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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Georgia, like mogt of the early states of the United States, has an early history
marked by warfare. Indians fought each other for centuries, and were followed by a
century and a haf of conflicts pitching European empires against one ancther for control
of what would become the southeastern United States. Then the colonies of England
rebelled, and again battles were fought over the land now known as Georgia. With
independence gained, Georgiawould fight the native peoples for another haf century, see
conflict onits soil during the War of 1812, and, findly, play amgor role and suffer
gregtly during the Civil War. Mogt casud higtorians of Georgia history are rdlatively
familiar with the gate's Civil War higtory, but when it comes to the other conflicts,
specific knowledge is usudly wanting.

Asde from the Civil War, the Revolutionary War period saw the greatest amount
of sustained military conflict in Georgia Along the Atlantic coastline and up the
Savannah River to the Augusta area, American Patriots fought Tories and British regulars
for control of the state. When British Strategy shifted to the southern theater in late 1778,
Georgia became an important tactica prize and was soon conquered by the British. From
an American pergpective, Georgid s Revolutionary record is marred by more failures than

victories and few pitched battles on agrand scae. Nevertheless, actions within the state
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proved vitd in the outcome of the conflict. While severa nationd and sate
commemorative Sites preserve and interpret the state's Civil War history, only one, that
of the state-owned site of Fort Morris a Sunbury, interprets a Revolutionary-era site.
Literally hundreds of state historical markers across the sate acknowledge Civil War-era
gtes, events, and actions, while only afew dozen markers acknowledge al other military
actionsin Georgia

The stes of Revolutionary conflict in Georgia derive their importance from a
brief but extraordinarily violent moment in time, and the outcomes affected Georgia s
gtatus during the Revolution and, arguably, the outcome of the war itsdf. So, isthe
current lack of recognition for Revolutionary War Stes amatter of neglect or alegitimate
representation of relative sgnificance? Under the direction of the American Battlefield
Protection Program (ABPP) of the Nationa Park Service, the author endeavored to
research, vist, and document severd selected Revolutionary-erasites. The ABPP formed
following the costly acquisition of portions of the Civil War-era Manassas battlefield in
northern Virginia by the Federd government. Asthe area around that battlefield
urbanized, developers were eager to develop a significant portion of the site that was not
included in the Nationa Park. Opponents of the devel opment succeeded in convincing
Congress to acquire the property, but not after a protracted legd battle and the passing of
an enormous sum of money. Congress then appointed a commission to study the satus
of sgnificant Civil War-era battlefields across the nation in the hopes of averting another
costly Manassas situation. This effort eventuadly led to the creation of the ABPP within

the Nationa Park Service, and its goas were broadened to include sites and events from



al warsfought on U.S. soil and to examine avariety of means that might lead to their
preservation. A sgnificant god of the ABPP isto foster public- private partnerships to
identify and evauate important Stes as early as possible and incorporate them into land
use, Site management, economic development, and tourism plans® As Federal budgets
for land acquidition shrink, the ABPP encourages stewardship of battlefield resources at
the state and loca levels by working with private landowners, developers, battlefield
friends groups, and state and locd officids. An important focus of the ABPP isto foster
working relationships with private landowners, as oftentimes, battlefidds are partidly or
wholly located on private property. The ABPP promotes consensus solutions to
battlefield preservation encompassing the interests of preservationists, landowners,
development interests, and government.

ABPP survey effortsin Georgia afforded the opportunity to draw conclusions
regarding the sgnificance of individud Stes and of Revolutionary War stesin Georgia
ingenerd. Thisevauation led to recommendations for the further research, study,
recognition, and possible protection and preservation of the selected sites. Whether or
not the ABPP eventudly takes an interest in preserving any of the Revolutionary War
battlefields documented in Georgiaon the Federd level, the ABPP study and this paper
might provide at least a Sarting point for the assessment of the sites and for possible

preservation and commemoration on the locd levd.

1 Gossett, TanyaM., “Working Together,” Cultural Resource Management, Altogether Fitting and
Proper: Saving America’s Battlefields Val. 20, No. 5 (1997).



METHODOLOGY

The ABPP survey methodology followed by the author provided the basis for the
information contained within thisthess. This methodology was compaosed of severd
geps. Following the sdlection of Sgnificant Stes by an advisory committeein
Washington, D.C., the author examined the amount and availability of rdevant secondary
source materia. Thisinitid higtorica research typicaly provided the currently
understood location of the event under consideration and associated geographica
landmarks that helped identify the Site of that event.

The author then undertook field investigations at the currently understood
locations and documented the sites. This documentation consisted of extensive
photography and notes on site condition, historic integrity, adjacent land use, the
potentid for land use change, threets to Ste integrity, and an inventory of defining
features and associated interpretive elements located at the Ste. An important eement of
the ABPP Program was the documentation of the site usng Trimble Pathfinder
Geographica Pogtioning System (GPS) equipment and software. A Trimble GPS unit
was employed to precisely locate important physica eements of the beattlefield site.

Such features included important geographica landmarks (amost exclusvely weter
features a the sites examined), monuments, historical markers, buildings, ruins,
roadways both historic and modern, railways, and bridges. Elements of the landscape
that contributed and those that did not were logged into the GPS unit. Non-contributing
features were typicdly limited to modern buildings or structures located within the Ste or

in close proximity. Points, lines, and polygons representing relevant |andscape features



could be logged into the GPS unit with one-meter accuracy, and additiond descriptive
data could be typed into the GPS data-logger and attached to the geographic information.
For example, a historicd marker or monument could be logged into the GPS unit, and its
title and subject information could be attached a the same time; or a building could be
logged, and its name, date of construction, and building type could be saved as well.

Notes pertaining to the condition of the Site were then inserted by computer into
the ABPP s digitd battlefield survey form along with a brief essay relaing the events
and/or 9gnificance of the dte in question. The GPS information gathered was dso
entered into the computer and corrected to diminate errorsin the data. Photos were
ether digitized using a scanner or were digital imagesto begin with. Ligts of
bibliographica sources and important geographica features were dso compiled and
saved digitdly. Thus, al data obtained was eventudly compiled in some digitd format.
The ABPP intendsto create adigitd interactive encyclopedia of Revolutionary War sites
across the nation. This resource will then be used to assess Sites according to their
sgnificance and dte condition, and then congider the prudence and feasibility of
acquiring different Stes.

However useful thisinformation isto the ABPP program, the purpose of this
thesisis to summarize the information obtained and present it in a condensed narrative
format, as well as to use the same information to provide preliminary recommendations
for protecting, preserving, or commemorating the stes sudied. The Stes sdlected by the
ABPP s sdlection committee represent that group’ s understanding of the most significant

Revolutionary War battles fought in Georgia, and aso include additiona skirmishes and



Stes associated with the conflict. Therefore, the author determined to use the list of Sites
provided by the ABPP to present a* cross section’ of Site conditions across the oldest part
of the Sate.

The battlefields and Sites are assessed in separate chapters, and each chapter
beginswith avery brief description of the baitlefield or Site' s location and its
sgnificance. A higtorica narrative follows addressing the action and events taking place
a thegte. After the narrative higtory, the significance of the Site is assessed in more
detall, and then the Site's condition is more thoroughly examined. The Ste's current
Nationd Regigter of Historic Place' s status is then described, followed by a
recommendetion regarding expangon of an exiding liging or the feasibility of proposing
the gte for indusion in the Nationd Register. Findly, the author may address the
relative lack of information regarding asite and the need for additiond higtorica or
archaeological research, or, based on rdatively sufficient current research, propose
preliminary measures that could be undertaken to help properly protect, preserve, and/or
commemorate a particular site.

Findly, a chapter isincluded summarizing specific recommendetions for the
individual battlefields and Sites consdered, and, in conclusion, more broad-based
recommendations for the preservation, protection, and commemoration of the Stes. This
chapter includes commentary and observations regarding the use of red edtate law to
preserve and/or protect Sites, interpretive treatments, the role of public involvemernt, and

heritage touriam.
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CHAPTER 2

A SHORT HISTORY OF THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION IN GEORGIA

Georgia entered the American Revolution far more stubbornly than her elders,
and rather than confuse such caution with cowardice, one must consider the Situation of
the youngest colony. The poorest and least populated of the English colonies, Georgia
waswary of severing the ties to England that sustained her and was equdly wary of what
protections could be afforded her by sster colonies. However, the ‘ Revolutionary’ spirit
was dive and well in Georgia, particularly in Saint John's Parish and the infant town of
Sunbury, and Georgia followed South Carolina' s leed into open conflict with the mother
country. In May 1775, the firgt violence broke out in Savannah, when Whigs, those who
supported American independence, raided the Roya powder magazine. Though a
bloodless affair, the colonidsin Georgiawere now in arms.

Hesitant a the outset, Georgia quickly made further preparations for war, and
trouble soon found the smal colony. In February 1776, four British men-of-war and
supporting vessels appeared off the Tybee shore in search of food and other provisions.
Roya Governor Sir James Wright, a popular man by any standard in Georgia, urged the
Whigs to trade with the vessals or risk conflict that might severdly damage the town.
Wright's suggestion was met with hisimmediate arrest and the arrest of dl other royd

officddsin Savannah, lest they should congpire with the enemy. The Georgians were
8



barred by the Continental Congress from trading with the British anyhow, and the

British were prepared to seize rice boats anchored in the Savannah River opposite the
town. On March 2", the British landed troops on Hutchinson Iland and boarded severa
rice boats. The next day, the Council of Safety (the provisionary Whig government) sent
agroup to protect these same boats, and this group was subsequently surprised and
captured by the British troops dready in possession of therice boats. Asthe British
moved the rice vessals out to seg, a battery from the bluff at Savannah opened fire but the
shotsfdl short. A fire ship deployed by the Whigs destroyed afew of the boats, but the
British escaped with about 1600 barrels of rice:? Prisoners were released on both sides,
and tiny and impoverished Georgia and the mighty British Empire were & war.

Following rebel Georgia sinauspicious military debut, the Whig government
turned its attentions southward to the vexing problem of Saint Augustine and British
Horida. Sincethe outset of open hodtilities between the Crown and Whigs, many Tory
families had fled to Horida, and bands of Tory and British irregulars and hostile Indians,
known as Forida Rangers, were attacking villages and farms on the western frontiers and
in southern Georgia. These incursions would eventually reach as far north asthe
Altamaha River. Georgiawould make three separate attempts to invade Florida and
capture Saint Augustine, dl of which would end in miserable and embarrassing fallure.
The firgt offensve was launched in September of 1776, but few soldiers made it to
Sunbury and il fewer to the Saint Johns River in northern Horida. Disease and

mismanagement prevented any hope for success, and the expedition was abandoned.

2 Coleman, Kenneth, ed., A History of Georgia, Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1977, p. 73.



A second attempt was made in April of 1777 in which the new President of
Georgia, Button Gwinnett, and Lachlan Mclntosh, Continental Commander in Georgia,
utterly failed to cooperate and the misson was turned over to Colond Samud Elbert.
The argument between Gwinnett and Mclntosh would result in adud and the death of the
former, asigner of the Declaration of Independence. Elbert moved Continenta troops by
sea and would rendezvous with mounted militia a the Saint Johns River. The troops did
not meet as planned, and the militiarepelled a small British force before retiring
northward. Elbert arrived, but ascertaining the situation, decided to return to Savannah,
thus ending the soring 1777 campaign. Much of the blame for this failure could be
placed at the feet of Gwinnett, who planned the invasion without consulting Mclntosh or
Generd Robert Howe, Continental Commander for the Southern Department.® The
unorganized expedition was doomed from the start.

Although Georgia was on the offendve, dbeit ineffectively, the British were
operating dong the Georgia coast and some clashes did result. An early and relatively
impressive victory came to the state when Colond Samud Elbert and his men captured
the British ships Rebecca and Hinchinbrooke at Fredericain April, 1778. State galeys
were used to outmaneuver the larger British boats, and the Whig victory was
accomplished with little bloodshed.

In the summer of 1778, Georgiawould yet again turn its attention to Florida and
make an attempt on Saint Augustine. Incursions by the Horida Rangers were becoming

more bold, more frequent, closer to Savannah, and the Whig government decided to make

3 Ibid., p. 78.
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1
another effort on Horida. A nava and land movement was again planned, but divided

leadership and the severe southern climate doomed yet another Horida campaign to
fallure. The annud invasions were total failures, economic disasters, and
embarrassments to Georgia s fractured leadership. The 1778 campaign was the last, for
the British Crown had decided to turn the table on the small colony.

Toward the latter part of 1778, the British were reding from embarrassment in the
North and decided to turn their attentions southward, to the Carolinas and Georgia, where
Loydig sentiment was the strongest, particularly aong the frontier. The Crown figured
the South would be easier to subdue, that the patriots there would come to there senses,
and that after establishing a base of operations, the British woud again invade the North.
The Crown was gpparently unaware, or blind perhaps, to the fact that Whig sentiment
was dill very strong in the Southern upcountry. The British strategy was to invade the
weaker and potentially more loya Georgia and from there march on to Charleston. In
November of 1778 aBritish force 400 strong marched out of Florida and intended to
rendezvous with alarger force of British Regulars at Savannah now sailing from New
York.* On November 28, 1778, the Florida detachment, reached Sunbury, abustling
segport town at that time rivaling Savannah. Sunbury was protected by Fort Morrisand a
amdl garrison under command of Lieutenant Colond John Mclntosh of the famous
Mclntosh clan. When the British commander Colone L. V. Fuser demanded the
surrender of the fort, Mclntosh sent the curt, and now famous, reply: ‘COME AND

TAKEIT. Expecting reinforcements from British Lieutenant Colond James Mark

4 Coulter, E. M., Georgia, A Short History, Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1960, p. 137.



Prevost but not receiving them, Fuser decided not to try the fort’s defenses and returned
to Florida with his troops.

Prevost skirmished with mounted militia as he gpproached Sunbury, and met a
sgnificant rebel force a Bulltown Swamp latein November. Prevost troops had been
ravaging the countryside, and a detachment of militia and Continental troops under
Colonel John Baker fought a delaying action before Prevost reached Midway. Upon
entering this small settlement, located a few miles westward of Sunbury, Prevost fired the
church. Militia continued to harass Prevost, and on November 24, as the British moved
to return to Florida, another skirmish broke out amile south of Midway, in which
Georgid s Generd James Screven was mortaly wounded. Prevost escaped, and this
initid attempt a invasion in Georgia proved fruitless, much for the same reason Georgia
had failed at Horida and Saint Augustine— failure of officersto properly communicate
and coordinate.

In December, the aforementioned force from New Y ork, commanded by
Lieutenant Colond Archibadd Campbell and sailing for Savannah, reached itstarget with
gpproximately 3,500 British Regulars, New Y ork Loyaists, and mercenary German
Hessians® A force of little more than a thousand Continentals and militia defended the
smdl city under command of Generd Robert Howe. The small rebel force was
hampered by, as usud, alack of cooperation between senior officers. Although

surrounded by a seemingly impenetrable marshland, Savannah was easlly taken from

5 Ward, Christopher, and John Richard Allen, ed., The War of the Revolution, New Y ork: The MacMillan
Company, 1952, p. 680.



rebel hands. On December 29, 1778, adave led the British through the marshes, and
they surprised the defenders and routed the town. Over half the American force was
killed, wounded, or captured, while the British only lost a handful of men. The defense
hed been a disaster, and the British now held Savannah. Howe retreated with his
remaining Continental force to Carolina and hoped to defend Charleston from the attack
so sureto come. The remnants of Georgia s militia force escaped northward toward
Augustain hopes of defending the upcountry town. Campbe | quickly pushed north, and
on January 2, 1779, took New Ebenezer, and by the end of the month, he outflanked
Georgia s remaining forces and took Augusta as well.

At the same time Camphbel| was subduing Savannah, British Genera Augustine
Prevost was marching his sizable force out of Florida toward Savannah and Campbel’s
amy. Prevost had only one serious impediment to his objective—Fort Morris a
Sunbury. After abrief Sege, the young and inexperienced commander there, Mgor
Joseph Lane, surrendered the fortification and its smal garrison. Militiaforces across the
date scattered into the wilds of the upcountry frontier, and civilized Georgia now rested
soldy in British hands. The Roya government was theresfter reestablished, and Sir
James Wright soon returned to head it.

Campbell remained a Augusta and dispersed Tory forcesinto the frontier lands to
subdue further insurrections and take any remaining blockhouse fortifications maintained
by Whig forces. Campbell dso awaited the arriva of asignificant Tory force under the
command of Colond James Boyd. Boyd, after resistance at Cherokee Ford and Vanns

Creek on the Savannah River, entered Georgia from South Carolinain early February.
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However, by February 14™", Campbell, disappointed by the small turnover of Whigsto
the Loydist militia battalions, and without any sign of the gpproach of Boyd' s army,
abandoned Augusta. On the same day, Boyd' s force, moving through Wilkes County,
was atacked by a Whig force under Colonels Andrew Pickens and John Dooly, and
Lieutenant Colondl Elijah Clarke at afarm north of Kettle Creek. Colonel Boyd was
killed, hisforce driven from the field, and the pursuit of Whigs in the upcountry halted.
Camphbdl retired to Savannah, and the upcountry remained in Whig hands.
Prospects in Georgia burned brighter only briefly, for arebd defeat soon followed this
victory at Kettle Creek. The Continental high command considered a push into Georgia
that might relieve the state and hurry the end of thewar. Generdl John Ashe crossed the
Savannah River in early March, 1779, with aforce of 1,400 North Carolina militiaand
about 100 Georgia Continentals and took a position on Brier Creek.’ He ordered
Marbury’ s Dragoons to destroy the bridge aong the gpproach, and this was accomplished
on March 2%, Colond Mark Prevost marched asmdl army of British Regulars and
Torys againgt the Whig force, and on this same day encountered Marbury’ s Dragoons and
dispersed them. By the morning of the 3%, the British had crossed Brier Creek above
Ashe' sarmy and came around to surprise them from the rear. They met the unprepared
rebel force dong the road through the swampy area around the creek and quickly and
completdy routed it. The Whig offensive was over and hopes for the liberation of

Georgia dashed.

6 Ward and Allen, The War of the Revolution, p. 683.
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The Georgatheater of operations remained quiet until fal, when acombined
French and American force made an attempt to retake Savannah. In avery brief window
of opportunity, the rebe forces had the cooperation of Charles-Henri Comte d’ Estaing,
Vice Admird of the French navy and the considerable forces under his command sailing
from the West Indes. Governor John Rutledge of South Carolina had inquired about the
possible assistance of the French, and d’ Estaing appeared off the coast of Georgiain
September much to the surprise of British and American dike. The British commander
a Savannah, Generd Augustine Prevost, begged off d' Estaing, and bought enough time
for renforcements from South Carolinato arrive. American reinforcements under
Generd Benjamin Lincoln arrived and regular Sege operations were begun. The French
and Americans launched a massive assault on October 9 and were readily repulsed, an
action in which Polish aristocrat and American patriot Count Casmir Pulaski was killed.
The sege continued, only to be abandoned aweek later. Rebd |osses quadrupled British
losses, and the attempt on Savannah, dthough vaiant, was an utter faillure. Savannah,
and thus Georgia, remained under British control.

Charleston was taken by the British under Sir Henry Clinton on May 12, 1780,
and the entire American army under General Lincoln was captured. A Tory force under
Lieutenant Colond Thomas Brown, the King's Carolina Rangers, quickly moved on
Augusta and took the Georgia town on May 25" essentialy unopposed.” Brown, a Tory

formerly subject to Whig abusesin Augusta, was given command of the smdl Georgia

7 Cashin, Edward J. and Heard Robertson, Augusta and the American Revolution, Eventsin the Georgia
Backcountry, 1773-1783, Darien: The Ashantilly Press, 1975, p. 41.



frontier town and ruthlesdy exercised his vengeance. The Southern theeter had fdlen

to the British. Resistance continued in the Georgia upcountry and around Midway and
Sunbury, but British strength kept these forces from producing any consequence. An
irregular state government formed, but was able to do little more than occasiondly supply
the Continental army with amilitia battaion or two. Prospects were bleak in the deep
South.

As Brown sent detachments out into the Georgia countryside to rid the state of
any Whig sympathies, murder and ruthless guerillawarfare became the order of the day.
Whigs that survived the persecution fled to the areathat is now Tennessee, whilst
unlucky others, such asrebel Colonel John Dooly, were hunted down and murdered. The
murderers of the patriot Dooly were supposedly captured and put to desth by the
legendary Nancy Hart. Frontier warfare in the Georgia and Carolina upcountry was some
of the most ruthless this country has ever seen.

In September of 1780, remaining and returning Whigs to the Georgia upcountry
made an attempt to liberate Augusta from the hands of its British and Tory rulers. On the
14™ Colonel Elijah Clarke led this attack with aforce of five or six hundred rebel
irregulars dispersed aong three roads entering the town. Colond Brown, upon hearing of
Indian dlies being distressed on the outskirts of town, moved to their defense. Clarke
used the diverson as a means to move his main force into town, upon which Brown made
ahasty return and joined the forces he had |eft to defend the town, dready engaged at the
McKay house. The Tory forces pushed the Whigs back and dug in. After severa days of

Sege and despite horrific conditions, Brown prevailed when, on the 18", aforce of
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British Regulars and Torys from South Carolina appeared and drove off the Whig

attackers. The fleeing Whigs were pursued by British, Tory, and Indian dike, and
according to tradition, several were caught and murdered.?

By thefdl of 1780, Lord Cornwallis and the main British army in South Carolina
moved into North Caroling, leaving Georgia vulnerable to American and Whig forcesin
thearea. Inthe spring of 1781, Generad Nathanael Greene, new Continental commander
in the Southern Department, planned an offensive in Georgia and the Carolinas. Asa
part of this new offensve, Augusta was again attacked by militiaforces under Colonels
Elijah Clarke and Micgah Williamson and by Continental troops under General Andrew
Pickens and Lieutenant Colonel Henry Lee. On May 22", siege waslaid on the town
under the direction of Lee, and Fort Grierson, afort garrisoned by a detachment of
Loydist militia and outsde the town, was attacked and taken on the same day. Fighting
continued for severa days until June 5, when Augusta's Tory commander Lieutenant
Colond Brown surrendered the remaining fortification, Fort Cornwallis, to the
Americans. Soon, dl the remaining Tory and British outposts were back in Whig hands,
and fleeing Tories headed for Savannah, where the hard-pressed little town and Roya
Governor tried to accommodate them. Some militia companies were formed of these
Loydigs, but Governor Wright knew the town could not withstand a serious Whig
attempt to takeit. The British command could do little to help Wright and warned him to

evacuate the town if the Situation became untenable.

8 Ibid., p. 48.



Cornwallis and his army were captured by the Americans a Y orktown, Virginia
in October, 1781. Theremaining British possessions of Charleston and Savannah soon
became the target of anew Continenta push into the degp South that could findly end
thewar. In January 1782, Generd Greene ordered Generd ‘Mad’ Anthony Wayne to
Savannah with aforce of 500 men.® The British marched 200 men from Charleston to
Savannah to reinforce the defenses there, making atotd of 1,000 men against Wayne's
500.1° Wayne began amove on the Georgja city, fighting his way to within afew miles
of thetown. Although reinforced by Georgia militia as he progressed, Wayne' s force
weekened as South Carolina troops left upon expiration of their enligments. The British
had their problems too, as Whigs subverted their troop strength by convincing the
German Hessans to desart and other half- hearted Loyalists to join the Whigs forces now
surrounding the city. In April 1782, the new British Commander Sir Guy Carleton
deemed Savannah indefensible and began withdrawing British forces. By July 1782, the
last British and Tory troops had departed and the Americans took possession of the town.
The Whig state government quickly returned, and dthough some Tory forces remained
within the sate, the war was over in Georgia. By April of 1783, the Continenta
Congress had demobilized the Continental Army, and the United States of Americawere

free and independent.

9 Coleman, Kenneth. The American Revolution in Georgia, 1763-1789, Athens: University of Georgia

Press, 1958, p. 141.
10 Ibid.
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CHAPTER 3

CASE STUDY: BATTLE OF THE RICE BOATS

Description:

Hutchinson Idand islocated in the Savannah River immediatdly east of the
historic downtown of the City of Savannah. Theidand saw thefirst amed resstancein
Georgia during the Revolutionary War when a British fleet attempted to trade with the
town and was rebuffed. After abrief action with limited casudties, the British did

capture severa rice barges moored off Hutchinson Idand.

Historical Narrative:

Early in 1776, the Georgia Whigs were busly sripping the Roya government of
its powers, congpiring with the Continental Congress, obtaining munitions, and enforcing
atrade boycott againgt British goods. Rebd lion was clearly on the horizon. Georgiawas
being governed by both the Whig-controlled Provincia Congress and Council of Safety,
and soon they had an important decision to make. Reports came into Savannah in
January that British warships were in the vicinity. The Whigs suspected the ships would

rad along the Georgia coast or perhaps attempt trade in Savannah. If the British
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approached Savannah, Georgia would either have to submit and betray the Continental
Congress (who were dready suspicious of the colony’ s loyalties) or risk amilitary
encounter with a Szable imperid force.

Boldly, the smdl colonid city began marshdling what smal resourcesiit had in
order to fortify the town to the extent possble. The Whig government called out the
militia, and Samuel Elbert was placed in command, with Lieutenant Colonel Stephen
Drayton and Mgor Joseph Habersham his subordinate officers.

Thefirst sign of British activity was the January 13" arrival of the warship Tamar
and severd other ships off the Tybee Idand coast. On the 18", three more warships,
incdluding the Raven, appeared off the coast. Georgia's Royal Governor, Sir James
Wright, was promptly arrested but pleaded with the Whig leaders to reconsder their
rebdlious atitude. He ingsted the smdl colony could not resist a 9zable British force
and that should the Whigs have a change of heart, he could ensure the town’s safety. The
Whigs, however, refused to relinquish authority or betray the Continental Congress.

Unable to make any headway with the Whigs, Wright fled house arrest on
February 11™" and joined the British ships now anchored at the mouth of the Savannah
River. Wright took refuge on the HMS Scar borough and conferred with the British
Nava commander Captain James Barclay. The British continued to plead with the
Whigsto prevent asgnificant military clash.

The Whigs, however, were more interested in securing the town for certain attack
than compromising with the British. Aware of the potentia for disagter, the Whig

leadership would rather the town be sacrificed than submit to British authority. Largdy
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for politica reasons, they restructured their military leadership, placing Colond
Lachlan Mclntosh in command and Colond Elbert and Mgor Habersham beneath him.
Mclntosh soon grew frustrated with the convoluted relationship between his
command, the Provincia Congress, and the Continental Congress. His authority was
watered down, and he had only managed to raise 300 to 400 troops to protect the town. ™
Barclay continued to ask the town to trade fredly with his flegt, but the Whigs
bluntly refused. His shipswerein bad need of resupply, and he eventudly determined to
try and take some of the twenty or so merchant ships anchored against Hutchinson Idand
in the Savannah River just north of the town.*? The ships were laden with avariety of
goods and a plentiful supply of rice. Theidand lay just across from Savannah to the
south and below seemingly impenetrable swamps to the north in South Carolina.
Mclntosh was certain the British god was to take the town and reestablish
Wright's authority, and to that end he spread the town’ s already meager defensesto
protect various roads and landing sites dong the river. Barclay, however, wanted the rice
boats, and he moved the warship Cherokee and severa other vessals up theriver afew
miles below Savannah. Here, about 150 militiaunder Colond Archibad Bulloch were
protecting a landing Site and, despite orders to the contrary, fired on the ships, missed,
and received no reply.*®
On the evening of March 2", Barclay finally moved to take the rice boats. Under

the cover of darkness, the British schooner Hinchinbrooke and the doop &. Johns moved

11 Jackson, Harvey H., “ The Battle of the Rice Boats: Georgia Joins the Revolution,” Georgia Historical
Quarterly 68 (Summer 1974), p. 235.

12 Ibid.

13 Ibid., p. 237.
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upriver, but rather than assaulting the town, they dipped into a shallow passage behind
Hutchinson Idand. Mclntosh presumed they would maneuver around the idand and fall
on the city from behind. He ordered a battery set up a quarter mile north of Savannah at
thetiny village of Yammeacraw.

The British, of course, were interested in the rice, not the town, and
approximately 300 men were landed on the back of theidand.** They quickly moved
across the swampy idand and boarded the ships. The rice boats had been ordered
gricken of their rudders and rigging to prevent just such an occurrence, however, the
orders had not been carried out. On the next morning, March 3", when asmall band of
Whig troops arrived on the idand to hobble the ships, they were immediately surprised
and captured.

That same morning, the Hinchinbrooke and &. John moved around the idand and
attempted to reconnoiter the captured rice boats. Mclntosh believed the British were at
last moving againg the town and ordered the ships fired upon. Struggling againg the
river current and the sporadic fire from the Whigs, the British boats findly moved
alongside the captured ships that afternoon and prepared to make their escape. Mclntosh
findly recaived intdligence thet the rice vessals had been taken, and he sent two unarmed
officers to Hutchinson Idand to treat with the British.*> They too were promptly taken

prisoner.

14 1bid., p. 238.
15 Stevens, William B., A History of Georgia: Fromits Discovery By Europeans to the Adoption of the
Present Constitution, Savannah: The Beehive Press, 1972 reprint of 1847 edition, p. 135.



Receiving the news of this uncivil act, Mclntosh ordered the British ships fired
upon again, and the ships and batteries exchanged fire for severd hours but to little
consequence. The town became outraged at the news of events, particularly at the
imprisonment of Mclntosh’s unarmed officers, and many urged the militiato try the
British position. However, Mclntosh could not muster the many boats he would need to
crossto the idand, and as a second attempt at negotiation for the prisonersfailed, he
determined to try to burn the British boats and their prizes.

About 4 PM, the Whigs sent afireship upriver and toward the British position, but
it was too large and grounded in the river.*® A second, smaller soop, made the passage
and ignited two of the rice boats'” However, the British were able to ip down river and
took ten of the rice boats dong with them. Some British soldiers were |eft on the idand,
and they fled northward to the other side of theidand and out of the Whig'srange. The
British made their way around to back of the idand, picked up the remaining troops, and
saled away with its bounty of ten rice boats.

In dl the fighting, the Americans had suffered but three casudties and the British
reported only six. The British had their rice, approximately 1600 barrdls of it, and the
town of Savannah till stood.*® The Whigs quickly arrested several members of Wright's
governing council and used them to exchange for the Whig prisoners held by the British.

Within days, the British fleet salled away. The ‘Béttle of the Rice Boas was over.

16 Jackson, Battle of the Rice Boats, p. 239.
17 Coleman, The American Revolution in Georgia, p. 70.
18 Coleman, History of Georgia, p. 73.
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Historical Sgnificance:

The *Battle of the Rice Boats is sgnificant primarily for one reason: it was the
firat armed conflict between the fledgling colony of Georgia and the mighty British
Empire. The boldness of the Whig government sedled the colony’ s fate for sure—
Georgiawas a war. Furthermore, the Georgians could exact some small degree of
victory from the event. The British Navy had attacked the Savannah area, and the small
colonid militia had protected the town and at length driven them off. Savannah stood
relaively unmolested. One could imagine, however, that had the town truly been the
objective, the British might have had little difficulty in subduing it. One might consider
thisfact in light of the British attempt then and later to treet the supposedly more loyd
southern colonies with alighter hand and convince them to fal back into the fold—a

cdculation that would later prove fatdl.

Ste condition:

Hutchinson Idand is currently undergoing extensive redevelopment. After
spending time as rice plantations following the Revolution and in the nineteenth century,
then as an industrial complex in the twentieth century, and most recently as a sports car
racing track, Hutchinson Idand is being redeveloped as a convention complex and
resdentid neighborhoods. A modern multi-story hotel and convention assembly hall
have been recently congtructed on the idand immediately across the river from the
higtoric digtrict. A golf course has dso been developed on the idand dong with

resdentid lots that are currently for sle. As more accommodating bridges are



completed to Hutchinson Idand, it is probable that extensve residentia growth will
occur. Although saverd indusirid complexes remain on the idand, most are now idle or
vacant.

No plans have been undertaken to interpret or commemorate the Site or events
related to the ‘Béttle of the Rice Boats on Hutchinson Idand or in the Savannah Historic
Didrict. No state historica markers exist that acknowledge the events related to the

battle.

National Register Satus:

Ddlineating a potential National Register boundary on Hutchinson Idand
specificaly for the ‘ Battle of the Rice Boats' proves problematica. Current
documentation suggests only vague descriptions for the geographic location of events.
For instance, the rice boats themsel ves were anchored off Hutchinson Idand ‘north’ of
town, and British warships moored ‘behind’ theidand and landed troops. These troops
moved ‘across the idand to capture the rice boats. No physica evidence remainsto
suggest precise locations, and little reason exists to suppose that additiona information
may become available to ever precisaly locate this action’s events. However, Hutchinson
Idand has been an important part of Savannah’s history throughout the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries. A potentia Nationa Register nomination and boundary could be
based on other areas of ggnificance on the idand and supported by the idand’ s military
history during the Revolution as well asits commercid and agriculturd higtory.

Hutchinson Idand has aways played a Sgnificant role in Savannah’s commercid and

25



maritime history with rice cultivation, shipping, and industry. Based on these

ggnificant associations, one can assume that further research into these areas may bolster
an argument for incluson of asgnificant portion of the idand within a potentid Nationd
Register boundary. A potentia Nationa Register boundary on the eastern hdf of the
idand would include the banks on both sdes of theidand. The area between was
historicaly used for rice cultivation and likely incuded the mgority of the area.on which

military action during the * Béttle of the Rice Boats took place.

National Register Recommendation:

As mentioned above, basing a Nationd Register boundary solely on the Baitle of
the Rice Boats may be practically impossible. Batteries|located on the western shore
within the higtoric town of Savannah would be included within the Savannah Nationd
Historic Landmark Digtrict, and the Sites of batteries located north of town have been
obliterated by indudtria development. On Hutchinson Idand, most military events
probably occurred east of the Tdmadge Memorid Bridge (US Highway 17 Alternate).
This bridgeis located approximately 4000 feet west of the traditiona center of Savannah.
Although boats were typically anchored above Savannah for protective purposes during
this period, it is difficult to imagine that many boats were moored dmost one mile west
of the smal colonid city. Therice boats were aso gpparently the mgority of vessalsin
the Savannah harbor at the time, so it is reasonable to assume that most of the boats were
anchored just west of the town and therefore below the modern Tamadge Bridge. By

delinesting a potentia Nationd Register boundary to include al portions of Hutchinson
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Idand east of the Tdmadge Bridge, the boundary would therefore likely include all
portions of Hutchinson Idand on which events related to the Béttle of the Rice Boats took
place. Thisboundary’s judtification could aso be bolstered by recognizing Hutchinson
Idand’s higtoric commercid maritime and agricultural sgnificance. (The western third

of thisidand is composed primarily of waste lagoons))

Preliminary site recommendation:

Further research and/or archaeologicd investigation may be required to better
define the exact locations of actions, events, and the locations of batteries and boats
involved in the Battle of the Rice Boats. Importantly, it should be considered that such
research may prove extremely difficult and may yield little or no information regarding
the exact locations of fighting, troop movements, troop placements, or the location of the
moored rice boats. However, without question, the general location of these events are
Hutchinson Idand itsdlf, the Savannah River, and the hitoric didtrict of the City of
Savannah. All action was probably concentrated in close proximity to the location of the
town.

The researcher proposes a series of Sgns, plagues, or state historical markersto
interpret and acknowledge the battle. Such interpretive indruments would be ingaled
aong the riverfront on both the Savannah side of the river and on Hutchinson Idand.
Currently, no markersindicate the important events that occurred at the Stein the early
stages of the Revolution. Threeto four historical markers or interpretive sgnswould

likely prove sufficient to relate events pertaining to the Battle of the Rice Boats.



Commemorative monuments can serve as an important tool to signify the
importance and the grave seriousness of armed conflict. However, the cost of
congtructing such monuments can be prohibitive. The researcher believesthat the design
of such monuments should be considered carefully, and that careful attention should be
given to both a monument' s aesthetic and educationd value. No permanent
commemorative monuments should be constructed unless sufficient funds can be
produced to design and execute a monument of exceptiona design and materid qudlity.
Aslittle bloodshed and no fatdities resulted from the Battle of the Rice Boats, the
researcher consders that any funds to construct a commemorative monument for this
action might be better spent at other important Revolutionary War sites in Savannah (see
Chapter Five, Capture of Savannah, and Chapter Ten, The Siege and Battle of Savannah).

No acquigition of land is feasible or warranted regarding thisaction. The
‘battlefidd’ iswidespread and ill-defined. Evenif the locations of principd units
involved in the action could be determined, the same educationa benefit could be derived
amply by marking the Sites as by acquiring them. The nature of this action does not lend

itsdf to battlefidd acquidtion.
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Figure 3.1: View from Downtown Savannah to Hutchinson Idand

Figure 3.2: View from Hutchinson Idand to Downtown Savannah
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CHAPTER 4

CASE STUDY: CAPTURE OF REBECCA AND HINCHINBROOKE

Description:

The Ste of the dead colonid town of Fredericais located on the Frederica River
on the western edge of Saint Smons Idand. Here, asmal group of American gdleys
captured the two British warships Rebecca and Hinchinbrooke Thetown Steis currently

aNational Monument and administered by the Nationd Park Service.

Historical Narrative:

Avallable information regarding the American capture of the British ships
Hinchinbrooke and Rebecca appears to be scanty. Narrative histories that address the
little known event draw information exclusively from aletter from Georgia s Colond
Samue Elbert to Continental Generd Robert Howe relating what happened at Frederica
on April 19th, 1778. VirginiaWood, an employee and researcher at the Library of
Congress, is currently preparing a manuscript addressing the historical significance of
Georgias Revolutionary War-eranavy. Ms. Wood was able to provide additional

information regarding this event.
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Frederica, a declining village on the western Side of Saint Smons Idand, had

once been a prominent and prosperous colonid town. The British prize brigantines
Hatter and Rebecca (the latter former property of the sate of South Caroling) and the
brig Hinchinbrooke were & that place in search of the galleys that comprised Georgias
navy.® Built by shipwrights sent from Philadelphia to Savannah, these boats were
charged with protecting the inner passage from FHoridato Georgia. The flat- bottomed,
oared vessals sat low in the water and carried heavy ordnance. Highly maneuverable, the
boats were well suited to the close fighting in the rivers and channdls that made up the
inner passage. The larger British vessals were poorly suited for operationsin the same
environment, and thus the British made designs to capture gdleys from the Americansfor
their own use. For this reason, the aforementioned British boats were waiting at
Fredericafor an opportunity to capture some of Georgias gdleys.

Colond Samuel Elbert had marched 350 men from Darien to Fort Howe on the
Altamaha River, and there he learned of the British boats at Frederica®® Jugt asthe
British were intent upon capturing the American boats, Elbert devised a plan to deprive
the British of their conveyances. He boarded his men on the galleys Washington under
Captain John Hardy, Lee under Captain John Braddock, and Bulloch under Captain
Archibald Hutcher.?* A flatboat was loaded with artillery and commanded by Captain
George Young. The smdl army departed Darien on April 17th and landed near

Frederica, a Pikes Bluff north of the village, on the evening of the 18th. Officersand a

19 Wood, Virginia, Phone Interview by researcher. Washington, D.C.: 26 February 2002.
20 lbid.
21 Stevens, A History of Georgia, p. 161.



small contingent of soldiers were |eft aboard the boats to protect them, and Elbert sent a
Lieutenant Colonel Ray and aMgor Roberts with 100 men into Frederica, where they
promptly captured three marines and two sailors of the Hinchinbrooke ??

The American gdleys atacked the British ships the next morning, the 19th, and
took them by surprise. The British vessals were able to position themselves for their
defense, but the powerful ordnance of the American gdleys* damped the courage’ of the
British sailors®® The American shot severely damaged the rigging of the Hinchinbrooke
and the Rebecca. With large guns on the sturdy gdleys, the Americans were able to keep
thelr distance and gtill hit their targets, whereas the British ordnance could not reach the
American boats. The British tried to escape downstream on the Frederica River, but they
soon ran aground and abandoned both the Hinchinbrooke and the Rebecca. The Hatter
successfully evaded the Americans, rescued British crewmen, and sailed to Jekyll Idand.
Elbert planned to continue the attack and seize that vessdl, but it promptly departed and
ended the engagement.

The Americans had successfully defeated the British navy in a direct engagement,

captured two ships, and had accomplished the feat without a casudty of any kind.

Historical Sgnificance:
Revolutionary War nava operations adong the Georgia coast is an area of study

amogt entirely neglected by historians. As additiona research, such asthat currently

22 Ibid., p. 162.
23 Ibid.



being undertaken by Ms. Virginia Wood, further illuminates this part of Revolutionary
War and Georgia history, the sgnificance of al such operaions will likewise be brought
to light.

The action consdered here was a significant victory by an American nava force
over asmdl but powerful British navd force. The event highlights the unorthodox
tactical fighting that took place along the southeastern tidewater. Due to the nature of
thisfighting, asmdl sate navy, such as Georgia's, could not only compete with the

powerful British imperid navy, but, in cases such asthis, defedt it.

Ste condition:

The site and extant ruins of the town of Frederica are currently well preserved and
have been designated a Nationd Monument by the Department of the Interior. The Steis
administered and maintained by the Nationa Park Service. Extant ruinsinclude the
tabby ruins of both the town’sfort and infantry barracks. Some masonry foundations of
homes have been excavated and exposed to interpret the resdentia nature of the town.
Trees have been planted to outline former dtreets. A large number of interpretive Sgns
located throughout the site acknowledge the town’ s importance as a self-sugtaning
colonid village and military outpost. However, no interpretation has been attempted
regarding the areal s Revolutionary War history and, most particularly, the capture of
British shipsin April of 1778. The higtoric Ste includes avigtor's center and museum

devoted to Frederica s colonia history.



Although resdential development pressure continues to pose a threst to historic
stesthroughout Saint Simons Idand, to this point, Frederica has been spared any

ubgtantiad deveopment initsvicinity.

National Register Status and Recommendation:

The gte of the town of Fredericaislisted on the National Register and is
designated a Nationd Monument. No judtifiable extension of its boundary over the
waters of Frederica River at the town site would provide additional land use protections.
Therefore, it is consdered that the property associated with the American capture of the
British boats Hinchinbrooke and Rebecca is currently adequately protected by the

boundary of Fort Frederica Nationa Monument.

Preliminary site recommendation:

Although Fredericais awell preserved site and its colonid history documented
and interpreted, the Ste's Revolutionary War history could very easily be integrated into
the interpretation program. A pair of interpretive sgns could be located at the town’s
wharf ste. One could provide information noting the importance of the town’swharf and
maritime higtory. The second could give an account of the town’ s status during the
Revolutionary War and the capture of the British ships Rebecca and Hinchinbrooke
Further, agtate historical marker could be located at the entrance to the Site (either at the
vigtor's center or on Frederica Road at the entrance to the National Monument)

indicating and giving a brief account of the naval actions. Findly, the capture of the



British ships could aso be integrated into the vidtor’s center and museun's
interpretive program.

Asthe gte of Fredericais owned and administered by the Department of the
Interior, no additiona land acquisition & the Steis recommended at thistime. Research
into this military actionis preiminary, and the exact locations of principa military units
is undetermined and may remain so, barring extensve and successful higtorica and
archaeological invedigation. Asthe action was of a nautica nature, land acquisition

would likely prove unnecessary.



Figure 4.2: View of ruins of colonid Frederica barracks
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Figure 4.3: Capture of REBECCA and HINCHINBROOKE
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Map Source: USGS Quadrangle M ap
Brunswick East, Ga. (1988)
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CHAPTER 5

CASE STUDY: CAPTURE OF SAVANNAH (BREWTON HILL)

Description:

The Brewton Hill plantation Ste is located east of downtown Savannah and on the
Savannah River in a heavily indudtridized section of thetown. The particular Steisa
concrete form plant. At or in the area surrounding the Brewton Hill plantation, on the
Tybee Idand Road, the American army defending Savannah from the British invasion
force of late 1778 fortified a podition in preparation of a defense of the town. However,
the British, with the help of aloca dave, easily maneuvered around the American
position and surprised the patriot army from the rear. The American force was crushed,

and Savamah was immediately occupied. The British then had afoothold in the South.

Historical Narrative:

In late 1778, the British high command made a sgnificant change in their overal
drategy for reasserting the Crown's authority. Rather than continuing to tail in the
northeast, where their operations had resulted in little more than disgppointment, the

English looked southward with hopeful eyes. Reports suggested the southern colonies

40



41
were full of Loyaists waiting for asignificant British presence to assart themsdves.

The British military supposed they could land asignificant force in the Carolinas or
Georgia, swdl ther ranks with Loydist militia, and march northward, subduing colonies
aong theway.

The strategy was adopted, and in late November of 1778, a sizable British force
sdled from New Y ork bound for the Georgia coast. The convoy, under command of
Commodore Hyde Parker, moved Lieutenant Colond Archibald Campbell’s command—
approximately 3,500 men, made up of the 71% Regiment of Foot, the Hessian mercenary
units of Woellworth and Wissenbach, four Tory battalions made up primarily of New
York Loyalists, and a detachment of artillery.?* Campbell was to rendezvous before
Savannah with Generd Augustine Prevost, who was marching a force northward from
British Florida, but Campbell reached Tybee ISand on December 23 and Prevost had
not yet arrived. Campbell, however, did not delay and determined to go ahead and try
Savannah's defenses.

Meanwhile, Generd Robert Howe, the Continentad commander of the army in the
south, quickly removed from Sunbury and marched a force of about 850 men northward
to defend the colony’ s poorly fortified capitd.?> The smaller force was composed
primarily of militia, @bout 700 men from Georgia and South Carolina, and about 150

South Carolina Continentals.?®

24 Ward and Allen, The War of the Revolution, p. 680.

25 Searcy, Marth Condray, The Georgia-Florida Contest in the American Revolution, 1776-1778,
Tuscaloosa, The University of Alabama Press, 1985, p. 164.

26 Ibid.
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Campbell landed at Girardeau's Plantation east of Savannah on December 271"

The troops disembarked transport ships and were supported by the man-of-war Vigilant,
the gdley Comet, the armed brig Keppel, and the doop-of-war Greenwich. A pair of
American gdleys briefly opposad the landing but came under fire from Vigilant and were
quickly dispersed. Asthe British moved up the landing at Girardeau' s and moved toward
the plantation house, they were met with brief but sharp fire from a group of South
Carolina Continentals under Captain John Carraway Smith. Howe had ordered the smal
group to give adefense of the landing, and the British moved on ther position under a
Captain Cameron. After abrisk exchange, Smith fell back, but the fighting left Cameron
and two of his privates dead and five others wounded.

Smith fell back to the American position. Howe, having considered Savannah's
inadequate fortifications, had decided to take a position dong the river road about a half
mile east of Savannah. This put the American linesin the vicinity of Roya Governor Sir
James Wright's Fair Lawn Plantation and Brewton Hill Plantation. The Americans
formed dong the road, the right flank composed of two regiments of South Carolina
Continentals, the 1¥ Rifles under Isaac Huger and the 3% Ranger under Lieutenant
Colond William Thompson, and supported by 100 Georgia militiaand an artillery piece
under George Walton.?’ Thisline ran from the road down to wooded swampland
adongsde. Theleft flank was composed of Georgia militiadong with afiedpiece under

Colond Samud Elbert, and it was smilarly situated from the road to thewood. Two

27 Ward and Allen, The War of the Revolution, p. 680.



other artillery pieces were Situated in the middle of the road, and a trench was dug
dong the entirety of the American line®

Howe felt comfortable that the approach to Savannah was now well defended, but
he had not counted on the British receiving intelligence that would undermine his
position. Campbell had learned of a passage through the swamps and around the
American position from one Quamino ‘Quash’ Dally, an derly dave a Fair Lawn.

With some prompting and asmall bribe, *Quash’ described agully that he would lead
British troops through and then around to attack the American right flank from behind.?®

On the 29", Campbell advanced up the road and within sight of the American
line. There hefortified his postion and placed cannon in the road. Fully expecting a
frontal assault, Howe waited for the attack. Campbell did not fail him and attacked
Howe' s eft but in afeint maneuver to conced theredl thrust of hisassault. Sir James
Bard' s Light Infantry and Turnbull’s New Y ork Loydigts pushed through the swamps
behind ‘ Quash Dally’ in order to turn the American’s right flank.

Howe ordered the artillery to open on Campbel’singdlation aong the road but
to no reply. Then, with little warning, Baird’s men and the New Y orkers appeared and
fdl on therear of the American’ sright flank. The Georgiamilitiawere surprised and
quickly routed and dispersed. At the sametime, Campbel moved his atillery forward on
the road and opened fire on the American left and then followed with afronta assault by

the main body of the British force.

28 lbid.
29 Russell, Preston, and Barbara Hines, Savannah: A History of Her People Since 1733, Savannah:
Frederic C. Bell, 1992.



Soon, the Americans were in complete confusion, the enemy coming from
every direction and a once. They began to fall back and then fled in apanic. Soldiers
retreating from the right flank were mostly able to make good their escape, but those on
the left were forced to cross a deep tidal creek, and many were drowned or stopped and
taken prisoner at its banks.

With nothing to stop them, the British moved forward, taking prisoners and
quickly occupying Savannah. Parker, commander of the British fleet that had landed
Campbdl’ sforce, moved upriver as well, and took the boats docked at the town’s
wharves. The British soldiers worked their way through the town, arresting suspected
rebels and occupying and pillaging their homes.

The defense of Savannah had been adisaster. British losses were light, and over
haf the American force had been killed, captured, or were missng. Howe and the
remnants of hisforce fled into South Caraling, leaving Georgia soldly in the hands of the

British.

Sgnificance:

The engagement a Brewton Hill and the subsequent capture of Savannah are
ggnificant for severd reasons. Following the * Battle of the Rice Boats,” the British
essentialy left Georgiaaone for severa years and concentrated their effortsin the
northeast. However, al was not quiet as Georgia kept hersdf busy militarily. During

that time, the new state of Georgia became obsessed with the idea of capturing Saint



Augustine and British East Horida, and the government launched three disastrous
campaigns in an attempt to accomplish that end.

In 1778, however, the British strategy shifted southward, and Archibald Campbdll
landed a szable British army in Georgia late that year. The new drategy required a
British foothold in the south, and the weak colony of Georgia and her smal capitd of
Savannah seemed a favorable candidate. The British hoped to raise an army of Loyaists
to reinforce their numbers and then sweep through the south and then northwards to
retake thelost colonies. The British, however, overestimated the southern colonies
loydism. Thus, the Baitle of Brewton Hill is sgnificant asthe first Szable action in
Georgia since the rice boats episode, as the first serious atempt by the British to take
Georgia, and asthe firgt British move that opened the southern campaign. Furthermore,
thefdl of Savannah represented the beginning of the British occupation of the town
which would last throughout the rest of the war. Findly, considering it asthefirst red
thrust of the new British strategy thet led to the southern campaign, one must note that
the flawed thinking thet led to the southern campaign in the firgt place, and findly to

British defeet, was firs manifested in Georgia

Ste condition:

The approximate Ste of the Brewton Hill plantation ste and the immediate
surroundings of thislocation are comprised of flat, deforested, open fields and heavy
indugtrid manufacturing complexes. Theindugtria complexes include both

manufacturing and warehouse buildings, aswell as expansve grave lots for outdoor



gorage and assembly. Theindustrid complexestypicdly front the Savannah River and
have smdl wharves. No trace remains of the many plantations that existed in the area or

of the old Tybee Road. Continued industrid development islikely to occur in this area.

National Register Status and Recommendation:

Delinesting a potentia Nationd Register boundary for this property is somewhat
problematic and possibly irrdlevant. The Site has been completely obliterated by a
corporation producing concrete trusses for highway bridges. The surrounding property
has a'so been obliterated by heavy industrid redevelopment. However, the property in
question can fairly conclusvey be identified as the old Brewton Hill plantation Site.
However, locating specificaly where certain actions took place will be difficult at best.
The historic Tybee Idand Road and the entrances to the plantations that once cluttered
that road are now lost. The potential NR boundary would include that portion of land
containing the Standard Concrete Plant, bounded by the Savannah River to the north,
Wahlstrum Road on the east, and Forbes Road on the south and west. The boundary
would encompass what can be reasonably deduced as the old Brewton Hill plantation.
Thefighting that resulted in the 1778 British capture of Savannah took place primaily in

and around this Ste.

Preliminary Ste Recommendation:
The most viable gpproach to acknowledging the action a Brewton Hill isthe

placement of ahistoricd marker both dong amgor arterid highway near the Ste as well



asamarker in close proximity to the Ste. The setting of the Site has been entirely
compromised by amgor changein loca land use. Acquistion of land would likely
prove quite costly and reclaiming the land from industrid development perhaps even
more s0. Even if such an undertaking were attempted, the benefit of acquisition may
prove margina. The setting would remain, in large part, entiredly compromised, and a
rebuilt landscape would remain featurdless. Former wetlands, which played a significant
role in the battle, have long since been filled and cannot be recreated, and, likewise,
subgtantia forestland no longer remainsintact. Recregting the battlefied, agte which
would sill have to be subject to more thorough research and archaeologicd investigation,
would mogt likely prove practicaly and economicaly unfessible. However,
opportunities exis to interpret the action within loca museums. The Savannah Museum
is the most obvious and appropriate place, and this museum does interpret the
Revolutionary-era Siege of Savannah and attack on the Spring Hill redoubt. The Ste's
relative proximity to Fort Pulaski Nationa Monument and Tybee Idand also makesthe
museum &t the fort and the Tybee Idand Museum potentia venues for interpreting the

battle at Brewton Hill.
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Figure 5.1: View of Savannah River at Brewton Hill Plantation Ste

Figure 5.2: View of generd condition of Brewton Hill Plantation Site
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CHAPTER 6

CASE STUDY: SUNBURY AND FORT MORRIS

Description:

The colonid port and village of Sunbury once rivaed Savannah. Now one of the
many ‘dead’ towns of Georgia, Sunbury remains a place name, but the colonid village is
long gone. Fort Morris defended the town during both the Revol utionary War and War
of 1812. Thefort saw action during the Revolution, and the town and Fort Morris was
captured in early January, 1779. Thetown sSteis currently being redeveloped with
modest residentia growth. Fort Morrisis owned and administered by the State of

Georgia and open to the public as a state historic Ste.

Historical Narrative:

The village of Sunbury, Georgiawas founded in 1758 by amigratory group of
Puritans whose origins in America date to seventeenth century New England. Latein
that century, some of this group moved from Dorchester, Massachusetts first to

Connecticut, and then to South Carolinawhere they established a second village of
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Dorchegter. Again, members of the Dorchester settlement were eager to pursue new

opportunities, and, in 1752, a group moved into the Midway digtrict of Georgia

Asrice plantations in the swampy Midway area began to prosper, and asits
inhabitants began to fed the unhappy effects of their unhealthy Stuation, a generd need
for aport and village in a hedthier location was redized. Thus, in 1758, 300 acres aong
the Medway River belonging to Mark Carr were conveyed to various persons for the
purpose of establishing atown.®® The town was established and became successful
quickly. By 1763, the village boasted some 80 homes and 3 stores, and Governor Wright
favorably described the town’s Situation on *an exceeding good harbour and inlet from
the sea’3! By 1770, the town was considered arival of Savannah. Ina 1773 report,
Wright listed only Savannah and Sunbury as the state’s ports.®?  This same report noted
that 56 vessals had cleared customs in Sunbury during the preceding year. By 1775, 317
of the town’ s original 496 lots had been sold3* In short, Sunbury was a success.

Aswith any frontier village, successful or not, defense was a concern.  Scant
records exist identifying Sunbury’s earliest fortifications, but it appears a least some
works were in place during the colonid period. A fort may have been ingaled in the

Sunbury area as early as 1756, but no record available indicates its location. >*

30 Jones, Jr., Charles C., Dead Towns of Georgia, Savannah: Oglethorpe Press, 1997 reprint of 1878
edition, p. 145.

31 Mcllvaine, Paul, The Dead Town of Sunbury, Georgia, Hendersonville, N.C.: Paul Mcllvaine, 1971, p.
13-14.

32 Jones, Dead Towns, p. 157.

33 Mcllvaine, Dead Town of Sunbury, p. 15.

34 Sheftall, John McKay, Sunbury on the Medway, Norcoss, Ga.: Daughters of the American Colonists,
Georgia State Society, 1995 reprint of 1977 edition, p. 93.



Saint Johns Parish, soon to be Liberty County, was the hotbed of Revolutionary
sympathy in Georgia Two of Georgia s Sgners of the Declaration of Independence,
Lyman Hal and Button Gwinnett, were resdents of the immediate area (Hal wasa
resdent of Sunbury, and Gwinnett owned Saint Catherines Idand but kept property in the
town). In 1776, when it became clear the colonies (including a somewhat reluctant
Georgia) were headed for war, the bustling village of Sunbury began its own
preparations. Able-bodied men were called to train, and afort was planned on a bluff
500 yards south of town.*® The bluff Soped south to marshes separating it from Colondls
Idand and east to the marshes and the Medway River. The fort was designed to protect
the town from attack by sea.and by land, but dso from upriver, should enemy boats pass
the town and attack by river from the north. An attack on this position by land from the
east or south would be practically impossible due to the extensive marshland troops
would have to pass through.

The origina earthwork fort must have been an impressive structure. The parade
was gpproximately afull acre. Dueto its location, the fort was by necessity irregularly
shaped. The breastwork facing the river was 275 feet in length, the north 191 feet, the
west 240 feet, and the south 140 feet.*® The fort boasted 25 pieces of ordnance, mostly
small cannon, including 4, 6, 9, 12, 18, and 24 pounders®’ It is believed some of the
cannon may have come from the then defunct fort at Frederica.on Saint Simons Idand.®

The guns were mounted ‘ en barbette,’ or on platforms and positioned so they would fire

35 Mcllvaine, Dead Town of Sunbury, p. 30.
36 Ibid., p. 31.

37 lbid., p. 32.

38 Ibid.
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over thewalls. The exact dates of the fort’s congtruction are not known, but its
existence was noted in a letter of Colonel Samue Elbert in December of 1777.%°

Aswar gpproached, the Continental Congress began raising troops. An artillery
company was raised and stationed at the Sunbury fort under a Captain Morris, who would
become the fort’s namesake. Two of Georgid s disastrous raids on British Forida
involved Sunbury and the fort at some point. Thefirgt of these expeditions was mounted
inthe early fal of 1776, and dl troops involved were to rendezvous a Sunbury.
Unfortunatedly, many of the arriving soldiers became sick, many died, and the campaign
was doomed before it even began.

Undaunted by theinitia fiasco, a second attempt on Floridawas made in early
1777. Georgia Continentals and militia under Genera Lachlan Mclntosh rendezvoused
in April a Sunbury to prepare for theinvason. Rivary between officersled to a
multitude of problems for the expedition, which again faled, and during the retreat from
the Florida border back to Savannah, Colonel John Mclntosh with aforce of 127 men
was |eft at Sunbury to garrison Fort Morris*® A third and findl attempt to invade Florida
(before Georgiaitsdf was invaded) was madein May of 1778, but it too would fail
miserably.

In late 1778, British drategy shifted southward, and an invason of Georgiawas
planned. A fleet of shipsleft New Y ork bound for Savannah carrying a British army

under Colond Archibald Campbell. Asadiverson, British Generad Augustine Prevost

39 Sheftall, Sunbury on the Medway, p. 29.
40 Jones, Dead Towns, p. 184.



sent his younger brother Lieutenant Colond James Mark Prevost and Lieutenant
Colond L. V. Fuser each with 400 men northward out of Foridato attack southern
Georgiaand ultimately Sunbury.*! In November, Prevost began attacking plantations and
taking able-bodied men prisoner. Fuser, meanwhile, moved aong the Florida and
Georgiacoast by boat. Prevost’s advance was disputed a Bulltown Swamp, the
Riceboro bridge, and a Midway, but he was not stopped. On November 24", after the
fighting at and around Midway, Prevost sent troopers into Sunbury to determineif
Fuser’sforce had arrived. When he received the news that Fuser had not landed his men,
Prevost decided not to try the fort at Sunbury. He was unsure of the strength of the fort’s
garrison and did not want to risk an attack with only haf the men originaly intended.
Prevodt retired to Florida, but left awake of destruction in his path.

Fuser arrived on Colonds Idand, just south of Sunbury, on November 28, 1778.
He marched across the idand to Sunbury and surrounded the fort, and the boats circled
around and took positionsin the Medway River across from the town. Sporadic small
ams fire ensued as Fuser immediately demanded the surrender of Fort Morris. The
commander at the fort, Colond John Mclntosh, defiantly and famoudy refused, daring
the British to ‘COME AND TAKE IT!"*? Fuser, probably unimpressed, waited for news
of Prevodt’ s force before attacking, but when he learned of Prevost’ s retreat, he too fell

back, dso not wishing to try the fort with only haf the strength originaly planned.

41 Ibid., p. 185.
42 Sheftall, Sunbury on the Medway, p. 35.



Campbell reached and took Savannah in late December of 1778, and the state of
Georgia s defenses practicaly collgpsed. After Campbell reached Savannah, British
Generd Augustine Prevost once again moved his forces northward out of East Floridato
participate in the invason againg Georgia. Hisforce sailed from Saint Augustine and
conssted of some 2,000 men including British Regulars, Loyalists, and friendly
Indians*® Thefirgt, and practically the only, impediment from the south was Fort Morris
defending the village of Sunbury.

Meanwhile, as Howe retreated from Savannah, the American generd sent a
dispatch to Sunbury ordering Mgor Lane, commanding at Fort Morris, to aandon his
post and rejoin Howe s retresting army on the Savannah River. Lane commanded a
garrison of 195 men at Fort Morris—150 Continentals and 45 militia** Heinitialy
followed orders and began recaling troops stationed south of Sunbury a Newport Ferry
and ColondsIdand. Then, according to Lane' s own account, he redized he had no idea
how to make hisway to the Savannah, nor did any of hismen. He convened a meeting of
the towngpeople remaining a Sunbury, and not only could they not provide him a guide,
but they begged him not to quit his station.

Thus, amid protests from the townsfolk and his own unfamiliarity with aroute
northward, Lane decided to remain at the fort and make what defense was possble—a
decision that would prove costly and later lead to the young officer’ s court martia and

dismissa from service. He wrote to Howe of his decision but got no reply, and now the

43 Mcllvaine, Dead Town of Sunbury, p. 45.
44 Jones, Dead Towns, p. 196.



young mgjor, fedling isolated and exposed, considered aretreat from the fort by sea®®
Lane remained in contact with the captains of the ships Bulloch, Washington, and
Rebecca, but his desgns for an escape by boat came too late.

On January 6™, 1779, Prevost’ s force began arriving a Sunbury. On the evening
of the 6", aparty of cavary and rangers, having marched overland under Lieutenant
Colonel James Marc Prevost (Generd Prevost’ s younger brother), surrounded the town.
The British quickly took up and fortified a podtion aong a ditch afew hundred yards
behind and west of the fort. These troops kept a steady small arms fire on the fort and
prevented any chance of Lan€ s garrison making aretreet. The Americans returned fire
with musket and cannon from the fort and with additional cannonading from the navd
vesssin the sound, but the American ordnance could not didodge the British force.

Thefollowing day, Generd Prevost landed a Colonels Idand, just south of
Sunbury, with additiond light infantry and artillery troops. He then marched these troops
behind the fort, reconnoitered the troops under his brother, and secured the town.
Reinforced, the British continued a steady musket fire on the fort, to which the
Americans replied but could make no impression. The fort was besieged.

Theremainder of Prevost’ sforce, including the artillery’ s ordnance, arrived on
the 8", Precisely how the ordnance reached their proper emplacements remains a matter
for speculation. One account suggests that when the tide went out later that evening, the
British used the low water of the Medway River to pass behind a marsh idand that

screened their vessa's from the American defenses. Despite heavy fire from the fort,

45 Sheftall, Sunbury on the Medway, p. 41-42.



from the American galeys Bulloch and Washington, and from the armed doop
Rebecca, British boats managed to passin front of the American defensesand land a
nine-inch British howitzer and two royals north of the town.*® Other accounts, induding
Prevost’s own letters, seem to indicate the artillery was smply drug up from the Newport
River and across Colond's Idand with some difficulty.*” Regardless, the artillery arrived
and was then positioned at batteries previoudy prepared by the forward British force.
The British positioned the howitzer south of the fort a an ‘old battery,” and the two
royals were placed west of the fort.*® The forts weakest sides were thus exposed to the
British'sangular fortifications. Of note, however, the British did not use the town to
screen their emplacements. By fortifying the western and southern approaches to the
fort, the town itself was essentialy out of the line of fire. Also onthe 8", in his memoirs,
British officer Patrick Murray recdled that the Americans made asmall sdly from the
fort, but were quickly driven back.*®

On the 9", with his heavy ordnance in place, Prevost demanded the unconditional
surrender of Fort Morris. Lane refused, and the British artillery opened on the fort the
next morning. The rebels returned fire, but the British armament quickly proved itsdlf
superior. Shells crashed into the fort, and one smashed into a barracks building, leaving
it inflames. The British were advancing under the heavy fire of their cannonade, and
soon they were in possession of the gate. Lane, redlizing the hope essness of a continued

resstance, pleaded for better terms. Prevogt, fully aware that he had separated the

46 Jones, Dead Towns, p. 195.

47 Sheftall, Sunbury on the Medway, p. 44.
48 Ibid.

49 |bid., p. 155.
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Americans from their only chance of escape—the American boatsin the river—
refused, and the fighting continued. Findly, that evening, and after a second attempt a
better terms having failed, Lane surrendered the fort. The British made prisoners of
Lane, seventeen officers, and 195 non-commissioned officers and privates of both the
Continentd line and the militia, and also captured 24 pieces of artillery, a cache of
ammunition, aswell aswhat provisions the Americans had stored.>° In thefighting, the
Americans had lost one captain and three men killed, and saven men wounded, and the
British had lost one man dead and three wounded.>*

An unfortunate fate dso met each of the three American nava vessds guarding
Sunbury. During the fighting at Sunbury, the Bulloch, Washington, and Rebecca had
dternately supported the fort and then taken refuge upriver in the Medway. Lane's
galing tactics with Prevost had at least given these boats a chance at escape. The
American boats passed Sunbury safely and headed for Ossabaw Idand, but, during this
passage, the American captains undoubtedly took note of the British seizing and manning
anumber of the private vessals remaining at the town. Fearing the British had desgnsto
capture their vessdls, the Americans determined to prevent their ships becoming British
possessions. Thus, both the Bulloch and Washington were beached on Ossabaw and
burned by their crews. The crewmembers of al three boats then attempted to escape to
Charleston on the Rebecca. However, this ship was promptly captured by another British

nava vessd, and dl the American seamen were made prisoner and returned to Savannah.

50 Jones, Dead Towns, p. 196.
51 lbid.



Having seized the fort, Genera Prevost renamed it Fort George and began
meaking repairs and improvements to the fortification. He placed a Lieutenant Colond
Allen and asmdl force of men to control the town, and Roderick Maclntosh as captain of
the newly named fort. Having successfully secured Sunbury, Prevost then turned his
attentions northward and marched his army toward British-held Savannah.

After the British capture of Sunbury, the town began to receive paroled Whig
officers captured during the fall of Savannah. The most notable of these parolees was
Colond George Wdton, asigner of the Declaration of Independence. However, previous
resdents of Whig sympathy who had not |eft areedy departed in droves following the
British cgpture.  The town would never again recover its pre-war population. Thetown
remained under British control until the end of the war, when it was abandoned in the
Spring of 1782.

Some previous inhabitants did return to the town following the Revolution,
athough, of course, no Loydigs did, and, in fact, few Whigsdid. But, town life did
return to amore norma sate of affairs during peacetime. The first Supreme Court of
Liberty County held snce the beginning of the war was conducted at Sunbury on
November 18, 1783, Chief Justice George Walton presiding. Sunbury would remain the
seet of government in Liberty County until 1797 when the courts were moved to
Riceboro—yet another blow to the aready struggling town.

When tensions between the young United States and the British empire were
aggravated in the early nineteenth century, Sunbury again prepared for war. Whatever

remained of the Revolutionary Fort Morris were again made ready for hodtilities. Slaves
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from nearby plantations were used to clean out the ruins, strengthen the walls and
parapet, and dig out the moat. What ordnance remained was cleaned and returned to a
sarviceable condition, and additiond artillery was requested. The ‘rebuilt’ fort was
dubbed Fort Defense. The town organized a company of forty men under John Cuthbert
to protect the town, and another company of the loca academy’ s students and the town's
teenagers under a Captain Floyd.>®> Three other companies were raised in Liberty
County, including the Liberty County Independent Troop. However, no fighting would
ever reach the county. Although, on occasion, the smoke of a doomed merchantman,
crippled by British warships, might be seen on the horizon, what little fighting that took
place in Georgia occurred to the town's south. This time, Sunbury had been spared the
ugliness of war.

Sunbury, however, straggling at best, continued its descent into historical
obscurity. Thelast vessel of any consegquence to come to port at Sunbury was a Swedish
boat, calling to carry away aload of cotton in 1814.>% The Liberty County Independent
Troops sannud Fourth of July celebrations, held at Sunbury since the company’s
organization, were discontinued in 1833. The post office was removed in 1841.>* The
famous Sunbury Academy closed. By the Civil War, only the Baptist Church remained,
aong with adozen or so frame houses and the earthen walls of the old fort. When
Sherman’s Union Army entered the area, they burned the church to signa to offshore

Union ships that the village was secure. With the abalition of davery, the economy of

52 Jones, Dead Towns, p. 219.
53 Ibid., p. 220.
54 Mcllvaine, Dead Town of Sunbury, p. 54.
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Liberty County collapsed, and what plantation owners had remained in the vicinity

soon left to look for opportunities elsewhere. Sunbury was dead.
The Georgia higtorian C. C. Jones visited the site of both the town and the fort in
1877 and described the remains of the old work:
Seven embrasures may sill be seen, each about five feet wide. The parapet, ten
feet wide, rises sSix feet above the parade of the fort, and its superior dopeis about
twenty-five feet above the leve of theriver at high tide. Surrounding the work is
amodat, at present ten feet deep, and ten feet wide at the bottom, and twice that
width a the top. Near the middie of the curtain may be seen traces of a sdly-port
or gateway fifteen feet wide. Such isthe gppearance of this abandoned work as
ascertained by arecent survey. Completely overgrown by cedars, myrtles and
vines, its presence would not be suspected, even at a short remove, by those
unacquainted with the locdity. Two iron cannons are now lying haf buried in the
loose soil of the parade, and athird will be found in the old field about midway
between the fort and the town.’>>
Jones went on to describe the desolate condition of what had once been one of Georgia's
most prominent and culturaly sophigticated towns. Now, not only was the Site a ghost
town, but no remnant existed to indicate that the town had ever existed at dl, save the fort
and the equally overgrown cemetery. The neglected condition Jones wrote of remained
just S0 until the mid 1970’ s, when the State of Georgia acquired the Site of the fort and

began to clear brush and expose its old earthen works.

Sgnificance:
Fort Morrisis one of the mogt significant fort sitesin Georgia. Initidly
constructed during the Revolution to protect the important colonia port of Sunbury, the

fort remained viable during both the War of 1812 and the Civil War. The Ste saw

55 Jones, Dead Towns, p. 182.



sgnificant action during the Revolution. Determining or verifying the period of
congruction of the current remnants of the fort will help determine the Ste' s sgnificance.
Regardless, the Sunbury area and Fort Morris together are one of Georgia s most
ggnificant colonid and Revolutionary War sites.

When the British strategy shifted to the southern thegter in late 1778, the British
commanders determined a two-pronged attack appropriate for subduing Georgia
Campbell would sail from New Y ork and attack from the north, and Prevost would march
overland from British Florida and support from the south.  Although the attack was not
successfully coordinated, the invasion itself was asuccess. Although later than intended,
Prevost’ s capture of Sunbury was an integrd part of the British strategy for the conquest

of Georgia.

Ste Condition:

Sunbury began to decline following the Revolution and was essentialy adeed
town by the time of the Civil War. The dte saw little activity until the 1970'swhen the
State of Georgia acquired the Fort Morris site and residences began gppearing on the old
town Ste. Modest resdential growth has continued to occur in the area. The only traces
of the origina town of Sunbury are the old cemetery and the remnants of Fort Morris. A
lone historical marker indicates the Ste of the old town.

Fort Morris State Higtoric Site includes a visitor’ s center containing a museum
that interprets the history of Sunbury and the fort. The interpretive program includes

information regarding the status of both the village and fort during the Revolutionary
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War and the War of 1812. The earthen walls of the fort are preserved, but no
interpretive Sgns are located around the Ste. A state historical marker islocated on the
lawn between the viditor’s center and the ruins of the fort. The Site has a quigt, pleasant
park-like amosphere. A picnic areaislocated adong the entry road, and wooden swings
are located dong the marsh overlooking the Medway River. The Stedso includesa
colonia garden interpretation area and a nature trail along the marsh and woodlands
surrounding the site.

Following atrend and demographic projections affecting dl of tidewater Georgia,
the area conssting of the Sunbury town site and surrounding the Fort Morris State
Higtoric Siteislikely to be subject to consderable resdentia growth. Such development
pressure may prove harmful to historic sitesin the Sunbury area. State ownership at Fort
Morris does not extend far enough on the north or south to provide an adequate buffer
from potentiad development. Modern residentia growth dready abuts the old Sunbury
cemetery. The cemetery was enclosed by afence in the early twentieth century, but the
fence dlearly does not contain the full extent of the burying ground. Dozens of
depressions, likely sunken graves, can clearly be seen outside of the fenced portion of the
cemetery. Itisnot unlikely that one of the nearby resdentia parcels may contain graves.
Furthermore, modern residentia development closer to the river and on the old town dite
is undoubtedly located atop extensve archaeologica remains. Additiona residentia
development at the town site and near the cemetery will likely continue to destroy

archaeologica evidence of the once-bustling port and town of Sunbury.



National Register Satus and Recommendation:

The Fort Morris archaeologica steis currently listed on the National Regigter.
However, desgnating the Ste of the town of Sunbury, including the extant cemetery and
Sunbury wharf, aswell as Fort Morris, would provide the connection the fort site
currently lacks with the remnants of the former important colonia town and the military
operations consdered here. Although it would undoubtedly be digible for the Nationa
Register based solely upon the possibility of providing archaeologica information, a
potentia Nationa Register boundary for the Sunbury and Fort Morris Sites together
would be drawn to include what is known to be the higtoric location of the town. This
boundary would include the site of the remnants of Fort Morris, as curently designated,
and include those properties located to the immediate west of the fort, north of the fort to
the Medway River and old cemetery, and just south of the fort to include British positions
relating to the January, 1779 British Sege. This boundary would be considered only to
demondtrate the connection of the fort to the town of Sunbury, and to recognize the

importance of the town ste aswdl asthefort site.

Preliminary Ste Recommendation:

A variety of priorities could be consdered a the Sunbury and Fort Morris Sites.
The additiona destruction of archaeologica evidence a both the Sunbury town site and
cemetery should be consdered extremdy undesirable. Idedly, an extensive
archaeologicd invedtigation at both areas might indicate the most sensitive portions of

these Sites, and these most sengitive areas could then be protected by easements or



outright acquisition. However, in the event the sengitive areas could not be protected or
acquired, the proposed intensive archaeologica investigation would likely provide a
wedth of information about the town and itsresdents. Such an effort would dso prove
vitd in preventing any further disturbance of graves at the cemetery. The continued
occupation of the site and use of the place name is desirable. The continued
redevelopment of the Sunbury site and the protection of its remaining historical resources
do not have to be mutualy exclusve. Following archaeologica investigation, resdents
and interested parties should develop a plan to best provide for both the protection of
historic resources, and continued and responsible residentia growth.

Additiond archaeological investigation is aready proposed at Fort Morris and
may commence soon. This effort will likely shed light on the extent of the origind
Revolutionary-erafort and the origins of the existing ruins. If no effort isimmediately
extended to the wooded area north of the fort Site (the area separating the fort Site from
the Sunbury town dite), some archaeologica investigation should be proposed for that
areainthefuture. Thisareawould not only prove an excellent buffer to protect the fort
dte from residentid encroachment, but the ground separating the two interconnected sites
might yield sgnificant archaeologica results. A successful archaeological effort here
might help solidify an argument regarding the acquigtion of this areafor the Fort Morris
State Historic Site,

Determining potentia for additiona interpretation or commemoration of the
Sunbury or Fort Morris Stesis somewhat difficult without substantia archaeologica

effort. Archeeologica excavation may shed light on particular sitesin the vicinity that



warrant interpretive signs, historica markers, or, perhaps, commemorative monuments.
Sngle state historical markers are currently located near the center of the Sunbury town
dte, at the cemetery, and at Fort Morris. Additiona historical markers could be
considered at both Sunbury and Fort Morristo help interpret military actionsin the
vicinity, and additional markers could be located around Sunbury if archaeol ogical
research identifies the locations of important Stes within the town.

The Fort Morris Ste currently contains no interpretive Sgns, save asmple sgn
indicating the presumed western wal of the Revolutionary-erafort. However,
consdering the smal sze of the Ste and the close proximity of the visitor’s center and
museum, one might consider thislack acceptable. Too many sgnsin such asmdl space
could clutter the visud fidld. In the likelihood further archaeologica investigation
warrants the ingalation of some interpretive sgnage, such sgnage should be minimd

and ingdled low to the ground to minimize its gppearance on the landscape.



Figure 6.1: View of Fort Morris State Higtoric Site Visitors Center
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CHAPTER 7

CASE STUDY: CAPTURE OF AUGUSTA (CAMPBELL’SAUGUSTA CAMPAIGN)

Description:

Following the British rout of the American forces defending Savannah and the
subsequent capture of that town in late 1778, British commander Lieutenant Colonel
Archibad Campbell was rdlieved by General Augustine Prevost advancing from Forida.
Camphbel promptly moved his forces northward in early January of 1779. The objective
of his campaign was Georgia s principa upcountry pog, the village of Augusta. Witha
minimum of effort, Campbell didodged wheat little resistance was attempted and captured

the town.

Historical Narrative:

Following the capture of Savannah in December, 1778, and the occupation of
Ebenezer in January of 1779, the British continued to move north in an atempt to subdue
the interior of Georgia. AsWhig forcesin Georgiawerein a gate of confusion following
the rout a Savannah, what defenses remained made attempts to hinder the invaders and

defend the important town of Augusta

70



71
Lieutenant Colonel Archibald Campbell moved his smadl army out of Ebenezer

the morning of January 24™. In column, the Florida Rangers under Colonel Thomas
Brown and a group of Carolina Loyaists were posted at the advance, followed by Tawe's
Light Dragoons and light infantry and then the 71% Regiment of Highlanders™® The eight
wagons of provisions followed the 71%, the New Y ork volunteers followed the wagons,
and mounted Carolina militia under Lieutenant Colonel Josegph Robinson covered the
rear.>’ The British army of approximately 1000 troops would march in twos and

maintain the same organization during the campaign for Augusta®® After amarch of

nine miles, Campbel’ s force made Treutlen’s plantation in the evening and camped.

On the 25", Campbell made Hudson's Ferry, and sent some of the Carolina
militiaand Sir James Baird's Light Infantry ahead to secure the bridge at Brier Creek and
take a position on the opposite bank. The detachment surprised a party of rebels
defending the bridge (who had in desperation set the bridge ablaze) and took afew
prisoners. The British extinguished the fire and took their pogtion at the creek. The
following day, the main body of the army reached Brier Creek, and Campbel| was
ordered by British commander General Augustine Prevost to send Brown and the Florida
Rangersto Burke County Jail to disperse rebe forcesralying there under Continental
Lieutenant Colone James Ingram, adjutant to Generd Benjamin Lincoln. Campbell

grudgingly followed the orders, and Brown's party was later defeated in the Battle of

56 Campbell, Calin, ed., Journal of An Expedition against the Rebels of Georgia in North America Under
the Orders of Archibald Campbell, Esquire, Lieut. Colol. Of His Majesty’s 71% Regiment. 1778,
Darien: The Ashantilly Press, 1981, p. 48.

57 Ibid.

58 Coleman, American Revolution in Georgia, p. 122.



Burke County Jail by militia under Ingram and militia colonels John Twiggs and
Benjamin Few, and Lieutenant Colond William Few. The Burke County militiawould
later join Elbert’ s force, continuing to retire before Campbell’ s advancing British.

Later, on the evening of the 261", Campbel| reported that a group of about thirty
rebd raiders from Carolina skirmished with some of his light infantry, and Campbel’s
men killed severd of the party and took the rest prisoner.

After fortifying the pogition & Brier Creek, Campbdl’s army again moved north.
On the 27", after marching another twenty-three miles, they reached Greiner’ s plantation
and camped. In the early hours of the next morning, Campbell learned of the Florida
Rangers defeat at Burke County Jail, and Brown and his men rgoined the main British
force soon after. Campbell judged the Whig troops between his force and Augusta had
united and were some 900 men under Genera Samue Elbert and colonds Le Roy
Hammond, Ingram, and the Fews.>® He understood the rebels had taken a position at
Tdfar s Saw Mills about twenty-four miles ahead.

Campbell reached Tdfair’' s plantation and mill later that evening, but no enemy
position was discovered. In the meantime, a returning scout sent beyond the millsto
reconnoiter Elbert’ s position was chased back by rebe horsemen. In turn, Campbell
ordered dragoons to pursue the rebels, and two prisoners were taken, through whom he

confirmed the union of the remaining rebe forces under Elbert and their new pogtion at

59 Campbell, Journal, p. 49.
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Boggy Gut.?® The British replenished themsdlves at Telfair’s plantation before
marching for Boggy Gut the next day.

At Boggy Gut, the British were again disgppointed, as what rebe force had
located there had since departed, leaving only “traces of their fires”®! Campbell’s scouts
informed him that Elbert had now taken a position on McBeans Creek and intended to
confront him there. Campbell concocted a clever plan, and gave orders to Colond
Maitland, Baird's Light Infantry, and the Florida Rangers to return to Tdfair’' s plantation
for provisons. Privatdly, he changed the orders and sent them with two cannon to the
west and to cross the creek above and then move behind Elbert’s position on the creek.®?
When in position early the next morning, the 30", Maitland was to open with his cannon
to sgnd to Campbel his successful march, and then Campbel’s men on the south sde of
the creek would answer with their own attack. The morning of the attack, Camphbell
formed hismenin line, and following the discharge of Maitland’ s artillery, opened with
his own on the most “ suspicious part of the swamp” surrounding the creek, but to no
success.®® Campbell’ s force advanced across the creek, only to meet Maitland moving
toward them. Campbell soon learned from Maitland that two foraging Florida Rangers
had been discovered by the rebels, and Elbert, redlizing the situation, quickly retreated.®*

Campbdl, disgusted by the continued lack of discipline shown by Brown's rangers, noted

60 Ibid., p. 50.
61 Ibid., p. 51.
62 Ibid.
63 Ibid., p. 52.
64 Ibid.
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the haste of the rebel retreat and thus a wasted opportunity. He wrote the rebels had
|eft their “pork and beef by unattended fires” and their water “barely heated.”®®

After exchanging letters with George Galphin (a noted Whig sympathizer and
Indian trader in the area) warning againgt his continued insubordination to the Crown,
Campbd| took ninety of hisdavesfor security against Gaphin's good behavior. The
same morning, he left the Florida Rangers and light infantry a McBeans Creek to refresh
themsalves and moved ahead with the 71% and the New Y ork Volunteers and cavary to
pursue Elbert' sforce. That evening, the detachment came upon the rebdls at Spirit
Creek, in southern Richmond County, and Campbell watched as some 200 men fortified
Fort Henderson, asmall stockaded fort guarding the north bank of the creek.® Campbell
found high ground that commanded the fort, and, within ten minutes, his artillery blasted
the Whigs from thefort. Hisforce crossed the creek, occupied the fort, and the rebelsfell
back to Augusta. Alarmed by the sounds of battle, the remaining British force rushed to
Spirit Creek, but, finding the Stuation in hand, the entire group made camp.

At daylight on the 31%, the small British army broke camp at Spirit Creek and
advanced toward Augusta. Returning scouts aerted Campbell that a Colond Lytle and
300 troops had joined Elbert, and the whole had laid an ambush at Cupboard Swamp.®’
As the British gpproached the swamp and flanked the supposed rebd position, afew
American horsemen exchanged fire before retiring, and Campbell’s men took afew

prisoners. Campbel| learned Elbert had falen back toward Augusta, where he planned to

65 Ibid.
66 Ibid., p. 53.
67 Ibid., p. 54.
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defend the town from a“masked” battery on the opposite side of the river that
commanded the River Road.?® With thisintdligence, the British made a circuitous route
to the west of Augusta and entered the town unopposed. Upon entrance to Augusta, the
British took a handful of prisoners and learned that Elbert, dong with General Andrew
Williamson, had evacuated their 1,800 man army and retreated to the South Carolinaside
of the river, having taken the town’ s ferry boats with them and awaiting immediate
reinforcements from North Carolina.®

Eagerly recaived by the town’s Loydist sympathizers, the British set about
fortifying Augusta. Campbell described the town as a number of “straggling houses’ on a
long street pardleling theriver.”® He noted the location of the ferry, the width and depth
of the river, the church, and the condition of the town’ s defenses, namely Fort Grierson,
located just east of the main thoroughfare. At that time, the wooden, stockaded fort
consisted of four bastions with eight small cannon.” Campbell’s campaign, a that point,
had been amogt acomplete success. His smdl army had moved quickly up the Savannah
River vdley, practicaly without hindrance, and secured the strategic frontier town. For
the time being, al the important towns and posts in Georgia were under complete British

control. (Campbell would not hold Augusta and abandon the town on February 14™".)

68 Ibid.
69 Ibid.
70 Ibid.
71 Ibid.
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Sgnificance:

Campbdl’s march to Augusta and the subjugation of that town marked the
success of the British invason of Georgia  All points of importance, namdy Savannah,
Sunbury, and now Augusta, were under British control. A blow to Whig pride, the
American leadership in South Carolinaimmediately began plotting to retake the Sate.
The subsequent victory at Kettle Creek would boost such hopes, but the soon to follow
disaster at Brier Creek would crush them.

The new British strategy of reconquering the colonies by campaigning from the
south had opened successfully.  Although Camphbe |’ s occupation of Augustawas initidly
short-lived, the British would return to reoccupy the town. For the most part, Georgia

would remain a British possession for the rest of the war.

Ste condition:

Determining the Ste ‘ condition’ of the course of amilitary campaign that
sretched gpproximately 100 milesis, of course, somewhat problematic. The river road
that Campbell’s men traversed is fragmented, preserved here and there as asphalt-paved
portions of the origina route. However, in large part, at least through Effingham,
Screven, and Burke counties, the setting of the route remains rurd and agrarian in nature.
In Richmond County, however, the setting changes rapidly to an industria corridor and

then suburban sprawl.

76



National Register Status and Recommendation:

Without documentary evidence, no potential Nationa Register boundary is
judtifiable within the City of Augusta. Furthermore, the actud entrance of Campbell’s
army into Augustawas practicaly anon-event. The sory of the capture of Augustawas
Campbd|’s campaign up the Savannah River valey and the attempted resistance by the
remaining Whig militia. However, within Augusta, four listed Nationd Regigter
resources are related to the location of Campbell’s entrance into Augusta. Downtown
Augusta comprises three National Register didtricts: Greene Street Historic Didrict,
Broad Street Historic Didtrict, and Pinched Gut Historic Digtrict. Pinched Gut Didtrict
generdly coversthe colonid portion of Augusta, athough no colonia buildings or
sructures survive. Broad Street and Greene Street didtricts also contain portions of
colonia Augusta. Saint Paul’s Epsicopd Church remainsonits origina Ste and dates to
colonid times. The church was originaly contained within, and then located adjacent to,

the town’s origind colonid fort.

Preliminary Ste Recommendation:

In the case of Campbel’s Augusta campaign, acquisition of property is neither
reasonable or necessary. The route and events reating to the campaign could be easily
marked by a series of historica markers at and/or near important stes. Thus, Site
interpretation would be accomplished by interpretive sgns located dong Campbdl’s
route in the fashion of ahigtory ‘trail.” Loca museumslocated in counties dong

Campbdl’ s route would be the best venues for interpreting the Augusta.campaign in



detail. The Augusta Museum is the most gppropriate place for inclusion of aprogram

interpreting the campaign in its entirety, as that town was the campaign’s objective.
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Figure 7.2: Along the route, view at Boggy Gut Creek
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Figure 7.4. End of Augusta Campaign, view of portion of colonid Augugta site
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CHAPTER 8

CASE STUDY: BATTLE OF KETTLE CREEK

Description:

As British Lieutenant Colond Archibald Campbell moved on Augustain early
1779, Tory Colone James Boyd moved south from North Carolinawith asmdl militia
force. One of Campbdll’s campaign objectives was to combine with this force a
Augusta. Boyd, however, was being monitored by American militia, and his movements
would not go unchecked. Opposed by limited forces at Cherokee Ford and Vanns Creek
on the Savannah River, Boyd dispatched the Whig militia and moved from South
Cardlinainto Georgia.  An smdler American force would catch up with Boyd' sforce at
Kettle Creek in Wilkes County on February 14, 1779, and a sharp battle was fought.
Boyd was mortaly wounded and his smdl army dispersed. The American victory was
total, and only afew hundred of Boyd's men would ever reach Campbell. The steis
commemorated by asmal, county-owned park a ‘War Hill" in southwest Wilkes

County, near Tyrone.
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Historical Narrative:

Following the occupation of Savannah, Colonel James Boyd, who had traveled
with Campbell from New Y ork and of whom little is known, moved out of Savannah and
into the Georgia and Carolina backcountry on amission to recruit Loydist militia Boyd,
gpparently anative of South Carolina, was staunchly loya and had traveled to New Y ork
to meet with British officers and lend hisassstance. He claimed to be an influentia
backwoodsman who could rdly ‘thousands' of troops to the British cause if and when the
opportunity afforded. With the new British invasion srategy, Boyd' s assistance quickly
became both viable and crucid to their success in the south. Thus, following the British
army’ s successful entrance into Georgia, Boyd was deployed and moved quickly into the
backcountry of Georgiaand the Carolinas he knew so well.

Colond Boyd and his officers did have some success, but not nearly the success
Boyd predicted. Boyd began moving south again with approximately 600 to 700 men, al
raised in North and South Carolina.’? At the same time, Campbell, siill in Augusta,
dispatched horsemen into the Wilkes County backcountry to give the loyaty oath to its
inhabitants and to promise that no harm would come to them should they remain loyd to
the crown. These same horsemen were to rendezvous with Boyd' s force, but they were
besieged by militia at two frontier forts, finaly being surrounded a Carr’ s Fort by South

Caralinaand Georgia militia under Colonels Andrew Pickens of South Carolinaand John

72 Davis, Jr., Robert S., and Kenneth H. Thomas, Jr., Kettle Creek: The Battle of the Cane Brakes, Wilkes
County, Georgia, Atlanta: Georgia Department of Natural Resources, Historic Preservation
Section, 1975, p. 33.



Dooly of Georgia.”® Pickens soon learned, however, that Colond Boyd was moving
through the Carolinas with asizable Loyalist force, and they retired the Sege a Carr's
Fort and headed back to South Carolina as no doubt some of the militia were concerned
for their families and property.

On February 11", Boyd was trying to cross into Georgia, but was denied by a
smal Whig force garrisoning a blockhouse at Cherokee Ford on the Georgia- South
Carolina border. Boyd did not try this defense but moved north and completed a more
difficult crossing a Vann's Creek. However, a Sizable portion of the Whig force at
Cherokee Ford had moved north along the opposite bank to oppose them and fought them
at Vann's Creek. Hopelessy outnumbered, the Whigs fell back with heavy losses, but
Boyd' s position was now being monitored. When Pickens received word that Boyd had
crossed into Georgia, he and Dooly immediately returned to the state to pursue him.
They followed closdy behind the Tories, careful to keep themsdves between Boyd and
his probable objective—Campbel’s main force a Augusta.

Meanwhile, Campbell was well awvare of a patriot army forming on the opposite
bank of the Savannah in South Carolina, of the more sizable Patriot army south and
across the river a Purysburgh, which could cross and cut him off from Savannah, and of
Augusta' s lack of supply for hisown force. Concerned his force was exposed to attack
and fearing the Whigs might move between he and Savannah, Campbell pulled his

British army out of Augusta on February 14, 1779.

73 Ibid., p. 27-28.



On that same morning, Boyd, who had no idea that Campbel| had withdrawn
from Augusta or that Pickens and Dooly were so close behind him, made camp in abend
on the north bank of Kettle Creek in Wilkes County. His men had come upon some céttle
grazing, and they had stopped to daughter some of them.

Pickens redlized he had an opportunity to surprise Boyd. With aforce of 400
againg 700 or more, Pickens needed the advantage of surprise and drew up his plan
accordingly.” He would deploy an advanced guard with orders not to fire and send both
Colond Doaly and Lieutenant Colond Elijah Clarke with 200 men each around to attack
the enemy’s left and right.”  Pickens himsdf would advance in the center with the main
force of 200 men.”®

Had the plan been executed correctly, Pickens might have had his surprise and a
rout, but his men had difficulty in carrying out his orders. His advance guard opened fire
on Tory pickets, thereby derting the rest of Boyd's men and foiling any opportunity of
aurprise. Hearing the skirmishing, Boyd took 100 of his men and stationed them behind a
crude fence and fallen trees dong the hill overlooking the path of Pickens's advance.”’
Pickens continued to advance and was ambushed by Boyd' s men. Meanwhile, both
Clarke and Dooly were trying to make their circuitous routes to the action, but they were
literdly mired in the swampy terrain around Kettle Creek and unable to give Pickens any

immediate rdief.

74 1bid., p. 36.
75 1bid., p. 37.
76 1bid.

77 1bid., p. 38.



The Whigs plan of attack had fallen gpart, and, had the whole of the Tory force
managed to form, certain defeat loomed. But the Loydist’sleader, Colond Boyd, fell in
the fighting, and his men fatered and fell back. Pickens sensed the Stuation and did not
wadte the opportunity. He ordered his men forward and down the hill to attack the
retreating enemy. At the same time, both Clarke and Dooly finaly emerged from the
swamps and reinforced the attack.

The Loydigts crossed the creek and tried to reform with the rest of their men on
the risng ground on the oppogite bank. Thistime, Clarke saeized the opportunity and took
about 50 of his men, crossed the creek, and charged the hill.”® While the Tories tried to
re-form under Mgor William Spurgin on the right sde of the hill, Clarke and his men
attacked from the left. In this daring attack, Clarke had his horse shot out from under
him, but the charge succeeded in preventing the Tories from reorganizing. Now under
heavy fire both from Clarke s determined force and the rest of the Whig force, the Tories
faled to raly, and, after ahaf hour of sherp fighting, fell back and findly fled in
confusion.

The Whigs had scored avictory. Casualty reports varied, but averaging accounts,
the Whigs lost about 20 men killed, and the Tories lost the same number killed or
wounded and the same again captured.”® The remnants of Boyd's force limped
southward in the direction of Campbdl’ s retreating army, but only 270 of the origina

600 to 700 men ever joined the British army.®® No doubt most of Boyd's recruits, many

78 Stevens, History of Georgia, p. 191.
79 Davisand Thomas, Jr., Kettle Creek, p. 40.
80 Ibid., p. 39.
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)
of whom had been coerced into joining by some of Boyd's unscrupulous officers, were

sck of the experience and returned home.

Following the battle, Pickensis said to have returned to the dying Colond Boyd.
Although accounts differ as to the exchange, this encounter appears to have been
reldively cordia, proving the two officers were of honorable demeanor and likely
acquaintances.®’ Boyd may have given Pickens his effects to send dong to hiswifein
South Carolina, but he refused to renounce his king and was pleased to diein the
Crown'’s defense.

Pickens alowed some of the Tory captives to bury the dead on the field in return
for their paroles. The Colonel was good at his word and rel eased those upon completion
of their duties and marched the rest of their Loydist prisoners towards South Carolina. In
the days following the Baitle of Kettle Creek, the Whigs continued to pick up straggling
Tories, and by the time they entered Augusta, they held 150 of Boyd's men.®? The
prisoners were marched to Ninety-Six Didrict in South Carolinato stand trid. Of the
150 prisoners, 20 were sentenced to hang, though only five were actually executed 23
Testimony showed the coercive tactics Boyd' s officers had used in raising troops—
namely threstening the colonid’ s family and property should they refuseto join. Those

officers who appeared to be the ringleaders were the few who did hang.

81 Ibid., p. 39, 43.
82 Ibid., p. 43.
83 Ibid.



Sgnificance:

Asagenerd rule, much of the action that took place in the South has been
overlooked by scholars and by preservationists. Nowhere isthat more gpparent than in
Georgia. Assuredly, Georgia was the weakest, poorest, and least populated of all the
coloniesin rebdlion. Thisfact is precisgly why the new British strategy of southern
invasion indicated Georgia as the firgt in the sequence of states to attack. How could
such ameager colony even hope to prevent such an incurson?

But, the British had overestimated their ability to recruit Loydist militia They
had overestimated the strength of Loydist sentiment in the backcountry and dong the

frontier. It was there to be sure, and there were recruits to be had, but they numbered in

the hundreds, not the thousands as the British had supposed and hoped. Astime wore on

and Boyd failed to gppear with his thousands of Loyalist militia, Campbel’s Stuation at
Augusta became increasingly uncomfortable. With a szable Whig force forming
opposite Augustain South Carolina and a Continental Army between him and Savannah
on the South Carolina side, he withdrew from the upcountry town and fell back toward
the coast.

Meanwhile, Boyd hed findly entered Georgiawith hissmdl Tory army, but his
circuitous route allowed the force under Whig Colonels Pickens and Dooly to catch up
with him a Kettle Creek in Wilkes County and rout and defeat him. Although some of
that force would eventudly reach the main body of the British army in Georgia, severd
problems with the British plan had been exposed. Many of the backcountry men were

neither patriot or Tory. Their dlegiances were convenient: for instance, Campbell
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recruited dmost 1000 men at Augusta, but they disappeared when he withdrew from

the town. Furthermore, the numbers of those who were slaunchly Loyalist and willing to
fight had been greetly exaggerated. Boyd' s march through Georgiaand North and South
Carolina had netted the British only 700 to 800 men, many of whom were haf-hearted
about the cause and fought out of fear of reprisa. The British had dso underestimated
the strength of Whig sentiment in the southern backcountry. 1t seemsthat the British may
have expected practicaly everyone in the south, particularly in poor Georgia, to more or
lessfal back into the roydist fold once the British had regained control of their province.
But the British had not expected fierce res stance such as that which met Colonel Boyd
on the muddy banks of Kettle Creek.

If the early action in Georgia gave any indication of what lay ahead for the British
in South Carolina, North Carolina, and Virginia, it must certainly have given the British
officerspause. Certainly the southern invasion had been generdly a successful oneto
that point, but it must have been clear that the subjugation of the south would not be as
smple asthe British high command had hoped. With Continental regulars garrisoned in
South Carolina and with crafty, determined Whig militia moving undetected through the
rugged countryside, it must have been clear that the war for the south would be a bitter
druggle.

Thefirgt true indication of both the determination of the Petriot cause in the south
and of thefata flaws underlying the new British Srategy was the Battle of Kettle Creek

in Georgia. Pickenswould later describe the event as “the severest check and



chastisement the Tories ever received in Georgiaor South Carolina.” The importance

and implications of this battle were lost on no one.

Ste Condition:

Of dl the Revolutionary War stes in Georgia on which an action was fought,
Kettle Creek may bein the best condition. The Steremainsin arurd and agrarian
section of Wilkes County. In theimmediate vicinity of the Ste, caitle and forestry are the
predominant land uses. The Ste of the battle itsdf isa amdl but well-kept
commemorative park, focused primarily on War Hill. The park contains afew picnic
tables, asmdl cemetery (locd veterans of the Revolutionary War, not necessarily of the
Battle of Kettle Creek, have been reinterred here), a state historica marker, and two
granite monuments: a circa 1930 obelisk and a 1979 dab marker. Kettle Creek islocated
west of and below War Hill. Of sgnificant note, Kettle Creek was channdlized in the
early part of the twentieth century and actudly relocated severa hundred feet to the west.
The old creek bed remains and is clearly discernible to avigtor familiar with the
relocation of the waterway. Asde from the top of War Hill, the ground on the eastern
sde of Kettle Creek is heavily wooded. On the western side of the creek, and to the
south, the ground rises and isforested. This areawas a strategic portion of the battlefield.
To the north are open meadows, which have been fenced to enclose cattle.

The rdocation of Kettle Creek is the sngle sgnificant change to the battlefied,
but to what degree this change diminishes the integrity and importance of the Steis

debatable. Asadtrategic point on the battlefield and namesake of the action, Kettle
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Creek is an important, if not the most important, component of the landscape.
Judtifigbly, some historians and preservationists might consider the creek’ s dteration a
ggnificant blow to the Ste' s historicd integrity. The researcher believes any attemptsto
interpret the site must acknowledge and interpret the relocation of Kettle Creek. If
properly done, the researcher believes the relocation of the creek proves an interesting
example of how landscapes, even rurd and isolated, are in a constant state of flux, both
naturdly and artificidly. An dterndtive trestment for consderation could be the
retoration of the origind creek bed. This aternative would have to be thoroughly
investigated on historical, archaeological, and ecologica grounds, however, the
restoration could provide sgnificant interpretive and ecologica benefits.

The sngle-biggest threet to the Kettle Creek Steis continued timbering in its
immediate vicinity. Although land adjacent to the memorid park has not been timbered
recently, no regulations would prevent it. Evidence of clear-cut logging can be seen
within afew miles of the park, and anumber of smal clearings have been made in much
closer proximity. If any additiond historica research or archaeological evidence reveds
the extent of the battle to be larger than the park and itsimmediate surrounding,
archaeological evidence, if not dready 0, could be severely damaged or lost.

The Kettle Creek park is currently maintained by Wilkes County and the
Washington-Wilkes Historica Society, who, by al accounts, appear to be doing as good

ajob as possible considering their limited resources.
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National Register Status and Recommendation:

The current Nationa Register boundary for this Ste encloses 12.5 acres on the
north sde of Kettle Creek and should be expanded to include the north and south banks
of the creek, the high ground on the south side of the creek, and a portion of the flat, open
agriculturd fidds just west of thet rise. This boundary could be more particularly
described as a broad corridor of approximately 1000 feet, centered on Kettle Creek and
running from west to east, beginning just east of the confluence of Kettle Creek and
Carlton Branch and ending 500 feet east of War Hill and swelling to include both the
exiging Nationd Register boundary north of the creek a *War Hill’ and the rising ground
opposite of that hill on the south Sde of the creek.

This boundary would include dl relevant events and naturd features related to the
action at Kettle Creek. Strategic natura festures include the creek and both hills War
Hill and the rise on the opposite bank. By extending the boundary as a corridor further
east and west of these hills, the Site would incorporate troop movements made along and
across the creek but not in the immediate vicinity of the action itself—most notably
Colond Dooly’s and Lieutenant Colonel Clarke' s flanking movements on opposite Sdes
of War Hill. Theinitid action was fought on the dopes and in the immediate vicinity of
War Hill, and following the first Tory retreet, on the risng ground south and acrossthe

creek.



Preliminary Ste Recommendation:

The Kettle Creek siteis probably the best opportunity for Federa or state
acquigtion of ardativey intact Revolutionary War battlefidd in Georgia. A number of
reasons support this conclusion. Aside from the relocation of Kettle Creek, the Site
remans Smilar to its condition a the time of the battle, making the Kettle Creek Site one
of high aesthetic vaue that would likely draw vigtors for this reason as wel asfor its
higtoric value. Other gtes of significant pitched battles have been largely obliterated in
urban areas a Savannah and Augusta. Moreover, the Battle of Kettle Creek was
Georgid slone sgnd victory over British forces. Findly, such an undertaking could
provide a vauable assat and economic stimulus for Wilkes County and the immediate
areawhile protecting, maintaining, and acknowledging the importance of the hitoric
Kettle Creek battlefield. Given the surrounding land usg, it is not unlikely that additiona
property in the area may be available and at reasonable cost. It istrue that recent state
budgetary condtraints have prompted the consideration of closing state-owned historic
stes and parks rather than acquiring new ones. However, this Steis of paramount
importance to the State of Georgia within the context of the formation of the United
States.

If apark could be created, interpretive possbilities are extensve. A vistor's
center should be located within walking distance but not adjacent to sgnificant portions
of the battlefield. Parking should be located the furthest away from historical points at
the site and paved with a porous surface, such asloose gravel. Likewise, trails leading to

and within the site should be of a porous nature, such as peagrave or pebbles. All



gructures should be built of natural materid, and any structures and facilities should be
kept to a minimum and away from higtorica points on the battlefied. Interpretive Sgns
should be kept to a minimum and not be obtrusive. Findly, a preservation and landscape
plan should be developed to protect the Site and avoid maintenance that might be a
detriment to historicaly significant portions of the landscape. Nature trails and camp
Stes might prove aviable portion of apark plan, but such amenities should aso avoid
important historic points on the bettlefield.

According to the rdatively high or modest ambitions of the creation of apark at
Kettle Creek, the Ste could be maintained with a minimum of manpower. Severd small
military parks in the southeast and mid-Atlantic that are Federally or state-owned do not
have a permanent staff presence on-sSite. The parks are maintained, monitored, opened,
and closed on adaily basis, but personnel are not maintained on-Ste on aregular
schedule. A couple of examples of such parks are Sailor’s Creek Battlefield in
southcentrd Virginiaand Fort Gadsden in northwestern Forida.

Barring the creation of a Federd or dtate park at the Kettle Creek gSte, it might be
suggested that ether additiona hitorica markers or an interpretive sgn be ingadled to

give vigtors a better understanding of what took place during the Battle of Kettle Creek.
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Figure 8.1: View of ‘War Hill' a Kettle Creek baitlefield park

Figure 8.2: View of Kettle Creek at battlefield park
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CHAPTER9

CASE STUDY: BATTLE OF BRIER CREEK

Description:

After American victories at Kettle Creek in Georgia, and Beaufort in South
Cardlina, Generd Benjamin Lincoln proposed an invasion of Georgia to expd the
British. Three separate columns would enter the state. Theinvasion plans were quickly
abandoned, however, when one of the armies, commanded by General John Ashe and
composed primarily of North Carolinamilitia, was surprised and routed at Brier Creek, in
Screven County. A smadl commemorative park is now located on the creek in what is

mogt likely a portion of the battlefield.

Historical Narrative:

In late January of 1779, a British army of some 1000 men under Lieutenant
Colone Archibald Campbell had occupied Augusta, Georgia practically unopposed.®*
Now, the British waited to reconnoiter with an army of Tory militiabeing assembled in

the Carolinas by a Colond James Boyd. However, the strength of the force Boyd

84 Coleman, American Revolutionin Georgia, p. 122.
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104
origindly assembled would never be redized by the British army, asthat Tory force

was surprised and dispersed at the Battle of Kettle Creek in Wilkes County, Georgia

Following the successful defense of Beaufort, South Carolina and then the victory
at Kettle Creek, Whig sympathy grew stronger in the southern colonies. Generd
Benjamin Lincoln and his patriot army, ingtaled at Purysburg, South Carolina, benefited
from these advances and the army’ s ranks sweled, nearly doubling the size of the force.
With this renewed strength, Lincoln saw the opportunity to reenter Georgia and recover
the gate from the British and Tories. Lincoln quickly went into action and ordered
Genera Andrew Williamson of Georgia and 1,200 troops to the eastern bank of the
Savannah River opposite Augusta, Generd Griffith Rutherford with 800 men to the
Black Swamp in South Caroling, and Genera John Ashe with 1,400 North Carolina
militiaand 100 Georgia continentals under Colonel Samuel Elbert below Augusta®

As Williamson took his pogition across from Augusta and Ashe s force began to
move closer, Campbell saw his occupation of the town as untenable and began to
withdraw. He was concerned the Whigs might defeet his force outright or cut him off
from the British base of operations in Savannah. Grosdy overestimating the size of the
Whig forces opposing him, Campbell decided to retreat and fall back to Savannah. On
February 14™, the same day Boyd was defeated at Kettle Creek, Campbell quietly left
Augugta. Ashe then crossed into Georgiawith the intention of opposing him.

Campbel |’ s force crossed and then destroyed the pontoon bridge on Brier Creek at

Odoms Ferry. They reconnoitered with the remnants of Boyd' s force from the Kettle

85 Ward and Allen, The War of the Revolution, p. 683.



Creek defeat before continuing south to Ebenezer and then on to Savannah. Ashe's
force left Augusta on February 271", and unaware of which route the British might have
taken, took the River Road dong the Savannah River. They were stopped at the ruined
bridge at Brier Creek and made camp. The rebels quickly set about repairing the bridge
and building aroad to the Savannah River to receive reinforcements from South Carolina
Ashe had expected his force to be bolstered by significant reinforcements but was
disappointed by the addition of only about 200 light-horse militia under a Colond
Marbury.8

British Generd Augustine Prevost moved to defend the state so recently
conquered. Concerned Ashe' singdlation at Brier Creek would cut off the British from
the upcountry, Prevost determined to ‘didodge’ the Americans. He dispatched aMgor
MacPherson with the 1% battalion of the 71% Regiment of foot, dong with some Tory
irregulars and two fieldpieces, and ordered them to the south bank of Brier Creek to
impede Ashe's pursuit of Campbell and to mask the movements of Prevost’ s brother,
Lieutenant Colonel Mark Prevost.®” Lieutenant Colonel Mark Prevost’s force,
composing the 2" battalion of the 71%, Sir James Baird's light infantry, three companies
of grenadiers from the 60" Regiment, atroop of provincia light horse, and about 150

Tory militia some 900 in dl, made amiraculous 50 mile march during the evening of

86 Cox, William E., “Brigadier-General John Ashe's Defeat in the Battle of Brier Creek,” The Georgia
Historical Quarterly Val. 57, No. 2 (Summer, 1973), p. 297.
87 Ward and Allen, The War of the Revolution, p. 684.



March 2" to the east of Ashe's force, crossed Brier Creek above them, and came
around to surprise Ashe's small army from the rear the following morning. %8

Digregarding sketchy intelligence suggesting a British military presencein the

area on the afternoon of March 2", Ashe failed to prepare his force for a possible attack.

The next morning, when scouts reported Prevost’ s force only afew miles away and
moving quickly, Ashe hurriedly formed his smdl army into column and posted Elbert’s
Georgia Continentasin front. The force moved north on the River Road to meet the
attackers, only minutes before their gppearance. With Brier Creek and an unfinished
bridge at hisrear, Ashe wasin a near desperate Situation. As the enemy approached and
prepared to attack, one British Highlander cried, ‘Now my boys, remember Poor
Macdiger!” The reference wasto adain British officer who had been assigned to
protect the family of a captured Whig officer, but Macdister was killed by araiding party
from the Carolinas and his body hacked to pieces®®

Elbert moved his men 100 yards forward, and the Georgia Continental s opened
fire on the enemy from the right side of the Whig line®® Poorly armed and equipped, the
North Carolina militiawas never composed and soon began to fal gpart, many fleeing
without having discharged their wegpons. Elbert’s Continentals continued to hold their
ground for severd minutes before redizing the disintegration behind themand the

hopelessness of their stand. Soon, they too broke ranks and fled. Ashe would later

88 Ibid.
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89 Cashin, Edward J., The King' s Ranger: Thomas Brown and the American Revolution on the Southern

Frontier, Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1989, p. 92.
90 Ward and Allen, The War of the Revolution, p. 684.



complain that Elbert had moved his Georgiatroopsinto his North Carolinian’s line of
fire and blocked them from firing on the enemy. Severa accounts, however, suggest that
the North Carolina militia were discombobul ated from the outset and never gave the
appearance of making an effective stand.’  Asthe militia shifted and began to bresk, a
hole opened in the center of the Whig line that was quickly exploited by the attacking
British. Asthe American line collapsed, Ashe made a desperate attempt to raly his men
before he too fdll back toward the swamps and the Savannah River. Mogt of the fleeing
rebelstried to retreat across the river and back into South Caroling, and many were
drowned in the surrounding swamps, if not in theriver itsdf. British officers would later
Speculate that if Prevost had been at the head of his attacking force, rather than toward
the rear, none of the retreating rebels could have escaped.®?

Ashe, whose reputation was destroyed by the crushing defeat, would later write
that had the British not initidly hestated when coming upon hisforce, the whole army
might have been captured. He blamed the defeat on disobedient officers, unruly soldiers,
and ‘mutinies and desertions within the regiments®® Later accused of cowardice
himsdf, Ashe was absolved of that charge but criticized for the Strategicaly poor location
of his encampment a Brier Creek and the lack of security there®* Later accounts would

aso partidly exonerate Ashe. He had deployed some of Marbury’ s dragoons as scouts,
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and athough the scouts had discovered Prevodt’ s circuitous march around Ashe' s
force well before the attack, the messenger sent to dert him was intercepted by the
British.%

The Americans lost some 200 men between the fighting and the subsequent
retreat.”® Eleven Whig officers and approximately 160 non-commissioned officers and
privates were captured by the British, including Colond Elbert.®” Of those who fled the
field and escaped, only about 450 ever returned to service, the remainder having returned
to their homes®® The Americans had logt, aside from the men, some seven cannon,
amog dl their smal arms and ammunition, and their colors and baggage. The British
losses were light: only five privates killed and one officer and ten men wounded.*®

Thus, Generd Lincoln’s plan for removing the British from Georgia, or at least
restricting them to the coast, had met a serious setback. The disastrous American defeat
a Brier Creek left Georgiafirmly under British control. American Generd William
Moultrie would cal the battle “ nothing less that atota rout” and complain that many of
the North Carolina militia had not stopped running until they reached their homes'® The
coast of Georgiaremained occupied by the British, and their influence and

communications with upcountry Tories and backwoods Indians remained intact.

95 Ashmore and Olmstead, “ The Battles of Kettle Creek and Brier Creek,” p. 106.
96 Ward and Allen, The War of the Revolution, p. 684.
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99 Cooper, The Sory of Georgia, Val. 1, p. 610.

100 Ashmore and Olmstead, “ The Battle of Kettle Creek and Brier Creek,” p. 111.
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Sgnificance:

Following the impressive Whig victory just weeks earlier a Kettle Creek, the
British forces in Georgiawere briefly in adefensve posture. American Generd
Benjamin Lincoln saw an opportunity to recover the state and began to position his forces
for apossible assault. Ashe's movements were a precursor to such an attempt. The
British, however, were not unaware of Lincoln’s designs and, following a brief period of
vulnerability, moved to protect the state so recently conquered. Following the total rout
of Ashe' sforce a Brier Creek, any possble invasion by the Americansto retake Georgia
was made impossible. The opportunity lost, the Whigs in South Carolina reassessed their

gtuation, and the British hold on Georgia was strengthened.

Ste Condition:

The gte of the Battle of Brier Creek islocated in rurd, eastern Screven County,
only afew mileswest of the Savannah River. A smdl commemorative park (owned and
operated by Screven County) is located on what is presumed to be a portion of the
battlefield. The park contains a picnic shelter, an interpretive state historical marker, a
Masonic historical marker devoted to Samue Elbert, and severd trash dumpster bins.
The gte gppears to double both as a park and arurd trash collection facility. A small,
sandy beach areais|ocated aong the banks of Brier Creek and is used for recreation.
Graffiti covers both the Brannens Bridge Road bridge over Brier Creek, aswdl asthe
picnic shelter. Although the dumpsters are located away from other features of the park,

they are aggnificant dement of the Ste. Two piles of concrete block rubble are the
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remains of two men’s and women’s restrooms. Visitors to the park stated that the

restrooms had previousdly been wdll-kept and were an important amenity. They were
disappointed the park was no longer being maintained to previous standards.

Locd land useis of an agricultural nature, and the setting is amixture of fields
and foress. The mogt Sgnificant land usein the immediate vicinity of the Brier Creek
park isslviculture. Severd acres of land in close proximity to the park have been
recently mechanicaly logged. Asthelocation of the baitlefield and dl its componentsis
not certain, such activity could have serioudy adverse effects to remaining archaeological

evidence.

National Register Status and Recommendation:

The potentid National Register boundary would be drawn to include the current
bounds of the Brier Creek Battlefidd Park. This boundary would contain that parcel of
land located immediately east of Brier Creek and north of Brannens Bridge Road.
Barring an archaeologicd assessment conclugively identifying this location as the site of
the battle, no increase in the proposed National Register boundary is proposed.

Lacking more than one geographical fegture to conclusvely locate the battlefield
gte (such as a Kettle Creek), and without a definitive archaeologicd investigation, the
battlefield boundary should be drawn to incorporate the location historically understood
to bethe battlefidd Ste. This Ste currently serves asamemorid park and isinterpreted

as the center of thefighting at Brier Creek.
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Preliminary Ste Recommendation:

Of paramount importance &t the Brier Creek steis athorough archaeological
investigation to confirm the location of the battle. The results of such research and
examination would greatly influence, if not determine, the course of action needed to
protect and adequately commemorate and interpret the Site.

Currently, interpretation &t the site is made by an over-szed sate higtorica
marker based on the Ashmore-Olmstead article in the Georgia Historica Quarterly. The
Ashmore-Olmstead understanding of the battle is the best to date, but archeologists note
that the location of the Ste has never been confirmed by archaeologica research and
investigation.

Until the Site of the Battle of Brier Creek can be confirmed, the current small,
commemorative park is adequate. 1dedly, the trash dumpster bins should be removed,
and the restroom facilities restored. Graffiti on the bridge and picnic shelter could be
abated, and more vigilance on the part of county sheriff’s deputies might help dleviate
some of that problem. However, one should consider the likely limited resources arurd
county has at its disposal before criticizing the current satus of the park. Although the
interpretive state historical marker at the Ste is adequate, an additional marker on nearby
State Route 24 would indicate to interested passersby the close proximity of the historic
gte.

A successful archaeologicd investigation could greetly increase the urgency for
the dt€' s preservation. As at Kettle Creek battlefield in Wilkes County, the genera

setting of the Brier Creek Steisrdatively smilar to what it would have been at the time
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of the battle: rurd and agriculturd, fields and forests. Should more defined battlefield

boundaries emerge, the Brier Creek site could provide the same opportunities for Federa
or date acquisition and for subsequent protection, commemoration, and interpretation.
Generd guideines could be smilar to those proposed for the Kettle Creek site (see

above).
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Figure 9.2: View of Brier Creek at park
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CHAPTER 10

CASE STUDY: THE SIEGE AND BATTLE OF SAVANNAH (SPRING HILL)

Description:

Following the successful British invasion of Georgiain late 1778 and early 1779,
the American commanders were determined to didodge the British foothold in the South
and expd the enemy from Georgia. When the assistance of a French fleet and subgtantia
army were provided for ashort timein the early fdl of 1779, the Americans eagerly
coordinated a plan to rdieve Savannah of its British captors. A combined American and
French army laid Sege to the town in mid- September of 1779 and then attacked on
October 9. The operation was a disaster, and the Franco- American army was repul sed
with heavy losses. The strongest attack and fiercest fighting occurred at the Spring Hill
redoubt, a heavily fortified postion at the northwest corner of the city’ s defenses.
Following the defeet, the French boarded their boats and salled away, and the Americans
retreated to South Carolina. The opportunity to retake Savannah had been lost.

The Spring Hill redoubt Steislocated at the old Centrd of Georgia Railway
shops and related facilitiesin Savannah. The actua redoubt Site is supposed to be a

vacant lot to the south of the Centra of Georgia Termina Depot (now the Savannah
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Vigtor's Center and Savannah Museum). The lot and the surrounding area has seen
substantia land use change and the almost complete reengineering of the landscape. No
trace of the old fortifications remain, and the setting has been dragticdly dtered sncethe

time of the battle.

Historical Narrative:

Following the British capture of Savannah in December 1778, the American army
in the south under Mgor General Benjamin Lincoln was eager to try and retake the town.
The British commander, Mgor Generd Augustine Prevost, however, had converted
Savannah into a veritable fortress. Lincoln knew hisarmy did not have the strength or
confidence to make an atempt on the town, and therefore the Americans bided their time.

A unique opportunity afforded itsalf in September of 1779. The French fleet and
army operating in the Caribbean under Count Charles-Henri d’ Estaing was offered to the
Americans for an dlied operation againg Britishheld Savannah. D’Egtaing’s
remarkably diverse force was composed of some 4,000 troops, including French, Irish,
and Haitian soldiers, and the role of officers read like awho’swho of French aristocratic
families'®* On the 12", &’ Estaing landed his sizable force unopposed a Beaulieu
Pantation on the Vernon River, about eight miles south of Savannah. There hisarmy

regrouped and began moving northward.

101 Russell and Hines, Savannah, p. 62.
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Lincoln, eager to regain Savannah, marched 2,100 Continentals and militia
southward from Charleston and joined d' Estaing on the 16,292 Thejoint Franco-
American force immediately caled on Prevost to surrender the town.

Prevost wasin adifficult position. Eight hundred of his finest soldiers, the 71%
Highlanders under Colond John Maitland, were moving south from operations in South
Carolinabut had not yet arrived.’®® Prevost begged df Estaing’s and Lincoln’s patience
while he ‘considered’ their offer. When Maitland arrived on the 239, after an amazing
march through the swamps separating Savannah and Port Roya, South Carolinag, Prevost
defied the dlied commanders request for surrender. The Franco- American force then
dug in and commenced regular Sege operations.

The allies opened fire on Savannah on October 4™ with artillery, and athough the
fire did consderable damage to the town, it did little to weaken the formidable British
works. The bombardment continued sporadicaly for severd days. The Americans,
however, did not have French support indefinitely, and d Estaing was aready concerned
about the safety of hisfleet. It was hurricane season, and the French commander was
eager to complete operations at Savannah and move his shipsto safety. He suggested the
adlied army make a determined assault to overwhlem British defenses and take the town.

He proposed a plan in which aforce of about 500 militiaunder Brigadier Generd
Isaac Huger would feint againgt the southeastern corner of the British works in order to

disguise amassve assault againg the worksin the southwestern corner at the Spring Hill

102 Cooper, The Sory of Georgia, Val. I, p. 7.
103 Ward and Allen, The War of the Revolution, p. 690.
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redoubt.'®* D’ Estaing’s plan might have been agood oneif the dlies had not stalled
at Prevost’ s request when they first arrived and had the intelligence of this plan not
resched the British.

The dlies launched their attack on the 9", and the swampland surrounding
Savannah would prove to be aformidable opponent in itsown right. Huger’sforce
gruggled in the difficult terrain and failed to make a convincing feint. Worse, asizable
portion of the force moving on Spring Hill redoubt also became mired in the swamps and
turned back. Only about 1,200 French troops and American Continentals made the
assalt as originaly devised.!® They moved across the cleared glacis and obstacles
effectively, and South Carolina Continentals under Francis Marion actually mounted the
ramparts and achieved the top of the wall before being beaten back. Fierce fighting and
confusion ensued, and American casudties mounted rapidly. Over the course of one of
the bloodiest hours of the entire Revolutionary War, the Americans tried the line three
times, each time fatering and faling back over the corpses and mangled bodies of their
comrades. British artillery continued to pour cannonbals, grape, chain, and other meta
debris into the advancing lines. Unfortunately for and unbeknownst to the Americans,
the British had suspected the location of their attack, and Prevost had wisdly positioned
his best troops, Maitland’s 71%, a Spring Hill to meet them. The atack had been doomed

before it started.

104 1bid., p. 693.
105 1bid.
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Among the dlied casudties were d Estaing himsdlf, wounded in the left breast
by amusket ball. Sergeant William Jasper of the 2" South Carolina Continentals died
heroicaly while trying to retrieve his company’ s fdlen flag on the ramparts of Spring
Hill, as did Lieutenant John Bush. Count Casmir Pulaski, a daring and flamboyant
calvary officer of noble Polish birth, was killed under the steady stream of British
grapeshot.

The assault had failed, and the French and Americans, suffering horrific
casudlties, retreated. Some 800 French, American, and Irish soldiersfdl a Spring
Hill. 1% The British suffered only about 100 casudties*®” Lincoln was eager to attempt
the defenses again, but d’ Estaing had completely lost confidence in the operation and
lifted the dege. D’ Estaing quickly loaded his ships and removed from the Georgia coast.

The battle for Savannah had been aterrible defeat for the French and Americans
and did little to solidify French support for the American cause. However, the battle had
been an important and resounding victory for the British who maintained their foothold in
the south at Savannah. News of the victory made its way to London and was greeted

with jubilation.

Sgnificance:
The brief Sege of Savannah and the ensuing battle, concentrated at the Spring Hill

redoubt, was the largest Sngle military event that occurred in Georgia during the

106 Cooper, The Sory of Georgia, Val. I, p. 17.
107 Ibid.
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Revolution. The number of troops and casudties involved can be more easily

compared with other larger conflicts throughout the former colonies than with the smaller
events that regularly occurred within Georgia. The bloody and disappointing result make
this battle no less sgnificant than other better known American victoriesin Georgia or
elsawhere.

The diversity of the Franco-American forceisdso fascinating. The French army
included French, Irish, and Haitian soldiers. Officers were among some of the most
notable names in France, many of whom would meet their end later a the guillotine,
Henri Christophe, who would one day rise to become the ruler of free Haiti, saw action
and bled at Savannah. The names of notable American officers, such as Lincoln, Pulaski,
Marion, and Jasper, resound through our nation’s history in part due to their actions at
Savannah.

Findly, the end result of this battle was the continued occupation of Savannah by
the British. New British strategy demanded a strong base of operation for military units
in the south, and had the Americans retaken the town, that policy might have beenin
jeopardy. By maintaining Savannah, the British were able to continue southern
operations againg the Carolinas and their plansto retake their former colonies from

be ow.

Ste Condition:
The complete battlefield relating to the Franco- American sSiege and battle for

Savannah has long since been built over as the port city has grown over the last two
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centuries. Mogt portions of the battlefield and remnants of the town'’ s fortifications

are no doubt located below Structures that possess their own historical significance. The
generd location of the Spring Hill redoubt (the scene of the heaviest fighting) is dso the
gte of the Centra of Georgia Railroad’ stermind facilities—itsdlf a Nationd Historic
Landmark District.!%® The Central of Georgiawas one the nation’s earliest railroads.

Because of the relative enormity of the bettlefield of the sSege of Savannah and
the town’'s system of defenses, and because of the urban growth that now coversthis area
completdly, research has focused on the Spring Hill dte. Locd interested parties have
aso focused their efforts on this Site and are hoping to commemorate the beattle with a
park in the area, perhaps at the vacant lot which is supposed to be the actual Site of the
redoubt. Thislot formerly contained Centrad of Georgia masonry buildings that have
snce been demolished. Thelot is owned by Norfolk Southern Railroad and may harbor
lead contaminants. The area containing the old Centrd of Georgia Railroad termind
facilities, including the depot, warehouses, car barns, and rail yards, has been extensvely
graded and leveled to provide for the congruction of these facilities. Thisfact explains
why multiple archaeologica investigations in the vicinity have yielded very little
archaeologicd evidence of the battle, and why additiond archaeologica effort may not
provide much more.

In the vicinity of the Spring Hill site, both higtoric and non-historic structures are

prevdent. The Savannah Vistor's Center and Savannah Museum are located in the old

108 By overlaying period maps of Savannah and through historical and archaeological research, scholars
have concluded that the location of the Spring Hill redoubt is the area composed of the Savannah
Visitors Center and Museum parking lot, and the vacant ot located immediately to its south.



Centra of Georgia Termind Station just north of the Spring Hill lot, and the Centra

of Georgia Roundhouse Museum is located immediately to the west. Commercia
property is located to the east and south. Martin Luther King Boulevard bounds the ot
on the eest and is afive-lane and very busy thoroughfare. The Martin Luther King Jr.
Boulevard corridor has aso recently been the subject of city planning and economic
development efforts to revitalize and encourage responsible development in the area.

The Savannah Musaum does have a permanent display interpreting the Sege of
Savannah and, in particular, the fighting at the Spring Hill redoubt. A miniature diorama
shows what the redoubt probably looked like during the attack by the Americans. A pair
of state historical markers are dso located in the parking lot of the visitor’s center and

briefly describe the events of the battle.

National Register Satus and Recommendation:

The proposed Nationa Register boundary would comprise that portion of land
bounded by Louisville Road to the north, Martin Luther King J. Boulevard to the eadt,
Harris Street to south, and Ann Street to the west. This boundary would be immediately
adjacent to the Savannah National Historic Landmark Didtrict on the east, the Nationa
Higtoric Landmark Centra of Georgia Depot and Trainshed on the north, and the
Nationa Historic Landmark Centra of Georgia Railroad Savannah Shops and Termina
Facilitieson the southwest.

Although the entire town of Savannah was fortified by the British after their

capture of the town, and the Franco- American siege efforts encompassed the entirety of
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those defenses, the main assault of the dlied forces was at the Spring Hill Redoubt.

No trace of any Revolutionary-era fortifications exists within Savannah, and, in fact, &
many locations, the landscape has been radicdly dtered by changing land uses such as
commercid and resdentia development. The location of many of these early
fortifications would dready be included within the existing Savannah National Historic
Landmark Didrict.

Interested organi zations and persons in Savannah are determined that amemorid
park of some nature be established to commemorate the 1779 battle fought there. These
persons have focused their attentions on the empty |ot to the south of the Visitors
Center/Museum. This locetion is certainly asgnificant part of the baitlefiddd and a
reasonable and judtifiable location to establish some type of memorid for this event.
Since the entire area has been redevel oped, regraded, and is more or less unavailable, and
ancethe Steis surrounded by other significant and NHL listed historic resources, it
seems reasonable to consider this portion of the battlefidd for NR listing specificdly for

itsrolein the Sege of Savannah and the fierce fighting a the Spring Hill Redoulbt.

Preliminary Ste Recommendations:

For the past severd decades, extensive planning efforts have been made to create
a battlefield park in the Spring Hill redoubt vicinity for the past severa decades, but,
currently, no such park exists. The current plans for the park incorporate the existing
Centra of Georgia shop facilities with an interpretive area containing a partia

recongtruction of the Spring Hill redoubt and its associated earthworks. Although dubbed



the ‘ Battlefield Park Heritage Center,’ the complex pays particular attention to the
railroad operations in the area—and gppropriately so. The extant historic railroad
buildings are atangible and authentic link to the Site€ srailroad history, whereas nothing
exigs related to the defensive earthworks that once protected Savannah.

Although it is not certain that current plans will come to fruition, caution is
strongly urged with regard to the planned reconstruction of the Spring Hill redoubt at the
Battlefield Park Heritage Center for severd reasons. Firgily, care must be taken
whenever ahigtoric building or structure is reconstructed. A recongtruction should be
undertaken for educational purposes primarily, and the result should be as genuine as
possible. Otherwise, arecongruction could be confusing, deceiving, and lack vaue. If a
close to exact replica of the redoubt could not be constructed (whether due to lack of
gpace within the park complex or lack of detailed plans) then a reconstructed redoubt
would fal inits purpose. A smdler mode of the redoubt or a conjecture of how the
redoubt appeared may not fulfil its educationa purpose and/or could be accomplished in
adifferent way at much less expense.

Also, when congdering the recreation of a historic structure, one must dso
congder the context within which the new structure will be located and if that context
complements or detracts from the recregtion’ s intended purpose. Obvioudy, the context
a the Spring Hill steisradicaly different from thet at the time of the bettle. The area
has changed visudly, and physicaly aswedl. Higtoric grading a the ste for the Centrd
of Georgia Railroad’ s termind facilities has changed the Site' s topography, induding its

elevation and surrounding contours. Higtoric relics within the context of a modern city
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can often be poignant and important reminders of our past, but the park designer’s

must thoroughly examine whether or not rebuilding the redoubt within the Ste's current
context will fulfil the purpose of the recongruction. Findly, the visud aesthetic of a
recondgtruction should be considered. Severd historic buildings are located in close
proximity to thelot in which areconstructed redoubt would be located. Visua impactsto
these historic resources should be consdered. Asthe dte is essentialy within the Centra
of GeorgiaRailroad' s Nationa Historic Landmark Digtrict, effects to thet resource are of
paramount importance. In that context, a reconstructed redoubt will be no more than a
large, if not very large, pile of dirt on an otherwise completely flat landscape.

The balance of evidence suggests that the Spring Hill redoubt should not be
recongtructed. No archaeologica research can pinpoint the exact location or footprint of
the redoubt, and it is doubtful that sufficient information exigs to create an authentic
recongtruction. It isaso probable that not enough space exists a the Steto build the
redoubt at its gppropriate scale. Furthermore, the context is severely altered, and the
antebellum railroad complex might be adversely affected by the congtruction of the

redoubt.

More appropriate would be a passve use memoria park at the Spring Hill redoubt

gte. The park would mimic some landscape features of Savannah’s other parks and
historic squares, including the planting of live oaks and some native ornamentals. Rather
than a recongtruction of a redoubt, amgor monument and/or scul pture would be the foca
point of the park. This monument, of atraditiona design in kegping with Savannah's

other monuments and addressing the graveness of the site€’ simportance, could depict the
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attack on the Spring Hill redoubt, or could simply memoridize those who fel during

the fighting. A second important feature of the park would be an interpretive area
explaining the battle as awhole, showing the entirety of the town’s defenses, the feint to
open the fighting of the Battle of Savannah, the battle at Spring Hill redoubt, and the
debarkation and embarkation of the French army at Beaulieu. Thisinterpretive area
could consigt ether of a number of interpretive Sgns or markers, or a second monument
that in some way depicted an aerid view of thetown in 1779. Wakways could connect
the Centrd of Georgia Railroad facilitiesto the Vigtor’s Center, and the immediate
vicinity of monuments could be paved (athough paving should be kept to a minimum).
Although such a park may not be considered exciting or ‘cutting edge’ by modern
gtandards, it should be considered that the site is being commemorated because of a
rather somber event—hundreds of Americans died there in a disastrous military
engagement. Additiond date historica markers might also be placed at additiond points
of interest relating to the sege and battle for Savannah, such as a the location of
Beaulieu Plantation (D’ Estaing’ s landing point) and at the location of Huger’ sinitid feint
againg the British lines.

In sum, due to the exigting context of the Spring Hill Ste, the commemoration of
the gte outweighs the importance of interpreting it on-gte. Although interpretation
should obvioudy be an important consideration when designing a park, it ismore
practica to memoridize the event rather than propose an ambitious interpretation
program congdering the Ste' s exiging limitations. It would be impossibleto

appropriately interpret the battle through the recreated redoubt, and thus a memorid park



for the many hundreds who so galantly gave their lives at that location may proveto

be a more appropriate commemoration.
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Figure 10.1: View of Spring Hill Redoubt vicinity

Figure 10.2: View of vacant lot a Spring Hill Ste
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CHAPTER 11

CASE STUDY: BATTLE OF AUGUSTA (FORT CORNWALLIYS)

Description:

In the spring of 1781, with Generd George Washington cornering British Generd
Lord Cornwalisin Virginia, Generd Nathanael Greene released Georgia militia under
Colond Elijah Clarke to return to their native sate and attempt to relieve British-held
Augusta. Unable to attempt the Augustal s two forts without assstance, the Georgians
laid sege to the town and waited. Fort Grierson, afortified house, and the renovated
colonid fort, Fort Cornwallis, were under command of British Loyaist Colond Thomas
Brown and garrisoned by Loydist militia. When joined by an army under Continental
Generd Henry ‘Lighthorse Harry Lee and South Carolinamilitia Genera Andrew
Pickens, the Americans reduced one fort and then the other, employing a unique artillery
tower inthe latter case. The Stes of both forts and their respective battlefidds have long
since been absorbed into urban Augusta. No colonid structures of any kind remainin

Augusta
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Historical Narrative:

With British Generd Lord Cornwallis operating in Virginiain late April, 1781,
and soon to be confined there, the American high command was able to turn some
attention to British held South Carolinaand Georgia. As General George Washington
and the Marquis de L afayette dedlt with the army of Cornwallis, Generad Nathanagl
Greene moved south, intent upon driving the British out of South Carolina Whig
Colond Elijah Clarke, anative of upcountry Georgiawho had been with Greene's
command, was eager to return home and try and wrest Augusta from Loydist militia
Colond Thomas Brown. As the Americans were having successin South Caroling,
Greene reeasad Clarke and his men and alowed him to return to Georgia

When Clarke and his force reentered Georgiathat April, he becameill and passed
his command to Lieutenant Colond Micgiah Williamson. The militiamen initidly
dispersed and agreed to reunite when the officers determined the time was appropriate for
amove againg Augudta (the town had changed hands severa times and was currently
under Tory control). On April 16™, the men met on the Little River west of Augusta, and,
dtill under the command of Williamson, moved towards the outskirts of the frontier town.
Williamson' s force was supported by the addition of South Carolinamilitiaunder Mgors
James Jackson and Samudl Hammond. Poorly equipped and lacking any atillery, the
American force approached Augusta and prepared to begin siege operations.

Although outnumbered, the American force was able to secure a perimeter around
Augustaand prevent any Loydigt troops from entering or leaving thetown. The Tories

held two strong positions: the old colonid fort, strengthened and renamed Fort
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Cornwallis, in the center of the village, and Fort Grierson, a smdler, stockaded house
about haf amilewest of Fort Cornwallis. Colone Brown commanded a garrison of 250
militiaand 300 Creek Indians a Fort Cornwallis, and Colond James Grierson held the
stockaded fort that bore his name with 80 Georgia Loyaists and four pieces of
artillery.*%°

For weeks the Americans held this position, some 1,200 yards from the Tory
fortifications, and waited for reinforcements from Greene' s army in South Carolina
before planning an attack.*° Growing impatient of inaction and losing confidencein the
possihility of reinforcement, many of the militia were contemplating abandoning the
operation. Mgor Jackson, however, implored the men to stay on with a passonate
speech, and, on May 15™, Colonel Clarke, recovered from hisillness, returned to his
command and brought another 100 men with him.*** This turn of events lifted morale,
and the Sege continued. However, an assault ill depended on reinforcements from
Greene.

Help wasin route. Greene had been disperang his top lieutenants and ordered
Lieutenant Colonel Henry ‘ Lighthorse Harry’ Lee and militia Genera Andrew Pickensto
support the Siege operations againgt Augusta. This army, moving toward Georgia,
included Georgia and South Carolinatroops, Le€' s Legion of dragoons and infantry, and
Magor Pinkerthan Eaton’s North Carolinainfantry. Lee moved ahead of the main force

and would arrive in Georgiafirg.

109 Ward and Allen, The War of the Revolution, p. 814.
110 Cooper, The Sory of Georgia, Val. I, p. 57.
111 Ibid.



In the meantime, Brown and Grierson were not idle while the Americans
schemed againgt them. Brown sent emissaries to treat with the Cherokee Indians but was
disgppointed. He ordered daring sorties againgt his besegers, some of which were
successful and netted his force horses and supplies. Brown was also concerned an
attempt might be made on the variety of stores held a Fort Galphin, afortified masonry
house located a Silver Bluff, twelve miles south of Augusta. At Fort Galphin were
munitions, supplies, and other presents intended for the Indian dlies of the British.
Brown was able to retrieve munitions from the fortifications and garrisoned thet postion
with a company of rangers under Captain Samue Roworth.

Further, Brown was hopeful of reinforcements from British-held Savannah.
Maor Philip Dill was sent by Royd Governor Sir James Wright to collect militiain the
countryside north of Savannah and then march north and lift the Siege on Augusta.
Colond Clarke, however, anticipated the possibility of reinforcement from the south and
sent aforce under Captains Isaac Shelby and Paddy Carr to intercept any such
reinforcements. Dill was repulsed a Walker's Bridge on Brier Creek and his misson
ended, and Shelby and Carr ambushed another party of Tories and Indians a a plantation
at New Savannah, just south of Augusta.

By mid-May, with Clarke back in his regular command, Pickens had arrived in
the Augusta ares, just across the Savannah River in South Carolina. Lee, reinforced by
Georgiaand South Caralinamilitia, had arrived in Georgia by forced march, and, as
Brown had rightly worried, was anxious to gain the stores held at Fort Galphin south of

Augusta. On May 21%, Lee arrived a the fort and quickly attacked it. Splitting his force,
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Lee ordered the smaller body of militiato make afeint againgt one sde of the
fortification. When the garrison rushed to meet this threet, the main body of regulars
attacked the fort, eadily taking it. The Americans secured badly needed supplies, ams,
and medicines. Following this action, Lee quickly reorganized and moved north to join
Pickens, who had subsequently moved across the Savannah River and into Georgia
Pickens and Lee joined Clarke's force at Augusta on the evening of the 21%, and,
informing Brown of the arrival of their army, Lee requested his surrender. Brown,
however, refused even to make areply.

On the 22", Pickens, Lee, and Clarke surveyed the situation at Augusta.and
planned the assault that would liberate the town. Lee was surprised to discover that the
enemy had divided itself between Fort Grierson and Fort Cornwallis and had no direct
means of communication between them. He immediately planned and launched an attack
on Fort Grierson. Pickens and Clarke with the militia attacked the fort from the west.
Mgor Eaton’s North Carolina regulars and Georgiamilitia under Mgor Jackson attacked
from the south and supported the militiaassault. Lee, with infantry and artillery, moved
to the southeast, prepared to support as necessary or intercept Brown coming to the aid of
thefort. Cavary under Captain Joseph Eggleston took a position opposite Fort
Cornwadllis and were prepared to attack Brown’s force from behind should they move
from thefort.

The attack was effective. Brown did prepare to cometo the aid of Grierson, but,
seeing the hope essness of such an atempt, he could only position artillery and fire on the

advancing Americans. Leg s atillery returned fire, but, despite the cannonading, little
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effect was made to either Sde. Fort Grierson was quickly abandoned, and the Tories

suffered heavy casudties. Some, including Grierson himself, were able to escape to Fort
Cornwadllis. Although American losses were light compared to those of the Loydidts,
Mg or Eaton, a popular and promising officer, was among those killed.

Thus, Fort Cornwallis became the final objective in the fight for Augusta. Lee,
consdering the strength of the fort, knew a direct assault would be costly. Instead, he
decided upon a siege of the fort and began the task of digging approach trenches the
following day, the 23%. Thistedious task continued for days. By the 27", trenches to the
east of the fort and those approaching from the west were nearing completion. Within the
western trench, Lee's men were building a“‘Maham' tower, adesign of South Carolina
Colonel Hezekiah Maham.!*? The tower, successfully employed to reduce Fort Watson
in South Caroling, was a 30-foot tall structure of notched logs, filled with earth and stone,
and topped by a platform mounting a sx- pounder cannon—a cannon larger than anything
available to Brown insde Fort Cornwallis. Within the tower were also positions for
riflemen. Brown, deeply concerned over this development, ordered attacks on this
position during the nights of the 28" and 29™", but these sdllies were repulsed. Within the
fort, Brown' s riflemen were having little luck affecting congtruction of the tower, asa
wooden house between the fort and tower effectively screened the American engineering.

By June 1%, the Maham tower was completed. Brown had constructed anew
battery at the southwest angle of Fort Cornwallisin which were mounted two cannon to

fire on the tower. On June 2", the six-pounder was mounted on top of the Maham tower.

112 Cashin, The King’s Ranger, p. 133-134.



With amost complete command over Fort Cornwallis, the tower gun soon disposed of
the two cannon opposing it and began pounding the interior of the fort.

On June 3%, Lee again requested Brown surrender, and again the Loyalist
commander refused. Brown had one last hope: he had ordered most of the remaining
houses around the fort burned, but, under one of the remaining houses he had |eft
standing, his troops had tunneled and placed explosives. Brown hoped the Americans
might take positionsin the houses, and, if so, he would blow them up. It dmaost worked.
Deciding at last to attack the fort directly, Lee made preparations and sent Pickens and
some his men to examine the remaining houses and determine if they might lend
appropriate shelter during the fighting to come. When one of the houses exploded,
athough apparently with little harm to the Americans, Lee recognized the trap.

Findly, on the morning of the 4™, just before the assault was to begin, Lee again
asked Brown to surrender thefort. Thistime, hislast card played, Brown was willing to
consider the offer. Brown did ask for a delay, which Lee understood, as the Tory officer
did not wish to surrender on the king's birthday—June 4. On June 5, Brown
surrendered Fort Cornwallis and thus what was left of Augusta.

Concerned for the safety of the Tory officers, Lee alowed them to surrender
inside the fort and then placed them under the protection of aheavy guard. Onthe 6™,
the officers were paroled and sent to Savannah. However, in abruta act typical of the
partisan conflict in upcountry Georgia, Colond Grierson was murdered while a prisoner
by an unbeknowng assailant. Although a bounty was made available for information

leading to the arrest of the murderer, no such information would ever be forthcoming.
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Sgnificance:

In April, 1781, as American Generad Nathanagl Greene returned to South Carolina
with the intention of expelling the British from that place, he likewise determined it an
appropriate time for an invasion of Georgia Both states had been held by the British for
the latter haf of the war and had become their sronghold. With British Generd Lord
Cornwalisin Virginia, he left South Carolina and Georgiaexposed. Generd George
Washington opposed Cornwallisin Virginia, thereby releasing Greene s force to move
south and liberate the British possessons.

The subsequent invasion of Georgia by American forces under militia Colond
Elijah Clarke, and then Continental Lieutenant Colonel Henry ‘Lighthorse’ Harry Lee
and militia Colond Andrew Pickens, was the turning point that would eventudly confine
the British in Georgiato Savannah. Likewise, with Cornwallis cornered at Y orktown,
Virginia, and Greene pushing the British back to Charleston in South Caroling, the tide of
the war had turned. The Americans now had the momentum in the southern theeter, and
this momentum would eventudly lead to victory and the end of thewar. The dleviation

of the British hold on Georgia was a sgnificant contribution to this victory.

Ste Condition:
The stes of both Fort Cornwallis and Fort Grierson were long ago absorbed into
the urban fabric of Augusta. Saint Paul’s Episcopa Church stands at the Fort Cornwallis

gte, but the current sanctuary datesto early 1900°'s. A small memoria park to the rear of



Saint Paul’ s churchyard and immediately at the base of the levee of the Savannah
River, commemorates the church as the Ste of Fort Cornwallis and the fighting in the
goring of 1781. The park is essentidly composed of a granite monument and small
garden. A date historical marker in front of the church aso acknowledges Saint Paul’s as
the gte of the old fort and the scene of fighting during the Revolution. The location of
the Maham tower is the higtoric City Cotton Exchange (now amuseum) and is aso
marked by a date historica marker. A city fire station, historic late nineteenth century
houses, and a vacant lot now compose the vicinity of the Site of Fort Grierson. A date
historical marker located at the fire station denotes the Site as that of Fort Grierson.
Essentidly, the entire battlefield of the fight for forts Cornwallis and Grierson now
congsts of mixed urban land-uses, induding office buildings, inditutions, commercia

properties, resdentia properties, and vacant lots.

National Register Status and Recommendation:

Dueto the loss of integrity to the battlefield Ste, a potential Nationd Register
boundary will most likely be determined by archaeological assessment. However, based
on redively precise information regarding sgnificant battlefield features, a boundary
could be drawn to incorporate these elements. Such a boundary could be drawn ether
aong Reynolds Road and include properties north of that road to the Savannah River and
between 13" Street on the west and Gordon Highway on the east, or the boundary could
be drawn to include the discontiguous sites of Fort Grierson a Reynolds and 11" Street

and the ‘Maham’ tower a Reynolds and 8" Street. Saint Pauls Church, the site of Fort
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Cornwadllis, is currently listed on the Nationd Regider. At thistime, adetermination

for apotentid National Register boundary for the sege and battle for Augustais not
possible.

An appropriate National Register archaeologica historic district boundary for this
battlefield can only be determined following extensive archaeological investigetion. Itis
not unlikely that most archaeologica evidence in the area from the Revolutionary-era has
been obliterated due to extensive redevelopment of urban Augusta. An appropriate
Nationd Register boundary for the siege and battle for Augustais not conddered at this

time

Preliminary Ste Recommendation:

Asthe researcher is unaware of any sgnificant archaeological investigation
specificaly intended to locate or otherwise record information regarding the fighting at
Fort Cornwallis or Fort Grierson, the undertaking of such an archaeological investigation
would be worth consdering. Regrettably but understandably, archaeologica evidence at
the sites of the two forts and their related battlefields have likely been dameged as
Augusta has grown and multiple structures have been congtructed in the aress of the Sites.
However, determining what information remains and if such information can confirm the
exact locations of the forts would be a valuable endeavor. Such an enterprise would be
beneficid to the consderation of a more ambitious interpretation program.

Without a thorough archaeological investigation or if such an undertaking proved

inconclusive, additiona steps could be taken to improve the interpretation and
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commemoration of the Ste. State historica markersin the vicinity interpret the bettle

aswell or better than any other series of Revolutionary War related markers. 1dedly, the
existing memorid park behind Saint Paul’ s Episcopa Church could be expanded into
exidting parking located immediatdy in front (west) of the park. A subgtantid higtorica
marker (larger than the existing state modd) could be ingtdled to depict the fighting in its
entirety. However, the researcher concedes that such a modest expansion is unlikely, as
church parking is regularly increased rather than decreased. The Saint Paul’ s Site, asthe
gte of Fort Cornwalis and the site of an existing memorid park and monument, would
be the most appropriate location for amemorid park.

Asthe entirety of the battlefields related to the fighting in May and June of 1781
have been built over, a battlefidd park in Augustais unreasonable and, most likely,
unnecessary. Archaeological evidence may be scanty and difficult to obtain. Exiding
but unrelated historic structures are dso located in the vicinity of the battlefield. With the
exiding sate historical markers and the smal memorid park a Saint Paul’s currently in
place, the researcher only suggests modest improvements to the exigting condition. (The
researcher does suggest relocation of the Fort Grierson marker [at 11™" Street and

Reynolds Stredt], asits current pogition is difficult to see)
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Figure 11.1: View at Fort Cornwallis Ste within downtown Augusta

gure 11.2: View of Saint Paul’s Episcopa Church
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CHAPTER 12

CASE STUDY: NEW EBENEZER

Description:

New Ebenezer, one of the many ‘dead’ colonia towns of Georgia, was located
approximately twenty miles northwest of Savannah. Settled in the 1740’ s by German
Sd zbergers, the town declined following its rough trestment during the Revolutionary
War and did not recover. The town changed hands severd times during the war, and
buildings and property were damaged. Many resdents of the town fled, and many never
returned. Jerusalem Church (built 1769) isthe oldest church building in the state and one
of only afew standing colonid dructures. It isthe only building remaining from the

colonia town of New Ebenezer and aso suffered during the conflict.

Historical Narrative:
The New Ebenezer settlement was originally conceived as a military post by
Georgia s founder, James Oglethorpe. However, the town’s founding Sazbergers were

decidedly nonviolent and grudgingly accepted their military respongbilities.
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At the outset of the Revolution, New Ebenezer became an important Whig

stronghold, athough sympathies for the British monarchy remained. In March of 1776,
the town was fortified by a series of earthworks under the direction of Captain Jacob
Wathour. From that point until November of 1778, the town served as a supply depot,
goring avariety of munitions, food, and other supplies. The town’s magazine held some
7000 weight of gunpowder and was expanded in November of 1778 to accommodate
munitions being evacuated from Savannah. During the pivota year of 1778, the guard a
New Ebenezer was increased from 12 to 17 men.**

From the outset of hodilities until the British landed at Savannahin November of
1778, New Ebenezer remained an important rebel post. However, after the quick fall of
Savannah, New Ebenezer was soon occupied by British troops who were welcomed by
the Loydigt sympathizersin the town, including the pastor of Jerusdem Church, Rev.
Triebner. Colond Archibad Campbell, charged with subduing the northern interior
sections of Georgia, made New Ebenezer his headquarters. Campbell and aforce of
some 1000 soldiers left the town on January 24, 1779 and moved north toward
Augusta**

Following eventsin the upcountry, including a brief occupation of Augusta,
Campbdl eventudly fell back and returned to New Ebenezer on February 24, 1779.
Campbell’ s secretary, Ensign John Wilson, was a capable engineer and set about

grengthening the town’ sfortifications. The British were increasngly aware of the

113 Hliott, Daniel T., and Rite Folse Elliott, “ Archaeological Excavations, New Ebenezer, Georgia, 1992
t0 1999,” LAMAR Institute Publication 18 (in press 2002).
114 Coleman, A History of Georgia, p. 73.



American forces occupying Purrysburg, South Caroling, just across and downstream
from New Ebenezer. Wilson noted that some 20 houses comprised New Ebenezer at that
time, dong with the remnants of afailed slk factory, and earthworks that had been
edtablished to fortify the town. Under Wilson's direction, Campbell’ s force constructed
new redoubts and posted additiond artillery. The British well understood the important
link New Ebenezer made in the chain of communications between the Georgia upcountry
and British headquartersin Savannah. Although the British had atenuous hold in the
outer reaches of Georgia, maintaining garrisons in southern Georgia, such asa New
Ebenezer, held that part of the province under tight British control.

Wilson's improvements to the defenses at New Ebenezer were accomplished
during January of 1779. These improvements included a series of redoubts connected by
paisade lines that completely encompassed the town and the mouth of Ebenezer Creek.
Campbell I€ft the 2" battalion of the 713 Regiment of Highlanders as a permanent guard
to occupy the grategic village. Although most of the soldiers probably lived outside the
town in camps, some (most likely the officers) made their quartersin homesin the
village, likely to the annoyance of the owners. Again New Ebenezer served as a supply
post, but thistime for the British. The town aso served as a collection point for rebel
soldiers captured in engagementsin the area. Jerusdlem Church, the only contemporary
building extant from the Revolutionary period, was extensvely used as a hospitd, sable,
and commissary. In fact, modern parishioners complain that paint will no longer adhere
to the church’ sinterior walls due to the British having hung salted meet againgt them.

Bullet holes on the exterior of the building are supposedly remnants of British boredom.



Some accounts indicate that the British occupation of the town may have been
disagreeable for some of itsresdents. Whigs reported the seizure of property by the
British and Tory Sdzbergers and the burning of houses in town and on outlying
plantations owned by rebel sympathizers'*® The total number of troops occupying the
town fluctuated somewheat during this first British occupation of New Ebenezer, but the
British command later decided to abandon the post. They burned the magazine and
withdrew in early September of 1779.

Soon after the British withdrawd, alarge American army under Generd
Benjamin Lincoln and Generd Lachlan Mclntosh camped briefly at New Ebenezer. This
relaively szable force numbered nearly 5,000 men and was preparing to move on
British-held Savannah.*® They were having considerable trouble attempting to cross at
Zubly’ s Ferry and had camped outside New Ebenezer as they commandeered boats and
made rafts to effect the dow crossing of the Savannah River.

Following the disastrous but vaiant attempt by the combined Franco- American

force to retake Savannah in December of 1779, the British reoccupied New Ebenezer on

March 6, 1780 with aforce of some 1,500 men under Campbell.!!” Lieutenant Anthony

Allaire, of the Loya American Regiment, made note of the town's 20 houses, church,
and the four redoubts and lack of any artillery.*'® In May of 1781, New Ebenezer

remained under British control and was garrisoned by 200 Hessians under aMagor

115 Jones, Dead Towns, p. 37.

116 Elliott, “ Archaeological Excavations.”
117 Ibid.

118 Ibid.
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Goebdl.1° Of note, correspondence during this period between officers stationed at
New Ebenezer and the British colonid government indicate the use, and probably the
frequent use, of dave labor to maintain the town'’ s fortifications.*%°

In December of that same year, British General Cornwallis surrendered at
Y orktown, Virginia, and the British hold on Georgia grew tenuous as the outcome of the
war began to become certain. British and Loyalist troops, aswell as Loyaist citizens,
evacuated Ebenezer for Savannah, and then Savannah for Florida, and in some cases
onward to the Bahama Idands.

In April of 1782, New Ebenezer was again firmly under American control, as
Generd ‘Mad’” Anthony Wayne and his force occupied the town and made it their
headquarters. In May, the British made an unsuccessful cavary and infantry sortie on
New Ebenezer in an attempt to remove Wayne from the town, but the actionfailed. Also
in May of 1782, State Governor John Martin planned to convene the State Assembly at
Ebenezer in duly. By June, New Ebenezer had effectively become the interim capita of
Georgia. The Treaty of Parisin September of 1783 ended the war.

Despite attempts to the contrary, New Ebenezer’ s decline, which had begun
before the war, was only accelerated by the destructive occupations and re-occupations
by both armies. Following the war, this State of deterioration dowly vanquished most
traces of the colonid city, and New Ebenezer joined the ranks of the many ‘ dead towns

of Georgia’

119 Ibid.
120 Ibid.
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Sgnificance:

New Ebenezer served as an important logistical position for both the Americans
and British throughout the war. Fortified and refortified, the town served in avariety of
capacities for both sides, such as acamp for hundreds of troops, headquarters for
operationsin the vicinity, hospital, supply warehouse, and armory. This congtant ‘ use
was a detriment to the town. Property was often damaged if not destroyed atogether, and
citizens came and went according to the town’s current occupants. Many, however,
would never return, and the once prosperous village would never recover from its many
Revolutionary War-era occupations.

New Ebenezer, one of Georgia'smany ‘dead’ colonid towns, is one of the few
places in the state where any contemporary above-ground evidence reminds avistor of
Georgia s Revolutionary past. Jerusalem Church and severd portions of the town’'s

origind fortifications are intact.

Site condition:

New Ebenezer remains a quiet spot on the Savannah River, bisected by and &t the
terminus of State Route 275. Jerusdem Church remains the most prominent and
important historica structure on the site and possesses two other historic buildings on its
campus. A private boat launch islocated on the river just north of the church, and a
religious retreat center (the New Ebenezer Retreat Center, owned and operated by the

Jerusalem Church, New Ebenezer Kesser Trust, and Trustees-Evangdica Lutheran
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Churches of Effingham County.), with an extengive campus of its own, is located

across the road and to the west from Jeruslem Church. A large cemetery, containing
both historic and modern gravesites, islocated at the most westernmost end of the New
Ebenezer Road. An easily recognizable remnant of the Old Augusta Road is located to
the south of and across from the cemetery. A few residentia properties are sprinkled
around the sSite, but these residences, as well asthe retreat center, are effectively screened
from the highway by vegetation and are not obtrusve. The most recognizable land use at
New Ebenezer isunmolested forest. Currently, archaeologicd investigations are taking
place onste under the direction of the LAMAR Indtitute, a state non-profit organization
devoted to studying Georgid s history through archaeology.

Thresets to the New Ebenezer ste could include looting of archaeological evidence
(having aready occurred), expansion of the retreat center and/or church without thorough

archaeologicd screening, and additional residentia devel opment.

National Register Satus and Recommendation:

The site of New Ebenezer is currently listed on the National Register. As most
features contributing to the Revolutionary War-era events are included within this
boundary, only a minor extenson of the current boundary is proposed, namely the
inclusion of the Old Savannah Road trace located immediatdly south of the town Site,
However, as additiond archaeologica information becomes avallable from studies

currently underway, the boundary could be expanded as needed.
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Preliminary Ste Recommendation:

Archaeologicd investigation islikdly to yield awedlth of information regarding
the New Ebenezer ste and its role during the Revolutionary War. |dedly, the
continuation of current archaeologica efforts would be extended to cover the entirety of
the te. Furthermore, a preservation plan should be developed by local landowners and
interested parties to protect the remaining resources at New Ebenezer. Suchaplan
should consider both the importance of extant cultura resources as well as maintaining
the viability of the site as areligious center, aresdentid neighborhood, and atourist
attraction.

With regards to Revolutionary-era New Ebenezer, archaeologicd investigation
could focus on the town’s defenses and the locations of the town wall and redoubts,
portions of which remain aboveground. Beyond the town limits, archaeological
screening could be undertaken to locate the military camps thet were pitched outside the
town itsdlf for occupying amies. More thorough historical research may shed additiona
light on the role New Ebenezer played during the war and direct additiona
archaeologica research.

An interpretative program could be developed to more thoroughly educate visitors
both about the old colonid village and its role during the Revolution. On the campus of
Jerusdem Church is the Sdzberger Museum, providing an opportunity for interpretive
displays rdlated to the war. Additiondly, historicd markers or interpretive Sgns could be
located at various significant portions of the town ste. However, any additiona markers

or signage should be as unobtrusive as possible. Furthermore, any trails to direct persons



to Sgnificant points on the New Ebenezer site should be of an impermanent nature.
New trails through sengitive areas (such as some of the currently hidden remnants of
town fortifications) must be considered carefully to avoid damage to archaeol ogica
resources. New Ebenezer does provide additiona opportunity for interpretation of
Revolutionary eventsin the areg, but, asthe Steis primarily an archaeologica one, great

care must be taken to protect the remaining cultural resources o Site.
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Figure 12.2: View from Jerusdem Church towards Savannah River
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CHAPTER 13

CASE STUDY: CHEROKEE FORD

Description:

Cherokee Ford was an important crossing of the Savannah River, connecting
upcountry Georgiawith upcountry South Carolina. Undoubtedly the scene of many
movements by military entities during the Revolutionary War, the Site played a
ggnificant role in operations leading up to the Battle of Kettle Creek and the occupation
of Augudta by British troops. The Ste, now inundated by the Richard B. Russdll
Reservoir, was located on river south of Vanns Creek, flowing out of Georgia, and north

of Rocky River, flowing out of South Caraling, in Elbert County.

Historical Narrative:

Cherokee Ford, an important colonia crossing on the Savannah River, was
located gpproximately 70 miles north of the frontier town of Augusta, Georgia. Theford
was more precisay located within the few miles between the confluence of the Savannah

River and Vann's Creek on the north and the confluence of the same river and Rocky
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River on the south. The site was inundated by the Richard B. Russell reservoir project
inthe mid-1980s.

The ford played an important Strategic role during the British invasion and
conquest of Georgiain 1778 and 1779. With British Colond Archibad Campbel’s
occupation of Augustain January of 1779, that smdl British army awaited a force of
Tory militiafrom North Carolinamoving toward them under Colond James Boyd.
Campbd|l’s hold on Augusta was a nervous one, as Whig movements in South Carolina
foreboded an attempt to retake the town. Campbdl’s military intelligence was sketchy,
and he worried the rebd force massing on the opposite side of the Savannah far

outnumbered his own.

Boyd, meanwhile, was moving south toward Georgia with about 800 men and had

passed through the Long Cane settlement in the 96" District of South Carolina?* He
reached Cherokee Ford on about February 10" and found the crossing defended by a

blockhouse on the Carolinasde. The smdl fortification, known as McGowin's

Blockhouse, was located on a hill overlooking the ford and commanded the Site entirely.

Whig Captain Robert Anderson, who had been monitoring Boyd' s movements near the

Savannah River, had garrisoned the blockhouse with eight men under Lieutenant Thomas

Shanklin.}?? The defenders’ orders were to oppose Boyd and prevent his force from

121 Davisand Thomas, Kettle Creek, p. 33.
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crossing into Georgiaif they evaded pursuing Whigs troops under colonds Andrew

Pickens and John Dooly. The garrison’s ordnance included two small swivel cannons.!?®
When Boyd and his reatively sizable force reached Cherokee Ford, he demanded

the rebel s abandon the fort and dlow their passage into Georgia. Shanklin, in turn,

boldly refused to do either. In the meantime, Shanklin was reinforced by 40 men under

Captain Jason Little, who likewise refused to permit Boyd to pass!?* Littledso sent a

dispatch to Anderson, who was operating in the area, to gpprise him of the Situation at

Cherokee Ford.

When Boyd insisted the rebels surrender, one account suggests the response was a

cannon shot from the fort.!> Regardless, Boyd decided not to try the defenses at
Cherokee Ford, and he removed with his force northward and searched for an easier,
uncontested crossing of the Savannah River. Hisforce moved approximately five miles
north to a point on the South Carolina side opposite the mouth of Vann's Creek. Boyd's
men crossed, moving their baggage on rafts and swvimming their horses.

Anderson and some 80 men arrived a Cherokee Ford from the South Carolina
side, and, after joining with the 50 aready stationed there, crossed into Georgia®® The
small force moved north in the hopes of opposing Boyd at Vanns Creek. The Tories
were dill moving across the river when Anderson attacked, but the low ground and cane

brakes aong the riverbank shielded many of Boyd's men. Some of the Tories were able

123 Boatner, Mark Mayo, Landmarks of the American Revolution: A Guide to Locating and Knowing

What Happened at the Sites of Independence, Harrisburg, Pa.: Stackpole Books, 1992, p. 79.

124 Davis and Thomas, Kettle Creek, p. 34.
125 Kane and K eeton, Beneath These Waters, p. 164.
126 Ibid., p. 165.
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to cross the river behind Anderson and attack. Faced with overwhelming numbers on
either sde, Anderson fell back, with one man killed, fifteen wounded, and eighteen
captured. Boyd may have lost as many as 100 men, but most of these were likely

deserters.t?’

Anderson retreated to Cherokee Ford and then to rgjoin Pickens' main force.
Pickens and Dooly were moving in the 96" Digtrict in South Carolinaand crossed
back into Georgiaat Cedar Shods. After being reinforced by Anderson’ s retreating men,
Pickens had about 400 men to place between Boyd and his likely objective—Campbdl’s
British amy a Augusta?® The rebels marched to Fish Dam Ford on the Broad River on

February 12",

Sgnificance:

Cherokee Ford was a prominent crossing on the Savannah River and linked the
upcountry of Georgia with the same of South Carolina. The ford played a significant role
in military operationsin the area as troops moved back and forth acrosstheriver. The
ford played a particularly prominent role during the British invason of Georgia, as
Colond Boyd marched Loyaligts out of the Carolinas to meet Campbell near Augusta.
The Whigs garrisoning Cherokee Ford refused to let Boyd cross and then made an

attempt to stop hisforce at Vanns Creek.

127 Davisand Thomas, Kettle Creek, p. 36.
128 Ibid.



Ste Condition:
The ste of Cherokee Ford was inundated by the construction of the Richard B.

Russdll Reservoir in 1980°'s. The Steis now completey underwater.

National Register Status and Recommendation:
The ste of Cherokee Ford has been completely inundated by the Richard B.
Russdll Reservoir and dam project. Therefore, no National Register boundary is

proposed.

Preliminary Ste Recommendation:

The researcher recommends severa historical markers be placed in the vicinity of
Cherokee Ford and Vanns Creek to commemorate the importance of the sites and the
actions that took place there. Historical markers should be placed as close to the Sites as
possible, aswdl as additional markers on well-traveled through routes to indicate to
passersby the close proximity of the Sgnificant historic Stes. The researchers suggests
placing additional markers on State Route 72 at Richard B. Russdll Reservoir (Savannah
River) to locate markers acknowledging both the important sites to the north of the
highway and bridge.

Barring the draining of the lake or underwater archaeologica investigation, the
latter of which would likely provide little additiond information, Cherokee Ford will not

produce any physica evidence to enhance our understanding of the Revolution in
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Georgia or provide significant opportunities for historicd interpretation. However,

the researcher suggeststhe location of historical markersin the vicinity of Cherokee Ford
and Vanns Creek would be a poignant reminder of the variety and significance of

resources lost when river valleys are flooded for reservoirs.
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Figure 13.1: View of Richard Russell Reservoir a Vanns Creek

Figure 13.2: View of Richard Russell Reservoir a Rocky River
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CHAPTER 14

CONCLUSION

Revolutionary War stesin Georgiaexist in avariety of conditions, but their
collective lack of recognition does not bode well for their preservation, protection, or
commemoration. Although al the Sites considered here were either compromised by
physical changes to the landscape or have not yet been confirmed at their understood
locations, dl the Sites lack the recognition deserved by eventsthat led to the
independence of the United States.

Based on the dites consdered in this study, the researcher does not propose a
sweeping program to accomplish the preservation of the Revolutionary War Sites
considered. Rather, modest measures could be undertaken to commemorate the events
and/or sites. To raise the awareness of the public, the researcher proposes a series of state
higtoricad markers to commemorate Revolutionary War sites throughout the state. These
markers will educate the public, relate events at the Ste within the context of the war, and
recognize the sgnificance of the site within the context of the significance of the
Revolution itsdf. Furthermore, markers would be a sengble and inexpensive dternative
to the possible acquisition of some sites, particularly those where acquisition would be

neither prudent nor feasible because of Ste integrity issues.
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The potentid for red estate acquisition may prove problematic in many cases.
The historical record and archaeologica investigation may not prove conclusive in many
cases, particularly when considering smdler actionsin rurd arees. Before the federa or
date government should consider the acquisition of any particular Site, amore thorough
historica and archaeologica investigation than attempted here should be conducted. The
researcher believes these efforts would not only judtify the nature of the acquisition but
provide the basis for the St€' s interpretation. Importantly, the researcher believes that
such investigations need not prove precisdy the exact locations of troop movements or
artillery placement, but should provide arddively accurate estimate of the battlefield
boundaries. Although the researcher hoped to provide some of this information, readily
available primary and secondary source materia generaly lacked enough specific
information to conclusively locate the Sites. Often, the dramatic changes to the local
landscape made precise determinations difficult if not impossble. When acquigtion is
consdered an option, additiona red estate laws and methodologies might prove useful in
the protection of the Ste.

Even if Stes cannot aways be located conclusvely (and it should be understood
that some sites may never be, the researcher believes commemoration should be the
primary concern when considering Revolutionary War stesin Georgia. The lack of
integrity of a gte should not be considered a legitimate reason to ignore its existence.
The use of higtoricad markers and monuments is an excellent way to remind the public of
today of important eventsin our past, and the Revolution is certainly an important event

worthy of commemoration.



Briefly, prdiminary recommendations for each Ste are summarized below:

Battle of the Rice Boat (Savannah, Chatham County): Thedteislargdy
compoaosed of the historic center of Savannah and Hutchinson Idand, located immediately
toitseast. The dteisnot listed on the Nationd Register. Although a potential Nationd
Regigter boundary is described, it is considered problematic. An archaeologicdl
investigation is suggested. Historica markers and/or interpretive plaques are proposed a
important pointsin the battlefield vicinity to relate the event to the public and denote the
gte' s higoric sgnificance,

Capture of Hinchinbrooke and Rebecca (Frederica, Saint SmonsIdl., Glynn
County): This maritime action took place in the Frederica River, just west of the colonid
village of Frederica (now ruins). The Fredericasteislisted in the National Register and
isadministered by the National Park Service as aNationd Historic Monument. The
researcher proposes the inclusion of this event in the Sit€' sinterpretive program and the
erection of additiona historical markers and/or interpretive sgns to acknowledge the
action.

Capture of Savannah-Battle of Brewton Hill (Glynn County): This battle took
place east of Savannah, between that town and Tybee Idand. The Siteis not listed on the
Nationa Regigter and, due to Ste integrity issues, may be an unlikely candidate for
listing. Historicd markers are proposed to acknowledge the historical significance of the

location.
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Sunbury-Fort Morris (Liberty County): Sunbury village and Fort Morris are

located on the Medway River in eastern Liberty County. Fort Morrisislisted asan
archaeologicd dtein the Nationd Register and managed as a ate historic Site by the
Georgia Department of Natural Resources. Based on Sunbury’s higtoricad sgnificance
and the likelihood of extant archaeologica evidence, the researcher proposes additiona
archaeologica investigation and possibly the expanson of the National Register
boundary to include the Site of the village. Additiond historical markers and/or
interpretive plagues are proposed.

Capture of Augusta-Campbell’ s Augusta Campaign: Campbell’sroute islocated
within the Georgia counties comprising the Savannah River valey between Savannah
and Augugta. The campaign’ s origin, the Site of New Ebenezer, and portions of Augusta,
the campaign’ starget, are listed on the National Register. No Sites are specificaly listed
for their role in the Augusta campaign and listings for this reason are not proposed. A
series of historica markers are proposed to mark the route of Campbell’s Augusta
campagn.

Battle of Kettle Creek (Tyrone Vicinity, Wilkes County): The Site of the battle of
Kettle Creek islocated southwest of Washington, near Tyrone. The Steislisted in the
Nationd Register and amodest boundary increase is proposed. The Kettle Creek ste
may be aviable candidate for acquigtion. Additiond interpretive dements are
suggested, including historica markers and/or interpretive plagues.

Battle of Brier Creek (Sylvania, Screven County): The site of the Béattle of Brier

Creek isnot listed on the National Register. A smdl boundary incorporating the current
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memoria park isproposed. Additiona archaeologica investigation is aso proposed
and may lead to additiona boundary increases. The Brier Creek site may be aviable
candidate for acquidtion. Additiond interpretive e ements are suggested, including
hitorica markers and/or interpretive plaques.

Battle (Sege) of Savannah-Spring Hill (Chatham County): The Ste of the Spring
Hill redoubt, the most important component of the battlefield of the 1779 sege of
Savannah, is surrounded by Nationa Historic Landmark districts. The researcher
proposes the inclusion of the Spring Hill Ste within one of these didrictsas a
contributing historic element of the fabric of the City of Savannah. Current efforts are
underway to commemorate the site with a memoria/interpretive park. The researcher
supports this effort and suggests interpretive efforts be of arestrained nature. Recreated
landscape e ements are components that should be considered carefully during park
design. Monuments, historical markers, and interpretive plagues are proposed within the
memoria park.

Battle of Augusta (Fort Cornwallis): The dege and attack on forts protecting
Augusta occurred within the current downtown area. Various sections of the oldest parts
of Augusta are listed on the Nationd Register, and some likely incorporate portions of
the Augusta battlefied. The Ste of Fort Cornwallis, historic Saint Paul’ s Epsicopa
Church, isdso individudly listed. Eventud archaeologica investigation may warrant
expansion of these boundaries. Additiond historica markers and/or interpretive Sgns are

proposed. An exigting, smal memorid park at the Fort Cornwallis site could be



improved and possibly expanded, or a separate and new memoria park could be
edtablished within Augusta near the battle Site.

New Ebenezer (Effingham County): New Ebenezer, one of Georgia s many
‘dead’ colonial towns, islocated on the Savannah River, northwest of Savannah. The
town sSteislisted as an archaeologica resource in the National Register, and a modest
expangon of this boundary is proposed. Ongoing and additional archaeologica
investigation may warrant additiona expansion of these boundaries. Development of a
preservation and interpretive program is proposed and may included additiona historica
markers and/or interpretive plaques.

Cherokee Ford (Elbert County): Thisold colonid river ford on the Savannah
River east of Elberton lies at the bottom of the Richard Russell Reservoir. The Steis not
listed on the Nationd Register and incluson is not proposed. Historical markers near the
Ste are proposed to recognize its sgnificance.

Revolutionary War battlefields and sites in Georgia, athough generaly of modest
Sze, are adiverse group of resources, each with unique attributes and varying
possibilities for preservation, protection, or commemoration. Attempts at protecting or
memoridizing dl or portions of a particular Ste will likely prove as diverse as the Sites
themsalves. Vaious ste conditionswill lead to differing gpproaches to red estate
acquigtion or protection or, in severa cases, prove to be amoot point. Methods of
interpretation will dso vary according to the condition of the landscape. The political
climate within a particular municipdity and the loca interest in preserving cultura

resources therein will aso undoubtedly prove to be an important factor when considering
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the protection of a battlefied. Likewise, the economic condition of amunicipdity or
region will likdy play arole when determining the possibilities for loca bettlefield
presarvation. Any person interested in protecting or commemorating a battlefidd in
Georgia should set reasonable goals and be sengitive to loca interedts.

The following sections include information related to land acquisition and
protection in Georgia, comments on interpretive treatments related to battlefields, the
potential economic benefits of battlefield preservation and commemoration, and the basic

role and benefits of locd public involvement.

Using Existing Laws to Preserve and Protect Battlefields

Federd and gate laws and case law, mogt of the latter relating to real edtate,
provide avariety of means through which Revolutionary Wer battlefieds in Georgia
could be potentialy acquired and preserved or protected. Many of these laws are
gpplicable to significant cultura resourcesin genera but could easily be applied to
bettlefields.

One method for battlefield preservation isthe nationd, state, or loca
government’s assertion of its right of eminent domain. Georgialaw provides that “the
right of eminent domain istheright of the sate, through its regular organization, to
reassert, either temporarily or permanently, its dominion over any portion of the soil of
the state on account of public exigency and for the public good.” Theright of a
government to assert eminent domain to acquire a battlefield property was upheld by the

United States Supreme Court following an act of Congress gpproved in March of 1893.
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This act gppropriated moniesin order to memoridize the fidd at Gettysburg. The
proposed undertaking would require dmost the entire field of operations at Gettysburg
and a tremendous expenditure on the part of the government to acquire this land.
Ultimately, the money was short and the time nigh, and Congress gave authority to the
then Secretary of War to condemn lands in order to keep the battlefield intact. Thus,
battlefield preservation became a bona fide public use and passed Condtitutional muster.
An interesting asde in this case was a correlation drawn by the Court considering the
power of Congress to take land for battlefield parks resting on the same footing as the
right of Congressto take land “for the buriad of deceased soldiers ... and is connected
with and springs from the same powers of the Congtitution.”

Another case with implications for battlefield preservation in Georgiais
Flaccomio v. Mayor and City Council of Baltimore. In this case, the City of Bdtimore
wished to condemn land surrounding the Star Spangled Banner House in order to create a
‘symbaolic park or memorid.” The house itself was where Mary Pickersgill “made, or
started to make, the flag which flew over Fort McHenry during the bombardment by the
British in 1814” and was seen by and inspired Francis Scott Key to write the Star
Spangled Banner. This case actualy involved not the house but the property around the
house. The Court of Appeds of Maryland decided that athough no battle had been
fought on the spat, in the days of 1814, when Batimore was expecting momentarily an
attack which might destroy the city, the citizens had ralied to defend their city, and here
was commenced the making of the flag which caused the writing of our Nationa

Anthem. To make asymbolic memorid of the ground was afitting way to impress upon
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the present and future citizens of Batimore the connection of the city with the flag and

its anthem. The court stated that they had *no hestation in holding that the purpose of the
condemnation was for apublic use” Herein, we see the appropriate State condemnation
of private property surrounding an important historic Ste and the possible use of such
property by a private association rather than just the state itself. This case sets precedent
then for the possibility of condemning land around bettlefields in order to preserve the
integrity of land on which the actions were actualy fought and also for such
condemnation and the subsequent use by a private association for public benefit.

Thus, precedents have been set for the state’ s assertion of its powers of eminent
domain over lands upon which battles have been fought and over lands otherwise
associated or surrounding these primary sites. These precedents have been exercised and
can be continualy exercised by our Nationa and state governments with regard to
battlefield preservation, but one could aso encourage local municipditiesto take the
same steps and utilize the same precedents. In arecent case here in Georgia, the Superior
Court of Athens-Clarke County upheld the condemnation of property by alocd
municipaity for historic preservation purposesin Unified Gover nment of Athens-Clarke
County v. 1.8308 Acres of Land. Inthis case, the court stressed that “ historic
preservation has long been recognized as an important public purpose by the United
States Congress as well as the United States Supreme Court” as underscored by the
National Historic Preservation Act. The court dso emphasized that it should not
“interfere with a condemning authority’ s exercise of discretion absent bad faith.” Inthis

case, the court ruled the action was in good faith and it was upheld. Therefore, should a
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local municipdity consder preserving a Ste of what it deems unusud historical

interest, it could proceed with good conscience and condemn property associated with
such aste aslong asthe action was in good faith and the historicd sgnificance of the
stewell established.

Often, agovernment will first work through a series of devicesto presarve
properties and then exercise its powers of eminent domain only once these devices have
been exhausted without success. One method, and again one that seems smple a firg, is
agovernment’s ability to purchase outright or lease property of or relating to a battlefield,
but the complexity hereis that a government must authorize itsdf or have given authority
to agovernment agency to purchase or lease such property. The Historic Sites Act of
1935 establishes that “it isanationa policy to preserve for public use higtoric Sites,
buildings and objects of nationa significance for the inspiration and benefit of the people
of the United States’ and gives the Secretary of the Interior power to acquire such
properties by gift or purchase of title (or condemnation, if necessary). Thisauthority is
unusud in that most Federd acquigtions for resource protection purposes are done under
authorizing legidation for each particular areato be acquired.*?° Thus, the Secretary has
been enabled to protect resources he or she deems appropriate through a variety of
acquisition methods subject to appropriations made by Congress, but the key is the

enabling act itself and the discretionary authority it provides. The authority delegated by

129 Hamlin, LarsA. “Federa Framework for Historic Landmark Protection” in Real Estate Law and
Practice, Course Handbook Series, No. 168: Historic Preservation Law, chmn. Nicholas
Robinson, (Practicing Law Institute, 1979), p. 33.
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this act passed Condtitutional muster, but the powers given to the Secretary in the act

have been limited to the Nationa Historic Landmark program as part of the Nationa
Historic Preservation Act of 1966. Therefore, if the Secretary determined that a
battlefield in Georgia was sgnificant enough to warrant government acquisition asa
Nationd Higtoric Landmark (or was convinced of such), then subject to the Historic Sites
Act of 1935 and the Nationa Higtoric Preservation Act of 1966, he or she could begin the
process of obtaining the land and lobby Congress for appropriations to purchase or lease
such property.

In Georgia, the Department of Natura Resources (DNR) would operate to
preserve higtoric gtes of primarily Sate sgnificance. The DNR is charged with severd
duties with regard to historic Sites and properties in Preservation of Historic Properties,
induding promoting and increesing:

knowledge and understanding of the history of this sate from the earliest times to

the present, including archeologicdl, Indian, Spanish, colonid, and American eras,

by adopting and executing generd plans, methods and policies for permanently
preserving and marking objects, sites, areas, structures, and ruins of higtoric or
legendary sgnificance, such as ... mountains, valeys ... places of tresties ...
cemeteries and burial mounds; and baitlefieds, fortifications and arsend’s.
Hence, battlefields are well in the scope of the DNR' s preservation duties and
responsibilities. These duties are confirmed as officia ate policy, whereby it is
declared to be the public policy of the State of Georgia, in furtherance of its responghbility
to “promote and preserve the hedlth, prosperity, and genera welfare of the people, to
encourage the preservation of historic properties which have hitorica, culturd, and

archaeologica sgnificanceto the State” Therefore, should the DNR determine or be

convinced of a battlefidd s “sgnificance to the State,” then the Department can begin the
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process by which it should acquire the property. The typicad means and method by

which the DNR would acquire and use such property would be the creation of a state park
or recregtiond area, defined as any land which, by reason of “natura features or scenic
beauty, with or without hitorica, archaeologica, or scientific buildings or other objects
thereon, possesses digtinctive, innate or potentid physicd, intdlectua, cregtive, socid, or
other recreational or educationd vaue or interest.” Battlefidds would certainly fit into
this definition and could be identified by the State whereby “the department shdl aso
conduct asurvey to identify land suitable and desirable for acquisition by the Sate as part
of the dtate park system, due consideration being given to scenic, recreationd, historica,
archeological, and other specid features” The ever important enabling language for
proper state acquisition of historic property is aso found in this Code section and
provides the Department “to acquire in the name of the State, by purchase, lease,
agreement, or condemnation, such land within the state as it may deem necessary or
proper for the extension of the Sate park system” and:
To accept initsdiscretion, in fee or otherwise, land entrusted, donated, or devised
to the sate by the United States government, by a politica subdivison of the
date, or by any person, firm, association, or corporation, with the intent that the
land shdl become a part of the state park system.
The DNR is dso authorized to receive monies from loca municipditiesin order to
purchase properties and add to the park system. Thus, we have seen that the Department
of Natura Resources is authorized to increase the state park system through avariety of
means, any of which could be easily gpplied to the acquisition of battlefield properties.
Over the years, the State of Georgia has provided other means by which historic

property could be protected and preserved. One such meansisthe Heritage Trust Act of
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1975, which created a Heritage Trust Commission, the duties of which were

transferred to the Department of Natural Resourcesin 1988. The Heritage Trust Act
noted that certain property in Georgia, because it exhibited unique natural characteristics,
specid higtorica significance, or particular recregtiona vaue, condituted a valuable
heritage which should be available to al Georgians, now and in the future. The Generd
Assembly concluded that much of this property, because of Georgia’ s rapid progress over
the past decade, had been dtered, that its value as part of our heritage had been lost, and
that such property which remained was in danger of being irreparably dtered. The
Generd Assembly then declared that an urgent public need to preserve important and
endangered eements of Georgia s heritage existed, so asto dlow present and future
citizensto gain an understanding of their origins and their roots in the culture of the past.
Thus, the Heritage Trust Program should seek to protect this heritage through the
acquigtion of interestsin vauable properties and by utilization of other avalable red

edate acquisition methods. Such ‘vauable properties can be any sgnificant historical

dte or property, such as any battlefield would be construed, and will be converted to a
‘Heritage Preserve’ defined as “an area of land, marsh, or water which has been identified
by the board (of the DNR) as having sgnificant historicd, naturd, or culturd vaue ... to
which the gate holds fee smplettitle’ or alesser interest in. The Board of the DNR is
therefore charged to acquire such properties as provided by law, and the preserves
themsealves, once acquired, shall be * put to the designated use or uses which confer the

best and most important benefit to the public.” One can easly see how battlefield
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preservation could be affected through the provisions of this act and that the Board

would certainly recognize practicaly any battlefidd as having Sgnificant historic
interest.

Another method by which the State gives provision to protect historic properties
isthrough regiond authorities that can act on behdf of the state. One such authority is
the North Georgia Mountains Authority, created by the General Assembly and
adminigtered by the Department of Naturd Resources. This authority may acquire, hold,
and dispose of red property; may exercise the power of eminent domain; may accept loan
or grants from the United States government; may receive gifts or donations; and may do
any other things necessary or proper to beautify, improve, and render projects salf-
supporting. The authority may undertake awide variety of projects, but among them, the
acquisition, maintaining, and managing of *historic Stes and atractions are provided for.
Such an authority would be an excdlent way for locd municipdities, perhapsin
partnership, to recognize and preserve sites or battlefields of locd or regiond
ggnificance. The regiond authority, through enabling legidation enacted by the Generd
Assembly, would have the gbility to acquire and create a park of its own volition and
capacity.

If agovernment or its entities could not afford to purchase or lease properties
associated with a battle or battlefield, or could not redlize its power of eminent domain,
or could not afford to purchase or lease properties surrounding such a site that upon
development would dter the nature of the Site, then the procurement of conservation

easements would become relevant. An open space or scenic easement, obvioudy the
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most profitable for bettlefield preservation, would strip dl or some of the development

rights associated with a parcel of land from the fee.**° This easement then would have
vaue, and the donation of such would have tax benefits for the grantor, or a government
agency could purchase an easement at lesser cost than purchasing a property or leasing it.
In an easement, the grantor may agree to dlow certain activities to take place on the
property, too meet certain obligations, or to refrain from certain activities thet affect the
integrity of the property, whereas the grantee accepts responsibility for the easement. ™!
Thus, the government agency, or perhaps a private non+profit group wishing to protect
battlefields, could purchase or receive, or otherwise possess, an easement on endangered
battlefield property. In Georgia, easements can be granted in order to preserve historical,
architecturd, archeologicd, or cultura aspects of red property, but they cannot be
cregted, altered, or affected by condemnation. Other lesser interests a government entity
or private nonprofit could use to protect battlefield properties are attaching covenants
and restrictions on devel oping such properties a the time of their conveyance. Such
devices can be highly successful if they are transferable beyond the immediate transferee
and thereby ride with the land. Otherwise, they are only amomentary solution— but
perhaps an effective tool none the less. If a government agency, nonprofit organization,

or person might donate land associated with a battle or battlefidd to another government

agency or foundation, the donor might also attach conditions to these properties that will

130 Brenneman, Russell L. “Techniquesfor Controlling the Surroundings of Historic Sites.” Duke
University School of Law: Law and Contemporary Problems: Historic Preservation. Val. 36, No.
3 (Summer 1971), 417.

131 "Establishing an Easement Program to Protect Historic, Scenic and Natural Resources.” National
Trust for Historic Preservation Information Sheet, No. 25 (1980), 4.



ensure their protection, but if the conditions are not met or sustained, then the title will
likely revert to the origind holder. The above devices then are not perfect but are
legitimate and often highly effective toolsin protecting battlefield properties, or any such
higtorica property.

Another highly effective tool for protecting historic Sitesthat could be easily used
on areas contained within or without battlefield areas are higoric didricts. In Georgia,
ordinances are locdly drafted and applied, but their origin is the Nationa Historic
Preservation Act of 1966, which eventudly gave birth to the Georgia Historic
Preservation Act. This act declared that the General Assembly found that the historical,
natural, and aesthetic heritage of Georgiawas among its most vaued and important
assats, and that the preservation of this heritage was essentid to the promotion of the
hedlth, prosperity, and general welfare of the people. Therefore, in order to protect and
enhance the state' s historica and aesthetic attractions to tourists and visitors and thereby
promote and stimulate business in Georgia s cities and counties, the Generd Assembly
established a procedure for use by each county and municipdity in the state in enacting
ordinances providing for the protection, enhancement, perpetuation, and use of “places,
digricts, Stes, buildings, structures, and works of art having a specid higtoricd, culturd,
or aesthetic interest or vdue.” Thisact dlows for the designation of historic didtricts,
described as “ geographicaly definable’ areas, “urban or rurd, which contain structures,
gtes, works of art, or a combination thereof, having specid character or specid historical
or esthetic interest or value.” Certainly then battlefields could be considered historic

digtricts and offered the same protections any other historic digtrict in amuniapality
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would receive (assuming, of course, the municipality containing such property had
initiated local ordinances providing for historic digtricts). The Georgia Historic
Preservation Act provides for acommission to oversee loca implementation and to
enforce and act in ajudicia capacity to determine dterations to properties designated as
historic or contained within digtricts. According to the scope of protections afforded by
locd ordinance, these protections could be applied to a district encompassing a
battlefield, parts of a battlefied, land surrounding a battlefield, or a combination thereof.
Of note, the right of amunicipaity to regulate land use was upheld in the landmark
Supreme Court case Euclid v. Ambler Realty Co., and theright of amunicipdity to
enforce alocal historic preservation ordnance was likewise upheld in Penn Central
Transportation Company v. New York City. These cases set precedents in the often
contentious legd arena of ‘takingslaw,’ an area constantly debated in courts il
todaly.l32

Lastly, one could look at the crestive gpplication of existing laws or the
development of partnerships with organizations having different but mutualy beneficid
gods. For ingtance, on a battlefield where graves may be located, various State laws
regarding cemetery identification and protection could be gpplied. One could aso look to
the Georgia Scenic Tralls Act, an act essentidly charging the Department of Naturdl
Resources with cregting a system of bike trails through the state but without use of the

powers of eminent domain. In such acase, aloca non-profit might like to protect smal

132 Gilliam, Catharine M., “Takings Law: Fact and Fiction,” Cultural Resource Management Magazine:
Altogether Fitting and Proper: Saving America’s Battlefields Val. 20, No. 5 (1997).
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amounts of land adjacent to a battlefield park but does not have the money. What isto

stop this group from lobbying the DNR to use its means to create a bike trail around the
park, thereby adding to its recreationd value and protecting some property? A number of
other acts could probably be applied in the same way, if those who wish to protect such
resources are aware of the variety of means provided by the state that could be cregtively
used to accomplish their origina goals and some beyond. Most recently, the state has
established the Georgia Greenspace Program by which urban or urbanizing counties are
eligible to recaive gate funding to preserve open space within their municipa boundaries.
This program could easily be applied to battlefidds in any case where asteislocated on
open property and would be preserved as open space or parkland. Findly, persons
interested in preserving battlefield property should aso be open to partnerships with
organizations that have different purposes but smilar gods. For instance, the Trust for
Public Land and The Nature Conservancy are organizations that strive to protect land
through acquisition. The Trust for Public Land might wish to protect land for its natura

or cultura vaue, or its value as open gpace within an urban context, and may wish to
make such land available to the public. The Nature Conservancy might wish to protect
land primarily for its ecologica importance. If battlefields are located in areas other
organizations might be sympathetic to, battlefield preservationists can consder

deve oping relationships with such organizations in the hopes of mutudly beneficid

OutCOmes.
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Inter pretation Treatments and Economic Benefits

I ssues relating to the historic landscape have been addressed on a case-by-case
bassabove. At severd of the sites, the historic landscape has been obliterated and its
ggnificancelogt. In these cases, interpretation of the landscape is elther difficult or
irrdlevant. However, generaly spesking, where historic landscapes have remained intact,
modest interpretive Sgnage and its unobtrusive placement has been proposed. This
treatment has been proposed to avoid duttering the visud field and harming the Ste's
remaining higtoric integrity. In some cases, it may be possible (dthough perhgps a
tremendous undertaking) to ‘restore’ portions of the historic landscape. This endeavor
should be consdered carefully, as both proponents and opponents of this treetment argue
over itsvalidity. The author agrees with the more *“honest” approach of interpreting the
multiple layers of a historic landscape as a“continuum.”*3* The godl of historic
landscape restoration is to make the landscape appear asit did at a particular moment in
time—in the case of a battlefidd, asit looked during the battle. Regarding the
Revolutionary War stesin Georgia, little primary documentation exigts to accurately
portray any of the battlefield landscapes. Furthermore, asanaturd landscapeisin a
congtant ate of flux, the maintenance of a‘fixed' landscape is difficult & best. This
mai ntenance would prove costly and would be ingppropriate if alandscape restoration

was based on conjecture. However, the author would agree that restoration could have

133 Birnbaum, Charles A., “ Treatments for Historic Battlefield Landscapes,” Cultural Resources
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sgnificant vaue if enough documentary evidence could be provided to subgtantiate

the undertaking. Thus, no efforts to restore alandscape should be attempted unless
sgnificant documentary evidence exists to support the retoration, and any restoration
based on conjecture should be avoided. Legd protection of a battlefield site should be
acquired first and foremost and followed by intensve research to determine if a
landscape restoration is even possible based on documentary evidence.

Potentid may exist for more crestive landscape trestments at Stes where
landscape restoration or maintenance of the existing landscape conditions are undesirable
or not feasible. Non-traditiona monuments or designed landscape € ements could be
ingalled at certain Stes. Such features would rely more on their cregtive design to
interpret events than monument text or traditional sgnage. These crestive, possibly
artistic, landscape features might provide an emotiond link to the landscape and events
where traditiond interpretive dements might fall. A vigtor might pause to reflect on the
eventsthat occurred at a particular Site, rather than read one interpretive sign and then
quickly move on to the next.

Due to condition and Sze of mosgt of the Stesincluded in thisthes's, erection of
date historica markers has been a frequent recommendation. These markers
amultaneoudy provide an interpretive and commemorative dement to the landscapein
the vicinity of the Sgnificant site. The markers provide a narrative addressing the
ggnificance of the event or Site, and aso provide afixed point on the landscape that
acknowledges the often somber events that took place there. Currently, the Georgia

Higtorical Society administers the state historical marker program. However, this
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program erects markers only when approached by organizations, and the partner
organization is responsible for haf the cost of the marker’s production and its
maintenance. To erect the large number of markers proposed for the Stesincluded in this
thesis, loca historical organizations would have to coordinate resources, or a Sate-wide
group, or partnership of groups, would have to facilitate their erection. Significant
interest from such organizations, including their political support and financia resources,
are necessary to contemplate the ingtdlation of such alarge number of markers.
So-cdled ‘higtory tralls are arecent and seemingly popular interpretive trestment
used to connect distant historica points of interest. These trails are automobile based,
and users follow a brochure and map to interpretive sgns or kiosks aong the route.
Severd trails have been developed in rurd Virginiaand have reportedly provided a
ggnificant regiond economic stimulus and increased interest in hitoric preservation
generdly.®* Although the trailsin Virginia are based on specific Civil War campaigns
that have a historical starting point and ending point, a smilar ‘ Revolutionary War
Higtory Trail’ could be developed for southeast and coastd Georgia. The author would
encourage a brochure-based program with conservative signs to point interested persons
in the direction of Stes. Large information kiosks would be ingppropriate as the sites
themsdves are typicdly amdl. The creetion of ahigtory trail for Georgia's

Revolutionary War sites would be relatively inexpensive to develop and might prove

134 Ruth, David, and Mike Andrus, “Leevs. Grant: Battlefields and Tourismin Virginia,” Cultural
Resource Management Val. 20 No. 5 (1997), p. 31.
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popular anong loca politicians interested in the potentia economic benefits of
heritage tourism. A higtory trail syssem would coincide well with the historical markers
proposed.

The economic benefits of battlefild preservation are the benefits of heritage
tourism. Simply put, historic Stes atract tourists, and tourists support area economies by
buying gas, renting hotel rooms, egting at restaurants, and shopping. It isdifficult to
determine precisdly how preserving or acknowledging Revolutionary War sitesin
Georgiamight affect loca economies without a marketing study, but, assuredly, even a
modest increase in tourism would have a beneficid effect. Although asmadl tourism
boost might not be felt in Savannah, as severd of Georgia s Revolutionary War

battlefields are located in rural areas, a modest effect in those areas could be substantial .

The Importance of Public Involvement

The best impetus for battlefield preservation or commemoration isloca interest
and grassroots support. Locd interest can manifest itsdf publicly through individuds or
organizations, such asthe locd higtorical society, loca chapters of nationd societies such
asthe Daughters or Sons of the American Revolution, or baitlefield *friends groups
created for aparticular Ste. Loca groups have frequently proven their ability to
understand and navigate their own unique political landscape better than outside interests.

No one can know their community better than the people who live there, and, thus, no
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one is better equipped to make a preservation project succeed than local supporters.:*°

Preservationists interested in béttlefields on a state-wide basis should be sure to make
contacts and foster relationships with local groups.

Manifesting support for Revolutionary War bettlefield preservation on the date
level could provide avauable simulusto fodering interest locally. The sate has
convened a commission to study Civil War battlefieds in Georgia, and this commisson’s
scope could be expanded to include dl battlefields in the state, or a separate group could
be commissioned to study Revolutionary War sites independently. As has been noted
above, the ate has acknowledged the importance of protecting historic resources within
its borders, and Revolutionary War sites, long neglected by state enthusiasm, could
benefit greatly from even amodest amount of government interest.

When plans are contemplated to promote battlefield preservation or
commemoration, adiverse group representing loca interests should be assembled. Loca
government officids, busness leaders, red estate professionds and developers, aswell as
historians, preservationists, and conservationists should work together to develop a
course of action. Including as many loca leaders and professonds early in the process
will undoubtedly lead to more redistic goals, a greater likelihood of success, and aless
contentious process.

As has been noted by battlefield preservationists € sewhere in the country,

Revolutionary War battlefieds often suffer from lack of recognition as aresult of the

135 Brent, Joseph E., “Preserving Kentucky’s Civil War Legacy,” Cultural Resource Management Val. 20
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many defests suffered by the Americans compared to victories**® This caseis

certainly truein Georgia. Despite the fact that the 1779 Battle of Savannah was one of
the largest of the Revolution, its only commemoration has been a granite monument
which has since been removed from the site. Kettle Creek, the best known of the
Revolutionary War battles in Georgia, is probably the most popular as the only
sgnificant victory in the sate. However, when one looks more closely at the defeats
within the context of the broader war, the sgnificance of the Sites of defeats often
becomes evident. Personsinterested in protecting or commemorating the sites of defeets
should be sure to communicate to al partiesinvolved, friend or adversary, this

sgnificance.

Georgia, the thirteenth British colony in North America (and its poorest and weskest),
was a part of one of the most daring military exploitsin the higtory of the world—the
fledgling American colonies revolt againg the al powerful British Empire. Although,
within the Sate, the locations of al the significant Stes related to this endeavor are not
certain, and athough the current understanding of these stesmay vary in size,
ggnificance, and condition, one cannot argue their sgnificance regarding Georgia' s
participation in the formation of and itsincluson in the United States of America
Continued historical and archeologica research, publicly or privatdy funded, should

address these stes and the dozens more that were not included in thisthess. Additiond

136 Webster, Nancy V., “Revolutionary Preservation,” Cultural Resource Management Vol. 20 No. 5
(1997), p. 42.



information is critical to the interpretation, protection, and preservation of these
important Sites. Georgia, home of the nation’ s firdt battlefield preservation project at
Chickamauga, should take pride in its surprisngly extensve Revolutionary heritege,

acknowledge it, and protect it for future generations.
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