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Written Narrative for Fort Attaway

The Coosa Valley RDC has received the written narrative for Fort Attaway
prepared for use in compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA to fulfill

Stipulation #4 of an MAO between GDOT, FHWA, and the SHPO for the subject
project. | have reviewed the narrative and offer the following comments:

(1) On page 2 of the namative, you claim that Civil War enthusiasts and
local historians have not applied a "rigorous methodology of historical
analysis” or "objective analysis of historical detail” towards uncovering

the actual significance of Fort Attaway. You further claim that “this

narrative seeks to remedy this problem.” Yet, nowhere in the narrative do
you provide a complete, unbiased account (from primary sources) of the
military engagement at Rome on May 17, 1864, or the actions related to the
capture of Rome on May 18, 1864-—-much less fully examine the role of Fort
Attaway in those events. On page 14, you state that "the evidence found
throughout these various primary sources undermines previous claims of the
significance of combat activity at Rome." What is this evidence and where
is your analysis of the combat activity at Rome? You do not even name the
Union and Confederate forces involved, provide the number of troops engaged,
or the number of casualties sustained.

(2) Rather than taking advantage of this opportunity io critically examine
the considerable body of primary source material cited in your bibliography
and footnotes, you focus your attention on numerous secondary accounts of
Fort Attaway that "consist of disparate interpretations of its history.” By
doing so0, the narrative becomes little more than a disparagement of Civil
War enthusiasts, local (amateur) historians, and Rome's Civil War history
rather than a thorough examination and analysis of the substantial body of
credible information. Why not analyze the most credible sources of
information, not the least credible?

(3) The central issue seems to be whether or not the property affected by
GDOT Project STP-017-3(45) is, or is not, the historic site of Fort Attaway
(or the "works on DeSoto Hill"). Even if an analysis of the credible

sources of information determined that Forl Attaway is locally significant

in Rome's Civil War history (which | believe it would do), the subject

property must be the site of Fort Attaway in order to convey that

significance. Does, then, a preponderance of the evidence found in the most
credible sources suggest that the subject properiy is, or is not, Fort

Attaway?

You begin to explore this question with an examination of three or four

Civil War-era maps and quite correctly conclude that "Fort Attaway's absence
from Civil War-era maps . . . raises important guestions regarding the

fort's actual location.” After noting that each of the maps does show a

line of earthworks on the west bank of the Oostanaula and that "these
fortifications also appear to be nestled much closer to the west bank of the
Oostanaula River, thus corroborating with the more general descriptions of






