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Now, here, you see, it takes all the running you
can do, to keep in the same place. If you want to

get somewhere else, you must run at least twice as

fast as that!

Through the Looking Glass Lewis Carroll
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Abstract

As a result of the need to defend Halifax as the base of the
British Navy in the North Atlantic, the British government
decided in 1828 to build a permanent fortress in Halifax.
Originally the work was to take six years and to cost £116,000.
Because of a number of problems -~ inadequate design and
climate being the worst -- the work was not finished until
1857-60 and cost £242,122. This report discusses the

history of the building, the background in which it took
place, and the structure of the fortress and its individual

components.
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Introduction

The first plans and estimates for the present (fourth)
Halifax Citadel were submitted to the Inspector General of
Fortifications on 20 December 1825. Three years later, the
British government granted funds for the project, and work

on it began in August 1828. It was intended to complete the
Citadel within six years at a cost of £116,000; the construc-
tion continued for 28 years and finally absorbed £242,122.

The purpose of the present paper is twofold; it describes
the construction of the fortress from its inception to its
completion in 1857-60, and discusses those components of the
work completed by that date. The paper is divided into two
sections, a narrative of events and a description of the
work as completed. A list of officers in the engineer
establishment both in Halifax and in London is included as
an appendix.

The narrative history is based almost entirely on
primary documentation, chiefly the papers of the Corps of
Royal Engineers and the Board of Ordnance in the Public
Archives of Canada and the Public Archives of Nova Scotia.

- The nature of the material is reflected in the character of



the paper; it is chiefly concerned with an examination of
the workings of the bureaucracy of the Ordnance and engineer
establishments as reflected in the Citadel's construction.
It also examines the military and political background of
the decision to build the fortress, as well as the changes
in military technology which rendered the work obsolete even
as it was completed.

The chapters on structural history contain a brief
narrative of the construction of each component of the work,
accompanied by plans, texts of estimates and other relevant
material; each chapter has a bibliography of all plans
relating to the work being discussed.

A complete, annotated bibliography of all plans of the
Citadel between 1795 and 1965 is included at the end of the

paper.



Glossary of Fortifications Terms Used in this Report

Arch: The crown of an arch is the highest or central part;
the spring is the point at which the arch connects with the
wall.

Banguet(te) : A raised path along the inside of a ditch or

parapet on which soldiers may stand to fire at the enemy.
Bastion: A projecting part of a fortification, usually
pentagonal; one side opens into the main body of the work.
Caponier: A covered structure permitting flanking fire to
cover the ditch.

Casemate: A vaulted room, used for a variety of purposes
(barrack accommodation, storage, artillery, etc.). Fre-
quently built under ramparts (g.v.).

Casemate of defence: A casemate, behind the counterscarp,

embrasured, and mounting guns to cover the ditch.

Casemate of reverse fire: An arched structure behind the

counterscarp and opposite a salient (g.v.), provided with
embrasures to flank the ditch.

Cavalier: A heavily constructed building, usually higher
than the other works, which mounts a battery on its flat

roof covering the ground around the fort.



Countermine: A chamber or gallery dug under the glacis

(g.v.), containing a charge of gunpowder which may be blown
up as an enemy approaches. Also a tunnel dug to obstruct an
enemy who is trying to dig under and blow up a wall.

Counterscarp: The outer wall of a ditch, facing the escarp

and the fort itself.

Covert way: A road running around the outside of the ditch,

protected by its own parapet, used to cover the glacis and
to move men and equipment around the fort under the fort's
protection.

Curtain: Any wall which connects two bastions.

Demi-bastion: A bastion with two faces and only one side,

built in the form of a quadrilateral. One side opens into
the fortification.

Dos d'ane: A peaked construction, shaped like a gable roof,
built up over an arch in order to shed water.

Embrasure: An opening cut for cannon, either into a wall or
the ramparts. Usually cut at an angle to give maximum
covering fire.

Epaulment: A mass of earth raised to protect troops from
enemy fire.

Escarp (or scarp): The inside wall of a ditch, facing away
from the fort.

Flank: Any part of a fort designed to protect another part,
usually by being angled in such a way that fire can be

directed in a wide arc.



Gallery: (1) An underground passage behind the counterscarp,
loopholed for musketry, covering the ditch; (2) the under-
ground passage to a countermine (g.v.).

Glacis: A long, gentle slope leading up to a fortification
from the surrounding country, covered by fire from the
fortification.

Gorge: Literally, throat. The inside of a bastion or
ravelin, facing the interior of the fort; the area not
provided with ramparts. Usually at ground level.

Magazine: A heavily built structure in which gunpowder is
stored.

Parapet: A low wall built to protect defenders, either from
gunfire or from falling off the top of a rampart, cavalier
or other raised work.

Place d'armes (place of arms): A widened area in the covert

way, usually close to the body of the work, where mobile
artillery may be concentrated.

Rampart: A mound of earth piled up for defending a place,
capable of resisting artillery fire. It should be wide
enough on top to allow troops and guns to pass. In the case
of the Citadel, the rampart is the main wall of the work,
just inside the ditch.

Ravelin: A triangular work, built outside the ditch and in
front of the curtain, with two faces. Frequently flanks the

bastions and ditch.



Redan: A simple work with two faces, triangular and open in
back, which faces toward an attacker.

Re-entering angle (re-entrant): Any angle pointing toward

the inside of the fort.

Retaining wall: Any wall built to enclose and support the

face of a body of earth (e.g., a dike, ditch, shoulder or
rampart) .
Revetment: The retaining wall of a rampart.

Salient angle (salient): Any angle pointing away from a

fortification, toward the glacis.

Sally-port (postern): An opening in the main body of a

fortification, other than the main gate, allowing troops to
pass toward the enemy. Usually (and necessarily) very well
defended.

Shifting room: There is no accepted definition of this term.

For the purposes of this report, the shifting room is a
casemate in a magazine, probably used for moving powder and
possibly for loading shells with powder.

Terreplein: (1) A level surface on which guns may be mounted

(e.g., the top of a cavalier, covered with earth); (2) the
surface of a rampart behind the parapet; (3) any sloping
bank of earth behind a wall.

Trace: The general ground-plan of a fortification.



"...we have nothing on Citadel Hill but a heap of ruins...."

I

The hill is a drumlin -- that is, a glacial rubbish heap.
Contrary to popular belief, the one element absent in the
composition of its summit is solid bedrock. It is an
inconvenient place to build anything and, without the pro-
prietary interest of the military, the early settlers of
Halifax would probably have ignored it -- indeed, they would
most likely have put the town itself in a more convenient
location. The army, however, was quite incapable of leaving
the hill alone. One supposes that Cornwallis or his engineer,
John Brewse, took one look at the tree-covered hump dominating
everything in sight and, ignorant of its true composition or
even its exact shape, decided that it was the ideal site for
a fort to protect the new town. It was a decision which
would bedevil engineers for the next seventy-odd years.

As the land was cleared around the new town-site, the
truth became apparent. From the harbour the hill was indeed
imposing; from the landward side, it was less so. Viewed
from the swamp behind it, it was only an egg-shaped hillock,

rising 60 or 70 feet from the bottom of the swamp, with a



"Halifax from the Red Mill, Dartmouth".
Lithograph by William Eagar (ca. 1839).
The height of the hill (No. 9) is slightly
exaggerated in this view, but it does give
a good idea of the imposing nature of the
site as viewed from the harbour (cf. Fig. 2).
Most of Halifax is shown as well as McNabb
Island (No. 1), Georges Island (No. 2) and
the naval dockyard (at the extreme right

of the picture). (Toronto Public Library.)
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crest just big enough for a small redoubt. Less than 700
yards away to the southwest was a second hill, more sub-
stantial but lower. From a military point of view, the
second hill (Camp Hill) and the swamp (now the central
common) proved to be more important than Citadel Hill's
imposing view of the harbour, for their very existence
severely limited any possible alterations to the chosen
site. While the soil of the drumlin permitted it to be
hacked down to a more convenient shape, this could only be
done to a limited extent. Only massive cutting could alter
the fundamental shape of the crest, which was inconveniently
narrow for regular fortifications, and this was inadvisable;
any great reduction in the overall height would make it
impossible for the hill to dominate the swamp, let alone
Camp Hill.

Colonel James Arnold, writing in 1824, summed up the
frustrations and difficulties of military planning for the
site.

[As a result] of the extreme narrowness of the ridge

...... but little more space can be obtained without

losing the Command from which it now [?] derives

its chief importance. A front of 400 feet on the

North and South sides, is the full extent that I

think can be procurred...and that it much too short

for any good flank defence from itself, but that of

the redan system to which...in this instance, I see
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two objections; -- first, that by extending as far

as I could with, the salient angles would be much

too acute, -- and, secondly, that sufficient space

would not, by that plan, be afforded to the troops....

On the East and West fronts, a side of 800
feet may be procurred, which, though short, is still
sufficient to afford a very respectable front, with
three, or perhaps, four guns in each flank. Indeed,
considering the narrowness of the ridge, a longer
front on those sides would not be convenient, for
the present perpendiculars are only 1/12; and the
space between the Curtains is little enough,
whereas, if the fronts were much longer, either
little or no flank defence could be obtained in
that way, or the Curtains would actually meet....

I am aware that any work placed on it must be
defective....Every Officer who has been here seems
almost to have given the case up, in despair.

Between 1795 and 1824, three proposals were made to solve
the difficulty. The central problem in each design was the
fortification of the narrow northern and southern fronts and
each attempt proposed a different solution. Elements of two
of these schemes eventually found their way into the existing
Citadel.

The first and most simple design was that of Captain

James Straton, and it was the only one of the three actually
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to be built (the third citadel, 1795-96). Straton's design
was a simple adaptation of the regular bastion system and
consisted of four more or less regular bastions connected by
curtains and enclosing a log and earth cavalier which served
both as gun platform and barracks.2 This had the advantage
of regular form and compactness, but was clearly inadequate
on the northern and southern fronts. These fronts were so
short (400 feet) that the regular bastion form, suitably
reduced, looked ludicrous; the flanks and curtains were
little more than vestigial. It was obvious that a more
elaborate arrangement was necessary.

The next engineer to tackle the problem was Colonel
William Fenwick who, in 1800, submitted a design for a
permanent work to replace Straton's.3 Fenwick attempted to
take advantage of the most obvious feature of the site, its
smallness. He retained Straton's trace more or less intact,
but relegated it to second place as a sort of outwork to his
grand central keep, which occupied most of the crest of the
hill. The keep consisted of two large stone towers connected
by a masonry cavalier, the whole being more than 400 feet
long and a minimum of 50 feet wide. The towers were to be
placed at the northern and southern ends, and were to be
surrounded at the base by a series of masonry caponiers
which were intended to make the towers self-defensible.

What Fenwick had in fact designed was a sort of gigantic

Martello tower. (The first three of Halifax's five towers
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had been designed by Straton between 1796 and 1798.) The
scheme was relatively simple, if expensive; because the
towers avoided the whole problem of the short fronts, it was
another 25 years before the military finally abandoned
Fenwick's idea.

In 1824, Colonel Arnold became the third engineer to
attempt a solution. He paid lip service to the virtues of
Fenwick's towers (largely, one suspects, because General
Gother Mann, the Inspector General of Fortifications, liked
them), but decided that something more elaborate was essential
to protect the short fronts. He proposed that the works be
extended on these fronts, and that the extra space be used
to provide adequate flank protection. He also was the first
engineer to provide for casemates under the ramparts.
Arnold's was the most elaborate of the three schemes, and
the only one which provided for permanent construction of
the whole work in masonry. It also presented an elaborate
compromise between Straton's regular system and Fenwick's
keep. In spirit, if not in form, Arnold's plan was the
closest of the three proposals to Colonel Nicolls's design
for the present work, a design which was made less than a

year later.

IT

Arnold's predecessors had been bedevilled by other problems
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than the shape of the hill. What drove most of them to
distraction was not so much the site itself as the ruins of
several generations of improvised fortification which
occupied it. These were the results of hasty building in
emergencies followed by years of neglect, largely resulting
from the longstanding disinclination of the British govern-
ment to spend money on colonial fortifications. The ruins
were enough to irritate any self-respecting engineer.

The early citadels were poor things at best.5 The
first, a simple log fort designed solely to keep out Indians,
had lasted less than a decade. The second was an octagonal
block-house surrounded by field fortifications which wound
over the crest and down the slopes in all directions, and
had an equally brief and undistinguished career -- although
the blockhouse was obviously one of the ancestors of Fenwick's
elaborate keep. Even Straton's third citadel, an enormous
improvement on its predecessors, suffered from the same
impermanence. Like them it was constructed of sods and logs;
like them, it began to fall down almost as soon as it was
built. Like them also, it had been allowed to go to ruin
until a military crisis -- the outbreak of the War of 1812

-- prompted yet another round of emergency repairs. The
walls were re-sodded, the logs replaced and a new magazine
was built. The magazine was the first major innovation on

the site; it was built of masonry and, not surprisingly,
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outlasted the works surrounding it. By 1820 it was the
second most visible landmark in the city and a rather
embarrassing monument to the virtues of permanent construc-
tion.

Sir James Carmichael Smyth, one of the men responsible
for the present citadel, put the argument for permanent
construction succinctly. He wrote in 1827,

[Recently] I had an opportunity of seeing for the

first time a report upon the province of Nova Scotia

drawn up...in the year 1783 by the late General

Morse....It is curious, but it is melancholy with

a view to the public purse and the public service

to observe that with the exception of those changes

which time and an increase of population have

brought about, our late reports and memoirs [the

Smyth report] as far as regards Nova Scotia, are

in a great measure but an echo of General Morse's

...He [observes]...that more has been expended

than would have been required to build a respectable

Fortress and which in page 66 he strongly recommends

should be constructed on Citadel Hill....If in the

year 1783, the General's observations were just and
his statement with respect to the unprofitable

expenditure of the public money upon temporary
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measures was correct, how much more would his remarks
apply in the present day when so much additional
money has been spent and we have nothing on Citadel

Hill but a heap of ruins.6
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The Bureaucratic Process

T

The process by which the "heap of ruins" on Citadel Hill was
transformed into a permanent fortress began, oddly enough,
with the abandonment of the naval force on the Great Lakes.
It had become obvious in the course of the War of 1812 that
naval control of the lakes was necessary to preserve the
British position in the Canadas. It was taken for granted
at the end of the war that contingency planning would, in
future, hinge on the naval question; the army would confine
its activities to the retention of key points like Quebec
and Kingston.l This policy was abandoned almost before it
was properly implemented for a number of reasons, all of
them having to do with British imperial policy in the post-
Napoleonic period and few of them directly concerned with
British North America.

The most important consideration was financial.
Between 1792 and 1815 the direct cost of the British mili-
tary establishment had soared from £4.5 million to £58
million.2 The latter figure horrified politicians of every
ideological stripe, and Napoleon was barely on his way to

St. Helena when the drastic cuts in expenditure began. By
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1819 the total spending on the military had fallen to about
£16 million, and it remained at or below this figure for
decades.3 In this atmosphere of relentless cheese-paring,
there was no place for a naval arms race on Lake Ontario.
Even the cost of maintaining a skeleton establishment --
£24,000 in 18164 -- was considered excessive. A more
economical method of defence had to be found.

There were other considerations. Expenditure on
colonies had always been unpopular, and in the post-war
period an increasingly large number of politicians objected
to ‘it on both fiscal and ideological grounds. Anti-colonial
sentiment became widespread, and no government could afford
to ignore it. Post-war diplomacy complicated the picture
still further. The maintenance of a naval force on the
Great Lakes acted as an irritant in an era when the British
government wanted to improve relations with the United
States. 1In the end, it was neither the Treasury nor the
Colonial Office which settled the issue; it was the Foreign
Office. By concluding a treaty with the Americans in 1817
which demilitarized the lakes (the Rush-Bagot agreement),
the diplomats rendered the post-war military's plans in-
effective. Although the naval establishments were not
finally abandoned for over a decade, it was obvious that a
new policy was necessary.

Not surprisingly, the impetus for such a new policy

came from the colony. London was quite content to ignore
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the whole business, and but for a wholly fortuitous circum-
stance the old pre-war pattern of piecemeal work undertaken
reluctantly in response to pressure from one or another of
the colonial authorities would have been repeated. The
circumstance in question was the installation of the Duke of
Wellington as Master General of His Majesty's Ordnance in
1819. Since the Ordnance was responsible for all fortifi-
cation, it was the department toward which all colonial
schemes tended to converge. Most Masters General had tended
to ignore the whole odious business -- what was the point of
having an Inspector General of Fortifications if not to
handle such matters? In this, as in much else, Wellington
was exceptional. He was capable of reducing a very compli-
cated problem to a single brilliant memorandum. More
importantly, he was the only soldier with sufficient prestige
to force the government to take notice of his proposals. He
was a very busy man, but somehow, along with the Spanish
question, the diplomatic intricacies of the European con-
ference system, the various ills of the royal family and the
many other unrelated problems awaiting his attention, he
managed to find time for the problem of Canadian defence.
The immediate occasion for Wellington's intervention
was the arrival of a long dispatch from the Duke of Rich-
mond, the governor in chief of the Canadas. A vacuum had
been created by the collapse of naval strategy and the army

had been quick to fill it. Richmond, filtering the reports
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of his military advisers, had drawn up a comprehensive
report on the subject of Canadian defence and had sent it
off to London in August 1818. The report, which was con-
cerned exclusively with Upper and Lower Canada, proposed
strengthening the works at Quebec, Ile-aux-Noix, Kingston
and Montreal, developing canal navigation, defending the
Niagara frontier, and improving the militia.5 The trouble
was that no one took Richmond too seriously. He had impecc-
able social credentials (he was descended from one of
Charles II's illegitimate children), but he was regarded as
something of a lightweight -- a reputation which was, if
anything, reinforced when he had the bad taste to die
mysteriously (apparently of rabies) in the Upper Canadian
wilderness the following summer. His military reputation
was probably worse than his administrative one. Half the
army either remembered or had heard about his escapades at
Waterloo where, as an interested former officer, he had had
the uncanny ability of appearing at the least opportune
moment. His report would probably have been forgotten had
it not been passed on to Wellington who, having considered
it, produced another of his concise and brilliant memoranda.
"I am about to communicate to Your Lordship," Welling-
ton wrote to Bathurst on 1 March 1819, "my opinion upon the
plans of defence for these provinces." The memorandum which
followed dealt, in eight pages, with everything from the

overall strategic concepts involved to the escarp revetment
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of the fort at Ile-aux-Noix. Wellington abandoned the
theory of naval superiority: "It can scarcely be believed
that we shall be able to acquire and maintain that naval
superiority." He substituted a system of strong points and
protected supply routes, and detailed the manner in which
the svstem could be operated in time of war and the quanti-
ties of men necessary to do it. It was an entirely defen-
sive strategy, and the two key components were communica-
tions and fortification.6

Wellington's analysis was accepted, and for several
decades, the 1819 memorandum was the bible of Canadian
defence. For the moment, however, there was no attempt made
to implement his recommendations systematically. Money was
granted for those projects which seemed most urgent --
Quebec, the canals and the fort at Ile-aux-Noix. The
latter (christened Fort Lennox, Richmond's family name) was
something of an ominous sign for the future. Richmond had
estimated that the work would cost £10,000. By 1825 it had
absorbed £57,000 and was still incomplete.7

In 1825 a crisis in Anglo-American relations caused by
the question of the former Spanish colonies in Latin America
brought the problem of North American defence to the atten-
tion of His Majesty's government once again.8 The govern-
ment became uncomfortably aware that its entire policy,
insofar as it had one, was based on an eight-page memorandum

by a man who had never personally been to North America.
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Wellington himself had the solution: a commission of engineer
officers empowered to make a survey of the whole question on
the basis of extensive travel in the colonies. Similar
commissions had investigated conditions in other colonies
since Wellington had taken over the Ordnance department, so
there was a precedent. In the case of British North America
the idea was particularly appropriate, since there was in
fact no local authority (despite the theoretical jurisdiction
of the governor in chief) capable of producing a compre-
hensive survey of all the colonies. In this way the Atlantic
seaboard was, for the first time, linked with the Canadas in
the strategic reasoning of the British government.

The duke's instructions to his commissioners echoed the
considerations outlined in his 1819 memorandum, and added
the problems of overland communication from Quebec to New
Brunswick and the defence of Saint John, New Brunswick,
Halifax and the Atlantic coast as subjects for investigation.
In each instance Wellington had provided specific suggestions
for the guidance of the officers. 1In Halifax, for instance,
the commissioners were instructed to examine both the
harbour defences and "the ground on which Fort George [the
Citadel]...now stands.“9

Wellington chose Sir James Carmichael Smyth as president
of the commission. Four years earlier, in recommending
Smyth for baronetcy, the duke had described him as "a highly

respectable officer [who] has many foreign orders," adding
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that he had "a very large fortune."lo Smyth had been chief
engineer at Waterloo,ll had already headed a similar commis-
sion in the West Indies}zand was shortly to be made a major
general at the relatively young age of 46. In short, he was
the quintessence of a rising engineer.

Smyth and his two fellow commissioners, Lieutenant
Colonel Sir George Hoste and Captain John Harris, toured the
colonies in the summer of 1825. The colonial engineer
establishment had never seen anything quite like it -- a
wealthy baronet, backed by the government and bearing
personal instructions from the Duke of Wellington. The
progress of the commission through the colonies in the
summer of 1825 was rather like that of Lord Durham 13 years
later. Indeed a comparison between the two is not alto-
gether inapt; both embodied attempts by the British govern-
ment to bring order to a confusing situation; both repre-
sented an expedient which had not been tried before in
Canada; and both were to lay the foundations for future
policy for years to come.

The commissioners ended their journey at Halifax in
September, and there they wrote their report. The report
was, for all intents, Wellington's instructions expanded to
book length, with specific details on local conditions and
estimates of the amount of money needed to implement each
item. The only major difference lay in the commissioners'

advocacy of limited offensive operations against the United
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States if war were to break out (paragraph 52).13 For the
rest, the commission recommended major fortresses at Montreal,
Kingston, Niagara and Halifax, canalization of the Ottawa

and Rideau rivers, and a dozen or so lesser works of various
sizes from Amherstburg to Annapolis Royal. The total cost

of all proposals was estimated at £1,646,218.

11

The Smyth report now passed into the realm of British

politics. Colonial defence was unpopular, and the commission's
recommendations seemed likely to provoke an explosion if

they came under formal debate in Parliament. The vicissi-
tudes of the report at the hands of successive governments

| during the following three years reflected both the essential
unwillingness of even a Tory administration to risk much

over it, and the relative position of Wellington in the
changing ministries.

It was a period in which the o0ld Tory party, which had
governed England more or less continuously since before the
turn of the century, was in the process of slow disinte-
gration. Lord Liverpool had been in power since 1812. His
administration was becoming increasingly divided into
moderate (Canningite) and extreme (Ultra) factions, and as a
result was more and more inclined to avoid provocative
action whenever possible. It was this ministry which

received the commission's recommendations in December 1825.
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Accompanying them was a letter from Wellington to Lord
Bathurst, advocating that the recommendations be acted upon
quickly. "I earnestly entreat, then, Your Lordship's
attention and that of his Majesty's Government to the
enclosed document; and that I may be authorized to have
these measures proposed to Parliament in the next session."14
Two months later, Wellington elaborated on the manner
in which he proposed to present the recommendation. Noting
that it would "be impossible to go before Parliament on this
subject without laying before the House, the whole of our
scheme," he suggested that the report be communicated to "a
secret committee of the House." By this means he hoped to
secure approval for the whole scheme. For 1826 he proposed
to ask for £100,000, £20,000 of which was to be allocated
for Halifax.15
The cabinet had no intention of doing any such thing.
Someone had carefully read the Smyth report, and noted that
in each recommendation Smyth had instructed the commanding
engineer at each station to present a detailed estimate.
Would it not be wise to wait for such estimates to arrive?
After consultations involving the Clerk of the Ordnance, the
Chancellor of the Exchequer and Lord Liverpool himself, it
was decided to ask for only £25,000 in 1826, all of which
was to be spent on the Rideau and Ottawa canals.16
Wellington, writing to Smyth in August 1826, was still

17

optimistic, but even as he wrote, the detailed estimates
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Table 1. The Smyth Commission: Comparison between the Costs
as estimated by the Commissioners and as estimated by the

Engineers at the Stations.*

Commission's Engineer
Work Estimate Estimate
1 Grenville Canal 20,000 -
2 Other Ottawa canals 50,000 -
3 Rideau Canal 169,000 474,844
4 Sst. John's, Lower Canada 50,000 48,187
5 Chambly 50,000 198,289
6 Chiteauguay 55,000 43,033
7 Montreal citadel 250,000 315,122
8 St. Helen's Island
(Ile Ste.-Heléne) 42,500 52,311
9 Fort Henry 201,718 214,649
10 York 50,000 132,312
11 Niagara fortress 250,000 288,746
12 Mouth of the Ouse 50,000 83,000
13 Chatham 50,000 117,583
14 Amherstburg 62,000 67,966
15 Penetanguishene 30,000 56,632
16 Halifax, Citadel, etc. 160,000 115,998
17 Needham Hill 6,000 8,865
18 Fort Clarence 40,000 32,528
19 Annapolis Royal 30,000 39,209
20 Windsor 30,000 31,389
21 Saint John, N.B. - 14,019
Total £1,646,218 £2,335,544

*PAC, RG8, Series II, Vol. 6, part 1, Smyth report; and
Ellicombe memorandum of 1 March 1828 in Arthur Wellesley,
Duke of Wellington, Despatches, Correspondence, and Memoranda
of Field Marshal Arthur, Duke of Wellington... [London: J.
Murray, 1867-80], Vol. 3, pp. 81-3.
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were being received by the Inspector General of Fortifica-
tions. The estimates were, to say the least, alarming, most
of them exceeding Smyth's own predictions, some of them by
phenomenal amounts (see Table 1). The grand total now stood
at £2,335,554,18 and there was no guarantee that the new
figure would be definitive. Perhaps some people at the
Ordnance and the Treasury remembered that Fort Lennox had
gradually exceeded the original estimate sixfold. It was
hardly surprising that the projects fared little better in
1827 than they had in 1826; the government asked for only
£56,000 for canals and £5,000 for preparing materials at
Kingston.19

Even this limited grant caused trouble. In the debate
over the Ordnance estimates, one honourable member

alluded to a rumor which he had heard of certain works

that were going on in intention to erect a

line of forts on the River St. Lawrence. He wished

to know whether these projects were to be carried

out without any information being given to the

House on the subject.20
Sir Henry Hardinge replied for the government. Sir Henry
was Clerk of the Ordnance and certainly knew about the Smyth
report. Nonetheless he flatly denied the allegation -- a
fact which indicates how little inclined the government was

to bring the report before Parliament. Sir Henry did,

however, admit that
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there were undoubtedly parts of that territory

which required additional defence. With respect

to Halifax, for instance, it was recommended

that quarters be provided for a body of troops

and a proper building provided for the reception

of stores. These measures appeared to be neces-

sary; because if an enemy turned the sea batteries,

as the place was at present situated, the town must

fall into his power.21
Quarters for a body of troops, and a proper building for the
reception of stores; in this (rather unsuitable) disguise
the Halifax Citadel project arrived before the British
Parliament.

Two months later, the chances of the project receiving
a more forthright explanation before the Commons receded
still further. 1In April, Liverpool became incapacitated and
the ministry fell apart. Canning, the representative of the
left wing of the Tory party, became prime minister and the
Ultra wing slunk off into opposition. Although Wellington
claimed not to be an Ultra -- he fancied himself above
party22 -- his reaction made even the most diehard Tory
blush; he resigned from the supposedly non-political office
of commander in chief (which he had acquired when the Duke
of York died the preceding January) and pronounced himself
disgusted with the whole business. A moderate Tory govern-

ment holding office with Whig support was, to say the least,
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highly unlikely to consider spending money on Canadian
forts, and with the most prestigious political supporter of
the project sulking at Apsley House, even the Ultra Tories
were inclined to forget about it.

Canning was ill even before he became prime minister,
ironically as the result of a chill contracted at the Duke
of York's funeral. In August 1827 he died, plunging the
Tory party and the English government into an even deeper
crisis. The king cast around for a middle-of-the-road prime
minister and decided upon Viscount Goderich. It was not a
happy choice. "Goody" Goderich, "as firm as a bull rush"23
was unable to keep his fractious ministers under control.

He is remembered, if at all, as the only British prime
minister who never faced Parliament.

The king's second choice was only slightly better.
Wellington tried to form a middle-of-the-road government,
but was only temporarily successful. Whatever else the duke
may have been, he was not a politician. Indeed, he confessed
when he was still a cabinet minister that he imperfectly
understood the workings éf the House of Commons.24 In short
order he managed to drive the Canningites out of his cabinet
in May 1827, and then, by epousing Catholic emancipation,
alienated the Ultras as well in 1829. It was inevitable,
under a Wellingtonian ministry, that the Canadian defence
scheme would get a hearing. During the early stages of the

disintegration of the duke's ministry, the Smyth commission's
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proposals arrived before the Commons.

The occasion was an investigation by a Select Committee
on Public Expenditure into the workings of the Ordnance
department. To make the sums of money involved seem less
formidable, the proposals of the Smyth commission had been -
grouped into three classes. The first, headed "first and
most urgent" included the Halifax Citadel, Kingston and
several other works. The total cost of works in this class
was estimated at £798,215, although the fine print conceded
that the total grand would, "taken in round numbers," amount
to £900,000. The cost of the other two classes ("indefin-
itely postponed” and "entirely postponed”) amounted to

£533,581 and £528,963 respectively. The grand total for all

the works proposed, excluding the Rideau Canal, was £1,860,760.

It was too much. Even the division of the works into
separate classes and the use of such tags as "indefinitely"
and "entirely postponed" could not disguise the fact that
acceptance of the recommendations could entail the expendi-
ture of anywhere up to £2.5 million in North America, and
this at a time when the total budget of the Ordnance depart-
ment in any given year was only about £1.5 million.26 But a
compromise was reached. Of all the proposed works, only the
Ottawa-Rideau canals, the fortifications at Kingston and the
Halifax Citadel were salvaged.

A few years later, Lord John Russell recollected that,

during Wellington's administration,

25
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2,000,000 [pounds] were demanded to be expended in the
fortification of Canada. Those with whom he then acted
successfully opposed voting away so large a sum. - A
new committee was appointed and it was intimated that,
if those who opposed the former proposal would consent
to the works then going on, the 2,000,000 [pounds]
would not be pressed.27
If Lord John's memory can be trusted, the ministry had not
been entirely candid. Although work on the canals was
indeed in progress, the only work at Kingston had been the
result of the 1827 grant of £5,000 for the preparation of
materials, and nothing whatsoever had been done at Halifax.
There are grounds for believing, therefore, that the Halifax
Citadel, which first arrived in the Commons as a small

untruth, may have passed through the House as the result of

a much larger one.

I1T
Once a compromise had been reached, the passage of the
remains of the government's Canadian defence policy through
the Commons was assured. The debate was, nevertheless, a
noisy one, with every shade of political opinion in full
voice. On 3 July 1828, a supplementary estimate for
£330,664 for new works at Kingston and Halifax was placed
28

before the Commons, and on 7 July Sir Henry Hardinge, the

Secretary at War, moved a series of 22 resolutions for the



Ordnance supply, the twenty-first of which read;
Resolved, that it is the opinion of this Committee
that a sum not exceeding 30,0001 be granted to His
Majesty towards defraying the expenses of military
works at Kingston...and Halifax...upon a estimate
[sic] not exceeding, for both these projected works,

the sum of 330,6641.2°

When the resolution was read, an amendment was proposed:
leaving out the first "that" to the end of the
resolution, in order to add the words, "it is
imprudent in the present financial condition of this
country, to engage in military wars in British North
America."30
In the debate which ensued, it was soon evident that

the purely military and financial arguments were the least

important, although they did occasionally provide some

unintentional humour. For example, one Mr. Fitzgerald (a

Tory) argued that "Halifax was one of the finest harbours in

the world, and as long as we held it and had a canal to

carry stores into the interior, the Americans would never

ndl One suspects

again venture to attack us on Lake Ontario.
that the majority of the members present were equally
ignorant of Canadian geography, and their ignorance made
them indifferent to the whole business. They knew only how

they were expected to vote.

Most of the speakers in the debate were chiefly interested



in the implication of colonial fortifications on the relation-
ship between colony and mother country, and beyond this, in
the whole future of colonies. One of the radical speakers,
for example, combined a skeptical view of the future with

the traditional radical objection to colonies:

There was no certainty he said of our being able

to hold Canada. When these works are finished, the

colonists might take it into their heads to say

"we are not satisfied with your government; we wish

to be ourselves...." But, he would ask, of what

benefit was Canada to us in a commercial point of

view. He would say that, instead of a benefit, it

was a disadvantage.32
But this was a relatively superficial speech. The more
thoughtful speakers were aware of the political discontent
among the colonists, and were concerned that the government
was spending a good deal of money on a policy which was, at
best, peripheral to the central issues.

Henry Labouchere, a moderate radical, provided a good
example of this line of reasoning. He pledged support for
the resolution "with this condition - that efforts should be
made ... to give Canada a wise, an efficient and conciliatory

W33

government. In this he found himself in virtual agree-

ment with Mr. Huskisson, a Canningite, who went one step
further and looked forward to the day when there should be

’ . 4
an amicable separation between colony and mother country.3
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The most articulate statement of this view of the
colonial relationship was made by Lord Howick. Howick's
statement was particularly appropriate, since it would fall
to Howick, later in his career and as the third Earl Grey,
to implement the Durham report. Howick suggested that
Britain "might in time prepare for separation, not by
fortifying the Canadas but by preparing them to be
independent."35

The task of summing up for the ministry fell to Robert
Peel, the Home Secretary and government leader in the
Commons. He presented the proposed fortifications as the
most economical means of holding the colonies. He skirted
the issue of good colonial government, suggested that the
loss of the colonies would have an adverse effect on the
empire, and concluded by speculating that, even in the event
of separation, "it was by no means certain that this money
to improve them with adequate means of defence would be ill

expended."36

The amendment was defeated by a majority of 75.37
Shortly thereafter, with the final passage of the Ordnance

estimates, the surviving items of the Smyth commission's

recommendations were approved by Parliament.

Iv
The events of the spring and summer of 1828 marked the first

and last occasion when an attempt was made to get Wellington's
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Canadian defence scheme through Parliament. Thereafter, the
only debate was about the mounting expenditure on those
items which had been allowed, and this, in time, grew
acrimonious. But by then Wellington was in opposition, and

the sight of his Whig successors reluctantly defending the

remnants of his policy must have been one of the few pleasures

he ever derived from the whole business.

In time, as other crises prompted new examinations of
thg problems of Canadian defence, younger ministers were
afraid to approach the old duke. He was rumoured to be
bitter about the subject. "He always harks back," Lord Derby
explained, "to a plan laid down by himself in 1826, the
expense of which was so enormous that all governments have

deferred acting upon it."38
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Colonel Nicolls's Citadel

Although the genesis of the design for the present Citadel
seems straightforward enough at first glance, the circum-
stances surrounding it are, in fact, rather obscure. A
careful reading of the relevant documents reveals an essen-
tial uncertainty of purpose in the writings of the princi-
pals responsible for the design. Had the work been success-
fully completed without any major mishaps, the ambiguity
surrounding its birth would be of no more than passing
interest. As it happened, the adoption of the initial plan
for the Citadel led directly to a decade of failure and
confusion, and the origin of the trouble lay in the uncer-
tainties evidenced in its inception and in the characters of
the two men most directly responsible for it.

The first of these two was Sir James Carmichael Smyth.
He and his fellow commissioners had the sometimes unenviable
task of producing a coherent and reasonable general scheme
in keeping with the framework laid down in the Duke of
Wellington's 1819 memorandum and in his instructions to the
commission. The major problem was that Wellington's instruc-

tions, though brief, were far too detailed. The duke was
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attempting to settle the defence of a country which he had
never seen. Although his grasp of the overall strategic
problems involved in the defence of British North America
was sound enough, he faltered -- sometimes badly -- in his
assessment of the value of specific locations. In fairness
to Wellington, one ought to point out that he invariably
phrased his suggestions in such a way as to give the comm-
issioners the widest possible latitude in making their
decisions. The problem was that Smyth and his fellow
commissioners, in most cases, treated these suggestions with
a reverence which their Victorian descendants usually
reserved for God. It was perhaps too much to expect that
any engineer officer, no matter how competent, would have
dared to contradict the duke himself, but it would have been
better if Smyth had displayed a little more independence in
carrying out his commission.

This absolute devotion to Wellington's ideas was not,
in itself, entirely bad. Smyth, however, combined it with
an incurable optimism in estimating the amounts of money
needed to construct the various works he recommended. It is
difficult to be precise about the extent of his optimism,
since so few of the works recommended were actually built,
but it is worth noting that in almost all cases the amounts
estimated by the Commanding Royal Engineers (CREs) on the
spot exceeded Smyth's figures (see Table 1). Those works

which were finally constructed all cost more -- some of them
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The Halifax Citadel: a modern redrawing of the

1847 ground plan.
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Northwest demi-bastion
Southwest demi-bastion
Northeast salient
Southeast salient
Redan

Parade

North ravelin

West ravelin

J
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The key is as follows:

South ravelin
Guardhouses
Cavalier

North magazine
South magazine
Casemates (ramparts)
Gate and bridge
Sally ports

Tanks

(Drawing by D. Keppler; original in Public Archives

of Canada.)



39




40

far more -- than the figures proposed by the commissioners.
Smyth was, by all accounts, a competent officer, so one is
at a loss to account for his poor judgement. Perhaps he was
merely ignorant of Canadian building conditions. Possibly
the unrealistic estimates reflect Smyth's familiarity with
political conditions in England and his awareness that
excessive costs would deter Parliament from accepting his
recommendations. In any event, the optimistic estimates
contained in the final version of his report were to have
serious consequences in the subsequent history of the
Halifax Citadel.

Smyth's weaknesses were neatly complemented by those of
the engineer officer most directly concerned with designing
and constructing the Citadel, Colonel Gustavus Nicolls.
Nicolls and Smyth had much in common. Both had enlisted in
the Royal Artillery in 1794 and had transferred to the Royal
Engineers in the following year. Both had risen through the
regimental ranks in identical stages until 1813, when both
were promoted lieutenant colonel. At that point their
careers diverged dramatically. Most of Nicolls's career had
been spent in colonial postings. He missed the opportunities
afforded to officers who had had the good luck to serve in
the peninsular campaigns and at Waterloo, with the result
that he was still a colonel in the Royal Engineers =-- a mere
major in the regular army -- in 1825. Smyth, on the other

hand, had attracted the patronage of the Duke of Wellington,
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married very well and, as we have seen, served with dis-
tinction in Europe and had been at Waterloo. By 1825 he was
a major general in the army and a baronet.l Nicolls may
well have resented his contemporary's striking success, but
his resentment was either tempered or hidden by a well-
developed sense of humility.

Nicolls's letters to his superior officers make inter-
esting reading. He never contradicted. He greeted suggestions
with praise and gratitude. He was deferential and compli-
mentary. He never ventured to criticize. He was gquite
capable of calling the attention of "His grace the Master
General" (Wellington) to the fact that the neck of the
Halifax isthmus bore "so strong a resemblance to the lines
of Torres Verdas (that so effectively put a stop to the
success of the French in Portugal...)" that he could not
"refrain from noticing it."2 Occasionally this weakness
completely usurped his better judgement. In 1830, Lord
Beresford (the Master General of the Ordnance at the time)
differed with Nicolls's strategic assessment of a local
prominence known as Cape Hill near Annapolis Royal. Beres-
ford based his objections on a vague memory of the geography
of the place; he had served there as an ensign forty-odd
years earlier.3 Nicolls, whose acquaintance with local
conditions was of a decidedly more recent vintage, did not
venture to disagree. Instead he drew up plans for a work

for the hill which he took the liberty of "naming Fort
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Colonel Gustavus Nicolls, RE. Portrait

by his wife.
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Beresford...it having emanated from His Lordship's recollec-
tions from having guarters at Annapolis."4

Gustavus Nicolls, therefore, was the last man either to
resist the suggestions or to contradict the financial judge-
ment of Sir James Carmichael Smyth, especially since the
latter had the backing of so formidable a figure as the Duke
of Wellington and good relations with virtually every senior
officer in the engineer corps, from the aged Gother Mann
(the Inspector General of Fortifications) on down. Picture
the two men touring the defences of Halifax in the late
summer of 1825, Smyth suggesting, Nicolls agreeing and
enlarging on the suggestions. Between them, they fathered
the present Citadel. They were also largely responsible for
the disasters which befell their inadequate and slightly

peculiar offspring.

8

In the case of the Citadel, Wellington presented the comm-

issioners with the most ambiguous of his suggestions:
It would be most desirable to look at the ground upon
which Fort George at Halifax, now stands, with a view
to either its reform or the construction of a work of
larger capacity upon that ground by way of keep to the
works destined for the defence bf the harbour, which

might be garrisoned by two or three hundred men.
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This contradictory passage reveals the duke's fundamental
uncertainty about the strategic value of the hill in the
overall framework of the Halifax defences. It appears to
suggest that the Citadel was less important than the harbour
defences. On the other hand, it does not reject outright
the possibility of a major building on the site. But it
does indicate that Wellington had in mind a modest work, and
it does not explicitly mention the possibility of permanent
construction.

When Nicolls and Smyth came to consider the duke's
recommendation, they decided that a "work of larger capacity"
was clearly called for. To make a case for such a work, a
variety of reasons was given. The commissioners argued that
a work on the hill would

[protect the town,]...support...the sea batteries,

...give confidence to the troops and militia advan-

cing to meet an advancing enemy, and...enable the

General Officer in command to move to any other part

of Nova Scotia with his disposable force...without

exposing his stores...to be taken and destroyed.

Smyth himself added the argument that expenditure on a
permanent work would, in the long run, be cheaper than
piecemeal expenditure on temporary fortifications.7 He also
elaborated on what, in his opinion, was the nature of the

threat to the town.
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In Canada and Halifax the enemy is at our door. If

our minister in Washington is deceived, if our generals

are indolent or supine, a war may be declared and

an invasion take place before the ministry in England

are aware that hostilities are even contemplated. The

construction of the fortress as proposed becomes con-

sequently more urgent and indispensible.8
Nicolls's contribution to the debate was phrased in his
usual manner:

Sir James C. Smyth has assigned several good reasons

for the construction of a work on Citadel Hill, -- I

will take the liberty of adding one more, -- viz. the

good effect it would have on the Morale of the natives,

as well as the contrary on that of their neighbours

the Americans, who when on their frequent visits to

this harbour, see its shores bristling with cannon

on every side, and the British flag flying on the

Citadel, on a fort respectable and strong for this

side of the Atlantic, are thoroughly deterred from

making an attack on Halifax.9
Despite its language, Nicolls's explanation of the reasons
behind the building of the present Citadel is the only one
which makes much sense. None of the explanations dealt at
any length with the strategic value of such a work, and
indeed the meager explanations which were offered were

contradictory. In an era when the largest gun in common use
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in the British army had a maximum range of just over 3,000
yards,10 the Citadel could not effectively support the sea
batteries. A gun mounted on the extreme southern end of the
hill could only mask Georges Island and the middle reaches
of the harbour -- neither of which was an important factor
in the event of a sea-borne attack. Nor was the hill in
itself particularly well situated to defend the town against
a land attack. Nicolls himself admitted that the first line
of defence against such an attack would be the neck of the
Halifax isthmus, which was out of sight of the Citadel.ll
The commissioners conceded that the hill could be properly
defended only if it were supported by temporary works on
adjoining high ground (notably Fort Massey Hill) and a
permanent work on Needham Hill to the north.12

The best that could be said was that the Citadel,
supported by the works described above and by a field army,
could assist in the defence of the town against a land
attack, and in this sense was intended as a keep. However,
"keep" can mean any work, from a blockhouse on upward, and
one wonders if perhaps a less elaborate work (like Captain
Fenwick's towers) would not have served the purpose equally
well.

No one connected with the project, with the possible
and ironic exception of Nicolls, ever seems fully to have

understood the fallacy in the strategic reasoning behind it.

There is no evidence, at least in North American documents,
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"Outline map to illustrate a Report to His

Grace the Duke of Wellington relative to His
Majesty's North American Provinces" (1826).

This map was inset in a large map of British
North America drawn to illustrate the provisions
of the Smyth report. It illustrates the
relationship between the Citadel and both the
town and the harbour batteries. The Citadel

was too far north to be of much use in defending
the harbour and inconveniently situated for the
landward defence of the town. The plan shows
clearly why a supporting fort on Fort Needham
Hill (north of the Citadel) was thought necessary.

(Public Archives of Canada.)
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that any questions were raised about the scheme, except in
terms of purely technical aspects of the final design.
Wellington's tentative and ambiguous assessment of the value
of a work on the hill was accepted, and the commission
recommended, without reservation, the present work on Citadel

Hill.

IIT
The actual design was Colonel Nicolls's work. It is imposs-
ible to determine how much of it was contributed by Smyth
and his fellow commissioners; their report is not sufficiently
specific. They pronounced themselves in perfect agreement
with Nicolls on the principles upon which he proposed to
base his design, and enjoined him to submit plans and
estimates at his "early convenience."13

The commissioners did, however, impose two restrictions,
both of which were to have serious consequences. The first
involved the question of the labour force for the new work.

[Colonel Nicolls] states that in turning the

arches and other important parts of the

construction of a fortress, which require

great attention and superior work, he would

prefer not employing contractors....We...

agree with [him] that it will be desirable

to employ a company of Sappers in Nova Scotia,

but we still recommend that whatever can be
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done by contract should be agreed under

proper securities and subject to a vigilant

superintendance.l4
This decision led directly to the employment of contract
labour in the building of the escarp walls, which was to
have dire consequences a few years later.

The second restriction imposed by the commissioners was
concerned with the estimated cost of the work. The commission
decided, with its usual optimism, that the fortress would
cost about £l60,000.15 Most of the other engineers involved
in the design of works recommended by the commission blithely
disregarded the commissioners' estimates, but Colonel
Nicolls was of a different nature. He adhered to the
estimates so scrupulously that he found himself forced to
compromise in fundamental matters of design in order to keep

the costs down. The exact nature of his compromises will be

discussed later in this chapter.

Iv

Nicolls drew up his plans and estimates, which were duly
dispatched on 20 December 1825. "You will easily perceive,"
he wrote to Mann, "that the trace has been formed more to
answer the extent and nature of the ground than according to

16 1+ had indeed;

any regular system of fortification."”
compared to textbook plates, the trace was peculiar. It

resembled a stubby arrow, feathered at both ends. For this
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oddity Nicolls proposed to spend a total of £115,999 1l6s. 3-

3/4a.%7

Despite its peculiarities, General Mann could
easily have discerned in Nicolls's plan echoes of earlier
proposals and suggestions for fortifying the hill, including
at least one of his own.

The title page of Nicolls's estimate reads: "General

Estimate of expense of reconstructing in masonry, altering
18

and adding to Fort George" (emphasis mine). This insistence
on the relationship between Nicolls's design and the third
Citadel (Straton's) is particularly appropriate. The two
had much in common. Both contained four bastions and were
alike in outline;19 both made use of cavaliers. Nicolls's
ramparts were at least as high as those of his predecessor,
and were occasionally higher,20 despite the fact that in his
excavations of the fort's interior, Nicolls had cut down the
crest of the hill by as much as 20 feet. There were diver-
gences, most of them resulting from one factor: Nicolls's
use of permanent building materials. He was, therefore,
able to make use of elaborate fortification techniques which
had been denied Straton.

The greatest difference between Nicolls's and Straton's
traces of the fort, however, was in their respective con-
ceptions of the difficult northern and southern fronts.
Nicolls considered Straton's trace unacceptable; the fronts

21

were "so short as not to admit regular flanks." Both

Fenwick and Arnold had proposed solutions for this defect,
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but Nicolls discarded both men's ideas and selected a method
which Arnold had previously rejected, that of flanking from
reverse fire casemates in the counterscarp.

The individual elements of fortification which Nicolls
used fell into two classes: those which his predecessors had
proposed and which had never been built, and those which (so
far as we know) Nicolls originated himself. The casemates
and caponier come under the former heading; the counterscarp
gallery, countermines and ravelins come under the latter.

Casemates had found their way into both Fenwick's and
Arnold's plans in one way or another, but in neither plan
had they been put to such a variety of uses as in Nicolls's
design.

In so small a work without casemated cover,

troops may be shell'd out immediately.

The smallness of the work also admits

of but a weak diverging fire being brought

on the ground around it. By Casemated

Cavaliers this fire is greatly increased and

the Troops have at all times a Barrack secure

from shells. - And for this reason as

being the most exposed, I have also placed a

Casemated Defensible Guardhouse on each

of the...Ravelins, there not being a Covert

Way.

The ditches of the Ravelins have
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"plan N° 1" (1825). Plan 01-1825-12-1.

This was Nicolls's original plan for the Citadel.
In the course of construction, the eastern front
was redesigned, the north cavalier and the caponier
were abandoned, the magazine was demolished and
new magazines and additional casemates were

added. Despite these changes, the west, north

and south fronts as finally constructed are
virtually identical with the original design.

(Public Record Office.)
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been flanked by Casemates in the Body of

the place, - the fire from the interior

outwards, when it is to be procured, being

preferable to that from the exterior

outward.22
In all, Nicolls proposed a total of 34 casemates including
16 single-storey casemates in pairs under the ramparts, 7
two-storey casemates in each cavalier, and a casemated
guardhouse in each ravelin. Of the total, 20 casemates
(those in the ravelins and under the ramparts) were intended
primarily for defence; the remainder were to be bomb-proof
barracks.

The caponier was to serve two purposes; it was to be a
flank defence for the west ditch and a communication with
the west ravelin. The idea of using the caponier to defend
the west ditch had first appeared in Arnold's design for the
northern and southern fronts, outlined in his letter of
November 1825. (See "...we have nothing on Citadel Hill but

a heap of ruins...," above.)

Nicolls may have planned a counterscarp gallery and
countermines because it was impossible to form a covert way
as a first line defence. 1In any event, he seemed to consider
them to be a logical outgrowth of the four reverse-fire
casemates.

[The north and south fronts] have...been flanked

by casemates of reverse fire from the Counterscarp
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which also serve as Galleries for Mines, and I have

included in the Estimate a Counterscarp Gallery

around the direct Galleries to run out 20 feet

beyond them allowing for Mines being exploded at

that distance without injuring to [sic] the

Counterscarp, or that low Galleries may be made

to branch out at leisure.23

The counterscarp gallery was a relatively unusual
feature. Ravelins, on the other hand, were common in bastion
fortifications, but none of Nicolls's predecessors had
proposed their use. Straton lacked the wherewithal to build
them properly, and ravelins on the northern and southern
fronts as he designed them would have made the fronts look
ludicrous. The spirit of Fenwick's design was such that
ravelins would have been entirely irrelevant. According to
Arnold's plan, there would have been insufficient room for
them on the eastern and western fronts. Considering the
size of Nicolls's ravelins on those sides, Arnold may very
well have been right.

Arnold recommended, as we have seen, the occupation of
a good deal of ground on the northern and southern fronts,
beyond the limits of Straton's trace, to provide adequate
flank defence and to take advantage of the commanding nature
of the ground. This second reason presumably justifies
Nicolls's occupation of much of the same ground with ravelins.

Three of the ravelins, those on the north, west and
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south fronts, were basically alike. In each of them, the
guardhouse was placed in the centre of the gorge and was
surrounded by a shallow ditch which took up most of the area
beneath the ramparts in the ravelins' interior. The only
important differences among the three were, first, the size
of each (the northern and southern ravelins were identical
and larger) and second, the means of access. The north and
south ravelins were to be "entered from the ditch by wooden

steps to be drawn up into the Guardhouse" while on the
western front there was to be a casemated two-storey guard-
house, the lower storey of which was to connect directly
with the caponier.

The east ravelin connected to the body of the work by a
bridge which entered at the mid-point of the gorge. Another
bridge, approached through a passage under the ramparts on
the right face, led to the exterior. In the eastern ravelin,
the guardhouse was shaped irregularly and had no ditch. It
was located on the left side of the gorge, immediately
adjacent to the ramparts.

The shape of the fort made its interior cramped; the
distance from curtain ramart to curtain rampart was less
than 150 feet. It would seem that the four bastions were
intended to be hollow, although contemporary plans vary on
this point. The ramparts on the west side were somewhat

25

thicker than those on the east; this allowed more space in

the northern and southern ends.
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What interior space there was in the northern end of
the fort was almost entirely taken up with the two identical
cavaliers, one on a north-south axis between the curtains,
and the other on an east-west axis fitting rather snugly
between the bastions. Each consisted of seven two-storey
casemates surmounted by a masonry and earth parapet, a
terreplein, possibly of wood or earth (neither the plans nor
the contemporary documents are explicit on this point) and
curbs and racers for seven guns on traversing platforms.
Both cavaliers were intended as quarters; the northern one
was to be "a convenient Barrack for 320 men" and the eastern
one "Officers Quarters for 4 Captains and eight Subalterns."26

Certain peculiarities in the design of these buildings
deserve comment. For one thing, the only provision made for
access from the lower to the upper storeys of the casemates
was by means of staircases in a wooden verandah which was to
run along the interior side of each cavalier. As it was
intended to remove the verandahs (to keep them from being
set on fire) during an attack, it is interesting to specu-
late how Nicolls intended, in such a situation, to get men
and ammunition to the guns on the roof. Another odd detail
was the arrangement of the chimneys for .the fireplaces in
the casemates. The chimneys were to run through the exterior
wall and emerge flush with the masonry parapet on the roof.
Obviously Nicolls intended never to light fires during a

siege.27
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Nicolls provided no detailed account of the armament
proposed for the work. It is likely that he had no more
than an approximate idea of the type and calibre of the
ordnance to be mounted as he drafted his plans. He did make
allowances in his estimates for platforms and embrasures in
the appropriate places, as well as for traversing platforms
in each of the north and south ravelins - two in each
flank - as well as four traversing platforms in the west
ravelin and three in the east. He planned one embrasure at
each of the bastion and ravelin salients, and seven on each
of the cavalier roofs. The plan also shows two mortar

a5 The 16 rampart

platforms in each of the western bastions.
casemates were intended to mount guns. The total number of
gun positions would have been 67, a number which may be
taken as an approximation of the number of guns intended for
the work.

The fort was provided with seven sally ports. One of
them provided access to the caponier. There were two in
each curtain, and one in the re-entrant angle of both
northern and southern fronts, all leading to the ditch. The
two in the western curtain emerged opposite the rudimentary
place d'armes flanking the west ravelin; they therefore

provided access to the only defensive position proposed for

the top of the glacis.
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VI

Nicolls did not give a detailed account of the dimensions of
the works in his proposed fort at any point in either his
estimate or his covering letter. The estimate, in fact,
gave only a cursory account of the cost of each individual
work, without detailed calculations of materials, labour and
workmanship involved. The only entries which come close to
accounting for the extra services necessary for construction
on the scale Nicolls proposed are as follows: a recommen-
dation for the purchase of 12 horses "for the service of the
work;"29 one entry for £385 for "scaffolding, wheeling,
planks, etc.", and another entry for £585 for "Repairs to

tools, etc."30

Similarly, there were few references to
building materials. The estimate called for "granite quoins
at the Salient angles of the shoulder [sic] of the bastions,"
but did not specify the type or quality of stone to be used
in the remaining 99 per cent of the escarp wall.31 The
whole question of labour was dealt with in a single para-
graph.

The Estimate has been formed on the Principal

of Workmanship being performed 3/4 by Civil

Artificers 1/4 military....-But this will vary

materially according to the circumstances, as well

as in regard to the Military assistance to be had

as what part of the workmanship may be performed
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by contract; which I may offer my opinion, as
to works of Fortifications I consider not
likely to be more economical or the works to
be equally well performed as by military
Artificers, supposing the pringipal part to be-
long to the Corps of Royal Sappers and Miners; -
as to stone, the principal part of the material,
I much doubt the Department obtaining it by
contract as cheap as by quarrying.32
This last sentence is the only reference to the manner of
supplying the raw materials, except for a recommendation
that the necessary bricks be sent from England as ballast,
"as the Bricks here are of very inferior quality."33

Nicolls's estimate was, therefore, somewhat less
precisely worded than one might expect. This made it easier
for the colonel to conceal the compromises he had made in
formulating the design. There were two major ones: the
retention of the old powder magazine and the unusual thinness
of the escarps.

Nicolls retained the powder magazine he himself had
built in 1812 for use in the new Citadel. The magazine was
a stone, bomb-proof building with a capacity of 1,344 barrels
of powder,34 located in the new fort at the southern end of
the eastern curtain. In his covering letter, Nicolls mentioned
it only once, to note that it could be advantageously used

35

in the new work. Nicolls's own section drawings clearly
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showed that the floor of the old magazine was 10 feet higher
than the proposed level of the parade square of the new

fort. Moreover, the magazine roof was somewhat higher than
the adjacent ramparts.36 Nicolls mentioned neither fact in
either his covering letter or his estimate, and this omission
seems to have gone unremarked in London.

Nicolls's escarp sections were another, less obvious
problem. It is difficult to ascertain the dimensions of the
escarps. In this, the modern researcher is a good deal
better off than the gentlemen in the Fortifications depart-
ment were at the time, since he, at least, has access to the
contract specifications of 1828, 1829 and 1830. The Forti-
fications department had no information whatsoever in
Nicolls's estimate and covering letter; their only guides
were his section drawings. These were contrived in such a
way that, in almost all cases, they showed the escarp where
it was broken either by a sally port or by the gate.37
This circumstance, obviously, made accurate measurement of
the escarp almost impossible. It also obscured the fact the
Nicolls's escarp sections were rather less substantial than
the fortifications textbooks permitted. A comparison
between Nicolls's escarps and Vauban's recommendations (see
Table 2) shows that Nicolls's escarps were, on the average,
two feet thinner than they should have been. The same
comparison also reveals that Nicolls's buttresses were up to

three feet shorter than Vauban recommends, and did not in
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all cases run up the whole height of the wall.38

VII

It is difficult to assess Colonel Nicolls's design for the
Citadel. On the one hand, it is a competent piece of work,
more sophisticated than previous plans and better adapted to
the site than any of them, with the possible exception of
Arnold's. On the other hand, Captain Fenwick's towers would
have been cheaper and strategically more suitable for the
hill. Nicolls's fort is admirable enough in itself, but its
utility can be questioned. It is doubtful whether there was
any purpose for the fort other than the one Nicolls himself
suggested: to show the flag.

The suitability of the work, however, is not as impor-
tant to its subsequent history as the adequacy of the
specifications for its components set forth in Nicolls's
estimate. These were demonstrably insufficient to meet the
demands of the local climate and soil conditions. The work
had barely gotten under way when their insufficiency became
embarrassingly obvious. Within four years of the beginning
of construction it was apparent that major alterations (and
more money) were necessary if the work was to be properly
finished. By a misguided but entirely characteristic
attempt to please his superiors, Nicolls not only put his
own competence as an engineer seriously in question but also
delayed the completion of the Citadel by almost a quarter of

a century.



65

Table 2. Nicolls's Escarp Profiles compared to Vauban's
recommended Dimensions for Escarps of similar Size. (All

measurements are in feet.)*

Vauban Nicolls
1 2 3 4 5
Height of wall 20 30 20 25 30
Thickness (base) 9 11 7 7 9
Thickness (top) 5 5 3 4 3
Buttresses (length) ** 6 8 5 5 5
Buttresses (width)*** 4 5 - 4 -
to to
2'8" 3'4"
Buttresses (height) 20 30 15 25 24

* Columns 1 and 2 are derived from John Muller, A Treatise

Containing the Elementary Part of Fortification... (Ottawa:

Museum Restoration Service reprint, 1968), p. 50; column 4 is
derived from PAC, MGl2, WO055, Vol. 1558, part 7, p. 50; Columns
3 and 5 are derived from NHPSB Plan 02-1825-12-2. These last

figures are less accurate than the others.

** Measured at right angles to escarp wall.

*** Greater figure is width next to wall.
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"T now think I made a little too free with the Climate..."

I

In the hierarchy of the Ordnance in London, the office most
directly concerned with the Halifax Citadel was that of the
Inspector General of Fortifications. Like so much else
about the Ordnance, the title was something of a misnomer.
The Inspector General in fact supervised all the activities
of the three Ordnance corps - the Corps of Royal Engineers,
the Royal Regiment of Artillery, and the Corps of Sappers
and Miners. Fortification was only one of the Inspector
General's responsibilities. He could not however make major
administrative decisions (i.e., those involving policy or
money or both). These were referred, through the Secretary
of the Ordnance, to the Master General and Honourable Board
of His Majesty's Ordnance. Theoretically the process was
simple enough; the secretary was to lay the matter, whatever
it was, before the Master General and board and the latter
two were to render a decision. But in reality the process
was somewhat different. Despite the imposing formulation,
the Master General (invariably a soldier) and the civilian
board rarely had much to do with each other, and neither, in

most cases, actually made decisions. The important figure



67

in most transactions between the Inspector General and the
board was an intermediary, the secretary (properly, the
Secretary to the Board of Ordnance). This gentleman was the
permanent departmental under-secretary, roughly the equi-
valent of a modern deputy minister, and his recommendations
were usually accepted.

An example will serve to illustrate the workings of the
department. The Commanding Royal Engineer at a station
would address himself directly to the Inspector General. If
a decision was necessary, the Inspector General would write
to the secretary, enclosing the engineer's letter and any
other documents he considered relevant, giving his opinion
and requesting a decision. The secretary would then go
through the motions of presenting the case to the Master
General and board. In some instances, if the matter was
sufficiently important, the Master General would either
write a memorandum on the subject or would minute the margin
of the engineer's letter. The secretary would then compose
a short letter rendering the decision and return it, along
with the original correspondence and any marginal anno-
tations acquired since, to the Inspector General, who would
then refer it to one of his deputies for transmission back
to the station. The whole process could take only a few
days. More commonly it took months and occasionally years.

In the summer of 1828, the key positions in the Ordnance

were held as follows:



68

Inspector General of Fortifications: General Gother Mann
Deputy Inspector General: Major General Sir Alexander Bryce
Secretary to the Board of Ordnance: Richard Byham

Brigade Major, Corps of Royal Engineers: Lieutenant General
Charles Grene Ellicombe

The Master General, Lord Beresford, had held office for only
a few months, and Byham only since 1827. Mann, who had been
an engineer for 65 years, Inspector General for 17, and a
full general for 7, was, for the moment, the most powerful

man in the Ordnance.l

IT

The Inspector General's office acknowledged receipt of
Nicolls's Citadel scheme on 21 March 1826.2 Nothing further
was heard on the subject for more than two years. Mann
contented himself with referring the plans to Sir James
Carmichael Smyth for comment, and, when the latter pro-
nounced himself satisfied,3 allowed the subject to drop.

It was not until parliamentary approval of the necessary
funds was imminent that Mann formally submitted the scheme
to the Master General and board for approval.4 His accom-
panying letter was terse. "I concur with the opinion of Sir
James Carmichael Smyth of its [the plan's] fitness for the
situation and that the estimated expense, £115,999 appears
moderate and, if the measure be adopted, one of great

economy." Despite the fact that it was already almost July,
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he proposed to ask for £15,000 for construction in the
current year.

The Master General was in complete agreement. His only
contribution was a comment on building methods appropriate
to North America. "No more length of work should be laid
down than could be completed to the top during the season as
covering it for the winter frost occupies much time and is
very expensive."5 In fact, no one connected with the higher
reaches of the Ordnance seemed to be too concerned about the
project. The following day, 17 July 1828, Byham dispatched
the letter of approval of the project to the Inspector
General.6

Before sending the letter on to Halifax, Bryce appended
a couple of suggestions as to how the scheme could be
improved. The most important one concerned the cavaliers.

[Colonel Nicolls] is requested to consider

whether it might not be advisable to construct

the casemated cavaliers in four distinct

positions...placing one in each Bastion across

the Capitals...[this] would...have the advantage

of furnishing a powerful Blockhouse or retrench-

ment in each Bastion without lessening in any

degree the accommodation for Troops & Stores.7
This was London's only quibble with the proposals, and it
was added, almost as an afterthought, on the same day that

Colonel Ellicombe drew up the covering letter for
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transmission to Nicolls. Approval had taken only 36 days.
Never again would a major decision regarding the Citadel be

made so quickly.

ITT
For almost three years, the Citadel project had been in
limbo. Now that official approval had finally been granted,
a whole host of difficulties had to be dealt with. For the
remainder of the 1828 working season, Nicolls confined
himself to doing some preliminary excavation and addressed
himself to the formidable task of finding the materials and
workmen necessary to begin building in the following year.
In October he sent a progress report to London.

I have made a commencement in excavating the

ditch of the West Ravelin which being the

lowest part of the West front (the most important)

it is necessary should be first excavated

in order to afford free water course for what

would otherwise be pent up in the ditch.8
He detailed what he proposed to construct in the following
year: the west ravelin counterscarp and part of the west
escarp. The first was to be built by soldiers (Royal Sappers
and Miners and artificers from the line regiments) and the
second by civilian contract.

Nicolls anticipated trouble in procuring enough skilled

workmen, so much so that he recommended hiring 20 civilian
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masons in England and shipping them to Halifax for the
working season. He also noted that there were only two
brickmakers in Halifax and that local supplies were, in
consequence, both insufficient and excessively expensive.

He therefore recommended that 100,000 bricks be sent out
from England. He concluded his report by agreeing with the
Master General's directive about construction methods, but
noted that an exception would have to be made in the case of
the cavaliers, since "it would not be advisable to construct
the whole in one season....[The] arch part, which must
thereby be done late in the season would never become
thoroughly dry, or might even yet be affected by the frost."
He proposed erecting the cavalier up to the springing of the
arches in one season and turning the arches in the following
spring. He did not think that this would be either danger-
ous or expensive, since the standing walls could be pro-
tected for the winter by the scaffolding.

In a second letter, Nicolls dealt with Bryce's suggested
alterations to the cavalier. These he rejected. He con-
sidered the northern and western cavaliers to be necessary,
the one to cover Camp Hill and the other to enfilade Needham
Hill; their function would be impaired by placing them
across the capitals of the bastions. He did, however, admit
that a third cavalier facing Fort Massey Hill to the south
might be desirable, and suggested splitting the north

cavalier, leaving four of its seven arches in the original
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location and removing the other three to the south end of
the fort. He concluded,
this division might keep the defence more in
equilibrio, but will cause some increase of
expense, requiring 2 additional abutments 8
fF. thick - instead of one centre pier of 4....
By allowing the [west] Cavalier B to remain
on its present site and dividing [the north
cavalier] A into two [north] A, & [south] K,
each flanking [the west] B and being flanked
by it, it would only be necessary in time of
war and alarm, to build up and loop hole their
lower doors and windows to form a most powerful
Retrenchment within Fort George; which Work is
on too small a scale to render a Retrenchment
in each Bastion necessary.
The last paragraph of the letter was pure Nicolls:
In offering these explanations, it is with
much deference I differ in opinion with
Sir Alexander Bryce, even though that
difference is in the local, in the principles
recommended in his suggestions I entirely
concur.9
In fact, Bryce's suggestion was ill-suited to the
realities of the site, and Nicolls had made a perfectly

adequate rebuttal of it. Nicolls conceived of the cavaliers
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as gun platforms directed at specific targets and placed
them accordingly. Bryce's conception of them as redoubts
was more than a little ridiculous, given the situation.
Examples of a garrison continuing to hold out when the enemy
was busily engaged in setting up gun positions in the
interior of the nearly captured fortress were rare, espec-
ially so in the case of a work as comparatively tiny as the
Citadel. Nevertheless, Nicolls felt obliged to whitewash
his difference of opinion, first by subscribing to the
redoubt theory, and second by denying that any such differ-
ence existed.

As it happened, Bryce and Mann never noticed the
difference. What did strike them forcibly was that Nicolls
had used that ominous phrase, "increase of expense." A
terse reply was drafted within days of the arrival of
Nicolls's letter. General Mann agreed with Nicolls's pro-
posal and requested an estimate, "provided it should not

10 Nicolls was

exceed the expense originally estimated."
given no indication of how this could be done. Once again,
in an attempt to please his superiors, he had talked himself

into a corner.

Iv
Nicolls spent the remainder of the winter of 1828-29 attempt-
ing to solve the problems outlined in his letter to Mann.

His task was made easier by the fact that his request for
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stores and civilian masons from England was quickly granted
(although the wording of the letter left in doubt the number
of masons to be hired),ll but by this time another difficulty
had arisen. Up to that point the Engineer department in
Halifax had apparently never owned a quarry. In November,
Nicolls wrote to Mann outlining the steps he had taken to
get possession of a suitable site in Purcell Cove. The
property had been escheated to the crown in the preceding
year. Nicolls needed money to develop it - specifically
£47 10s. 10%d. for a wharf and roads, and he now requested
that London approve the expenditure.12

While he waited for a reply, Nicolls turned to the
business of finding a civilian contractor for the escarp
wall. Early in November tenders had been called.13 It had
been specified that no builder could contract for less than
300 feet, that the work was subject to the inspection of
the Engineer department, and that the contractor was to
supply his own scaffolding and materials, except for the
stone itself, which was to be ironstone from the department's
quarry. On 16 December, Mr. William Flinn contracted to
build 400 feet of escarp on the terms specified at 12s. 9d.
per perch.14 (A perch of masonry was 24.75 cubic feet.) A
bond of £1,000 sterling was posted by Messrs. Barron and
Trider, guaranteeing performance of the contract. A few

days later, a second contract was let to Mr. Peter Hays.

The second contract was identical except that, for some



75

reason, Hays got a better deal - 13s. 83id. per perch.15 The

wording of the contracts was vague enough to give rise to
questions about their legality some years later (see below),
but for the moment Nicolls's immediate problems were solved.

There remained the question of the labour force. A
large proportion of the force was drawn from the garrison
regiments, and Nicolls depended on the good will of the
general officer commanding to ensure an adequate supply of
workmen from this source. Throughout the winter, Nicolls
had supposed that his major problem would be to find enough
civilian labourers. In early May he got a nasty jolt. His
brother officers were less than enthusiastic about co-
operating. A routine request for an increase in the Citadel
working party from 100 to 150 regular soldiers touched off a
row when Lieutenant Colonel Harris, the deputy adjutant
general, revealed that Lieutenant General Maitland, command-
ing the forces in Nova Scotia, was unhappy about the number
of men engaged in work parties.

It appears (allowing One Hundred Men for the

Citadel Hill) that from the number of Soldiers

employed in the Public Departments either as

Workmen or on Fatigue, the daily Casualties

and Garrison guards, the united strength of the

three Regiments would amount to no more than

428 Privates, for all purposes of drill and

other Military instruction during the Summer.16
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General Maitland disliked having an insufficient number of
soldiers to drill and, as a result, decided to cancel all
working parties on Wednesdays and Saturdays for the remainder
of the summer.

This bombshell came on the very day when Nicolls had
written a letter to one of the regimental colonels complain-
ing that his men habitually arrived late and unattended by
an officer, the officer "not arriving until some time

17 Maitland's decision roused Nicolls to one of

afterwards."
his few recorded examples of tactlessness. He replied to
Harris, comparing the new attitude unfavourably with the co-
operation he had received from Sir James Kempt (Maitland's
predecessor), complaining that work would be slowed up
under the new policy and requesting that at least a token
force of necessary artificers be exempted from the ban.18
The next day Nicolls repented of his rashness and wrote a

i but by then it was too late.

more conciliatory epistle,

Maitland refused to rescind his order and it stood for the

rest of the summer, although the general did relent to the

extent of taking 10 men from the Georges Island work party

and putting them to work on the Citadel at the end of May.20
On 24 June a company of the Royal Sappers and Miners

21 If Nicolls

and members of the Royal Staff Corps arrived.
expected them to alleviate the labour situation to any
degree, he was mistaken. Less than two months later he was

complaining bitterly about their abilities.
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I by no means receive the assistance I expected
from the 18EE Company of Royal Sappers & Miners,
lately sent to this Place. - it is generally
deficient in good Workmen, and particularly so
in Masons and Bricklayers; the non-Commissioned
officers are but of comparatively little service

on the works, the two Serjeants being Collar Makers,

and the rest not particularly skilful in their trades.22

He suggested that the vacant positions in the company be
filled with skilled masons and bricklayers; otherwise it
would be necessary to hire a civilian foreman "at additional
expense." In the final paragraph of the letter, Nicolls had
comments to make on the gquality of the garrison soldiers as
labourers.

The Staff Corps possesses some very good artificers,

but I have kept them as much by themselves as the

Service would admit, as it seems natural that Soldiers

paid whether they work or not, and others paid

according to their diligence and attention

[i.e., the Staff Corps] are not likely to mingle

well together.

The soldiers who were "paid whether they worked or not"
caused at least one incident with a civilian contractor in
the course of the summer. Mr. Patrick Kelly, a carter,
complained that he was being harassed by both the foreman

and the working parties. The former was forcing him to
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overload his cart in violation of his contract. He claimed
that one of the latter had threatened that

if they did not get rum from me they would

break my trucks in loading and this they

expressed in the presence of the Overseer of

Labourers, whom I called upon to prevent such

conduct, he made light of my entreaties and said

he could do nothing about it.23
Unfortunately for Mr. Kelly, his complaint fell on deaf
ears. By the time it was written, Nicolls was convinced
that the contractors were at least as much trouble as the
troops, and was not at all well-disposed toward them.

In fact, by the end of the summer, Nicolls's relation-
ship with his civilian contractors was beginning to resemble
a farce with paranoiac overtones. The colonel had become
convinced that most of the contractors were cheating, and
laboured mightily to prove it. He had the trucks weighed,
the hogsheads measured and the stones counted. Unfortu-
nately for his peace of mind, every time he thought he had
proved his case, he found himself thwarted by the deputy
commissary general, George Damerum. It was Damerum's
business to negotiate contracts and oversee the contractors,
and it was his increasingly unpleasant task to demonstrate
to Nicolls's satisfaction that most of the illegalities
were, in fact, nothing more than misunderstandings.

As an example (admittedly an extreme one), take the
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case of William Roach, the contractor for lime. Nicolls, on
measuring one of Roach's hogsheads, found it to contain less

than he thought it should.??

The difficulty lay in the fact
that the definition of a hogshead, as set forth in the
statutes of Nova Scotia, had inadvertently been carried over
into the contract. According to the Nova Scotian govern-
ment, a hogshead contained "8 Winchester bushels or 96

28 Unfortunately the two measurements were not the

gallons."
same; 96 gallons was somewhat larger than 8 Winchester
bushels. Roach insisted on the bushels,26 while Nicolls

held out for the gallons. No amount of persuasion from
Damerum and ultimately from the general officer commanding
could convince Nicolls that Roach in fact had a case. The
correspondence on the subject dragged on into November and
was finally settled by compromise only after Nicolls threat-
ened to take the case all the way to the Treasury.

When the working season finally came to an end in mid-
November27 everyone was vastly relieved. While all concerned
recognized that it had been an exceptionally bad year, they
hoped that this only reflected the inevitable difficulties

arising from the commencement of a major work. The next

season, 1830, would see better results.

Vv
One reflection of the season's difficulties was the financial

balance sheet. Parliament had granted £15,000 in 1828 and a
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further £15,000 in 1829,28 for a total of £30,000. Of this

only £10,595 had been spent.29 Despite this, neither
Nicolls nor London was unduly alarmed. In fact, Nicolls
requested and got £20,456 18s. 1ld. on the Citadel account in
the annual estimate for 1830-31, the largest amount ever
granted in a single year for the project.30

One reason for optimism was that the two masonry
contractors had managed to build their allotted portions of
escarp within the required time. The system having worked
so well, Nicolls saw no reason to change it. On 15 October
Nicolls issued a specification for 1,000 feet of escarp; the
wording of the specification was, in most respects, identical
to that of the previous year.3l The first contract was let
to Mr. John Metzler on 8 December. It was for 500 feet of
escarp at the rate of 12s. 7d. per perch.32 The contract
for the other 500 feet went to Peter Hays, who once again
managed to get a better rate - 13s. 7-1/2d. per perch.33

The working season opened early in May with the usual
wrangle with Harris about the number of men available for
the working party.34 Once work had begun, however, things
went relatively smoothly. There were the usual problems
with the labour force, but not to the same extent as in the
previous summef. Similarly there were few open disputes
about contracting. Nicolls contented himself with a protest

to London over the wording of Damerum's contracts for

truckage and supply (the building contracts had been largely
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the colonel's own doing). Damerum's contracts were, Nicolls
contended, imperfectly worded and were open to criticism on
that score.35 Viewed in the light of subsequent develop-
ments, this was an ironic complaint.

By the end of the working season, much had been accomp-
lished. A good index of the progress was the rate of
expenditure. The work had cost £18,375 in 1830,36 almost
twice as much as had been spent in the two previous years
put together. While it was true that neither of the two
contractors quite completed the required 500 feet of escarp,
Nicolls and the Engineer department were in a forgiving
mood. On 4 November Peter Hays signed his third consecutive
contract with the department, agreeing to complete the
portion of the work left unfinished in 1830 and to build
another 320 feet of escarp the next year, all for the price
of 13 s. 7-1/2d. a perch.37 Four days later Mr. Metzler
signed a similar contract; he agreed to complete his portion
of the unfinished wall and to build an additional 186 feet.
He was to receive the same rate as Hays.38 Both contracts
were awarded on Nicolls's recommendation, without further
tenders being called.39

The respective officers (including Nicolls and other
Ordnance staff) defended their actions on the grounds of
continuity. There was no point in calling for new tenders,

they argued; work by an experienced builder with knowledge

of the project was safer and in the long run more economical
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than work by a new contractor.40 Colonel Nicolls pronounced

himself completely satisfied with the work done by Hays and
Metzler.41 The reports of both the respective officers and
of Nicolls himself made special mention of the "well-shaped
large stones" which Mr. Hays used.

Then,lon 9 December, 50 feet of escarp in the southwest
bastion, which had been built by Flinn in 1829, suddenly

collapsed.42

This was bad but not disastrous; Flinn was
not, after all, one of the favourite contractors. If it
could be proved that the collapse was the result of faulty
workmanship, Nicholls had nothing to fear. He promptly
submitted the documents relevant to the case to S.G.W.
Archibald, the solicitor general of the province, to see
whether legal action could be taken. Archibald replied on
Christmas Eve. He was not encouraging.

I have carefully examined enclosed to me...

and I am of the opinion under the Contract and

the manner in which it was agreed that it should

be executed that there would be great difficulty

in this case of compelling the Contractor either

to rebuild the wall...or to answer in damages for

such rebuilding.43
Even if Archibald had been more optimistic, it would have
been little comfort for Nicolls. Two days earlier 70 feet

of Hays's wall in the northwest bastion had also collapsed.

It must have been a very gloomy Christmas for the colonel.
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It was not until 28 January that Nicolls addressed
himself to the odious task of conveying the bad news to
London.45 The failure of Flinn's work was the easiest to
explain; it had bulged as early as November 1829, and in
consequence Nicolls had refused to give Flinn another
contract. The work had been clearly defective from the
start, although the legal situation was such that criminal
prosecution was impossible. Hays's work was another matter.
Nicolls was at a loss to suggest an explanation, though he
did suggest that the stones used had perhaps been too small.
Then, too, the climate was so damp that the mortar had never
set properly. He noted the improvements which had been made
in 1830 in terms of the thickness of the wall and the
quality of the stone, and stated that he entertained no
fears about the durability of the work built in that year.
To strengthen subsequent building still further, he recomm-
ended thickening the escarp sections and using cement to
point the faces. He noted that he had used contractors for
reasons of economy and speed, since the reserves of military
manpower were insufficient to build at so fast a rate. He
concluded,

It is with much regret I have to bring a Report

of the foregoing nature before you; and beg to

assure you that I shall use my best endeavours

to profit by the experience gained in the last

two Years, and adopt circumstances as much as
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possible to this Climate, so very unfavourable

for building massive walls to retain moistened

earth....

I entertain hopes that the Hill will still

be completed for the sum originally estimated.

Unfortunately the memoranda and letters sent in reply
to this letter are missing. One suspects that they made
unpleasant reading. We do know that the Board of Ordnance
was at the point of approving a grant of £14,931 on the
Citadel account for the 1831-32 season when Nicoll's letter
arrived, and that the amount was cut to £4,989, ostensibly
because of the unexpended balances.46 We can infer from
Nicolls's reply to the missing letters that he was instructed
to stop using contract masons after the expiration of the
current (1831) contracts. We also know that Colonel Elli-
combe addressed a personal letter to Nicolls, and we have
Nicolls's reply. It is resigned and almost whimsical in
tone.

Dear Ellicombe

I view your note of 2d March as kindly

intended - and therefore thank you for it -

However, I entertain little apprehension for

any thing built at Fort George since 1829, in

which year I now think I made a little too

free with the Climate - but...I have written

officially and fully on the subject...and there
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is little pleasure in repetition of this nature....
We are hard at work at the Hill - but we

get no Military artisans or Labourers, except

Sappers and Staff Corps either for it or the

Barrack service, on Wednesdays & Saturdays -

This helps to increase the expense considerably,

perhaps you could inform me whether this is

according to the spirit of the times, and

general custom where there are considerable

Works carrying on.47

Nicolls's official response took the form of a letter
and two estimates for the work which he had intended to have
Messrs. Hays and Metzler do in the 1831 working season.
The first was for 372 feet of north ravelin escarp; the
second for 186 feet of curtain. The new estimates, which
took into account both increased dimensions and the use of
military labour, exceeded the old by a total of £957.48
The plans were rejected. Fanshawe (the new brigade major)
wrote on 29 June,

Sir Alexander desires me to say that he by no

means feels confident with a climate such as that

of Halifax that the revetments erected in 1830

are sufficient, and further that he cannot
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