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George A. Power House
The George Abner Power House (also known as the 
Power Cabin) occupies a 2.5- acre tract adjacent to 
and southwest of Hyde Farm. Although owned and 
operated by Cobb Landmarks and Historical Soci-
ety, the house is surrounded by land owned by the 
NPS. The house sits at the end of a long ridge about 
a quarter mile from the west bank of the Chatta-
hoochee River just downstream from Morgan Falls 
Dam.30

The house was built by George Abner Power (1821-
1914), brother to James Cooper Power, who built the 
main house at Hyde Farm around 1840. As noted 

above, George and James Power were the sons of 
some of the earliest settlers in the area, Joseph and 
Isabella Power, who first arrived in Cobb County 
around 1832, when George was still a boy. The char-
acter of the house’s construction suggests that it was 
built not long after George’s marriage in 1843 to 
Winifred Copeland (1821- 1898). They established a 
320- acre farm and raised twelve children in the log 
and wood- framed house above the river.31 Winifred 
Power died in 1898. Five years later, eighty- two-
year- old George Power married Elizabeth “Betty” 
A. Barrett, a 58- year- old widow. The new Power 
household included Betty’s daughter and grand-
daughter, all of whom lived with George Power until 
his death in 1914. They continued to rent the house 
from George Power’s heirs until George and Wini-
fred Power’s son Charles Geiger Power bought out 
his relatives’ interest in the property in 1919. After 
Charles Power’s death in 1925, ownership of the 
house and surrounding acreage passed to his wife 
Eva and their several children. After Eva Power’s 
death in 1947, the property passed to their children, 
who continued to rent the house.

The house was used as a part- time hunting lodge 
throughout the 1950s and most of the 1960s, during 
which time it underwent significant alterations, 
including the creation of a new window opening in 
the log pen and partial removal of the loft floor. 
Around 1960, the Power heirs sold the western half 
of George Power’s farm for residential development, 
reducing the Power Farm to about 82 acres. In 1971, 
the Power heirs rented the house to a tenant who 
remains in residence at the house in 2006.

When Winnie Power Groover, one of the heirs of 
Charles Power, died in 1979, her children inherited 
her forty acres of the old George Power farm. They 
sold it to the National Park Service in 1985. When 
the other living heir of Charles Power, his son 
George, died in 1995, his 80- acre tract, including the 
house, was conveyed to his widow, Virginia Wing 
Power, who in turn conveyed it to the Trust for Pub-
lic Land in 1996. The following year the Trust for 
Public Land conveyed 80 acres surrounding the 
homestead to the National Park Service. At the same 
time, the house and 2- 1/2 acres were conveyed to 
Cobb Landmarks and Historical Society, which now 
manages the site. Cobb Landmarks commissioned a 

30. “Cabin” was a term generally used for a small, crudely 
constructed, and often temporary structure, which 
this building was not.

FIGURE 15. View southwest of George Power 
House. (Marti Gerdes, NPS-SERO-CRD, 2005)

FIGURE 16. View northeast of rear of Power 
House. (Marti Gerdes, NPS-SERO-CRD, 2005)

31. Cobb Landmarks and Historical Society web site, http: 
//www.cobblandmarks.com (accessed January 29, 
2005).
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study of the house in 1999 and rehabilitated it for 
continued residential use in 2001. The house is listed 
in the National Register. The NPS maintains a con-
servation easement on the 2.5- acre parcel on which 
the cabin is situated, but has no ownership interest 
in the cabin.

The house is a one- and- one- half- story house that 
evolved from a single- pen log building. A wood-
framed room was added to the east end of the log 
pen in the 1850s and a wood- framed kitchen was 
added to the rear (south) of the log pen in the 1860s. 
The log pen and the kitchen both have large stone 
fireplaces and chimneys located on the northwest 
side of the house. Despite modifications, including 
significant alterations to the building’s fenestration 
in the 1960s and to the roof in the 1970s, the house 
still retains much of its historic character.

Facing in an easterly direction, the original log pen 
is about 18’- 5” by 22’ in plan with gables rising to 
about 12’ and features a full- width front porch. The 
house is set on fieldstone piers with hewn oak sills 
that measure around 10” by 11” in the log pen and 9” 
by 10” in the antebellum addition. The kitchen is set 
on circular- sawn oak sills measuring about 4” by 8”, 
suggesting that it is a post- bellum addition. The log 
pen has nine courses of hewn logs, mostly pine and 
poplar, with half- dovetail joints. Floor, ceiling, and 
roof framing for the log pen and framing for the 
antebellum addition utilized sash- sawn lumber, 
while framing for most of the kitchen addition uti-
lized circular- sawn material. The log pen and the 
kitchen addition are finished with board- and- bat-
ten siding. The antebellum addition is finished with 
clapboards. The only historic window opening that 
remains unaltered is at the east end of the antebel-
lum addition, but even its sash may have been 
replaced. The original wood- shingled roofing was 
replaced with sheet- metal roofing in the early 20th 
century; the existing metal roofing dates to 2001.

The well was dug shortly after the Civil War and 
continues to provide water for the house. Two 
modern wood- framed sheds, constructed in 2001, 
are located near the end of the terrace on the south 
side of the house. Most of the old farm roads can 
still be identified around the site, although only the 
road leading from Hyde Road remains in use. The 
remains of George Power’s original terracing of the 
land are still evident as are the remains of a split rail 
fence line.32 George Power never built a barn, and 

all of the other historic outbuildings associated with 
the farm were reportedly burned by a tenant in the 
late 1930s.

Significance and Integrity: Like Hyde Farm, the 
George Power House is potentially eligible to the 

32. Cobb Landmarks and Historical Society, http://
www.cobblandmarks.com (accessed January 29, 
2005).

FIGURE 17. View of east end of George Power 
House. (Marti Gerdes, NPS-SERO-CRD, 2005)

FIGURE 18. Site map for George Power House, 2006. 
(T. Jones, NPS-SERO-CRD)
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National Register under Criteria A and C as repre-
sentative of the small farmsteads in the river corri-
dor before and after the Civil War. The house retains 
its integrity of location, design, setting, feeling and 
association, but materials and workmanship were 
compromised by incompatible additions and alter-
ations in the third quarter of the 20th century.33 The 
integrity of location and setting are especially 
strong, with some of the original roads still in use, 
fence lines recognizable, and some agricultural land 
still under cultivation, all of which conveys the 
property’s historic character.

The building’s original design (with subsequent his-
toric additions) also reflects original functions and 
aesthetic choices. Some of the original siding 
remains intact, including that on the south wall, the 
northeast corner, and on the east elevation of the 
original house. Beneath the house’s new siding, the 
original log pen remains intact, although compro-
mised by alterations to window and door openings 
in the 1960s. The fieldstone fireplaces and the 
majority of stone foundation piers are original or 
were restored with in- kind materials and work-
manship. The landscape and overall setting retain an 
exceptionally high degree of integrity.

Rogers Historic District
John Rogers (1774- 1851) settled on the eastern (now 
Gwinnett County) side of the Chattahoochee in the 
early 1800s. He married Sarah Cordery, who was 
half Cherokee and whose sisters were also the 
matriarchs of several prominent families in the area. 
During the War of 1812, Rogers served on the staff of 
Gen. Andrew Jackson, who is thought to have stayed 
at the house when he was in the area in 1820. Some 
sources say that he dismantled his original house 
and moved it to the western (now Fulton County) 
side of the river around 1819, while others claim he 
built a new house, the so- called Rogers Mansion 
House, on the western side of the river in 1831. The 

house is located on Rogers Circle in the Shakerag 
community in north Fulton County, near where the 
family operated a ferry at the present site of Rogers 
Bridge. John and Sarah Rogers’ son William Rogers 
(1805- 1870) also built a house, called Oakland, near 
his parents’ house and is buried with them in the 
nearby family cemetery.

Significance and Integrity: Because of associations 
with a family that played a major role in early settle-
ment in the northern part of the study area, there is 
the potential for a National Register district in that 
area, as recommended in the 1980 survey of park 
resources.34 Nomination would depend on the 
integrity of the resources, particularly the Rogers 
houses, which could not be ascertained during the 
course of this study. Because most of these 
resources, including the homes of John and William 
Rogers, remain privately owned, creation of a 
National Register district would have to be done in 
partnership with private land owners and the State.

These properties are potentially eligible to the 
National Register with local significance under Cri-
teria A. Depending on their integrity, which cannot 
be evaluated without further study, the houses may 
also be significant architecturally Criterion C. Will 
Rogers (1879- 1935), the noted American humorist, 
was related to the family of John Rogers, although 
he may not have been a direct descendant, as has 
often been claimed.35

Mills
All of the known cultural resources associated with 
the industrial development of the river corridor 
within or adjacent to the study area lie in three dis-
tinct concentrations of structures and ruins on Big 
Creek (Roswell Manufacturing Company and Ivy/
Laurel Mills), Sope Creek (Marietta Paper Com-
pany), and Rottenwood Creek (Akers or Banner 
Mill). These resources demonstrate both the devel-
opment and the decline of water- powered industry 

33. In the 1960s, the cabin was modified for use as a hunt-
ing lodge. Among other changes, most original win-
dow openings were enlarged and new windows were 
created. Because it is a log structure, reversing 
changes to the windows was not possible without 
replacing entire walls of logs, which was not war-
ranted given the ongoing residential use of the build-
ing. Also, because deed restrictions called for lifetime 
residency of the caretaker, the 2001 rehabilitation 
required making the structure viable as a residence 
long term and year-round, which resulted in necessary 
compromises. (Conversation with NPS historian 
Tommy Jones, June 23, 2005.)

34. Lenard E. Brown, Historic Resource Study: Chatta-
hoochee River National Recreation Area and The 
Chattahoochee River Corridor (NPS, SERO, 1980)

35. Clarence Martin, “Will Rogers’ Family Had Georgia 
Roots,” Atlanta Journal-Constitution, April 19, 2001, 
JH18. Also see Rosemary Taylor, “JC’s mysterious leg-
acy unraveled,” The Johns Creek Herald, August 16, 
2006, which contradicts the assumption that Will Rog-
ers was a direct descendant of John Rogers.
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in the study area. Likewise, they illustrate the inten-
sification of use at individual sites as well as the 
inevitable shift in focus from direct water power to 
steam power and, in the 20th century, electrical 
power sources such as the Morgan Falls hydroelec-
tric facility. Morgan Falls Dam has been described 
but not evaluated because it is owned by Georgia 
Power Company and there is little likelihood that 
the National Park Service will acquire the structure. 
In addition the extant and ruined buildings of the 
Roswell Manufacturing Company’s mills on Big 
Creek, while outside the authorized boundaries of 
the CRNRA, are an important part of the context 
for understanding the other mills and so are 
included here.

Roswell Manufacturing Company
The Roswell Manufacturing Company complex 
along Big Creek is the most intact of the mills in the 
study area. The site includes the 1883 factory, now 
adapted for offices, the 1854 machine shop, the 
remains of two dams, and various ruins and archeo-
logical remnants associated with the factory, some 
dating to the mill’s original construction in 1838. 
Most of these resources are located on the western 
bank of Big Creek, outside the boundaries of the 
CRNRA, but at least part of the mill’s dams are 
located on NPS lands.

The best- preserved building in the complex is the 
1883 warehouse, which was rehabilitated for shops 
and offices around 1980. With modern additions, it 
is a sprawling wood- framed structure finished with 
board- and- batten siding and features factory win-
dow walls that flood the interior with natural light. 

The oldest extant structure on the site is the 1854 
machine shop built into the hillside below the 1883 
building. It is a three- story brick building set on a 
stone foundation, with a brick dentil course at the 
top of the walls on all four sides. The gabled roof is 
finished with modern, green, standing- seam metal 
roofing. No sash remain in any of the window 
openings, all of which have been recently closed 
with wooden louvers. In December 2004, a new 
gravel road was completed to the building from the 
west, and on the east end of the machine shop, a 
covered wooden pedestrian bridge across the creek 
was completed in fall 2004.

The machine shop derived power from the flume/ 
race that connected the 1838 and 1854 factories. Pre-

sumably the first floor contained the waterwheel 
mechanism that conveyed power to the machinery 
on the second floor. A wing- wall that once formed 
one side of the tailrace downstream from the build-
ing extends approximately 30 feet to a point where 
the water entered an elevated wooden flume en 
route to the 1838 factory and later the turbine for the 
1883 factory. 

In the 1990s several small- scale archeological 
explorations were conducted by Southeastern 
Archeological Services of Athens, Georgia, at both 
the site of the Roswell Manufacturing Company as 
well as the Laurel/Ivy Mill site downstream. The 
purpose of the investigations at the Roswell Manu-
facturing Company site was to determine the exact 
site of the original 1838 factory. The survey located 
elements of the millrace, the remnants of stone piers 
used to carry the elevated flume, a turbine and 

FIGURE 19. View of the machine shop at Roswell 
Manufacturing Company. (Marti Gerdes, NPS-
SERO-CRD, 2005)

FIGURE 20. VIew of the main dam for the 
Roswell Manufacturing Company’s mills.
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associated machinery associated with the 1883 fac-
tory, and rough stone and hewn granite foundation 
wall remnants believed to be the south wall of the 
1838 factory and later used as the tailrace to the tur-
bine assembly. 36

The turbine discharged southwest from the turbine 
housing into a tailrace extending approximately 59 
feet toward the creek. The excavated earthen tail-
race is approximately 28 feet wide. A portion of the 
northeast wall of the tailrace is presumed to be the 
south foundation wall of the 1838 factory. The wall is 
composed of both rough stone and hewn granite 
and measures approximately 41 feet in length. The 
remainder of the presumed site of the 1838 factory is 
buried under sediment and obscured by foliage. 
However, the topography of the site suggests an 
irregular area of level elevated ground uphill from 
the exposed foundation wall/tailrace wall, thus 
indicating the area where the body of the factory 
most likely stood.37

Upstream from the machine shop stand the ruins of 
the 1854 factory and the main dam and mill pond for 
the mill. The ruins of the 1854 factory are more visi-
ble than those of the 1838 factory and lie scattered 
on the wooded hillside east of the machine shop. 
The ruins are composed of fieldstone and coursed 
ashlar foundations, partial brick walls, and old 
machinery. Like the 1838 factory, some portions have 
been covered by sediment although the footprint of 
the main factory and the picking shed38 on the hill-
side above remain discernible The ashlar wall sec-
tions butt up against the fieldstone wall segments; all 
are dry- laid. The original overshot waterwheel, 16 
by 20 feet in diameter and weighing about 4,500 
pounds, was mounted on a solid steel shaft. The 
wheel is gone but the turbine and flywheel remain in 
position today.

Near the top of the hill above the 1838 picking shed 
(and just below the pedestrian access to the mill site 
from Sloan Street at Founders Cemetery), numer-
ous smaller- scale resources can still be found. Fur-
ther down the embankment is the most intact 
element at the site – the large metal turbine and 

penstock and the corrugated metal shed used to 
shelter them from the weather. One wall of the metal 
shed is parged brick. The turbine was located at the 
base of the hill just above the natural floodplain. The 
turbine was fed by a large cast- iron flume approxi-
mately 36” in diameter that still runs east and paral-
lel to the creek. Today, only the bottom half of the 
flume remains as the top portion was cut off and 
sold for salvage in the 1960s. While it is known that 
water discharged from the turbine returned to the 
mill race en route to the lower machine shop and on 
to the 1838 factory (and later the turbine for the 1883 
factory), the tailrace is not immediately evident at 
the 1854 site. Further, archeological excavations have 
not been conducted to determine its dimensions or 
construction. Given the proximity of the turbine to 
ground level and the emergence of the race down-
stream near the machine shop, it can be presumed 
that the race was excavated and lined with stone.

Approximately 100 yards upstream from the 1854 
factory site stands the main dam that was con-
structed along with the other improvements in 1854. 
The dam is a gravity dam cosnstructed with rough-
cut stone and rises approximately 40 feet in height 
above the stream bed. The gate housing – used to 
feed water at the head into the metal flume – was 
built into the north bank of the creek. Gates at the 
dam controlled the flow of water through the race-
way or flume, and a head gate with steel rakes kept 
most debris from entering the flume and damaging 
the waterwheel. Water from this raceway furnished 
power for the original mill and for a second mill 
building constructed downstream in 1883. An L-
shaped mortared fieldstone wall approximately five 
feet in height stands approximately 10 feet upstream 
from the dam, apparently to divert water toward the 
gate. Today, water spills freely over the dam and the 
gate, creating a waterfall to the stream below. A 
contemporary pipeline runs from the base of the 
dam down the creek then crosses the waterway 
about 200’ further down the hill. 

Significance and Integrity: Most of the ruins of the 
Roswell Manufacturing Company are included in 
the Roswell Historic District, listed on the National 
Register in 1974. According to Wood’s archaeologi-
cal survey of the site in 1989, the Roswell mill com-
plex “may easily be one of the most significant 
textile industry sites in Georgia.”39 Wood notes:

36. Wood, “An Archeological Survey,” 18-20.
37. Ibid., 20-22.
38. The Picker-Lapper House, as it was known, was where 

cotton bales were opened, seeds and debris removed, 
and the cotton blended (“laps” are large balls of cot-
ton). D. A. Tompkins, Cotton Mill Commercial Features 
(Charlotte: D. A. Tompkins, 1899), 162-67. 39. Wood, “An Archeological Survey,”29.
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Undoubtedly, it is one of the most intact textile 
sites in existence in the state. The original 
Roswell factory represents one of the earliest 
cotton mills built in Georgia. Over 125 years of 
evolution in the textile industry is represented at 
the site. Fortunately, each time a new factory 
building was constructed it was placed in a new 
location. Two intact turbines, generators, much 
of the mill’s foundations, walls, and raceways are 
still intact or partially evident today. The 1854 
machinery shop is still standing and has received 
some renovation work. The unique opportunity 
for the public to observe the evolution of 
waterpower use in the textile industry is readily 
apparent at the Roswell Mills. Fortunately, most 
of the site is already included in the Roswell 
Historic District and is listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places.40

Laurel Mills
Abandoned in the 1920s, the ruins of Laurel Mills lie 
on the west bank of Big Creek near its mouth at the 
Chattahoochee River, with the site bisected by Riv-
erside Drive. All of the resources associated with the 
mills are owned and managed by the National Park 
Service, but a sewer easement topped by the City of 
Roswell’s board walk crosses the site parallel to the 
river a few yards from its northern bank. In 1992 a 
selective archeological survey was conducted by 
Southeast Archeological Services to determine the 
distribution of cultural resources at this site, most of 
which is now part of the City of Roswell’s Riverside 
Park. Ruins of several structures related to the mill 
are located on the site, but the area south of River-
side Drive is fenced, overgrown and inaccessible. 
Located on NPS land north of Riverside Drive are 
remnants of the mill dam and traces of the head and 
tail races. Significant archeological samples were 
taken in the area to determine the distribution of 
artifacts in an effort to confirm the boundaries of 
the complex and the locations of specific structures 
known to exist from the Sanborn Insurance maps. 
The site is obscured by heavy vegetation and silt.

The main mill and picker house site lie south of Riv-
erside Drive near the west bank of Big Creek. The 
most prominent part of the ruins is a portion of the 
stone walls of the picker house (circa 1900). Two 
stone walls that once formed the southwest corner 
of the picker house run approximately 35’ to 45’ in 

length and rise 5’. A second lower wall that was once 
part of the north wall of the picker house was also 
located.41

40. Ibid. 41. Wood, “An Archeological Survey,” 31.

FIGURE 21. A view of part of the ruins of 
Laurel Mills. (Marti Gerdes, NPS-SERO-CRD, 
2005)

FIGURE 22. Another view of part of the ruins 
of Laurel Mills. (Marti Gerdes, NPS-SERO-CRD, 
2005)
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Located north of Riverside Drive on Big Creek, the 
mill dam ruins are very close to the existing parking 
lot at the southern trail head. Evidence of the dam is 
present on both banks, but the most significant por-
tion lies on the eastern bank, as the western bank 
has suffered greater erosion. The dam segment on 
the eastern bank is a dry- laid, rough- stone struc-
ture, possibly of partial earthen construction.42 The 
segment on the western bank would have housed 
the gate and the beginning of the headrace, but nei-
ther is evident today. The trace of the millrace 
emerges from the landscape just south of the dam. 
Although no formal excavation has been conducted, 
the race appears to be constructed of earthen berms 
except in one small area south of the dam where 
reinforced walls were located. The walls are thought 
to relate to an unidentified structure that once stood 
adjacent to the race at that location.43

Near where the race would have intersected 
present- day Riverside Drive, the water was con-
ducted into a raised wooden flume and distributed 

to the picker house and main mill building. An 
earthen tailrace begins at the southwest corner of 
the picker house and appears to have run on course 
with the raised flume to the main mill, where the 
wooden flume terminated at the waterwheel/tur-
bine housing. This point is marked by a low brick 
arch that crosses the race and was probably part of 
the foundation for the waterwheel and/or turbine 
housing. At this point the discharge water from both 
the picker house and main mill merged and the tail-
race continued due south to the Chattahoochee 
River.

Significance and Integrity: The site of Laurel Mill has 
very little structural integrity, with the ruins of the 
mills in poor condition. Only a partial dam, scat-
tered wall remnants, and parts of the millrace 
remain intact. The proximity of the mills to the 
river’s floodplain, heavy vegetation, and the paucity 
of above- ground resources also make the site diffi-
cult to interpret. However, the ruins of Laurel/Ivy 
Woolen Mills are potentially eligible to the National 
Register as an archeological site under Criterion D. 
Like the Roswell Manufacturing Company, the site 
is associated with the industrial revolution in the 
South and was significant for its contributions to the 
Confederate war effort.

Marietta Paper Company
In 1902, a fire did major damage to the Marietta 
Paper Company’s mill on Sope Creek, and its own-
ers decided to close the mill. Abandoned, the build-
ings were allowed to deteriorate. The rugged terrain 
along Sope Creek prevented development in the 
immediate area as suburban residential develop-
ment swept across east Cobb County in the 1960s, 
but the site was mined for its materials, particularly 
stone for building and landscaping. On Halloween 
night 1970, vandals torched the covered bridge over 
Sope Creek, leaving only the stone abutments and 
iron beams with which the bridge had been rein-
forced.

The Marietta Paper Mill ruins, which are owned 
and managed by the National Park Service, include 
structures on both the east and west banks of Sope 
Creek, including structural and retaining walls, 
chimneys, and piers. Ruined buildings include the 
main paper mill (Mill No. 1), the pulp mill (Mill 
No.2), a series of stone piers that once carried an 
elevated flume, and the remains of a dam. The ruins 
at Sope Creek are easier to access and read than 42. Ibid., 32.

43. Ibid., 35.

FIGURE 23. Site map for Ivy or Laurel Mills, 2006. 
(T. Jones, NPS-SERO-CRD)
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those at the Roswell Manufacturing Company since 
extensive ruins remain at the Sope Creek site. The 
ruins were listed on the National Register of His-
toric Places in 1973.

The main paper mill ruins lie on the east side of 
Sope Creek downstream from the bridge. The ruins 
of the main paper mill (Mill #1) measure approxi-
mately 210’ by 45’, with the long axis parallel to the 
stream. The plan is clearly visible with all four exte-
rior walls at least partially intact, sometimes reach-
ing heights of 25’. The interior masonry walls that 
divided the structure into five rooms also remain 
evident. Ruins of the boiler house lie across the 
trace of a road east of the main mill building and 
have been identified as the remnants of the boiler 
room. On the south side of a small stream that 
enters Sope Creek south of the main mill structure, 
there is a small stone structure, roughly 25’ by 15’ 
and believed to have been the oil house. Between 
that structure and the stream is a large stone retain-
ing wall. The wall is in good condition, but the oil 
house is so badly deteriorated that only the plan of 
the building can still be discerned.

About 150 yards north of the main factory building 
are the ruins of the storage warehouse. Its construc-
tion is typical of all structures on the site – rough-
cut stone and rubble laid in a red clay mortar. The 
collapsed walls are substantial enough to read the 
building’s footprint. Evidence of the dam is visible 
on both sides of the stream south of the storage 
warehouse. Below the dam ruins, a series of 27 stone 
piers appears between the road trace and Sope 
Creek. These piers, which carried a flume from the 
dam to the main factory, are spaced about 10’ on 
center and, like the other structures at the site, are 
badly deteriorated.44

On the west bank of Sope Creek, just south of Paper 
Mill Road, stands the ruins of the pulp- grinding 
mill (Mill No. 2). The ruins are composed of partial 
exterior walls and a half basement with interior 
foundation piers. The load- bearing walls and inte-
rior piers are constructed of irregular cut stone and 
rubble laid with red clay mortar. The footprint mea-

44. The first ten piers from the north are in good condi-
tion; the next two have disintegrated, the next three 
are in good condition, the next is disintegrated, the 
next is partially disintegrated, the following four are 
in good condition, the next is disintegrated, the next 
two are in good condition, the next four are partly 
deteriorated, the last is collapsed.

FIGURE 24. View of Marietta Paper Company Mill 
#1 (Marti Gerdes, NPS-SERO-CRD, 2005)

FIGURE 25. View of Marietta Paper Company Mill 
#1. (Marti Gerdes, NPS-SERO-CRD, 20050

FIGURE 26. View of Mill #2. (Marti Gerdes, 
NPS-SERO-CRD, 2005)
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sures 119’ by 63’ in width with an ell at the northwest. 
The long axis of the structure runs north- south 
parallel to the creek. The exterior walls vary in levels 
of deterioration, rising as high as 20 feet in places. 
The walls on the south side are reinforced with 
stone buttresses. The building’s original fenestration  
is still evident, having nine bays across the long side 
and six bays across the ends, illustrating a building 

with a regular and apparently symmetrical appear-
ance. Just west of these ruins are the ruins of 
another structure of similar stone construction. The 
two buildings are only about 10’ apart. The second 
building measures approximately 60’ by 30’ with the 
long side parallel to the road. The ragged partially 
collapsed walls reach as high as 15’.

Hugging the hillside on the east bank of Sope Creek, 
where the bridge crosses at Paper Mill Road, is the 
trace of the mill road with its downslope stone 
retaining wall. Sections of the wall are in excellent 
condition – with extant evidence of the skilled 
craftsmanship used to shape this wall – while much 
of it has eroded. The wall continues, although bro-
ken and eroded in many places, down to the site of 
Mill #1. There is also evidence that originally two 
sets of retaining walls formed the roadbed (or 
formed two roadways, one more elevated). The one 
closest to the creek bank is mostly washed away, 
although short sections of this wall are extant about 
halfway between the road and Mill #1.

A chimney stack stands alone on the ridge above the 
mill site. The fieldstone chimney is approximately 20 
feet tall with a firebox opening on one side. The 
chimney is shouldered at 10’ or 12’ feet above grade. 
Another rubble pile in the vicinity appears to have 
been a second chimney. Subtle foundation traces 
and the relative location of the standing stack to the 
rubble pile suggest a small double- pen house with 
an ell. While the structure has been associated with 
the mill because of proximity, nothing in the histor-
ical record ties this structure to the paper mill. It 
would appear to be equally likely to have been asso-
ciated with either early agricultural settlement or 
one of the earlier water- powered enterprises such 
as Denmead’s Mill. North of Paper Mill Road and 
upstream from the pulp mill on the west bank of 
Sope Creek are the ruins of the machine shop that 
served the complex, and the remnants of the dam 
used to power the pulp mill. These resources, how-
ever, are beyond the boundary of the CRNRA.

Significance and Integrity: Of the existing industrial 
resources in the study area, the Marietta Paper Mills 
site retains the highest degree of integrity. The 
remote location and steep terrain have discouraged 
development, and its inclusion in the CRNRA has 
led to structural stabilization and efforts to prevent 
resource mining (namely the removal of wall stone 
for landscaping). Integrity of location, feeling, set-

FIGURE 27. View of piers of millrace to Mill 
#1. (Marti Gerdes, NPS-SERO-CRD, 2005)

FIGURE 28. Site map for Marietta Paper Mill, 2006. 
(T. Jones, NPS-SERO-CRD)
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ting, and association are strong. The integrity of 
materials, design, and workmanship varies in differ-
ent portions of the site, but is quite powerful in 
many places.

The ruins of the mills are listed in the National Reg-
ister45(see Appendix) with historical significance in 
the areas of prehistory and industry as well as for its 
associations with the Civil War. The National Regis-
ter nomination, which was completed in 1973, 
should be amended to define the ruins as a “site” 
rather than a “district.”46 The nomination’s state-
ment of significance should also be re- evaluated to 
more accurately reflect current knowledge about 
the site. 

Akers or Banner Mill
The ruins of Akers Mill, sometimes referred to as 
Banner Mill, are sandwiched between Rottenwood 
Creek and the steep slope descending from the 
Kennedy Interchange at Cumberland Boulevard 
and Interstate 75. Located just inside the CRNRA 
boundaries, the badly deteriorated ruins are diffi-
cult to access but include the remains of a dam and 
foundation of a bridge built of dry- laid stone. The 
mill was probably wood framed, but the abundant 
loose rubble throughout the site suggests that sig-
nificant portions of the complex were built with 
stone. A long, low stone wall approximately 150 feet 
in length and a series of stone piers run parallel to 
the creek above the mill site, suggesting the same 
excavated race and raised flume method used at the 
others sites. Overall, the site has suffered a fair 
amount of disturbance from utility development 
and, more indirectly, from construction of the 
nearby interstate exchange.

Significance and Integrity: Although in ruins, Akers 
Mill is the best- preserved grist mill site in the study 
area. Like Laurel Mills, it has lost  integrity because 
of structural deterioration and the fact that it is 
obscured by vegetation. Nevertheless, it should be 
considered potentially eligible to the National Reg-
ister under Criterion A for its capacity to illustrate 
the development of water- powered industry in 
Georgia. Together with the other mill sites it con-
tributes to a tangible pattern of early industry in the 
study area and provides ample opportunity for 

future industrial archeological studies. Future 
National Register documentation for this and the 
other mill sites should approach them collectively, 
either as a discontiguous district of as parts of a 
Multiple Property Submission.

Residences
In addition to rural farmsteads, there are three 
NPS- owned residences in the study area that are 
unrelated to the area’s agricultural past. The most 
significant of these is Allenbrook, built in the 1850s 
for the superintendent of Ivy Mills. Extant cultural 
resources related to early suburban development of 
the study area are limited, but two properties are 
significant. Both are located in the lower half of the 
park’s discontinuous units, with their proximity to 
Atlanta a key factor in their origins. 

The Collins- Yardum property in the Palisades Unit 
includes four structures ranging from a well to a 
residence used as recently as 2000. The Island Ford 
Lodge complex, a circa 1935 retreat for a wealthy 
Atlanta family, is now park headquarters and a visi-
tor contact station. The complex includes the lodge 
building and associated landscape features.

Allenbrook 
Although it is a residential building, Allenbrook47 is 
associated with the mills along Vickery Creek, 

45. Listed under the name “Sope Creek Ruins.” 
46. National Register Bulletin #16, 15. The National Regis-

ter of Historic Places defines a “site” in part as “ruins 
of historic buildings.”

47. Sometimes referred to as “Allenbrook House,” the 
house was not part of a large estate or plantation and 
should be referred to simply as Allenbrook.

FIGURE 29. View southwest of ruins of Akers Mill. 
(Marti Gerdes, NPS-SERO-CRD, 2005)
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having been built as a residence for the superinten-
dent of Ivy Mills. It is the most intact of the cultural 
resources in the Vickery Creek unit and is architec-
turally significant as a rare example in Georgia of an 
I- house built in brick rather than wood. Thought at 
one time to be associated with Roswell Mills, Allen-
brook was actually constructed as a residence for 
Barrington King’s son James when he was con-
structing Ivy Mill in the mid- 1850s.48 The building, 
situated on a 3.34- acre parcel of land on the west 
side of Big Creek, is oriented to the south facing 
Atlanta Street. To the north, the land slopes away for 

about 150’ of grassy yard before dropping steeply to 
Big Creek.

The name Allenbrook is not contemporary with 
either the building’s construction but was given to 
the house when it was purchased and renovated by 
Barnett Allen Bell in the early 1930s.49 In 1978, Bell’s 
widow sold the house to the National Park Service, 
which intended to use the house as the entrance to 
the park’s Vickery Creek Unit. Instead, the house 
stood vacant for several years, however, until the 
Roswell Historical Society, working with the City of 
Roswell and the National Park Service, rehabilitated 
Allenbrook for their headquarters. The historical 
society moved into the house in June 1984 and 
remained there through 1991.50 After the historical 
society vacated the building, Allenbrook was used 
as a park employee’s residence through 1997. It has 
been vacant since that time.51

Occupying a footprint about 41’ by 34’, Allenbrook 
is a two- story, hipped- roof, masonry building with 
a one- story, shed- roofed range of rooms across the 
the rear of the main block.52 Walls are 18” thick at 
the first floor and constructed of hand- made brick 
laid in a four- course common bond. The founda-
tion is coursed fieldstone, and two chimneys rise at 
the rear of the main block of the house. A series of 
triangular brick dentils, five courses high, finish the 
tops of the walls. Window and door openings are 
created by jack arches, and windows have board-
and- batten shutters and double- hung, six- over- six 
sash. The roof lines of three different porches are 
evident in ghost lines on the front of the house. A 
brick terrace, constructed by the Bells using brick 
salvaged from one of the nearby mills, is present, but 
the two- story porch they built in the 1930s is no 

48. Hartrampf and OJP/Architect, Inc., “Historic Structure 
Report: Allenbrook, Chattahoochee River National 
Recreation Area, Roswell, Fulton County, Georgia,” 
(July 2004), 35. This report includes the most up-to-
date information on the house.

FIGURE 30. View southwest of Allenbrook. (Marti 
Gerdes, NPS-SERO-CRD, 2006) 

FIGURE 31. View of main facade of Allenbrook. 
(Marti Gerdes, NPS-SERO-CRD, 2006)

49. Ernest E. DeVane and Clarece Martin, Roswell Historic 
Homes and Landmarks: A Collection of Drawings 
(Roswell, Ga.: Roswell Historical Society, undated), 
unpaginated.

50. The Mill Wheel; and Elaine DeNiro, Roswell Historic 
Society, E-mail to Marti Gerdes, February 17, 2005.

51. See Hartrampf, Inc., and OJP/Architect, Inc., “Historic 
Structure Report: Allenbrook, Chattahoochee River 
National Recreation Area, Roswell, Fulton County, 
Georgia,” July 2004.

52. The shed-roofed rooms at the rear of the house are 
sometimes erroneously referred to as an “addition.” 
A one-story range of rooms at the rear of the main, 
two-story block is typical of I Houses or the planta-
tion-plain style, as the I-house type was referred to in 
this region. Note that the construction of the exterior 
walls of the buildings read as one piece between the 
main block of the house and the rear rooms with no 
change in appearance or materials.
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longer present. A small shed- roofed porch with 
boxed columns, reconstructed by the NPS, covers 
the stoop at the rear entrance.

The main block of the house originally had two 
rooms and a central hall on each floor with a steep, 
narrow stairway between floors. The original stair-
way, which rose from the rear of the house, was 
replaced in the 1930s and the center hall on the sec-
ond floor was subdivided for closets. Flooring is 
heart pine, 11- 12” wide, that was stained and var-
nished by the Bells.

Significance and Integrity: Allenbrook is not part of 
the Roswell Historic District but is potentially eligi-
ble for individual listing on the National Register. It 
has potential local significance under Criterion A 
for its association with the Ivy Woolen Mills and 
may even be considered to have state- wide signifi-
cance under Criterion C as a rare example of a brick 
I house in Georgia. The original front porch was 
replaced prior to the 1930s. Rehabilitation of the 
house by the Bells included alterations to the floor 
plan and replacement of some significant features, 
including the stairway to the second floor and the 
front porch. Nevertheless, the house retains much 
of its original character and, in spite of much of the 
surrounding area having reverted to forest, the 
integrity of location, setting, and feeling remains 
strong. Integrity of materials and craftsmanship 
have been diminished by modern efforts at rehabil-
itation but have not destroyed the building’s historic 
character.

The Collins-Yardum House
A good example of an early suburban residence in 
the study area, the Collins- Yardum property is 
located in the Palisades Unit on the east side of the 
river in Fulton County. Owned and managed by 
NPS, this property includes the main house, a 
stone- and- concrete outbuilding, the foundation of 
a tenant/caretaker’s house, and a well. The site is on 
a bluff above and well back from the river in a mixed 
pine and hardwood forest. Irregular flower beds 
extend from several sides of the house and there are 
walkways with fieldstone borders. The front yard 
features three large circular beds also bordered with 
fieldstone surrounding large trees. The lower half of 
the driveway is edged by similar stonework.53 

The property was originally purchased in 1823 by 
Jackson Fitzpatrick, and after five sales between 1836 
and 1897, the parcel was sold in 1901 to A.H. Cox and 
Alice E. Collins. By 1904, they had sold a 100’- wide 
tract along the Chattahoochee River to the Atlanta 
Electric Company, and by 1915 the owners of the 
remainder of the property were Maude Collins Ing-
lis and Charles H. Collins (presumably Alice Col-
lins’s children), who “had a country home on the

53.  Ibid.

FIGURE 32. Site map for Allenbrook, 2006. 
(T. Jones, NPS-SERO-CRD)

FIGURE 33. View north of front of Collins-
Yardum House. (Marti Gerdes, NPS-SERO-CRD, 
2005)



92  Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area Historic Resource Study

lot.”54 The available deed information does not 
indicate when this house was built, but maintenance 
records and interior fixtures indicate it was con-
structed circa 1936 and renovated after World War 
II. The house was deeded to Effie Austin Collins 
sometime after 1945, then deeded to Ruth Yardum as 
trustee for Effie J. Collins in 1970.

The tenant house was occupied until the mid- 1980s 
by Americus and Inez Gaither. Mr. Gaither worked 
as gardener/handyman for the Collins family and 
was granted a life estate in the tenant house after the 
National Park Service acquired the property in 1979. 
The caretaker’s house was demolished in 1995 after 
the Gaithers relocated, but the NPS used the main 
house as a ranger residence from 1979 until 2000. 
The building has stood vacant since that time. Funds 
for maintaining the house have been inadequate, 
and deterioration has been evident for years.

The house is a one- story building measuring 51’- 3” 
by 37’- 5” in plan and with walls 12’- 2” high. The 
asphalt- shingled roof is gabled at the front and 
hipped at the rear with a cross gable on the east side 
of the house. The full- width front porch has an 
unusual side- gabled roof that engages the front 
gable of the main roof. The stone veneer with 
broadly beaded mortar joints is the most outstand-
ing architectural feature of the house, since stone 
construction appears in fewer than 2 percent of the 
surveyed Craftsman bungalows in Georgia. The 
stonework on the Collins- Yardum House is 
unusual, with large vertically oriented granite slabs 
interspersed among flat, horizontally coursed field-
stone. The front porch is supported by three tapered 
stone columns and a waist- high stone balustrade 
with concrete coping. A stone chimney rises at the 
ridge line. 

Behind the house is a late- 20th century carport 
connected by a contemporaneous breezeway car-
ried on metal posts. The other structures associated 
with the Collins- Yardum House are a stone- and-
concrete outbuilding, a well, and the foundation of a 
servant’s house. 

■ The origins and purpose of the stone- and-
concrete outbuilding built into the side of the 
hill east of the main house are uncertain. A 
property appraiser identified it as a 

FIGURE 34. View of east side of Collins-Yardum 
House. (NPS-SERO-CRD, 2005)

FIGURE 35. View of stone-and-concrete 
outbuilding at Collins-Yardum House. (Marti 
Gerdes, NPS-SERO-CRD, 2005)

FIGURE 36. View of well at Collins-Yardum 
House. (NPS-SERO-CRD, 2005)

54.  Cordell letter to Luce.
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smokehouse. Although wood charcoal was 
noted in the building, the presence of the two 
concrete vent stacks and the lack of soot on the 
interior walls and ceiling makes this conclusion 
improbable. It has also been speculated that the 
building’s construction partially below grade 
and its ventilation system indicate that it may 
have been used for the treatment and storage of 
wild game, or as a storehouse, but that too 
seems improbable. The structure appears to 
post- date construction of the main house, and 
it is quite possible that it was built as a storm 
shelter or perhaps even as a fallout shelter 
during the early years of the Cold War. The 
structure measures 14’- 6” by 16’- 3” in plan with 
foot- thick walls 7’- 5” high. A reinforced-
concrete slab forms the roof; walls are fieldstone 
and granite. The interior features a dirt floor 
with a 4’- high concrete wainscot along the rear 
wall. The side walls have embedded stones that 
act as shelves. On the southeast side is the only 
opening, a single doorway framed by pegged 
wood timbers with a metal reinforcement bar. 
The door itself is missing. The building features 
two roof- top ventilators of cast- concrete. The 
pipe sections are approximately 2’- 4” long and 
10” in diameter.55

■ The well, located about 75 feet northeast of the 
house, measures approximately 6’ in diameter 
and is about 55’ deep. The wellhead is a circular 
stone wall rising about 2’ above grade. Masonry 
is similar to that on the main house, but some of 
the stone was parged with cement during what 
was intended as repointing. The well has been 
capped with concrete inset with slate. Some of 
the stonework has eroded beneath the outflow 
pipe on the east elevation.

■ The ruins of the caretaker’s house lie 
approximately 30’ east- northeast of the main 
house and consist of mortared fieldstone 
foundation walls. The structure appears to have 
been approximately 20’ by 24’ in plan. It 
reportedly had a kitchen, living room with 
fireplace, bathroom, bedroom, and a 22’ by 6’-
3” screened porch.56

Significance and Integrity: Most of the windows are 
boarded up, and some or all of the original sash have 
been replaced with aluminum- framed, two- over-
two sash. With the exception of the windows, the 
house is intact and retains virtually all of its charac-
ter- defining architectural features reflective of the 
Craftsman style and bungalow house type. The 
Collins- Yardum House has been determined to be 
eligible to the National Register by the Georgia 
SHPO, but documentation of the property remains 
to be completed. It is significant at the local level 
under National Register Criterion C as a represen-
tative example of a Craftsman bungalow in Georgia. 
The stone masonry of the house is distinctive. The 
associated outbuilding and well are also significant 
under National Register Criterion C for their 
unusual masonry and are important components of 
the complex. 57

The Collins- Yardum House retains a high degree of 
integrity of location and setting, design, materials, 
and workmanship, and association with the late 
1800s- early 1900s trend of establishing family-
owned vacation retreats near large cities. Its original 
circa 1936 construction is significant because it falls55.  List of Classified Structures. Kirk A. Cordell letter to 

Raymond Luce, April 16, 2001, Georgia SHPO office, 
Collins-Yardum House file.

56.  Cordell letter to Luce. 57.  Cloues letter to Cordell.

FIGURE 37. Site map of Collins-Yardum House. 
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within an era not represented by other small- resi-
dential resources in the study area, coming in the 
middle of the Great Depression when new vacation 
property construction was uncommon. 

Island Ford Lodge
Island Ford Lodge is a Rustic Style (sometimes 
called Adirondack Style) log building constructed as 
a private resort lodge in the late 1930s. The prop-
erty’s ownership has been traced to the 1860s, when 
Jackson Gregory acquired the land. It passed to 
William J. Kimberly (owner 1860- 1863), Ambry 
Martin (owner 1863- 1913), and W.A. Morgan (owner 
1913- 1925), before Samuel Dunbar Hewlett, Sr., later 
an associate justice on the Georgia Supreme Court, 

bought the property in 1925 and built the current 
lodge over a five-  to six- year period beginning circa 
1935 for use as a summer retreat for his family.

The Rustic Style of architecture was a natural, and 
not uncommon, choice for country retreats of the 
wealthy in the early 20th century. The style has its 
origins in the Great Camp Movement of the 1870s 
and was popularized further by Gustav Stickley and 
the Craftsman Movement. The style was also com-
monly used in parks, first in urban settings such as 
New York’s Central Park and in the Boston “Emer-
ald Necklace” system, and later in national parks. 
The style remained popular for such retreats during 
the Depression, with the Callaway family’s great 
lodge in Harris County being one of the most 
prominent, Depression- era examples in Georgia.58

Following its use by the Hewlett family, the property 
was purchased by the Buckhead Century Club in 
1950. The club renovated it for use as a clubhouse, 
partially finishing the basement, closing in the east 
porch, and expanding the kitchen. The Century 
Club sold the property in 1955 to the Atlanta Baptist 
Association, which established a retreat on the site. 
In 1979, the National Park Service acquired the 
property and began remodeling the lodge for its 
present use as headquarters and visitor contact sta-
tion for Chattahoochee River National Recreation 
Area.59

Measuring roughly 130’ by 75’ by 30’ on a T- plan, 
Island Ford Lodge is a one- story, Rustic- style 
building situated in a wooded environment at the 
end of a ridge overlooking an island in the Chatta-
hoochee River. A steeply pitched gable roof shelters 
log walls set on a thick stone foundation that, 
because of the steep terrain, forms a daylight base-
ment on the north, east, and south sides. Typical of 
the Rustic style, logs, which are cypress taken from 
land that Hewlett owned in the Okeefenokee 
Swamp in southeast Georgia, were left in the round 
with V- notched corners. The stone foundation 

FIGURE 38. View north of Island Ford Lodge. (Marti 
Gerdes, NPS-SERO-CRD, 2005)

FIGURE 39. View of rear wing of Island Ford Lodge. 
(Marti Gerdes, NPS-SERO-CRD, 2005)

58.  Historic Structure Assessment Report, Island Ford 
Lodge, Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area 
(Atlanta: National Park Service, Cultural Resources, 
Southeast Region, 2000). The HSAR contains more 
detailed information on Samuel Hewlett, his career as 
a lawyer and judge and his construction of the lodge 
complex.

59.  Ibid. The HSAR notes that the property’s period of 
significance dates to its 1925-1955 association with 
Mr. Hewlett and the Buckhead Century Club.
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walls are 14” thick with beaded mortar joints. 
Masonry was executed by John Epps, an ex- convict 
who lived on the property with his wife throughout 
the construction. Some of the stone was quarried 
from a field upstream.

The lodge has a gable- on- hip roof, which is side-
gabled over the main block with a cross- gabled sec-
tion running to the rear over the stem of the T. The 
western (entry) façade has a three- part organiza-
tion, with a recessed entry that has its own front-
gabled roof. The overhanging roof features log 
brackets at the gable ends. Typical windows are 
double- hung, 6/6, ranging from one to five win-
dows at each opening. Most date to the original 
construction but a number of them have been 
replaced. Two large stone chimneys of uncoursed, 
mosaic stonework rise from the roof, one on the 
ridge crest west of the juncture of the ridges and the 
other on the east slope of the south wing. A large 
eyebrow dormer with attic vents is centered low on 
the west- facing roof slope on each wing.

In addition to the lodge, four landscape features are 
associated with the Island Ford property:

■ Down the hill from the lodge is a picnic shelter 
measuring 17’ by 14’ in plan and about 15’ high 
The structure is set on a stone terrace with low 
stone walls and a double- pitch gabled roof 
supported by four log posts with short angle 
braces to the rafter headers. The open- air 
structure features a coursed- stone chimney and 
barbecue with a fire pit that was rebuilt in 2004. 
Roofing was replaced at the same time. Copper 
flashing was added at the chimney when the 
roofing was replaced.

■ A stone retaining wall with concrete coping 
shores up the east bank of the creek and 
channels the stream to the north. The wall is 66’ 
long and 3’ to 5’ high. The wall is covered by ivy 
and moss. A trail runs along the embankment 
next to the wall.

■ A series of stone steps lead from the picnic 
shelter to the creek that lies north and 
downslope of the lodge. The steps have been 
inexpertly repointed so that much of the 
original stone on the risers appears parged.

■ A spring box is built into a slope north of the 
house near the creek. It is 5’ by 5’ by 5’ and 
constructed of randomly coursed granite with 

        grapevine joints and a concrete wing wall on the
        southwest slope. The materials and craftsman-
        ship match the lodge and picnic shelter chim-
        ney.60

Significance and Integrity: At the time of this study, a 
National Register nomination is in process for the 
Island Ford Lodge. It is being nominated as locally 
significant under Criterion A as a rare surviving 
example of a historic country retreat near Atlanta; 
under Criterion B for its association with prominent 

60.  Island Ford structure data from the List of Classified 
Structures.

FIGURE 40. View of front entrance to Island 
Ford Lodge. (Marti Gerdes, NPS-SERO-CRD, 
2005)

FIGURE 41. View of spring box at Island Ford 
Lodge. (Marti Gerdes, NPS-SERO-CRD, 2005)
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attorney and justice Samuel Hewlett; and under 
Criterion C for exemplary representation of Rustic 
design and construction. Along with its association 
with Hewlett, Island Ford Lodge is also significant 
for its subsequent operation as a Baptist retreat, 
associating the property with the early national tra-
dition of establishing church camps in rural areas. 
The associated Picnic Shelter, Retaining Wall, Shel-
ter Steps, and Spring Box are also locally significant 
under National Register Criteria A and C.

The lodge demonstrates high integrity of location, 
workmanship, and materials, with the exposed logs 
having been regularly maintained and the masonry 
joints repointed. The original fenestration pattern 
and materials bolster the building’s historic charac-
ter. The integrity of setting is slightly compromised 
on the south elevation by the nearby metal ware-
house; however the overall wooded, riverside set-
ting remains pristine, with views of the island in the 
Chattahoochee still unparalleled. Although the 
interior sPace’s have been dramatically altered in 
some cases, the original stonework of the fireplaces 
and the exposed round- log walls strongly convey 
the character of the interior. In addition, the lodge’s 

exterior remains largely unaltered and portrays the 
original aesthetic and functional choices.

Much of the original workmanship of the Picnic 
Shelter remains and the original function of the 
shelter is readily apparent. The alterations are con-
fined to the roof; the massive barbecue pit and 
chimney and stone platform are original. The setting 
also retains a high degree of integrity. The Retaining 
Wall and Spring Box retain their historic integrity. 
The Retaining Wall continues to perform its func-
tion. The repointing/parging executed on the Shel-
ter Steps slightly reduce their integrity of materials 
and workmanship. The presence of the original rus-
tic- style landscape elements at the Island Ford 
complex, echoing the aesthetics of the lodge itself, 
add substantially to the interest and significance of 
the complex.

Much of the original fabric remains intact, although 
there have been numerous, mostly minor, alter-
ations, many of them related to changes in use and 
ownership. Most of the entry doors have been 
replaced and some of the basement windows have 
been replaced or closed. Renovation, particularly by 
the National Park Service in 1985, resulted in the loss 
of a number of significant historic features, includ-
ing all of the interior doors, bookcases, some floor-
ing and some roof covering. In addition, some door 
openings were relocated, modern bathrooms 
installed, and sheetrock partitions constructed. A 
pre- engineered metal storage building was erected 
close to the south side of the lodge, detracting from 
the historic lodge and the views. These alterations 
and additions have somewhat compromised the 
building’s historic character. 61

Other Historic 
Structures
There are a number of other historic structures in 
the study area that are not significant in and of 
themselves, but which, nevertheless, can be treated 
as cultural resources. These resources include sites 
of wood- framed houses, now vanished except for a 
chimney or scattered rock or brick piers; agricul-
tural terracing, particularly in the park’s Gold 
Branch unit; Civil War rifle pits; and the remains of 
the Roswell Railroad. Regardless of the fact that 

FIGURE 42. Site map for Island Ford Lodge, 
2006. (NPS-SERO-CRD)

61.  Ibid.
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these above- ground structures and earthworks are 
not likely eligible to the National Register, the park 
should manage them as cultural resources and, in 
consultation with the Regional LCS Coordinator, 
create LCS records for each.

Chimneys and Piers
O’Grady and Poe’s 1980 inventory of archeological 
sites  and the 2006 CAP survey have identified sev-
eral home sites within the boundaries of the 
CRNRA that are now marked only by chimneys, 
piers, and/or landscape features.62 One of the sites 
identified in 1980 (NPS- 5) was located west of Rot-
tenwood Creek in the West Palisades unit, but it was 
apparently destroyed during construction of the 
interchange between Akers Mill Road and I- 75. A 
pair of chimneys (NPS- 33) noted on a hill above 
Sope Creek were perhaps associated with the Mari-
etta Paper Company mills.63 Standing chimneys 
have also been identified at Powers Island (CHAT-
83), near Jones Bridge (CHAT- 104), in the Bow-
man’s Island unit off Island Ford Church Road 
(NPS- 43) and south of Richland Creek (NPS- 51).64 
All that remains of the King House (NPS- 51) are 
some piers and rubble from a long- fallen chimney. 
Another home site identified in both inventories is 
near the Chattahoochee Nature Center (NPS- 58), 
but it is not owned by the park.65 Other sites have 
also been identified in the 2006 survey, including 
one at Cochran Shoals near Sibley Creek.66

Gold Branch Terraces
The so- called Gold Branch Terraces are created by 
a series of dry- laid fieldstone walls situated in the 
roughly 150- foot- wide easement the National Park 
Service holds off of Lower Roswell Road in the 
CRNRA’s Gold Branch Unit. The easement extends 
in a northeasterly direction from Surrey Trail just 
north of its intersection with Conway Drive.

This tract is sandwiched between upscale housing 
developments, and several homeowners use the 
easement as extensions to their back yards, install-
ing bird feeders and tree houses, as well as using the 
area for disposal of yard debris, all on NPS land. 

Except for its edges, the land is thickly overgrown 
with blackberries and privet that are extremely dif-
ficult to penetrate. 

Use of such terracing to control erosion when farm-
ing hilly terrain is widespread, although suburban 
development has obliterated the surrounding con-
text for these terraces. However, the land was part 
of the extensive holdings of pioneer Joseph Power, 
who lived nearby in the second and third quarters of 
the 19th century. The site is thought to have been 
used after about 1880 by Arthur and Leona Bellah 
Eavenson, a granddaughter of James Cooper Power, 
for agriculture and later for grazing cattle, and they 
may have been responsible for construction of the 
Gold Branch terraces. The Eavensons’ home stood 
at the curve of Lower Roswell Road near Hyde 
Farm Road.67

The terraces include four historic stone walls and a 
circular arrangement of stones next to a freshwater 
spring just north of Land Lots 278 and 279. A 1986 
archeological survey interpreted the stone walls as 
erosion control structures, and the 1995 survey 
describes the stone circle as a well protected by the 
terrace walls.68 The smallest terrace lies about 50 
feet off Lower Roswell Road. It is barely visible, 
erosion having left it nearly imperceptible in the 
surrounding landscape. Approximately midway 
along the length of the easement, a pipe driven into 
the ground appears to have served as a corner 
property marker with a remnant of barbed- wire 

62. O’Grady and Poe, 1980 Cultural Resource Inventory: 
Archaeological Sites, 68.

63. Ibid.,77.
64. Ibid., 86-87.
65. Ibid., 90.
66. The complete report from the 2006 CAP survey was 

not yet complete at the writing of this HRS.

67. Morning Washburn E-mail to Marti Gerdes, February 
11, 2005.

68. Ibid., 6.

FIGURE 43. View of Gold Branch terraces. 
(Marti Gerdes, NPS-SERO-CRD, 2005)
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fence running east- west nearby. It is in this area that 
the larger terraces begin, running on a relatively 
north- south axis in what is believed to be Land Lot 
278, which was part of Joseph Power’s extensive 
holdings along this section of the river.

The three larger terraces were created with dry- laid 
fieldstone and run roughly perpendicular to the 
easement’s length. The terraces vary in length but 
no remnant is longer than about 50 feet. Their con-
dition varies from good to poor, with some voids 
that compromise the stability of the walls. Most of 
the walls are covered with pine straw, sticks, and 
other debris that helps them blend into the land-
scape, which has probably kept them from being 
mined for landscape stones.

The workmanship on the walls is elementary, with 
no clear attention to overlapping joints for strength 
or an attempt to make the faces flush. A spring 
emerges just below the base of the final stonewall at 
the northernmost end of the easement before it 
veers west and continues to the larger Gold Branch 
Unit. The wall curves around and above the spring, 
which creates a slow stream that flows through the 
housing development to the north. Above the spring 
wall is a ring of stones approximately five feet in 
diameter with a small center depression. This is 
thought to have been a wellhead as it is immediately 
above the spring.

Significance and Integrity: A 1995 report by the 
Southeast Archeological Center noted that the site 
has “potential for significant antebellum resources.” 
The 1995 survey recovered early 19th century arti-
facts associated with an antebellum farmstead and 
collection of data regarding the nature of pre-
Columbian use of the site. The latter included pro-
jectile points from the Early Archaic (8000- 6000 
B.C.) and Late Archaic (3000- 1000 B.C.) time peri-
ods and other artifacts that indicated nut processing 
was a key activity at the site.69

An 1831 plat map depicts a house on the boundary 
separating Land Lots 278 and 279, an adjacent agri-
cultural field, and a nearby spring. Artifacts col-

lected in the 1995 survey indicate the site was 
abandoned after circa 1837 then later occupied 
between circa 1880 and 1918. Importantly, the report 
notes that because this land was barred to white set-
tlement prior to the 1832 land lottery, evidence 
strongly suggests that the site was occupied prior to 
1832 by persons of Cherokee descent, although 
white squatters were known to have illegally settled 
on Cherokee lands by this time. The absence of his-
toric materials post- dating 1840 might also suggest 
that the house site was abandoned soon after the 
property was surveyed in 1830, which might support 
the suggestion that the farmstead was inhabited by 
persons of Cherokee descent who were forced to 
leave Georgia in 1837.70

Although the Gold Branch terraces and walls appear 
to be associated with the area’s agricultural past, the 
terraces no longer have other agriculture features or 
buildings associated with them. Without the context 
of an agricultural landscape, the terraces are difficult 
to understand and interpret and do not, by them-
selves, convey significant information about the 
period during which they were constructed.

Roswell Railroad
In addition to the trace of historic roads, the 
remains of a road bed for the Roswell Railroad are 
visible in the park’s Vickery Creek unit on the west 
side of Big Creek in the vicinity of Allenbrook. Con-
struction of the railroad began around 1879, but the 
expense of a river bridge led to termination of the 
line about a half mile south of the Chattahoochee 
River and tracks were apparently never laid north of 
the river.71 The railroad was abandoned in 1921, and 
there is virtually no physical evidence for the rail-
road’s existence south of the river and only the 
grade for the proposed track and stone retaining 
walls near Allenbrook are evident on the north side 
of the river. Still extant are sections of retaining 
walls built with large stones, although erosion has 
caused some of these stones to fall. An hundred-
foot- tall outcropping known as “Lovers’ Rock” or 
“Lovers’ Leap” sits between the railroad grade and 
the creek. On the underside of the rock, the initials 
“JRH” can be read clearly; Julia R. Hand was the 
granddaughter of Roswell King.72

69. Gary Prentice and Elizabeth A. Horvath, “An Assess-
ment of the Archeological Resources at the Morgan 
Falls West (CHAT-57) Site, Tract 105-08 and Tract 105-
26, Bull Sluice District, Chattahoochee River National 
Recreation Area, Cobb County, Georgia” (Tallahassee, 
Fla.: Southeast Archeological Center/National Park 
Service, 1995), 1. 

70. Ibid., 26, 28.
71. Todd deFeo, “Where the Tracks No Longer Run,” 

http://railfanning.harpblaster.net/history/roswell.htm, 
accessed October 10, 2006.
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Significance and Integrity: The Roswell Railroad had 
some local significance for its relation to the mills at 
Roswell and the construction of Morgan Falls Dam. 
However, the wall and railroad grade on the east 
side of Big Creek behind Allenbrook do not possess 
the integrity of design, materials, and association 
necessary to convey their significance and so are 
probably not eligible for listing on the National 
Register. As stated earlier, the remaining structural 
elements of the railroad should be managed as cul-
tural resources and listed as such on the park’s List 
of Classified Structures (LCS).

Scribner Cemetery
Although the patriarch of the Scribner family, 
Daniel Scribner, was a physician, he was an integral 
part of the Mt. Bethel community in eastern Cobb 
County. His home, which was later occupied by 
McKenzies who were relatives of the Scribners,73 is 
gone, but the small family cemetery remains about 
1.5 miles southwest of Paper Mill Road on the east 
side of a knoll in the Cochran Shoals Unit. The 
home site is nearby but was not located during field 
visits for this study. 74 The cemetery is located in a 
mix of hardwood and pine forest, although the 
immediate area is dominated by pine and a few 
cedars (probably ornamental) adjacent to the cem-
etery. 

The cemetery measures approximately 26’ by 14’ 
and is enclosed by a 3’- high, cast- iron fence. A large 
granite obelisk approximately 12’ tall dominates the 
small plot. The obelisk sits on a plinth, and all four 
sides of the base of the obelisk are inscribed with a 
name of a family member in the cemetery. 75 One 
other monument, a carved headstone, is decorated 
with a Victorian floral motif and marks the grave of 
Mary W. Andrews. The tops of two other small 
headstones are nearly buried in the soil. One is

inscribed with “M. W. A.”, while the other is a simple 
field stone marker with no apparent inscription. 
The marked burials include:

■ Daniel Dana Scribner, M.D. (July 23, 1822 – April 
23, 1863)

■ Sarah Ansley Scribner (February 16, 1836 – 
August 9, 1883), wife of Daniel Scribner

■ Arthur Scribner (aged 19 months, dates 
unknown), son of Daniel and Sarah Walter 
Scribner (aged 17 months, dates unknown) son 
of Daniel and Sarah

■ Mary W. Andrews (June 29. 1826 – July 31, 1882), 
“Our Mother.”

72.  The Mill Wheel, the quarterly newsletter of the 
Roswell Historical Society, Vol., 1, No., 3, Summer 
1991, 2.

73. Memo from Jerry Hightower to Chattahoochee 
National Recreation Area superintendent, December 
7, 1981, on file at the recreation area in the Scribner 
Cemetery folder.

74. According to state law, unless the cemetery has been 
declared abandoned, the family retains ownership of 
the individual graves, although the overall site is 
within the CRNRA boundaries

75. The names, one on each side of the obelisk, are: Sarah 
Ansley, Daniel Scribner, Walter Scribner, and Arthur 
Scribner, the latter two being the infant sons of Sarah 
and Daniel.

FIGURE 45. View of the retaining wall 
constructed for the Roswell Railroad. (Marti 
Gerdes, NPS-SERO-CRD, 2005)

FIGURE 46. View of Scribner Cemetery. (Marti 
Gerdes, NPS-SERO-CRD, 2005)
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Significance and Integrity: Cemeteries are not gen-
erally eligible for the National Register unless they 
are part of an historic district. If so nominated, the 
Scribner Cemetery would have significance under 
Criteria A and D. Broad changes in land use in the 
area make the Scribner Cemetery a rare surviving 
example of a family cemetery. It conveys important 
information on burial practices along the upper 
Chattahoochee in the 19th century. Though the sur-
rounding area has reverted to forest, the degree of 
change is minimal relative to alterations that have 
occurred beyond the study area’s boundary. The 
integrity of location, setting, and feeling is strong, as 
are the materials, workmanship, and association 
with the Scribner family. Again, if not nominated as 
a contributing element of a historic district, the 
cemetery could be managed as a cultural resource 
and listed on the park’s LCS.

Civil War 
Resources
A variety of Civil War sites are located in the study 
area in Cobb and Fulton Counties but only a few 
earthworks survive that are directly related to the 
Atlanta Campaign. These include portions of 
Johnston’s “river line,” which are outside the 
CRNRA along the west side of the river below 
Peachtree Creek. Numerous rifle pits/picket posts 
are also found in the Gold Branch Unit along what is 
now Bull Sluice Lake, on the west side of the river. 
These depressions are found at the edge of an inlet 
that could have served as a site for troops to assem-
ble for a river crossing at Shallow Ford. Other extant 
earthworks in the study area include a series of pos-
sible picket posts on the west side of the Chatta-
hoochee near the old Power’s Ferry crossing 
between the Palisades and Cochran Shoals units 
near the present I- 285 bridge. Rifle pits are also said 
to exist on the west side of the river in District 17, 
Land Lot 1035, and at Island Ford. Further investi-
gation of the depressions in the earth in these two 
areas needs to be done to determine conclusively 
whether they are indeed rifle pits dating to the Civil 
War.

Working with the Georgia Civil War Commission, 
Cobb County hopes to save four segments of Union 
earthworks between Buckner Road and Nickajack 
Creek that contain artillery positions believed to be 
for the 10th and 15th Ohio batteries, who faced Con-

federate troops between July 4 and July 10, 1864.76 
Union troops also established defensive works else-
where in the study area, in particular at the mouth of 
Sope Creek.77 Under the command of Maj. Gen. 
John M. Schofield, Federal soldiers crossed the 
Chattahoochee on July 9, 1864, at Isom’s Ferry (also 
known as Isham’s Ferry or Heard’s Ferry78), near 
Sope Creek some six miles above Pace’s Ferry. Using 
the dam at the Marietta Paper Mill or walking in the 
stream itself, another brigade79 waded across Sope 
Creek then climbed the steep slopes near the main 
factory of the Marietta Paper Mills, bushwhacking 
through the woods toward the Chattahoochee. 
Other Union troops carried pontoon boats down 
the steep banks of Sope Creek, launching them near 
the paper mills and floating down to the river where 
they were used for troop crossing at that location. 
This Federal crossing forced Johnston to abandon 
his river line at and below Bolton, withdrawing to 
the Fulton County side of the river. 80 Later the 
same day, a cavalry division crossed the Chatta-
hoochee at Shallow Ford, a mile below the Roswell 
bridge.81 A third unit of Union troops forded the 
Chattahoochee at Cochran’s Ford, a half- mile 
below Sope Creek. These outflanking maneuvers 
forced the Confederacy to abandon Johnston’s 
River Line, burning the railroad bridge across the 
Chattahoochee en route to defensive lines closer to 
Atlanta.82

Johnston’s River Line
Although located outside the boundaries of the 
CRNRA, Johnston’s River Line is one of the most 
significant entrenchments remaining from the Civil 
War in the study area. Stretching along the Cobb 
County side of the Chattahoochee River in an arc 
between Nickajack and Rottenwood Creeks, the 
line ran between the communities of Mableton and 
Vinings, guarding crossings on the Chatta-
hoochee.83 On a ridge overlooking Nickajack Creek 
and the Chattahoochee River, the line was built by 

76. “Cobb County Trenches May Be Next Preservation 
Opportunity,” Georgia Battlefields Association, Inc. 
newsletter, May 2003. http://www.georgiabattle-
fields.org/pdf-files/GBAnews0305.pdf, accessed Octo-
ber 28, 2004.

77. Cultural Resource Inventory, 78.
78. Lenard Brown, 32. Ishom’s Ferry was in Land Lot 207 

of the 17th District.
79. Historic marker at Sope Creek parking lot.
80. Temple, 331.
81. Shallow Ford was submerged by Bull Sluice Lake.
82. Fred Brown, 105.
83. Roth, 126.
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slave labor along with Georgia Militia troops.84 It 
consisted of redoubts of logs and earth interspersed 
with two- cannon artillery emplacements. Abatis 
entanglements protected the front along open 
fields, while segments through the woods were 
safeguarded by large piles of logs.85

Johnston’s line was built primarily by General 
Johnston’s Confederate Army of Tennessee after it 
was forced from its Kennesaw Mountain defenses 
by Sherman’s troops. The rebels initially fell back 
five miles to the Smyrna Line, defensive works that 
crossed the railroad near Smyrna on a northeast-
southwest ridge before turning to follow Nickajack 
Creek to the river. Southern troops retreated farther 
a few days later to the well- established Johnston’s 
River Line, which was anchored by 13 two- tiered 
infantry forts. These forts became known as “Shou-
pades” after their designer, Brig. Gen. Francis A. 
Shoup, Chief of Artillery for the Army of Tennes-
see.86 It was this line that Union commander Sher-
man later termed one of the most formidable he 
encountered during the war: “During the night 
Johnston drew back all his army and trains inside 
the tete- du- pont at the Chattahoochee, which 
proved one of the strongest pieces of field- fortifica-
tions I ever saw.”87 These fortifications prevented 
Sherman’s troops from completing a frontal attack 
despite their substantial numerical advantage over 
the rebel forces, and after a week occupying federal 
earthworks, Union soldiers gave up trying to break 
through Johnston’s line and forged up river to Sope 
Creek to cross the Chattahoochee and continue 
toward Atlanta.88 Union crossings on the Chatta-
hoochee also took place at Pace’s and Power’s Fer-
ries, at Roswell, and elsewhere.89

Although Johnston’s River Line terminates south of 
the study area,90 it helps provide context for and 
illustrates the high standard of earthworks con-

structed during summer 1864 in and around the 
study area. Johnston’s River Line was an integral 
element of the June and July battles leading up to 
the siege of Atlanta, which included Union and 
Confederate skirmishes within the study area. A 
unique aspect of the River Line is that instead of 
digging trenches for protection, Johnston devised 
above- grade earthworks, creating both defensive 
and offensive positions. They were also distinctive 
because elements had been under construction 
since August 1863,91 when work began at Chatta-
hoochee River fords and ferries; these supple-
mented a circle of fortifications around Atlanta in a 
radius roughly one- and- one- quarter miles from 
the city center. The inner line of defenses was never 
tested. When federal forces threatened to cut the 
last remaining rail line into Atlanta in early Septem-
ber 1864, the rebels abandoned the city.

At a tactical level, the battles along Johnston’s River 
Line, at Kennesaw Mountain, and elsewhere that 
employed engineered earthworks demonstrated the 
futility of frontal assaults on entrenched positions. 
Only after repeated experience and casualties, 
including the monumental losses among Confeder-
ate attackers at Gettysburg and Federal troops at 
Fredericksburg, Virginia, did officers fully under-
stand that accurate rifled muskets and field 
entrenchments had irrevocably changed infantry 
combat. Sherman absorbed this lesson, and his 
advance toward Atlanta relied heavily on outma-
neuvering his opponent. The earthworks that sur-
vive in and around the study area are a testament to 
those lessons and to the men killed or injured in 
these historic landscapes.92 Many of the earthworks 
have weathered away, and development has 
destroyed most of the Shoupades and artillery forts 
(although some remain on private property).93 In 
October 2003, one of the last Union artillery forts – 
a four- gun emplacement – was bulldozed to 
accommodate a grocery store and shopping center 
on Bankhead Highway.94 84. Ibid. Southern forces constructed the majority of 

entrenchments east of Nickajack Creek while Union 
troops dug those to the west. 

85. Temple, 328.
86. Joe Kirby, “Developer Bulldozes Artillery Fort, 

Trenches Near Atlanta,” Historical Publications Inc., 
December 2003, http://www.civilwarnews.com/ 
archive/articles/fort_ bulldozed.htm (accessed October 
14, 2004).

87. Sherman, 66.
88. “Georgia Historical Markers,” http://www.cviog.uga 

.edu/Projects/gainfo/gahistmarkers/towardtheriver 
histmarker.htm.

89. Temple, 336-337. The crossings took place between 
July 12 and 17, 1864.

90. Roth, 126-128, 237, 240-241. Johnson’s River Line falls 

in the 18th District, Land Lots 177, 282, 287, 397-401 

(Nickajack Creek bisects Land Lot 401); and in the 17th 
District, Land Lot 900. 

91. Lenard Brown, 58.
92. Blythe, et al., 23.
93.  Richard J. Lenz, “Johnston’s River Line,” The Civil War 

in Georgia: An Illustrated Traveler’s Guide, Sherpa 
Guides, http://www.sherpaguides.com/georgia/ 
civil_war/atlanta/smyrna_area.html (accessed Oct. 15, 
2004).
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Remnants of Johnston’s River Line today are scat-
tered and few.95 Most are now on or adjacent to 
developed property, and all are outside the park’s 
current boundary. However because they were key 
to the Civil War battles fought within the study area, 
they are pertinent to this historic context. Cobb 
County owns about 80 acres of Johnston’s River 
Line that are slated for preservation.96

The northernmost anchor of the line – the site clos-
est to the river and the study area – was the most 
appropriate section to physically investigate for this 
report. The area is much impacted by development, 
primarily by upscale housing. Many homeowners 
with elements of the line on their property have left 
these historic earthworks intact where possible and 
treat them with respect. Some homeowners have 
carefully built swimming pools and play structures 
around trenches or four- gun emplacements, but at 
least one homeowner is using a Shoupade to pile 
yard debris. The two- gun battery that was the 
northern anchor to the line was not located using 
maps and directions available, but it is probable it 
was destroyed by the newer housing built in the 
area. 

Nearby remnants of Johnston’s River Line were 
located, however, including the salient angle of the 
Confederate line (the point that jutted out past the 
rest of the defensive line of works). 97 These earth-
works are situated at the top of a hill fully developed 
by homes, with the individual sites in residents’ 
yards. The first site is a trench immediately behind a 

house at 4522 Rebel Valley View Road and south of 
its swimming pool. Above this to the west is the 
four- gun Shoupade in use as a yard debris collec-
tion site. This is located behind both 4522 and 4532 
Rebel Valley View Road. A child’s elevated play-
house behind 4532 overlooks the Shoupade north of 
the playhouse. All the earthworks are covered with 
ivy and rounded from erosion but clearly discern-
ible as man- made constructions. Two are distinct 
behind 4522 and 4532, but the other two of the four 
have subsided more and are not as prominent on the 
landscape. There is also a remnant of an entrench-
ment on the east side of Rebel Valley View Road 
behind the house at 4527.

About a half- mile northeast of the salient angle site, 
an infantry fort can be found above the railroad cut; 
the current track follows the historic route.98 Origi-
nally a series of infantry forts were dug in here, but 
apartments and other residences have obliterated all 
but one. Sherman’s troops advancing down the rail-
road heavily shelled this Confederate position.99 
Other remnants of Johnston’s River Line were not 
physically investigated for this report because of 
their distance from the study area.

Significance and Integrity: The portions of 
Johnston’s River Line that survive are well- pre-
served examples of an infantry line system, with 
intact trenches, forts, gun emplacements, and rifle 
pits. These earthworks were listed in the National 
Register in 1973. The line is significant at the national 
level under National Register Criterion A for its 
association with the Civil War; under Criterion B for 
its association with its engineer, Confederate Gen. 
Joseph E. Johnston; and under Criterion C for its 
method of construction. It is an outstanding exam-
ple of Civil War defensive fortifications, unique for 
its length and mass, and distinctive because it was 
one of the few earthworks built well before a Civil 
War battle. According to the State Historic Preser-
vation Office in Georgia, the site is significant 
because it constitutes a rare intact example of Civil 
War fortifications used in the 1864 Battle of Atlanta 
and because it represents a unique arrangement of 
fortifications by both Confederate and Union 
forces. The presence of two sets of fortifications 
from opposing armies, in their historical relation-
ship and geographic area, give Johnston’s River Line 

94.  The fort sat atop a ridge and was probably built by 

the 15th Ohio Light Battery on July 5, 1864; it was sup-
plied with twelve Napoleon cannons – popular, 
smooth bore, French-designed light-artillery pieces, 
highly accurate and reliable, with a range of 1,600 
yards. The U.S. Army had about 150, while the South 
possessed about 30 (Antietam on the Web, http:// 
aotw.org/ weapons.phyweapon_id=1 (accessed Oct. 
24, 2004). The fort and accompanying Union trenches 
were part of a twenty-two-acre tract. Pete and Kay 
Jorgensen, Civil War News, http://www.civilwarnews 
.com/archive/articles/fort_ bulldozed.htm.

95.  To prepare this study, historian Tom Dickey’s “A Tour 
of Johnston’s River Line,” from Brown’s Guide to 
Georgia (College Park, Ga.: Alfred Brown Publishing 
Company, 1972-1982), was used to physically locate 
extant resources. The starting point is Log Cabin Drive 
off of Georgia Highway 3/Marietta Boulevard.

96. Joe Kirby, “Georgia Plans Civil War Trail,” Historical 
Publications, Inc., http://www.civilwarnews.com/ 
archive/articles/cwtrail_kirby.htm (accessed October 
18, 2004).

97. Ibid., 27.

98. Ibid. This is east from Log Cabin Road, where the rail-
road track crosses Paradise Shoals Road.

99. Ibid.
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a special significance for military history. The line 
may also be significant under Criterion D for its 
potential to yield additional information about the 
Battle of Atlanta through additional archeological 
investigation.100 Also of note is that the opposing 
force’s commander, Maj. Gen. William Sherman, 
considered Johnston’s River Line the best field 
entrenchment work he had ever seen, commenting 
on its formidable nature. This also speaks for its 
exceptional construction, which is underscored by 
the fact that so much of the line remains intact 140 
years after the battle. 

Johnston’s River Line retains all seven aspects of 
integrity: location, design, setting, materials, work-
manship, feeling, and association. It retains its origi-
nal location, and the design is still evident, reflecting 
the structure’s historic functions, technologies, and 
aesthetics. Although much of the setting has been 
developed, the topographic features that shaped its 
design remain extant and help convey the character 
of the site during the Civil War. Regarding materials 
and workmanship, while wooden elements of the 
earthworks have long since rotted away, the key 
material – earth, and the way it was formed into for-
tifications – remains largely as it was during the 
period of significance. Integrity of feeling and asso-
ciation are compromised by the residential devel-
opment that now adjoins or surrounds the 
earthworks, but the property’s combined physical 
features taken together still convey the site’s historic 
character.

Civil War Rifle Pits
The best- known of the Civil War earthworks in the 
vicinity of the study area are those constructed as 
part of Confederate General Johnston’s so- called 
“River Line.” Listed on the National Register, 
Johnston’s River Line is not within the authorized 
boundaries of the park but forms an important part 
of the context for much smaller, less significant rifle 
pits that are within the park’s authorized bound-
aries. In the Gold Branch Unit, several rifle pits or 
picket posts line the west side of what is now Bull 
Sluice Lake, the pits being located east of the inlet 
that edges south into this park unit. These were 
apparently built to provide cover for the Union 
army as it crossed the river at Shallow Ford. Other 
rifle pits within the park boundaries have been 

reported in Land Lot 1035 of the 17th District of Ful-
ton County and near Island Ford, but the integrity 
and significance of these sites have not been 
assessed.

All of the rifle pits in the Gold Branch unit of the 
CRNRA are almost obscured by underbrush and 
trees that cover the area today. The first, and most 
distinct, of the pits is found at the southernmost 
edge of the inlet, on the west side of the trail. This 
appears to be a well- dug entrenchment for protect-
ing the inlet. Prior to construction of Morgan Falls 
Dam, it would have been a well- concealed site for 
troops to assemble for a river crossing. The second 
set of rifle pit depressions is scattered along the 
peninsula as the trail curves around to the east. They 
follow a distinct line on an east- west axis. Other 
possible sites are found uphill from the trail, again 
on the same east- west line. It is difficult in some 
locations to tell for certain whether some indenta-
tions are natural or man- made, but the distinct 
east- west axis for those described here leads to the 
conclusion that these depressions were likely for 
picket positions. 

Rifle pits are also thought to exist within the park 
boundaries on the west side of the river in District 
17, Land Lot 1035 (approximately two- and- a- half 
land lots north of the junction of Power’s Ferry 
Road and Interstate 285).101 These are characterized 
by three depressions, the center being approxi-
mately 12’ by 15’.102 Elsewhere in the CRNRA, prob-
able rifle pits are situated east of the river along a 
ridge above the islands at Island Ford, but these 
most likely were built by local state militia guarding 
the crossing prior to the advance of the Union 
army.103

Significance and Integrity: The picket posts/rifle pits 
in the Gold Branch Unit/Morgan Falls area are 
potentially eligible for listing in the National Regis-
ter with significance at the state level under National 
Register Criterion A for their association with the 
Civil War, and under Criterion D for their potential 
to yield additional information. They are rare 
examples of entrenchments dug primarily by indi-
vidual Civil War soldiers, lending them a special 
military significance. The sites also could yield 

100.  Elizabeth Lyon letter to Ralston Cox, April 25, 1989, 
on file in the Georgia State Historic Preservation 
Office in the Johnston’s River Line file.

101. Roth, 29, 126, 217-41. A gun battery site is docu-

mented in the 17th District, Land Lot 1018.
102. Cultural Resource Inventory), 112.
103. Ibid., 102.
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additional data about the Atlanta Campaign through 
additional archeological investigation.

The picket posts retain high integrity of location, 
setting, feeling, and association, but limited integrity 
of workmanship, materials, and design due to 
weathering over the past 140 years. Although the 
setting now includes hiking trails, the rifle pits retain 
their original locations and, given their placement in 
what is now a park, still convey the character of the 
site in 1864. The topographic features of the imme-
diate area have not changed despite the creation of 

Bull Sluice Lake from Morgan Falls Dam; although 
the hydrologic system has been altered, those 
changes have not affected the extant rifle pits. The 
park should consider amending the National Regis-
ter nomination for the Johnson’s River Line to 
include these earthworks as part of a discontiguous 
district based upon Civil War resources. In the 
interim, the park should list them as cultural 
resources in the LCS. Further research on the other 
identified sites is needed to determine their eligibil-
ity for listing in the National Register.
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Chapter Four: Cultural 
Landscapes, Ethnographic 
Resources, Archeology, and 
Museum Collections

The primary purpose of this study is to provide an 
historical overview of the Chattahoochee River 
National Recreation Area and to identify and 
evaluate its historic structures. The purpose of this 
chapter is to sketch in broad strokes existing 
knowledge about the recreation area’s other cultural 
resources, including cultural landscapes, 
ethnographic resources, archeological resources, 
and museum collections.

Cultural 
Landscapes
Cultural landscapes are defined as geographic areas, 
including both cultural and natural resources and 
the wildlife or domestic animals therein, associated 
with a historic event, activity, or person, or that 
exhibit other cultural or aesthetic values. There are 
four general types of cultural landscapes, not 
mutually exclusive: historic sites, historic designed 
landscapes, historic vernacular landscapes, and 
ethnographic landscapes.1 

The NPS Cultural Landscapes Inventory (CLI) is a 
web- based inventory of NPS- owned or managed 
cultural landscapes that have been determined 
eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 

Historic Places. CLI entries include a site 
development history, statement of significance, 
documentation of existing conditions, and 
condition assessment. The CLI partially satisfies the 
inventory and assessment requirements for cultural 
resources under Section 110 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act. A Cultural Landscape Report 
(CLR) is a thoroughly researched report which 
builds on the information gathered in the CLI to 
further document and assess a site’s historical 
development, significance, and integrity with the 
goal of providing a feasible treatment and 
preservation plan or strategy for the cultural 
landscape. 

To date, there has been minimal investigation or 
documentation of the cultural landscapes at 
Chattahoochee River CRNRA. No CLIs or CLRs 
exist for park resources. However, through initial 
literature review, site visits, and communication 
between park and regional NPS staff, it is evident 
that the park contains several cultural landscapes 
that may have sufficient integrity to meet National 
Register criteria. If so identified, these resources 
would be eligible for listing on the CLI and would 
need individual CLRs developed to ensure resource 
preservation. 

Cultural landscapes that have tentatively been 
identified at Chattahoochee River CRNRA include:

■ Akers/Banner Mill

■ Allenbrook

■ Ivy Mill

1.  Page, Robert R., Gilbert, Cathy A., Dolan, Susan A., A 
Guide to Cultural Landscape Reports: Contents, 
Process, and Techniques. Washington, DC: US 
Department of the Interior, National Park Service, 
Cultural Resource Stewardship and Partnerships, 
Cultural Landscapes Program, Washington DC, 1998. 
p. 12.
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■ Collins- Yardum House

■ Hyde Farm

■ Island Ford Lodge

■ George Power House

■ John Rogers House

■ Roswell Mills

■ Scribner Cemetery

■ Marietta Paper Mill

Planning for documentation, evaluation, 
preservation, and treatment of these or other 
subsequently identified cultural landscapes should 
be a priority for park staff. CRNRA managers are 
urged to work with the Cultural Landscapes 
Program manager in the Regional Office to set 
priorities for completing Cultural Landscapes 
Inventories and Cultural Landscape Reports for 
these historic landscapes. If not already existing, 
appropriate projects to complete these studies 
should be entered into PMIS (Project Management 
Information System) and funding sought for 
completing the work. Investigation should begin 
into the historical associations of the Rogers Farm, 
which lies near the Suwanee and Abbotts Bridge 
Units, while coordination with The Trust for Public 
Lands for this land acquisition continues.

Ethnographic 
Resources 
Few traditionally associated peoples retain ties to 
resources in the study area today. Contemporary 
representatives of the Cherokee Nation- - the 
present- day federally recognized tribe most likely 
to have an affiliation with the park- - claim no 
remaining connection with the park. Cherokee 
representatives believe the lands along the river in 
the study area are farther south than the lands 
traditionally associated with the Trail of Tears that 
involved their ancestors. 2

Descendants of other groups, such as ferry 
operators, farmers, fishermen, and paper and textile 
mill workers, have not established formal claims or 
groups that connect them to particular sites or other 
resources within the recreation area today. A 

literature review might reveal previously unknown 
links to contemporary groups, including 
descendants of the above and of resort lodge 
owners or visitors, churches that used the river for 
baptisms, civic organizations, and others. However, 
an Ethnographic Overview and Assessment of the 
Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area has 
not been done, and none is scheduled at the present 
time.

Archeology
Archeological surveys of the park have been limited 
to the broad- brush overviews of Ehrenhard in 1979 
and 19803 and to later, localized surveys conducted 
when sewers, underground utilities, and roadways 
were being constructed. The 2001 Parsons report4 
notes 189 archeological sites related to Indian occu-
pation of the study area, but many more sites are 
likely to be present. The sites are illustrative of the 
temporal periods from the Archaic to the early his-
torical period of the Cherokee and Creek and 
include quarries, lithic scatters (remnants from the 
production of stone tools), ceramic scatters, village 
sites, fish weirs, and rock shelters.

Extant resources related to American Indian occu-
pation of the study area are limited mostly to arche-
ological sites, and development has compromised 
many of those. The area around the site of Standing 
Peachtree is one of the most heavily developed parts 
of the river corridor. In the 1890s, the City of 
Atlanta’s water intake facility was built near the 
junction of Peachtree Creek and the river, and addi-
tional industrial and commercial development in the 
20th century, especially after World War II, have 
obliterated what was the most significant Indian 
settlement in the study area. Along the river in the 
vicinity of the railroad and vehicular bridges south 

2.  Angela Drewes, acting director, Cherokee Nation, E-
mail correspondence Nov. 11, 2004.

3. Ellen B. Ehrenhard, Patricia D. O’Grady, and Charles B. 
Poe, “Chattahoochee National Recreation Area: Pro-
posed Research Design and Archeological Overview” 
(Tallahassee, FL: Southeast Archeological Center, 
National Park Service, 1979), and “Chattahoochee 
River National Recreation Area, Georgia: Cultural 
Resource Inventory/Archeological Sites Final Report.” 
(Tallahassee, FL: Southeast Archeological Center, 
National Park Service, 1980.)

4. Cultural Resources Overview and Predictive Model for 
the Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area, 
Cobb, Forsyth, Fulton, and Gwinnett Counties, Geor-
gia (Norcross, GA: Parsons Engineering and Science, 
Inc., March 2001, updated November 2001).
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of Peachtree Creek, there has been so much ground 
disturbance that the potential for undisturbed 
archaeological resources has been greatly compro-
mised. The 1980 archaeological reconnaissance sur-
vey recovered part of an Indian chungke5 stone as 
well as bullets dating to the Civil War but little else.

Assumptions that the archeological potential at the 
site of the core of the Indian village of Standing 
Peachtree was destroyed when Atlanta built its 
water intake facility just south of the creek are 
probably correct.6 The same may not be true of Fort 
Gilmer, which many have assumed was also located 
in the river’s flood plain. However, Garrett places 
the fort on top of the hill on the north side of the 
creek, within the authorized boundaries of CRNRA 
but on a site that remains privately owned. With “a 
superb view of the river, both up and down,” the hill 
top is certainly a more logical location for such a 
fort, and most of that site appears to have remained 
relatively undisturbed.7

Two texts by Bill Jordan provide general overviews 
of archeology in the Chattahoochee National 
Recreation Area:

■ Phase 1 Archaeological Survey and Phase 2 Site 
Evaluation of the Proposed McGinnis Ferry 
Road Widening Corridor, Fulton and Forsyth 
Counties, Georgia

■ Archeological Survey of Proposed Fuel 
Reduction Areas, Chattahoochee River 
National Recreation Area Cobb, Forsyth, 
Fulton, and Gwinnett Counties, Georgia

Other archeological surveys in the study area have 
also been completed. These studies generally 
focused on assessing sites prior to ground-
disturbing activities such as road widening, bridge 
building, or controlled burns. Researchers also 
evaluated the park as a whole to determine the 
presence of prehistoric and Civil War- era artifacts. 

Occasional sites with lithic scatter (such as at rock 
shelters) were noted, and Civil War gun positions 
and possible picket posts were recorded. 

There are more than a hundred known 
archeological sites within the recreation area that 
are sufficiently significant to warrant nomination to 
the National Register of Historic Places. A list of 
archeological reports relating to the Chattahoochee 
River National Recreation Area will be found in the 
bibliography for the present report. There has been 
no comprehensive Archeological Overview and 
Assessment for the park and none is scheduled at 
the present time.8 Full documentation and 
assessment of fish weirs in the park should be 
completed. A detailed inventory that states 
locations and conditions of all weirs within the 
authorized park boundary would bolster efforts to 
maintain and preserve these rare resources. 
Professional archeological assessment of the weirs is 
also recommended.

Museum 
Collections
The museum collection on site at Chattahoochee 
River National Recreation Area includes objects 
ranging from macro- invertebrates and an 
herbarium collection numbering in the hundreds to 
cultural heritage objects found in structures 
acquired by the National Park Service. The macro-
invertebrate specimens, estimated to number over 
1,000, were being consolidated in fall 2005 into a 
wet specimens storage cabinet in the park’s Water 
Quality Lab. 

A freshwater mussel survey of the park has also 
been completed and specimens are included in the 
park’s museum collection. The museum collection 
also includes small- mammal and fish inventories as 
well as a collection resulting from a herpetological 
survey; these are housed at the Savannah River 
Ecological Lab in Savannah, Georgia. The majority 
of the park’s archeological collection is housed in 
the Southeast Archeological Center in Tallahassee, 
Florida.

The National Park Service is mandated to acquire 
and preserve museum collections as directed in the 

5. A game played by early American Indians in the 
region.

6. Johnston’s River Line National Register of Historic 
Places draft nomination, Section 7, July 5, 1990, on 
file in the Johnston’s River Line folder at the Georgia 
SHPO. The file quotes Franklin M. Garrett, The 
Atlanta Historical Bulletin Vol. I, No. 39, Sept. 1965, 
39. Cultural Resource Inventory: Chattahoochee Final 
Report draft (National Park Service Southeast Region 
Office, 1981), 94.

7. Garrett, Atlanta and Environs, Vol. 1, 14. 8.  Bennie Keel E-mail, November 23, 2004.
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Antiquities Act of 1906, the Historic Sites Act of 1935, 
and the Management of Museum Properties Act of 
1935. Other legal mandates and authorities include 
the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, and the 
Archeological Resources Protection Act of 1979.

The Native American Graves Protection and 
Repatriation Act of 1990 requires a written summary 
of unassociated funerary objects, sacred objects, 
and objects of cultural patrimony. According to 
archeological data recorded by the National Park 
Service in 1980, virtually every major temporal 
period of human occupation in the southeastern 
United States is represented in the Chattahoochee 
corridor. Furthermore, prehistoric sites were 
present in all major topographic and environmental 
zones, including Paleo, Archaic, and Woodland 
aboriginal occupations and historic traditions. 
Additional investigations in the Chattahoochee 
corridor documented the presence of 23 historical 
sites of European affiliation. However, based on 
available information, Chattahoochee River 
National Recreation Area has no collections that fall 
within the scope of the NAGPRA categories, and 
acquisition of such objects is not anticipated.9

The park’s museum planning documents include a 
Scope of Collections Statement (SOCS) (1986). This 
states that the museum collection should be 
maintained to document and support 
Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area’s 
resource management and interpretive 
programming. As identified in the park’s General 
Management Plan (Draft), interpretive programs 
would provide opportunities for the visitor to learn 
about and study the wide variety of natural and 
cultural resources found in the corridor, and for 
developing an understanding of the responsibilities 
of the individual visitor, the National Park Service, 
and other entities in protecting these resources.

The SOCS states that the museum collection is 
intended to be an extension of the park’s primary 
resources. Objects in the collection must relate to 
the recreation area’s resource management goals 
and objectives and to interpretive themes. Historical 
and archeological materials found within the park 
boundary must be accessioned and catalogued into 

the park’s museum collection. The types of 
collection should illustrate the phenomena of 
nature and the environmental influences of man 
along this section of the Chattahoochee corridor. 
The SOCS states that the museum collection should 
preserve those features of the park that cannot 
safely be left in situ, and that it should serve the 
research study and reference needs of staff and 
visitors.

The collection at the museum should be divided 
into two major categories: the Natural History 
Collection and the Cultural History Collection. The 
Natural History Collection – subdivided into two 
disciplines, biology and geology – will provide a 
historically accurate record of plant and animal 
species present in the park, for future reference, 
interpretation, and research purposes. The Cultural 
History Collection will include significant historic 
artifacts representative of the history along this 
section of the Chattahoochee River and the people 
who lived here (prehistoric and historic traditions), 
including military objects and archival material 
(maps, manuscripts, photographs, etc.). 

Specimens of architectural fabric from restored or 
rehabilitated structures that cannot be retained in 
the structures should be saved for future reference. 
Also, objects and documents that chronicle the 
creation, planning, and management of the park 
should be maintained. When National Register 
documentation is prepared for the park based on 
the findings of this study, any associated museum 
collections should be included as objects 
contributing to the significance of the National 
Register district or site being nominated.

Efforts need to be undertaken to expand and fur-
ther organize the park museum collection for public 
and research use. Guidelines for accessioning and 
cataloging are outlined in the NPS publication 
Museum Handbook, Part II, and the Automated 
National Catalog System (ANCS+) manual, both 
available online at <http://www.cr.nps.gov/
museum/ publications /index.htm>.

Archival and 
Library Collections 
The archives of the Chattahoochee River National 
Recreation Area are consolidated in file cabinets in 

9.  Marvin Madry memo, “Addendum to Scope of 
Collection Statement,” October 6, 1992, attached to 
Scope of Collection Statement (April 1986).
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the office of the chief of science and resource 
management. They include maps, resource 
management documents, land files, historic park 
documents, and various reports and other files. This 
room also houses a records cabinet with additional 
accession and collection files. A separate collections 
cabinet in another room of the park includes deeds, 
diaries, and the herbarium noted earlier. Other 
interpretive materials relevant to the park are 
located in the Chattahoochee Nature Center.

The park library collection has been consolidated in 
a room in the basement of Island Ford Lodge and 
includes various histories and biographies, volumes 
related to indigenous peoples, the Civil War, 
agricultural development and settlement, 

manufacturing, and recreation in the river corridor, 
as well as other types of resource materials normally 
found in park libraries. The library and archives 
should be organized for ease of use by researchers. 
The park should complete accessioning and 
cataloging of all material pertinent to park history 
and maintain such information as an aid to the study 
and interpretation of history and culture in the 
park. Making some of this material available online 
is also recommended as funding permits. 
Documentation for all resource management 
projects, natural and cultural, should be included in 
the park’s museum collection. It is also 
recommended that the park develop a formal 
Collection Management Plan to guide its museum 
program.
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Chapter Five: Management 
Recommendations

Based on findings of the current study, the following 
recommendations are offered as a guide for 
resource managers in protecting the park’s cultural 
resources, identifying areas for future research, 
developing interpretive programs, and achieving 
other management goals in the Chattahoochee 
River National Recreation Area. These include rec-
ommendations for identifying, evaluating, and oth-
erwise managing cultural resources within the park, 
while recognizing that implementation may require 
the park to seek additional funding. The park’s sig-
nificant cultural resources include both prehistoric 
and historic buildings and structures, as well as cul-
tural landscapes, archeological sites, artifacts, and 
archival collections. Emphasis is on historic build-
ings, structures, and landscapes, in particular those 
pertaining to early settlement; the historic develop-
ment of agriculture, manufacturing, and transpor-
tation; and the Civil War. These historic resources 
include farmsteads, textile mills, a paper mill, a grist 
mill, roads and bridges, Civil War earthworks, and 
nineteenth-  and twentieth- century residential 
properties. Archeological resources include several 
rock shelters and numerous lithic scatter sites, as 
well as the ruins of stone fish weirs constructed by 
American Indians that are some of the earliest man-
made structures remaining in the study area. All 
these resource types retain sufficient integrity to 
convey the significant historic themes represented 
in CRNRA. The maintenance and preservation of 
these cultural resources should be the park’s top 
cultural resource management priority.

Cultural Resources 
Documentation
Better documentation is needed for all cultural 
resources at CRNRA. Section 110 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act requires park managers, 

in consultation with their SHPOs, to locate, inven-
tory, and nominate to the National Register of His-
toric Places all properties that appear to qualify. 
Such documentary research and field investigations 
help develop a park’s inventory of cultural 
resources. 

The park inventory should include all cultural 
resources as required for planning, Section 106 and 
Section 110 compliance, historic resource protec-
tion, monitoring, and interpretation. Cultural 
resources that have been identified and evaluated as 
eligible should be listed in the appropriate Service-
wide inventories, including the Cultural Landscapes 
Inventory (CLI), Cultural Sites Inventory (CSI-  
Archeology and Ethnography, under development), 
List of Classified Structures (LCS), National Catalog 
of Museum Objects, and the National Register of 
Historic Places.

Baseline Cultural Resources Reports
NPS policy recommends a number of baseline 
research reports that provide information for a 
variety of purposes from planning to interpretation. 
This Historic Resource Study is one of those base-
line reports, providing a general overview of park 
cultural resources and serving as a framework for 
further identification, evaluation, and nomination 
of cultural resources to the National Register of 
Historic Places. The park also has a Scope of Col-
lections Statement (1986) that was most recently 
updated in 1992 and may need updating to ensure its 
accuracy.

Another required baseline report is a park- wide 
overview and assessment of archaeological sites 
along with studies that identify and evaluate indi-
vidual archaeological sites. An inventory of archae-
ological resources was done in 1980 and should be 
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updated to ensure that it accurately reflects existing 
conditions.

Other baseline research reports that the park has 
not yet completed are an ethnographic overview, a 
study of cultural affiliations, and an administrative 
history of the park. Finally, the park does not have a 
Cultural Resources Base Map that depicts all known 
historic sites and structures, cultural landscapes, 
and historic trails and roads. This map should also 
include archeological and ethnographic resources 
as well as documented Civil War troop movements 
through the area. While this information may 
already exist in a number of individual maps, it 
should be compiled in a single, comprehensive map 
for the entire park.

Mapping
GIS mapping should be completed for all the earth-
works within the study area, both Civil War 
resources and those related to historic agricultural 
use (e.g., the terraces in the Gold Branch Unit off 
Lower Roswell Road). GIS mapping of Civil War 
earthworks within the authorized park boundary 
could be coordinated with county and other agen-
cies that oversee related earthworks outside the 
park boundary, to create a database and map of all 
regional earthworks related to the Atlanta Cam-
paign. These earthworks include the Gold Branch 
Unit rifle pits in the Morgan Fall area and similar 
locations identified in archeological studies. In 
addition, mapping of abandoned home sites, espe-
cially those with standing chimneys and other fea-
tures, and of fish weirs and historic roadways would 
help insure their continued preservation.

List of Classified Structures (LCS)
The National Park Service’s List of Classified Struc-
tures (LCS) defines a structure as a constructed 
work that serves some form of human activity and 
that generally is immovable. Because the LCS is a 
listing of structures considered to be “historic,” the 
following criteria are applied before a structure is 
entered on the LCS:

■ all historic and prehistoric structures within 
parks of the National Park System that 
individually meet the criteria of the National 
Register of Historic Places. 

■ all structures that are contributing elements of 
sites or districts that meet National Register 
criteria, and structures that are managed as 

cultural resources because of law, policy, or 
decisions reached through the planning 
process. These structures include certain 
structures that have been moved or 
reconstructed, commemorative structures, and 
structures that have achieved significance 
within the last 50 years. 

In most cases, in order for a historic structure within 
a park to be listed on the LCS, it must first be deter-
mined eligible for listing in the National Register as 
noted above. Even if not already a contributing 
resource in an existing historic district, Determina-
tions of Eligibility (DOEs) can be made in consulta-
tion with the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO). Once concurrence is received from the 
SHPO in the form of a signed and dated letter, the 
structure/s can be entered on the LCS and the final 
National Register documentation can be submitted 
at a later date. Before the structure can be “certi-
fied,” agreement to its Management Category must 
be made by the Park Superintendent and a letter 
stating the same must be sent to the Regional LCS 
Coordinator. 

The only structures identified in this HRS that are 
located within the park and currently listed on the 
LCS are the Sope Creek Ruins. All other structures 
and earthworks identified in this study, both inside 
and outside the park boundaries, should undergo 
DOEs. Because many of the structures located out-
side of the park are contextually related to struc-
tures on NPS property, the DOE process should be 
approached holistically and include all related 
structures in the study area. Any National Register 
nominations should also follow that approach.

Prior to this study, fourteen structures were identi-
fied by CRNRA and Southeast Regional Office staff 
as having high potential for NR eligibility and were 
subsequently listed on the LCS. At that time, listing 
structures on the LCS was not contingent on SHPO 
concurrence as it is today. Those structures were 
moved to the “Shadow” version of the LCS in antic-
ipation of eventual SHPO concurrence. It is hoped 
that this study can supplement any formal DOEs for 
those structures when they are submitted to the 
SHPO.

National Register of Historic Places
Three properties within the boundaries of the 
CRNRA are currently listed in the National Register 
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of Historic Places: George A. Power House (Cobb 
County), Sope Creek Ruins (Cobb County), and 
part of the Roswell Historic District (Fulton 
County). Johnston’s River Line (Cobb County) is 
also listed in the National Register, but it is outside 
the boundaries of the CRNRA. In conjunction with 
this Historic Resource Study, National Register 
nominations for Island Ford Lodge (Park head-
quarters, Fulton County) and for Allenbrook (Ful-
ton County) are being prepared by the Cultural 
Resources Division of the Southeast Regional 
Office.

Determinations of Eligibility
Over the past decade, requirements of the Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 have led to the production 
of several Determinations of Eligibility (DOEs) for 
properties located within the boundaries of the 
CRNRA. DOEs were produced for the Barnwell 
Cabin in the Jones Bridge Unit, the Dispatch Office 
Complex in the Palisades Unit, and a complex of 
residential buildings in the Gold Branch Unit.  In 
consultation with and the concurrence of Georiga’s 
SHPO, each of these properties was determined 
ineligible to the National Register  Copies of the 
Statements of Concurrence are on file at SERO.

As noted above, National Register nominations for 
Island Ford Lodge and for Allenbrook are at the 
time of this study being written by Cultural 
Resources Division staff at SERO.  Drafts of these 
nominations will be used as DOEs for SHPO con-
currence before formal submission are made to the 
Keeper of the National Register.  Once concurrence 
is received from the SHPO, the historic resources 
associated with the two properties will be added to 
the park’s LCS.

Management of 
Historic Structures
Several historic buildings under park management 
are deteriorating. Of particular concern are Allen-
brook and the Collins- Yardum House, both of 
which have remained unoccupied for a number of 
years. While an historic structure report (HSR) has 
been completed for Allenbrook and planning has 
begun for its rehabilitation, little has been done to 
protect the Collins- Yardum House, which is at risk 
of demolition by neglect if preservation measures 
are not taken soon. The house is awaiting funding 

for a historic structure report and for repair and 
rehabilitation. Unoccupied structures are at high 
risk for deterioration, and every effort should be 
made to expedite completion of an HSR and reha-
bilitation of the house.

While NPS policy discourages residential occu-
pancy of park buildings by park staff where housing 
is available in nearby communities, policy also 
encourages adaptive use of historic buildings rather 
than construction of new facilities. Creative think-
ing should be brought to bear on the problem of 
appropriate long- term use for both the Collins-
Yardum House and for Allenbrook.

Neglected for decades, Jones Bridge, Settles Bridge, 
and Rogers Bridge are all deteriorating, in part 
because none of these bridges is wholly owned by 
the NPS although all three are located within the 
boundaries of the CRNRA. In the southern part of 
the CRNRA, a friends group has been established to 
help preserve the historic steel- truss bridge at 
Pace’s Ferry Road. While ownership of Jones, Set-
tles, and Rogers bridges is cloudy, the Pace’s Ferry 
group might serve as a model for partnerships with 
the NPS that could support preservation of these 
historic resources. Without protective coatings, the 
steel structure of these bridges will eventually dete-
riorate to the point of collapse. In addition, the piers 
at the eastern side of Settles Bridge have been so 
badly undermined by the river’s flow that the stabil-
ity of the entire bridge has been compromised. The 
CRNRA should work with State and local officials 
to resolve questions of ownership and look for ways 
to preserve these important resources.

The historically significant concrete bridge where 
U.S. 41 crosses the river at Paces Mill is also deterio-
rating, and while it is and will remain under the 
ownership and care of the Georgia Department of 
Transportation, the CRNRA has a clear interest in 
its treatment and should work with State officials to 
insure its continued preservation.

The ruins of mills and other structures in the 
CRNRA will require continued care if they are to be 
preserved. The ruins of Akers Mill are especially 
vulnerable to deterioration due to rampant growth 
of vegetation, inaccessibility, and other causes. 
Abandoned roads, including the bed of the erst-
while Roswell Railroad, are also vulnerable, prima-
rily from erosion and reforestation of the trace of 
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these roads. The routes of the most important of 
these roads, especially the Roswell Railroad and the 
roads around Hyde Farm and the George Power 
House, should be identified and perhaps main-
tained as trails to insure their continued preserva-
tion.

Interpretation
CRNRA should consider creating displays at Park 
Headquarters at Island Ford and at other appropri-

ate locations in the park that orient visitors to the 
cultural resources in the recreation area. Some park 
units have interpretive signs for individual 
resources, but there should be a single location in 
the park, perhaps at Island Ford, that provides an 
overview of cultural resources. Interpretive markers 
for the dams on Big Creek, Allenbrook, Akers Mill, 
the river bridges, and other resources would intro-
duce visitors to park resources that they might oth-
erwise overlook.



National Park Service  115

Bibliography

Primary Sources
Abbott, Belle K. The Cherokee Indians in Georgia. Tusca-

loosa, Ala.: Confederate Publishing Company, 1980.

Anderson, William L., ed. Cherokee Removal: Before and 
After. Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1991.

Bagley, Garland C. History of Forsyth County, Georgia: 
1832- 1932. Easley, S.C.: Southern Historical Press, 
Inc., 1985.

Bartram,William. Travels Through North and South Caro-
lina, Georgia, East and West Florida, A facsimile of the 
1792 London edition.  Savannah: The Beehive Press, 
1973.

Bassett, John Spencer, ed. Correspondence of Andrew 
Jackson. 7 volumes. Washington, D.C.: Carnegie 
Institution, 1926- 1935.

Blythe, Robert W., Maureen A. Carroll, and Steven H. 
Moffson. Kennesaw Mountain National Battlefield 
Park Historic Resource Study. Atlanta: National Park 
Service, 1995.

Bonner, James C. A History of Georgia Agriculture: 1732-
1860. Athens: University of Georgia Press,1964.

Braely, Chad, Karen G. Wood, and Jeffrey T. Price. “An 
Archeological and Historical Survey of a Fifteen Acre 
Tract in Roswell, Fulton County, Georgia.” Unpub-
lished report. Athens, Ga.: Southeastern Archeologi-
cal Services for the Georgia Department of 
Transportation, 1992.

Brand, Kathryn E. Holland. Deerskins & Duffels: The Creek 
Indian Trade with Anglo- America, 1685- 1815. Lincoln: 
University of Nebraska Press, 1993.

Bronski, Everett E. Jr. “Archeological Survey of Cobb-
Fulton Counties: Sope Creek Manufacturing Com-
plex.” Atlanta: Georgia Institute of Technology, 1978.

Brown, Fred, and Sherri M.L. Smith. The Riverkeeper’s 
Guide to the Chattahoochee. Atlanta: CI Publishing, 
1997.

Brown, Lenard E. Historic Resource Study: Chattahoochee 
River National Recreation Area and Chattahoochee 
River Corridor. Atlanta: Southeast Region Office, 
National Park Service, 1980.

Candler, Allen D. The Confederate Records of the State of 
Georgia / Compiled and Published Under Authority of 

the Legislature. 6 vols. 1909- 11. Reprint, New York: 
AMS Press, 1972.

Carson, O.E. The Trolley Titans, a Mobile History of 
Atlanta. Glendale, Calif.: Interurban Press, 1981.

City of Atlanta/Georgia Power. “Morgan Fall Dam 
Enlargement: A Joint Project to Regulate Flow of the 
Chattahoochee River.” N.p., n.d.

Coleman, Kenneth. Colonial Georgia: A History. New 
York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1976.

______, editor. A History of Georgia. Athens: University of 
Georgia Press, 1977.

Coleman, Richard G. “A Short History of The Roswell 
Manufacturing Company of Roswell, Georgia Home 
Of ‘Roswell Grey.’” Booklet on file at Bulloch Hall 
Library, Roswell, 1982.

Condit, Carl W. American Building Art: The Nineteenth 
Century. New York: Oxford University Press, 1960.

Cooper, Walter G. Official History of Fulton County. 1934. 
Reprint, Spartanburg, S.C.: The Reprint Company, 
1978.

Corkran, David H. The Cherokee Frontier: Conflict and 
Survival 1740- 62. Norman, Okla.: The University of 
Oklahoma Press, 1962.

Crist, James F. They Electrified the South: The Story of the 
Southern Electric System. N.p.: James F. Crist, 1981.

DeVane, Ernest E., and Clarece Martin. Roswell Historic 
Homes and Landmarks: A Collection of Drawings. 
Roswell, Ga.: Roswell Historical Society, n.d.

Ehrenhard, Ellen B., Patricia D. O’Grady, and Charles B. 
Poe. “Chattahoochee River National Recreation 
Area, Georgia: Cultural Resource Inventory/Archeo-
logical Sites Final Report.” Tallahassee, Fla.: South-
east Archeological Center, National Park Service, 
1980.

Ehrenhard, Ellen B., Patricia D. O’Grady, and Gregory K. 
Tool. “Chattahoochee National Recreation Area: 
Proposed Research Design and Archeological Over-
view.” Tallahassee, Fla.: Southeast Archeological 
Center, National Park Service, 1979.

Fairbanks, Charles H. Cherokee and Creek Indians. New 
York.: Garland Publishing Co., 1974.



116  Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area Historic Resource Study

Flanigan, James C. History of Gwinnett County, Georgia. 2 
volumes. 1943- 1960. Reprint, Gwinnett County His-
torical Society, 1975.

Frazier, Bill. “Fish Traps Georgia River System.” Indian 
Artifact Magazine (May 2000),

Garrett, Franklin M. Atlanta and Environs; a Chronicle of 
Its People and Events. Athens, Ga.: University of 
Georgia Press, 1954.

Garrett, Franklin. “James McC. Montgomery of Standing 
Peachtree.” Atlanta Historical Bulletin, No.12 
(December 1937).

Georgia Institute of Technology. Economic Development 
Possibilities in the Chattahoochee River Basin. Wash-
ington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Commerce: Eco-
nomic Development Administration, 1967.

Gresham, Thomas H. “Cultural Resources Survey of the 
Proposed Lake Sidney Lanier Reregulation Dam and 
lake Area, Forsyth and Gwinnett Counties, Georgia.” 
Athens, Ga.: Southeastern Archeological Services, 
Inc., 1987.

Harper, Ronald M. Development of Agriculture in Georgia 
from 1850 to 1920. Tuscaloosa, Ala.: Ronald M. Harper, 
1923.

Hartrampf, Inc., and OJP/Architect, Inc. “Historic Struc-
ture Report: Allenbrook, Chattahoochee River 
National Recreation Area, Roswell, Fulton County, 
Georgia.” Atlanta: Hartrampf, Inc., July 2004.

Hatcher, George. Georgia Rivers. Athens: University of 
Georgia Press, 1962.

Higgins, Michael. “The Geology of the Brevard Linea-
ment near Atlanta, Georgia.” Georgia State Division 
of Conservation, Department of Mine, Mining and 
Geology. The Geological  Survey, Bulletin No. 77, 
1966.

Hitt, Michael. Charged With Treason. Monroe, N.Y.: Lib-
erty Research Associates, Inc., 1992.

______. Cherokee Lands Within What is Now Roswell, 
Georgia in the 1820’s and 1830’s. Roswell, Ga.: M.D. 
Hitt, 1993.

Hoxie, Frederick E., ed. Encyclopedia of North American 
Indians. Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1996.

Hudson, Charles M., ed. Ethnology of Southeastern Indi-
ans: A Source Book. New York: Garland Publishing, 
Inc., 1985.

Hunter, Louis C. A History of Industrial Power in the 
United States 1780- 1930 – Volume I: Waterpower in the 
Century of the Steam Engine. Charlottesville: Univer-
sity Press of Virginia, 1979.

Jones, Charles C., Jr.  Antiquities of the Southern Indians, 
Particularly of the Georgia Tribes.  New York: D, 
Appleton and Company, 1873.

Jones, Tommy H. “George A. Power House Historic 
Structure Report,” Cobb Landmarks, 2001.

Kehoe, Alice Beck. America Before the European Inva-
sions. London: Pearson  Education Ltd., 2002.

Kelly, Dennis. Kennesaw Mountain and the Atlanta Cam-
paign, a Tour Guide. Marietta, Ga.: Kennesaw Moun-
tain Historical Association, Inc., 1989.

King, Duane H., ed. The Cherokee Indian Nation: A Trou-
bled History. Knoxville: University of Tennessee Press, 
1979.

Krakow, Kenneth K. Georgia Place Names. Macon, Ga.: 
Winship Press, 1975. Also available at <http://
www.kenkrakow.com/gpn/georgia_place-
names.htm>.

Martin, Clarece. “Roswell Historic Homes and Land-
marks.” Roswell, Ga.: Roswell Historical Society, Inc., 
n.d.

Martin; Joel E. Sacred Revolt: The Muskogees’ Struggle for 
a New World. Boston: Beacon Press, 1991.

The Mill Wheel. Roswell Historical Society, Vol., 1, No., 3, 
Summer 1991.

Miller, Page, project director. Revision of the National Park 
Service’s Thematic Framework. Washington, D.C.: 
National Park Service, 1996.

Miri, Ali. Historic Structure Assessment Report: Allenbrook 
House. Atlanta: National Park Service Southeast 
Region, Historic Architecture Division, 1994.

Mitchell, Ruthanne L., ed. Appalachian Cultural Resources 
Workshop Papers. Atlanta: National Park Service 
Southeast Regional Office, 1993.

Mitchell, Stephens. “The Old Ferries and the Ferry 
Roads.” Atlanta Historical Bulletin, June 1933.

Moritz, L. A. Grain Mills and Flour in Classical Antiquity. 
Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1958.

National Park Service. Cultural Resource Inventory: 
Chattahoochee Final Report draft. Atlanta: Southeast 
Regional Office, 1981.

_______. “De Soto National Historic Trail Study.” South-
east Regional Office, National Park Service, 1990.

_______. “Historic Structure Assessment Report, Island 
Ford Lodge, Chattahoochee River National Recre-
ation Area.” Atlanta: National Park Service Cultural 
Resources, Southeast Region, 2000.

Nesbit, R.T., Georgia: Her Resources and Possibilities. 
Atlanta: Franklin Printing and Publishing Co., 1896.

Newman, Harvey K. Southern Hospitality: Tourism and the 
Growth of Atlanta. Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama 
Press, 1999.

Parsons Engineering. “Cultural Resources Overview and 
Predictive Model for the Chattahoochee River 
National Recreation Area, Cobb, Forsyth, Fulton, and 



National Park Service  117

Gwinnett Counties, Georgia.” Norcross, Ga.: Parsons 
Engineering and Science, Inc., March 2001, updated 
November 2001.

Prentice, Gary, and Elizabeth A. Horvath. “An Assessment 
of the Archeological Resources at the Morgan Falls 
West (CHAT- 57) Site, Tract 105- 08 and Tract 105- 26, 
Bull Sluice District, Chattahoochee River National 
Recreation Area, Cobb County, Georgia.” Tallahas-
see, Fla.: Southeast Archeological Center/National 
Park Service, 1995.

Rabun, James W. “Georgia and the Creek Indians.” Mas-
ter’s thesis, University of North Carolina, 1937. 

Range, Willard. A Century of Georgia Agriculture 1850-
1950. Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1954. 
Reprint, 1969.

Roller, David C., and Robert W. Twyman, eds. The Ency-
clopedia of Southern History. Baton Rouge: Louisiana 
State University Press, 1979.

Roth, Darlene M. “Architecture, Archaeology and Land-
scapes.” Marietta, Ga.: Cobb County Historic Preser-
vation Commission, 1988.

Scaife, William R. The Campaign for Atlanta. Atlanta: Wil-
liam R. Scaife, 1985.

Shadburn, Don L., ed. Pioneer History of Forsyth County, 
Georiga. Forsyth County Heritage Series. Volume I. 
Roswell, Ga: WH Associates, 1981. 

Sherman, William T. Memoirs of General William T. Sher-
man. 2 Vols. 1875. Reprint, New York: Penguin Clas-
sics, 2000. 

Smith, James F. The Cherokee Land Lottery, Containing a 
Numerical List of the Names of the Fortunate Drawers 
in Said Lottery. New York: Harper & Brothers, 1838.

Steedman, Marguerite. “Sope Creek Mill Made History.” 
The Atlanta Journal, March 12, 1939.

Swanton, John R. The Indians of the Southeastern United 
States. Smithsonian Bureau of American Ethnology, 
Bulletin 137. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing 
Office, 1946.

Temple, Sarah Blackwell Gober. The First Hundred Years: 
A Short History of Cobb County, in Georgia. Atlanta: 
Walter . Brown Publishing Company, 1935.

Tompkins, D. A. Cotton Mill Commercial Features. Char-
lotte: D. A. Tompkins, 1899.

U. S. Bureau of the Census. 1840 Census of Georgia, Sched-
ule of Mines, Agriculture, Commerce, and Manufac-
turing (Georgia Archives #331/30- 31), Cobb County. 
Also Population Schedules: NARA M704, Rolls 37-
53. (Georgia Archives #331/13- 29).

_________. 1850 Census of Georgia, Population Schedules 
(NARA M432, Rolls 61- 96), Slave Schedules (Georgia 
Archives #331/59- 67), Agriculture Schedules (Georgia 
Archives #331/68- 70), Mortality Schedules (Georgia 

Archives #331/71), Social Statistics (Georgia Archives 
#331/72).

_________. Thirteenth Census of the United States Taken in 
the year 1910. Vol. 6, Agriculture. Washington, D.C.: 
Government Printing Office, 1913.

_________. The Seventh Census of the United States: 1850. 
Washington, D.C.: Robert Armstrong, Public Printer, 
1853.

________. Twelfth Census of the United States Taken in the 
Year 1900, Vol. 6, Agriculture, Part II. Washington, 
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1902.

________. Fifteenth Census of the United States: 1930, Agri-
culture, Vol. 2. Washington, D.C.: Government Print-
ing Office, 1932.

________. Agriculture of the United States in 1860: Compiled 
from the Original Returns of the Eighth Census. Wash-
ington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1864.

________. Report of the Productions of Agriculture as 
Returned at the Tenth Census ( June 1, 1880). Washing-
ton, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1883.

________. Report of the Statistics of Agriculture of the United 
States at the Eleventh Census: 1890. Washington, D.C.: 
Government Printing Office, 1895.

________. The Statistics of the Wealth and Industry of the 
United States from the Original Returns of Ninth Cen-
sus. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 
1870.

U. S. Congress. An Act To Amend the Act of August 15, 1978, 
regarding the Chattahoochee River National Recre-
ation Area in the State of Georgia. 98 U.S. Statutes at 
Large 2928 (1984).

________. An Act to Authorize Establishment of the Chatta-
hoochee River National Recreation Area in the State of 
Georgia, and for Other Purposes. 92 U.S. Statutes at 
Large 474; Public Law 95- 344; 16 U.S.C. 460ii (1978).

________. An Act to Improve Protection and Management 
of the Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area 
in the State of Georgia. Public Law 106- 154 (1999).

U. S. Department of Agriculture. Gwinnett County Farm 
Statistics: 1900- 1966. Georgia Crop Reporting Ser-
vice, 1967.

U. S. Department of State. Statistics of the United States of 
America as Collected and Returned to the Marshals of 
the Several Judicial Districts under the Thirteenth Sec-
tion of the Act for Taking the Sixth Census. Washing-
ton, D.C.: Blair and Rives, 1841.

U. S. Department of War. The War of the Rebellion: a 
Complication of the Official Records of the Union and 
Confederate Armies. Series 1, Vol. XXXVIII, Part II- -
Reports. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing 
Office, 1891.



118  Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area Historic Resource Study

Van Putten, Mark. “Water for People and Wildlife.” 
National Wildlife, June/July 2001.

Walsh, Darlene M., ed. Roswell Pictorial History. Roswell, 
Ga.: Roswell Historical Society, Inc., 1985. Reprint 
1994. 

White, George. Historical collections of Georgia : contain-
ing the most interesting facts, traditions, biographical 
sketches, anecdotes, etc. relating to its history and 
antiquities, from its first settlement to the present time. 
New York: Pudney & Russell, 1854. Reprint, 1969.

________. Statistics of the State of Georgia: including an 
account of its natural, civil, and ecclesiastical history; 
together with a particular description of each county, 
notices of the manners and customs of its aboriginal 
tribes, and a correct map of the State. Savannah: W. T. 
Williams, 1849. Reprint, Spartanburg, S.C.: Reprint 
Co., 1972.

Wilkins, Thurman. Cherokee Tragedy: The Story of the 
Ridge Family and the Decimation of a People. New 
York: Macmillan, 1970.

Wilms, Douglas C. “Cherokee Land Use in Georgia, 1800-
1838.” Ph.D. dissertation, University of Georgia, 1973.

Winn. William W. The Old Beloved Path: Daily Life Among 
the Indians of the Chattahoochee Valley. Eufala, Ala.: 
Historic Chattahoochee Commission, 1992.

Wood, Karen G. “An Archeological Survey of the Pre-
sumed Location of the First Roswell Factory.” 
Unpublished report, Southeastern Archeological 
Services for the Roswell Historical Society, 1989.

________. “The Textile Mills of Roswell, Georgia.” Early 
Georgia, Volume 21, No. 1 (1993).

Wright, Wade H. History of the Georgia Power Company; 
1855- 1956. Atlanta: Georgia Power Co., 1957.

Archaeological Reports
(All available at library of Southeastern 
Archaeological Center in Tallahassee, Florida)

Georgia Department of Natural Resources, Historic Pres-
ervation Division. “Archeological Survey of Cobb-
Fulton Counties.” Atlanta: N.p., 1973.

Bradley, Chad O. ,Karen G. Wood, and Jeffrey T. Price, 
“An Archeological and Historical Survey of Fifteen 
Acre Tract in Roswell, Fulton County, Georgia.” Ath-
ens, Ga.: Southeastern Archeological Services, Inc., 
1992.

Duff, Eric A. “An Archaeological Survey of Georgia 
Department of Transportation Project BHF- STP-
001- 5(24), Including a Portion of the Chattahoochee 
National Recreation Area, Palisades Unit, Cobb and 
Fulton Counties, Georgia.” Atlanta, Ga.: Georgia 
Department of Transportation, 1997.

Ehrenhard, Ellen B. “Archeological Data Section Prelimi-
nary Cultural Resource Management Plan, Chatta-
hoochee River National Recreation Area DRAFT. 
Tallahassee, Fla.: National Park Service Southeast 
Archeological Center, 1982. 

Ehrenhard, Ellen B. Patricia D. O'Grady, and Gregory K. 
Toole, “Chattahoochee National Recreation Area 
Proposed Research Design and Archaeological 
Overview.” Tallahassee, Fla.: National Park Service 
Southeast Archeological Center, 1979.

Faust, Richard D. “Archeological Resources in the South-
east Region, Status Report and Projection of Future 
Requirements. Vols. I and II.” Tallahassee, Fla.: 
National Park Service, Southeast Archeological Cen-
ter, 1986.

Gantt, Mary E. “Phase 1 Archeological Resources Survey 
Grimes Bridge Road at Big Creek Project Roswell, 
Fulton County, Georgia.” Atlanta: Pond & Co., 2003.

__________. “Phase 1 Archeological Resources Survey 
Vickery Creek Pedestrian Bridge Abutment  Roswell, 
Georgia.” Holly Springs, Ga.: Webb & Associates, 
2004.

__________. “1997 Preliminary Investigation of Archaeo-
logical Resources Survey Grimes Bridge Road at Big 
Creek Project Roswell, Fulton County, Georgia. 
Holly Springs, Ga.: RS Webb & Assoc., 1997.

Gresham, Thomas H. “Cultural Resources Survey of the 
Proposed Lake Sidney Lanier Regulation Dam and 
Lake Area Forsyth and Gwinnett Counties, Georgia, 
State Site Forms.” Athens, Ga.: Southeastern Archeo-
logical Services, Inc., 1987.

Hamilton, Christopher E. “An Archaeological Reconnais-
sance of the Chattahoochee River Corridor Between 
Buford Dam and Georgia 20 Highway Bridge.” Talla-
hassee, Fla.: National Park Service Southeast Arche-
ological Center, 1974.

Jordan, William R. “Phase 1 Archaeological Survey and 
Phase 2 Site Evaluation of the Proposed McGinnis 
Ferry Road Widening Corridor, Fulton and Forsyth 
Counties, Georgia.” Atlanta: Brockington and Asso-
ciates, Inc., 1999.

___________. “Archeological Survey of Proposed Fuel 
Reduction Areas, Chattahoochee River National 
Recreation Area Cobb, Forsyth, Fulton, and Gwin-
nett Counties, Georgia.” Holly Springs, Ga.: R. S. 
Webb and Associates, 2004.

Joseph, J. W. “Phase 1 Archeological Survey of the Chatta-
hoochee Water Main Replacement; Chattahoochee 
National Recreation Area.” Stone Mountain, Ga.: 
New South Associates, 1995)

Joseph, J. W., Theresa M. Hamby, and Mary Beth Reed. 
“Phase 1 Archaeological Survey of Two Well Sites in 
Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area Cobb 



National Park Service  119

County, Georgia.” Stone Mountain, Ga.: New South 
Associates, 1995.

________. “Phase 1 Archaeological Survey of the Proposed 
Roswell Pedestrian Bridge: Chattahoochee River 
National Recreation Area, Vickery Creek Unit.” Stone 
Mountain, Ga.: New South Associates, 1998.

Komara, Gregory Lee. “Roberts Drive Entrance Road 
Survey, Island Ford Section, Chattahoochee River 
National Recreation Area. Tallahassee, Fla.: National 
Park Service Southeast Archeological Center, 1983.

Lawson, Charles F. “Archeological Survey of the Cochran 
Shoals Unit Chattahoochee River National Recre-
ation Area.” Tallahassee, Fla.: National Park Service 
Southeast Archeological Center, 2004.

Meier, Lawrence W. “Archaeological and Historical 
Research in Chattahoochee River National Recre-
ation Area.” Marietta, Ga.: N.p, 1979.

_________. “Archaeological Survey of Cobb and Fulton 
Counties, Georgia, A Synopsis of Cultural Resources 
in the Chattahoochee River Corridors.” Atlanta: 
Cobb County, 1978.

Moore, Jackson W., Jr., “Archeological Surveys of Surplus 
Properties in the Gold Branch, Palisades, and Powers 
Ferry Units, and Archeological Survey of the Pro-
posed Entrance Road Alignments in the Island Ford 
Unit Chattahoochee River National Recreation 
Area.” Tallahassee, Fla.: National Park Service South-
east Archeological Center, 1986.

O’Grady, Patricia D., and Charles B. Poe. “Cultural 
Resource Inventory Archaeological Sites, Chatta-
hoochee River National Recreation Area.” Tallahas-
see, Fla.: National Park Service Southeast 
Archeological Center, 1980.

Prentice, Guy L. “An Assessment of the Archeological 
Resources At the Morgan Falls West (CHAT -  57) 
Site, Tract 105- 26, Land Lots 224 and 279, Bull Sluice 
District, Chattahoochee River National Recreation 
Area, Cobb County, Georgia.” Tallahassee, Fla.: 
National Park Service Southeast Archeological Cen-
ter,  1994.

Prentice, Guy L. and Elizabeth A. Horvath, “An Assess-
ment of the Archeological Resources at the Morgan 
Falls West (CHAT -  57) Site, Tract 105- 08 and Tract 
105- 26, Bull Sluice District, Chattahoochee River 
National Recreation Area, Cobb County, Georgia.” 
Tallahassee, Fla.: National Park Service Southeast 
Archeological Center, 1995.

Rogers, Ronnie H. “An Archeological Survey of the Pro-
posed Riverside Road Pump Station and Associated 
Pipeline Corridors Roswell, Georgia” (Athens, Ga.: 
Southeastern Archeological Services, Inc., 1991.

Smith, Betty A. “Archaeological Survey of the Proposed 
Chattahoochee River Interceptor, Gwinnett County, 
Georgia” (N.p., 1985).

Secondary Internet Resources
Ashby St. Trolley Car Barn. Marietta Street Artery Asso-

ciation. Nov. 4, 2004. http://www.artery.org/TrollyB-
arn.htm>. 

American Rivers. Chattahoochee water quality.  Oct. 29, 
2004. <http://www.amrivers.org/index.php?mod-
ule=Hyper Content&func=display&cid=422>.

BridgeSight Software, 2688 Venado Way, Rescue, CA 
95672. Jan. 4, 2005. Historic bridge information. 
<http://www.bridgesite.com/ funand.htm>.

Chaffin, Tom. “There’s Nothing New About Toll Roads, 
Bridges.” Atlanta Journal- Constitution, Jan. 24, 1998. 
United Toll Systems LLC website. Oct. 1, 2004. <http:/
/www.unitedtoll.com/GaArticles/ gaarticle11.htm>.

Chattahoochee Nature Center. “The Chattahoochee 
River.” Oct. 29, 2004. <http://www.chattnature-
center.com/tour/hattahoochee.html>.

Chattahoochee Riverway BacteriALERT project. Part-
nership for Regional Livability and Georgia's Com-
munity Greenspace Program. Oct. 2,, 2004. Oct. 19, 
2004. <http://ga2.er.usgs.gov/bacteria/default.cfm> 
and < http://www.chattnaturecenter. com/tour/ 
chattachoochee.html>.

Climb Tennessee. Oct. 20, 2004. <http://www.climbten-
nessee.com/local/georgia.html>.

DEMOGRAPHIA, US Metropolitan Areas: Population 
from 1900, http://www. demographia.com/dbx-
usmet.htm.

Friends of Hyde Farm. Nov. 3, 2004. <http://www.friend-
sofhydefarm.org/history.html>.

Funk, Adrienne. “Water quality study addresses pollution 
questions at Chattahoochee River National Recre-
ation Area.” Nov. 2, 2004. < http://www2.nature.nps. 
gov/YearInReview/yir99/pages/05risks/
05funk_chat.htm>.

Georgia Electric and Railway Company and Atlanta Water 
and Electric Power Company. New Georgia Ency-
clopedia. Oct. 13, 2004. <http://www.georgiaencyclo-
pedia. org/nge/Article.jsp?id=h- 1879>.

Georgia Public Policy Foundation. “Agenda 2005: A 
Guide to the Issues.” Oct. 19, 2004. <http://
www.gppf.org/article.asp?RT=20&p=pub/Water/
water_frontpage.htm>.

GEOSPAT Geospatial and Statistical Data Center, Uni-
versity of Virginia. United States Historical Census 
Data Browser. May 15, 2000. <http://fisher.lib.vir-
ginia.edu/ census/>.

Holliday, Pamela P. “The Chattahoochee: A River Facing 
Peril and Possibility.” Oct. 11, 2004. <http://
www.sherpaguides.com/georgia/chattahoochee/
chattahoochee _in_peril/ index.html>.



120  Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area Historic Resource Study

Kirby, Joe.  “Developer Bulldozes Artillery Fort, Trenches 
Near Atlanta.” Historical Publications Inc., Decem-
ber 2003. Oct. 14, 2004. <http://www.civil-
warnews.com/ archive/articles/fort_ bulldozed.htm>.

Kirby, Joe.  “Georgia Plans Civil War Trail.” Historical 
Publications, Inc. Oct. 18, 2004. <http://www.civilwar 
news.com/archive/articles/cwtrail_kirby.htm>.

Lenz, Richard J. “Johnston’s River Line,” The Civil War in 
Georgia: An Illustrated Traveler’s Guide, Decatur, 
Georgia: Sherpa Guides. Nov. 6, 2004. <http://sher-
paguides.com/georgia/civil_war/atlanta/
smyrna_area.html>.

Militia districts. Cherokee County Historical Society. Oct. 
6, 2004. <www.rockbarn.org/history.htm.>.

National Park Service. The Archaic Period (ca.8000 B.C. – 
1000 B.C.). Southeastern Archeological Center. Nov. 
19, 1999. <http://www.cr.nps.gov/seac/archaic.htm>.

National Park Service.The Mississippian and Late Prehis-
toric Period (A.D. 900 ñ 17000). Southeastern Arche-
ological Center. Nov. 19, 1999. <http://
www.cr.nps.gov/seac/ archaic.htm>. 

National Park Service. The Paleoindian Period (ca.13,000 
B.C. – 7,900 B.C.). Southeastern Archeological Cen-
ter. Nov. 19, 1999. <http://www.cr.nps.gov/seac/ 
archaic.htm>.

National Park Service. The Woodland Period (ca.2000 
B.C. – A.D. 1000). Southeastern Archeological Center. 

Nov. 19, 1999. <http://www.cr.nps.gov/seac/ wood-
land.htm>.

New Georgia Encyclopedia. <http://www.georgiaency-
clopedia.org/nge/Article.jsp?id=h- 693>.

Sherpa Guides. Johnston’s River Line information. Oc. 15, 
2004. <http://sherpaguides. com/georgia/civil_war/
atlanta/smyrna_ area.html>.

Simpsonwood Retreat. Nov. 3, 2004. <http://www.sim-
psonwood.org/about/History.htm>

Watford, Chris. “Dixie Cragger’s Atlas, a Climber Guide to 
Tennessee, Alabama and Georgia.” Climb Tennessee. 
Nov. 2, 2004. <http://www.climbtennessee. com/
local/georgia.html>. 

Wendell Cox Consultancy. US Metropolitan Areas: Popu-
lation from 1900. Aug. 23, 2000. <http://
www.demographia.com/db- usmetfr1900.pdf>.

______. “Cobb County Trenches May Be Next Preserva-
tion Opportunity.” Georgia Battlefields Association, 
Inc. newsletter, May 2003. Oc. 28, 2004. <http://
www.georgiabattlefields.org/pdf_ files/
GBAnews0305.pdf>. 

______. “Chattahoochee River Named One of America’s 
Most Endangered Rivers.” April 6, 1998. American 
Rivers. Oct. 18, 2004. <http://www.amrivers.org/ 
index.php?module=HyperContent &func=dis-
play&cid=422>.



National Park Service  121

Historical Base Map



122  Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area Historic Resource Study



As the nation’s principal conservation agency,
the Department of the Interior has
responsibility for most of our nationally owned
public lands and natural resources. This
includes fostering sound use of our land and
water resources; protecting our fish, wildlife,
and biological diversity; preserving the
environmental and cultural values of our
national parks and historical places; and
providing for the enjoyment of life through
outdoor recreation. The department assesses
our energy and mineral resources and works to
ensure that their development is in the best
interests of all our people by encouraging
stewardship and citizen participation in their
care. The department also has a major
responsibility for American Indian reservation
communities and for people who live in island
territories under U.S. administration.

NPS  D-70  February 2007



National Park Service 
U.S. Department of the interior 

Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area 
1978 Island Ford Parkway 
Atlanta, Georgia 30350 

www.nps.gov/chat 

EXPERIENCE YOUR AMERICA '" 

http://www.nps.gov/chat



