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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 
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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. 
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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. 

Banquet(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 (q.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 (q.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. 
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Countermine: A chamber or gallery dug under the glacis 

(q.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. 
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Gallery: (1) An underground passage behind the counterscarp, 

loopholed for musketry, covering the ditch; (2) the under

ground passage to a countermine (q.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. 
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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. 

6 



"...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 
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"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 

2 
both as gun platform and barracks. 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. 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 

4 
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. 

II 

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. 

5 
The early citadels were poor things at best. 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. 
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The Bureaucratic Process 

I 

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. 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 

2 million. 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 



1819 the total spending on the military had fallen to about 

£16 million, and it remained at or below this figure for 

3 
decades. 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 — 

4 
£24,000 in 1816 — 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. In 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 

18 
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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 

5 
Niagara frontier, and improving the militia. 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 system 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. 

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 

7 
absorbed £57,000 and was still incomplete. 

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-

p 

tion of His Majesty's government once again. 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. 



22 

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. In Halifax, for instance, 

the commissioners were instructed to examine both the 

harbour defences and "the ground on which Fort George [the 

9 
Citadel]...now stands." 

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." Smyth had been chief 

engineer at Waterloo, had already headed a similar commis-

12 sion in the West Indies, and 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 182 5. 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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13 States if war were to break out (paragraph 52). 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. 

II 

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 old 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 

14 these measures proposed to Parliament in the next session." 

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 

15 for Halifax. 

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 
-I c 

was to be spent on the Rideau and Ottawa canals. 

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 St. John's, Lower Canada 50,000 48,187 

5 Chambly 50,000 198,289 

6 Châteauguay 55,000 43,033 

7 Montreal citadel 250,000 315,122 

8 St. Helen's Island 

(Ile Ste.-Hélène) 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 50,000 117,593 

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 

18 
at £2,335,554, 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 

19 Kingston. 

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 

20 House on the subject. 

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 

21 fall into his power. 

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. In 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 

22 party '" -- 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 

23 happy choice. "Goody" Goderich, "as firm as a bull rush" 

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 

24 understood the workings of the House of Commons. 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 

25 
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-

2 f\ 

ment in any given year was only about £1.5 million. l 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, 
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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] 

27 would not be pressed. 

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. 

Ill 

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 

2 8 before the Commons, and on 7 July Sir Henry Hardinge, the 

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

29 the sum of 330,6641. 

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 

"30 

America. 

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 
31 

again venture to attack us on Lake Ontario." One suspects 

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 
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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 

32 
was a disadvantage. 

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 

33 

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 
34 

an amicable separation between colony and mother country. 
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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 

35 independent." 

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 

36 expended." 

37 The amendment was defeated by a majority of 75. 

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 

the 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 

38 deferred acting upon it." 
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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 



2 The Halifax Citadel: a modern redrawing of the 

1847 ground plan. The key is as follows: 

A Ditch 

B Northwest demi-bastion 

C Southwest demi-bastion 

D Northeast salient 

E Southeast salient 

F Redan 

G Parade 

H North ravelin 

I West ravelin 

J South ravelin 

K Guardhouses 

L Cavalier 

M North magazine 

N South magazine 

0 Casemates (ramparts) 

P Gate and bridge 

Q Sally ports 

R Tanks 

(Drawing by D. Keppler; original in Public Archives 

of Canada.) 

38 



U3 



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. 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 quite 

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 

2 
"refrain from noticing it." 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 

3 
years earlier. 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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3 Colonel Gustavus Nicolls, RE. Portrait 

by his wife. 
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Beresford...it having emanated from His Lordship's recollec-

4 
tions from having quarters at Annapolis." 

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. 

II 

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 of 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 
7 

piecemeal expenditure on temporary fortifications. 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-
p 

sequently more urgent and indispensible. 

Nicolls1s 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 

9 
making an attack on Halifax. 

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, 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. 

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 

12 permanent work on Needham Hill to the north. 

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 

Fenwick1s 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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4 "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. 

Ill 

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 

13 estimates at his "early convenience." 

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 

• , -, 14 superintendance. 

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 

15 cost about £160,000. 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 

any regular system of fortification." It had indeed; 

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 16s. 3-

17 3/4d. 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 Nicolls1s 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 

19 alike in outline; both made use of cavaliers. Nicolls's 

ramparts were at least as high as those of his predecessor, 

20 and were occasionally higher, 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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5 "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.) 



a i 
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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 

22 

outward. 

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. In 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 

23 to branch out at leisure. 

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 

2 f\ 
one "Officers Quarters for 4 Captains and eight Subalterns." 

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 

27 siege. 
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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 

28 platforms in each of the western bastions. The 16 rampart 

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 

29 
work;" one entry for £385 for "scaffolding, wheeling, 

planks, etc.", and another entry for £585 for "Repairs to 

tools, etc." 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 

31 
in the remaining 99 per cent of the escarp wall. 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 

32 contract as cheap as by quarrying. 

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, 

33 "as the Bricks here are of very inferior quality." 

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 

34 of powder, 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. 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 

37 it was broken either by a sally port or by the gate. 

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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3 8 
all cases run up the whole height of the wall. 

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. 
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Table 2. Nicolls's Escarp Profiles compared to Vauban's 

recommended Dimensions for Escarps of similar Size. (All 

measurements are in feet.)* 

Height of wall 

Thickness (base) 

Thickness (top) 

Buttresses (length)** 

Buttresses (width)*** 

Buttresses (height) 

Vauban 

1 

20 

9 

5 

6 

4 

to 

2'8" 

20 

2 

30 

11 

5 

8 

5 

to 

3'4" 

30 

3 

20 

7 

3 

5 

-

15 

Nicol 

4 

25 

7 

4 

5 

4 

25 

Is 

5 

30 

9 

3 

5 

-

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, MG12, W055, 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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"I 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 
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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: 
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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 182 7. 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. 

II 

The Inspector General's office acknowledged receipt of 

2 
Nicolls's Citadel scheme on 21 March 1826. 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-

3 
nounced himself satisfied, allowed the subject to drop. 

It was not until parliamentary approval of the necessary 

funds was imminent that Mann formally submitted the scheme 

4 

to the Master General and board for approval. 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 
5 

very expensive." 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. 

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 

7 
degree the accommodation for Troops & Stores. 

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. 

Ill 

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 
g 

would otherwise be pent up in the ditch. 

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 

f.. 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 

9 
concur. 

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 

exceed the expense originally estimated." Nicolls was 

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), 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. 10gd. for a wharf and roads, and he now requested 

12 that London approve the expenditure. 

While he waited for a reply, Nicolls turned to the 

business of finding a civilian contractor for the escarp 

13 wall. Early in November tenders had been called. 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. (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 
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15 reason, Hays got a better deal - 13s. 8§d. per perch. 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. 
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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 afterwards." Maitland's decision roused Nicolls to one of 

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 (Maitland1s 

predecessor), complaining that work would be slowed up 

under the new policy and requesting that at least a token 

18 force of necessary artificers be exempted from the ban. 

The next day Nicolls repented of his rashness and wrote a 

19 more conciliatory epistle, but by then it was too late. 

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 

20 and putting them to work on the Citadel at the end of May. 

On 24 June a company of the Royal Sappers and Miners 

21 and members of the Royal Staff Corps arrived. If Nicolls 

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 1 8 — 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, 

22 and the rest not particularly skilful in their trades. 

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 quality 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 

23 he could do nothing about it. 

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 

24 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 

25 
gallons." Unfortunately the two measurements were not the 

same; 96 gallons was somewhat larger than 8 Winchester 

26 
bushels. Roach insisted on the bushels, 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-
27 

November everyone was vastly relieved. Whxle 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. 

V 

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, for a total of £30,000. Of this 

29 only £10,595 had been spent. Despite this, neither 

Nicolls nor London was unduly alarmed. In fact, Nicolls 

requested and got £20,456 18s. Id. on the Citadel account in 

the annual estimate for 1830-31, the largest amount ever 

30 granted in a single year for the project. 

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 

31 
to that of the previous year. The first contract was let 

to Mr. John Metzler on 8 December. It was for 500 feet of 

32 
escarp at the rate of 12s. 7d. per perch. The contract 

for the other 500 feet went to Peter Hays, who once again 

33 managed to get a better rate - 13s. 7-l/2d. per perch. 

The working season opened early in May with the usual 

wrangle with Harris about the number of men available for 

34 the working party. 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 summer. 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 

35 
that score. 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 

3 6 
expenditure. The work had cost £18,375 in 1830, 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 

37 of 13 s. 7-l/2d. a perch. 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. 

38 He was to receive the same rate as Hays. Both contracts 

were awarded on Nicolls's recommendation, without further 

39 tenders being called. 

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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40 than work by a new contractor. Colonel Nicolls pronounced 

himself completely satisfied with the work done by Hays and 

41 Metzler. 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, on 9 December, 50 feet of escarp in the southwest 

bastion, which had been built by Flinn in 1829, suddenly 

42 collapsed. 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 

43 such rebuilding. 

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 

45 London. 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 Nicoll1s letter 

arrived, and that the amount was cut to £4,989, ostensibly 

46 because of the unexpended balances. 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 2 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 



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. 

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 

48 military labour, exceeded the old by a total of £957. 

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 

sanction the construction of revetments at 

Halifax of a less mean thickness than that 

used by Vauban, whose dimensions have now the 

85 
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advantage of long experience over any 

calculations that rests [sic] in some degree 

49 on theoretical data. 

Despite the uncertainty about the future, the working 

season progressed as efficiently in 1831 as it had the pre-

ceeding summer. In fact the department managed to spend 

50 £1,000 more in the course of 1831 than it had in 1830. 

But it was clear by the end of the summer that some sort of 

settled policy on escarp sections was necessary before the 

work could progress much further. It was also clear that 

London was no longer disposed to listen to Nicolls, and it 

came as no surprise when he was transferred to Quebec. 

Nicolls made one last gesture. On the plan accompany

ing the progress report dispatched on 3 September, he 

proposed a drastic alteration to the eastern front - the 

abandonment of the ravelin and the substitution of a redan. 

His explanation of the proposal was brief. It would, he 

said, afford greater interior space and improve external 

fire. It provided the ditch with flanking fire "as good or 

better than that done away with." Finally the cost would be 

51 about the same as that of the original proposal. 

London's reply was equally brief and requested plans 

52 and a detailed estimate. It arrived on the same boat as 

Colonel Nicolls's successor. 
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Truth and Consequence 

I 

Lieutenant Colonel Richard Boteler assumed Nicoll's command 

on 29 October 1831. It must have been plain to him from 

the start that he had inherited a potentially dangerous and 

disturbing situation. We can, from his later letters, 

picture him in his first months on the station, picking his 

way around the rubble of the partly built Citadel, looking 

in dismay at the breaches in the newly built walls, at the 

2 
new west ravelin, already twisted and misshapen, at the 

old magazine, tottering on its island of mud in the middle 

of the partly excavated parade square. Boteler asked 

questions of his subordinates; there were few answers. 

Colonel Nicolls could tell him more, but the colonel was 

already in Quebec City, thankful, no doubt, that the mess 

in Halifax had passed into other hands. 

Finally, in January 1832, the Fortifications department 

dispatched copies of Nicolls's original estimates and later 

correspondence to the new Commanding Royal Engineer, and 

informed him in a brief note that, with respect to the 

revetments, the Inspector General could not "sanction work 

of an inferior or insufficient description, nor a substance 
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of masonry less than was used by Vauban." The department 

3 
also asked for Boteler's opinion. The controversy which 

was to swirl about Boteler and his successors had begun. 

Boteler replied promptly, dispatching two letters and 

two expense statements to London on 14 February. The first 

of these letters, a summary of the state of affairs as he 
4 

found them, was a long litany of woe and confusion. The 

very shape of the fort was in question. Was Nicolls's plan 

for a redan on the east front to be adopted? Where were 

Nicolls's plans for drains for the place? Was it intended 

to retain the old magazine? If it was, he begged to inform 

Sir Alexander that it held only 1,344 barrels of powder and 

was "now standing on ground 10-1/2 feet above the level of 

the interior of the fort." Was there any intention to 

provide barrack accommodation beyond that in the three 

cavaliers? If not, he suggested that 

the south Cavalier should be of the same dimensions as 

the north and that both should be constructed 

with a central corridor and a basement storey for 

servants. These buildings with the addition here

after of another cavalier similar to that already 

built as a soldiers barracks, would contain 

accommodation for a regiment on the present scale. 

As to the work already begun, he did not consider it advis

able to continue with the west ravelin, since it was already 

twisted. He did not think that the gorge would bear being 
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carried up to full height. He had similar reservations 

about the escarps; the one on the left face was already-

bulging. He noted that the sum included in the 1832 esti

mate for repairing the breach in the southwest bastion would 

only rebuild the right face, and there was no money for 

repairing the breach in the northwest bastion. In any 

event, he doubted the value of piecemeal repairs to the old 

work; as places were repaired, others might "not prove to be 

sufficiently good." He advised either waiting to see if the 

masonry would stand or tearing it all down and rebuilding. 

With all these difficulties it was not an easy task to 

find work which could be undertaken. Boteler recommended 

continuing work on the counterscarp and gallery opposite the 

northwest bastion, despite the inconvenience of rubble 

spilling from the breach in the opposite escarp, since this 

was necessary in order to keep the masons busy. 

Boteler enclosed a balance sheet detailing the amounts 

remaining unexpended of the parliamentary grants for the 

5 
preceding three years. The balance showed that most of the 

money had been spent. Of the remainder, however, some could 

only be spent after the problems raised in his letter had 

been satisfactorily resolved. This list of problems, with 

Boteler's comments, is worth examining in detail. 

There was £2,277 6s. 9-l/2d. left from the 1829 estimate 

on the cavalier account. By Boteler1s reckoning, all that 

remained to be done was to sod the roof, shingle the verandah 
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6 "Elevation of the Gorge of West Ravelin," 

1832 (detail from plan 13-1832-2-6). The 

failed ravelin as it appeared to Col. Boteler. 

(Public Record Office.) 
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and lay the lower floor. The cavalier was one of the few 

areas in which Boteler expected no problems. There was 

£188 Os. 3-3/4d. left from the 1829 estimate for four 

granite gun platforms. These belonged to the ramparts on 

the west front and could not be placed because of the 

condition of the walls. Another £145 lis. Od. for the curbs 

at the salient angles could not be used for the same reason. 

The sum of £1,562 14s. 8-3/4d. left on the 1830 account for 

the casemates of reverse fire could be used, though Boteler 

doubted the wisdom of proceeding with the work. The £139 

lis. 3d. for retaining walls, £40 0s. 8d. for curbs and 

£5 9s. 4-l/4d. for granite platforms, all for the west 

ravelin, could not be spent because of the danger of the 

ravelin collapsing. The remaining funds, mostly for exca

vation, could be used. 

When Boteler1s letter arrived in London, the engineer 

officers were astounded. Four cavaliers! Admission of the 

utter failure of previous work! An inadequate and impro

perly placed magazine! No plans for drainage! Whatever had 

happened? Who was to blame? Most important of all, what 

was all this going to do to the estimates? Would they have 

to go to Parliament again for money? The London staff had 

changed since 1828. Mann was dead; Wellington was leading 

the fight against the Reform Bill in the House of Lords. In 

their places were Sir Alexander Bryce and Sir James Kempt. 

It was Bryce who received the bad news first, and his 
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immediate, instinctive reaction was to try to preserve 

economy. 

Under all the circumstances, it will in my 

opinion be advisable that Lt Colonel Boteler 

be instructed to confine the operations at the 

commencement of the Working Season, to 

the Excavation, Counterscarp and Ravelin 

of the North Front, and that he should 

report how, in his opinion, the objects 

proposed in the original Estimate can be 

best attained without increasing the 

Expense already stated to Parliament. 

Bryce agreed with Boteler that it was unwise to undertake 

piecemeal repairs, and that it was necessary to wait and see 

how the work already completed would stand up over several 

winters. He suggested that casemating be substituted for 

cavalier construction. He had no firm opinions about 

Colonel Nicolls's proposed redan. 

It was left to Kempt, in a pencilled marginal note on 

Bryce's letter, to assign blame for the situation and to 

speculate about the solution. 

I am exceedingly pained [?] to observe, by Lt. 

Col Boteler [sic] Report, that the greater part, 

if not the whole of the Revetments of 1829 

Erected under the direction of Colonel Nicolls 

must eventually be Rebuilt! - and I am pained[?] 
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that an Officer of his Standing and Character in 

the Corps Should have Committed such Serious 

Errors as he must have done in the Plans & 

Estimates Submitted by him for the Citadel 

of Halifax - particularly in regard to the 

Strength and Solidity of the Several Revetments 

- This is the more unpardonable Seeing that 

Colonel Nicolls had Several years Experience 

of the Climate of N. America and ought to have 

been fully aware of the strength[?] of Masonry 

absolutely necessary to resist its Severity -

indeed, I cannot but Consider what has occurred 

to be highly discreditable to the Department. -

Nor Can I entirely acquit the Inspector 

General of Fortifications from all blame on this 

occasion, - for altho the Executive[?] Office is 

held responsible (and very properly so) for the 

Correction[?] of his Professional!?] Plans & 

Calculations, yet the Master General looks to the 

Inspector Gen. of Fortifications for a 

Careful!?] revision of all Such Papers - in the 

Case of every Work Undertaken by the Department -

and more especially When one of so Much Magnitude 

and importance as the Citadel of Halifax -

requiring a great expenditure of the Public Money 

was in contemplation.... 
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Seeing that the Revetments are imperfectly 

Constructed, it is a great object certainly to 

relieve them from the pressure of a Solid Rampart, 

and Casemating the North and South Fronts as pro

posed by Sir A. Bryce in lieu of the two detached 

Casemated Cavaliers will I have no doubt effect 

that object...but I can give no final decision 

on this Point until I see Lt. Colonel Boteler 

[sic] further Report. 

7 
J[ames] K[empt] 

II 

One wonders what Colonel Boteler thought as the winter of 

1832 wore on. He had expressed his reservations about the 

Citadel project in strong language and had implicitly criti

cized his predecessor. What would London do? He got his 

answer in late May, and it was not reassuring. The Fortifi

cations department, terrified by the prospect of asking 

Parliament for more money, demanded both results and 

economy -demands which Boteler knew perfectly well were 

inherently incompatible. He was to "complete the work in an 

efficient manner, without increasing the amount of the 

original estimate or diminishing the projected casemate 

accommodation, and preserving if possible the Revetments of 

1830, and 1831, which appear not yet to have proved defect-

Q 

ive." He was to report on Colonel Nicolls's proposed 
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redan, which, Sir Alexander devoutly hoped, would "diminish 

the original Estimate of expense, and be a desirable alter

ation. " The counterscarp gallery and mines on the east and 

south front were to be abandoned and the repair of the 

defective escarps was to be postponed until it was possible 

to find out whether they could be relied on. While Sir 

Alexander was "by no means disposed to sanction the hazard 

of a diminished revetment," he did wish, if possible, to 

"save those erected in 1830 and 1831," and Boteler was to do 

this, if necessary, by casemating. Finally the colonel was 

to report on the advisability of constructing "additional 

Magazine accommodation under the Ramparts in situations 

capable of thorough ventilation." 

Fanshawe1s private letter, which arrived with the same 

packet, was a little more explicit about some points. Sir 

Alexander, Fanshawe emphasized, was adamant about one thing: 

the revetments already built were to be preserved at all 

costs. Where it was impossible to relieve the pressure on 

the revetments by casemating, perhaps "additional buttresses, 

arches of discharge, or...dry walls in the rear" would serve 

as well. If it were absolutely necessary to rebuild failures, 

9 
a special account of the sums expended was to be kept. 

The spirit of these two letters, with their enclosed 

comments from Bryce, was obvious. Boteler was being asked 

to work a miracle in order to preserve the department's 

honour. While we know that the Master General himself had 
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agreed with Boteler's implicit criticism of Nicolls, no word 

of Kempt's approbation had seeped back to Halifax. Instead, 

the colonel got a curt injunction in Fanshawe's letter 

against making comments which might "excite controversial 

feelings." Boteler was to work wonders and he was not to 

rock the boat. After all, as Kempt's memorandum made clear, 

any criticism of Nicolls extended beyond him to the Inspector 

General's office itself, and Bryce had been Mann's deputy. 

The Inspector General was sufficiently upset about 

Nicolls's performance to send him a copy of Boteler's letter 

of 14 February for comment. On 21 July Nicolls, writing 

from Quebec City, resolutely passed the buck back to the 

Ordnance. While it was true, he admitted, that he had 

never framed an estimate for the drains, he had shown them 

on his plan. Access to the ravelins through the ditch was 

considered sufficient at other posts - Portsmouth, for 

example. While the barrack accommodation was insufficient 

for the garrison now proposed, it had been adequate for the 

number of men which Carmichael Smyth had originally required. 

As for the magazine, Nicolls wrote, "I believe there will 

be only a few spots outside Fort George from whence the 

ridge of the roof of this Magazine may be seen; when the 

parapets[?] are complete; on this account no provision is 

made for another." This last was the weakest point in 

Nicolls's case (Should the ridge of a magazine roof be 

visible from any point outside a fort?) but on the whole the 
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colonel acquitted himself well. Nicolls, always the devious, 

ingratiating politician, succeeded in drawing attention to 

the fact that his original design had been faithful to the 

intentions of his superiors and had been approved by them. 

After he scored this point, all attempts to assign blame for 

the Citadel debacle temporarily ceased. 

Nicolls's counter-attack was not forwarded to Halifax 

until September, but long before this Boteler had taken 

steps to protect himself in the event of the failure of his 

direct assault of 14 February. His position was, after all, 

unenviable. If he could not convince London that the 

situation was indeed serious and that expensive changes were 

necessary to complete the fortress properly, he would fail. 

His professional reputation was at stake. Shortly after he 

launched his direct assault, he changed to a different tack. 

The station records were sketchy: twelve plans, seven of 

12 them from before 1826, and a few dozen letters. If London 

could not be made to see the gravity of the situation by 

direct means, perhaps a persistent series of inquiries on 

points of detail would serve. By the end of the year, the 

Ordnance had received more letters from Boteler on the 

subject of the Halifax Citadel than it had received from 

Nicolls in the preceding four years, and the flood showed no 

signs of cresting. In the end, Boteler achieved his purpose, 

but the deluge was to involve the Fortifications department 

in the intimate details of the Citadel's construction, and 
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began a long series of transatlantic exchanges which was to 

hinder and occasionally paralyze Boteler's successors. 

The first such consultation involved the counterscarp 

and gallery opposite the northwest bastion. As this was one 

of the few areas where Boteler felt that work could proceed, 

he wished to be able to start construction as soon as the 

weather allowed. There was, however, a problem. Nicolls's 

plans were vague. While the ditch deepened at the salient, 

the gallery behind the counterscarp was apparently intended 

to remain on the same plane throughout the entire length of 

the wall, with the result that the loopholes were 6 feet 3 

inches above the ditch near the west ravelin and 9 feet 3 

inches above it at the salient. Should he build the gallery 

in this fashion, or should he incline it so that the 

13 loopholes were all at the same height above the ditch? A 

month later, Boteler reminded London of the problem, this 

time enclosing a copy of Nicolls's plan of the gallery and 

stating that the wall would be built according to plan if he 

14 did not receive instructions to the contrary. London 

finally replied on 25 May. 

Sir Alexander Bryce desires that the loopholes be so 

constructed that a person immediately under them, and 

out of fire, may not be able to reach so as to throw 

grenades or other combustables into them. - He therefore 

prefers the higher level of 9'3"...unless you find 

their construction at that height would leave too much 
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dead ground immediately under them, in which case you 

are at liberty to adopt a lower level provided the 

ditch be sloped off or sunk so as to obviate the 

15 

inconvenience before alluded to from grenades. 

The Inspector General also suggested changes in the con

struction of the loopholes, and enclosed a sketch of the new 
. 16 arrangement. 

Fanshawe's letter did not arrive until the working 

season was well under way, and was therefore too late for 

its suggestions to be of practical value. Boteler, there

fore, politely acknowledged its receipt and went on to say 

that he was proceeding along the lines indicated in his two 
17 earlier letters - proof, if any were needed, that the 

whole object of the correspondence was not so much to elicit 

suggestions from London as to make his superiors aware of 

his difficulties. In fact, a new problem had arisen since 

his last letter. The salient of the counterscarp fell on 

"made ground" - ground which had been filled up to form the 

glacis - and in places the foundation of the gallery had to 

be "carried to a considerable depth, - in one part 12'6" 

below the bottom of the ditch." Boteler had met this 

difficulty by "building up the foundation ...as far as the 

level of the bottom of the ditch," and proposed to erect the 

gallery, following the official plan, on top of this. The 

Fortifications department, apparently satisfied with Boteler's 

judgement, did not reply to his letter. 
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A month after his questions about the counterscarp and 

gallery, Boteler dispatched a long list of statements and 

18 
questions about the north and south ravelins. He noted 

that there was not enough money to complete the gorge of the 

north ravelin and that he had insufficient information to 

commence construction of the guardhouse and ditch in either. 

Was it Colonel Nicolls's intention to provide caponiers for 

these ravelins? Would it be possible to lower the escarps 

of both ravelins by two feet? London's reply took the form 

of four statements by the Inspector General in the margin of 

19 Boteler's letter. The first three dealt with matters of 

detail. The escarps could be lowered, if this did not 

expose the revetments of the body of the fort to distant 

cannonade; the caponiers were superfluous and cost money; a 

sunken area was to be provided around the ravelin guardhouses. 

The fourth statement contained an important concession: 

Lt. Col. Boteler is at liberty to offer any 

suggestions which his local information may 

suggest; - But in every proposition he may 

bring forward, Lt. Col. Boteler must distinctly 

state; with reference to the original estimate 

whether the new suggestions will produce an 

excess or saving, and to what amount. 

No longer was Boteler explicitly enjoined to preserve 

economy at all costs. The tide was beginning to turn in his 

favour. 
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As the summer of 1832 wore on, the results of Boteler's 

tactics began to be evident in the financial balance sheets. 

Ironically, the problem was not that Boteler was spending 

too much but that he was spending too little. As we have 

already seen, when Boteler took over his command there was 

over £3,000 unexpended on the Citadel accounts, some of it 

money which had been voted as early as 1829. London's 

response to this fact was an injunction to spend the money; 

as long as the total expenditure during 1832 did not exceed 

the cumulative grants up to that time (reckoned at about 

20 £71,000) both the Ordnance and the Treasury would be happy. 

The Inspector General, earlier in 1832, had cut the annual 

grant by £3,409 17s. 2d. to £17,656 14s. 5-l/2d., but saw no 

21 
need for any further reduction. This gave Boteler a total 

of about £20,000 to spend. By the end of the working 

22 season, £3,000 remained unused. The failures of the 

preceding four years had taken their toll. Too much of the 

work could not proceed without some sort of guidance on 

basic matters such as the shape of the fort and the means of 

remedying the failures, as well as specific information on 

lesser topics such as the height of the escarp and the 

arrangement of the loopholes. A coherent policy could be 

formed only in the light of detailed information which, it 

had become apparent, neither Boteler nor London possessed. 

A few plans, Nicolls's brief and insufficiently detailed 

estimates and a few dozen letters were all either side 
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possessed, and these were not enough. The work was in a 

state which bordered on paralysis. 

The major obstacle to the formation of a coherent 

policy was money. Boteler seems to have realized from the 

start that the deficiencies could not be made good and the 

work completed for the £116,000 allowed in the original 

grant. The problem was to convince London of this funda

mental fact. Boteler1s chance arose over Colonel Nicolls's 

proposed redan. On his arrival in Halifax, he had found a 

letter from the Inspector General asking for detailed 

23 
information on the project. Boteler provided it. Estimate, 

24 plan and covering letter were dispatched on 13 April 1832. 

Having taken pains in his covering letter to state that he 

based his calculations on Colonel Nicolls's original estimate 

of 1825, Boteler reckoned that the additional expenditure 

for the alteration would be between £2,152 4s. 8-l/4d. and 

£3,254 lis. 2-l/2d. He emphasized that the greater figure 

was for the construction of Nicolls1s proposal in all 

respects. Even this sum only allowed for a 30-foot escarp 

at the redan salient, making it substantially lower than the 

salients of the two adjacent bastions. 

London was quite properly shocked. "Sir Alex- Bryce 

was not prepared from Col. Nicolls' letter...to expect any 

excess beyond the original estimate, even were his propos-

. . 25 
ltions to the full extent sanctioned." Once again, the 

Inspector General demanded the impossible; Boteler was to 
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remedy the low escarp at the salient, adopt the full extent 

of Nicolls's proposal, and stay within the original estimate. 

The Inspector General's letter contained one signifi

cant change in tone. Earlier answers to Boteler's letters 

had called for reports on specific problems, but this letter 

was sufficiently vaguely worded to be taken as a request for 

a general report. In addition, Bryce's marginal annotation 

of Boteler's enquiries about the ravelin was delivered in 

the same packet. The two allowed Boteler the freedom to 

offer suggestions based on his knowledge of local conditions. 

London had finally given Boteler a loophole, and, in the 

autumn of 1832, he prepared to step neatly through it. 

There is no evidence in the surviving correspondence 

that London ever requested anything so formal as a detailed 

estimate for the completion of the Citadel, but that was 

exactly what Boteler set about drawing up. In fact, he 

produced three of them, and, not content with transatlantic 

letters, decided to go to London to argue his case in person. 

He set out on the Calypso in late January 1833. He never 

reached London. The ship foundered and took Richard Boteler 

with it. 

Of all the engineers who supervised the building of the 

Halifax Citadel, Boteler had the most difficult task. It 

fell to him to retrieve Nicolls's mistakes and to force 

London to recognize the necessity of a thorough reassessment 

of the work. Had he lived, the transition from Nicolls's 



105 

inadequate planning to the more detailed work which was 

necessary for the completion of the fort might possibly have 

gone smoothly. His death, coming when it did, was an 

unmitigated disaster. In the confusion which followed, the 

Board of Ordnance found itself saddled with no fewer than 

eight different detailed estimates for the completion of the 

Citadel, and an administrative stalemate set in which lasted 

for more than three years. In the end, the matter was 

settled as Boteler had intended, but by then the project had 

fallen hopelessly behind schedule, and limped on for another 

22 years before finally being declared finished. 

Ill 

Finding a successor to Boteler proved to be no easy task. 

The new Inspector General, Major General Robert Pilkington, 

27 recommended Sir George Hoste. Hoste, who had been a 

28 

member of the Smyth commission, prudently declined. The 

next candidate was Lieutenant Colonel Rice Jones, the 

Commanding Royal Engineer at Chatham, who accepted. By this 

time the Fortifications department was keenly aware of the 

disadvantages of sending out a new CRE without extensive 

prior consultations on the course to be followed once the 

CRE arrived at the station. But upon what could such 

consultations be based? The Inspector General's office had 

not yet seen Boteler's detailed plans; they had gone down 

with the Calypso. A request was dispatched to Halifax for 
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copies, and Jones was instructed to remain in England until 

29 
they arrived. 

When Boteler left for England, his command had tempor

arily passed into the hands of Captain Loyalty Peake. Peake 

had had no part in the formation of Boteler's estimates, but 

he was well enough acquainted with the situation to realize 

that Boteler's revised estimates exceeded the amount origin

ally provided for the construction of the Citadel, and that 

London would probably not be pleased with them. After 

Boteler's death, Peake saw a golden opportunity arising. 

Rarely had a junior officer been in charge of so important a 

project. If he could suggest an economical solution to the 

problem, the Inspector General would be certain to notice 

him favourably. In any case, he had little to lose. The 

difficulties in finding a successor for Boteler and the 

decision to keep Jones in England until more information 

could be gotten from the colony gave Peake the time he 

needed, and he used it to draw up four estimates of his own. 

Between September 1832 and June 1833, therefore, no fewer 

than seven supplementary estimates for the completion of the 

Citadel were formulated. 

Of Boteler's three estimates, the most elaborate 

incorporated all the changes proposed in the correspondence 

30 

of the previous summer. The new features incorporated in 

the estimate included the redan, two new magazines (each 

consisting of a pair of linked casemates in the western 
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bastions) and 16 new casemates, the bulk of them in the 

north, west and south fronts. The southern and eastern 

counterscarps were to be built without galleries or mines. 

Granite was to be substituted for ironstone in the wall 

facings as "granite is very abundant in the neighbourhood of 

31 Halifax and of the very best quality." The remaining 

items of the estimate were for the completion of other parts 

of the fort according to the original plan. The total 

expenditure was estimated at £92,378 5s. 8-l/2d. 

Boteler's first estimate was, therefore, his assessment 

of the probable cost of implementing the suggestions made by 

London. These did not necessarily accord with his own 

views. He thought that "it would be better not to placet?] 

casemates under the ramparts of the north, south and west 

fronts," and he disliked the idea of abandoning the southern 

and eastern portions of the gallery and countermines and the 

32 . 3 3 

south cavalier. " He therefore drew up a second estimate, 

intended to supersede those items in the first estimate 

which dealt with the casemates and counterscarp, and to show 

the comparative costs of the two schemes. In the place of 

the casemates, this estimate proposed a "substantial retain-
34 ing wall" to take some of the loading weight off the 

escarps. The estimated cost was £79,014 2s. 10-l/2d., plus 

35 another £10,000 for the south cavalier. 

3 fi 
Boteler's third estimate was intended to supplement 

either of the others. The bulk of it was concerned with the 
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probable costs of making good earlier building, should it be 

necessary to do so. The amount of the estimate was £15,975 

14s. Id. 

Peake's four estimates were arranged in a similar 

fashion; the first three presented alternative schemes for 

completing the fort while the fourth dealt with the cost of 

replacing earlier work. Peake's approach to the problem 

was, however, only superficially like Boteler's. Boteler 

had begun with the assumption that additional spending would 

be necessary in order to complete the work and drew up his 

estimates accordingly. He was not an innovator; indeed, as 

we have seen, he personally wished to retain the essential 

features of Nicolls's scheme and produced his second estimate 

to show that this could be done at a reasonable cost. Peake 

began with the opposite assumption: the Citadel could be 

completed for the amount specified in the original estimate 

if drastic alterations were made in the physical shape of 

the fortress. In proposing such alterations, he altered 

Nicolls's original concepts beyond recognition. 

Peake was merely continuing a process which had begun 

with Nicolls himself. In Nicolls's original idea, the four 

fronts of the Citadel were reduced to a regular order by 

duplication on opposite fronts and by the uniform provision 

of auxiliary features like the counterscarp gallery and 

mines. Insofar as this arrangement was based on the idea of 

four fronts of more or less equal strength, it was a triumph 
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of geometry over common sense. Nicolls's proposal to 

substitute a redan on the eastern front was a recognition of 

the fact that that front differed, both in its relationship 

to the adjacent ground and in its accessibility to any enemy 

from the other three. Peake carried this reasoning to its 

logical extreme. Each of the four fronts, he argued, was 

unique; each presented different problems to an attacking 

enemy and each had special advantages or disadvantages for 

the defenders. With this belief as his starting point, 

Peake produced a scheme in which no two fronts were at all 

alike. 

He left the west front exactly as Nicolls had designed 

it. Most of the work had been done, if inadequately, and it 

would have been too expensive to make any radical changes. 

On the eastern front he accepted the idea of a redan, but 

considered the counterscarp and gallery unnecessary, suggest-

37 m g the substitution of "a palisaded covert way" instead. 

His argument for this proposal was that the nature of the 

ground and the close proximity of the town rendered it 

unnecessary to make this front as strong as the others. The 

north front he considered the most vulnerable because of 

st 1.. The nature of the ground towards the Country 

(See Colonel Nicolls plan of 26.. December 1825). 

2.. The small extent of the Front. 

rd 3.. The absence of Flanks. 

4.. The acuteness of the salient angles tending 
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to shorten the parapet. 

5.. The position of the confined Ravelin which 

masks a great proportion of the direct fire, leaving 

not more than 70 feet of parapet fire upon each face. 

To remedy these faults, Peake proposed that "A Caponnier...be 

added, and the Counterscarp with gallery and mines...be 

continued from the Salient (N.W.) until it meets the proposed 

covert way at the N.E. Salient." The south front was not, 

he thought, such a serious problem. 

The South Front does not labour under all 

the disadvantages of the North Front and the 

Ravelin has not yet been commenced, any 

attack carried on against this side would be 

subject to annoyance both in flank and reverse 

from George's Island, and the Ground towards 

the country is less advantageous to an enemy 

than that to the northward, in fact this Front 

may be said to be refused to an attack as it 

almost faces the harbour. 

He therefore proposed to complete the south front without a 

ravelin, but with a wide ditch, caponier, gallery and mines 

and a covert way; the last was to be an extension of the one 

proposed on the eastern front. 

The core of Peake's scheme, therefore, was the use of 

caponiers. He listed six advantages to be gained from 

building them: 
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St 

1.. a sufficient Musketry fire will be obtained. 

2.. Less of the interior space of Narrow Ravelins 

will be taken up than by the Bomb Proof Guardhouses. 
rd 3.. good and easy communication will be established 

between the body of the place and Ravelin.... 

4.. The Ravelin may be mined. 

5.. The Caponnieres will give additional Barrack 

accommodation for 20 men, making up a total of 

Barrack room for 700 men within the work.... 

6.. The platform of these Caponnieres may be 

made a little above or upon the same level with 

the superior talus, although they will be 

completely separated from the Body of the 

place, when together with the Cavalier already 

built, they may serve as defensible points to a 

late stage of the attack, and may greatly prolong 

the defence. 

Above all, the caponiers had the advantage of being cheap. 

They provided the means by which some of the more expensive 

features of the original plans could be dispensed with, and 

"the several Fronts completed at a moderate expense and 

their capabilities of defence nearly equalized." 

Peake estimated the additional money needed to complete 
3 8 

his basic scheme at £53,997 12s. 10-l/4d. He produced, in 

addition, two variations on it, the first dispensing with 

the north and south caponiers and reinstating the south 
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39 ravelin, the second encompassing both ravelin and capon-

40 îers. The cost of the first variant was put at £55,770 

9s. l/4d., and that of the second at £61,510 10s. ll-l/4d. 

Peake1s fourth estimate, for tearing down and rebuilding 

escarps in the southwest and northwest bastions, amounted to 

£7,242 8s. 9-3/4d.41 

We now come to the difficult problem of trying to 

ascertain the amounts by which the various schemes of Peake 

and Boteler would have exceeded the original estimate. If 

any contemporary calculation was done, no trace of it has 

been found, and the contemporary material which survives 

concerning Citadel expenditure before 1836 is frequently 

contradictory. The overall cost was to be computed by 

adding the estimated total of the new project to the amount 

of money already spent under the original grant. The prob

lem lies in determining the latter figure. According to 

42 
Peake, £55,718 had been expended as of 30 April 1833. The 

surviving Citadel account book, however, states that no less 

43 than £86,57 0 had been granted by the end of 1833. How 

does one account for the discrepancy? Had the unexpended 

balance on the Citadel account increased from £13,000 to 

£30,000 in less than a year? Were the figures in the 

account book - which was only begun after 18 36 - wildly 

inaccurate? Or did Captain Peake manipulate his calculations 

to produce the lowest possible figure? Given the inform

ation presently available, it is impossible to tell which 
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explanation is correct, but the last one is the most likely. 

The date Peake chose for his calculations - 30 April - was 

significant, since it fell before the beginning of the 1833 

working season. By the time he wrote his letter of 12 June, 

several thousand pounds more would have been spent. The 

calculations which follow are, therefore, based on the 

minimum cumulative expenditure under the 1825 estimate; the 

total amount needed in excess of the estimate may have been 

anywhere up to £30,000 more. 

The accompanying table (Table 3) details the calcula

tion of the excess or saving produced by both Boteler's and 

Peake1s schemes. In the case of each of the five basic 

schemes, the total amount of the new estimate is added to 

the £55,718 which, according to Peake, had been spent on the 

Citadel to 30 April 1833; the sum of these two figures is 

the estimated total cost for each scheme. This total is 

then compared to the original estimated cost (£116,000, in 

round figures) and the excess or saving calculated. To this 

is added the amount estimated for rebuilding old work; the 

total of the two is the total excess. The difference 

between the largest and smallest total excesses is more than 

£54,000. The least expensive is Peake's basic scheme 

(Peake1s Estimate No. 1) which represents a saving of £6,285 

over the 1825 estimate. The most expensive is Boteler's 

first scheme, coupled with his estimate for rebuilding, 

which represents an excess of £48,071. On paper, at least, 
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the range of alternatives was comprehensive. 

On 12 June 18 3 3 Captain Peake bundled up the whole 

lot - seven estimates, a covering letter, two explanatory 

letters, reports by Captains Wentworth and Rivers, and a 

list of plans - and sent the entire collection off to 

44 London. Altogether, it amounted to more than 4 00 folio 

pages. One can almost hear the gasps of alarm when this 

monstrous collection was trundled into the Fortifications 

department. Pages and pages of figures, enough to keep the 

clerks busy for a month; the very complexity of Peake's 

report was its downfall. Colonel Jones was presently to be 

sent out to the station. He could read all these documents, 

of course, but only as a means of increasing his knowledge 

of the situation. He must produce his own report - simple, 

coherent and (subject to London's approval) final. As for 

the fruits of Peake's and Boteler's labours, they were put 

aside and forgotten until further alterations were proposed 

ten years later. 
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Table 3. Approximate Amounts (in pounds) by which the 

various 1833 Estimates exceeded those of 1825. (For derivation 

of figures, see text.) 

Boteler Boteler Peake Peake Peake 

No. 1 No. 2 No. 1 No. 2 No. 3 

Expenditure to 

12 June 1833 55,718 55,718 55,718 55,718 55,718 

Estimated cost 

of proposal 92,378 89,014 53,997 55,770 61,510 

New estimated 

total cost 148,096 144,732 109,715 111,488 117,228 

1825 estimate 

of total cost 116,000 116,000 116,000 116,000 116,000 

Excess +32,096 +28,732 -6,285 -4,512 +1,228 

Estimated cost 

of replacing 

earlier work 15,975* 15,975* 7,242** 7,242** 7,242** 

Total Excess +48,071 +44,707 +957 +2,730 +8,470 

* Boteler No. 3. 

** Peake No. 4. 
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Imbroglios 

I 

Winter was usually the slack season for the engineering 

staff in Halifax. The working season was over. The annual 

estimates were usually completed before Christmas. There 

was little to do, except for the administrative work necess

ary for the next working season which began, weather perm

itting, around the first of May. In the early 1830s, however, 

the winters were anything but normal. Christmas of 1833 

found the entire establishment - clerks, junior officers and 

draughtsmen - labouring over yet another revised estimate 

for the Citadel, the eighth in less than two years. By this 

time the work had become almost routine. The calculations 

had been done many times before; many of the necessary 

drawings were copied from ones made earlier for Boteler and 

Peake. Even the order of the individual items were well-

established. Any novelty the work might have provided had 

long since vanished; all that was left was simple hard 

slogging. 

The new estimate, therefore, had something of an air of 

déjà vu about it. Colonel Jones, who was ultimately responsible 
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for its formulation, fundamentally agreed with Boteler; the 

work had to be completed along the lines originally laid 

down by Nicolls without making sacrifices of strength or 

durability. He recognized that this would entail spending 

more money than had originally been intended, and faced this 

problem head-on in the opening paragraph of his explanatory 

letter: 

I have the honor to transmit the accompanying 

plan, and explanatory Sections, showing the 

manner in which I consider the Work can best be 

completed, together with an Estimate of the 

Expense, Vf" £99,833..2s..l-l/4d, which I regret 

cannot be brought nearly down to the Amount 

of the Original Estimate, without seriously 

compromising the Defensive efficiency and General 

Protection which by the Original Instructions 

to Colonel Nicolls, the Citadel at Halifax was 

intended to afford.... 

The enclosed Estimate...has been framed 

upon the lowest and most economical Scale, 

and I know not how it can be reduced 

Anticipating critical comparison of his own estimates with 

Peake's, Jones went on to reject the latter's proposals: 

I cannot concur... concerning that it 

[Peake's proposal to eliminate the eastern 

counterscarp] would actually impare the 
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defensive value of the Citadel, and also 

materially lessen its estimation in Public 

opinion, a point of some consideration in 

erecting a Work for the protection of a Town. 

He concluded his introductory remarks with an acknowledgement 

of the paternity of his proposals: "I have adhered as 

closely as practicable to the original Project, and that of 

L. Colonel Boteler for its completion." 

The estimate encompassed the completion of the three 

ravelins as envisaged by the original plan. Accepting 

Boteler's and Peake's arguments for caponiers, Jones pro

vided for three of them, one for each ravelin. The eastern 

front was to be closed with a redan which was to extend "34 

feet less than Colonel Nicolls intended but 16 feet further 

than proposed by Lt. Col. Boteler." The counterscarp was to 

be built with piers and arches instead of the continuous-

arch gallery originally proposed, since this would result in 

substantial savings. For the same reason, Jones proposed to 

dispense with the countermines. In an emergency they could 

"be readily branched out...in the requisite direction 

through the openings to be left in the Walls of the Gallery 

at proper intervals." Any savings from these two proposals 

would, however, be more than swallowed up by the necessity 

of thickening the escarps "nearly one half more than origin

ally proposed." As for the earlier failures, Jones wrote: 

I coincide with Captain Peake in opinion, that 
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the Masonry built in 1829 must all be taken down 

and rebuilt to sustain the weight of a Rampart. -

But I think it not improbable that the portions 

of the West Curtain and the Flanks recommended 

by L. Col. Boteler to be rebuilt may give way 

no further, and I should recommend their 

remaining untouched. 

The only really novel feature of Jones's proposals was 

the emphasis he placed on casemates. He provided for no 

fewer than 2 7 new ones, mostly on the north and east. His 

most striking innovation was his proposal to casemate the 

redan as officers' quarters. He had no doubts that the 

problems associated with casemates could be successfully 

overcome. 

With due precaution and by adopting the 

expedients successfully tried at other places, 

I have little doubt of being enabled to render 

the Casemates sufficiently dry and in other 

respects fit for the accommodation of Officers. 

The provision of additional casemating rendered the 

cavaliers superfluous, and Jones eliminated the northern and 

southern ones from the estimate. The western cavalier, on 

the other hand, was already largely built. Jones proposed 

to complete it as a barracks for 320 soldiers. He also 

proposed the addition of a casemate at each end of it "to 

give the additional support it plainly appears to require 
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before it can be safely loaded with its Terreplein, or guns 

mounted on it." 

The other major problem in the interior arrangement of 

the fort was, of course, the magazine. Jones borrowed 

Boteler's proposal for two new magazines, each consisting of 

a pair of casemates to be buried in each of the western 

bastions. 

II 

With the arrival of Jones's estimate in London, the Forti

fication department finally had a coherent scheme to work 

with. Unlike the previous plans, this one had been antici

pated, and almost immediately it began its slow progress 

through the proper bureaucratic channels. The Inspector 

General was dismayed but no longer horrified at the prospect 

of exceeding the original estimate. He recognized the fact 

that an excess was inevitable. The whole approach to the 

new scheme reflected a desire to investigate its component 

parts thoroughly and to insure that, once adopted, it could 

be implemented without further embarrassment. A copy of the 

new report was sent to the Master General and board as soon 

as it arrived in England. On 15 May the Board of Ordnance 

issued orders for the official submission of the estimate 

2 
for its consideration. 

The key document in the official submission was the 

Inspector General's detailed commentary on the estimate, and 
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3 

this was dispatched on 4 June. For the most part Pilking-

ton was disposed to agree with Jones's suggestions, although 

he had specific changes to recommend in some of the items; 

for example, a different manner of construction for the 

redan casemates and changes in the arches of the two new 

cavalier casemates. He disapproved of the sunken casemated 

magazines "because there is so much difficulty in affording 

them sufficient ventilation" and recommended that they be 

"left open" (that is, not covered by the ramparts). He 

thought that the retention of the gallery through the whole 

of the counterscarp rendered all three caponiers superfluous. 

He passed over the financial question without comment, 

merely noting that the estimate required "£48,512 beyond 

what Parliament have been told to expect for the whole." 

Pilkington was not entirely satisfied with the estimate: 

I have already stated that the Report of the 

Estimate is not sufficiently explicit and full 

to admit of its minute examination, many points 

of Specification are deficient and it will be 

seen that some parts are provisional. - This I 

think unnecessary in the present case, the 

intentions of the commr Engineer should be 

definite, founded on the experience which this 

work has already afforded, and I therefore 

propose returning the Estimate to L. Col. 

Jones for revision so soon as I am favored 
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with the Master General's decision on the 

Project. 

The Master General's decision arrived within the 

4 
month. The Ordnance clerks differed with those in the 

Inspector General's office about the amount of the excess 

occasioned by the new estimate; they put the figure at 

£62,000. Except for this detail, the Master General found 

the estimate satisfactory. But there was a major reserva

tion. As a result of the excess, it would be necessary 

to put the government in full possession of the 

circumstances which have occasioned this 

great excess and to obtain the approbation 

of the Lords Commissioners of the Treasury 

...before any further steps can be taken 

on the subject. 

A detailed examination of the Ordnance accounts had produced 

the figures for the amounts already spent on the Citadel, 

but this was insufficient. The Inspector General was, 

therefore, to 

draw up a detailed Statement to shew how 

this great excess has been occasioned [emphasis 

Byham's] - whether from inaccuracy in preparing 

the original Estimate, - or from the defective 

manner in which the Escarps were built by 

Colonel Nicolls, - or from the alterations 

that have been made, and are projected. 
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The statement was to be prepared as soon as possible so that 

"the subject may be brought under the consideration of the 

Government." 

Colonel Ellicombe replied to this missive two weeks 

later. The Ordnance office and the Inspector General's 

office were still at cross purposes about the amount of the 

excess, for Ellicombe still calculated it at £48,512. Of 

this, £17,313 (Ellicombe explained) was for new services not 

provided for in the original plan - the north and south 

caponiers, for example, and the magazines, redan, casemates 

and so forth. Another £18,821 was the result of "deficien

cies in the original estimate" including the drains, the 

increased size of the revetments and the necessary rebuild

ing. The remaining £12,178 was the result of increasing the 

garrison from 320 men and 12 officers to 644 men and 19 

officers. He concluded, 

The excess on the original Estimate is to be 

very much regretted, but with the exception of 

£6143 for a New Magazine, and the expense of 

the Caponieres £1928..14..7-1/4, which might 

probably be ultimately found unnecessary... 

the whole appears unavoidable and shows that 

the original Estimate was much too low.... 

I would however... calculate on the 

necessity of providing for the whole of 

the additional Amount...as the expense of 
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this important Work. 

Ellicombe's letter demonstrated that the Inspector 

General's office, at any rate, was completely convinced of 

the necessity of getting additional funds. But the matter 

had passed entirely out of his hands. The Inspector General 

was powerless to make major financial decisions, or even to 

approach the Treasury directly for support. This was the 

prerogative of the Master General and board. These gentle

men were, by now, thoroughly aroused. The board could 

hardly be expected to decide about such a vital matter 

without first conducting an investigation of their own and, 

with this decision, the first phase of the bureaucratic 

process came to an end. 

Ill 

The new phase opened with an "Immediate" board order on 3 

November. The Clerk of the Ordnance had finally agreed 

with the Inspector General's office that the new estimate 

would probably exceed the old by £48,512. Part of the 

problem had been that the amount of the excess could be 

calculated only if the exact amount already granted for the 

Citadel were known and, while there was no difficulty in 

ascertaining this figure, there was some disagreement about 

the amount which had actually been spent. Specifically, 

there was an unexplained difference of £7,659 between the 

amount which the London office calculated had been spent by 
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31 March 1834 and the amount which the Halifax office 

calculated had been spent as of 31 December 1834. A state-

7 

ment was appended showing the amounts calculated in London, 

and the officers in Halifax were to comment on the differ

ences . 

At the same time, the Clerk of the Ordnance had drawn 

up an extremely detailed account of the expenses which had 

been incurred in the construction. This detailed every last 

penny spent from 31 October 1828 to 22 March 1834 and took 
8 

up 2 6 pages of close handwriting. The Respective Officers 

were instructed to compare this with the accounts in Halifax 

so "a perfect uniformity may exist between the accounts." 

Halifax responded to this request with surprising 

speed. Statements from the Respective Officers, dated 29 

December, were dispatched by Colonel Jones on 14 January 
9 

1835. The Respective Officers found that the detailed 

accounts were correct in most particulars. A few of the 

vouchers had been recorded inaccurately, but these all 

involved small amounts and were apparently due to clerical 

10 error. 

The difference between the calculations of actual 

expenditure required a more complicated explanation. It was 

mainly due to two factors. The expenditure had always been 

divided between sums spent in the colony and sums allowed 

for stores sent from England. The accounts for the latter 

were inconsistent because the Ordnance office charged the 



126 

full amount for goods sent, while Halifax only invoiced the 

value of goods received. As of 31 December 1833, £7,399 had 

been charged in London as opposed to £3,242 invoiced in the 

colony. The difference was largely the result of goods 

being damaged en route or not received at all and included 

the sum of £422 for 20,700 large bricks "thrown overboard on 

their way to Halifax" in 1830. The other discrepancy was 

in the amount paid to the Royal Staff Corps charged against 

the Citadel account. London had charged £10,216 while 

12 Halifax had charged only £7,404. The sum of the differences 

between these two sets of figures, plus the £1,169 spent 

between 1 January and 1 March 1834, added £8,138 to the 

Halifax calculations of overall expenditure. This narrowed 

the difference between the Halifax and London accounts to 

£479 (the Halifax calculations were now the higher of the 

two) and the Respective Officers were at a loss to explain 

4-U- A- 1 3 

this discrepancy. 

But they did not leave matters at that, and after three 

months' digging, finally unearthed the source of the trouble -

two vouchers which had not been properly recorded and cumu

lative errors in the detailed accounts amounting to £1,478 

3s. Od. This brought the discrepancy down to 17s., where 
14 everyone was content to leave it. Whatever its other 

failings might have been, the Ordnance department in Halifax 

had demonstrated that it could keep books. 

On 17 July the Clerk of the Ordnance pronounced himself 
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15 
satisfied with the accounts. The gentlemen of His Majesty's 

Honourable Board of Ordnance then paused to scratch their 

heads. If the accounts were in order, then what could be 

wrong? "[Is] it possible," the Master General inquired on 

19 August, "in any way to revise and modify the estimate so 

as to reduce it nearer that originally proposed and that 

without weakening the defences?" 

The new Inspector General, Sir Frederick Mulcaster, 

17 replied a week later. He noted that, before 1825, over 

£300,000 had been spent on temporary works on Citadel Hill, 

all of which had rapidly vanished. The present fort, by 

comparison, would be permanent and, even with the revised 

estimate, would cost far less than its predecessors. He 

could suggest minor alterations in Jones's plan - the 

abandonment of the caponiers, for example - but none which 

would result in a drastic reduction in the cost of the work. 

He concluded, 

Upon the whole therefore I am of the opinion 

that a great part of the additional expense 

of £48,512 now contemplated, is unavoidable if 

the permanent Work is to proceed to a state of 

defence. I concur in M General Pilkington's 

report of 4 June 1834 which has been approved 

r is i 

by Sir J. Kempt and if the present Master 

General is of the same opinion as to the 

eligibility of L. Col. Jones' Project as modified 
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by the Inspector General, there appears to me 

no other mode to pursue but to call for a 

revision of the Estimate as proposed, and the 

whole subject will then be in a state to lay 

before His Majesty's Government. 

This judicious push finally got results. Mulcaster was 

to instruct Colonel Jones directly to produce a revision of 

his estimate, and the Master General promised in the interim 

to notify the Treasury to apprise "their Lordships that a 

sum of about £49,396...will be required in excess of the 

19 original Estimate." The instructions to Jones had barely 

20 left England when the Treasury, having been informed of 

the case, reacted violently. Their lordships flatly refused 

to sanction any additional funds beyond those already 

approved, and demanded that the officer responsible for the 

21 
original estimate be called to account. The third phase 

of the bureaucratic process had begun. 

IV 

By this time the process had begun to display a pattern. As 

each government department became involved with the situa

tion, it attempted to deal with it in such a way as to 

minimize the impact of the problem on its own day-to-day 

existence. The Fortifications office had attempted to 

ignore the situation; the Board of Ordnance had tried to 

take refuge in its own account books; the Treasury attempted 
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to choke off the demand for money. These initial negative 

reactions invariably provoked an aggressive response from 

the agency which had raised the issue. In this way the 

Commanding Royal Engineers, faced with the Fortifications 

office's disbelief, consistently applied pressure; their aim 

was to force the Inspector General to take effective meas

ures to deal with the situation. But once the process got 

above the level of the Inspector General's office, it became 

more complicated. Once the Board of Ordnance was involved, 

the Fortifications office became a sort of broker between 

the Commanding Royal Engineers and the board, and the 

function of the CREs became to supply the Fortifications 

department with sufficient information to force the board to 

act. When the Treasury got involved, the honourable gentle

men of the board became the brokers and the Inspector 

General's office took over the business of supplying enough 

ammunition to enable the board to press the issue to a 

successful conclusion. 

This stage of the process began even before the Trea

sury's reaction was known. Recognizing that the Citadel 

project was only one of a multitude of matters under con

sideration by the Master General and board, and a relatively 

minor one at that, the Inspector General's office prepared a 

memorandum detailing the circumstances of Colonel Jones's 

22 estimate. This was accompanied by a precis of all major 

23 
correspondence on the subject between 1828 and 18 35. 
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These two documents contained a distillation of the Inspec

tor General's case, and, since both Master General and board 

depended for information and advice on the Fortifications 

office, it was inevitable that the honourable gentlemen 

would present that case to the Treasury. 

Having secured its flank with the Board of Ordnance, 

the Fortifications department could only hope that Colonel 

Jones would provide the necessary revised estimate as soon 

24 as possible. He did so on 2 February 1836. The covering 

letter was brief. Jones had accepted all the major changes 

proposed in London and incorporated them in his estimate. 

The caponiers were omitted; the redan counterscarps were 

raised to 20 feet at the salient; the magazines were re

designed as single-arch buildings, each enclosed by an area 

wall, and three casemates were added on the north front. 

The saving amounted to only £957 4s. 2-l/2d. 

There is no record surviving of the submission of the 

revised estimate to the board. It must have been done 

almost as soon as the documents arrived in England, because 

when the estimate was returned to Jones for further revision 

on 17 July the comments of Mr. Cram, the Surveyor of the 

25 . . . 

Ordnance, were enclosed. Numbers of minor revisions were 

requested. The Inspector General was of the opinion that 

the buttresses to the magazines could be dispensed with and 

that the main drain should have a concrete floor. He also 

requested more details about the gate and bridge and some 
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additional information about missing dimensions and so 

forth. Mr. Cram was more critical, but his criticism was 

almost entirely directed toward specific instances of 

insufficient detail in the estimate. 

Jones made all the required corrections, and, for the 

third time, sent the estimate to England. By then it was 

December. The estimate was well on its way to its third 

birthday, and progress toward its final acceptance seemed 

minimal. 

V 

While Jones was revising his estimate for the second time, 

he was also conducting a running battle on a second front 

with Colonel Nicolls in Quebec City. This, of course, was 

the result of the Treasury's insistence that the perpetrator 

of the original estimate be called to account. As Jones 

knew knew more about the project than anyone else, the 

burden of the dispute fell on him. One suspects, moreover, 

that the Fortifications department preferred it that way; it 

gave the whole affair the appearance of a squabble between 

two relatively junior officers and deflected blame from the 

Inspector General's own staff. 

Nicolls, predictably, defended himself and attacked 

Jones. Now that London had decided that mistakes had indeed 

been made, the Inspector General no longer felt it necessary 

to demand of Jones, as he had of Boteler, that the Commanding 
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Royal Engineer in Halifax refrain from exciting controversy. 

Jones was permitted to reply to Nicolls's comments and by 

early 1836, the Nicolls-London-Jones correspondence devel

oped into quite a considerable side-show. 

Nicolls fired his first broadside on 23 November 1835. 

In a letter addressed to Jones, but worded with the copy for 

London in mind, the colonel defended himself. 

I do not entertain the smallest doubt...I should 

have satisfactorily completed the whole as 

estimated in 1825, with the additional thicknesses, 

and moving the Buttresses nearer, as done in 

18 31, and these opinions are supported by the 

savings made on the Casemated Cavalier built in 

1830-31,... [and] on the Casemates under the 

Ramparts...of which 10 were built, and 2 far 

advanced on the £5404 granted for building. 

Without more information, he could not be specific 

about the reasons for the additional expense, but he sus

pected that alterations in the type and quality of materials 

and changes in the labour situation might have been to 

blame. He also thought that 

Much additional expense... has also arisen from 

the execution of the Work passing from the first 

Projector [i.e., himself]...through 3 different 

hands...whose ideas it is not to be expected 

would exactly correspond, and even supposing 
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them to be better than those of the Projector, 

would cause additional expense, of which procras

tination itself is a great source. 

He concluded with a request for more information. 

Nicolls next addressed himself directly to the Inspec

tor General, sending a detailed commentary on the 1834 

27 
estimate. He had many complaints. He had not resigned 

himself to the destruction of the old magazine but, if this 

had to be done, he held that the replacement should be built 

on the same site. He considered the north and south capon

iers useless and detailed his objections to them. He 

thought that casemated accommodation would be unwise "in so 

moist and variable a climate as Nova Scotia." He believed 

the additional casemates at the ends of the cavalier to be 

unnecessary for the reasons Jones had advanced - that is, to 

give the building much-needed additional support - and he 

disagreed with the proposed height of the redan escarp. As 

for the provision of additional barrack space, he was of the 

opinion that there had been enough accommodation allowed for 

in the original design, even for the expanded garrison which 

was now considered necessary. 

Shortly after Nicolls1s letter was dispatched, Jones's 

detailed account of work performed after Nicolls left 

28 Halifax arrived at Quebec. This precipitated the most 

complicated exchange of all. On 13 January 1836, Nicolls 

dispatched two detailed commentaries on Jones's memorandum 
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and a letter to the Inspector General, defending himself and 

29 
his original scheme. The commentaries were promptly sent 

off to Halifax, and Jones lost no time in composing two 

30 

statements of his own. In this way the scope of the 

controversy was limited to a fairly narrow area, the state 

of the work in 1831-35 and the merits of the methods adopted 

by Boteler, Peake and Jones himself during that period. But 

even this limited range was sufficient to provoke the single 

most thorough discussion of the work to appear during the 

entire history of its construction. 

Nicolls's letter to Mulcaster is the least interesting 

of the several documents involved in the exchange. In it he 

merely amplified the arguments he had used in his earlier 

letter to Boteler, blaming the excessive spending on alter

ations in the work, the provision of additional accommo

dation, the extensive use of granite and the frequent 

changes of Commanding Royal Engineer since his departure. 

He still maintained that he could have completed the Citadel 

for the amount of the original estimate, and he contended 

that the £29,066 spent between 1832 and 1835 had, perhaps, 

been badly expended; "[It] seems very large for the services 

performed during these four years." This last was the heart 

of his defence. It was not that he, Nicolls, had been 

negligent, but that his successors had been inefficient. 

Jones's memorandum of 16 December detailed the difficul

ties which had arisen since 1831. He noted that almost no 
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escarp wall had been completed after that date, mostly 

because no agreement could be reached on the dimensions of 

the new escarps. He detailed the troubles which had unexpect

edly developed when it was discovered that the foundations 

of parts of the counterscarp had to be sunk far below the 

levels originally intended in order to secure a solid 

footing. The excavations had proceeded slowly because the 

engineers had not been able to form the ramparts which would 

absorb the earth from the excavations. He noted in passing 

that calculations had shown that the total amount of earth 

to be excavated was insufficient to form both the ramparts 

and the glacis, and that as a consequence, some earth would 

have to be hauled from elsewhere. He dealt briefly with 

Nicolls's charges that he and his predecessors had adopted 

more expensive methods. 

On examination, the difference of prices between 

the two Estimates, appear [sic] very immaterial. 

With regard to the quality of the Materials, 

the only difference is that a greater portion of 

Granite has been used than was at first contemplated 

...but it is not considered more expensive than 

the iron Stone for faced Work.-

The original Estimate was framed under the 

Idea of the Workmanship being performed three 

fourths by Civil Artificers and one fourth 

Military, and the labour altogether by the 
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Military. - The Workmanship of the present 

Estimate is calculated at the same rate, but 

for the labour only one third Military, and 

two thirds Civil, from the difficulty 

experienced in getting regular Military 

• J, 3 1 

assistance. 

Jones concluded by listing no fewer than 14 reasons for the 

differences between the estimates, the bulk of them result

ing from additions to and corrections of the original 

project. 

It would be futile to detail or even to attempt to 

summarize the exchange between Jones and Nicolls which 

erupted over this memorandum. The points in dispute were 

essentially technical. ("Should Col. Boteler have sunk the 

foundations for the counterscarp opposite the North West 

section to a depth of over 12 feet?" Colonel Nicolls asked. 

"Yes," answered Colonel Jones, "And in his place I would 

have done the same.") Essentially Nicolls was trying to 

prove by example what he had charged in his letter of 13 

January to Mulcaster - namely, that his successors had been 

inefficient and wasteful - and in so doing he made a grave 

tactical error. As long as he confined his defence to 

demonstrating that his original conception had satisfied all 

the requirements of his superiors and answered all questions 

with general replies, he was relatively safe. Instead, he 

chose to claim that he alone could have completed the 
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Citadel, and the claim would not stand detailed scrutiny. 

Jones's replies were reasonable and satisfactory and Nicolls's 

criticisms were more or less wholly refuted. He never again 

was consulted on the subject of the Citadel. 

At this point Colonel Nicolls departs from the history 

of the Citadel. As far as can be seen the debacle did not 

have any adverse effect on his career. His promotions 

arrived on the expected dates: major general in 1837, 

lieutenant general in 1846, colonel commandant of the Royal 

Engineers in 1851, and finally full general in 1854. He 

32 died at Southampton of 8 September 1860, four years after 

the major project of his career had been finally completed, 

20 years behind schedule. 

VI 

The absence of an accepted overall plan played havoc with 

the annual estimates for the Citadel. In Halifax, Jones had 

no choice but to continue bringing forward Citadel items in 

each annual estimate, although, without a final decision 

about the eventual fate of the work, it was becoming more 

and more difficult to find "safe" projects to spend money 

on. Perhaps he hoped by attempting to keep expenditures at 

near-normal levels to remind London of the need for haste. 

London, however, could not be hurried. It responded to 

the problem in an equivocal fashion; it continued to allow 

grants with each annual estimate - possibly to allay suspicions 
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in Parliament that something was wrong - but insisted that 

Jones spend only the money granted before 1834. Therefore, 

when Jones asked for £11,143 10s. 8-3/4d. for the Citadel in 

33 
the annual estimate for 1835 Mulcaster reduced it to 

£3,000 on the grounds that the previous balances had not 

34 been expended. When Jones asked whether this amount would 

35 also be frozen, he was informed that the rule on expendi-
O gr 

ture still stood. 

A month later, the decision of the Treasury to limit 

37 expenditure under the old estimate made the situation even 

more difficult. The sum of £2,000 was granted on the annual 

38 estimate for 1836 and it too was frozen. The situation in 

Halifax was becoming desperate. At the beginning of the 

1836 working season, the unexpended balance on the grants 

39 for 1828-33 had stood at £2,880 and was declining rapidly. 

By August the total had fallen to £700 and Jones warned 

London that, unless more funds were forthcoming, all work 

40 would stop on 30 September. 

At this, London was finally forced to relent. Ellicombe 

recommended that "the Commanding Engineer...be authorized to 

change the vouchers... to the votes referred to [i.e., 1834-

3 6] as soon as the money on previous votes shall be wholly 

expended" and to "proceed with such parts of the work on 

41 which no alterations is [sic] contemplated." The board 

42 
agreed and issued the appropriate orders on 30 September 

43 - the day the money ran out. 



139 

Even this was only a temporary relief. When Jones 

inserted £5,814 13s. 8d. for the Citadel into the 1837 

44 45 
estimate, " London deleted it altogether, completely 

drying up the Citadel funds. At that point there was a 

46 total of £16,008 left in unexpended balances. Normally 

this would have been spent in a single season, but condi

tions were by no means normal. To all practical intents and 

purposes the works were paralyzed by the absence of a co

herent policy. As a result in the period from 1833 to 1837, 

little was spent and less was done. 

By the summer of 1838 it was abundantly clear where the 

bottleneck was. The Treasury showed no inclination to 

hurry. Worse, the board had more or less abandoned the 

struggle, leaving Mulcaster to fight on as best he could. 

On 6 July he once again submitted the revised estimate to 

the board for transmission to the Treasury, along with 

related documents including the correspondence with Colonel 

47 Nicolls and Jones's commentary thereon. He noted that the 

estimate had been revised 

with reference to...the Reports of my Predecessor 

and myself...both at the Station, and, (so far 

as it has been practicable to do so from the 

information afforded) in my Office -

He admitted that there were as still some minor omissions, 

but hoped that these would be covered by the one-tenth 

contingency provision (a provision by which a tenth of the 
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total amount estimated for was added to the total as a 

margin of safety). The final amount of the estimate was set 

"in round numbers [at] £102,500, which will be about £51,000 

beyond the [present estimate]" and he recommended its 

acceptance. 

On the same day, the board slid a discreet knife into 

Mulcaster's back. The Surveyor of the Ordnance drew up his 

own assessment of Jones's work, and he was far more critical 

than Mulcaster. He wrote, 

I am induced[?] to consider that the present 

estimate could not be looked upon as a complete 

Document upon which to form a conclusive opinion 

48 of the actual expense of the Works. 

The Treasury took almost five months to respond to 

these documents, and even then its response was equivocal. 

Colonel Nicolls's objections were cited as the major reason 

for returning the estimate to the board for further consider-

49 ation. But what more could be said about it? Mulcaster 

made one last attempt, and produced the most blunt of his 

50 many letters and memoranda on the subject. Angry because 

the Treasury had cited Nicolls's objections in their minute 

of 3 0 December, Mulcaster finally and unequivocally put the 

blame for the excessive cost on Nicolls. The excess had 

been the result of 

st 1.. The original project being incomplete. 

2.. The Estimate insufficient. - and 
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rd 3.. The failures (from insufficiency) of the 

Revetments. 

The Treasury had used Colonel Nicolls's comments to object 

to the alterations made in the original plan. Mulcaster 

retorted acidly: 

The Lords of the Treasury appear not to have 

adverted to the fact that the alteration of 

the Plan was first suggested by Colonel Nicolls... 

th r in his report dated the 5.. Sept. 1831, and the 

failures of the revetments were also received from 

that Officer. - Hence it is erroneous to question 

his opinion as to the "propriety or necessity" of 

the measures of improvement. It may be inferred 

that Colonel Nicolls does not coincide in the details 

of the measures, but they have been considered by the 

two late Inspectors General as well as myself and 

approved by Sir Jas Kempt and I am prepared to 

justify their necessity... from the insufficiency 

of the original revetments planned by Col. Nicolls, 

and the omissions in the original Estimate framed 

by that Officer. 

This time it took the Treasury only two months to 

decide. On 27 March, Spearman notified Byham that "their 

Lordships will not object to sanction the expenditure of 

51 such sums as may be granted by Parliament for this work." 

52 
On 4 April word of the decision was forwarded to Halifax. 
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The approved plan which finally emerged from the long 

controversy closely resembled the Citadel as it now stands. 

Several of the components of Nicolls's original design were 

dispensed with altogether and many of the rest were sub

stantially altered. The north and south cavaliers and the 

old magazine were the most prominent casualties. The old 

magazine was to be replaced by two new ones, one in the 

gorge of each of the western demi-bastions. The counter

scarp and redan were both altered, the former by changes in 

the design and the latter by the addition of dwelling 

casemates. The changes in the counterscarp design elimin

ated the casemates of reverse fire and all of the counter

mines on the southern and eastern fronts. 

VII 

The Treasury's decision had come very late. While it was 

trying to make up its mind, Jones was becoming increasingly 

strapped for money. He asked for a mere £4,474 7s. 3-3/4d. 

53 for 183 8. By the time the Board of Ordnance got round to 

acting on his request, the Treasury order had been passed. 

But the measure had yet to come before Parliament, and the 

54 most that Mulcaster could recommend was £2,000. By this 

55 time the total unexpended balance was down to £7,516 and 

was still falling. The next year, the crisis finally having 
r gr 

passed, Jones asked for £24,093 7s. 2-l/2d. The board 

57 allowed him £5,000, to which he could add an unexpended 
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58 
balance of £1,225. A year later, all but £135 of it had 

been spent, and Parliament finally granted a healthy 

£10,000. The tempo of building returned to something 

approaching normal. The financial drought was over, and 

Jones was finally getting the chance to implement his plans 

after six years. As if to seal his success, he was given 

permission to remain on the station to finish the project. 
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Colonel Calder Revises 

I 

The Citadel entered the second and final phase of its 

construction between 1840 and 1842. In these years the 

exterior of the fort, as definitively established by the 

revised estimate of 1836, was finally completed. There 

could be no fundamental alterations. In the second phase, 

the fleshing out of the granite and ironstone skeleton into 

a functional work of defence, a whole new set of problems 

arose. The difficulties encountered in the 1840s were in 

matters of detail - accommodation, waterproofing, interior 

partitions and so on. They required specific and detailed 

solutions which, of course, were quite beyond the general 

considerations provided for in the revised estimate and its 

supporting documents. Indeed, some of the problems were 

simply the result of the initial stages of building having 

taken so long. Many of the difficulties encountered with 

the cavalier, for example, arose from the fact that it was 

already more than 15 years old when the time came to make it 

fit for lodging troops, and it suffered from the maladies 

typical of any stone building left unoccupied for so long. 
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It was during this second phase that continuity in the 

building staff became important for efficiency. Colonel 

Jones had already been in Halifax for more than seven years 

and had, in effect, become the projector of the work. In 

the process, he had acquired enough experience with the 

Citadel to decide on matters of detail. He was also suffici

ently well-established with the London authorities to be 

allowed a certain amount of latitude in his decisions. Any 

successor would have neither of these advantages. 

It was probably for this reason that the Inspector 

General requested Jones to stay in Halifax until the work 

was completed. Then, less than a year later, London re

versed itself. It is not known why. Possibly Jones himself 

requested it; he had been in Halifax eight years, longer 

than any other Commanding Royal Engineer. In any event, 

Jones was notified on 19 November 1841 that he was to be 

1 2 
relieved. His successor arrived on 8 March 1842. 

II 

Lieutenant Colonel Patrick Calder arrived just as the final 

season of work on the exterior walls was about to begin. 

The northern, western and southern fronts were virtually 

complete (except for a few problematical walls dating from 

Colonel Nicolls's time and a defective west ravelin), and 

the escarp and counterscarp on the eastern front were both 

more than half finished. The interior of the fort, however, 
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7 "Halifax Citadel and Common from Cogswell's 

Barn, near the Haunted House, 21st August, 1840." 

Watercolour by Colonel Mercer. Viewed from the 

northwest, the Citadel already looked rather 

imposing. A view from the east would have given 

a different picture. The eastern front was, 

at the time, virtually un-begun. (Public 

Archives of Canada.) 
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had changed little since 1832, and indeed since 1828. The 

old powder magazine still stood, perched by that time on top 

of an island of earth in the centre of the parade square. 

The new magazines were not yet begun, nor were the bulk of 

the casemates; and the cavalier, which looked imposing 

3 

enough, stood empty and incomplete. A newcomer walking 

into the place must have felt rather like a spectator 

blundering backstage at a theatre and seeing the sets from 

behind. Even an experienced engineer like Calder must have 

felt some discouragement at the amount of work still to be 

done. 

The first summer passed quietly. The work done cost 

£12,742 - about the average amount spent in a working 
4 

season. The only ominous event was the collapse of the 

area wall enclosing the stairs leading to the casemates of 

defence in the northwest bastion. It was the first such 

collapse since the early thirties and it immediately raised 

the question of the soundness of the other early walls. 

Calder1s first progress report, dispatched on 30 June, 

contained an account of the collapse as well as of the other 

work in progress. 

London's reply set the tone for Calder's relationship 

with his superiors for the next two or three years. The 

chief draughtsman of the Fortifications office, on examining 

the progress report, found it did not agree with his inter

pretation of the original 1836 estimate. His two complaints 
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arose from an examination of the drawing accompanying the 

report. In one, the redan basement was shown without the 

area wall opposite; in the other, the main drain differed 

from that shown in a drawing in a previous report. Calder 

was instructed to account both for these discrepancies and 

for the failure of the area wall. 

The collapse of the area wall was easily explained; 

loading pressure and the poor quality of the mortar and 

masonry used in its construction were to blame. The chief 

draughtsman's complaints were another matter. Both were 

essentially trivial and were easy enough to correct; in the 

case of the redan basement, Calder's draughtsman had simply 

omitted to draw the area wall, since it was irrelevant to 

the matter at hand, and in the case of the main drain, an 

error had been made in copying the original drawing. But it 

was obvious from the nature of the complaints that Calder 

had not yet acquired the confidence of the Fortifications 

staff in London, and that Jones's estimate, detailed as it 

was, was still liable to differing interpretations on 

specific points. This last fact suggested to Calder that 

the overall plan was open to improvement. In his reply to 

the questions raised by his progress report, he made his 

first tentative suggestion for alterations. Could not two 

or three new casemates be provided in the rear of the 

basement area wall to provide storage space for the 

officers' quarters? Such casemates, "though eventually 
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necessary," had apparently not been foreseen in the original 

, 7 plan. 

When the working season ended, Calder finally had the 

time to examine Jones's revised estimate in detail. He 

concluded that it could indeed be improved upon by a few 

judicious additions, and on 6 January 1843 he submitted his 

proposals for improvement for the consideration of the 
Q 

Inspector General. The tone of his letter was unprovoc-

ative and gentlemanly. He was not attempting to cast 

aspersions on Jones's ability, but merely recommending a 

series of minor improvements which either were too specific 

to have been considered within the broad scope of the 

revised estimate or had been made necessary by developments 

since 1836. 

The changes included the provision of porches and 

shifting rooms for the new magazines, the cellars for the 

redan (already mentioned in his letter of 15 October), an 

alteration in the method of constructing the arches of the 

proposed cavalier additions, and the substitution of ramps 

for staircases leading to the west ramparts. All of these 

were minor changes which tended to increase the efficiency 

of the completed work at little additional cost. 

Calder also wanted to add more casemates. His argument 

in favour of doing so was based on an absurd misinterpre

tation of Jones's intentions. The latter had proposed 

strengthening the interior retaining wall by building arches 
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over the supporting buttresses to form small cells or 

recesses which could be used for a variety of purposes. 

Calder misread the wording of the estimate and believed that 

it had been Jones's intention to carry the arches all the 

way through to the escarp. He noted that this had not been 

done in the case of those parts of the retaining wall 

already built, and went on to argue that, even if it had 

been done, the resulting space would have been too narrow to 

be useful. He proposed instead the substitution of full 

casemates in most instances, two in the re-entering angles 

of the redan and an unspecified number on the other fronts. 

The collapse of the area wall in the northwest bastion 

once again led to a reconsideration of the early work. 

Calder1s opinion was that 

The whole of the scarp of the north front 

(excepting 120 feet of the right face of the 

N.W. Bastion) as well as the adjoining face of 

the East front...[is] in such a state of 

dilapidation from the badness of the mortar 

used in the construction...[and] the inferior 

quality of the stone and the unworkmanlike 

manner in which it is built, as to render it 

advisable to take down & rebuild the whole 

from the level of the ditch. 

This, he considered, would account for the bulk of the 

9 
additional expense he proposed - £7,000. The other features 
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8 "Sketch of the North East and North Fronts 

of the Citadel", 1843. (Plan 04-1843-5-1). 

This plan shows the additional casemating 

proposed by Colonel Calder in his 1843 estimate. 

(Public Archives of Canada.) 



H 
Un 



154 

he proposed could cost, in all, just over £5,000 for a grand 

total of £12,620. 

When Calder1s letter was received in London, a copy was 

immediately dispatched to Colonel Jones for comment. He 

replied on 1 March. Apart from a mild rebuttal of 

Calder1s misinterpretation of his design of the retaining 

wall, he was generally disposed to accept Calder's judge

ment. He did differ in certain points of detail. Jones had 

a curious theory about magazine construction; he disliked 

the idea of external porches and of north-end doors, both of 

which he considered unsuitable in the Halifax climate. 

Consequently, he suggested alterations to Calder's proposals 

for the magazines, while agreeing that porches and shifting 

rooms would improve the design. He raised a gentle object

ion to the proposed ramps: 

[They] would give more ready access for guns 

&c to the Rampart but yet [they] seem objection

able from interfering with...the breadth of 

the Rampart at the Flanks. 

The judicious wording of the objection is, however, typical 

of the tenor of Jones's letter. 

A letter from Lieutenant Colonel Edward Matson (the 

Assistant Adjutant General of the corps) enclosing the 

Inspector General's comments was similar in tone. General 

Mulcaster blamed Calder's misinterpretation of Jones's 

design on an incorrect transcript of the 1836 estimate, and 
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enclosed a true copy so that the Halifax version might be 

altered to read correctly. The Inspector General directed 

that Jones's plan be followed with respect to the cavalier 

and referred Calder to Jones's objection to ramps, but these 

things aside, he was willing to consider the remaining 

items. Additional casemates could be brought forward as 

items in the estimates if it was found that "the casemated 

accommodation already contemplated [is] insufficient." The 

cellar and shifting rooms items were both accepted in 

principle. The matter of the magazine porches and doors was 

referred back to Calder with instructions to confer with the 

"Officer of Artillery and the Ordnance Storekeeper" on the 

subject. Matson concluded by requesting detailed drawings 

and estimates for the proposed changes. 

This exchange - gentlemanly, tactful and blandly 

reasonable - was in vivid contrast to the acrimonious ex

changes which had greeted Boteler's first letters on the 

subject of alterations ten years earlier. Even as recently 

as 1840, Calder's proposals would probably have provoked a 

row, but in the intervening three years, attitudes had 

mellowed. The ensuing history of Calder's proposals, though 

almost as complicated as that of the 1836 estimate, was 

relatively harmonious. The era of bitter controversy was at 

last over. 
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III 

The Inspector General's invitation to justify the increase 

in casemate accommodation prompted Calder to do something 

which no one had thought of doing before. In late April, he 

canvassed the other department heads to find out how much 

space they would need in the Citadel, both in peacetime and 

12 

for a siege of two months. Since he wanted an argument 

for additional casemates, he encouraged his colleagues to 

submit the largest possible claims for space. The Deputy 

Commissary General replied that he would need three case

mates for a summer siege and at least three more for a 

winter one. (No commissariat stores were kept in the 
13 Citadel in peacetime. ) The Barrack Master needed two 

14 casemates under any conditions; the Commander, Royal 

Artillery (RA), needed at least three; the Ordnance Store

keeper, four. This gave Calder a maximum figure of 16 

casemates beyond the ones he needed for the normal garrison 

of one regiment. He considered this sufficient justification 

for bringing forward 16 additional casemates in his new 

estimate. 

17 The estimate was completed on 22 May 1843. It 

provided for all of the features mentioned in Calder's 

letter, excepting the ramps for the western ramparts. It 

also contained provision for fitting up the rooms over the 

end casemates of the cavalier and reconstructing the roofs 

of the magazines and ravelin guardhouses. In all, it 
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amounted to £12,879 19s. 7d. 

In his explanatory letter, Calder said little which was 

new. He had consulted both the CRA and the Ordnance Store

keeper on the arrangement of the magazines, and they had 

both accepted his proposals. As for Jones's objections to 

doors facing north, he noted that "all the magazines in 

Halifax stand north south and that each of them have [sic] 

doors in both ends." The two new aspects of the scheme were 

scrupulously accounted for. The cells over the cavalier end 

casemates were in response to a suggestion from the Major 

General Commanding. The substitution of rafters for cement 

on the dos d'anes of the magazines and guardhouses was the 

result of "the latter having shown itself unfit to resist 

the effects of this climate in the trials that have been 

made on the last mentioned Buildings." 

The most interesting features of the covering letters 

were the three statements of accommodation appended to them. 

These were intended to support Calder's argument for more 

casemates, and they detailed the number of men intended for 

the Citadel's garrison. In all, the fort was designed for 

two field officers, 17 officers, 609 NCOs and privates and 

39 women (the proportion of soldiers' wives allowed under 

regulations). In addition, provision was made for a 35-bed 

hospital in the cavalier and a schoolroom, as well as for 

the usual assortment of storerooms. The average number of 

18 
privates per casemate in time of peace was 22. 
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London acted very quickly. The Inspector General dis

patched the estimate to the Master General and board on 1 

19 July 1843. In his accompanying letter, Mulcaster briefly 

reviewed the background of the proposals and recommended 

their acceptance. 

The Estimate amounts to £12,879..19..7 and 

although its details have not yet been 

investigated by the Surveyor and some 

internal Fitments are omitted, it may 

I apprehend be taken as an Estimate sufficiently 

approximative to enable the Master General and 

Board to determine upon the additional Bomb 

proof accommodation and the omissions and 

renewals...which had not been originally 

provided for or have become necessary. 

He admitted that the renewals were "discreditable to the 

department," but could see no way of avoiding the expendi

ture. He concluded, 

Should the Master General and Board sanction 

the view I have taken, after a careful consi

deration of the above named Reports and circum

stances, I propose making the necessary communica

tion without delay for the Commanding Royal 

Engineer's guidance, in proceeding with the 

construction, and that the detail of the 

several additions be examined annually as they 
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may be provided for in the Estimates for 

Parliament. 

The board took less than two weeks to decide in favour of 

20 
the new estimate, and authorization was dispatched to 

21 Halifax on 18 July. 

IV 

The method proposed by the Inspector General of approving 

funds for the new estimate signalled the beginnings of a 

change in the Ordnance accounting system. At some point 

between 1844 and 1847, the authorization of each item of 

expenditure as it arose in the annual estimates became 

standard procedure (in contrast to the old system of approv

ing a general estimate and making annual grants against it). 

The new system had obvious advantages. It eliminated the 

embarrassment of over-running the original grant, as the 

Citadel account did at some time between 1847 and 1849 (the 

accounts for these years have not been located). It also, 

however, had one disadvantage. Like all changes, it produced 

a certain amount of confusion during its transitional stage. 

Not all the people involved understood the significance of 

the change, and one who did not was Patrick Calder who, in 

1846, submitted yet another supplementary estimate for the 

completion of the Citadel. 

The origins of this document are obscure. On the title 

page, it was credited as being in response to the Inspector 
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22 
General's letter of 18 July 1843 authorizing the earlier 

estimate for alterations. But the surviving copies of the 

Inspector General's letter of that date contain no indica

tion that such an estimate was requested or even contemp

lated. Possibly Calder genuinely misread the letter; 

possibly the title page was wrong and the new estimate was 

in response to a later communication from London, since 

lost. Unless new evidence comes to light, it is unlikely 

that we will ever know the truth of the matter. 

In its format, the new estimate reflected the new 

accounting system. The items were divided into six classes: 

_1) Works first detailed in Calder's first estimate for 

renewals, and subsequently authorized in the annual 

estimates for 1844-45 and 1845-46. 

2) Works from the same source, brought forward in the 

current annual estimate and not yet approved. 

3_) Additional services found to be necessary since the 

1843 estimate. 

4_) Services in the 184 3 estimate "ordered to be brought 

forward as excess." 

5_) Works necessary because of failures. 

6_) Services necessary for the installation of the armament. 

Of the 17 items, 14 were new since 184 3. These included 

water tanks, a well on the glacis, flagging for the areas, 

lightning conductors for the magazines, water pipes and 

gargoyles for surface drainage, flagging for the cavalier 
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dos d'anes, fitments for the casemates, and a picket fence 

around the glacis to keep out trespassers. In addition to 

the new features, provision was made for rebuilding works 

which had been considered adequate three years earlier. 

These included the west ravelin in its entirety and six 

casemates of defence (four in the curtain and two in the 

northwest bastion) which had been part of the initial con

struction. Calder had intended to provide for curbs and 

platforms for the guns, but since no decision had ever been 

formally made on the armament of the work, he was unable to 

estimate the overall cost of the service. The entire 

estimate amounted to £26,563 3s. l-3/4d. 

Calder's covering letter was brief. It repeated the 

time-honoured phrase used by successive engineers in sub

mitting revised estimates: "I have reason to think the 

23 

amount of this estimate...will complete the work." He 

went on to say that he had considered returning to the use 

of caponiers, but had discovered that they had been removed 

from Jones's first estimate for reasons of economy. Apart 

from this, and a few comments on the lack of information 

about armament, he let the estimate (which was the most 

detailed one yet drawn up for the project) speak for itself. 

His arguments for each individual feature were contained in 

the preamble of each item. Thus the rebuilding of the west 

ravelin was necessary because "the gorge [had] fallen down 

carrying with it part of the guardhouse;" besides this, the 
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escarp faces had "cracked from the foundations upwards in 

several spots." 

One feature of the estimate was Calder's emphasis on 

securing an adequate water supply. He considered the two 

wells insufficient for a garrison in the event of a siege, 

and proposed two complementary methods of supplementing 

them. The first method involved the construction of two 

water tanks under the casemate next the the guardroom "to 

be supplied with rain water collected from the ramparts of 

the work by the surface drains" (item 4). The second 

involved the provision of protected access to a well on the 

glacis near the northeast salient (item 5). The means of 

access proposed was a tunnel, like a countermine, from the 

counterscarp gallery. These two, in conjunction with the 

two existing wells would, Calder considered, be enough to 

supply the fort. 

The new Inspector General's assessment of the estimate 

24 was favourable but cautious. (John Fox Burgoyne had been 

appointed to the post in July 1845.) He was disposed to 

accept most of the new features as "desireable" with the 

exception of the picket fence, which was, he thought, 

extravagant. But Burgoyne withheld final decision until he 

had better information. He therefore ordered that the 

document be returned to Calder for revision, that the CRA in 

Halifax be consulted on the subject of armament and that a 

scheme be submitted to the local commander of the forces for 

approval. 
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By the middle of July, Calder and Colonel Jackson (the 

CRA) had drawn up the armament proposal (see "...and keep 

25 
your powder dry!", below). Calder then proceeded to 

revise his estimate. Most of the revisions were minor. 

Asphalt was substituted for flagging in the magazine areas 

and an entry (item 3-1/2) was inserted for providing area 

walls in all three ravelins. Calder still did not estimate 

for the number of curbs and platforms needed for the pro

posed armament, although he did provide for 19 curbs for 

dwarf platforms, 12 wooden ground platforms and 12 wooden 

mortar platforms. The bulk of the revision consisted of 

alterations in the calculation of expense. The overall cost 

of the works proposed in the new estimate was put at 

9 fi 
£27,977 10s. 2-l/4d. excluding armament. 

Calder1s explanatory letter was, as usual, brief. He 

enclosed a list of replies to the specific points raised by 

the Inspector General, and the armament proposal, signed by 

Colonels Calder and Jackson, and endorsed, as Burgoyne had 

instructed, by Major General Dickson, the General Officer 

Commanding in Nova Scotia. The replies, for the most part, 

revealed that Calder agreed with the Inspector General's 

opinions except in the matter of the picket fence. Calder 

maintained that Burgoyne had misinterpreted his original 

suggestion. 

The enclosure proposed for the Glacis is a 

common picket fence and not palisading. It 
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is very near as cheap as an ordinary post and 

rail fence, and affords greater protection 

against trespass of every description in a 

Country where whatever belongs to the crown is 

almost considered a common good, more especially 

where land has for a length of time lain unenclosed 

and been dailly [sic] overrun by cattle, goats, 

geese, &c. 

Calder requested that the lightning conductor estimate be 

revised in London according to the most approved opinion, 

this being a subject "where such diversity of opinion" 

existed. He debated the virtues of enclosing the ravelin 

guardhouses with an area: 

[It] would be an improvement as a work of 

defence was the interior space sufficiently 

large, and it would render the building more 

wholesome in some situations, but in this 

climate where a deep narrow ditch is liable 

to be filled with snow...it is apprehended 

that the walls might receive more injury and 

the building be less fit for occupation that 

27 at present. 

He concluded that proper drainage would meet at least some 

of the objections. 

London answered on 15 September. Calder was instructed 

to bring forward the items providing for the water tanks, 
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the well, the magazine areas, the lightning conductors, the 

water pipes and the cavalier roof in ensuing annual estimates. 

The Inspector General stood firm on the subject of the 

glacis enclosure and instructed Calder to substitute a post 

and rail fence for his proposed pickets. Calder 1s objections 

to the ravelin areas were also dismissed: 

Your objection to the ditch or area to the 

guardhouse would apply to all ditches and 

Buildings in that climate if care be not uniformly 

and constantly taken day by day to keep the 

footings of all buildings... clear of snow. 

He was, therefore, enjoined to bring forward estimates for 

the areas when "the guardhouses in these outworks require 

reconstruction." As for the artillery plan, it was at 

present being considered by the Director General of Artillery 

2 8 
and Calder would be notified when it was finally approved. 

The same day that this response was sent, the Director 

General wrote to Burgoyne, pronouncing himself satisfied 

29 
with the artillery proposals. The proposals were then 

submitted to the Board of Ordnance, which communicated its 

30 
approval on 10 October. A week later notice of the 

31 
decision was dispatched to Calder. 

In his letter instructing Calder about the disposition 

of his proposals, the Assistant Inspector General, Colonel 

Edward Fanshawe, reminded him to adhere in future to the new 

system of annual accounts and to submit proposals for new 
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works in the appropriate annual estimate. This spelled the 

end of the tradition of all-inclusive Citadel estimates. 

Calder's revision of his second supplementary estimate was 

32 
the thirteenth and last of a long and frequently confusing 

line. The change was symbolically appropriate. Despite all 

the disasters and crises of the preceding two decades, the 

Citadel was visibly nearing completion, and major estimates 

were no longer appropriate to the situation. 

It is a striking fact that all five engineers who held 

the post of Commanding Royal Engineer between 1828 and 1846 

felt it incumbent on them to draw up large-scale estimates 

for the Citadel. Quite apart from the fact that the majority 

of these estimates were in response to genuine needs, we 

can, I think, discern in this pattern an attempt by each of 

the engineer officers to impose his own ideas on the work, 

to leave a monument to himself. To a greater or lesser 

extent, all five of them succeeded. But after Colonel 

Calder, no engineer had this opportunity. Calder's successors 

did not even have the chance, unlike Boteler, Peake and 

Jones, to gain some satisfaction from correcting, or trying 

to correct, someone else's disastrous mistakes. Calder's 

predecessors (excepting Nicolls) may well have looked on the 

work with a certain amount of satisfaction. To his successors, 

it was nothing more than an embarrassment. 

Already in 1846 one future source of trouble was 

beginning to develop - hardly a disastrous problem, merely 
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an irritating one which seemed to have no easy or permanent 

solution. It was becoming evident that the majority of the 

new casemates had a disconcerting tendency to leak. 
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"...the necessity of remedying the leakage...." 

I 

Colonel Jones, the Commanding Royal Engineer responsible for 

the introduction of dwelling casemates into the Citadel 

design, had believed that the problem of waterproofing them 

could be easily solved. His own design for the dos d'anes 

of the casemates had been relatively simple; the waterproof 

covering consisted only of tiling laid in cement. Lead 

gutters in the troughs between the dos d'anes allowed the 

surface water to be drained off. 

After some experience with the work, he had made a 

minor alteration. The tiles were indeed sufficient for 

those areas where a little dampness would never interfere 

with the purpose of the work - the counterscarp gallery and 

the retaining wall recesses, for example - but for the 

dwelling casemates, something different was needed. He had, 

therefore, substituted duchess slate for tiling over the 

dwelling casemates on the grounds that it was "less liable 

to be affected by moisture...[and] little affected by frost 

2 
if closely laid with cement." 

When Colonel Calder took over the command, he decided 
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that Jones's method could be improved upon by the substitu

tion of granite flagging for the slates and tiles. 

Neither are [sic] well calculated, - the tiles 

because they are not at best but a porous material 

and, when covered with earth, liable to decay, -

the slates because they are liable to be broken 

by the weight of the earth over them as well 

as liable to be affected by the intense frost 

in this country: - Hence in either case leakage 

may arise which it will be difficult to remedy.... 

To guard against this evil as much as 

possible, I beg to acquaint you that a sufficient 

quantity of good hard stone flags from 1-1/2 to 

2 inches thick can be procured from our quarries to 

cover all the arches which, for a permanent work, 

appears to be preferable to tiles or 

3 
Dutchess slates. 

He proposed that the Ordnance approve the transfer of the 

funds allowed for the purchase of tiles and slates in 

England to the colony, to cover the cost of quarrying and 

truckage. 

The Ordnance, as usual, took its time about making up 

its mind. While he waited, Calder drew up the first of his 

supplementary estimates in which he again proposed the use 

4 
of flagging. He also reported on an experiment he had 

conducted. 
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I had the two dos d'anes covered with Dutchess 

slates laid in cement, as provided for in the 

Revised Estimate; - The slates were carefully 

covered in...[with] the earth required to bring 

the terreplein...to its level: - Two others were 

covered with flags bedded in cement and laid to 

lap over each other as slates: - the flags were 

covered with small broken stones to the depth of 

six inches...to afford a passage for any wet that 

might soak through the terreplein and over these 

stones the earth was laid as above. -

These casemates having been lately 

uncovered, several slates were found broken, 

scaled and loosened by the frost; - the flags 

are as perfect as when laid from which I conclude 

there can be no doubt that the latter is calculated 

to afford the most perfect security against 

5 
fracture or leakage. 

On the basis of his experiment, he again requested London's 

permission to make the substitution. 

London equivocated. Calder was authorized to continue 

experimenting with flagging, but was not given final author

ization to use it on all the casemates. Instead, the 

Inspector General suggested a new possibility - the use of 

"asphalte or other bituminous ingredients" to cover the dos 

d'anes. Calder's reply to this has not been located, but 
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it seems that he did not act on the suggestion. The new 

casemates proposed in the supplementary estimates duly 

appeared in the annual estimates, each providing for the use 

7 
of flagstones, and London apparently approved them. 

The matter was, however, not quite settled. Calder and 

Mulcaster maintained their respective positions on the 

relative virtues of asphalt and granite flagging as building 

materials. Calder proposed the use of flagging for the 
Q 

magazine areas in his second supplementary estimate (1846). 

Mulcaster countered by suggesting that asphalt would be more 

9 
appropriate. Calder, in turn, finally agreed to give the 

material a try; "Asphalte has not been tried in this command 

but this would afford a good opportunity to do so, as should 

it fail, flagging can be had recourse to." Asphalt was so 

little in use at the time that Calder had no idea of the 

costs involved, nor had he any knowledge about applying it 

properly. He requested more information from London. And 

there the matter rested for another three years. 

II 

The first leaks in the redan casemates came into notice in 

the winter of 1844-45, but Calder, considering them merely 

the result of the rampart earth not having had time to 

settle, had not reported them to London. In fact it was 

not until a winter rainstorm followed by a particularly bad 

thaw made the leakage widespread the Calder felt impelled to 
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make his superiors aware of the problem. 

I have the honour to report for your information 

that...the front and rear walls of the Officers 

Casemates in the Redan...[became] exceedingly damp 

from the water passing into them at their junction 

with the dos d'anes of the arches, which is evident 

by its dripping from the joints of the inner soffits 

12 of several of the doors and windows. 

The leaks had occurred only in those casemates which had 

been built to the specifications of the 1836 estimate. 

Calder noted with satisfaction that those built as a part of 

his own project had remained dry. In the latter he had made 

liberal use of the permission to experiment which Mulcaster 

had given him five years earlier. The problem, he thought, 

arose from the fact that the dos d'anes were not carried 

through into the adjoining walls. To correct this, he had 

hipped the dos d'anes at each end and counterflagged the 

resulting slope. He had also altered the coping of the 

counterscarp to allow surface water from the parapet to run 

into the ditch. He proposed that similar measures be taken 

in the redan, and enclosed an estimate detailing the expendi-

13 ture - £1,369 18s. 4d. - needed to carry this out. 

Calder may have been relatively hopeful, but London was 

not. The letter and estimate made the rounds of the Fortifi

cations department and everyone found fault with them. The 

surveyor noted that the specifications for the 1836 estimate, 
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although ambiguous, seemed to have been disregarded in the 

construction of the arches, which had (according to the 

14 surveyor) not been carried far enough into the end wall. 

Burgoyne was sufficiently disturbed to request that the 

Commanding Royal Engineer in the western district of England 

supply information on the method used to staunch the case-

15 mates of the Plymouth Citadel. No one seems to have given 

any serious consideration to Calder's proposal or to his 

estimate. 

Colonel Matson replied to Calder's letter on 27 March. 

He made no mention of Calder's proposal. He noted that it 

was General Burgoyne's opinion that the trouble had been 

caused by deviating from the approved plan. He enclosed 

material detailing the methods in use in Plymouth. These 

methods, indeed, were vastly different from Calder's since 

they involved the extensive use of asphalt and brick. 

Although one of the documents included contained an admission 

that asphalt had been tried at Fort Henry in Canada West 

without success, the point was not mentioned in Matson's 

letter. 

Calder, in reply, defended the method he had used in 

constructing the arches. He noted that he had merely 

followed the method already used by Colonel Jones before his 

arrival. He reiterated that the problem occurred only in 

the redan casemates and only around the end walls, and once 

again brought his proposal forward, noting that it had been 
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employed successfully. As for asphalt, 

[It] has not been tried anywhere in this 

command, and I am humbly induced to think 

its efficacy in preventing the leakage under 

consideration extremely doubtful, though it 

may answer in the mild climate of Devonshire. 

If, however, London was determined to experiment with it, he 

requested that he be sent "a person well acquainted with its 

„17 use. 

London was still not inclined to listen. Matson next 

instructed Calder to write to the Commanding Royal Engineer 

in the Canadas "for the purpose of obtaining information as 

to the respective nature of the defects which have occurred 

at the two stations and the means which have been reported...to 

18 19 

have answered at Ft. Henry." Calder did so on 19 June. 

He did not make another attempt to propose his own scheme to 

the Fortifications department. He was about to be relieved 

at Halifax; his successor could deal with the problem. 

Ill 

Lieutenant Colonel Henry John Savage arrived at Halifax on 

20 21 July 1848. Calder apparently stayed on for a few weeks 

in order to acquaint the new Commanding Royal Engineer with 

local conditions, but once again the Ordnance had destroyed 

the continuity of the work. Within two weeks of his arrival, 

Savage found himself confronted with the problem of quartering 
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garrison soldiers in his leaky casemates. One suspects that 

Calder left the city with a sense of profound relief. 

The army had been waiting for 20 years for the promised 

barrack space in the Citadel. Finally, in the summer of 

1848, it decided to wait no longer. On 5 August, the Deputy 

Adjutant General of the Forces in Halifax wrote requesting 

"three or four of the rooms completed within the Citadel as 

additional Barrack accommodation for the time this garrison 

21 shall continue in full force." Savage replied, offering 

22 

casemate barracks for two officers and 80 men. 

The stationing of troops within the Citadel changed an 

irritant into a major problem. An empty casemate which 

leaked was one thing; a leaky barracks was something else 

again. The presence of a garrison in an incomplete fortress, 

moreover, created problems which had never arisen before. 

When the first troops marched in, there was still a good 

deal of basic construction left to be done. The rather 

disorganized state of the place gave the troops ample 

opportunities to cause trouble. In less than a week, they 

were doing so. 

The redan counterscarp was still incomplete and the 

arches had yet to be turned over the gallery. This meant 

that it was possible to pass easily from the ditch to the 

glacis. On 14 August Major Crutchley of the Royal Welch 

Fusiliers wrote to Savage complaining about the negligence 

of the Engineer department in not keeping the doors to the 
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casemates of defence locked. It seemed that the garrison 

soldiers were taking advantage of this oversight to gain 

access to the ditch through the embrasures and, in this way, 

23 

to make unauthorized excursions into town. 

Savage was exasperated. It was bad enough having to 

cope with the problems of construction without the interfer

ence of the day-to-day difficulties of the garrison. But 

what could be done? The army, having got a foothold in the 

place, was hardly about to leave again. To make matters 

worse, London was putting on pressure to have the situation 

regularized. It was not the custom to have troops quartered 

regularized. It was not the custom to have troops quartered 

in premises under the control of the Ordnance. On 25 October 

Fanshawe wrote instructing Savage to "ask for the requisite 

authority for transferring to the Barrack Master as soon as 

distinct portions of the whole shall be ready the Barrack 

accommodation that has been authorized and constructed in 

the Citadel."24 

The same day, Calder on his side was writing to the 

Inspector General explaining why this could not be done. 

None of the rampart casemates in the Citadel 

are completed for Barr— accommodation, which 

has been delayed in consequence of the necessity 

of remedying the leakage at present existing. 

He went on to explain that he was drawing up a special 

estimate for staunching the casemates and would forward it 
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25 to London at the first opportunity. 

Fortunately for Savage, a concensus on the best method 

of staunching was beginning to emerge. One of the first 

letters to arrive after he had taken over the station had 

been from Colonel Holloway, the CRE in Canada, describing 

the system in use at Fort Henry. This was, in some respects, 

similar to the one Calder had proposed. In addition to 

hipping the dos d'anes, the engineering staff in Kingston 

had made use of asphalt and brick and had constructed a 

system of internal drains which conducted the water from 

both the rampart surface and the dos d'ane gutters through 

the piers between the casemates to a drain running under the 

casemate floors. 

The drainage system which had been adopted in Halifax 

was much less effective. The dos d'ane gutters, as origin

ally designed, had emptied through a gargoyle in the rampart 

retaining wall. The trouble with this system was that the 

mouths of the gargoyles were likely to be stopped up by ice 

in winter, trapping the water in the gutters and rampart 

earth and subjecting the dos d'anes to erosion by frost. 

The method used in Kingston was obviously superior and 

Calder, who had been notified of the contents of Holloway1s 

letter, recommended its adoption. 

I would...suggest that the pipes intended to 

convey the water from the gargoyles be fixed 

within the building and be attached to lead 
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gutters in the valleys [of the dos d'anes] 

about where the counterflagging meets them; -

this would secure the pipes from the effects 

of the frost, and would render its effect on 

the gargoyles of no consequence; - the brick 

27 arches can be easily pierced to effect this. 

He had no comments to make about the probable effectiveness 

of asphalt. 

In the end, of course, it was Colonel Savage's respon

sibility to propose solutions to the Citadel's maladies. By 

the fall of 1848, he had come to realize that he faced three 

distinct but related problems: drainage, waterproofing and 

accommodation. London shortly added a fourth: water supply. 

On 2 9 November Fanshawe wrote requesting plans and sections 

showing "not only the work itself with its relief & Glacis 

...but also the drainage, foundations... supply of water, 

&c."28 

Even as Fanshawe wrote, Savage was hard at work on two 

of the problems. On 21 November he had instructed Captain 

Burmester and Richard Hawken (the Clerk of the Works) to 

make a thorough inspection of all the Citadel casemates. 

These two gentlemen were selected for the task because they 

were the two Ordnance officers with the greatest experience 

of conditions at Halifax. Savage was only too well aware 

that he was a newcomer who had yet to encounter the rigours 

29 
of a Halifax winter. 
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Burmester's report, written on 30 November, more or 

less confirmed Calder's report of the preceding February. 

All those casemates which had been hipped and flagged were 

dry. On the other hand, all those which had been tiled and 

most of those which had been provided with flagging alone 

were damp. Of the 54 rampart casemates, 24 were reported 

dry and the remainder, including all the redan casemates, 

were not. 

The report also revealed that no fewer than five 

different methods of covering the dos d'anes had been 

employed over the years. Of the 54 casemates, 12 had been 

flagged and hipped; 30 had been flagged; 2 still had their 

tile coverings; 4 had a combination of tiles and dry flagg

ing. The remaining six were flagged, hipped and fitted with 

internal drain pipes. Someone, presumably Savage, had 

already begun to experiment with the method used success

fully at Kingston. 

A large portion of Burmester's report dealt with the 

question of drainage. After describing the construction of 

the arches, dos d'anes and gutters, he continued, 

The gutter led through the interior retaining 

walls into the body of the place, having gargoyles 

projecting about 18" beyond the face of the wall, -

but the openings of which are entirely exposed to 

the action of the weather and consequently are 

during the winter months completely closed by 
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the frost acting upon the water that would otherwise 

drain off and I have no doubt but that ice is 

formed in the gutters through the whole thickness 

of the wall, by which means the exit of the 

remaining portion of water is prevented until 

the spring, thus putting the masonry of the 

arch to a most severe test. 

This was not, however, the entire explanation for the 

leakage. 

From the forgoing it appears that the casemates 

which are flagged, hipped and piped are, in 

every respect dry as regards leakage and that, 

although the gargoyles may freeze, the water 

passes off through the pipes, there thus being 

no chance for the water remaining on the covering 

of the arch and leaking through by being 

retained there, - also those that are flagged 

and hipped have hitherto been found completely 

staunch, the hipping and flagging being sufficiently 

water tight to resist the leakage of water where 

the gargoyles are closed. Those that are flagged 

only...leak and this leak invariably occurs at the 

ends of the arches, the water not being thrown off 

as in the other casemates from the retaining scarp 

and interior walls by being hipped,...[those that] 

are dry flagged and tiled or tiled only are likewise 
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defective in a similar manner.... I have also to state 

that the arches are dry throughout their whole 

length in every case although [one] appears a little 

30 damp in the arch, no leakage has yet occurred. 

On the basis of this evidence, Burmester did not think 

it necessary to adopt the system of internal piping in all 

casemates. He felt that since hipping and flagging had, by 

themselves, seemed to be adequate for the task, it was only 

necessary to complete the hipping of the casemates and to 

retain the system of external drainage through the gargoyles. 

He pointed out that an internal piping system, which would 

involve cutting through the arches and piers, would be 

expensive. He also pointed out that the symptoms of the 

problem in Halifax were somewhat different from those which 

had appeared in Fort Henry. At Fort Henry, the water had 

percolated through the entire length of the arches; at 

Halifax the leakage was the result of the comparatively weak 

join between the arches and the external walls. 

Burmester concluded by alluding to the plan for collect

ing surface water from the terreplein put forward by Calder 

in his 184 6 supplementary estimate. This was the only 

drainage plan which had ever been drawn up and was relatively 

simple. It involved connecting the surface gutter running 

along the rear of the terreplein with water storage tanks 

under one of the casemates (No. 50) by means of drain pipes 

and an underground pipe. As yet, this had never been 
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9 "Plan and Sections shewing Casemates Flagged, Hipped 

and Piped; Flagged and Piped; and Flagged only," 1848 

(Plan 04-1848-12-2). This plan was drawn to 

accompany Savage's letter enclosing Burmester's account 

of the state of the stalemates. The three methods of 

staunching shown here were actually in use at the time. 

The most elaborate of the methods was the one favoured 

by Savage and the system for staunching he proposed in 

the following spring was based on it. (Public Archives 

of Canada.) 
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proposed in the annual estimates, and Burmester suggested 

that it ought to be so proposed quickly since it would, he 

felt, "in great measure remove the evil complained of by 

turning the water almost entirely off the covering of the 

circles." He did not explain how this system, consisting as 

it did of an open gutter and external piping, could be 

expected to work in winter. 

Savage, in forwarding Burmester's comments to London, 

skillfully used his subordinate's opinions as a counterpoise 

to his own suggestions. He was not as optimistic as Burmester 

about the waterproofing qualities of flagging and hipping, 

but neither was he happy about the trouble and expense which 

would be produced by the adoption of all the techniques in 

use at Fort Henry. At Fort Henry the dos d'anes were 

covered with a course of brick laid in cement and flushed 

with asphalt. At intervals drains running from crown to 

gutter were laid on top of this, and the drains were then 

surrounded and covered by more courses of brick set in the 

same manner as the first. Savage pointed out that the 

adoption of this system would entail the uncovering of all 

the casemates, the removal of the flagging and the sub

stitution of brick, asphalt and drain pipes. This, he 

recommended, "should not be done as, I presume to consider 

it unnecessary, the flagging and counterflagging having 

fully answered the purpose of preventing leakage thro, the 

arches." He recommended instead that "all those not so 
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constructed" should be flagged, hipped and counterflagged. 

These, he reckoned, numbered 34. 

Unlike Burmester, Savage was not at all sure that this 

alone would prevent leaks. He agreed that an internal 

drainage system was superior to an external one but, like 

Burmester, pointed out that the former would involve cutting 

through the piers of the casemates. As these were con

structed of "large blocks of extremely hard ironstone" and 

therefore would present difficulties, he suggested that a 

better solution would be to "jump a hole from the gutter in 

the valley through the haunch of the brick arch and carry 

the pipe cased with 9" brick work down in the angle of each 

31 room." He concluded by recommending that the height of 

the retaining wall in the redan be raised by 2-1/2 feet (the 

existing one stopped flush with the terreplein). He con

sidered that water passing under the coping and down the 

inside of the wall was responsible for some of the leakage. 

Even Savage's relatively modest alterations resulted in 

a substantial change in the system of drainage. He proposed 

that all the down pipes within the casemates (with the 

exception of those in the four isolated bastions, Nos. 12, 

13, 59 and 60) be connected with a system of underground 

piping which would lead to the water tanks proposed to be 

constructed under No. 50. This was a considerable improvement 

in Calder's original proposal and, like the rest of Savage's 

suggestions, had the merit of comparative cheapness. All 
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things considered, Savage had reason to be pleased with 

himself while he waited for London to respond to his letter. 

IV 

While he was waiting, Savage addressed himself to the 

problem of accommodating the troops. The technicalities of 

keeping the casemates dry were only part of the difficulty. 

Another source of trouble was the direct result of an army 

decision to increase the amount of space allotted to each 

man in the barracks. The decision was in itself undoubtedly 

a laudable one, but it led, apparently, to the existing 

barrack space in Halifax failing to meet the new regulations, 

and therefore increased the pressure on Savage to allow 

troops to be quartered in the Citadel. Unfortunately, it 

also decreased the number of troops the Citadel could 

accommodate. On 22 December, Savage dispatched a letter 

enclosing his calculations of the number of enlisted men who 

could be housed in the casemates originally intended for 

that purpose in the Citadel. His calculations showed that 

234 fewer men could be accommodated under the new regulations. 

He also noted that nothing was being done to alleviate the 

overcrowding in the existing barracks until the Citadel was 

32 
ready to receive its full complement of troops. 

Without waiting for London's observations on the 

subject, Savage set about finding a method whereby the 

Citadel could be made to house the full garrison originally 
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intended for it. He had two choices: the construction of 

new casemates or the reduction of the number of supply 

casemates. Not surprisingly, he chose the second. 

In computing the number of casemates needed for stores 

in 1843, Calder had canvassed the Ordnance department heads 

to find out: how much space they would need both in peace-

and wartime. He had done so in order to support his conten

tion that additional casemates were necessary (see above, 

"Colonel Calder Revises"). Not surprisingly, given his 

purpose in conducting the survey, he had encouraged his 

colleagues to submit the largest justifiable claims they 

could. Now Savage faced the necessity of going through the 

same process in reverse. He canvassed his colleagues to 

find out the minimum space they could get by with. Fortun

ately for him, all of them co-operated. The Ordnance Store

keeper replied that he needed no space at all in the work in 

33 peacetime. The Deputy Commissary General proposed to keep 

only a small amount of coal in the fort during the winter 

and agreed to keep both the bulk of the coal and all the 

34 foodstuffs elsewhere. The Barrack Master and the CRA 

35 needed one casemate each. This left Savage with the 

majority of casemates for quarters, and in early January he 

set about formulating an accommodation plan. 

The letter in which Savage submitted his plan was 

written in response to London's request that he seek author

ization to turn the casemates over to the Barrack Master. 
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Savage began it by explaining why this had been possible 

only for the cavalier casemates, and referred General 

Burgoyne to his lengthy explanation of the technical diffi

culties of keeping the casemates dry, mailed a couple of 

weeks earlier. He then went on to detail the methods he 

proposed for circumventing the problem of housing the 

requisite number of troops without violating the regulations. 

In addition to cutting down the number of storage casemates, 

he proposed the elimination of the hospital in the cavalier 

on the grounds that the garrison hospital was nearby. He 

noted that, in the event of a siege, space could easily be 

found for the necessary stores by doubling up the non

commissioned officers. He felt, therefore, that he was 

justified in submitting a scheme in which only six of the 54 

casemates were used for storage. In the remaining 48 he 

proposed to quarter 19 officers, one quartermaster sergeant, 

5 staff sergeants and 374 men. There were, in addition, to 

be 234 men in the cavalier and 39 in the ravelin guardhouses, 

for a total of 608 enlisted men. This was still fewer (by 

about 60 men) than Calder had originally intended, but it 

was the best Savage could do. 

He did not entirely rule out the possibility of additional 

casemates. He noted that there was no space for any services 

for the troops in his proposed scheme. Some of the missing 

facilities were, in fact, fundamental. No provision was 

made for a wash house, a tailor's shop, a library, an 
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armourer's shop, a lavatory or an adequate orderly room. If 

these were considered necessary, he proposed to construct 

additional casemates in the east face of the southeast 

salient. 

London failed to appreciate Savage's efforts. About 

the same time that his letter detailing the methods by which 

he proposed to avoid the reduction of the Citadel garrison 

arrived in London, the Secretary of State for War and the 

. . 37 

Colonies handed down a decision approving the reduction. 

In this way, General Burgoyne found himself in the position 

of simultaneously considering Savage's proposals and the 

government's approval of the very thing those proposals were 

designed to prevent. Apparently without taking the trouble 

to acquaint himself thoroughly with the circumstances of the 

case, the general handed down a decision which demonstrated 

a complete misunderstanding of Savage's problem. He instruc

ted Savage to canvass the department heads for "returns of 

the accommodation each will require for the Citadel itself, 

[emphasis his] as well as for the garrison of Halifax" and 

then to confer with the commander of the forces on the 

number of casemates needed for stores and hospital purposes 

as well as for barracks. The fact that Savage had already 

canvassed the department heads about their space require

ments "for the Citadel itself" seems entirely to have 
a u • 38 escaped him. 

The whole matter was, in any case, a bit academic. In 
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considering Savage's proposal for additional casemates, 

Burgoyne observed tartly that "The first thing is to make 

the existing casemates habitable." As long as the casemates 

continued to leak, the allocation of space within the 

Citadel was of no immediate concern. 

V 

Burgoyne's reaction to Savage's proposed staunching methods 

for the casemates was one of reluctant approval. He still 

believed that the problem would never have arisen if the 

specifications set out in Jones's 1836 estimate had been 

adhered to rigorously. "It has been repeatedly shewn that 

the Com.— Engineers at Halifax had disregarded the con

struction authorized by the I.G.F. for carrying the arches 

through the walls [emphasis his]. As this mistake could not 

be corrected, however, the Inspector General saw no choice 

but to adopt the remedy Savage proposed. He also agreed 

that the system of external drainage was inadequate since it 

subjected "the Masonry and arches...to a very severe and 

39 unfair test." 

Savage's private thoughts on the justice of Burgoyne's 

outburst have, unfortunately, not survived. The mistake 

alluded to (if indeed it had been a mistake; the 1836 

estimate is ambiguous) had been committed by his prede

cessors. He was only trying to correct the situation. In 

spite of this, however, Burgoyne's minute must have left him 
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with a sense of relief. London was, it seemed, going to 

accept his plan. He therefore set about preparing a formal 

estimate based on the proposals set forth in his December 

letter. The estimate was dispatched to London on 30 April 

1849. 

As he had intimated in his December letter, Savage's 

scheme was comprehensive; it covered staunching all the 

casemates, including those in the cavalier, as well as 

drainage and water supply. It was not particularly expensive; 

the total cost was £3,766 2s. 2-3/4d., of which £1,262 had 

already been allowed for pipes and tanks (the 184 6 supple

mentary estimate) and for surface drainage (the 1836 revised 

estimate). This left a mere £1,504, which was only slightly 

more than Calder's estimate for less extensive repairs in 

the preceding spring. Savage noted that the whole of the 

proposal - staunching, drainage and tanks - should be 

carried out simultaneously in the interests of efficiency, 

and proposed that two of the items authorized in the annual 

estimate for the current year be postponed and the funds 

40 diverted to the new project. 

Savage's proposal ran straightaway into difficulties. 

One of the two authorized items which he wanted to delete 

from the annual estimate was that providing for a covered 

passage to the well on the north slope of the glacis. Even 

as Savage was recommending its postponement, he was having 

second thoughts about the wisdom of building the passage at 
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all. In reply to a memorandum from the Surveyor of the 

Ordnance suggesting an alteration in the proposed pumping 

system, Savage wrote, 

Since the formation and introduction of that 

item in the Estimate what used to be the best 

well in the Citadel [i.e., the north well] has 

lately at times been nearly dry, caused it is 

supposed by some of the inhabitants having met 

the same spring lower down in the City sinking 

new wells -

This being the case, he proposed that the expensive scheme 

for using the glacis well be entirely abandoned and the 

41 money used to sink the north well to a greater depth. 

This brought up, once again, the whole question of the 

adequacy of the Citadel's water supply. Burgoyne immediately 

requested a report on "the best means for securing to the 

Citadel under circumstances of Attack as well as otherwise 

an adequate supply of water for the daily use of the 

42 Garrison." ~ This request duly became the basis for one of 

the Inspector General's excuses for deferring the staunching 

project. Noting that "the staunching of the Casemates, the 

drainage from the dos D'ânes and the Rampart, the surface 

Drains, Tankage and the water supply" were all inter-related 

problems, he requested that "the C.R.E.'s Report & Estimate 

(however shown in parts) should detail the whole system and 

expense of what is required before bringing the subject 
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43 before the Master General and Board." 

In making this request, Burgoyne pointedly ignored the 

fact that Savage's estimate had met all the things required 

of it but one: it had not gone into any great detail about 

the water supply. Nor were 3urgoyne's other excuses for 

postponing the staunching project particularly convincing. 

He thought it inadvisable to divert funds from the two items 

already authorized for 1849-50, despite the fact that the 

entire project had "already assumed a different aspect." 

This last may well have been the real reason for the 

delay. The "different aspect" of the matter was that the 

Ordnance was pressing for the trial use in one of the 

magazine areas of that novel substance, asphalt. By delaying 

the staunching project, London may well have hoped to 

establish the reliability of asphalt in the Halifax climate, 

and hence the desirability of using it to cover the case

mates. 

VI 

The Royal Engineers began using asphalt in the late 1830s. 

In the following decade, they slathered it on every imaginable 

surface in an attempt to discover the range of its usefulness. 

Some of the members of the corps came to regard it as a 

cheap cure-all for the various minor ailments of permanent 

fortifications. This line of thought reached a high point, 

of sorts, when Colonel John Oldfield published his "Memor-



194 

andum on the use of Asphalte" in the Professional Papers in 

44 1852. Although Oldfield ended his introduction with the 

warning that asphalt "should be tested in every possible way 

before it is extensively adopted in the service," the tone 

of his remarks would probably please a modern advertising 

copywriter. He recommended it for everything from embrasure 

facings to barrack floors. As staunching material, he 

reported, it was both cheap and reliable. 

Even before Oldfield1s article appeared in print, the 

views expressed in it were current in the upper reaches of 

the Ordnance. As far back as 1846, Colonel Calder had been 

induced to try asphalt in the magazine areas in the Citadel. 

Savage had apparently not been informed of this arrangement. 

In 1848, he brought forward a project for flagging the areas 

in the annual estimates for 1849-50. In London, the Surveyor 

of the Ordnance noticed this item, and recommended the 

substitution of asphalt in one of the areas. When Savage 

heard of the suggestion, he promptly dispatched a letter to 

London with his ideas about the suitability of asphalt for 

the purpose: 

In a warm climate, or even a moderately cold one 

I am equally an advocate for asphalte as M— Owen 

[the surveyor], having seen it used with great 

success both at Mauritius[?] Gibraltar, but in 

Severe climates like Canada, Nova Scotia, or New 

Brunswick, I am of opinion it never will answer 
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except it is well covered over, and perfectly 

secured from the influence of the atmosphere.... 

For the above reasons therefore I 

respectfully submit to your consideration the 

impropriety of its use for the services 

proposed. 

London issued a rebuttal of these objections with 

surprising speed. The Assistant Inspector General (Fanshawe) 

annotated Savage's comments in the blank half-margin of the 

letter and sent it back to the colony a bare 15 days later. 

Fanshawe noted that the asphalt which had failed in the 

North American colonies had been "Bastenne Bitumen" which 

had proved inadequate many times, even in the English 

climate. The substance which was proposed for a trial in 

Nova Scotia was "Claridge's Patent Seyssel Asphalte," which 

had never previously been used in North America. Given 

these considerations, Colonel Savage was asked whether he 

46 had any objections to the trial. 

The result of all this was that Savage was induced to 

accept the test. A demand for stores to the amount of 

£179 12s. Od. for asphalt and the accoutrements necessary 

for its use was drawn up and submitted to the Board of 

Ordnance. It was accompanied by a minute from General 

Burgoyne which recommended that the 

Seyssel Asphalte Company be invited to allow an 

experienced brick layer of the Corps of Royal 
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Sappers & Miners to be instructed by their 

workmen in the laying on, as well as mixing & 

heating the Material in order that he may be 

sent out to the Sapper Company at Halifax to 

perform the work according to the instructions 

of the Seyssel Asphalte Company so as to give 

the material a fair trial. 

While the board was considering this proposal, the Surveyor 

of the Ordnance drew up two memoranda, the first dealing 

with Savage's reservations and questions on the subject, and 

the second setting forth the methods to be used in laying 

48 the material in the magazine areas. On 15 May the board 

49 approved the experiment, and a few days later the relevant 

50 documents were transmitted to Nova Scotia. 

The asphalt authorized for the experiment was, as noted 

above, a variety known as Claridge's Patent Seyssel Asphalte 

(usually simply called Seyssel asphalt). It was 

made from a bituminous rock found at Pyrimont 

Seyssel in the Jura Mountains. 

It is limestone saturated with bitumen, 

and contains about 90 to 92 per cent carbonate 

of lime and 10 to 8 per cent bitumen. 

The material is ground, mixed with grit 

and heated mineral tar until the mass has 

thoroughly amalgamated and becomes reduced to 

a mastic. It is then run into moulds to form 
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blocks. 

These blocks are 18 inches square, 6 inches 

51 deep, and weigh about 125 lbs. each. 

The asphalt was prepared for use by heating, in the course 

of which additional mineral tar was added to the mixture. 

When it was entirely liquid it was to be spread to the 

desired thickness. The cost of the refined blocks in 1849 

52 

was £7 10s. Od. per ton. 

From the Ordnance's point of view, Seyssel asphalt had 

two disadvantages. It depended on a foreign source of the 

raw materials and it was comparatively expensive. Since 

there were deposits of natural bitumen in several British 

colonies (notably Trinidad), it was understandable that the 

Inspector General should cast about for a more convenient 

and cheaper source of supply. Even as he drew up the 

documents regarding the trial of Seyssel asphalt in Halifax, 

Burgoyne was considering a letter from the Commanding Royal 

Engineer in Barbados reporting on the usefulness of Trinidad 
53 

bitumen. This was sufficiently favourable that the 

Inspector General decided to propose a trial of the Trinidad 

asphalt in both Nova Scotia and Bermuda to see whether or 
54 not it was suitable for use in those places. After some 

haggling about the funding of the experiment, the Board of 

55 

Ordnance agreed. Shortly thereafter, the entire corres

pondence was forwarded to Nova Scotia, along with a covering 

letter in which Savage was instructed to 
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give the material referred to [i.e., Trinidad 

bitumen] the best trial both as regards composition 

in other ingredients, temperature of fusion 

& manipulation: - also on the different modes 

of application, whether as [?] on roofs, floors 

or tanks, or as cement for cheeks and [?] of 

embrazures, upon which Seyssel Asphalte has been 

successfully used in the Western District of 

this Country. 

Whatever Savage's thoughts about this sudden intrusion of 

asphalting mania into his command were, they have, unfortun

ately, not been recorded. His immediate official reaction 

was one of mild pleasure. The substitution of asphalt for 

flagging in the estimate for the current year produced a 

saving in the estimate and Savage promptly asked for per

mission to use the surplus (£167 17s. 6d.) for other 

57 
purposes. But even this temporary gratification turned 

sour when Savage's request prompted London to question the 

whole set of balances on the current estimate. The expendi

ture during the working season failed to reflect the amounts 

granted in the original scheme, largely because of the 

alterations demanded by the Fortifications department. 

Savage's request for the transfer of funds, therefore, only 

served to make London aware of the effect of the changes, 

and Savage was instructed to explain the savings and excesses 

which would result. Even after he did so, rte was denied 
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permission to use the money, and as a result, he was forced 

to submit his arguments for a third time in the middle of 

59 

September. By Then, the working season was nearly over, 

and the whole question had become largely academic. 

The history of the asphalt experiment was only slightly 

happier. The asphalt was not finally delivered until 4 

September, by which time it was too late in the season for 

the entire area to be covered. Asphalt was, however, laid 

down in part of the south end of the south magazine area and 

was closely observed during the succeeding months. On 6 

February 1850, the temperature fell below 0° F for the first 

time that winter, and on the following day the asphalt was 

observed to be cracked. By the end of the winter, the 

cracks had become quite numerous. Savage was disposed to 

continue the experiment, but was not particularly hopeful 

about the results : 

I am...of the opinion that Asphalte in this 

country will never answer where there is a 

possibility of any water or damp getting under 

that is within reach of the frost, which penetrates 

in this country from four to five feet. - I however 

think that Asphalte will answer laid over Arches 

which cannot rise from the effect of the frost, and 

therefore may be tried with success on the Arches 

over the casemates in the Citadel. 

This last sentence is important. If, as one suspects, the 
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primary purpose of trying asphalt in the Nova Scotian 

climate was to induce Savage to consider it for staunching 

the casemates, this admission demonstrates the extent of 

London's success. Even without a successful demonstration 

of the suitability of the material, Savage was now disposed 

to use it. 

VII 

The acceptance of asphalt as a suitable substance for water

proofing necessitated major changes in Savage's 1849 estimate 

for staunching the dwelling casemates. Unfortunately, most 

of the material relating to these changes has either not 

survived or is unavailable in any North American repository. 

The detailed estimates for the changes were routinely 

included in the Ordnance annual estimate for 1851-52 and 

following years. Although the Public Archives of Canada 

possess the abstracts of these documents from 1851-52 onward, 

the full texts are unavailable. It is, as a result, difficult 

to find out exactly how the changes came about, and impossible 

to be absolutely certain about the nature of the final 

results. 

Basically, the changes involved three main features: 

the structure of the dos d'ane coverings, the nature and 

extent of the drainage system and the nature and position of 

the tanks. These three interconnected changes were the 

result of a number of decisions, of which the adoption of 
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asphalt was only one, albeit the most important. The process 

of change in design had, in fact, begun after the receipt of 

Savage's responses to the problems of accommodation and 

water supply, and had continued concurrently with the 

asphalt trial, although (so far as we know) no construction 

was actually begun until the working season of 1851-52. A 

tentative agreement on the final form of the staunching and 

water supply project was reached sometime between July and 

October 1849. On 28 July the Fortifications department 

dispatched the surveyor's definitive judgements on the 1849 

estimate to Savage for comment, with instructions to include 

the project in the annual estimate for the ensuing year. 

Mr. Owen, the surveyor, provided eight recommendations and 

questions. He recommended several changes in the composition 

and position of the down pipes, including the direct exposure 

of the pipes to the warmth of the casemates' interiors. 

(The original plan had been to wall them into one corner.) 

His major proposal, of course, concerned the substitution of 

asphalt for flagging on the dos d'anes and a drastic alter

ation in the shape of the dos d'ane covering. 

Suggested that the dos d'anes be covered with 

Seyssel Asphalte, the interior and top of the 

exterior revetment to be 6 ins above the line 

of the terre plein or the under side of the 

proposed additional height above the bed of the 

existing coping as the case may be - be formed 
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as asphalted Brick work - and the drains in 

the dos d'anes over the Springinal [sic] walls 

be formed in brickwork with the joints 

partially open for the wet to percolate through 

into them...the mode of forming the asphalte 

into the hopper heads is suggested to [sic] by 

frustrum of an inverted cone formed in the 

brickwork, rebated in the hopper head, and the 

asphalte run in hot round a plug of wood fitting 

into the bore of the hopper head, the upper part 

of the plug forming the frustrum of the before 

mentioned inverted cone up to the sole of the 

asphalte gutter. 

These suggestions arrived after Savage had agreed to 

try asphalt, but before any of the substance had actually 

been used. Savage made no formal reply before October, when 

the asphalt had been applied and was apparently a success. 

Savage then accepted all of the surveyor's proposals, and 

set about embodying the new arrangement in the annual 

64 estimate for the following year. It is nearly impossible, 

barring the discovery of the text of the annual estimate for 

1850-51, to be certain about the extent of the revised 

project, but in all probability it included a re-designed 

dos d'ane, a relocation of the down pipes and drains, and 

possibly a complete revision of the water supply system. At 

some point between 1850 and 1855, the projected storage 
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tanks under casemate No. 50 were abandoned in favour of a 

more extensive system of tanks under the parade square 

(including one 66,000 gallon tank in each of the salients 

and a 30,000 gallon tank in the gorge of the redan). It is 

uncertain whether all these changes were made at the same 

time, but it seems probable. 

By the spring of 1850, the results of the asphalt trial 

had become somewhat ambiguous, but Savage, having made his 

choice (or, more accurately, having been pressured into it), 

bravely stuck with it. But the situation had once more 

gotten out of his control. The whole of the staunching and 

drainage schemes depended on an adequate supply of asphalt, 

and it rapidly became apparent that the delays encountered 

with the first shipment in the preceding summer were to be 

typical of the entire operation. By midsummer, Savage was 

complaining that most of the Citadel items in the current 

annual estimate were being held up because of insufficient 

65 asphalt. In the ensuing three years, complaints from 

Halifax about the non-receipt of asphalt supplies were to 

become extremely common. 

Without working materials, Savage had to content himself 

with replying to a long list of comments from the surveyor 

on the subject of the failure of the asphalt in the magazine 

area. Owen proposed changes in the drainage of the area, 

suggested that the fact that only part of the area had been 

covered may have been responsible for the failure, and 



204 

recommended that the part already done should be left 

another winter and another report sent on the results. 

Savage replied, enclosing detailed suggestions on the 

6 7 

protection of exposed asphalt from the action of frost. 

If he had any second thoughts about the difficulties involved 

in the use of the material, he let none of them show in his 

letter. 

Two months later, in October, Savage submitted the 
68 

annual estimate for 1851-52. This included a total of 

£9,013 6s. Id. to be spent on the Citadel. London reduced 

the total to £6,866 8s. 3d., all of it allocated for staunch

ing, truckage and drainage. In doing so, the Fortifications 

department made it abundantly clear that no more money would 

be granted until the staunching and water supply had finally 

been dealt with, which in turn made the entire Citadel 

project dependent on the erratic supply of asphalt. 

The problems with the supply were twofold. On the one 

hand, London could not be counted on to dispatch a sufficient 

supply for any given working season; on the other, even when 

the supplies did arrive, they were rarely what had been 

asked for. On 11 October, Savage complained that almost 

half of the 109 tons supplied for the water tanks was coarse 

grade asphalt -he had ordered fine grade - and asked whether 

it would be permissible to use it for the purpose for which 

69 it was intended. London replied at the beginning of 

December. After inquiries had been made of the asphalt 
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company, the Ordnance determined that Savage was mistaken in 

his assessment of the asphalt delivered, and that the coarse 

asphalt he complained of was actually "Fine grit." The 

surveyor enjoined the asphalt company to mark their blocks 

more carefully, and recommended that samples of the three 

available grades of Seyssel asphalt be sent out to Nova 

70 Scotia so that Savage would be able to judge the difference. 

This exchange only served to illustrate Savage's 

comparative ignorance of the subject of commercial asphalt. 

The next exchange, however, was different. On Christmas Eve 

Savage requested that a supply of fine grit asphalt be sent 

71 as soon as possible. This insistence on early delivery -

the working season was five months off - served as a strong 

reminder of the absolute importance of a secure asphalt 

supply, if the work planned on the authorized items in the 

annual estimate was to continue. 

While Savage's request was in transit to England, the 

supply question was complicated further by the arrival of 

advance notice of a shipment of Trinidad bitumen to Halifax, 

72 along with instructions on the use of the substance. 

Whether the shipment would appreciably improve the situation 

or not was debatable; it faced Savage (who had demonstrated 

himself to be a novice in the use of asphalt) with two 

different types requiring different methods of preparation 

and application. 

At the beginning of 1851, Savage inadvertently complicated 
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an already bewildering situation by forwarding an innocent 

73 request for Portland cement for use in the staunching. 

London, by this time, was already convinced that Savage's 

attitude toward asphalt was at best lukewarm, and chose to 

interpret the letter as a request for permission to sub

stitute cement. Savage received a brief reply demanding 

74 clarification of this point. Betraying some irritation 

with this absurd misinterpretation of his innocuous request, 

Savage countered by noting that both cement and asphalt were 

needed in the staunching operations, and that, in his 

opinion, Portland cement was superior to Roman cement for 

the purpose. He repeated his request for supplies of the 

former, and concluded with a pointed reminder that the 

working season was fast approaching. 

In the middle of all this, Savage found the time to 

examine the samples of the approved grade of Seyssel asphalt, 

which had been sent out from England as a result of his 

complaints about the allegedly coarse grade he had received 

the previous autumn. He was both gratified and irritated to 

discover that, Mr. Owen and the asphalt company to the 

contrary, he had been right; the shipment he had received 

was substandard. He promptly bundled up samples of the 

offending asphalt and shipped them off to England so that 

the Inspector General could judge for himself. He accom

panied the transmission with an exceedingly sarcastic 

letter, and concluded with the ritual plea for immediate and 
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adequate supplies of the proper grade of asphalt. London 

replied promptly, and promised faithfully to send the 

desired quantity. 

It was unfortunate for the long-suffering Savage that 

London was prompter with its promises than with its deliv

eries. As the working season approached, the only asphalt 

on hand was the Trinidad type, and since there was only half 

a ton of it and since it had not been authorized as a sub

stitute for Seyssel asphalt, it was not of much use. On 1 

May, Savage notified London that none of the supplies 

requested in the demand of stores for the ensuing working 
7 8 

season had yet arrived. Three months later, he was nearly 

frantic. The entire lot of supplies requested for the year 

were, he informed London, still at sea on board the vessel 

Stag. Worse still, the bill of lading showing the contents 

of the vessel had already arrived and it showed that some 

items had been omitted - notably 3,178 bushels of cement. 

Could London possibly see fit to send him all the necessary 

79 supplies before the working season ended? 

In spite of all these problems, Savage did manage to 

get some of the work done. The balance sheet drawn up in 

September showed that, despite the belated (or nonexistent) 

delivery of vital stores, he had somehow managed to spend 

£4,173 12s. l-l/4d. of the £6,866 8s. 3d. allotted for the 

8 0 
current year. The work had progressed so much that the 

sums estimated for the staunching and drainage for 1852 were 
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substantially lower than for the previous year (£3,510 

81 
compared to £6,866). The job was visibly nearing completion. 

The 1852 working season passed uneventfully. If there 

were any complaints about the quality of supplies or the 

lack of them, they have not survived. While it was true 

that only about half the available funds from the current 

grant were spent, the work had progressed far enough that 

the amounts for staunching and drainage were again halved in 

82 the estimate for the following year. 

The 1853 working season had a few more hitches. Once 

again, the major problem was non-receipt of asphalt. On 12 

8 3 May, Savage transmitted an urgent request for asphalt. 

London replied, stating that the asphalt would be shipped as 

84 soon as a suitable conveyance could be found. Three 

months later, the shipment had still not arrived, and Savage 

85 reported that in consequence work had been halted. 

London responded with a report that the asphalt had been 

8 6 
shipped at the end of July. In spite of all this, the 

work was virtually complete by mid-September. In the annual 

estimate for 1854-55, staunching and drainage accounted for 

only £420 of a total estimated expenditure of £4,037 16s. 

87 
2d. In what was almost his last letter from Halifax, 

written after his successor, Colonel Stotherd, had arrived, 

Savage summed up his experience with the use of asphalt. He 

began on an explanatory note: 

The works at the Citadel in staunching the Casemates 
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having brought [sic] to a close, I instructed Lt. 

Parsons Royal Engineers, the Superintending 

officer in February last, to prepare a Report 

and sketch explanatory of the application and 

results of the Seyssel Asphalte in constructing 

a pavement in the Area round the South Magazine 

and in making the Casemates secure against 

, . 88 leakage. 

He went on to state that he agreed with the opinions ex

pressed by Lieutenant Parsons in his report, adding only 

that he personally believed that asphalt 

of whatever kind will not endure in a climate 

such as that of Nova Scotia unless it is protected 

by a covering of earth not less than 3 feet in 

depth, or otherwise situated so as to be out of 

reach of the extremes of heat and frost. 

He concluded with comments on the bad condition of the 

cavalier and the folly of using asphalt as a cure-all for 

the ills of a decaying building. 

Lieutenant Parson's report summarized the uses to which 

asphalt had been put since 1849. He noted that, in the 

period 1849-53, the Engineer department had used 478 tons of 

Seyssel asphalt. The results of the experiment had been 

mixed. The asphalt used in the magazine area had failed 

every winter as a result of frost. Similarly, the asphalted 

brickwork on the interior slope of the cavalier parapet had 



210 

failed. From this he concluded, as Savage had done almost 

from the beginning, that asphalt was unsuited to the Nova 

Scotia climate unless it was protected from the elements. 

The first experiments with asphalt for waterproofing 

had also been failures. 

Two of the first casemates asphalted and 

covered with earth were found to have leaks 

where the arches butted against the interior 

retaining wall, - on examination the fillet 

in connection with the wall was found to have 

parted from it, although grooves had been cut 

x.1. *. . .. 89 

in the stone to receive it. 

When this fault was discovered, 

The use of fillet was then discontinued, Asphalted 

Bricks being built upon the 3/4" [asphalt] 

covering of the arch until a joint in the Ashlar 

masonry was reached, when the upper stones being 

removed, a coat of Asphalte...was carried well 

into the thickness of the wall. - This practice 

was continued throughout the remainder of the 

Casemates, and these from being uninhabited on 

account of the water coming in streams through 

the Arches, are since the application of 

the Asphalte perfectly dry and are now occupied 
90 by Officers and soldiers. 

Nor was this the only success. In all three water tanks 
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the groined invert at the bottom [was] floated 

over with Asphalte, fine quality, 3/4" thick laid 

in two coats 3/8" thick; the wall [was] lined 

with Asphalted bricks, and the dos d'anes [were] 

asphalted 3/8" thick with fillet over the joint,.... 

These three Flanks have been found free from external 

leakage, and are perfectly water tight,...[nor] 

has the water in them been apparently affected in 

any way by the Asphalt. 

On the whole, both Savage and Parsons felt that the 

experiment had been a success. Their conclusion was pre

mature. Within six months, the problem would return to 

plague Savage's successor. 
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"...and keep your powder dry!" 

From Ballads of Ireland, Col. Oliver's Advice, 

Valentine Blacker 

I 

The attempts to staunch the casemates absorbed most of the 

energies of the engineering staff at Halifax during the last 

decade of the Citadel's construction. The problem involved 

was fundamentally the result of four different but related 

factors. The first was the necessity of completing the 

casemates in such a way as to allow them to perform their 

allotted functions effectively. This was vastly complicated 

by the second factor: pressure from the military authorities 

to use them as barracks. The third factor, in some ways the 

most frustrating, was the age of the work. A good many of 

the casemates had been standing empty for years before the 

construction finally reached a stage where they could be put 

to use, with the natural result that the process of staunching 

involved both building and repairing simultaneously. The 

fourth factor was the inadequacy of the original design. 
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This was less because of incompetence on the part of Colonels 

Jones and Calder; the casemates were of comparable quality 

to those built elsewhere. But no one knew precisely what 

features could be used effectively in a permanent fortifi

cation in the damp Halifax climate. 

These same four factors underlay the difficulties 

experienced with other parts of the work carried on at the 

same time as the staunching. The problem of waterproofing, 

moreover, ultimately affected almost all the other parts of 

the fortress. While the casemates remained unfinished, the 

ramparts, armament and parade ground could not be completed; 

the magazines could not be used except as storage depots for 

other works in the Halifax area, and the glacis could not be 

built. There was simply not enough labour to do all the 

work at once. This inevitably exacerbated the age factor, 

since the longer the remainder of the work was postponed, 

the more decrepit the existing buildings became. In the end 

the engineers found themselves caught in a kind of night

marish race to get the fortress finished before its aging 

fabric went irretrievably rotten. 

The last decade of construction was, therefore, charac

terized by interconnected routine work, with the dominant 

theme of casemate staunching played out against a counter

point of increasing urgency. The period can be divided into 

three phases. In the first, lasting until about 1850, the 

momentum of building continued, all the while being gradually 
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slowed and interrupted by the growing demands of the water

proofing problem. At this time the final provisions of the 

revised estimate were carried out and the last attempt was 

made to introduce new features into the original plan. By 

the end of this stage, it was obvious that the primary 

concern was not improving the work but preserving what had 

already been built. In the second phase, lasting from 1850 

to about 1854, the waterproofing brought almost all other 

work to a complete standstill, while the decay of the older 

portions of the masonry was accelerated. In the third 

phase, from 1854 to 1856, all the problems, delays and 

faulty judgements of the previous quarter-century finally 

came home to roost, and the project came closer to foundering 

completely than it had at any point since the early 1830s. 

The most characteristic activities of the first phase 

were the removal of earlier failed work and the abortive 

attempt to introduce prison casemates; of the second, the 

attempt to install the armament. The third phase was 

characterized by an almost frantic attempt to renew, restore 

or rebuild parts of almost all the major components of the 

fortress, including the cavalier and magazines. Even the 

casemates, after almost 10 years of continuous labour on the 

problem of waterproofing, remained a major source of worry 

and complaint. In the end, disaster was averted, but it had 

been (to use a Wellingtonian phrase) "a near run thing." 
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II 

By the mid-1840s, one of the few remaining routine tasks 

which did not involve the casemates was correcting earlier 

mistakes and removing those features of the early design no 

longer felt to be necessary. The first casualty was the old 

(1812) magazine, which had been standing empty for 19 years 

and obviously impeded the completion of the parade square. 

In the spring of 1847, Calder got permission to remove it. 

As it was an almost embarrassingly solid piece of work, the 

Fortifications department did not want to spend the time and 

effort necessary to demolish it by conventional means. The 

only alternative was to blow it up, and even this took 

considerable time. Between 24 March and 6 April, working 

parties laboured with crowbars, picks and sledge hammers on 

the business of constructing galleries in the masonry walls 

for the gunpowder charges. In all, 22 chambers were cut 

into the walls and were packed with charges of between 9 and 

16 pounds of gunpowder each. 

On 7 April, everything was ready. The officer in 

charge of the demolition described the results. 

The charges being fired, the foundations were 

blown away, the walls rose about 3 feet, and 

falling with a low rumbling sound, crumbled 

to pieces, hardly two stones being left 

together. Not a stone was blown 50 yards 

from the building. 
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10 "Plan to accompany the Report on the Demolition of the 

old Magazine," 1847 (Plan 05-1847-4-1). (Public 

Archives of Canada.) 
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The arch, of course, fell in; all the 

charges exploded except the four in the North 

Angle which was consequently left standing.... 

The demolition was most complete, and 

the magazine now presents the appearance of 

a shapeless mass of rums. 

Colonel Calder pronounced himself pleased with the 

operation. Indeed, he was so impressed with the speed and 

efficiency of the demolition that he proposed similar 

measures for one of the other failures earmarked for removal. 

I beg to propose the removal of the West 

Ravelin (which is to be taken down and rebuilt) 

by a similar process, but for this I consider it 

necessary to obtain your [Burgoyne's] sanction, 

as to effect it about 20 barrels of gunpowder 

will be required, an expense which will be 

2 
amply covered by the diminution of labour. 

Calder waited almost a year for a reply to this pro

posal. When it finally became important to get the matter 

settled so that he could proceed with the rebuilding of the 

ravelin, he dispatched an informal query to London. "Col. 

Calder presents his compliments to the Inspector General of 

Fortifications and begs to acquaint him that the last 

3 
paragraph of his letter No 193...has not been replied to." 

The fact was that London had lost the original letter; one 

of the clerks had to annotate the margin of Calder1s query, 
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1 4 

"I cannot put my hands upon the orig— letter No 193." When 

it was finally found, the Inspector General responded by 

asking Calder why he wanted to proceed with the scheme. 

Calder restated his reasons. After another delay, Burgoyne 

decided to forbid the use of explosives in the demolition on 

the grounds that it might be possible to re-use some of the 

stone from the west ravelin in rebuilding. 

This ended the brief vogue for dramatic demolition of 

old mistakes. In fact, apart from the two cases mentioned 

above, a surprisingly small amount of the supposedly defec

tive work of the early period was ever altered. Most of the 

work in question was, of course, in the escarp walls, and 

some of the basic rebuilding and repairs there had already 

been done by Nicolls and Boteler in 1831-32. Colonel Jones 

estimated in 1834-36 that no less than 574 feet of the 
7 

remaining old walls would have to be rebuilt. Of this, 

only a portion was ever actually torn down, presumably by 

means less dramatic than explosives. In the end the engineers 

made do with the remaining old walls, partly because the 

masonry in question, though shoddily built, showed a complete 

disinclination to collapse. After the demolition of the 

west ravelin in 1848-50, the whole question of the old work 

was shunted aside and partly forgotten. It was not until 

1855 and under rather different circumstances that it became 

again an issue. 
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III 

As the last of the old work was being removed, Colonel 

Calder made the last attempt to introduce a new feature into 

the overall design of the Citadel. This was in response to 

a peculiar and specific sort of accommodation problem. The 

first soldiers to have the honour of inhabiting the Halifax 

Citadel had been the military convicts. As early as 1845, a 

strongroom and guardhouse had been fitted up for prisoners 
o 

in two of the defence casemates (Nos. 54 and 55). This was 

apparently only a temporary arrangement to serve until cells 

designed for the purpose could be built. Such cells were 

included in the 1843 estimate for alterations and renewals 

and were to be located above the end casemates of the 
9 

cavalxer. But even after the cells were built, there was 

still not enough room for the convicts. On 7 August 1847, 

Calder submitted a proposal for 12 more cells to be placed 

under the ramparts on the south side of the southeast 

salient. His design called for a complicated arrangement 

of two-storey arched compartments connected by a corridor at 

the rear. He estimated the total cost of the scheme at 

£2,410 19s. 7-l/2d.i:L 

London not only approved the scheme but, in a rare 

burst of generosity, actually enlarged upon it. Calder 

shortly received a revised design which included two addit

ional compartments for first-class prisoners and a more 

complicated system of heating and ventilation. The only 
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objection which the Ordnance raised was to the proposed 

location of the new work. The south face of the southeast 

salient was considered inappropriate because of the lack of 

space available for the enlarged scheme, so it was suggested 

12 
that the work should be put on the east side of the salient. 

Calder, doubtless amazed at this unexpected develop

ment, could only concur. He incorporated all the changes 

13 

and re-submitted the design on 15 November. Even as he 

was doing so, however, London was having second thoughts 

about the whole project. The problem of accommodating 

prisoners was essentially an army matter, and the Ordnance 

had seen fit to submit the scheme to the Secretary at War 

for an opinion. The secretary, Mr. Fox Maule, disliked the 

idea and decided that it would be better policy to build a 

gaol large enough to hold all the garrison convicts some-
14 where outside the Citadel. The Board of Ordnance accepted 

the recommendation and instructed Burgoyne to inform 

15 Calder. In the end, the cells over the cavalier cookhouse 

remained the only military prison within the fortress. 

IV 

It was not until 1846 that the Ordnance staff in Halifax 

addressed themselves to the task of composing an armament 

proposal for the Citadel. In that year, Lieutenant Colonels 

Calder and Jackson (the CRA) drew up a scheme which entailed 

94 pieces of ordnance, including five 8-inch guns, thirty-



222 

one long 32-pounders, eighteen short 32-pounders, twenty 24-

pounders, twelve mortars and eight howitzers (see Table 

4). On 15 September 1846 the Director General of Artillery 

17 approved the plan and initiated the process of installation. 

Almost ten years elapsed before the bulk of the armament was 

installed. 

The first stage of the process involved the manufacture 

of carriages for the guns, the acquisition of the guns them

selves, and the construction of the stone platforms on which 

the greater part of them would be mounted. The first matter 

was the responsibility of the Royal Carriage Department; the 

second, of the Board of Ordnance, and the third, of the 

Engineer department in Halifax. Since a coordinated inter

departmental effort was involved, delay and complications 

were inevitable, and it was well over two years before all 

the orders were filled. 

The most serious misunderstanding arose over the order 

for 24 siege gun platforms after Lieutenant Colonel Alder-

son's pattern. These were intended for mounting the mortars, 

18 howitzers and four of the 32-pounders. The Ordnance staff 

in Halifax included them in the order for traversing plat

forms and carriages sent in to the Carriage department in 

19 

the spring of 1847. Two years later the Carriage depart

ment decided that the platforms might not be their responsi

bility. The gentleman in charge, Mr. Gordon, wrote to 

General Burgoyne, 



Table 4. Proposed armament, 1846 (Adapted from a return in PAC, MG12, W055, 

Vol. 880, p. 913). 

Location 

South front 

West front 

North front 

East front 

Salients, 

all fronts 

North ravelin 

South ravelin 

West ravelin 

Salients, all 

ravelins 

Cavalier 

Casemates 

Totals 

8-in. 

9'0" 

5* 

5 

32-pr. 

9'6" 

3 

6 

4 

8 

3* 

7 

31 

Guns 

32-pr. 

6'6" 

2 

6 

6 

4 

18 

24-pr. 

6'0" 

20 

20 

Mortars 

13-in. 

2 

2 

8-in. 

4 

4 

2 

10 

Howitzers 

8-in. 

4 

4 

8 

M 

* One in each salient. 
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I feel assured you will excuse my addressing you 

point blank (as the saying is) upon the enclosed 

order for Halifax. 

I made inquiry from the Assistant Director 

General of Artillery thereon, and he gives me 

the dates and authorities only, but I want 

measurements or working plans and I am sensible 

you will afford me such as to enable me to carry 

20 out this outstanding order. 

After some discussion, the Board of Ordnance decided that 

the Carriage department ought to be relieved of the task of 

making the platforms, and instructed Burgoyne to ask the 

Commanding Royal Engineer in Halifax why they had not been 

included in the Engineer Demand of Stores in the first 

place. 

By the? time this finally got back to Halifax, Colonel 

Savage had replaced Calder as Commanding Royal Engineer. 

Savage had no idea why his predecessor had requested the 

platforms from the Carriage department, and could only 

promise to include them in the Ordnance annual estimate as 

required. '' By then it was obvious that the armament could 

not be mounted at all until the problems of waterproofing 

the casemates were solved, and the whole question of equip

ment was temporarily sidetracked. Fortunately, the Artillery 

was in no hurry to mount the guns and, except for the 

occasional enquiry on technical matters, nothing more was 
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heard about armament for two years. 

By the spring of 1851, however, the Director General of 

Artillery was beginning to get impatient. The CRA was 

requested to report on "the condition of the fort with 

respect to its state of preparation for mounting the 

23 24 

Ordnance." The CRA relayed the request to Colonel Savage, 

who answered that the Citadel would not be in any state to 

receive armament until the summer of 1853. Even this date 

proved optimistic. When the question was put to him again 
25 

in January 1853, Savage was able to approve the mounting 

of only part of the armament for the following summer. 

[The] following description & number of Guns 

may be mounted...viz : 

5 - 8 inch - 9' 0" long at Salient angles. -

10 - 32?^ - 9..6 - " on Cavalier & Ravelin. -

20 - 24 d°. - 6..0 - " - In Casemates. -
o 2 6 

1 6 - 3 2 d—. - 6..6 - " - Ravelins. 

The remainder could not, he thought, be mounted until the 

following year. 

The Ordnance did its best to prevent Savage from 

carrying out his plans for 1854. The mounting of armament 

on the rest of the work depended on the completion of the 

staunching project and the construction of the ramparts and 

terreplein. While the former appeared to be going ahead 

successfully, London prevented the latter by refusing to 

allow Savage the sum provided for the service in the annual 
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estimate for 1853-54. Three months after he had given his 

optimistic prediction to the CRA, Savage wrote to the 

Inspector General proposing that the funds allotted for 

completing the glacis be used instead for the terreplein and 

27 parade. London replied with surprising speed, granting 

2 8 
permission to make the substitution. Since the work was 

not included in the annual estimate for the following 

29 

year, it would seem that the ramparts were constructed in 

the summer of 1853, and, in all likelihood, most of the rest 

of the armament was mounted the following summer. 

Whether it would stay mounted was another matter. By 

the fall of 1854, serious questions were being raised about 

the future of the cavalier, and after a brief period of 

optimism, it was becoming depressingly evident that the 

casemates were still displaying a pronounced tendency to 

leak. 

V 

The first indication that parts of the Citadel were falling 

to pieces came on 19 October 1852, when the Ordnance Store

keeper, Mr. Ince, discovered that the door of the north 

magazine would not open "in consequence of something having 

30 fallen against it." On examination, Colonel Savage 

discovered (probably to his horror) that "the floor, which 

was previously in a decayed state, had suddenly given way, 

31 
from the weight of the powder and the decay of the joists." 



227 

Savage had already provided for repairing the floor in the 

annual estimate for the following year, but the sudden 

collapse took him by surprise, and he could no longer wait 

for the estimate to be authorized. He therefore requested 

that the Respective Officers formally propose a special 

estimate. The Respective Officers replied three days later: 

We have to request you will immediately take the 

necessary steps to bring the subject under the 

notice of the Inspector General of Fortifications 

with a view to obtain as soon as possible the 

Master General and Board's authority for the 

repair of the floor for the preservation of the 

32 

powder. 

The next day, Savage formally requested permission to make 

immediate repairs, stating that the expense could be defrayed 

from the savings on various items of the annual estimate for 
33 

the preceding year. London was quick to authorize the 
expenditure, and the repairs were carried out in the course 

34 of the winter. 

In spite of his experience with the north magazine, 

Savage was somewhat startled when, a few months later, he 

examined the floor of the south magazine while alterations 

to the powder bays were being made: 

I was led from the appearance of a depression 

in the surface of the floor, to examine its 

state beneath...it was found that the joists, 
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plates and boarding throughout were in the last 

stage of decay, evidently from the same cause 

that rendered necessary the renewal of the floor 

of the north Magazine, and which makes it absolutely 

necessary to renew this floor before the bays can 

35 

be arranged or the powder again stored therein. 

This discovery made it necessary to formulate yet 

another special estimate, but this time Savage decided to 

use a new method of repairing the floor. Acting on a 

suggestion from the Surveyor of the Ordnance, he proposed to 

use 

fine Seyssel Asphalte without grit in lieu of the 

joists and planking, which substitution I consider 

may be effected as an experiment, as it is probable 

that asphalte in this situation, not being 

exposed to the direct action of the weather it 

[sic] may be found to answer to the desired 
, 36 end. 

He enclosed a special estimate and a demand for stores 

amounting to £158 5s. Od. 

Despite the fact the Savage's suggestion was made at 

the height of the asphalt mania, London decided that it 

would not be appropriate to use the material on the magazine 

floor. General Burgoyne recommended that the floor be 

repaired in the same way as the one in the north magazine 

(apparently with a new wooden floor) and the board approved 
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his recommendation. 

The two magazine floors were repaired and the buildings 

restored to normal use by the summer of 1853. There followed 

a brief respite. It was to be a year and a half before the 

next serious problem arose. 

VI 

By the fall of 1853, Colonel Savage thought that the end of 

the Citadel construction was in sight. The Ordnance annual 

estimate for the following year reflected this belief. 

38 There were only two items in it for the Citadel. One, 

amounting to £2,681 12s. 3d., was for the completion of the 

glacis and parade square, and this was believed to be the 

last major expenditure on the work. The Assistant Inspector 

General wrote, in forwarding the estimate to the board, 

"With the sum here proposed the Comm-3- R— Engineer expects to 

complete the Citadel in 1854-5."39 

The second Citadel item for £1,256 2s. lid. was for the 

renewal of the cavalier colonnade and was considered absol

utely necessary for the occupation of the building by 

troops. This was an ominously large sum to be spent on 

repairs, but it could easily be explained. After all, the 

cavalier was almost 25 years old and repairs were a matter 

of routine in a building that age. At this point, no one 

seriously considered more drastic measures to be necessary. 

This mood of optimism lasted for some time. In February, 
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Lieutenant Parsons drew up his memorandum on the effective

ness of asphalt in the Citadel; while he admitted that it 

had not worked in the case of the cavalier, he did not 

40 speculate on the reasons. In forwarding Parsons's report 

to London, Savage noted that 

the very imperfect state of the Escarp and 

Retaining walls of the Cavalier erected many 

years since, render any attempts to secure 

it against leakage short of rebuilding the 

upper part of it, a measure of considerable 

41 difficulty, if not an impossibility. 

Apart from this observation, which Savage appended almost as 

an afterthought to a long report, the whole question of the 

cavalier's suitability received little attention either in 

Halifax or in London. 

When Lieutenant Colonel Richard Stotherd inherited 

Savage's command in June 1854, it seemed that he would have 

the good luck to be the first Commanding Royal Engineer in 

more than a quarter-century to avoid trouble with the 

Citadel. His first summer, in fact, passed quietly enough. 

The only matter concerning the Citadel which needed parti

cular attention involved a special estimate (amounting to 

£22 12s. lOd.) which provided for altering the position of 

the stoves in the cavalier to keep the casemates warm in 

42 winter. This was approved by London in just over a 

43 month. Stotherd's first annual estimate, dispatched on 25 
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September, asked for only £1,902 for the Citadel, most of it 

for completing the glacis. Only £100 was for staunching the 

casemates and there were no items at all for repairing the 

i • 4 4 cavalier. 

But during the winter of 1854-55, two events occurred 

which shattered the satisfaction of the Ordnance staff in 

Halifax, at least in regard to the Citadel, and Colonel 

Stotherd found himself faced with the worst crisis in the 

fortress's history since Colonel Nicolls's walls collapsed 

in 1830. 

The first event was a systematic examination of the 

casemates in November 1854. This revealed that, despite all 

the measures undertaken in the preceding eight years, 21 of 

the casemates were to some degree damp. The extent of the 

problem varied from casemate to casemate. Some were only 

slightly wet; others were uninhabitable. The rampart case

mates, however, were in relatively good condition compared 

to those in the cavalier. Except for the small end case

mates and the rooms over them, the entire building was 

completely uninhabitable. 

A very considerable extent of dampness is observable 

in the upper rooms and which penetrates for the most 

part to the lower floor....The dampness arises chiefly 

from the very defective masonry of the escarp and 

retaining walls which admit the wet through the joints 

so as to penetrate beneath the asphalte. Owing to the 
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frost of last winter, there is reason to believe that 

the Asphalte is considerably injured beneath the 

45 
earth of the Terreplem. 

Stotherd reported all this to London in a rather gloomy 

letter. He was particularly dissatisfied with the cavalier. 

It is now evident that a very considerable 

expense will have to be incurred to make the 

building water tight and habitable, apparently 

owing to the defective nature of the masonry 

in the external walls.... 

...such is the state of the walls that it 

is considered doubtful whether the firing of 

the heavy ordnance mounted thereon would not 

shake the walls considerably or possibly bring 

them down. 

As for the ramparts casemates, 

I regret to inform you [Burgoyne], notwithstanding 

the hopes entertained by my Predecessor that the 

approved application of Seyssel Asphalte would 

be successful in securing them against leakage, 

that some of them have recently become damp from 

the percolation of water through the Arches; -

whether this arises from Cracks caused by the frost 

during the previous winter, or from fractures in 

the coating arising from the pressure of the over

laying shingle and earth, aided by the heavy traffic 
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in getting up and mounting the platforms and guns, 

it is impossible to determine without opening the 

ground which at this season cannot be effected 

47 owing to the frost. 

He estimated that complete repairs would cost around 

£5,000, most of which would be needed to repair the cavalier, 

where he proposed to rebuild the entire top of the building 

from the springing of the arches up. He was less explicit 

about dealing with the leakage in the rampart casemates, but 

apparently he contemplated a continuation of the existing 

system of staunching. 

Two weeks later, Stotherd dispatched a second letter 

requesting an immediate delivery of asphalt so that work on 

the casemates and cavalier could begin as soon as practicable 

48 . . 

in the spring. The response was surprising. After nearly 

10 years of experimenting with asphalt in the Citadel, the 

Fortifications department was beginning to wonder whether it 

was, in fact, entirely suitable for waterproofing in the 

Halifax climate. The Assistant Inspector General, Colonel 

George Judd Harding, wrote back, enquiring whether "flat 
49 tiles laid in cement" would not be more suitable. One 

wonders whether Harding was aware that his suggestion had 

been tried before, with indifferent results, by Colonel 

Jones more than 10 years earlier. 

Before Stotherd even got Harding's suggestion, the 

second, disastrous event occurred. On 8 February 1855 



2 34 

11 A modern impression of the appearance of the 

cavalier prior to the installation of the 

permanent roof in the summer of 1855. 



U) 
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Halifax experienced one of its very rare earthquakes, and 

among the most vulnerable buildings in the entire city was 

the aged, decrepit and top-heavy cavalier. The report on 

the damage, submitted by the Clerk of the Works and two of 

the junior engineer officers, Captains Philip Barry and 

Henry Grain, was possibly the most pessimistic summary ever 

produced in the entire course of the Citadel's construction. 

We are of opinion from the vast quantities of 

water discharged through the arches and walls 

[of the cavalier] during the heavy rains of the 

past week, that the shock must have, to some 

extent, contributed to the further disturbance 

of the masonry so as to increase the leakage.... 

The external walls appear, to a very considerable 

extent, to be splitting or separating longitudinally 

through the centre from top to bottom, owing to the 

expansive action of the frost on the moisture in the 

masonry, and which under present circumstances there 

is no possibility of preventing, nor does it appear 

to us, that there is any mode of repairing, 

at a future period, those defects, short of 

taking down and rebuilding the whole of the 

external walls, as no pinning or pointing 

would avail to render them secure in the 

event of a recurrence of Earthquake, much 

less to bear the concussion from discharging 
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the guns at present placed on top. 

They concluded by recommending that no attempt be made to 

staunch the arches while the walls were "in a condition 

apparently so irremidiable [sic] . " 

A second report, appended by Captains Barry and Grain, 

was if possible even more outspoken than the first: 

We...would beg to suggest, that in a Military 

point of view it may be well to take into 

consideration the value of the Cavalier as a 

work of defence. - To us it appears not to be 

well calculated for its object in that particular, 

its greatest advantage is that of affording quarters 

for troops, and therefore, and as the escarp of 

the curtain of the West front is fast approaching 

a state of delapidation, which must in a few years 

make its reconstruction absolutely necessary, it 

may be worth while to consider the propriety of 

constructing casemates under the ramparts 

51 to afford the requisite accommodation. 

The two officers then went on to suggest that the cavalier 

be demolished to make way for "a tower...to mount three or 

four heavy guns" which would both fulfill all the military 

functions of the cavalier and allow more space in the fort's 

interior. 

This second report was not only outspoken, it was 

downright dangerous. In a mere half-page, two junior officers 
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had managed to question the wisdom of the original designers 

of the Citadel, revive an idea which had been forgotten for 

nearly 30 years, and, worst of all, raise the whole question 

of the old contract masonry which had been often condemned 

but never replaced. One can imagine Stotherd's reaction 

when he read it. It was beginning to look as if the major 

work in his command was about to disintegrate. 

In forwarding the reports on the earthquake damage to 

London, Stotherd adopted a cautious, almost contradictory 

stand on the suggestions contained in them. He began by 

confessing that, since it was his first winter in Nova 

Scotia, he was far from being an expert on the effects of 

the local climate. He then went on to state that, in its 

present condition, he could not recommend the staunching of 

the upper parts of the cavalier. But he was uncertain about 

the best course to adopt. 

The proposition of Captains Barry and Grain...to 

form Casemates under the Curtain of the west front, 

with a tower in the centre, in lieu of the Cavalier 

is worthy of consideration, for the reasons they 

adduce, and I shall await your instructions to 

have it regularly brought forward with Plans &c -

On the other hand, he noted that the cavalier had once been 

a very useful building, and I am strongly of the 

opinion that it should revert to that state and 

be made available for shelter for troops, and for 
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stores, by covering it with a wooden roof similar 

to that which I understand existed prior to the 

52 attempt to secure the arches from leakage. 

Such a roof would, he estimated, cost around £600. 

The Ordnance was not disposed to accept any radical 

suggestions. In fact, the whole apparatus of the Ordnance 

department was under tremendous strain because of the 

Crimean War, and the department was to undergo a major 

revolution in the near future. The officials in London, 

uncertain about their own futures, were not about to make 

major decisions. Their only response to Stotherd1s letter 

and the gloomy reports it enclosed was a brief note asking 

whether it was necessary to restore or replace the building 

at all. No mention was made of the possibility of tearing 

the cavalier down, and Stotherd was requested to report on 

the "extent of the repairs required" so provision could be 

made for them in the annual estimate for the following 

53 year. 

This was virtually the last instance of the Board of 

Ordnance handing down a decision on matters relating to the 

Citadel. Appropriately enough the board ended its super

intendance of the work on a note of administrative equivo

cation. Stotherd was enjoined to await events. He did not 

have to wait long; events were quick to catch up with him. 

He was soon facing both a political challenge from forces 

which had never before had any effective control over 
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Ordnance works, and the pressures of providing necessary 

services within the Citadel. The first of these, which was 

to be the most difficult to manage, will be discussed later. 

The second was to shape the concluding stages of the con

struction of the work. 

VII 

London was wrong in assuming that the cavalier was of little 

importance to the Halifax garrison. It was true that the 

station was well below strength in the winter of 1854-55 

because most of the British army was in the Crimea. Even 

the small remaining garrison, however, needed more barrack 

space. On 21 June Stotherd submitted an estimate amounting 

54 to £944 0s. 7d. for the restoration of the cavalier. 

The scheme put forward in the estimate was essentially 

an elaboration of the roofing proposal which Stotherd had 

made at the end of his February letter. Besides installing 

a timber roof, it proposed to alter and enlarge the chimneys, 

to point the defective masonry joints and to whitewash the 

rooms. This implied the abandonment of the cavalier as a 

defensive work. Although the guns were left in place, the 

enlargement of the chimneys and the installation of the roof 

would make it difficult to get the gun positions cleared for 

action in time of war and impossible to fire them in 

55 peacetime. 

Authority to proceed with the scheme was quickly forth-
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56 coming. By August Stotherd was able to report that he 

57 expected to be finished with the work within two months. 

By this time, Stotherd had found solutions to most of the 

remaining problems of the Citadel. He no longer thought in 

terms of major alterations, but only of minor repairs which, 

he hoped, would be sufficient to silence criticism of the 

work and to keep it in a tolerably good state of repair. It 

is difficult to escape the conclusion that most of the items 

proposed were at least partly cosmetic in nature, but they 

did at least manage to keep everyone satisfied. In this 

rather undignified way, the Citadel project limped into its 

ultimate stage. 

The nature of Stotherd1s work is demonstrated by the 

type of item he inserted in the annual estimate for 1856-57. 

Of the £2,900 estimated for the Citadel, over two-thirds 

(£1,795 was for minor repairs of one sort or another, 

including £959 for repairing the asphalt over the arches, 

£38 for pointing the arches in the redan, and £529 for 

58 
pointing masonry in the escarps, counterscarps and magazines. 

This list covers two of the three major sources of complaint 

(the old escarps and the waterproofing) in the cheapest way 

possible. 

In a report on the defence of the Nova Scotia command, 

submitted at the same time as the annual estimate, Stotherd 

defended his policy, especially in regard to the pointing. 
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[The] Curtain has been too long left in a most 

disreputable state and the comparatively trifling 

sum [£528 17s. lOd.] required for the extensive 

and very necessary repairs to the Scarps and 

Counterscarps of two long neglected fronts 

together with the pointing of the two magazines 

and their enclosures will, in my opinion, be 

59 

most profitably expended. 

The effectiveness of Stotherd's measures was varied. 

His assessment of the strength of the old walls was borne 

out by subsequent experience with them (see "The Very Model 

of a Modern Major General"). The experiment with the roof 

of the cavalier proved equally successful. A tabular state

ment of the condition and usage of the casemates drawn up in 

June 1856 reported that there was only a slight appearance 

of damp on the west wall and this could be easily corrected 
fi D 

by additional pointing of the masonry. The same statement 

revealed, however, that Stotherd had been less successful 

with the other casemates. A surprising number of them still 

leaked or showed evidence of damp on one or another of their 

internal walls. The report treated each case individually; 

there was no longer any attempt to assign blanket causes for 

the problem. One was damp because of faulty drainage; 

another because of decaying masonry; a third because the 

terreplein had not had time to settle properly - and so on, 

down a whole list of similar minor faults. In other words, 
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the problem had reached the stage where it could be treated 

as a minor housekeeping difficulty, and no further large 

amounts of money were needed to correct it. 

As for the other features of the fort, most required 

only minor alterations. Most of the armament had been 

installed. After a bad start, marred by the complete 

undrinkability of the water, the water tanks were in the 

course of being repaired. It was not a particularly 

heroic ending but, with the exception of the glacis, the 

Citadel was virtually finished. 
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The Very Model of a Modern Major General 

I 

Halifax felt the outbreak of the Crimean War almost immedi

ately. Troops from the garrison were dispatched to the 

front, as well as troops which had previously served in the 

city; local civilians volunteered for service, and Joseph 

Howe undertook to recruit in other parts of North America in 

order to get volunteers to aid Britain. The citizens of 

Halifax followed the fortunes of the British army with 

interest, and, like most of the English-speaking world, they 

rapidly became aware of conditions at the front. It was the 

first war in which newspapers played a significant role in 

providing the civilian population with detailed accounts of 

life in the army in the field, and the civilians were, for 

the most part, horrified. The administrative machinery of 

the British army had almost invariably faltered at the 

outset of previous campaigns, but no one except the military 

and a few well-placed civilians in London had known about 

it. But this was different. Every newspaper reader knew 

about the breakdown of supplies, the horrors of army hospitals, 

the bungling of the generals, and the other attendant 

misadventures of the army in the field. The cry was raised 
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for the reform of the army. In the past, the antiquated and 

ridiculously complicated military machinery had been well 

protected by the entrenched interests of the officer class, 

the indifference of the politicians, and the enormous 

prestige of the Duke of Wellington, who would consider no 

change in the established order. But Wellington was dead; 

some of the officers themselves favoured reform; and the 

politicians, goaded by the public outcry, were thoroughly 

aroused. The administration of the army was at least partly 

reformed. The public, including the good citizens of 

Halifax, read in their newspapers of the changes. Those 

same citizens of Halifax would have been amazed to learn 

that one of the very incidental side-effects of reform was 

to be the last full-scale row over their slightly dilapidated 

Citadel. 

II 

At the outbreak of the war, no fewer than 11 different 

ministries, departments, agencies and boards were responsible 

for the administration of the British army. The four most 

important of these were the General Commanding in Chief, the 

Secretary of State for War and the Colonies, the Secretary 

at War, and the Master General and Honourable Board of 

Ordnance. Without going into great detail, it is sufficient 

to note that the Secretary of State, with his twofold 

responsibilities, usually delegated military matters to the 
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Secretary at War. The latter was only infrequently a member 

of the cabinet, rarely an influential politician, and, in 

practice, only had control over finance. The relationship 

between the Secretary at War and the General Commanding in 

Chief was made difficult by the fact that the latter's 

appointment was a prerogative of the crown and no one had 

ever delineated the precise relationship between the Comman

der in Chief and the cabinet. In any case, the gentleman 

holding the office was usually more eminent than the Secre

tary at War, who was as a result obliged to tread warily in 

contentious matters. No Secretary at War, for example, 

would ever have dared risk a major confrontation with the 

Duke of Wellington. 

None of the above-named gentlemen had much control over 

the Master General and Board of Ordnance. The Ordnance not 

only supplied military equipment and built fortifications, 

it also ran what amounted to a a private army, in the form 

of the engineers and artillerymen. Some (but not all) 

Ordnance officers held army ranks in addition to their 

regimental ones, but their chain of command led directly 

back to London and to the Inspector General of Fortifications 

(or, for the artillery, the Director General of Artillery) 

who was in turn directed by the Master General and board. 

This led to a ridiculous situation which has been well 

described by the historian of the Royal Artillery. 

The presence in every garrison of that band of 
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conspirators known as the Respective Officers, 

who represented the obstructive Board, and 

whose opinion carried far more weight than that 

of the General Commanding, was enough to drive 

that unhappy officer into detestation of the 

2 
Honourable Board and all connected with it. 

This, of course, was the reason why none of the 

commanding generals in Halifax had ever interfered with the 

course of the building of the Citadel, despite the fact that 

some of them must have been annoyed or disgusted by the 

difficulties and crises of the 1830s and 1840s. Except for 

authorizing the use of garrison soldiers for construction 

work, they were almost as much spectators to the business as 

the civilians of Halifax. Perhaps this had been at the root 

of the disagreement between Colonel Nicolls and General 

Maitland in the late 1820s. 

The reform of the army changed the entire situation. 

In August 1854, the office of Secretary of State for War was 

created and that of Secretary at War was abolished soon 

afterward. This meant that the gentleman responsible for 

the army finally had major cabinet rank. Out of deference 

to Lord Raglan, the last Major General, that office was 

retained until his death in 1855, at which time it was 

abolished. The Honourable Board disappeared at the same 

time. The administration of the Ordnance passed to the 

Secretary of State for War, and military command of Ordnance 
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forces to the Commander in Chief. 

These developments meant that the colonial detachments 

of the Ordnance were finally incorporated into the same 

structure as the rest of the army. The local Commanding 

Royal Engineers still reported to the Inspector General 

(Burgoyne had enough prestige to survive the debacle) but 

the local General Officer Commanding now had the authority 

to countersign estimates, policy proposals and other major 

items. The two chains of command ultimately went back to 

the same source: the Secretary of State for War and the 

Commander in Chief. Moreover, the surviving Fortifications 

department had lost much of its power and influence, and the 

local commanders could easily go over the Inspector General's 

head. Some of them proceeded to do just that. 

The transition could not possibly have come at a worse 

time for the Ordnance staff in Halifax. The General Officer 

Commanding in Nova Scotia was one John Gaspard Le Marchant, 

who was also the lieutenant governor of the province. A 

brief discursion on Le Marchant's personal history is in 

order. He was a classic example of the problems of having a 

famous father. The elder Le Marchant had had a brilliant 

career as a soldier. He was something of a rarity in the 

18th-century British army in that he combined an ability to 

lead with a genuine interest in the theoretical side of his 

profession. He had devised training procedures for the 

cavalry and had been instrumental in establishing the Royal 
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Military College. He had helped to train an entire genera

tion of young officers, most of whom subsequently proved 

their worth in the Peninsular War, many of them on Welling

ton's staff. He had also been acknowledged to be the best 

English cavalry commander of his era. On top of all that, 

his life had had all the elements of a romantic comedy. He 

had begun his military career by challenging his colonel to 

a duel and had successfully eloped. He was a respectable 

amateur artist and musician. He died leading a successful 

cavalry charge at Salamanca, and Wellington called his death 

3 
a great loss to the army. 

The younger Le Marchant never attained the eminence of 

his father, who died when John Gaspard was six. He too had 

gone into the army - probably a mistake on his part - but 

unlike his father, had had to purchase his promotions. The 

father had been a successful and popular administrator; the 

son became a martinet. Eventually, after 26 years of 

service, uneventful except for a brief period in Spain 

during the Carlist wars, he drifted into a career as a 

colonial administrator; He was successively lieutenant 

governor of Nova Scotia (1852-57), Newfoundland (1859-64) 

4 
and Malta (1965-69). His relative failure in the army 

rankled, and he rarely lost the chance to make his military 

opinions known to anyone who cared to listen. When the Nova 

Scotia Ordnance establishment came under his command in May 

1855, he was presented with a golden opportunity to make 
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trouble, and he lost no time in seizing it. 

On 2 July 1855 Le Marchant addressed himself to the 

Secretary of State for War on the subject of the Halifax 

defences. He was unsparingly critical. In his opinion the 

city was rendered virtually indefensible by the bad condition 

of all the principal works. He got in a dig at the Respective 

Officers in true Le Marchant fashion: these officers had 

undoubtedly performed their duties conscientiously, but the 

fact remained that the works were in deplorable condition. 

The Citadel, he noted, 

though commenced in the Year 1828 is still in 

an unfinished state, and the Cavalier which 

has always admitted the Rain and which was 

intended for the accommodation of 280 men is 

5 
now uninhabitable. 

The matter of the cavalier was something of a red 

herring; in fact Colonel Stotherd had already dispatched a 

special estimate for repairing and re-roofing the building. 

This had been approved in record time, and authorization for 

7 
the repairs was dispatched on 28 July. Nevertheless, 

London put pressure on Stotherd to explain the situation, 
Q 

and he did so on 26 August. He noted that the Citadel work 

was being held up because the depleted garrison could not 

provide enough workmen, and, in any case, there was not much 

work left. The parapets had suffered to a certain extent 

from the cold of the preceding winter and the glacis was 



251 

unfinished. As for the cavalier, repairs were under way and 

would take only two months. 

The Ordnance annual estimate dispatched to London a 

month later repeated the same point. There were seven items 

for the Citadel, only two of which were for new work (the 

glacis and the parade). The remainder were all for routine 

9 
maintenance. The majority of items in the estimate were of 

a similar nature. Stotherd wrote, 

The services in Items 1 to 31 inclusive are for 

the most part essential for putting the several 

defensive works in a proper and efficient state, 

and for the due maintenance of the same in con

formity with regulations as also with the desire 

of His Excellency the Major General Commanding. 

A few days later, Stotherd addressed a long letter to 

Burgoyne, setting forth at length the condition of the 

defensive works in his command. On the subject of the 

Citadel, he had comparatively little to say; most of his 

comments concerned defects which would be remedied by the 

approval of the estimate for the coming year. The only 

exception was the old ironstone masonry in the escarp on the 

west front. This, he admitted, was in poor condition, but 

it had stood for almost 25 years and would, with care, 

continue to stand. He recommended pointing the masonry to 

ensure its survival. This was the first mention of a 

problem which was to be particularly thorny in the months 
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ahead. The masonry in question was all that remained of 

Nicolls's original building. The issue of its fitness had 

long been dormant. Le Marchant was about to revive it. 

Stotherd had a breathing space of a couple of weeks 

after Le Marchant's first sally. He had, it seemed, met and 

survived the attack - but this was true only insofar as he 

had answered general objections. Le Marchant proceeded to 

change his approach. On 10 October his military secretary 

sent Stotherd a list of questions directly concerning the 

Citadel, and, on the same day, the general sent a copy to 

12 Lord Panmure (the Secretary of State for War) in London. 

Why Le Marchant chose the Citadel as the focus of his 

complaints is not entirely clear. Certainly the lesser 

defences, after a couple of decades of neglect, must have 

been in worse shape. The most likely explanation is symbolic: 

the Citadel was the most prominent work in the general's 

command. Moreover, it had absorbed the greater part of the 

money spent by the Ordnance in Nova Scotia for a quarter of 

a century, and, should it prove faulty, would demonstrate 

that the old system had indeed been inefficient. 

Le Marchant's questions were specific. He wanted to 

know how long it would take to finish the work; how many 

guns could be mounted; whether or not the battery on top of 

the cavalier could be safely fired; the quantity of water 

available; the length of time needed to complete the glacis, 

and whether or not it would be better to complete it by 
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contract. He noted that the west curtain seemed, to his 

eyes at least, to be completely rotten; that the cavalier 

was in such a bad state that it was unsafe to fire its guns; 

that the redan salient was exposed because the escarp was 

too low, and that there were faults with the construction of 

the parapet and terreplein. He ended by requesting a 

history of the work. 

13 Stotherd replied on 22 November. Since most of Le 

Marchant's questions were ultimately incorporated into the 

still longer list which he presented to the commissioners in 

the following year, it is unnecessary to quote at length 

from Stotherd1s replies. The colonel wisely attempted no 

more than direct factual answers, even when the phrasing of 

the questions invited editorial comment or justification. 

He produced elaborate calculations to demonstrate that the 

use of contract labour in the work on the glacis would be 

more expensive than the use of soldiers. This apparently 

convinced Le Marchant, for the question was not raised 

again. 

Having carefully done his duty, Stotherd sent a copy of 

14 his correspondence with Le Marchant to General Burgoyne. 

The Inspector General was infuriated by Le Marchant's 

treatment of the colonel. 

I regret very much that His Excellency the 

Major General Commanding should have thought 

it necessary to adopt a tone of such censure 
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in the letter of the 10th October written by 

his direction to the CRE, which by the explan

ation given by the latter appears to have been 

15 quite uncalled for. 

Burgoyne realized the implications of Le Marchant's 

attack. Should the general's allegations be substantiated, 

the whole business would reflect badly on the Fortifications 

department, which was still extricating itself from the 

wreck of the Board of Ordnance. The last thing Burgoyne 

needed was a scandal. Even a minor one could do a great 

deal of damage. From December on, he directed his consid

erable ingenuity and influence toward defeating Le Marchant; 

but for the moment he could do nothing directly. Everything 

depended on the attitude of the Secretary of State for War. 

How seriously would Panmure take Le Marchant's allegations? 

The answer arrived on 28 December. Le Marchant's 

dispatches containing his correspondence with Stotherd, 

which had arrived in London in early December, had meandered 

around the War Office for a couple of weeks and had finally 

been sent to Burgoyne with a request for a report on the 

subject. This gave Burgoyne his chance. After 50-odd years 

in the army, he was a consummate expert in the game of 

bureaucratic politics. If Panmure wanted a report, how 

could he possibly fail to be satisfied with one prepared by 

an entire committee of experts empowered to examine the site 

at first hand? At one stroke Le Marchant would be prevented 
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from lodging more complaints and the whole business would be 

settled quickly. The idea was immediately proposed to 

16 

Panmure and was rapidly accepted. 

The composition of the proposed committee was a work of 

art; it presents a classic example of the manipulation of 

things in such a way that nothing can possibly go wrong. 

Burgoyne proposed that the commission be composed of the CRA 

and CRE in Nova Scotia, the CRE in Bermuda, a naval officer, 

and an officer appointed by Le Marchant. The importance of 

this selection lay in the fact that three of the five were 

Ordnance personnel and the fourth (the naval officer) could 

almost certainly be counted on to go along with the others. 

No matter what attitude Le Marchant's appointee adopted, his 

was only one voice in five. The scheme was plausible 

enough - the Ordnance officers were, after all, the only 

experts available - and had an air of impartiality. Le 

Marchant could hardly object to it. Burgoyne must have been 

well pleased with his handiwork. 

Whatever his faults, Le Marchant did have enough 

political acumen to give Burgoyne a run for his money. The 

committee was about the last thing he wanted. Word of it 

reached him in February, and in the two months remaining to 

him, he set about making as strong a case for himself as 

possible. He realized that his only chance of making any 

headway against a packed committee was to dig up something 

so scandalous that the committee members, being officers and 
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gentlemen, could not possibly ignore it. He also realized, 

from Stotherd's answers to his questions, that the majority 

of the points he had raised could be satisfactorily answered. 

The one area about which Stotherd had been relatively 

evasive was the state of the old ironstone escarps. Was 

there something scandalous to be found there? On 9 March he 

asked Stotherd for "the whole of the Contracts for the 

Citadel and their specifications" as well as for information 

17 on expendxture over the years. Stotherd - after telling 

18 Burgoyne about the request - promptly turned over the 

documents in question. Among them were the contracts for 

19 masonry let by Nicolls in 1829-30. These suggested that 

there was indeed something to be gained by raising the issue 

of the old masonry. 

To ensure that the examination of the masonry in 

question was thorough, Le Marchant requested that an inde

pendent expert, a Halifax building contractor named Forman, 

be permitted to conduct his own examination of the Citadel. 

20 Panmure agreed to the request. This may well have been a 

mistake on Le Marchant"s part, since it worsened his relation

ships with Stotherd and Burgoyne without gaining much of a 

tactical advantage. After all, there were no fewer than two 

engineers on the commission, and neither was likely to admit 

that a mere colonial contractor knew more about masonry than 

they did. But the move did ensure that an independent 

assessment of the work would be placed on record and sent to 
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London. It was a comment on the relative decline of the 

Fortifications department that an army officer could success

fully impose such a condition. Nevertheless, the odds were 

still in Burgoyne's favour as the committee began its 

21 deliberations on 24 March 1856. 

The five members of the committee were Stotherd, 

Lieutenant Colonel Williams (CRE, Bermuda), Lieutenant 

Colonel Dick (CRA, Halifax), Commander Shortland (Royal 

Navy) and Lieutenant Colonel Thomas Le Marchant, the major 

general's son. The committee was to answer a total of 59 

questions drawn up by General Le Marchant, and to give 

recommendations for repairs, alterations and future works. 

Of the 59 questions, 27 were general, 10 concerned armament, 

2 concerned provisions, and the remaining 20 all concerned 

the state of the masonry. The last were, of course, the most 

significant since they reviewed the whole matter of the work 

done by Colonel Nicolls at the outset of the building, and 

implicitly questioned the competence of Nicolls and his 

immediate successors. They also raised issues which the 

Ordnance department had not properly faced when it rectified 

Nicolls1s mistakes in the early 1830s. Specifically, they 

concerned the work done under contract and the legality of 

the contracts themselves. 22 

The other questions were easier to answer. The beauty 

of Burgoyne1s scheme had, in part, consisted of the fact 

that it left Le Marchant to draw up the questions which were 
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to be put to the committee members. Neither Le Marchant nor 

his son was a trained engineer. In consequence, they missed 

some extremely obvious defects in the plan of the Citadel. 

Occasionally they noticed symptoms of the defects, but 

because of their limited knowledge of the subject, their 

questions were not sufficiently specific to force any 

admissions from the engineers on the committee. 

The best example of this involved the questions con

cerning the exposure of the upper portions of the escarp in 

the redan and in the western face of the north front. Such 

exposures were, in fact, the result of the engineers' inability 

to form a proper glacis in these areas, and had Le Marchant 

realized this, he might have gotten a damaging admission 

from the committee members. As things stood, only the two 

engineers in the committee knew the truth, and they were not 

about to tell anyone. The exposure on the western side was 

explained away by pointing out that there was no place in 

the vicinity where an enemy could set up a battery and that 

the fort was well covered on the eastern front, both from 

the ships in the harbour and from the guns of Fort Charlotte. 

Similarly, the committee explained, the 8-inch gun at the 

redan salient could not command the glacis immediately below 

it because it was intended to cover the harbour. The 

committee did not feel obliged to point out that none of the 

guns could command the glacis below the redan salient because 

the slope was too steep. 
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The remaining general questions were even easier to 

answer, since almost none of them raised serious objections; 

some of them, in fact, were silly. The committee members 

were quite right to point out that at no time was the 

cavalier intended as a keep and that it was erroneous to 

consider it as one. Where Le Marchant did raise a legitimate 

question, it was reasonably dealt with. Certain small 

errors in construction were noted and alterations were 

advised but, on the whole, the committee passed off Le 

Marchant1s general questions without difficulty. 

The questions on artillery and provisions also raised 

no important issues; they merely served to get the answers 

on record. The masonry questions, on the other hand, 

occupied a great deal of time. To answer them, the committee 

was forced to call witnesses, collect legal opinions and 

open part of the old masonry to find out whether or not it 

was likely to remain standing. This took the better part of 

a month, and resurrected events which had been forgotten for 

2 6 years. In the end, Le Marchant succeeded in at least 

part of his ambition; the workings of the Ordnance depart

ment were examined by outsiders as they never had been 

before. 

Before this, no one had ever examined the Nicolls 

contracts. Were they not, asked Le Marchant, "loosely drawn 

up and ill defined?" In answering this, the committee 

called for opinions from three people, two Clerks of the 
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Works and Mr. Forman, the contractor appointed by Le Marchant 

to make an independent examination of the masonry. The 

committee posed three questions to Mr. Forman: 

1. May not the [three contracts]...be considered 

very loosely drawn up and ill defined? 

2. Would a practical and experienced person 

consider them sufficiently binding to ensure 

the work being properly executed? 

3. As a practical Man do you on reading 

the Specifications produced clearly under-

23 stand their meaning? 

Forman, in reply, noted that he "had found it necessary to 

be more explicit" in his own contracts and had some specific 

complaints about the wording, but, in general, was unable to 

come to any definite conclusion about them. Mr. Gordon, a 

24 Clerk of the Works, found no faults while Mr. Shiras, the 

second clerk, noted that one clause provided for super

intendance by the department: 

I consider this clause...to be sufficiently 

binding, and that by strict and due superintendence 

on the part of the Department, that it would secure 

the Works to be executed in Accordance with the 

meaning of the Specification, altho' the arrange

ments and provisions in its detail are very 

different to that which must be introduced at 

the present time. 
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Shiras's answer raised the whole question of how 

closely the works had been superintended. Fortunately 

Richard Creed, a former Clerk of the Works who had held the 

position during Nicolls's tenure, was still alive and still 

in Halifax, and the measurement book for the period had been 

located. The committee examined Creed as to its accuracy: 

3. [Q] Are the entries in the Measurement Book 

now produced, in your handwriting? -

3. [A] Yes. 

4. [Q] Was an Officer of the Royal Engineers 

always present at these Measurements? 

4. [A] There was; - he always took the dimensions 

down in a separate book which were compared with 

the entries in my measurement book. 

The committee did not see fit to submit the contracts for 

the opinion of a solicitor, and Le Marchant neither discovered 

the correspondence between Nicolls and the Solicitor General 

the correspondence between Nicolls and the Solicitor General 

27 

of Nova Scotia on the subject nor learned that the last 

set of contracts (1830) had been let without tenders. On 

the basis of the evidence presented, the committee was able 

to conclude only that "some of the clauses...might have been 

drawn up with greater precision and clarity," and that they 

were "sufficiently binding to ensure that the walls were 

built according to the specification." Thomas Le Marchant 

disagreed, but was forced to admit on the basis of Creed's 
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evidence that he thought the walls had been "actually built 

quite equal to the specifications." 

In the course of collecting evidence, the committee 

discovered a few odd facts about the methods of building 

employed by the department in the early days. William 

MacDowal, a master mason who had been employed on the works, 

testified that Nicolls had used masonry of lower quality 

than was required later as a means of saving money, and that 

the working season had usually gone on a month or so later 

than was needed for the new work to set before the onset of 

28 
the first frost. But no really embarrassing facts emerged 

from the examination of the witnesses. 

The story of the failures was, of course, well known, 

and Le Marchant made no attempt to exploit it. He was 

content to get it on record that £17,585 lis. 2d. (according 

to the committee's reckoning) had been spent on making the 

failures good. The committee also noted that "the new work 

is of superior dimensions and quality to the old." 

The critical question was whether or not the remaining 

contract masonry could be expected to stand. This, the 

committee established, included 

About 3/4 of the Escarp wall of the South face, 

East Front:- 3/4 of the South Front; - about 

1/8 of the flank of the South West Demi-Bastion; -

the whole of the West Curtain: - the flank of 

the N.W. Demi-Bastion and the two faces of the 
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North Ravelin: - also 140 feet of the Counter

scarp in front of the left Face of the N.W. Demi-

Bastion: -

To establish the condition of this work, the committee 

collected opinions and made openings in two places. They 

concluded that 

[these walls] are not in every respect well built; 

the facing stones are in various instances un

suitable in dimensions for Such walls. -

They are of a weak profile being inferior 

to that which Vauban prescribed, and are not in 

as satisfactory a state as the remaining Escarp 

Walls built by the Department; yet as they do 

not appear to have altered or bulged during the 

last 26 years...and being perfectly covered from 

the foot of the Glacis, and only 3 feet of them 

being visible from an eminence called Windmill 

Hill,...they could only be breached from the 

Counterscarp, from whence the difference of time 

to breach a good and a bad wall is a matter of 

only a few hours : - We therefore recommend that 

they should remain for the present, being of the 

opinion that with careful stopping and pointing 

...they are likely to stand for many years. -

An opening made in the Escarp of the West 

Curtain and another in the left Face of the 
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South West demi-Bastion shew that the backing 

and mortar are sound and good, the latter only, 

for about a foot inwards, having been destroyed 

by the action of frost, owing to the neglect of 

. . . 29 pointing. 

Thomas Le Marchant refused to endorse this judgement on the 

grounds that Mr. Forman had not yet made his independent ex

amination, and complained that the other members should have 

withheld their opinion until Forman had reported. His 

objections were noted, but the other members declined to 

withdraw their observations, and there, for a short time, 

the matter rested. 

The rest of Le Marchant's questions about the masonry 

were easily answered. The masonry work done by the depart

ment was, the members considered, sound, although there were 

slight bulges in parts of the interior retaining wall. As 

for the cavalier, the committee decided that it was sound 

and could easily withstand the shock of having its roof 

battery fired (although the members do not seem to have gone 

to the extent of firing the guns to find out for sure). 

The committee was concluding its deliberations when 

Forman's report arrived on 1 May. Forman disagreed with 

some of the committee's judgements, but not to any great 

extent. He considered the interior retaining walls to be in 

a more serious state than the committee admitted, and he 

took rather a dim view of the old masonry. 
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The rubble walls generally and especially the 

West curtain and South front are in bad 

condition; the water percolates through most 

of the joints; - they are pushed forwards and 

in many instances, the stones have been forced 

out of the walls. 

Finally, he noted that the longitudinal walls of the cavalier 

had "been lifted out of their original position and separated 

from the arching abutting across* the cross walls." 

Forman had also opened several of the rubble walls - he 

does not say which - and concluded that "the stones had not 

been skilfully arranged, the walls not built solid nor 

proper precautions taken to bind the work together," and 

concluded that "masonry in these walls cannot last for any 

length of time." 

The committee's response took the form of a brief 

rebuttal of most of Forman1s points. The tone of the reply 

implied that Forman, as a civilian, could not be expected to 

know what a work of fortification should look like. It was 

agreed that frost would eventually destroy the contract 

masonry, but the committee was of the opinion that nothing 

needed to be done about them "until more decided symptoms of 

failure exhibit themselves." As for the cavalier, 

the only lifting we have been able to discover 

is in two or three upper courses of a 4-1/2 

asphalted brick lining to the interior slope of 
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12 "Plan of Fort George or the Citadel...," 1856 (Plan 

01-1856-5-1). This plan was drawn to accompany 

the final report of the 1856 committee. (Public 

Archives of Canada.) 
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the top parapet, which lining the frost has 

fractured and rotted in various places. 

Similarly, the bulging in the interior retaining walls was 

due to minor failures in the recess arches which, the 

committee thought, could be repaired only by expensive 

alterations. 

Thomas Le Marchant, needless to say, disagreed with 

these conclusions. He did not share the other members' 

opinion that the interior masonry which had been examined 

was good, and he thought that the old contract walls should 

be taken down and rebuilt "as soon as the Citadel is in 

other respects perfect." He also noted that when the ground 

at the foot of the recess piers in the interior retaining 

wall of the south front was opened to examine the footings, 

"the hole filled with water nearly to the surface of the 

parade," from which he inferred reasonably enough, that the 

works were "standing in water." The other committee members 

pointed out that the ground was still saturated with water 

from melting snow. 

The committee's conclusions were numerous, but none was 

particularly critical of the Ordnance department. The 

comments on the state of the masonry (quoted above) were 

allowed to stand; Colonel Le Marchant's objections were 

noted separately. The committee recommended several things: 

the glacis should be completed quickly; the brick revetments 

in the ravelins should be removed; a couve-porte in front of 
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the gate should be constructed in order to facilitate 

sorties; 68-pounders should be substituted on the south 

salients; Addison's shot furnaces should be provided, and a 

few other minor items should be taken care of. The report 

was signed by all five members of the committee on 5 May. 

Stotherd dispatched a copy of the report to General 

31 Burgoyne on 7 May. The Inspector General must have been 

pleased with the results of his scheme. Although parts of 

the report could lead to questioning, if they were examined 

more closely, and though some of it shed rather an uncomp

limentary light on the work done by the department 25 years 

earlier, it was, on the whole, a vindication. It stopped 

further criticism and it effectively silenced La Marchant. 

He never risked another major encounter with Burgoyne during 

the remainder of his term at Halifax. 

One question remains for the modern historian: How much 

of the report was whitewash? Considered in isolation, it 

would be difficult to determine. But given the history of 

the work, given what we know about the building done under 

Nicolls's command, it would seem reasonable to believe 

Forman's assessment of the old contract-built walls; the 

engineers on the committee had managed to cover up the 

facts, at least partially. Fortunately there is enough 

evidence - sketchy as it sometimes is for the later period -

to reach a conclusion. The old walls stood far longer than 

even the most sanguine member of the 1856 committee had any 
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right to expect. Part of the south face of the southeast 

salient had to be externally buttressed at some point in the 

late 19th century, and ultimately had to be propped up with 

timber in the 1930s, but the rest of the walls stood and 

still stand. Until it was rebuilt in 1973-74, the west 

curtain remained more or less intact, looking, one suspects, 

only slightly more decrepit than it had a century earlier. 

(Now rebuilt, it probably looks better than it ever did.) 

In most respects, then, it would seem that the 1856 committee 

members acquitted themselves well; they salvaged the honour 

of the department without greatly sacrificing truth. 
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Of Mr. McCully's Cow and Other Matters 

I 

In October 1857, Colonel Stotherd drew up the last report of 

cumulative expenditure on the Citadel. It showed that 

£241,122 had already been granted toward the completion of 

the work and that another £1,000 had been requested for the 

following year (1858-59) for a grand total of £242,122. Of 

this, £237,521 had already been spent. The return is marked 

"Discontinued - not required by the I.G.F." - a sure sign 

that London considered the project completed. 

Stotherd endorsed this view when he reported a couple 

of months later that the entire Citadel "with the exception 

2 
of the glacis" was complete. The glacis, however, was 

still a major expense. Stotherd requested and got £1,000 

3 
toward its completion in the annual estimate for 1858-59 

and asked for a like sum in the annual estimate for 1859-

4 
60. The work proceeded at a leisurely pace. Apparently 

the glacis was built up section by section, with only one 

part of it under construction at any one time. Stotherd, 

therefore, felt secure enough to rent out the remainder of 

it for grazing, and a notice inviting tenders was issued in 
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5 
April 1858. The highest bidder was one Mr. Thomas Neville, 

who leased the glacis for the period from 9 May to 30 December 

1858 for the sum of £33 5s. Od.6 

Stotherd's slow and methodical way of proceeding suited 

everyone. All the Commanding Royal Engineers from Boteler 

on had realized that, because of the shape of the ground and 

the boundaries of the War department property, the construc

tion of the glacis would be difficult. In some areas, 

especially on the eastern front, it would be impossible to 

produce a shape which conformed exactly to that prescribed 

in the fortifications textbooks. Stotherd's approach to the 

problem was one of unobtrusive compromise. He would build 

the best glacis he could under the circumstances, and try 

both to keep expenses low and to prevent any hint of the 

difficulties involved from reaching his superiors. He 

reasoned, correctly, that no one had any desire to have old 

wounds reopened; the roots of the difficulty went all the 

way back to Nicolls's original designs 30 years ago. The 

lease of the glacis was probably only a way of announcing 

that business was proceeding as usual. 

It was at this juncture that Stotherd was recalled to 

England. His successor, Colonel Richard John Nelson, was in 

many ways the most singular Commanding Royal Engineer ever 

to serve in Halifax. He was a specimen of that peculiarly 

Victorian type - the insatiably curious amateur scientist. 

Humourless, righteous and pedantic, Nelson nonetheless had 
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some impressive achievements behind him when he came to 

Halifax. He was the author and illustrator of the defini

tive study of Bermudan geology. He had produced articles 

for the professional papers of the Royal Engineer corps on a 

variety of topics in military and civil engineering, and he 

had been one of the editors of The Aide-Memoire to the 

Military Sciences, the standard dictionary on the subject 

for all his fellow military engineers. His most recent 

publication had been a book on the study of German which he 

had given the curious title, Lockspeise or Inducement to the 

Study of German of the Last Serious Difficulty in the Way 

of a Beginner. 

Despite the apparent variety of his writings, most of 

Nelson's works fell into two classes; descriptive catalogues 

of physical phenomena and articles presenting systematic 

approaches to specific tasks or problems. In the second 

category, his articles on the composition of military 

8 9 

reports and on the duties of an engineer officer reflected 

his belief that there were correct and incorrect ways of 

doing things. This rigidity of opinion, coupled with his 

natural interest in the minutiae of engineering, made him 

potentially troublesome as a practicing military engineer. 

He had, after all, spent several decades studying the various 

aspects of permanent fortifications - had even advanced a 

system of his own. The Aide-Memoire, which he had helped 

to edit, laid down the requirements for a proper glacis for 
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a fortress. It was hardly possible that such a man could 

ignore the defects of his predecessors' work at Halifax. 

His appointment only served to stir up an old controversy at 

a time when all the principals devoutly hoped that the whole 

business of the Halifax Citadel was finally settled. Fortun

ately Nelson's narrowness of mind prevented the affair from 

being little more than a long series of exchanges between 

himself and his immedite superior, a farcical epilogue to a 

five-act bureaucratic comedy. 

II 

Nelson's first letter on the subject began on an optimistic 

note. "In the course of the financial year 1859-60 it is 

probable that the Citadel Glacis will assume its main form 

and final dimensions," he wrote General Burgoyne on 14 

December, and added that "it is equally probable that it 

will not be completed within that time." There were 

however, numerous problems, and the colonel requested in the 

same letter "authentic information on the greatest effective 

depression of guns on garrison carriages [emphasis his]." 

It appeared that there would be some problem with the steep

ness of the glacis slopes. They were "perhaps too steep for 

direct defence from their own guns" and it was 

indispensible [to]...know how high certain slopes 

be left or brought up to have them if possible 

under the direct fire of their own or, in 
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some cases, even flanking artillery: - and this 

last leads to an Engineer question which will 

be stated in another letter of this date. 

The second letter put the problem more directly and 

referred specifically to the eastern front of the Citadel. 

Nelson posed two questions: 

1. Is a Glacis to be so continued in one plane 

from crest to foot, even if it be top dead by so 

doing even to collateral fire? -

2. Is the Glacis to be left sufficiently raised 

to admit of its being defended by such guns as 

can see it; though by so doing a dead bank... 

12 be left. 

He then proceeded to supply his own answers: 

The only means I can devise...is shewn in yellow 

T131 generally on the plan accompanying, where the 

dead ground at the foot of the glacis and running 

along the West side of Top [Brunswick] Street 

is proposed to be flanked by a 4 gun Battery 

(Casemated or not) directed on and. seen into by the 

works in the rear, by which means the said dead 

portion will be flanked by 2 guns in each direction -

In other words, Nelson was proposing a major alteration to 

the accepted design of the eastern front by placing a battery 

in front of the ditch to cover the dead ground below the 

town clock. Realizing, perhaps, that it might be impolitic 
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to propose further alterations in an already much-altered 

design, Nelson concluded by stating that he had "avoided all 

allusion to details...pending decision on the question now 

submitted." 

The tone of these communiqués sounds false. The 

ostensible enquiry which prompted them - the maximum depression 

of the guns - was not the sort of thing an experienced 

engineer should have had to refer to London, and the suggestion 

of an alterattion, even under a separate cover, sounds much 

too convenient. Nelson, in all probability, had taken one 

look at Stotherd's arrangements, decided to alter them, and 

set about pushing Burgoyne into agreement. His methods must 

have been as transparent in 1858 as they are now - Burgoyne, 

after all, was an experienced politician - but then subtlety 

was never one of Nelson's salient features. 

As it happened, London had unwittingly provided Nelson 

with a second excuse to raise the issue of the glacis. On 2 

December, the Inspector General's office requested information 

on the item for £1,000 which Stotherd had included in the 

estimate for the following year. The text of the letter has 

not survived, but apparently it requested sections showing 

the progress of the glacis and information explaining the 

need for so much money. This providential coincidence of 

interest between London and Halifax (even if both sides were 

pulling in opposite directions) must have delighted Nelson. 

He promptly replied that he was unable "to give any detailed 
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account, until I shall be favoured with your decision as 

regards my letters nos. 970 & 976" (those concerning the 

14 depression of the artillery). 

The matter now rested in London's hands. Unfortunately 

there are no copies of the Inspector General's replies at 

present available in North America, and as a result the 

considerations behind the policy finally adopted are un

known. The policy itself, however, is plain enough. London 

procrastinated at first, as usual; Nelson requested a reply 

to his two letters twice (on 23 February and again on 21 

April). It was tactless of him to try to hurry a decision; 

the most tangible fruit of his labours was a reduction in 

the amount granted in the 1859-60 estimate from £1,000 to 

£500. On 24 June, Nelson complained that this would "hardly 

last out until the end of Sept." and asked for £250 to £300 
1 a 

more to enable him to work until the end of the season. 

This request was apparently denied. 

The next round opened in the fall of 1859 when Nelson 

again included an item for £1,000 for the glacis in the 
17 

annual estimate for 1860-61. This time, the Fortifications 

department deleted the item entirely. The estimate arrived 

back from London with the £1,000 struck out with red ink and 

a marginal note in the same colour which read: 

A definite project with full details and 

quantities for the completion of the Glacis 

should be submitted as until the exact further 
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expenditure is clearly shewn, the Secretary of 

State will be unable to take any vote on account 

of this work. 

London was employing the same tactics which had slowed up 

the work of Boteler, Peake, Jones and Calder, although in 

this instance the delay was more justifiable. The only new 

element in the process was the prominent role allotted to 

the General Officer Commanding in Nova Scotia. The structure 

of command of the post-Crimean army allowed London to 

relegate the controversy to the comparative obscurity of the 

colonial command, and after April 1860, it was largely 

conducted at that level. The other protagonist in the 

ensuing battle was Major General Charles Trollope (the 

novelist's cousin) who was well acquainted with Nelson's 

foolishness; by the spring of 1860, the two men had been 

conducting a comic vendetta over another aspect of the 

glacis for almost two years. 

Ill 

Nelson's skirmishing with Trollope stemmed from the colonel's 

concept of the management of an efficient military establish

ment. The conditions under which work on the glacis had to 

be carried on appalled him. Even in the 1850s, urban 

development had spread as far as North Park Street on the 

north side of the Citadel and South Park Street on the 

south. Since the Citadel was squarely in the centre of the 
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city, the local citizens were wont to treat it as their 

collective property. They took shortcuts across the slopes 

of the hill in getting from one part of town to another, 

took tourists to the crest of the glacis to get the best 

view of the city, picnicked there on holidays and (apparently) 

caroused there during the summer nights - all of which was 

bound to offend Nelson's sensibilities. Moreover, some of 

the citizens kept livestock on the common, and the animals 

were forever straying (Nelson claimed that they were pur

posely allowed to stray) onto the glacis, pawing up the turf 

and eating the grass. All this, so far as Nelson was 

concerned, was intolerable. Proper respect was not being 

shown for the War department's property. What was worse, 

the work being so carefully performed by the engineers was 

being undone by the wanton depredations of the populace. 

Soon after he arrived in Halifax, Nelson resolved to do 

something about it. 

His colleagues first learned of his intentions in the 

spring of 1859. The Deputy Commissary General had routinely 

called for tenders for the lease of War department lands in 

Halifax on 12 March. The land to be leased out included, of 

course, the Citadel glacis. When the tenders were opened on 

15 April, it was found that only one man had applied for the 

glacis, the same Mr. Thomas Neville who had rented the land 

19 the previous year. At this point, Colonel Nelson announced 

that he considered it inadvisable to lease the glacis at 
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all. He justified his position in a letter to Lieutenant 

20 
Colonel Fordyce. 

I beg to state for the information of the Major 

General Commanding, that my Predecessor [Stotherd] 

gave me no intimation that the Glacis was not to 

be let; - he merely charged me with forbidding 

Goats to graze on it, as peculiarly destructive 

animals. 

According to my own views of the case, the 

Glacis should not be let for grazing until two 

years after having been completely sown with 

A 2 1 

grass seed. 

In refusing Neville's tender, Nelson presented General 

Trollope with a fait accompli. Trollope allowed the incident 

to pass, but took it as a slight on his authority. As he 

observed to the Secretary of State for War, 

I think it would be desirable for me to know 

whether or not the CRE is to decide the question 

of not letting lands free from superior control 

as in the note is implied, or whether the General 

Officer is to direct such matters; for it appears 

to me that we are drifting out of the system 

heretobefore established. 

It would seem to me by the note, that the 

CRE assumes the right of veto, without reference 

to any superior power, whilst it is evident by 
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the written letters that the subject had not 

entered his mind until I directed his opinion to 

.. 22 
it. 

Nelson had, therefore, managed to offend Trollope even 

before the colonel opened his campaign against the citizens 

of Halifax. He had, moreover, picked the worst possible 

time to begin such a campaign. In the summer of 1858, the 

military removed fences and destroyed gardens on the west 

side of the common, claiming that they infringed on War 

department property. The city counterclaimed that the land 

in question belonged to the city corporation, and proceeded 

with litigation claiming £1,000 damages. In December 1858, 

Nelson was given power of attorney for the War department, 

and as a result was named as defendant in the city's suit. 

On 7 June 18 59, he was summoned to appear in court on the 

23 
following 1 October. Nelson, writing to Fordyce on 19 

24 July, alluded to the possibility of an "amicable" settlement, 

but one cannot accept his phrase at face value; at the same 

time as he wrote, he was devising ways and means of keeping 

the citizens off his beleaguered glacis. A few weeks later, 

he wrote again, suggesting specific measures which could be 

taken. The letter has not been located, but it would seem 

to have suggested fairly drastic measures to uphold the 

rights of the military. It brought a withering reply from 

Trollope. 

The Major General Commanding does not feel 
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disposed upon his own authority to meet the 

Citizens of Halifax with a Military array to 

prevent them from trespassing on the Glacis 

of the Citadel for the purpose of walking 

about, or obtaining a view of the Harbour 

25 and surrounding country. 

The remainder of the general's letter displayed commendable 

common sense. Trollope promised to forward Nelson's com

plaint to the Secretary of State for War and suggested a 

practical way in which cattle could be kept from trespassing. 

He gave it as his opinion that "the posts and ropes erected 

at the angles of the ditch were calculated to attract 

children and Idlers to the Crest of the Glacis" (Nelson 

annotated this: "Not so - but ordered to be immediately 

removed this day"). He promised support "in any measure 

indispensible to prevent specific damage" but was "unwilling 

to enter into any measures which may extend contested points 

with the citizens." 

Surprisingly, the Secretary of State for War, when 

informed of the problem, dispatched detailed suggestions for 

its alleviation. These were, if anything, even sillier than 

Nelson's. The secretary suggested the construction of 

formal walkways, letting the property (apparently on the 

theory that, if it were fenced for cattle, the populace 

would be kept off the glacis) and planting trees along the 

east side of the glacis. Trollope again defended the 
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27 existing situation. He noted that the slopes were too 

steep to allow walks to be built; that the CRE had prevented 

the leasing of the glacis; and that both the walks and the 

planting of trees would interfere with the fortifications. 

He hinted delicately that trees presented an additional 

problem: 

the Glacis is contiguous to an extensive locality 

styled "Barrack Street" or "Top Street", which 

contains numerous houses the special resort of 

Sailors from the Fleet, opposite to which a 

plantation of Trees would be anything but an 

advantage to the Inhabitants who might be 

shocked by scenes not now under their observation. 

Trollope was concerned that the adoption of the secretary's 

suggestions might weaken the War department's claims to 

control of its land, and concluded with an assessment of the 

situation between the town and the garrison on the subject: 

concessions to the Inhabitants...would not be 

adviseable in Halifax, where a very encroaching 

spirit exists on the part of the Corporation, who 

in my opinion would not be conciliated by it but 

on the contrary they would consider their rights 

over the principal work of the place had been 

admitted, whilst if the rights of the War Department 

in essential points be maintained no doubt exists 

in my mind that a good understanding will remain 

undisturbed. 
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Throughout the whole business, Trollope displayed a 

good deal of common sense which, unfortunately, was entirely 

lost on Nelson's literal mind. The colonel simply paid no 

attention to the general and continued to try to get his own 

way. Having failed to defeat Trollope by direct assault, he 

resorted to all the strategems available to an engineer 

launching a long siege. He sapped, mined, made surprise 

attacks and patiently waited. 

Nelson's next approach was through the War department's 

solicitor, Mr. J.W. Ritchie. Because of the court battle 

with the city, the two men had been in almost constant 

communication for a year, and in December Nelson formally 

requested an opinion on the subject of the glacis. The 

violent exaggeration in his letter is typical of the man. 

The Glacis is legally protected from trespass by the 

post and rail fence all arount [sic] it: but it 

affords no physical impediment to those who choose 

to get over it at any point. 

Such "physical impediments" as substantial 

palisading, high walls, etc. would be prejudicial 

to the Defence, and planting Sentries all round 

would be a heavy demand on the Garrison. -

If the present system of unrestricted 

trespass is permitted, where will it stop? 

Or how can it be stopped without legal pro-

28 
ceedings, or point of bayonet? 
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All this was for the benefit of the gallery; Nelson knew 

that the letter would ultimately be forwarded to London. 

The actual question he posed was whether or not access to 

the glacis could be granted to the citizens "under such 

restrictions that they can be excluded whenever the interest 

of the Service shall require it." 

It is at this point that one begins to have one's 

doubts about Nelson. It seems inconceivable that any 

educated man, especially one who had been through a year of 

litigation about trespass, could seriously have asked such a 

question. The answer, of course, was yes; the War depart

ment could refuse access to the glacis whenever it chose, 

29 and could prosecute anyone who failed to obey. Nelson 

must have known the answer before he wrote. Why, therefore, 

had he taken the trouble to ask? Was it another device for 

getting Trollope to reconsider the matter, and if so, for 

what purpose? Nelson was, by now, in the unenviable position 

of being at loggerheads with the citizens, Trollope and the 

War department all at once. If he went through the motions 

of besieging Trollope, it was to no purpose: he was himself 

under siege. 

Surprisingly, Nelson's letter to Trollope enclosing his 

correspondence with Ritchie was relatively restrained. The 

colonel blustered on for a few paragraphs, complained that 

Ritchie's reply threw "not one fresh ray of light on the 

subject" and concluded with a few comparatively sensible (if 
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complicated) suggestions. 

1. To exclude the public altogether from the 

finished portions [of the glacis] by means of 

a light hurdle fencing.... 

2. To put up notices that all found within 

those fences will be certainly prosecuted. 

3. To put up notices that the casual use of 

the unfinished portions of the Glacis until 

further warning will be fully permitted, but 

will be withdrawn as the work progresses. 

4. To legitimize at once the very convenient 

footpath leading across the N.E. of the Glacis 

...by wickets, to be closed annually with all 

30 thoroughfare granted on sufferance. 

Trollope concurred with the last suggestion. He 

recommended against the fences suggested in the first, since 

they would lead to "no other effect than to excite boys to 

climb and leap on them." He noted that, in his opinion, the 

citizens had done no real damage to the glacis and that the 

newly built portions could be easily protected, and recomm

ended that the glacis be leased immediately for sheep 

31 
pasture. With the last suggestion, Nelson strongly dis
agreed. 

The controversy now moved into its penultimate stage. 

The two aspects of it - the dispute with the Fortifications 

department about funds and alterations, and the dispute with 
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Trollope about the manner of protecting the glacis - converged. 

Since the annual estimate had to be approved by the General 

Officer Commanding, Trollope had known about Nelson's dispute 

with London since its beginning, but had held his tongue. 

He proceeded to intervene, whether because London prodded 

him to do so or because of his exasperation with Nelson's 

goings-on is not certain from the surviving correspondence. 

Trollope's intervention took the form of two questions, 

forwarded to Nelson by Colonel Fordyce. 

I am to inquire from you whether the form of the 

slopes of the Glacis of the Citadel contemplated 

and arranged by Colonel Stotherd has not been 

departed from by you, and if so, I am to require 

you will report...the authority or reasons under 

which you acted in any deviation you may have 

made. 

I am further to inquire...whether Colonel 

Stotherd did not cart a large amount of earth 

in 1858 to the West Slopes of the Glacis with 

a view to carry out his project, and whether 

you did not cause that earth so deposited to be 

carted to another part of the Glacis, viz. to the 

very part or thereabouts from which it had been 

32 originally procured. 

It was a brilliant stroke on Trollope's part. Nelson was 

finally obliged to defend his actions since his arrival in 



Halifax, first to Trollope and then (since the latter 

promptly forwarded the correspondence to London) to Burgoyne. 

Having lost the initiative, Nelson never quite regained it. 

Nelson's response to Fordyce's question was more than a 

little arrogant. Yes, of course he had altered Stotherd's 

plans; Nelson had "differed from him as to our common end -

i.e. the formation of the most effective glacis." In any 

case, "each CRE is responsible to the IGF - not to his 

predecessor." Yes, he had removed the earth, but he "did 

not know from whence it was taken" in the first place. As 

for his authority for his actions, he invoked "the dis

cretionary power and latitude indispensible to the execution 

of a large project." He trusted that his explanations would 

33 be sufficient. 

Unfortunately for Nelson, they were not. In the first 

place, he had not consulted Burgoyne about alterations in 

Stotherd's plans; he had merely indicated that some alter

ations might be desirable. In the second place, General 

Trollope had been perfectly correct in his recollections of 

the strange travels of the fill. In forwarding Nelson's 

explanations to London, Trollope indulged in a little sarcasm. 

I think it cannot be doubted that the public 

money has been wasted to a considerable amount 

in the labour and transport applied to cart an 

immense quantity of earth from a particular spot 

for a particular purpose in 1858, and to the 
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removal of it back again in 1859. 

I think it improbable, if not impossible, 

that Col. Stotherd and Col. Nelson, could both 

34 

have been right in the courses taken by them. 

For the rest, Trollope exercised restraint: but his letter 

was sufficient to rouse the Inspector General to action. 

Nelson was called upon, both to explain his actions and to 

provide detailed plans of the glacis. v 

Nelson complied in two letters dispatched in August 

1860. In the first he enclosed plans showing, among other 

things, the location of the earth he had moved in the summer 
35 of 1859. In the second he defended his actions. The 

second letter is, unfortunately, couched in terms of a plan 

which has not been located and is in consequence almost 

impossible to understand. But the basis of Nelson's self-

defence is clear enough. 

The whole question amounts to about this - Was 

the original work carried out? I do not know 

what the original design...was, nor do I believe 

that any such detail had been decided on: the 

ground was rough and I followed the course I found 

established [emphasis his] of bringing things into 

shape as best they might be. 

It ought to be noted that this argument is somewhat different 

from the one Nelson had advanced earlier in answering 

Trollope's two questions. It raised the whole question of 
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the original design of the glacis, and indeed whether one 

had existed at all (in all probability it had not) and it 

paved the way for a new project for its completion, to be 

included in the next annual estimate. This was what 

Nelson had wanted from the beginning, and it seemed for a 

few months that Trollope's intervention in the purely 

technical side of the problem would ultimately lead to the 

colonel's getting (at least partly) his own way. 

The new project was duly dispatched as an appendage to 

37 the Fortifications annual estimate for 1861-62. In it, 

Nelson estimated the expenditure for completing the glacis 

at £5,217, of which he proposed to ask for £980 in the 

coming year. Anyone intimately acquainted with the history 

of the Citadel could have predicted the outcome of such a 

suggestion, but Nelson seems to have been genuinely surprised 

when the Inspector General's office baulked at the additional 

expense. The Inspector General's letters to Nelson on the 

subject are not available, but Nelson's replies to them are 

long and detailed. "Your letter of November 16th...went 

into considerable detail of scrutiny," he wrote to Burgoyne 

on 8 January 1861, "as if evidently surprised at the esti-

3 8 
mated cost of completing the Citadel Glacis." He went on 

at length to defend his calculations, noting that they were 

based both on wide experience with such things and on his 

observations of the work done under his command since he had 

arrived in Halifax. He concluded, "I beg respectfully to 
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decline the responsibility of recommending you to undertake 

the work for less." In the matter of detailed calculations, 

Nelson was, in all probability, unassailable. After all it 

was one of his strongest points, and in tackling the technical 

aspects of the problem head-on, he at least displayed some 

of the common sense which had been so conspicuously absent 

in most of his earlier letters on the subject. 

Since Nelson could not be budged on the issue of costs, 

the Inspector General tried a different tack. Could not the 

problem of dead ground be solved by placing more guns on the 

ramparts? Nelson replied, 

I beg to remark...that [the new proposals] introduce 

new matter altogether, without producing any 

reduction in the cost of the Glacis. 

The greatest number of the suggestions as 

regards an increased armament... are practical and 

advisable; - a conjoint report by the Commanding 

Officer of Royal Artillery and myself will be 

39 

forwarded by the next marl. 

He went on to demonstrate that additional armament, by 

itself, could not resolve the problem of dead ground at 

various points on the glacis, and marvelled that such a 

glaringly obvious difficulty could have been so completely 

ignored in the original designs for the work. He stated 

again that he could not agree to anything less than what he 

had proposed in his estimate; anything else would be 
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inadequate for the fortress. He did make one surprising 

admission : 

All this [the new armament], however, as 

referring almost exclusively to the upper and 

therefore finished part of the Glacis in no 

wise reduced the expense of proper completion 

of all that remains below: neither the Commanding 

R.A. nor CRE, sir, can venture on the responsibility 

of recommending aught else than the reduction of 

the generally very rough ground all round to true 

surfaces, so that whether the guns can be 

depressed sufficiently or not, still there 

shall be no swells, no banks, no cover for 

riflemen. 

If Nelson had had any subtlety at all, one could see in this 

statement the possibility of a compromise. If the upper 

parts of the glacis were complete, would it not be possible 

to smooth the rest so that there would be no glaring errors, 

and leave the matter at that? Whether or not such was 

Nelson's intention, it seems very likely that this was the 

course which was ultimately adopted - a difficult contention 

to prove, since there is almost no documentation of the 

subject. 

This exchange marks the last major appearance of the 

glacis in the Citadel correspondence, and the £500 which was 

finally allowed for the glacis in the 1861-62 estimate was 



293 

the last major grant of money. A year later, Nelson's 

successor, Colonel Westmacott, was content to spend a mere 

40 £200 for maintenance, and in the estimate for 1863-64, 

41 only £400 was allotted for repairs. In the following 

42 

year, this sum dwindled to a trifling £50; thereafter it 

disappears from the estimates altogether. 

As for Nelson, his last year in Halifax was marked by 

the absence of serious controversy. He resigned on 25 July 
43 1861, probably because of ill-health. It is difficult to 

assess his contribution to the Citadel with any fairness. 

There is no doubt that, at bottom, he was justified in his 

complaints about the glacis and sound in his proposed 

solutions. Unfortunately, both his methods and his attitudes 

(especially toward the Halifax civilians) were entirely 

unsuited to his position. One emerges from his correspondence 

with the feeling that he may have been a little mad. Although 

he muted his complaints about trespassing after his noisy 

collision with Trollope, he apparently maintained his rigid 

convictions right to the end of his stay in Halifax. In one 

of his letters, to Mr. Ritchie, Nelson tried to get the 

solicitor to prosecute the owner of a cow he had caught 

trespassing on the glacis: "Mr. McCully's cow is an old 

offender;" he wrote, "She may be a good 'fencer': - I have 

seen a cow take the railing round the citadel at a clean 

44 bound; - cleverly." There is no record of Ritchie's 

reply. But then, what could he have said? 
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Epilogue 

I 

In the summer of 1860, a modest proposal for the rearmament 

of the Citadel and several other works in the Nova Scotia 

command was put forward by Colonel Nelson and Colonel Benn, 

the CRA. It was rejected by Major General Trollope, who 

maintained that the existing armament was perfectly sufficient 

2 
and that any alteration would be a waste of money. 

Not everyone would have agreed with him. That same 

summer the Citadel received its first distinguished visitor, 

Albert Edward, Prince of Wales. Among the people accompanying 

him was an English journalist who left this impression: 

I was told that [the Citadel] was a very strong 

place and, as a patriotic Englishman, I am willing 

to believe that all English Citadels must be strong 

places. It seemed to me, however, that as a rule 

the calibre of its ordnance was very much lighter 

than it should be to keep pace with the recent 

advances made in the use of heavy guns. It is 

curious to contrast how the Admiralty arm our 
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vessels of war with the heaviest ordnance (often 

too heavy for the men to handle), while in many 

of our forts and citadels the guns are, for the 

age, ridiculously light. This is all the more 

strange when we remember that a great weight of 

metal is often a serious drawback in a ship; it 

3 

can be none in a fortress. 

"The recent advances made in the use of heavy guns" - this 

was one instance of a civilian displaying more military 

acumen than a general. The whole technology of armament was 

indeed changing, and it would not be long before such develop

ments affected the future of the Citadel. 

II 

During the first half of the 19th century, before the 

Crimean War, British military technology made no noticeable 

advances. The Fortifications theory as taught to British 

engineering students had not changed appreciably since the 

early 18th century; young engineers were still learning 

Vauban's principles of construction. They were rarely 

taught to evaluate - or even to keep up with - European 

developments in design. The stagnation shows up most clearly 

in the publications of the Corps of Royal Engineers. The 

essays on military engineering in the Professional Papers 

tend to be of two sorts: systems of fortifications, usually 

dreamed up by junior officers, and discussions of new works 
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being built in Europe. The contrast between the two is 

striking. The systems of fortifications outlined in the 

Professional Papers are elaborate, cumbersome and completely 

impractical compared to the modern European ones which are 

discussed (usually uncritically and with no great military 

judgement) in the same pages. The new theory featured 

polygonal works with simplified traces and extensive sub

terranean casemating. But British engineers continued to 

work from the old principles and to decline to learn from 

the new, and in so doing, degenerated. 

Three factors were responsible for a change in this 

state of affairs. First, the disasters of the Crimean War 

had undermined the prestige of the British army; no longer 

was the threat of war much of a deterrent to European powers. 

Second, the advent of ironclads in the late 1850s made 

Britain more vulnerable to invasion, and as a result, forced 

the British to look for the first time since 1805 to the 

state of their permanent fortifications. (On 20 August 

1859, a royal commission was established to examine the 

defences of the United Kingdom. It reported in the following 

February, recommending the construction of an extensive 

4 
system of seaward defences at the major ports. ) Third, 

gunnery had been transformed. 

Guns had been getting heavier for some time. At the 

beginning of the 19th century, the heaviest gun in normal 

use was the long 32-pounder; by 1856, 68-pounders were 
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5 
common. By 1860, however, the impact of a qualitative 

change was beginning to make itself felt. The British had 

used rifled guns with satisfactory results at the siege of 

Sevastopol, and thereafter the techniques of rifling 

improved rapidly, with marked results for the defensibility 

of the Halifax Citadel. 

In 1860, the very year in which Trollope pronounced 

himself satisfied with the ordnance in his command, a new 

note was sounded in the pages of the Professional Papers. 

An essay entitled "Remarks on Fortification, with especial 

Reference to Rifled Weapons" by Captain Henry Whatley Tyler, 

RE, recorded the first attempt (in print, at any rate) by a 

7 
British engineer to come to terms with the new developments. 

Tyler was uncertain about the extent to which rifled weapons 

would affect the efficiency of fortifications, but of one 

thing he was certain: a change in design was inevitable. 

His own designs, contained in the article, were cleaner and 

simpler than most, although they were still too complicated 

to be really practical. His basic premise, that "systems of 

fortification" must give way to "principles of construction; 

and...systems of defence [emphasis his]" was prophetic. He 

had correctly divined the future of fortifications. 

The same volume of the Professional Papers also contained 

an article by Burgoyne's assistant, Major William Francis 

Drummond Jervois, an eminent engineer, concerning the defence 
Q 

of naval ports. Although he hardly mentioned rifled 
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ordnance, Jervois did refer several times to Tyler's article, 

and his proposed system of fortification resembled Tyler's. 

Jervois's detached forts, narrow ditches and casemated guns 

all were suited to resist rifled artillery. 

In the following year (1861) Burgoyne himself entered 

the discussion with an article in the Professional Papers on 

9 
the breaching power of rifled ordnance. Burgoyne's arguments 

were based on the results of a test conducted with rifled 

guns on an obsolete Martello tower. His conclusions were 

conservative. He admitted the superior range and accuracy 

of the new guns but doubted their usefulness except against 

"works that have always been considered avowedly defective," 

those which were "subject to being breached at all, at any 

influential parts, from a distance." He concluded that any 

well-protected work (that is, one with fully covered escarps) 

would suffer no more damage from rifled guns than from 

smoothbores. 

The drawings accompanying Burgoyne's article, however, 

must have been enough to give any engineer pause. They 

showed the Martello tower in successive stages of breaching. 

After only 40 rounds fired from a distance of more than 

1,000 yards, one side of the tower was virtually demolished. 

A second article in the same volume of the Professional 

Papers confirmed the evidence of the drawings and cast doubt 

on Burgoyne's conclusions. Lieutenant Colonel Archibald 

Ross, RE, had been present as an observer when the Prussian 
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army used rifled ordnance to destroy the obsolete fortress 

of Juliers in September 1860. Ross's article in the 

Professional Papers examined the results of the Prussian 

experiment. In one sense, his conclusions supported 

Burgoyne's : smoothbores, with their high initial velocity, 

were indeed more effective against fortifications at short 

range. On the other hand, rifled artillery succeeded in 

breaching an unseen escarp at a distance of 640 yards. A 

table accompanying the article made the point dramatically 

clear. Smoothbore artillery, firing at a wall from 500 

yards, needed 660,100 pounds of projectiles in order to 

effect a 100-foot breach. Rifled artillery, firing from 640 

yards, needed only 3,504 pounds to effect a 32-foot breach. 

Even allowing for the difference in walls - the first was 

stronger - the conclusion was inescapable. 

Ill 

After the debut of rifled ordnance, the Citadel and its 

armament had to be seen in a different light. The fortress 

was not designed or constructed to stand up to rifled 

artillery and was therefore incapable of fulfilling its 

original role as a landward defence. Because it had always 

had a secondary role, as a support to the harbour defences, 

it came to be regarded as an adjunct to the new, powerful 

work being built on Georges Island. Even the adaptation of 

the Citadel to its new function, by rebuilding the harbour 
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faces to provide crossfire with the island, was almost 

immaterial; the various plans for rebuilding were held up so 

the available money could be used for other works. The 

change in emphasis was, in fact, a tacit admission on the 

part of the engineers concerned that the Citadel was outdated. 

The British government was to spend even more money in 

the years to come on rearming, repairing and maintaining the 

fortress until 1907, when it was finally handed over to a 

bemused and uninterested government of Canada. Whatever the 

Royal Engineers might have thought of it, in the popular 

imagination the Citadel was the bulwark of Canada's Atlantic 

defences, the great fortress of Halifax, the very apogee of 

fortifications, rivalled only the the defences of Esquimalt 

on Vancouver Island. Colonel Nicolls had been right in a 

sense; his work was a monument to flag-waving. It was also 

a memorial for the Board of Ordnance. 

But in the 186 0s, it began to dawn on the engineers 

that flag-waving was the fortress's only raison d_ être. The 

Citadel had cost more than a quarter of a million pounds; it 

had taken 2 5 years and more to build, and had strained the 

abilities and intelligence (and, one suspects, the sanity) 

of a generation of engineers. Nevertheless, when armies 

discovered the military benefits of rifling and the whole 

world of armaments experienced the consequent revolution in 

gunnery, one fact emerged. In spite of the money and labour 

which went into its building, the Citadel was completely and 

permanently obsolete. 
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Appendix A: Ordnance Staff and Officers Commanding at Halifax 

The question of rank in the Ordnance is confused by the fact 

that senior Ordnance officers also held regular army rank, 

and by the fact that Ordnance ranks stop at Colonel Comman

dant. Very senior Ordnance officers (like Gother Mann or 

John Fox Burgoyne) are given their army ranks in this 

appendix; relatively junior officers (like Colonels Jones, 

Savage, Boteler and so forth) are given their Ordnance 

ranks. Carmichael Smyth, for example, was a lieutenant 

colonel in the Corps of Royal Engineers and a colonel in the 

army simultaneously. It should also be pointed out that 

each officer is given his rank at the date of his appoint

ment; Nelson was a lieutenant colonel when he was appointed 

CRE at Halifax and became a full colonel somewhat later. 

Army officers are, of course, given army ranks. 

Masters General of the Ordnance, London, 1819-55 

Arthur Wellesley, 1st Duke of Wellington 1819-27 

Henry Paget, 1st Marquis of Anglesea 1827-28 

William, 1st Viscount Beresford 1828-30 

Sir James Kempt 1830-34 
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Sir George Murray 1834-35 

Richard, 1st Baron Vivian 1835-41 

Richard, 1st Baron Vivian 1835-41 

Sir George Murray (2d term) 1841-46 

Lord Anglesea (2d term) 1846-52 

Henry, 1st Viscount Hardinge of Lahore 1852 

Fitzroy Somerset, 1st Baron Raglan 1852-55 

Secretary to the Board of Ordnance 

Richard Byham 1827-50 

Inspectors General of Fortifications, 1811-68 

Appointed 

Lieutenant General Gother Mann 23 July 1811 

Major General Sir Alexander Bryce 10 April 1830 

Major General Robert Pilkington 24 October 1830 

Major General Sir Frederick W. Mulcaster 16 July 1834 

Major General John Fox Burgoyne 17 July 1845 

In 1862, the office was changed to: 

Inspectors General of Engineers and Directors of Works 

Appointed 

General Sir John Fox Burgoyne 27 September 1862 

Major General Edward Frome 20 January 1868 
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Deputy Inspectors General of Fortifications 

Major General Sir Alexander Bryce 

(This office was abolished when Bryce 

became Inspector General on 10 April 1830.) 

Appointed 

2 December 1814 

Assistant Inspectors General of Fortifications, 1814-62 

Appointed 

Lieutenant Colonel Cornelius Mann 

(After 1830 there were two Assistant 

Inspectors General.) 

Lieutenant Colonel Edward Fanshawe 

Captain John Wells 

Lieutenant Colonel Alexander Brown 

Lieutenant Colonel Ralph Anderson 

Captain Henry Sandham 

Colonel George Harding 

Lieutenant Colonel John Walpole 

Captain Robert Laffan 

Major William F.D. Jervois 

Captain Edward Balfield 

Captain Douglas Galton 

1 November 1814 

30 April 1830 

30 April 1830 

4 August 1842 

I July 1844 

II March 1848 

1 October 1850 

5 February 1850 

30 May 1855 

8 April 1856 

November 18 56 

31 December 1859 
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(This office was abolished when Bryce 

became Inspector General on 10 April 1830.) 

Assistant Inspectors General of Fortifications, 1814-62 

Appointed 

Lieutenant Colonel Cornelius Mann 

(After 1830 there were two Assistant 

Inspectors General.) 

Lieutenant Colonel Edward Fanshawe 

Captain John Wells 

Lieutenant Colonel Alexander Brown 

Lieutenant Colonel Ralph Anderson 

Captain Henry Sandham 

Colonel George Harding 

Lieutenant Colonel John Walpole 

Captain Robert Laffan 

Major William F.D. Jervois 

Captain Edward Balfield 

Captain Douglas Galton 

1 November 1814 

30 April 1830 

30 April 1830 

4 August 1842 

I July 1844 

II March 1848 

1 October 1850 

5 February 1850 

30 May 1855 

8 April 1856 

November 1856 

31 December 1859 

In 1962, the office was superseded by that of: 

Deputy Director of Works (Fortifications) 

Appointed 

Lieutenant Colonel William F.D. Jervois 5 September 1962 
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In 1962, the office was superseded by that of: 

Deputy Director of Works (Fortifications) 

Lieutenant Colonel William F.D. Jervois 

Appointed 

5 September 1962 

Brigade Majors of the Corps of Royal Engineers, 1821-46 

Appointed 

Captain Charles Ellicombe 9 January 1821 

Captain Edward Matson 25 July 1842 

In 1846, the office was superseded by that of: 

Assistant Adjutants General 

Lieutenant Colonel Edward Matson 

Lieutenant Colonel Frederick A. Yorke 

Captain Edward Stanton 

Lieutenant Colonel Hussey F. Keane 

Colonel James F.M. Browne 

Appointed 

15 June 1946 

17 December 1855 

1 August 1858 

1 July 1861 

1 January 1866 

Deputy Adjutants General of the Corps of Royal Engineers, 1855-66 

Appointed 

Colonel Edward Matson 1 July 1855 

Lieutenant Colonel John W. Gordon 18 October 1856 

Lieutenant Colonel Frederick E. Chapman 1 September 1860 

Lieutenant Colonel Hussey F. Keane 1 January 1866 
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General Officers Commanding in Nova Scotia, 1855-73 

Major General Sir John Gaspard Le Marchant 1855-57 

Major General Charles Trollope 1857-61 

Major General Sir Charles Hastings Doyle 1861-73 

Commanding Royal Engineers in Nova Scotia, 1818-71 

Lieutenant Colonel James Robertson Arnold 1818-25 

Colonel Gustavus Nicolls (2d term) 1825-31 

Lieutenant Colonel Richard Boteler 1831-33 

Captain Loyalty Peake (acting) 1833 

Lieutenant Colonel Rice Jones 1833-42 

Lieutenant Colonel Patrick D. Calder 1842-48 

Lieutenant Colonel Henry John Savage 1848-54 

Lieutenant Colonel Richard John Stotherd 1854-58 

Lieutenant Colonel Richard John Nelson 1858-61 

Lieutenant Colonel Spencer Westmacott 1861-66 

Lieutenant Colonel Richard Burnaby 1866-71 
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Endnotes 

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

1 Canada. Public Archives (hereafter cited as PAC), 

MG12, W055, Vol. 862, pp. 5558, Arnold to Ellicombe, 16 

Nov. 1824. In bastion fortification a perpendicular is 

an imaginary line which bisects the exterior length 

(i.e. the distance from salient to salient) of a side. 

It is used as an aid for determining, among other 

things, the lengths of the flanks. The length of the 

perpendicular is expressed as a fraction of the overall 

length of the side; perpendiculars of between 1/6 and 

1/8 of the length are recommended in the textbooks. 

One of 1/12 was, therefore, a good deal shorter than 

the theoretical ideal. See, for example, John Muller, 

A Treatise Containing the Elementary Part of Fortification, 

Regular and Irregular. With Remarks on the Construction 

of the most Celebrated Authors (London: J. Nourse, 

1746) (hereafter cited as Muller, A Treatise Containing 

the Elementary Part of Fortification), pp. 24-30. 

2 For a more complete account of Straton's citadel, see 

Harry Piers, The Evolution of the Halifax Fortress; 

1749-1928, rev. ed. (Halifax: Public Archives of Nova 
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Scotia, 1847), and Raymond Baker, "The Early Citadels 

at Halifax, 1799-1818; A Preliminary Study," Manuscript 

on file, National Historic Parks and Sites Branch, 

Ottawa. 

3 National Historic Parks and Sites Branch files, Plans, 

Sections, etc. (hereafter cited as NHPS), plans 01-

1800-1-1, 03-1800-1-33 and 28-1800-1-2. 

4 PAC, MG12, W055, Vol. 862, pp. 555-8, Arnold to Ellicombe, 

16 Nov. 1824. 

5 All information in this paragraph on the early citadels 

is from H. Piers, op. cit., and R. Baker, op. cit. 

6 PAC, MG12, W055, Vol. 864, pp. 524-7, Carmichael Smyth 

to Mann, 20 Sept. (?) 1827. General Morse had been 

chief engineer in America in the mid-1780s. He later 

became the first Inspector General of Fortifications 

(1802-11). He was also Smyth's father-in-law. 

The Bureaucratic Process 

1 For a full account of this period, see Kenneth Bourne, 

Britain and the Balance of Power in British North 

America, 1815-1908 (Berkeley: Univ. of California 

Press, 1967), Ch. 1, passim. 

2 The Annual Register, or A View of the History, Politics 

and Literature for the Year (London: J. Dodsley, 1758-

19-) (hereafter cited as Annual Register), 1792, 1815. 

3 The actual figures for 1819 were: 
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Army £8,517,044 

Ordnance 1,407,807 

Navy 8,517,044 

In the following years, the figures for the army and 

navy continued to drop. The navy's revenue reached a 

low point of just over £4 million in 1836, and the 

army's stood at just over £6 million in the same year. 

The Ordnance figures remained remarkably constant at 

around £1.5 million. See ibid., 1819-36. 

4 K. Bourne, op. cit., p. 23. 

5 Richmond to Bathurst, 21 Aug. 1818, cited in John McKay 

Hitsman, Safeguarding Canada (Toronto: University of 

Toronto Press, 1968), pp. 117-8. 

6 Arthur Wellesley, 1st Duke of Wellington, Despatches, 

Correspondence, and Memoranda of Field Marshal Arthur, 

Duke of Wellington, K.G., edited by his son, the Duke 

of Wellington, K.G. (London: J. Murray, 1867-80) 

(hereafter cited as Wellington, Despatches), Vol. 1, 

p. 38, No. 16, Wellington to Bathurst, 13 Jan. 1819. 

7 K. Bourne, op. cit., p. 36. 

8 Ibid., pp. 36-7. 

9 Wellington, Despatches, Vol. 2, p. 444, No. 466, Draft 

of Instructions to Ordnance Commission in North America, 

11 April 1825. 

10 Ibid., Vol. 1, pp. 178-9, No. 92, Memorandum for the 

Earl of Liverpool recommending certain officers be made 

baronets, 1821. 
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11 Ibid. 

12 K. Bourne, op. cit., p. 38. 

13 PAC, RG8, II, Vol. 6, part 1 (and elsewhere), "Copy 

of a Report to His Grace the Duke of Wellington...Relative 

to His Majesty's North American Provinces by a Commission 

of which M. General Sir James Carmichael Smyth was 

President... 1825" (hereafter cited as Smyth Report); 

see also J.J. Talman, "A Secret Military Document, 1825," 

American Historical Review, Vol. 38 (1932-33), pp. 295-300; 

and K. Bourne, op. cit., p. 39. 

14 Wellington, Despatches, Vol. 2, p. 272, No. 499, Wellington 

to Bathurst, 6 Dec. 1825. 

15 Ibid., Vol. 3, p. 79, No. 514, Memorandum on the 

Parliamentary grants for the works of defence in British 

North America, 31 Jan. 1826. 

16 Ibid., p. 80, Sir Henry Hardinge (Clerk of the Ordnance), 

Memorandum on the works in North America, 17 Feb. 1828. 

17 Ibid., p. 373, No. 586, Wellington to Smyth, 10 Aug. 1826. 

18 Ibid., pp. 81-3, Lt. Col. Ellicombe, "Memorandum relative 

to the money required for works of defence and water 

communication in the Canadas," 1 March 1828. 

19 Ibid. 

20 Great Britain. Parliament. Parliamentary Debates, The 

Parliamentary Debates: Forming a Continuation of the Work 

Entitled "The Parliamentary History of England, from the 

Earliest Period to the Year 1803." (London: T. Hansard, 
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1828) (hereafter cited as Hansard), n.s., Vol. 16, cols. 

563-4, speech by Mr. Baring, 16 Feb. 1827. 

21 Ibid., speech by Sir Henry Hardinge in reply to Baring. 

22 Elizabeth Longford, Wellington: Pillar of State (London: 

Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1972), p. 144. 

2 3 Llewellyn Woodward, The Age of Reform, 1815-1870, 2d ed. 

(London: Oxford Univ. Press, 1962), p. 75. 

24 Wellington, Despatches, Vol. 3, p. 79, No. 54, "Memorandum 

on the Parliamentary Grants for the Works of Defence in 

British North America," 31 Jan. 1826. 

25 Great Britain. Parliament. Parliamentary Papers, 

Parliamentary Papers: Reports from Committees (London: 

H.M.S.O., 1828), Vol. 5, p. 403. 

26 See "The Bureaucratic Process," n. 3, above. 

27 Hansard, 3rd series, Vol. 22, p. 609, speech by Lord 

John Russell, 24 March 1834. 

28 Great Britain. Parliament. House of Commons. Journals, 

Journals of the House of Commons (London: H.M.S.O., 1828), 

Vol. 83, pp. 499-500, 690, 3 July 1828. 

29 Ibid., p. 514. 

30 Ibid. 

31 Hansard, n.s., Vol. 19, col. 1631, speech by Mr. Fitz

gerald, 7 July 1828. 

32 Ibid., col. 1630, speech by Mr. Maberly. 

33 Ibid., cols. 1631-2, Henry Lebouchere. 

34 Ibid., cols. 1635-7, Mr. Huskisson. 
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35 Ibid., col. 1635, Lord Howick. 

36 Ibid., cols. 1638-40, Robert Peel. 

37 Ibid., col. 1640, record of division. 

3 8 Charles Perry Stacey, Canada and the British Army, 184 6-

1871; A Study in the Practice of Responsible Government 

(London: Longmans, Green, 1936), p. 28. 

Colonel Nicolls's Citadel 

1 R.F. Edwards, comp. and éd., Roll of Officers of the 

Corps of Royal Engineers from 1660 to 1898. Compiled 

from the Ms. Rolls.of the late Captain T.W.J. Connolly, 

R.E. and brought up to date in the office of the R.E. 

Institute, Chatham (Chatham: Royal Engineers Institute, 

1898), p. 13. 

2 PAC, MG12, W055, Vol. 1558, part 5, "Observations on the 

Defence of Nova Scotia, 1827," p. 19. Ironically this 

was sent after Wellington had left the Ordnance. One 

wonders what Lord Anglesea thought about this flattery 

of his predecessor. 

3 Beresford was an ensign at Annapolis Royal between 1786 

and 1790. See The Royal Military Calendar, or Army Service 

and Commission Book. Containing the Services and Progress 

of Promotion of the Generals, Lieutenant-Generals, Major-

Generals, Colonels, Lieutenant-Colonels, and Majors of 

the Army, According to Seniority: With Details of the 

Principal Military Events of the Last Century, ed. John 
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p. 236. 

4 PAC, MG12, W055, Vol. 867, p. 319, Nicolls to Mann, 30 

March 1830. 

5 Wellington, Despatches, Vol. 2, pp. 436-46, No. 466, Draft 

of instructions to Ordnance commission in North America, 

11 April 1825. 

6 PAC, RG8, II, Vol. 6, part 1, Smyth Report, pp. 12 0-1. 

7 PAC, W055, Vol. 864, pp. 524-7, Smyth to Mann, 20 

Sept.(?) 1827. 

8 Sir James Carmichael Smyth, Precis of the Wars in Canada, 

from 1755 to the Treaty of Ghent in 1814. With Military 

and Political Reflections, ed. Sir James Carmichael 

(London: Tinsley Brothers, 1862), p. 216. 
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