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Guidelines, it is clear that the subject property was not included in either the original Olmstead 
subdivision design boundaries, or in the subsequent expanded Kauffman subdivision 
boundaries. 
 
Also, the drainage channel abutting the subject property is not identified as part of the 
Peavine/Lullwater Creek Watershed’s creek system, as shown on Illustration F. 
 
Nevertheless, the proposed design of the subject property still meets the specifically detailed 
goals of the Design Guidelines to protect the natural and cultural landscape, including all of the 
following criteria as outlined in Sections 4.1.2 and 4.1.3: 
 

• Care was taken to design the proposed development to follow the natural topography 
 

• The development includes the preservation of drainage ways and stream corridors 
within rear yard spaces 

 
• Significant expanses of the natural landscape surrounding the creek corridors were 

preserved to create a network of green open space areas 
 

• Landscaping is predominately vegetated in naturalistic designs 
 

• Yards are composed of lawn, ornamental shrub and ground cover plantings, small trees 
and large shade trees of many native varieties. 

 
• Streets are typically lined with small or large trees 

 
• The drives and walks connect the residences to the streets 

 
 
 
Issue #2:  The Board of Commissioners states that the HPC “did not properly apply Guideline 8.1 
(Open Space and Parkland Preservation and Conservation)”. 
 

Response: 
 
The proposed plan fully meets the requirements of the Druid Hills Design Guideline 8.1. 

 
As discussed above, the subject property was not identified as an open space by Olmstead, since 
it was not a part of his original design area.  Nor was it identified as a stream corridor. 

 
Nevertheless, the proposed plan still meets the intent of this Design Guideline. In response to 
requests from both the Druid Hills Civic Association Land Use representative AND the Historic 
Preservation Commission, the applicant agreed to place a perpetual conservation easement on 
the entire stream buffer area, as well as a large portion of the non-buffer land, to perpetually 
preserve the private open space for the benefit of the entire community, exactly as 
recommended in Section 8.1. 
 



Also, Section 8.1 recommends “removal of exotic species by the most environmentally 
responsive approach possible”, which will be done by the applicant prior to placing the 
preservation easement on the open space. 

 
 
 
Issue #3:  The Board of Commissioners states that the HPC “did not properly apply Guideline 8.3 
(Protection of the Historic Watershed Design and Design Concept)”. 
 

Response: 
 
The proposed plan fully meets the requirements of the Druid Hills Design Guideline 8.3. 

 
Per Section 8.3, “Olmstead’s design placed rear lot lines along these streams and natural 
drainage ways as a method of protection and flood control”.  The proposed lot division plan has 
followed this guideline, with the rear property line running along the natural drainage way. 
 
Also per Section 8.3, “all construction within the Druid Hills Local Historic District should follow a 
25’ setback requirement”.  Although the drainage way to the rear of the property has not been 
identified in the illustrations in the Design Guidelines, the applicant is honoring the 75’ setback 
as now required under other Dekalb County ordinances, and therefore is easily meeting the 25’ 
requirement in Section 8.3 of the Design Guidelines.  The site plan is included in the attached 
information package. 

 
 
 
Issue #4:  The Board of Commissioners required that the applicant perform an archeological study as 
contemplated by Guideline 10.0, and the HPC to consider the results of the archeological study in its 
decision. 
 
 Response: 
 

An archeological “Phase One” study has been undertaken by a highly experienced Archeological 
consulting firm, and the results are negative.  A copy is included with this re-submittal. 

 
 

































ID DBH Common Name Specimen Notes Overview Plan

8 22" PINE N LEASING-DANGEROUS-TOWARD ROAD/WIRES poor Save

9 19" PINE N FAIR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY good/fair Save

11 20" WHITE OAK N FAIR good/fair Save

12 N/A PINE N DEAD dead Remove

14 24" TULIPTREE N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Save

18 20" HARDWOOD N LEANING HEAVILY OVER RD., FAIR CONDITION poor Save

19 22" POPLAR N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save

20 25" PINE N TOP HEAVY good/fair Save

21 16" PINE N LEANING HEAVILY TOWARD RD., FAIR CONDITION poor Save

22 16" TULIP TREE N FAIR CONDITION, ROT IN BASE CAVITY poor Save

23 28" PINE N POOR COND., TOP HEAVY poor Save

29 24" WHITE OAK N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Remove

30 11" WHITE OAK N FAIR CONDITION, ROT @ BASE OF TRUNK poor Remove

31 18" RED OAK N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Remove

32 28" WHITE OAK N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Remove

33 20" PINE N TOP HEAVY good/fair Remove

34 17" RED OAK N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Remove

35 28" OAK N DOUBLE TRUNK, INCLUDED BARK @ SPLIT, GOOD CONDITION good/fair Remove

36 33" TULIPTREE N DOUBLE TRUNK, INCLUDED BARK @ SPLIT good/fair Remove

37 14" TULIPTREE N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Remove

38 N/A PINE N DEAD dead Remove

39 14" PINE N POOR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY poor Remove

40 14" PINE N POOR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY poor Remove

41 17" PINE N POOR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY poor Save

42 14" PINE N POOR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY poor Remove

43 12" TULIPTREE N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Remove

44 22" PINE N FAIR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY good/fair Remove

45 19" TULIP TREE N POOR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY, ROT @ BASE poor Remove

46 15" WHITE OAK N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Save

48 12" TULIPTREE N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Remove

49 25" WATER OAK N DOUBLE TRUNK, GOOD CONDITION good/fair Remove

50 12" SWEETGUM N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Remove

51 13" SWEETGUM N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Remove

52 22" PINE N FAIR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY good/fair Remove

53 25" PINE N FAIR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY good/fair Remove

54 20" PINE N POOR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY poor Remove

55 23" TULIPTREE N FAIR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY good/fair Remove

56 13" HARDWOOD N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Remove

57 17" TULIPTREE N FAIR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY good/fair Remove

58 15" RED OAK N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Remove

59 21" RED OAK N POOR CONDITION poor Save

63 14" WHITE OAK N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Remove

64 14" BEECH N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save
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65 14" WHITE OAK N FAIR CONDITION,TOP HEAVY good/fair Remove

66 20" RED OAK N FAIR CONDITION, ROT @ BASE IN CAVITY poor Remove

67 17" RED OAK N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Remove

68 20" RED OAK N FAIR CONDITION, ROT @ BASE poor Remove

69 20" TULIPTREE N FAIR CONDITION, EXFOLIATING BARK @ BASE poor Remove

70 17" RED OAK N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Remove

71 19" PINE N FAIR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY good/fair Remove

72 12" RED OAK N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Remove

73 20" PINE N FAIR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY good/fair Remove

74 24" PINE N FAIR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY good/fair Save

75 12" WATER OAK N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Remove

76 16" RED OAK N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Save

77 24" PINE N FAIR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY good/fair Save

78 N/A PINE N DEAD dead Remove

79 35" TULIPTREE N EXFOLIATING BARK @ TRUNK,  TWO MISSING LIMBS, POOR CONDITION poor Save

80 16" WHITE OAK N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Save

81 13" OAK N FAIR CONDITION, DAMAGED @ BASE poor Remove

82 12" HICKORY N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Remove

83 24" SWEETGUM N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Remove

84 18" PINE N FAIR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY good/fair Remove

85 17" RED OAK N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Remove

86 17" WATER OAK N FAIR CONDITION, ROT IN CAVITY @ BASE poor Remove

87 29" OAK N DOUBLE TRUNK, INCLUDED BARK /MAJOR ROT @ BASE poor Remove

88 21" RED OAK N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Remove

89 14" AM. BEECH N MAJOR ROT @ BASE IN CAVITY poor Remove

90 19" AM. BEECH N EXCELLENT CONDITION good/fair Remove

91 18" TULIPTREE N FAIR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY good/fair Remove

92 12" WHITE OAK N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Remove

93 14" RED OAK N MAJOR  ROT @ BASE poor Remove

94 25" PINE N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Remove

95 15" OAK N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Remove

96 14" TULIP TREE N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Remove

97 15" PINE N DISEASED TRUNK, POOR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY poor Remove

98 14" HARDWOOD N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save

99 27" SWEETGUM N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save

100 14" AM.BEECH N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save

101 25" WHITE OAK N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Save

102 20" WHITE OAK N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Remove

103 15" RED OAK N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Remove

104 42" TULIPTREE YES FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save

105 10" OAK N POOR CONDITION, INSECT INFESTED TRUNK poor Save

106 19" WHITE OAK N POOR CONDITION, MAJOR TRUNK ROT poor Save

107 27" WHITE OAK N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Remove
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108 14" WHITE OAK N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Remove

109 15" HICKORY N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Remove

110 10" HARDWOOD N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save

111 22" WHITE OAK N FAIR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY good/fair Save

112 27" WHITE OAK N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Remove

113 25" RED OAK N FAIR CONDITION, LEANING, TOP HEAVY poor Remove

114 19" AM.BEECH N FAIR CONDITION, MAJOR ROT IN LOWER TRUNK CAVITY poor Remove

115 18" PINE N FAIR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY good/fair Save

116 18" WHITE OAK N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Save

117 15' PINE N FAIR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY good/fair Save

118 N/A PINE N DEAD dead Remove

119 28" WHITE OAK N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Remove

120 15" AM.BEECH N EXCELLENT CONDITION good/fair Remove

121 33" RED OAK YES FAIR CONDITION good/fair Remove

122 22" PINE N POOR CONDITION, LEANING, TOP HEAVY poor Remove

123 13" TULIPTREE N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Remove

124 16" TULIPTREE N FAIR CONDITION, LEANING HEAVILY poor Remove

125 31" OAK N MUSHROOMS @ BASE, TOP HEAVY, LEANING/MAJOR LIMBS MISSING good/fair Remove

126 N/A OAK N DEAD dead Remove

127 22" WHITE OAK N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Remove

128 15" PINE N FAIR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY good/fair Remove

129 18" OAK N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save

130 30" AM.BEECH N MULTI-TRUNK, INCLUDED BARK @ SPLIT poor Remove

131 20" WHITE OAK N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Save

132 22" PINE N TOP HEAVY, POOR CONDITION, INSECTS IN TRUNK poor Save

133 23" TULIPTREE N FAIR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY good/fair Save

134 18" OAK N POOR CONDITION poor Save

135 12" WHITE OAK N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save

136 36" TULIPTREE YES FAIR CONDITION good/fair Remove

137 22" OAK N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Remove

138 14" AM.BEECH N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Remove

139 28" AM.BEECH N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Save

140 17" HICKORY N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save

141 23" PINE N TOP HEAVY good/fair Save

142 15" HICKORY N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save

143 31" TULIPTREE N POOR CONDITION, HEAVY VINES, ONLY 3-4 GROWING LIMBS poor Save

144 36" TULIPTREE YES GOOD CONDITION good/fair Save

145 22" SYCAMORE N TOP HEAVY-GOOD CONDITION good/fair Save

146 23" TULIPTREE N LARGE CAVITY IN BASE, POOR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY poor Save

147 25" PINE N FAIR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY good/fair Save

148 24" AM.BEECH N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Save

150 24" TULIPTREE N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save

152 18" AM. BEECH N DOUBLE TRUNK, LARGE CAVITY IN TRUNK, FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save
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153 25" PINE N FAIR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY good/fair Save

154 28" TULIP TREE N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save

156 23" TULIP TREE N FAIR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY good/fair Save

157 46"D TULIP TREE N DOUBLE TRUNK with 158, INCLUDED BARK good/fair Save

159 12" TULIPTREE N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save

160 12" TULIP TREE N FAIR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY good/fair Save

161 15" WHITE OAK N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save

162 26" POPLAR N TOP HEAVY, FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save

163 25" TULIPTREE N TOP HEAVY, FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save

164 12" AM.BEECH N GOOD CONDITION good/fair Save

165 28" TULIPTREE N TWO MISSING LIMBS, FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save

166 18" TULIPTREE N TOP HEAVY-MISSING LIMBS good/fair Save

167 12" HARDWOOD N POOR CONDITION, INSECTS poor Save

168 23" PINE N FAIR CONTITION, TOP HEAVY good/fair Save

169 13" RED OAK N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save

170 26" TULIPTREE N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save

171 13" TULIPTREE N TOP BROKEN OFF, POOR CONDITION poor Save

172 21" PINE N FAIR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY good/fair Save

173 18" TULIPTREE N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save

174 28" PINE N FAIR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY good/fair Save

177 17" PINE N POOR CONDITION, ALMOST NO LIMBS poor Save

178 22" PINE N FAIR CONDITION, TOP HEAVY good/fair Save

184 26" TULIPTREE N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save

185 22" TULIPTREE N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save

186 20" OAK N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save

187 15" HARDWOOD N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save

188 10" AM.BEECH N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save

189 24" TULIPTREE N POOR CONDITION, INSECTS IN BASE poor Save

190 34" PINE N POOR CONDITION, INSECTS IN BASE, INCLUDED BARK poor Save

191 22" TULIPTREE N POOR CONDITION, FEW LIMBS poor Save

192 15" TULIPTREE N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save

194 12" TULIPTREE N FAIR CONDITION good/fair Save



















Prairie Style 
 
Of the various architectural styles in Druid Hills, we selected the Prairie style.  We felt it was 
well suited to the forested setting, which calls for darker tones and solid, earthy materials.  
The beauty of the site also calls for extensive windows and balconies to welcome in the 
outdoors, and a lower roof style. 
 
Prairie can be primarily traced to the late 1800’s in the Chicago area.  The 1893 World Fair 
in Chicago reportedly caused some dismay among American architects since the majority of 
the buildings were built with neo-classical European styles – nothing distinctly American.  A 
large group of architects with similar design themes evolved from this movement, arguably 
the most famous being Frank Lloyd Wright.  The name “Prairie” style was formed more as a 
historical retrospective, and was not used at the time. 
 
Prairie embraced handcrafting and craftsmanship as a reaction against new mass 
production assembly line processes that were beginning to burgeon in multiple industries.  
It is an American original style of architecture, which did not share design elements with 
European classical architecture.  Prairie pre-dated west-coast Craftsman style and the birth 
of European modernism. 
 
Primary design features of Prairie style include: 
 

• confident horizontal lines 
• flat or low-hipped roofs 
• broad overhanging eaves 
• windows grouped in horizontal bands emphasizing the linear forms 
• balconies often appear to float above the space below 
• solid construction with earthy materials  
• siting that is well integrated with the landscape 
• disciplined use of ornamentation 
• contrasting caps on linear walls and rails 
• chimneys that often anchor the exteriors with their size and position 
• vertical lines that support the overall composition 

 
In addition to fitting well into the Druid Hills Historic District, this architectural style is also a 
perfect transition to the elegant mid-century modern homes that are pre-dominant in the 
Briarpark community to the north-west of the site, which has its own historical tale, albeit 
more recent than Druid Hills. 
 

















R.S. Webb & Associates
Cultural Resource Management Consultants

2800 Holly Springs Parkway, Suite 200 • P.O. Drawer 1319
Holly Springs, Georgia  30142

Phone: 770-345-0706 • Fax: 770-345-0707

June 5, 2017

Mr. Dan Cotter
Residential Recovery Fund, LLC
2292 Henderson Mill Road
Atlanta, Georgia 30345

Subject: Findings - Phase I Archeological Field Survey
Druid Hills Development Tract
DeKalb County, Georgia
RSWA Project No. 17-763-001

Dear Mr. Cotter:
BACKGROUND

On May 26 and 30, 2017, R.S. Webb & Associates (RSWA) conducted a literature search and a
Phase I archeological field survey for a development tract located in Druid Hills, DeKalb County,
Georgia (Figure 1).  Since the study area lies within Druid Hills, the project must comply with the
Druid Hills Civic Association’s (1997) Design Manual Druid Hills Local Historic District
guidelines.  The manual states that a qualified professional should “survey areas where major terrain
alteration is planned to identify potential archaeological resources.”  Thus, the goal of the current
Phase I field survey was to determine if archeological resources are present within the areas of major
terrain alteration, and if such resources are present, whether they meet National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP) eligibility Criterion (d) (archeology). 

The overall development tract is 2.2 acres; however, the areas of proposed major terrain alteration
total approximately 1.2 acres, referred to as the project area on attached Figure 2, were surveyed for
archeological resources.  The project area is located immediately east of Old Briarcliff Road, just
northeast of the intersection of Briarcliff Road and Old Briarcliff Road.  RSWA conducted this
project on behalf of Residential Recovery Fund, LLC.

METHODOLOGY
Literature and Archival Records Search: The purpose of the literature and records search was to
determine the presence/absence of previously recorded archeological resources within and
immediately adjacent to the project area.  Documents and files reviewed included the National
Register of Historic Places, the Georgia Archeological Site File (GASF), Georgia’s Natural,
Archeological, and Historical Resources Geographic Information System (GNAHRGIS) online
database, and selected historic maps and/or aerial photography.

Phase I Archeological Field Survey:  Mr. Doug Tilley, Project Archeologist, walked the  transects
shown in Figure 2, using surface inspection and screened shovel testing techniques to search for
archeological resources.  Along each transect, exposed areas were visually inspected, including
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clearings, eroded areas, trails, tree falls, eroding banks, and similar areas.  Shovel test units were
excavated as shown in Figure 2 at intervals of 25 m or less.  The shovel test interval was collapsed
as necessary to accommodate small landforms or areas particularly well-suited for human use.

Shovel tests measured approximately 30 centimeters (cm) in diameter.  Soils were screened through
0.64-cm (1/4 inch) mesh and the remaining material was scanned for artifacts.  Each test was taken
to sterile subsoil/substrate and the profile was cleaned and examined.  Soil profiles and depth of
deposits were recorded in a field book and the locations of the transects and shovel tests were
marked on the project map. Representative photographs were taken of the project area.

RSWA’s field methodology meets Georgia Council of Professional Archaeologists (GCPA) field
survey guidelines (GCPA 2014).

LITERATURE REVIEW RESULTS
Previous Archeological Resources Studies: Literature research indicates that at least eight
archeological studies have been conducted within 1.6 kilometers (1.0 mile) of the project area.  None
of these studies fully or partially covered the project area; in fact, the closest previous archeological
project was along the CSX rail corridor more than 250 m east of the project area.
  
Archeological Sites: There are no previously recorded archeological resources located within or near
the project area.  The closest recorded archeological sites are approximately 415 m to the north
(9DA354) and 470 m to the west (9DA413).  NOTE: The locations of nearby archeological resources
are not shown on maps that might be distributed to the public. 

Civil War-Era Features: As the Union armies approached Atlanta from the vicinity of Buckhead,
a gap in their line-of-defense was determined to be located near their left-center, west of Briarcliff
Road (then known as Durand’s or Williams’ Mill Road).  To fill the gap, the 4  Army Corpsth

Divisions of Thomas J. Wood and David S. Stanley moved from Buckhead, via Cheshire Bridge
Road and Lavista Road to Briarcliff Road; whence they turned south, crossed the South Fork of
Peachtree Creek at Durand’s Mill and passed the project area to get in line south of the project area.
They passed the project area on July 20, 1864, as the Battle of Peachtree Creek commenced
approximately 3 miles to the northwest.  Following the Battle of Peachtree Creek, the Confederates
fell back into Atlanta proper and the Union armies initiated the siege of the city.  Maps of the
campaign show Union entrenchments facing the Confederate outer defense line (southward), about
1.0 mile southwest of the project area.  While it is likely that troops passed through or near the
project area, there are no recorded Civil War features within or near the project area (Davis et al.
1983; Georgia Historical Commission 1967; Georgia Historic Marker 1988; Scaife 1993). 

Map and Aerial Photograph Review: Current and historic maps and aerial photographs were
reviewed to determine the presence or absence of features within the project area and land use. The
1874 Atlanta Campaign (Map IV) map, 1892/1895 Atlanta USGS 30-minute quadrangle maps, 1914
Bureau of Soils Map for DeKalb County, and the 1954 (photorevised in 1968) Northeast Atlanta
USGS 7.5-minute quadrangle map were examined for structures and other possible historic features
within or near the project area.  Even considering the possible inaccuracies in scale on 19 -centuryth

maps, it does not appear that structures or other artificial features were in the project area at those
times. Likewise, no structures/features were noted within the project area on the later, more accurate
20  century maps.th
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Aerial photography dating from 1955 to 2016 shows the project area to have been forested during
this period.  There are no obvious/discernible structure signatures within the project area, or distinct
vegetation signatures often seen associated with structures/structure complexes.

FIELD SURVEY FINDINGS
Physiographically, the project area captures a portion of a northeast-facing ridge end and associated
steep, east-facing side slopes.  This setting overlooks an intermittent tributary of Peavine Creek
(Figure 1).  Study tract vegetation primarily consists of a Piedmont hardwood canopy with a
hardwood understory and an open to thick shrub/vine layer.  Figures 3 and 4 show selected views
of the project area.

In total, 17 shovel tests were excavated along five transects to survey the project area (Figure 2).  All
proposed shovel tests were excavated but no shovel tests were excavated in areas beyond the
proposed limits of disturbance, per Druid Hills Civic Association Design Manual guidelines.  The
project shovel test log is provided in Table 1.  Plowzone/A-horizon soils range from 12 to 22 cm in
depth and consist of loamy sand or gravelly loamy sand.  Subsoil is a clay or gravelly clay.  In the
Georgia Piedmont, such soil profiles are typical of repetitive, harsh historic land use practices (e.g.,
monocultural row-crop farming, silvicultural rowing/harvesting, etc.) exacerbated by erosion.

No prehistoric or historic archeological resources were detected during the current field survey.  The
absence of such resources is likely due to: 1) limited suitable level land for human occupation/use
(prior to modern construction techniques); 2) harsh historic land use practices (coupled with severe
erosion) that can destroy archeological sites; and/or 3) the small size of the project area (less than
2.0 acres).

Table 1.  Project Shovel Test Log
Transect Shovel

Test

Soil Depth Color and Texture

1 1 0-18 cm grayish-brown loamy sand over yellowish-red gravelly clay

2 0-20 cm grayish-brown loamy sand over yellowish-red gravelly clay

2 1 0-17 cm grayish-brown loamy sand over yellowish-red gravelly clay

2 0-15 cm grayish-brown gravelly loamy sand over red clay

3 1 0-20 cm brown/reddish-brown gravelly loamy sand over red clay

2 0-14 cm brown/reddish-brown gravelly loamy sand over red clay

3 0-16 cm brown/reddish-brown gravelly loamy sand over red clay

4 1 0-20 cm grayish-brown humus/gravelly loamy sand/clay loam mottles over red clay

2 0-20 cm grayish-brown humus/gravelly loamy sand/clay loam mottles over red clay

3 0-22 cm grayish-brown humus/gravelly loamy sand/clay loam mottles over red clay

4 0-15 cm grayish-brown humus/gravelly loamy sand/clay loam mottles over red clay

5 0-14 cm grayish-brown humus/gravelly loamy sand/clay loam mottles over red clay

6 0-18 cm grayish-brown humus/gravelly loamy sand/clay loam mottles over red clay

5 1 0-12 cm grayish-brown humus/gravelly loamy sand/clay loam mottles over yellowish-red clay

2 0-14 cm grayish-brown humus/gravelly loamy sand/clay loam mottles over yellowish-red clay

3 0-14 cm grayish-brown humus/gravelly loamy sand/clay loam mottles over yellowish-red clay

4 0-18 cm grayish-brown humus/gravelly loamy sand/clay loam mottles over yellowish-red clay

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Based on the current archeological field survey, no archeological resources eligible for the NRHP
are likely to be located within the project area.  On this basis, no additional work is recommended
for this project.
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CLOSING COMMENTS
Mr. Cotter, if you have any questions about our findings or recommendations, please contact me at
770-345-0706.  Thank you for your review of this project.

Sincerely,
R.S. WEBB & ASSOCIATES

Robert S. Webb
President and Senior Principal Archeologist

Attachments: Figures 1-4
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ROBERT S. WEBB

President

Senior Principal Archeologist

EDUCATION: M.A., Anthropology, University of Tennessee, 1977

B.A., Anthropology, University of Tennessee, 1975

PROFESSIONAL
MEMBERSHIPS: Southeastern Archeological Conference, Georgia Council of Professional Archeologists,

The Society for Georgia Archaeology, Society for American Archaeology, Tennessee

Council for Professional Archaeology, Archaeological Society of South Carolina

CAREER SUMMARY

Mr. Webb has over 30 years of professional experience in cultural resource management studies.  He is the president

and principal archeologist of the firm.  Mr. Webb has expertise in cultural resources identification, evaluation, data

recovery and other areas of resource management.  He is also a trained physical anthropologist and bio-statistician.  Mr.

Webb served as senior archeologist and cultural resources assessment department manager at Law Environmental, Inc.

from 1990 through 1993. He owned a cultural resources management firm from 1985 until joining Law Environmental,

Inc. in 1990. Mr. Webb established R.S. Webb & Associates in January 1994.

SELECTED PROJECTS

Unless otherwise noted, Mr. Webb served as principal investigator on the selected projects below. 

Reservoir Projects
Cultural resources survey, Carroll County raw water supply reservoir, Carroll County, Georgia (748 acres)

Cultural resources survey, testing and data recovery, Walton County raw water supply reservoir system,

Walton County, Georgia (1,600 acres)

Cultural resources survey, testing and data recovery, City of Canton raw water supply reservoir system,

Cherokee County, Georgia (350 acres)

Cultural resources survey and testing, Tired Creek recreational reservoir, Grady County, Georgia (1,500

acres)

Cultural resources survey and testing, South Fulton County raw water supply reservoir system, Fulton 

County, Georgia (625 acres)

Cultural resources survey and testing, Richland Creek raw water supply reservoir, Paulding County,

Georgia (500 acres)

Cultural resources reconnaissance surveys, Glades Reservoir alternatives analysis, Hall County, Georgia

Cultural resources survey, Lake Chastain water supply reservoir, Gilmer County, Georgia (40 acres)

Cultural resources survey, testing and data recovery, Blue Creek reservoir, White County, Georgia (100

acres)

Cultural resources reconnaissance surveys, Tallapoosa Basin, West Georgia Regional reservoir alternatives

analysis, Haralson County, Georgia

Cultural resources survey, City of Newnan reservoir improvements, Coweta County, Georgia (160 acres)
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Cultural resources survey and testing, Bear Creek raw water supply reservoir system, Newton County,

Georgia (1,500 acres)

Cultural resources survey and testing, Henry County raw water supply reservoir system, Henry and Butts

Counties, Georgia (1,650 acres)

Cultural resources survey, testing and data recovery, City of Griffin raw water supply reservoir system, Pike

County, Georgia (450 acres)

Cultural resources survey, Henry County raw water supply reservoir system, Henry and Spalding Counties,

Georgia (1,000 acres)

Cultural resources survey, testing and data recovery, Lake MacIntosh raw water supply reservoir system,

Fayette and Coweta Counties, Georgia (650 acres)

Data recovery at nine prehistoric sites, Henry County raw water supply reservoir system, Henry and

Spalding Counties, Georgia 

Cultural resources survey, Horton Creek raw water reservoir and dam site, Fayette County, Georgia (800

acres)

Cultural resources survey, Town Creek raw water supply reservoir and dam site, Jones County, Georgia

(750 acres)

Testing at a Historic Creek village and a late 19th/early 20th century cemetery, Town Creek raw water

supply reservoir, Jones County, Georgia 

Cultural resources survey and testing, Cornish Creek raw water supply reservoir and dam site, Newton

County, Georgia (1,000 acres) 

Data recovery at three prehistoric sites, Cornish Creek raw water reservoir and dam site, Newton County,

Georgia

Cultural resources survey, testing, and data recovery, Yellow Creek raw water supply reservoir and dam

site, Cherokee County, Georgia (330 acres)

Data recovery at an Archaic and Woodland period camp/quarry site, Pates Creek raw water supply

reservoir, Henry County, Georgia

Cultural resources survey, Shoal Creek raw water supply reservoir and dam site, Clayton County, Georgia

(450 acres)

Cultural resources survey, Ellijay-Gilmer raw water supply reservoir and dam site, Gilmer County, Georgia

(300 acres)

Cultural resources survey, Hudson River raw water supply reservoir and dam site, Banks County, Georgia

(570 acres)

Cultural resources survey, Rush Creek raw water supply reservoir and dam site, Meriwether County,

Georgia (80 acres)

Cultural resources survey and testing, Hazel Creek raw water supply reservoir and dam site, Habersham

County, Georgia (350 acres)

Cultural resources literature and records search, water supply reservoir alternatives study, Lamar County,

Alabama
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Airports
Cultural resources survey, selected airport site, Harris County, Georgia (25 acres) 

Cultural resources survey, selected airport site, Coweta County, Georgia (20 acres) 

Cultural resources survey, selected airport site, Lumpkin County, Georgia (150 acres) 

Cultural resources survey, selected airport site, Upson County, Georgia (220 acres)

Cultural resources survey and testing, Cartersville Airport strip extension project, Bartow County, Georgia

(60 acres) 

Cultural resources survey, Gwinnett County airport strip replacement project, Lawrenceville, Georgia (250

acres)

Cultural resources survey, Tom B. David Airport strip extension project, Calhoun, Georgia (110 acres)

Development Projects
Cultural resources survey and testing at 13 sites Haile Gold Mine site, Lancaster County, South Carolina

(553 acres)

Cultural resources survey Harrison Tract industrial development site, Washington County, Georgia (448

acres)

Cultural resources survey Miller Tract industrial development site, Washington County, Georgia (225

acres)

Cultural resources survey Lovett School tract and HAER documentation of Civil War earthwork 9FU402,

Fulton County, Georgia

Cultural resources survey and testing Bridgeport development site, Coweta County, Georgia (1,044 acres)

Cultural resources survey and testing Wateree industrial development site, Richland County, South Carolina

(300 acres)

Cultural resources survey and testing Burt Creek development site, Dawson County, Georgia (969 acres)

Cultural resources survey and testing Corinth development site, Coweta County, Georgia (800 acres)

Cultural resources survey and testing, Spring Tract development site, Spaulding County, Georgia (1,820

acres)

Cultural resources survey and research/recordation of historic granite quarry, industrial mining site,

Hancock County, Georgia (500 acres) (Senior Principal Consultant)

Cultural resources survey, Barnsley Gardens development site, Bartow County, Georgia (1,283 acres)

(Senior Principal Consultant)

Cultural resources survey and data recovery (LaBelle gold mine), Prominence Point development site,

Cherokee County, Georgia (450 acres) (Senior Principal Consultant)

Cultural resources survey and HAER Documentation (DeFoors gold mine), Mirror Lake development site,

Douglas County, Georgia (600 acres)

Cultural resources survey, testing, and data recovery (9GW476), River Club development site, Gwinnett

County, Georgia (750 acres)
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Cultural resources survey, testing, and data recovery (9GW70), Rivermoore development site, Gwinnett

County, Georgia (700 acres)

Cultural resources survey and testing, Cypress Harbour development site, Jasper County, South Carolina

(90 acres)

Cultural resources survey, Perigrine Point development tract, Beaufort County, South Carolina (6 acres)

Phase II testing at 38BK1002, Crowfield Plantation, Berkeley County, South Carolina

Cultural resources survey and testing, Silver Creek development site, Forsyth County, Georgia (700 acres)

Cultural resources survey, Trenton industrial development site, Edgefield County, South Carolina (470

acres)

Cultural resources survey, Kingswood South development site, Fulton County, Georgia (83 acres)

Cultural resources survey, Matrix Parcel 15 development site, Greenville County, South Carolina (50 acres)

Cultural resources survey, Abbotts Bridge Road development site, Fulton County, Georgia (20 acres)

Cultural resources survey and testing, Lugoff industrial development site, Kershaw  County, South Carolina

(250 acres)

Archival research and archeological testing, St James Hotel renovation and expansion project, Selma,

Alabama (Project Manager)

Cultural resources survey, evaluative testing, and data recovery (Sixes Gold Mine) Harbor View (aka

Bridge Mill) development site, Cherokee County, Georgia (1,400 acres)

Evaluative testing at two historic house sites, Sugarloaf Farm, Gwinnett County, Georgia

Cultural resources survey and data recovery, Ballantyne golf course community, Mecklenburg County, 

North Carolina (750 acres)

Archival research, archeological monitoring and archeological data recovery, Atlanta Federal Center (Richs

Department Store site), Atlanta, Georgia

Cultural resources survey, (confidential) golf course community, Beaufort County,  South Carolina (90

acres)

Cultural resources survey and testing, I-20 mall site, Dekalb and Rockdale Counties, Georgia (1,250 acres)

Cultural resources survey, Columbia County community center, Columbia County, Georgia (50 acres) 

Cultural resources survey, Columbia County public school site, Columbia County, Georgia (70 acres) 

Cultural resources survey and testing, BMW automobile manufacturing plant site, Spartanburg County,

South Carolina (1,500 acres)

Cultural resources reconnaissance surveys, alternative Mercedes-Benz automobile manufacturing plant

sites, Alamance County, North Carolina and Berkeley County, South Carolina (2,500 acres)

Cultural resources reconnaissance survey, five Resolution Trust properties, Columbia, South Carolina (15

acres)

Cultural resources reconnaissance survey, American-Italian Pasta Company, Columbia, South Carolina (250

acres)
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Cultural resources reconnaissance survey, Bona Allen development project, Buford, Georgia (320 acres)

Cultural resources survey, Union Camp facility, Prattville, Alabama (50 acres)

Cultural resources survey and testing, Technology Parkway development, Floyd County, Georgia (800

acres)

Cultural resources survey and testing, Publix Distribution Center development, Gwinnett County, Georgia

(150 acres)

Cultural resources survey, International Paper Facility, Corinth, New York (50 acres)

Cultural resources literature/records review, industrial development site, Texas City, Texas

Cultural resources survey, Sawmill Place development site alternatives study, Columbus, Ohio

Cultural resources reconnaissance survey, Elbow Road development project, Chesapeake, Virginia (150

acres)

Cultural resources survey, Interrose industrial development site, Georgetown County, South Carolina (400

acres)

Cultural resources survey and testing, American Okenite industrial development site, Orangeburg County,

South Carolina (250 acres)

Cultural resources survey and testing, Chapel Hill golf course, Douglas County, Georgia (150 acres)

Archeological testing at Crowfield Plantation for Westvaco Development Corporation, Summerville, South

Carolina

Cultural resources survey and testing, Vereen Memorial Gardens, Horry County, South Carolina (120 acres)

Cultural resources survey, Tiger Creek stream channelization project, Fort Benning, Georgia (4 acres)

Cultural resources survey, Moccasin Creek lake site, Union County, Georgia (60 acres)

Cultural resources reconnaissance survey, Plantation Centre site, Bibb County, Georgia (90 acres)

 Highways
National Register of Historic Places Eligibility Evaluation, Dobbins Mining Landscape (9BR1035), U.S.

411 Connector, Route D-VE corridor, Bartow County, Georgia

Cultural resources survey, Annistown Road improvements corridor, Gwinnett County, Georgia

Evaluative testing at Site 9GW347, Annistown Road improvements corridor, Gwinnett County, Georgia

Data recovery at a prehistoric quartz quarry site and 19th century farmstead site,  Ronald Reagan Parkway,

Gwinnett County, Georgia

Cultural resources survey, Old Madison Pike road-widening project, Huntsville, Alabama

Cultural resources survey, Four Mile Post road-improvement project, Huntsville, Alabama

Cultural resources survey, Kentucky Highway 15 road-widening project, Hazard, Kentucky

Cultural resources literature and records search, Valdosta by-pass alternatives study, Valdosta, Georgia



Robert S. Webb

Page 6

Historic Cemetery Delineations and Relocations

Delineation and relocation of the Stegall Cemetery, Bartow County, Georgia

Delineation and partial relocation of the Fannin-Truitt-Long Cemetery, Troup County, Georgia

Relocation of the Leach Cemetery, Haile Gold Mine, Lancaster County, South Carolina

Delineation and relocation of the Truitt Cemetery, Troup County, Georgia

Delineation and relocation of the John-Luiza Stanton Cemetery, Walton County, Georgia

Delineation of St. John’s Church Cemetery, Cobb County, Georgia

Delineation of the Murdock Family Cemetery, Cobb County, Georgia

Archival research and delineation of the Brantley and Daly Cemeteries, Wildwood Park, Cobb County,

Georgia

Delineation of the Jordan Family Cemetery, Washington County, Georgia

Delineation of the Holbrook Family Cemetery, Forsyth County, Georgia

Archival research, delineation, and relocation of the Hudson-Wood Cemetery, City of Atlanta, Georgia

Archival research, delineation, and relocation of the Harrison-Addington-Mallard Cemetery, Jackson

County, Georgia

Delineation and relocation of the Martin Family Cemetery, Dekalb County, Georgia

Delineation and relocation of two historic cemeteries, Allendale County, South Carolina

Archival research and delineation of the Farmer Street Cemetery, Newnan, Georgia

Archival research, delineation and relocation of the Brooks Family Cemetery, Pickens County, Georgia

Archival research and delineation of the Alexander Family Cemetery, Mecklenburg County, North Carolina

Archival research and delineation at Bethel Baptist Church Cemetery, Cobb County, Georgia

Archival research and delineation of an abandoned cemetery, Anderson County, South Carolina

Archival research and delineation of the Franklin-Hamilton Cemetery, Cobb County, Georgia

Archival research and delineation of the Strickland Cemetery, Forsyth County, Georgia

Archival research and delineation of the Hiram Road Cemetery, Cobb County, Georgia

Archival research and delineation of the Harmony Cemetery, Gwinnett County, Georgia

Archival research and delineation of Thompson Cemetery, Fulton County, Georgia

Archival research and delineation of the McCurdy-Rawlins-Boring Cemetery, Gwinnett County, Georgia

Archival research and delineation of the Barham Cemetery, Henry County, Georgia

Archival research and delineation of the Adams-Adkins Cemetery, Henry County, Georgia
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Archival research and delineation of the Woodward-Puch Cemetery, Henry County, Georgia

Archival research and delineation of the Grice Cemetery, Henry County, Georgia

Archival research and delineation of an abandoned 19th century cemetery, Madison County, Alabama

Archival research and delineation of a late 18th century cemetery, Spartanburg, South Carolina

Archival research and delineation of the Lost Mountain Baptist Church Cemetery, Cobb County, Georgia

Archival research and delineation of the Shiloh Church Cemetery, Cobb County, Georgia

Archival research and delineation of the Turner-Sewell Cemetery, Cobb County, Georgia

Archival research and delineation of the Matthew Strickland Gravesite, Gwinnett County, Georgia

Archival research and delineation of the Morris Cemetery and Sarah Webb Gravesite, Fulton County,

Georgia

Archival research and delineation of the Moon Cemetery, Cobb County, Georgia

Archival research, delineation and relocation of the Miles Cemetery, Jackson County, Florida

Archival research, delineation and relocation of two 19th century cemeteries, Spartanburg County, South

Carolina.

Archival research, delineation and relocation of the Freshwater Resort Cemetery, Calhoun Falls, South

Carolina

Archival research, delineation and relocation of the Harris and McClure Cemeteries, Cabarrus County,

North Carolina

Archival research, delineation and relocation of the Smithfield Cemetery, Cabarrus County, North Carolina

Archival research, delineation and relocation of the Rock Creek Cemetery, Guilford County, North Carolina

National Priority List Hazardous Waste Sites
Cultural resources survey (Phase Ia), Fort Dix sanitary landfill site, Fort Dix, New Jersey, (126 acres)

Cultural resources survey (Phase 2b), Fort Dix sanitary landfill site, Fort Dix, New Jersey, (1 acre)

Cultural resources literature review, dry cleaning facility, Fort Riley, Kansas

Cultural resources literature and records search, selected sites, Griffiss Air Force Base, New York

Radioactive Waste Facilities (Proposed Locations)
Cultural resources survey and testing, proposed North Carolina Low-Level Radioactive waste disposal

facility site, Wake and Chatham Counties, North Carolina (850 acres)

Cultural resources survey and testing, proposed North Carolina Low-Level Radioactive waste disposal

facility site, Richmond County, North Carolina (2,000 acres)

State of Georgia
Cultural resources survey and testing, Richard B. Russell State Park golf course, Elbert County, Georgia

(430 acres)

Cultural resources survey, Gordonia State Park golf course, Tattnall County, Georgia (90 acres)
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Various public outreach site visits for the Georgia Council of American Indian Concerns

More than 20 cultural resources surveys conducted for State agencies under the Georgia Environmental

Policy Act

Solid Waste Landfill Sites
Data recovery, solid waste landfill site, Banks County, Georgia

Cultural resources survey, solid waste landfill site, Catawba County, North Carolina (350 acres)

Cultural resources survey, two solid waste landfill sites, Chickasaw County, Mississippi (700 acres)

Cultural resources survey, Superior Sanitation solid waste landfill site, Chatham County, Georgia (742

acres)

Cultural resources survey, BFI regional solid waste landfill site, Lawrence County, Alabama (500 acres)

Cultural resources reconnaissance survey, proposed solid waste landfill site, Forsyth County, Georgia (650

acres)

Cultural resources survey and testing, solid waste landfill site, Dekalb County, Georgia (150 acres)

Data recovery at a soapstone quarry site, solid waste landfill site, Dekalb County, Georgia

Cultural resources survey and testing, solid waste landfill site, Spartanburg County, South Carolina (90

acres)

Cultural resources survey, solid waste landfill site, Florence County, South Carolina (600 acres)

Cultural resources survey, solid waste landfill site, Louisville, Kentucky (300 acres)

Cultural resources survey, solid waste landfill site, Mt. Pleasant, Tennessee (15 acres)

Cultural resources survey, solid waste landfill site, Blount County, Tennessee (50 acres)

Cultural resources survey, solid waste landfill site, Johnson City, Tennessee (20 acres)

Cultural resources survey, solid waste landfill site, Jackson County, Florida (2 acres)

Cultural resources survey, solid waste landfill site, Jasper County, South Carolina (250 acres)

Cultural resources survey, solid waste landfill site, Harris County, Texas (500 acres)

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Waterways
Testing of two prehistoric sites, Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway, Monroe County, Mississippi

U.S. Forest Service Timber Sale Areas
Cultural resources survey, Armuchee Ridges Project, Chattahoochee National Forest, Georgia

(2,776 acres)

Cultural resources survey, Chattahoochee National Forest, Georgia (990 acres)

Cultural resources survey, timber stands, Sumter National Forest, Oconee County, South Carolina (1,146

acres)

Five cultural resources surveys, Nantahala National Forest, North Carolina (1,667 acres)
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Cultural resources survey, Pisgah National Forest, North Carolina (349 acres)

Six cultural resources surveys, Oconee National Forest, Georgia (18,268 acres)
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Utilities Projects
Cultural resources survey, proposed Old Atlanta Road transmission line, Oglethorpe Power Corporation,

Forsyth County, Georgia 

Evaluative testing at Site 9FO218, proposed Old Atlanta Road transmission line, Oglethorpe Power

Corporation, Forsyth County, Georgia

More than 20 other cultural resources survey and testing projects, transmission line corridors and substation

sites across Georgia, Oglethorpe Power Corporation, Decatur, Georgia

Cultural resources survey and evaluative testing, sewer line extensions, Davidson County, Tennessee

Cultural resources survey, water treatment plant site and water intake corridor, Banks County, Georgia

Cultural resources survey (Phase Ia), proposed Mohawk Power Corporation gas pipeline, Jefferson County,

New York

Cultural resources reconnaissance survey, transmission line alternatives study, Curles Neck, Virginia

Cultural resources literature and records search, U.S. Generating Company power facilities alternatives

study, various sites across Georgia 

Cultural resources survey and testing, Butler Creek sewer line, Richmond County, Georgia

Cultural resources survey, realignment monitoring, in-place preservation planning, public meeting, agency

presentation and evaluation of impacts to the Augusta Canal National Historic Landmark and a prehistoric

shell midden site, Richmond water line and intake, Richmond and Columbia Counties, Georgia

Cultural resources survey, Proctor Creek MARTA rail line, Atlanta, Georgia

Evaluative testing of a 19th century landfill, Proctor Creek MARTA station, Atlanta, Georgia

Cultural resources survey, north, east and west MARTA rail extensions, Atlanta, Georgia

Cultural resources survey, East Point MARTA rail line, Atlanta, Georgia

Cultural resources survey and testing, Brookhaven MARTA rail line and station, Atlanta, Georgia

Data recovery at historic Johnsontown, Lennox Square MARTA station, Atlanta, Georgia

Cultural resources survey, gas pipeline, Big Thicket, Texas (field director)

Cultural resources survey, gas pipeline, Calcasieu Parrish, Louisiana (field director)

Cultural resources survey, Wildwood Park water line and water treatment site, Columbia County, Georgia

Cultural resources surveys, Phases I and II, sewer line improvements, Commerce, Georgia 

Cultural resources survey, water system improvements, Senoia, Georgia

Cultural resources survey, sewer and water system improvements, Tallapoosa, Georgia

FCC Checklist Studies (Cultural Resources)
Literature review and field survey of over 4,000 communication tower sites in Georgia, North Carolina,

South Carolina, Tennessee, Alabama, Florida and Virginia
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Wastewater Treatment Projects
Cultural resources reconnaissance survey, land application site, Spalding County, Georgia (750 acres)

Cultural resources survey and testing, Piedmont Park and White Park CSO projects, Atlanta, Georgia 

Cultural resources survey, land application site, Turner County, Georgia (264 acres)

Cultural resources survey, land application site, Rochelle, Georgia (10 acres)

Cultural resources survey, land application site, Blackshear, Georgia (90 acres)










