two divisions were stationed at Mill Creek Gap, 
with others on the ridgetops to provide support.  

 

On May 4th, 1864, Sherman led one hundred thousand men into northwest Georgia to 

confront the Army of Tennessee. Confederate troops had been constructing fortifications on 

Rocky Face Ridge throughout the winter of 1863 and 1864. Gen. Hooker of the Union army 

observed defenses and determined them to be impenetrable without heavy casualties and 

recommended a flanking movement. Sherman ordered twenty five thousand soldiers to make 

a wide march around the southern tip of the ridge and strike the railhead at Resaca. At the 

same time a contingent would launch attacks on the northern and western faces of the ridge 

in order to draw Johnston’s attention away from his vulnerable southern flank. 

 

The fighting on Rocky Face Ridge began in earnest on May 7. On the 8th of May, 

Confederate troops were driven from Dug Creek Gap to the south of the study area while at 

the same time a large force of Union cavalry was routed by Wheeler's cavalry near 

Varnell's Station (WCHC 1981). On May 9 Union troops began to form for an attack on the 

Resaca railhead. The Confederates were outnumber at Resaca but were able to maintain 

their supply line. On May 10 Sherman began to pull his men away from Rocky Face Ridge 

and sent them west and south to Resaca. Johnston matched Sherman’s maneuver, 

withdrawing his troops for Rocky Face Ridge into another fortified ring around Resaca. 

Fighting continued around Rocky Face Ridge for four more days as the main bodies of the 

armies shifted southward. The week-long battle of Rocky Face Ridge was the first battle of 

the Atlanta campaign. 
 
After the Confederates moved south Union troops soon moved into the abandoned town of 
Dalton. Much of the town was destroyed by the Union army. That which was not 
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destroyed was occupied by the Army as headquarters and hospitals. Later that summer the 
town was liberated by Wheeler's cavalry who surprised the Union army while they were 
preparing their noon meal. The Confederates captured and occupied the fortifications on 
Fort Hill constructed by the Union army. The fortifications and the town were recaptured by 
Hood in October and remained in Union control until Lee's surrender in April, 1865 
(WCHC 1981). 
 

 
Figure 4. Rocky Face Ridge Battlefield map (courtesy of Battlefield Trust) 
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3.0 METHODS 
 

3.1 Literature Review  

Prior to fieldwork, TRC reviewed records of the state archaeological site file maintained by the 

University of Georgia in Athens and posted on Georgia’s Natural, Archaeological, and Historic 

Resource Geographic Information System (GNAHRGIS). This research sought information on 

cultural resources previously reported in the project corridor and nearby vicinity. Additionally, 

TRC reviewed shapefiles provided by Whitfield County depicting recorded features associated 

with the Rocky Face Ridge Battlefield. 

3.2 Field Survey 

The field survey was conducted primarily through visual inspection. The goal of the inspection 

was to identify areas where the proposed trail route was within 30 feet of extant Civil War 

features. In areas where the proposed trail was present near a possible feature limited metal 

detecting and judgmental shovel testing was performed. Lane spacing for the limited metal 

detector was at the discretion of the archaeologists based on site conditions. The metal detector 

survey was conducted using Tesero Cibola metal detectors or equivalent devices. Metal detector 

“hits”, if encountered, will be flagged in the field and excavated. Historic objects will be treated 

similar to positive shovel tests. If two or more contemporaneous historic artifacts are recovered 

within a 30 meter diameter they will be recorded as site.  

The soil from each shovel test was be screened through ¼-inch mesh hardware cloth to ensure 

uniform artifact recovery. Detailed descriptions of the soils encountered in each test unit were 

made. The Field Director maintained detailed notes on the survey methods, identified sites, and 

relevant environmental information. 
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4.0 RESULTS 
 

4.1 Background Review 

Background research indicates that there are eight previously recorded archaeological sites 

boundaries of the project or within a 1.0-mile radius of the tract. Two of those sites (9WD102 

and 9WD103) were identified as being near the proposed trail (see Figure 1, Table 1).  

Archaeological site 9WD102 is identified as the Federal works on the north end of Rocky Face 

Ridge. The site consists of various trenches, walls and gun emplacements related to the 1864 

Battle of Buzzard Roost/Rocky Face. Site 9WD103 consists of a series of discontinuous rock 

walls, trenches, gun emplacements and Confederate defensive features. Both sites are eligible for 

the NRHP. The remain previously recorded sites in the vicinity of the project area are all related 

to the Civil War battles that took place in this area. They are all eligible for the NRHP and 

contribute to the Rocky Face Battlefield historic district. 

Table 1. Previously Recorded Archaeological Sites within 1.0 Miles of the Project Area. 

Resource Description NRHP Status 

9WD80 Miles 12 Gun Fort Eligible 

9WD102 Federal Works on Rocky Face Ridge Eligible 

9WD103 Confederate Defenses on Rocky Face 

Ridge 

Eligible 

9WD104 Confederate Defenses at Poplar 

Springs Cemetery 

Eligible 

9WD106 Confederate Defenses on Hamilton 

Mountain 

Eligible 

9WD114 Confederate and Federal Positions 

North of Mill Creek Gap 

Eligible 

9WD146 Confederate and Federal Positions 

South End of Rocky Face Ridge 

Eligible 

 

Background research indicates that there are 24 previously recorded aboveground resources 

within a one-mile radius of the project area (Table 2). Structure 63084 is located near the eastern 

trailhead of the proposed mountain bike trail (see figure 1). The circa 1934 home is not eligible 

for the NRHP and is not a contributing resources to the NRHP eligible Rocky Face Battlefield 

historic district.  

 

Table 2. Previously Recorded Aboveground Resources within 1.0 Miles of the Project Area. 

Resource Location Description 

63074 Crow Valley Road at Reed Pond 

Road 

Crow house – Circa 

1840 residence 

63075 Poplar Springs Road; N end of 

Haig Mill Lake 

Unnamed house – Circa 

1944 residence 

63076 2327 Kittle Road Unnamed house – Circa 

1937 residence 
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Table 2. Previously Recorded Aboveground Resources within 1.0 Miles of the Project Area 

continued. 

Resource Location Description 

63083 2190 Haig Mill Road Smith-Carlock house –  

Circa 1919 residence 

63084 Crow Valley Road Summerour house – Circa 

1934 residence 

63085 2107 Crow Valley Road Summerour-Weems house 

Circa 1854 residence 

63086 1930 Crow Valley Road Dyer-J. Marrison house –  

Circa 1904 residence 

63087 Off Crow Valley Road John Binley Smith house – 

Circa 1909 residence 

63087 Off Crow Valley Road John Binley Smith house – 

Circa 1909 residence 

63088 1731 Crow Valley Road W. B. Glaze house – Circa 

1894 residence 

63089 Crow Valley Road William B. Glace house;  

Wayne Lewis house – Circa 

1914 residence 

63092 Crow Valley Road Dallas White house – Circa  

1927 residence 

63094 Lake Katherine Road (across 

from 3693) 

Taylor house – Circa 1919 

residence 

63095 Lake Katherine Road S. L. Dunlap house – Circa 

1884 residence 

63096 Bonificious (near Mountain 

View) 

Major Calhoun house – Circa 

1899 residence 

63097 Lake Katherine Road Unnamed house Circa 1889 

residence 

63098 1152 Lake Katherine Road Ducketts house, Circa 1934 

residence 

63099 Lake Katherine Road Pope Calhoun house- Circa 

1884 residence 

63100 Lake Katherine Road at Griffin 

Drive 

Unnamed house – Circa 1889 

residence 

63101 Bridges Road W. H. Williams house – Circa 

1909 residence 

63130 Bridges Road Beavers house – Circa 1932 

residence 

63131 Beavers Drive Unnamed house – Circa 1914 

residence 

63132 Beaver Road Dunnagan School House or  

West View School – Circa  

1848 schoolhouse| 

63692 Crow Valley Road Buzzard’s Roost Battlefield 

63697 2195 Haig Mill Road Haig Mill Bridge – Circa 1937  

bridge 
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Figure 5. Location of proposed trail and identified areas of concern.  
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4.2 Archaeological Survey 

On November 14 and 15, 2018 TRC conducted an archaeological survey to determine whether a 

proposed mountain bike trial would impact any features associated with the Rocky Face 

Battlefield historic district. The survey utilized visual inspection and available GIS data to 

identify portions of the trail that were potentially within 30 feet of an aboveground feature. Areas 

identified within 30 feet of a feature were subjected to limited metal detecting and judgmental 

shovel testing. No artifacts or anomalies were identified during the metal detecting. Shovel 

testing encountered rocky, gravelly soils immediately below the root mat. Visual inspection 

determined that the trail is not passing directly over any extant features. However there are five 

areas where the proposed trail comes within close proximity of stacked stone walls or the 

possible remnants of walls (Figure 5). 

 

 

4.3 Area of Concern 1 

 

The first area of concern is located near the northern most point of the proposed trail. A low 

linear line of rock was observed directly adjacent to the proposed trail route (Figure 6). The line 

of rock appears to be partially natural with large rock outcrops that may have been enhance by 

the placement of additional stone (Figures 7 and 8). There does not appear to be more that a 

single course of stone at this location. There is no obvious stacking and no associated pits or 

trenches. This portion of Rocky Face Ridge is associated with the Union Army and this feature 

may represent the base of a fortification or the beginnings of defensive positon that was 

abandoned determined unnecessary during the course of the battle. The rock feature runs 

downslope in a northeasterly direction until it terminates at a former logging path. North and east 

of the logging path is extremely steep slope.  

 

The proposed bike trail plans to follow the former logging path at this location. This places the 

trail directly adjacent to a possible wall feature. While the wall feature is not nearly as intact as 

other features located on Rocky Face Ridge its preservation is recommended. Avoidance of the 

feature is likely the preferred alternative. It should be examined whether the trail can be shifted 

east of the rock feature to avoid any potential effects to the possible wall. If the trail cannot be 

shifted then protective fencing or other measures may be required to ensure that feature will not 

be adversely effected by use of the trail. Consultation with SHPO will be required to determine 

the appropriate protective measures at this location. 
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Figure 6. Area of Concern 1, plan view. 
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Figure 7. Linear rock outcrop/wall feature identified as Area of Concern 1, facing west from 

trail location. 

 

 
Figure 8. Proposed trail route adjacent to possible wall feature, facing north. 
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4.4 Area of Concern 2 

 

A series of switchbacks along a particularly steep section of the ridge will come within close 

proximity to a potential rock wall (Figure 9). Located near the top of Rocky Face Ridge are 

numerous natural rock outcrops and piles of stone. Within this area two linear stone feature were 

identified approximately 50 feet south of the flagged location of the proposed trail (Figures 10 

and 11). The low, possible stone wall features run roughly north-south along a contour that drops 

off steeply to the east. Depending on the placement of the switchbacks along this steep section 

the trail may come within 30 feet of these stone features.  

 

The stone features are a series of discontinuous lines of stone that may represent collapsed walls. 

They are located north of site 9WD102 and it is unclear whether they are actual defensive 

fortifications constructed by Union Troops. There placement overlooking steep slope suggests 

they may have military significance in protecting a flank, therefore it is recommended they be 

treated as potential features associated with the battle. The GPS’d location of the proposed trail 

suggests that the potential wall features in this area will not be affected. However the actual 

placement/construction of the trail may come close to these features. It is recommended that 

protective fencing or marking be placed along the features to ensure that they will not be 

impacted during construction or by future riders utilizing the trail.  
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Figure 9. Area of Concern 2, plan view. 
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Figure 10. Low stone feature in Area of Concern 2, facing south from trail location. 

 

 
Figure 11. Proposed trail route in Area of Concern 2, facing north from rock wall. 
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4.5 Area of Concern 3 

 

The southern section of the proposed bike trail runs through site 9WD103, the Confederate 

defensive positon on Rocky Face Ridge. A trail switchback on the steep western slope of the 

ridge will come within 15 feet of two linear stone features (Figure 12). These features appear to 

be collapsed wall features associate with works identified at 9WD103. The walls are not standing 

however the linear nature of the piles and the amount and size of the rocks suggests these are the 

remains of military fortifications (Figure 13). The proposed trail is immediately down slope of 

the rock features (Figure 14). Protective measures are recommended prevent further erosion of 

the wall that may occur during trail construction or future trail use. Shifting the trail further west 

and further downslope of the trail may be the preferred alternative. If the trail cannot be shifted it 

is recommended that fencing or marking be put in place to ensure that trail construction and 

future mountain bikers avoid directly impacting the feature.   

 

 
Figure 12. Area of Concern 3, plan view. 
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Figure 13. Linear wall feature identified as Area of Concern 3. 

 

 
Figure 14. Proposed trail route in Area of Concern 3, facing west from rock wall. 
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4.6 Area of Concern 4 

 

The proposed trail crosses another portion of Site 9WD103 on the eastern side slope of Rocky 

Face Ridge. This portion of the trail will pass through an approximately 60 foot wide gap 

between the remnants of two, roughly, northwest-southeast running stacked stone walls (Figure 

15). Field observations indicate that the trail may be within 20 feet of the eastern wall section 

(Figures 16 and 17). The walls are located on steep slope and appear to have collapsed or 

tumbled. Their orientation and placement remain intact but integrity as walls is diminished.  

 

The trail is effectively avoiding any direct impact to the stone features however, the proximity of 

the trail to the features may result indirect impacts associated with future trail use. These features 

are part of an archaeological site that is eligible for the NRHP and they contribute to the NRHP 

eligibility of the Rocky Face Battlefield historic district. It is recommended that protective 

measures be implemented during construction to ensure that the trail does not impact any of the 

stone associated with the features. Additionally, fencing or marking may be necessary to reduce 

the potential possible impact associated with the public’s use of the trail.  
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Figure 15. Area of Concern 4, plan view. 
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Figure 16. Linear rock outcrop/wall feature identified as Area of Concern 4, facing west. 

 

 
Figure 17. Proposed trail route adjacent to possible wall feature, facing east. 
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4.7 Area of Concern 5 

 

At the eastern base of Rocky Face Ridge the proposed trail comes within 20 feet of a line of 

stone (Figure 18). The stone runs parallel to an east west running drainage at the base of the 

ridge (Figures 19 and 20). Based on GIS information provided by Whitfield County this line of 

stone is tentatively identified as a Civil War feature. The stone is essentially only a single course 

high and may represent a collapsed wall feature, The linear nature of the stone and the fact that it 

is contained within a fairly narrow east-west running band suggest the likelihood that it is 

military related rather than talus that has collected at the base of the slope. It is recommended 

that the line of stone be treated as a feature related to the Rocky Face Ridge Battlefield.  

 

The trail will not directly impact this rock feature however is in relatively close proximity. 

Avoidance is typically the preferred option. It is recommended that the trail be shifted further 

north to ensure that potential impacts associated with trail construction and future use be 

diminished as much as possible. If the route of the trail cannot be altered then protective 

measures may be required. 
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Figure 18. Area of Concern 5, plan view. 
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Figure 19. Tumbled rock/possible wall feature identified as Area of Concern 5, facing west. 

 

 
Figure 20. Proposed trail route in Area of Concern 5, facing south. 
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5.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

From November 15-16, 2018 TRC conducted Cultural Resource Survey of eight miles of 

proposed mountain bike trail on the Grant Farm-Buzzard Roost property in Whitfield County, 

North Carolina. In a letter dated June 28, 2018 the Georgia HPD indicated that the proposed trial 

is within the Rocky Face Battlefield historic district and recommended a cultural resources 

survey. During initial communications with HPD it was recommended that areas of the proposed 

trail within 30 feet of extant battlefield features be visually inspected to determine whether there 

will be an adverse effect on the NRHP district.  

 

During planning the route of the trail was intentionally designed to avoid direct impacts to extant 

Civil War features. It will be a low impact, natural trail with minimal vegetation clearing and 

trail construction. No paving or extensive earth moving is planned  

 

The trail is within the Rocky Face Battlefield Historic District. It will run through and/or 

adjacent to two previously recorded archaeological sites. The sites, 9WD102 and 9WD103, are a 

series of Union and Confederate works associated with the 1864 Battle of Rocky Face Ridge. In 

addition to the archaeological sites there is one structure (63048), a circa 1934 house, is located 

near the eastern trail head. The structure is not eligible for the NRHP and will not be affected by 

the proposed trail. 

 

The archaeological survey consisted of visual inspection, limited metal detecting and judgmental 

shovel testing. The trail will not cross over or directly impact any feature. The investigation 

identified five sections of the proposed trail that pass within 30 feet of extant Civil War features.  

 

At the northern most area of concern (Area of Concern 1) the proposed trail will follow a former 

logging road. The northern end of a low rock wall terminates at the logging road. This area is has 

the most potential for impacting an extant feature. Shifting of the trail route or protective 

measures are recommended. Area of Concern 2 is on a steep side slope. Switchbacks for the 

proposed trail may come within close proximity to two linear rock features. Protective measures 

are recommended during the construction to ensure the features will not be impacted. Area of 

Concern 3 is within the boundaries of NRHP eligible site 9WD103. In this area the trail comes 

within 20 feet of two wall features associated with the Confederate defenses of Rocky Face 

Ridge. It is recommended that the trail be shifted to the west, if possible, to avoid any future 

indirect effects to the features. If avoidance is not possible protective measures are 

recommended. Area of Concern 4 also crosses through site 9WD103. In this area the trail runs 

through a 60 foot wide gap between two wall features. The trail does not directly impact or cross 

over any wall remnants, however protective fencing or marking of the features is recommended 

to avoid any impact from construction or future trail uses. Area of Concern 5 is located at the 

eastern foot of Rocky Face Ridge. In this area the trail comes in close proximity to what appears 

to be a collapsed stone wall. It is recommended that the trial be adjusted 10-20 feet north in this 

area to avoid any potential impacts to Civil War related features. The remaining areas are not 

directly adjacent to any features but are in the general vicinity. Protective measures are 

recommended to ensure that trail construction or future erosion that may result from the trail 

does not impact the battlefield features.  
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Consultation with HPD is recommended as the proposed trail project moves forward. Any 

protective measures proposed will need to be approved by HPD. A Memorandum of Agreement 

may be necessary to detail any stipulations required by HPD to avoid or mitigate impacts to the 

features associated with the Rock Face Battlefield historic district. If you have any questions, 

please do not hesitate to contact me at 803-933-9991 or via e-mail at snorris@trcsolutions.com. 
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January 25, 2019 

 

Work Plan: Civil War Resource Maintenance Guide 

Whitfield County and Williamson Landscape Architecture. 

Introduction 

Scope of work and methodology  

Williamson Landscape Architecture (WLA) prepared this document for Whitfield County  as part of an 
update to a previous master plan for the area. While any opinions or recommendations in the document 
are those of WLA and do not necessarily reflect the views of the County. The purpose of this document 
is to provide the staff at the Whitfield County Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Affairs Department with a 
practical guide towards managing the historic landscape resources associated with the Civil War 
resources  associated with Rocky Face Ridge. The general goal of the maintenance guide is to protect 
these fragile resources for they directly represent some of the last remaining physical vestiges from that 
seminal period of American history. The specific objective of the Resource maintenance guide is to 
present in a clear and concise document tools and methods for managing the earthworks.  

The Rocky Face Ridge earthworks deserve preservation. These earthworks on the ridge include stacked 
stone walls and rifle pits. They are special because of their completeness, being some 150 years old and 
still mostly intact. Atlanta is one of the most rapidly growing urban areas in the United States, meaning 
that several million Americans will live within a reasonable drive of these historic resources.  

Brief overview of Battle of Dalton and Battle of Rocky Face Ridge Earthworks  

In February 1864, the property was host to fighting for several days with two separate actions occurring 
on 24 and 25 February 1864 as Federal forces advanced from north to south across Crow Valley toward 
Dalton.  Confederate forces including Clayton’s Alabama brigade and Reynolds’ Virginia and North 
Carolina brigade defended the southern half of the property while the Northern troops under Turchin’s 
Ohio and Indiana brigade with portions of other Northern units from the mid-western states crossed the 
northern half of the property.  The February fighting covered virtually the entire 300 acres of the Grant 
property as both Northern and Southern units marched and countermarched and attacked and 
counterattacked one another during the action.  The February action also saw Confederate earthworks 
in several places including a significant one-quarter to one-half mile of infantry trenches, a four gun 
battery site, another trench line of smaller length and a portion of a two gun battery work together with 
a supporting redoubt and videte.  In addition, the property features a rare Federal rock wall of about 3 
feet in height and over 50 to 80 feet in length along the slope of Rocky Face Ridge which was erected 
and manned by 5 companies of Federal troops on the afternoon of 25 February 1864.  The February 
fighting also saw Confederate cavalry and artillery in the form of Key’s Arkansas Battery and Swett’s 
Mississippi Battery on the Grant property. The significance of the Battle of Dalton has been recognized 
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by the United States Civil War Sites Advisory Commission (the "CWSAC") which has given it a Priority 
11.3 Class C Rating in the CWSAC Report on the Nation's Civil War Battlefields. 
 
“During the Battle of Rocky Face Ridge, the Confederate defense line was located east to west across the 
north end of the Property, as well as towards the top of Rocky Face Ridge. Confederate General Carter 
Stevenson's line was engaged on May 8th, but the heaviest fighting on the Property took place on May 
9th, between the left of Stevenson's division line and Harker's and Wagner's brigades of Newton's 
division of the Howard's Fourth Corps. Several of Stevenson's brigades were shifted from the valley to 
the left to aid in the attacks that were all repulsed. A continuous entrenchment of over 2000 feet, and a 
pristine artillery emplacement remain on the north end of the Property, as well as a damaged artillery 
emplacement. The Union artillery was also deployed on the Property.” (See Conservation Easement, 
GPLT) 

  The May earthworks feature a combination of Confederate infantry trenches, stone walls, and 
a four gun battery site. The significance of the Battle of Rocky Face Ridge has been recognized by the 
United States Civil War Sites Advisory Commission (the "CWSAC") which has given it a Priority 11.3 Class 
C Rating in the CWSAC Report on the Nation's Civil War Battlefields. 

 
In addition to the two periods of combat, the Grant property was home to a number of Confederate 
troops from late November 1863 to the second week of May 1864. These units, including some 1,000 to 
1,500 men from Clayton’s Alabama brigade and including men from Stevenson’s division which included 
Reynolds’ North Carolina and Virginia brigade, Pettus’ Alabama brigade, and Cummings’ Georgia 
brigade, spent time on and around the property using the streams for water and cooking and cleaning, 
and, at least with Clayton and Reynolds’ brigades, making cabins and huts for winter quarters.  So, the 
Grant Farm property should also be preserved for future archaeologic, historic and ecologic 
interpretation (much like a Valley Forge) for future historians, archaeologists, environmentalists and 
students to study its use as a civil war Confederate camp, as well as its pioneer, slave, agricultural and 
Indian uses prior to the war. 

 

Management Objectives 

The primary objectives to managing the earthworks of the Rocky Face Ridge Battlefield are: 

• Establish policies that remain consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Preservation 
Standards 

• Monitor and protect cultural and natural resources above and below the ground 
• Follow  best practices that are sustainable both economically and environmentally 
• Provide a safe and educational environment for visitors 
• Minimize actions that expose the earthworks to erosion 
• Identify and address threats like trees, invasive plants, and human damage 
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Summary of Findings: 
General Recommendations 
The most effective and economical condition for the earthworks is under a heavy canopy of forest with 
no trees growing directly on the earthworks. A healthy forest has multiple layers of vegetation that slow 
down rain. The resultant leaves fall and cover the ground, further reducing the chance of erosion.  
 
Specific Management Recommendations: 

• Remove all large canopy trees (greater than 12 inches DBH) and all diseased or damaged trees 
growing directly on the earthworks (See Figure 1) 

• Avoid grubbing or clearing of site that would drastically reduce canopy protecting earthworks 
• Plant native species of canopy trees in a zone fifteen to twenty-five feet away from earthworks 
• Plant native species of understory trees in a zone ten to twenty feet away from earthworks 
• Plant native species of understory shrubs in a zone five to fifteen feet away from earthworks 
• Monitor and eliminate invasive shrubs and vines as they appear 
• Cover all bare spots and fill depressions to prevent erosion (See Figures 2 & 3) 
• Develop perimeter trail system with appropriate signage that discourages direct contact with 

the earthworks 
• Remove trash litter and debris in vicinity 
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Part 1—Statement of Existing Conditions and Identification of Adverse Issues: 
 
Rocky Face Ridge/Grant Farm Property 

The Grant Farm Tract consists of more than 300 acres off Crow Valley Road. It has single family 
residential close to its northern, eastern, and southern boundaries. Rocky Face Ridge is along the 
western boundary. Along Rocky Face Ridge, there is approximately 2,900-feet of stone stacked wall. The 
wall is in remarkably good condition for its age; however, there are some sections that have failed. 
There are approximately 1,650-feet of earthen trenches towards the northwestern portion of the 
property. The trenches have not been preserved as well as the stone fortifications. Soil has eroded and 
the profile is not as distinguishable as it once was. 

Existing Conditions 

The forest covering the earthworks is in good condition, with a healthy, relatively diverse community of 
native trees. The forest also has trees of various age and size. Predominate trees include Oaks with a few 
Beech and Pine. Understory trees include Dogwood.  

The forest floor is also in good condition with a thick, two to four inch layer of organic matter, also know 
as “duff” covering the earthworks. (See Figures 4 & 5)There is little evidence of current erosion 
problems. Erosion threats are limited to animal burrow, holes from wind-throws, or bare ground that 
needs to be covered.  

There are limited numbers of exotics growing near the earthworks. 

Visitors cannot access the earthworks at this point in time. Ongoing management of the earthworks 
should include strategies to control pedestrian movement by providing trails, adding appropriate 
signage discouraging climbing earthworks, planting a zone around the earthworks to discourage direct 
access and in some cases adding fencing to protect the resources. 

The stone walls along Rocky Face Ridge are in good condition and plainly legible in their current state. 
They retain a high level of historic integrity and face no immediate threat, but adding trail access will 
present a threat. (See Figure 6) The resources on the Grant Farm Property are in fair condition and are 
less legible in their current state. (See Figure 7) They retain a low level of historic integrity and face 
immediate threat of erosion and adding trail access will increase this threat.  

The Rocky Face Ridge earthworks exist in two conditions: exposed on a ridgeline or under forest cover. 
The vast majority of the earthworks occur along Rocky Face Ridge. In 2016, a forest fire broke out along 
the ridge and destroyed many trees and many more fell on the wall. (See Figure 8) This left most of the 
resources exposed along the ridge. To the east of Rocky Face Ridge, there is a line of trenches that 
occurs under forest cover. Some of the line is in the county’s property while some of the trench line 
occurs on private property. (See Figure 9) 
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That fire in 2016 left conditions such that invasive plants were able to establish along the ridgeline 
amongst the resources. Throughout the south invasive plant material has taken hold in forest and has 
crowded out the native plant material. These invasive plants need to be treated or removed and there 
are typical treatment recommendations in Appendix F. Some of the typical invasive plants found in 
northeast Georgia forest are, English Ivy, Eleagnus, Privet, Honeysuckle and Wisteria. 

Adverse Issues 

• Numerous large (over 12” dbh) trees growing directly on earthworks  
• Stones are falling away from the wall, down the slope 
• Depressions, both animal burrows and old wind throws, that collect water and lead to erosion 
• Trash has been dumped in vicinity 
• Invasive species growing on or immediately next to the earthworks 

o English Ivy 
o Eleagnus 
o Privet 
o Honeysuckle 
o Wisteria 

 

Part 2—Management Principles 

Principles of Earthwork Preservation  

• Perpetuate a cover of vegetation or leaf litter that protects earthworks from erosion 
• Minimize human activities on and around earthworks, including recreational and maintenance 

activities 
• Minimize potential for damage to earthworks from natural forces, including wind-throws of 

trees, growth of invasive-exotic plants, and animal burrows 
 

Earthwork Management Overview 

Vegetation or Leaf Litter Cover 

The earthworks in Whitfield County’s possession exist in two conditions: exposed on a ridgeline or under 
forest cover. In recent years, years, landscape managers and researchers working with military 
earthworks have concluded that natural forest cover is an effective and cost-effective condition for 
earthworks.  

Under a cover of deciduous trees, annual layers of fallen leaves build up over many years creating a 
layer of leaf litter that protects the earthworks from wind and water erosion.  In the first condition along 
the ridgeline, the resources are exposed due to the fact that the canopy was destroyed from the fire. At 
this point ‘succession’ will take place and the county can help speed this process along and remove trees 
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that are too close to the resources. They can also plant understory and canopy trees in the appropriate 
location to provide cover in the future, 

The second condition, managing earthworks in forest conditions with a healthy understory of trees and 
shrubs establishes a natural barrier that discourages humans from scaling and damaging earthworks. 
Managing earthworks under forest cover may require an initial investment in first several years as staff 
must inventory and remove hazardous trees, remove invasive-exotic vegetation, and cover existing bare 
spots. However, once this is accomplished, management of earthworks under forest cover is less labor 
intensive and generally less expensive than any alternative.   

Human Activities 

Whitfield County must balance public recreation and earthwork protection. The threat that human 
activities will damage the earthworks will increase as these sites become more actively programmed and 
visitation increases. People are drawn to earthworks and enjoy walking on and climbing on to the stone 
walls and going down into the trenches. There is evidence that people have disturbed the resources, as 
stones have appeared to have been moved and re-stacked. To date, the earthworks along Rocky Face 
Ridge are in such good condition because they have been largely isolated from public visitation and kept 
under forest cover. 

Whitfield County should minimize trails and paths that give people direct access to earthworks. When 
trails are proposed in proximity to the resources—they should be located at least 30 feet—away from 
the earthworks. Protective fencing should be put in place when the trail comes within this distance of 
any resource.  When it is necessary to cross an earthwork, trails should utilize existing roadbeds that 
already cross, if possible. 

County personnel should establish designated paths and use signage to indicate rules and regulations. 
Signs should establish the policies of the site and reference applicable local laws prohibiting unwanted 
activities, including littering, dumping, hunting, etc. Signage should state if the site is open to the public 
and under what conditions. Signage should also direct visitors from walking or playing on earthworks. 
Only use fences if it is determined that visitors are ignoring the signs and designated paths.  

Vegetation can discourage people walking on the earthworks by creating a natural barrier. Grass left to 
grow tall and a dense understory of trees and shrubs will dissuade people from walking directly to the 
earthworks. In certain situations a small unobtrusive fence may be used to keep people from accessing 
the resources. 

Natural Forces 

There is limited evidence of animal activity on the earthworks. Animals can burrow into earthworks, 
opening a path for water. (See Figures 10 & 11) Existing holes should be filled with clean top soil or hard 
wood chips as soon as possible. If animal activity persists, managers should consult the Whitfield County 
ordinances governing animal removal. If allowed, managers should relocate or exterminate burrowing 
animals. 
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There are invasive-exotic plants growing on all of the earthworks. Exotic weeds outperform native plants 
and result in a less diverse forest condition. Invasive vines, like English Ivy and Wisteria, will cover, 
smother, and kill native canopy trees. Invasive shrubs, like Privet, shade out native grasses and 
herbaceous plants and do not add to the leaf litter layer.   

Wind-throws are among the greatest threats to earthworks. Wind-throws occur when a tree falls and its 
roots pull up a layer of earth. (See Figures 12 & 13) The resultant bare earth holes become places where 
erosion begins.  

 

Sustainable Earthwork Management Practices 

Sustainable earthwork maintenance has both economic and environmental measurements. Whitfield 
County Staff maintaining the earthworks should pursue strategies that protect the cultural and natural 
resources, create a safe environment for visitors, and are sustainable over a long period. Staff should 
implement proposed changes in controlled trials and monitor the results before adopting new 
maintenance practices.  

An important element of sustainability is the ability for Whitfield County to implement and maintain the 
proposed maintenance regime with the available budget and staff. Whitfield County staff should not 
implement new maintenance practices unless they protect the resources and are financially feasible 
considering reasonable budgetary levels. 

Chemicals may be required to eradicate pernicious exotic vegetation.  However, Whitfield County staff 
should minimize the use of chemicals, fertilizer, and pesticides.  
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Part 3—Treatment and Maintenance Fundamentals 

1. Managing Earthworks under Forest Cover 

Forest cover represents the most effective and natural way to protect earthworks. A diverse 
community of canopy trees, understory trees and shrubs, and herbaceous plants deposit a 
protective layer of organic litter over the earthworks. The goal is to have large trees growing near, 
but not on the earthworks. The goal is to have a layer of understory trees that will contribute to the 
leaf litter, provide a second layer of interception of rain, and discourage people from scaling the 
earthworks. Over time, all trees growing directly on the earthworks are to be removed, but only 
after other trees growing along the perimeter of the earthworks can provide canopy and leaf litter.  

See Appendix D: Recommended Native Plant List 

a. Tree removal 
• A certified Arborist can assist with evaluating the health of trees growing on or 

near earthworks. Have a certified arborist regularly inspect trees for hazards. 
Prioritize hazardous trees.  

• Establish a phased removal plan based on Arborist recommendations. Generally 
avoid removing more that 10% of canopy at any one time. Removing more 
canopy results in a drastic change in light levels in the forest that encourages 
growth of unwanted invasive-exotics.  

• Large trees (greater than 12” dbh) are at greater risk of falling over and ripping 
up soil with its roots. Remove large trees growing directly on earthworks.  

o Diseased, damaged, or hazardous trees are first priority for removal 
o Trees growing on steep slopes of earthworks will be more likely to wind-

throw than trees growing on level areas  
• Remove large trees (greater than 12” dbh) within in 15 feet of the earthworks 

o Remove diseased, damaged, or hazardous trees when identified (See 
Figures 14 & 15) 

o Otherwise, this should be of secondary importance to removing trees 
growing directly on earthworks 

• Trained crews should remove trees and removal should avoid damaging the 
earthworks. 

o Cut tree flush with ground, felling tree away from earthwork, if possible. 
o Remove tree branches that will impale the ground on impact. 
o Use cranes or ropes to remove sections of trees to lessen impact of 

falling trunk.  
o Leave stumps in place but treat with herbicide to prevent sprouting. 

• Remove fallen trees on earthworks or in trenches. Leave fallen trees off 
earthworks to decompose.  

b. Repair Wind-Throws 
• Carefully cut fallen tree leaving minimum stump 
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• If stump does not spring back into place, remove to grade and fill hole with 
clean top soil or wood mulch, preferably chipped on site. 

c. Repair and Cover Bare Soil 
• Identify areas not protected by a continuous layer of leaf litter to protect soil 

surface 
• Use clean top soil to fill holes. 
• Use hard wood mulch, preferably chipped on site, to cover bare places. 

d. Understory Management  
• Plant new understory trees and shrubs that will contribute leaf-litter to the 

forest floor and create a protective zone around earthworks. 
• Retain and maintain existing trees in a zone around the earthworks, except for 

hazardous trees that should be removed 
• Preserve healthy long-lived hardwood species to replace existing canopy trees. 
• Remove exotic-invasive species. 

e. Invasive Species Management  
• Remove invasive plants as soon as possible. Because many invasive species, 

such as privet and honeysuckle, are shallow-rooted, staff can pull them up by 
hand when they are young and the soil is moist.  

• Use a minimum application of acceptable herbicide to remove established 
colonies of invasive plants.  

• Follow label information and safety recommendations. 
• Minimize soil disturbance and protect native vegetation in surrounding area. 
• Monitor annually to identify new or reoccurring invasives. 

f. Stone Wall Maintenance/Failure 
• Photo-document the wall immediately and at least once a year for record. 
• Any changes to the wall (stone removed/fallen/blown away) should be 

documented and submitted to State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) for 
guidance. 
 

2. Managing Invasive-Exotic Vegetation 
 
An exotic plant is a non-native species that humans introduce to a location outside of its native 
habitat. An invasive plant is one that spreads, establishes itself over a large area, and is 
persistent. This report uses the terms interchangeably, intending to focus on plants that are 
harmful to our native ecosystem because they out compete native plants resulting in a less 
diverse, less stable community of plants. The list of invasive-exotic plants growing on or in the 
vicinity of the earthworks include: Russian Elaeagnus, Japanese Honeysuckle, Chinese Privet, 
Japanese Wisteria, and English Ivy. This is not a comprehensive list and new invasive can appear 
very quickly. The Center for Invasive Species and Ecosystem Health has specific information for 
Georgia; see www.invasive.org. 
 
For more information, see Appendix C: Invasive Plant Treatment Recommendations 

http://www.invasive.org/
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Part 4—Site Specific Management Recommendations  

An annual work program or calendar will help Whitfield County staff plan its preservation maintenance 
of the earthworks. An annual inspection will monitor the age and health of vegetation. Inspections will 
identify presence of weeds, animals, erosion. Below are management recommendations. Appendix E 
breaks typical maintenance activities into a calendar format.  Any forest Management activities shall 
meet or exceed standards accepted as the then-current best management practices by the Georgia 
Forestry Commission, http://www.gfc.state.ga.us/forest-management/water-quality/bmps/. 

 (See Appendix E: Maintenance Schedule) 

Management Objectives 

1. To keep intact a canopy of trees overhead and a thick layer of leaf litter on the earthworks 
2. To add trees to the canopy while removing trees growing directly on earthworks  
3. To retain and increase understory vegetation to discourage walking on earthworks 

Management Recommendations 

1. Photo-Document the walls to be able to protect them in the future. 
2. Monitor trees growing on or near earthworks, looking for disease or damage that may 

undermine health and safety of tree 
3. Hazardous trees should be removed immediately 
4. Begin phased removal of large (over 12”dbh) trees growing directly on earthworks 
5. Remove approximately 10% a year to avoid a drastic change in light levels, which may lead to 

invasion of unwanted exotics 
6. Begin phased removal of smaller (under 12”dbh) trees growing directly on earthworks 
7. Remove approximately 10% a year to avoid a drastic change in light levels, which may lead to 

invasion of unwanted exotics 
8. Cut trees to grade. Do not grind below ground. Treat in place  
9. Avoid grubbing or clearing of site that would drastically reduce canopy protecting earthworks 
10. Plant native species of canopy trees in a zone fifteen to twenty-five feet away from earthworks 
11. Plant native species of understory trees in a zone ten to twenty feet away from earthworks 
12. Plant native species of understory shrubs in a zone five to fifteen feet away from earthworks 
13. Monitor and remove invasive-exotic plants 

a. Manually pull invasive vines and shrubs at earliest practicable date 
b. Develop mechanical and chemical treatment plan for established invasive plants 
c. See Appendix F: Invasive Plant Treatment Recommendations  

14. Plant mixture of canopy and understory trees in a zone between 10 and 25 feet away from 
earthworks to provide cover and to dissuade visitors from walking on earthworks 

a. See Appendix D: Recommended Native Plant List 
15. Locate animal burrows, holes, and depression and fill with soil or wood chips 
16. Develop perimeter trail system with appropriate signage that discourages direct contact with 

the earthworks  

http://www.gfc.state.ga.us/forest-management/water-quality/bmps/
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Part 5--Monitoring and Recordkeeping 

Develop an annual inspection program. During inspections document problems that require repair. 
Record all repair methods. An annual inspection by a certified arborist should be included as part of the 
annual monitoring program. 

During annual inspections, record the following information: 

• Photograph resources 
• Tree Hazards 
• Evidence of erosion 
• Invasive-exotic species 
• Wind-throws 
• Animal burrow 
• Missing or thin leaf litter 
• Human disturbance of earthworks 
• Any changes to the stone wall 
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Figure 1-Trees growing in earthworks (Grant Farm Property) 

 

Figure 2-Erosion of soil (Grant Farm Property) 
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Figure 3-Soil Erosion, typ. 

 

 

Figure 4-'Duff' layer in Forest Cover Condition (Rocky Face Ridge Slope) 
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Figure 5-Duff Layer in Forest Condition, typ. 

 

Figure 6-Open Ridge Condition (Rocky Face Ridge) 
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Figure 7-Earthen Trench Conditions 

 

Figure 8-Fallen trees on stone walls (Rocky Face Ridge) 
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Figure 9-Trees fallen on earthworks, typ. 

 

Figure 10-Animal Burrow (Grant Farm Property) 
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Figure 11- Animal Burrow, typ. 

 

Figure 12-Erosion due to tree fall 
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Figure 13-Fallen Tree Erosion, typ. 

 

Figure 14-Tree Decay on Rocky Face Ridge 
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Figure 15-Tree Decay, typ. 

 



 
 







Rocky Face Ridge 
Grant Farm Property 
Plant List: Native Trees and Shrubs 

  
Canopy Trees 
Southern Red Oak / Quercus falcata 
Scarlet Oak / Quercus coccinea 
Post Oak / Quercus stellata 
Blackjack Oak / Quercus marilandica 
White Oak / Quercus alba 
Black Oak / Quercus nigra 
Chestnut Oak / Quercus montana 
Loblolly Pine / Pinus taeda 
Shortleaf Pine / Pinus echinata 
Pignut Hickory / Carya glabra 
Red Maple / Acer rubrum 
Black Gum / Nyssa sylvatica 
Tulip Poplar / Lirodendron tulipifera 

 
Understory Trees and Shrubs 
Sparkleberry / Vaccinium arboreum 
Haw Bush / Possumhaw vibernum 
Dogwood / Cornus florida 
Rusty Viburnum / Viburnum rufidulum 
Hog Plum / Prunus umbellata Elliot 
Fringetree/ Chionanthis virginicus 
Spicebush / Lindera benzoin 
Hazelnut / Corylus americana 
Pinxterflower / Rhododendron periclymenoides 
Christmas fern / Polystichum acrostichoides 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.missouribotanicalgarden.org/PlantFinder/PlantFinderDetails.aspx?kempercode=a710
http://www.missouribotanicalgarden.org/PlantFinder/PlantFinderDetails.aspx?kempercode=a710


Rocky Face Ridge
Grant Farm Property 
Maintenance Schedule

Winter Spring Summer Fall
Condition:
Wooded December January February March April May June July August September October November

Bi-Annual Inspection
(To Photo-document and update database)

Certified Arborist to Assess Tree Health
(Create Database of trees to observe)

Remove Trees (>12 DBH) from Earthwork
(On top of and on the slopes of Earthwork)

Treat stumps with herbicide 
(To prevent re-growth)

Remove all dead and downed logs 
(on top of earthworks)

Typical invasive Plant Material Treatment Schedule
Invasive Removal: Mechanical /Chemical^

(Eleagnus)

Invasive Removal: Mechanical /Chemical^
(English Ivy)

Invasive Removal: Mechanical /Chemical^
(Chinese Privet)

Invasive Removal: Mechanical /Chemical^
(Honeysuckle)

Invasive Removal: Mechanical /Chemical^
(Japanese Wisteria)

^ See Invasive Plant Treatment Recommendations Appendix F for Invasive Removal 



 
Rocky Face Ridge 
Grant Farm Property 
Invasive Plant Treatment Recommendations 

  
Detailed information about Chemical Control options can be found at www.invasive.org.  Read and 
follow label information and wear appropriate safety gear before mixing and using herbicides. 
 
 
Autumn Olive – Eleagnus umbellata 
Mechanical - Pull out  plants when young and soil is moist. 
 
Chemical/Mechanical – Apply Garlon® 4 as a 20% solution with a basal oil that is commercially available 
(2.5 quarts per 3-gallon mix with a penetrant to young bark as a basal spray from January to February or 
Between April and October. Check with herbicide distributor for penetrant options. 
 
Cut woody vegetation to the ground (Late in growing season July-September) and paint stumps with a 
10% Arsenal® AC solution (1 Quart per 3-gallon mix) or 20% Glyphostate Solution (2.5 quarts per 3-
gallonmix) in water with a surfactant, using sponge or sponge like applicator. 
 
Chemical – Wet leaves with a 1% Solution in water (Arsenal AC®,Vanquish® or Garlon 4V- mix at a ratio 
of  4 ounces per 3-gallon mix) with a surfactant in April to October. 
 
 
English Ivy – Hedera helix L. 
Mechanical - Remove as much of the root as possible. Minimize trampling and churning of the soil, 
protecting native plants that are present. Clear an area thoroughly before moving on. 
 
Chemical –Option #1) Remove leaves from vine a few feet across and at a comfortable height. Apply 
20% solution of triclopyr ester (Garlon 4 at a mixture of 2.5 quarts per 3-gallon mix) with a commercially 
available basal that includes penetrant. This option can be used year round. Temperature should be 
around 50 F for several days before treatment. 
 
Option #2) Cut vine close to soil surface and apply 25% glyphosate or triclopyr solution mixed with water 
to cut surface. (Accord® or Garlon® 3A would be acceptable) Clyphosate solutions can be used in 
temperatures as low as 40 F and Triclopyr solutions can be used at Temperatures as low as 60 F. Future 
applications may be necessary. This is a good option when there are plants in proximity that do not need 
to be treated or when the vines have grown into a canopy. 
 
Option #3) A foliar spray herbicide application may be a good option.  Thoroughly wet leaves with a 2-
5% solution (8 to 20 ounces per 3-gallon) of triclopyr ester or tricolpyr amine mixed with a non-ionic 
surfactant (Garlon® 4 would be acceptable). This should occur between June and November. 

http://www.invasive.org/


 
 
Chinese Privet - Ligustrum sinese 
Chemical/Mechanical – Option #1) Cut woody vegetation to the ground and paint stumps with a 20% 
Glyphostate Solution. 
 
Option #2) Inject 50/50 solution of Krenite® and water into the cambium or cut surface at any time of 
the year. Good option for trees to be cut and removed. To prevent resprouting, treat stumps. Follow up 
treatments may be necessary. 
 
Chemical – Option #1) Spray with a Glyphostate Solution (3-5% Solution with water) in dormant season 
(November to February). Completely wet the leaves when applying solution. The Glyphosate solution 
should have 41% active ingredients. If the product does not have a surfactant included, add 0.5% of a 
non-ionic surfactant. This option is good when there are desirable plants in close proximity to the Privet. 
 
Option #2) Apply Garlon® 4 (20% plus crop oil) as a basal bark treatment that can be applied throughout 
the year. The dormant season may be the best time to apply. This option is good for larger, older masses 
of privet and can also be a good initial treatment that can allow spraying to be an option to get to the 
ground level plants underneath. Follow up treatments may be necessary. 
 
 
Japanese Honeysuckle – Lonicera japonica thumnb. 
Mechanical - Pull young plants out of ground (Younger than 2 years old). Cut woody vegetation to the 
ground (April or September) and paint stumps with a 20% Glyphosate Solution. Remove clipped 
material. Mow vegetation that has been treated with herbicide to 1", scarcify soil surface and seed with 
Native Seed Mix. 
 
Cut woody vegetation close to soil surface and quickly treat the cut vines with a 20% solution (2.5 quarts 
per 3-gallon) of glyphosate herbicide or Garlon® 3A between July and October. 
 
Chemical - Early spring application Gylphosate herbicide between March and April. 
 
Apply Escort® XP Solution (0.6 dry ounces per 3-gallon mix with water) with surfactant to leaves with 
broadcast sprayer (2 ounces per acre) between June and August. 
 
Apply Escort® XP Solution (0.6 to 1.2 dry ounces per 3-gallon mix with water) with surfactant to spot 
spray (2 to 4 ounces per acre) between June and August. 
 
Treat leaves with herbicide and surfactant with water between July and October. Use a 2% Glyphosate 
solution ( 8 ounces per 3-gallon mix) or Garlon® 3A or Garlon® 4® as a 3-5% solution (12 to 20 ounces 
per 3-gallon mix). 
 
 



 
 
Japanese Wisteria (Wisteria floribunda (Wild.) DC. 
Mechanical - Pull young plants out of ground along with root portion. If fruits are present, the vines 
should be bagged and in plastic trash bags to be disposed of in a landfill or piled onsite and allowed to 
desiccate. 
 
Chemical –Option #1) Remove leaves from vine a few feet across and at a comfortable height. Apply 
20% solution of triclopyr ester (Garlon® 4 at a mixture of 2.5 quarts per 3-gallon mix) with a 
commercially available basal that includes penetrant. This option can be used year round. 
 
Option #2) Cut vine close to soil surface and apply 25% glyphosate or triclopyr solution mixed with water 
to cut surface. (Accord® or Garlon® 3A would be acceptable) Clyphosate solutions can be used in 
temperatures as low as 40 F and Triclopyr solutions can be used at Temperatures as low as 60 F. Future 
applications may be necessary. This is a good option when there are plants in proximity that do not need 
to be treated or when the vines have grown into a canopy. 
 
Option #3) in cases where large infestations of Wisteria has occurred, a foliar spray herbicide application 
would be a good option.  Thoroughly wet leaves with a 2% solution (8 ounces per 3-gallon) of triclopyr 
ester or tricolpyr amine mixed with a non-ionic surfactant (Garlon® 4 or Garlon® 3A would be 
acceptable). This should occur between  October and November to avoid plants that do not need to be 
treated. 
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