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Abstract

The southeast salient was the most conspicuous and probably the most photo-
graphed section of the Halifax Citadel for over a century. This study will
trace the construction of this salient begun in 1830 and the additions made
to it since that time. Due to the construction of a Redan, first mooted in
1831, the completion of the southeast salient was delayed for over a dozen
years. By 1843, both the escarp and the retaining wall had been completed.

The casemates from the main entrance to sallyport 2 have been vital to
discipline in the Citadel. Six of the seven casemates were listed as de-
fensive casemates, the seventh C-0 being used for storage. The guard room
and lock-up room C-49 and C-50 were respec:tively from the 1840s. C-1, C-2,
C-3, and C-4 were also involved in various prison related activites. C-3
and C-4 were perhaps the most altered with the addition of new or wider
doors in this century and the closing in of the gunports in both casemates.

The rampart buildings and flagstaves on the southeast salient identify
it as the communication centre of the Halifax Defence Citadel. It also
served as a weather forecasting station and chronometer check for ships in
the harbour. The signal mast informed the city merchants which ships
were coming into the harbour. Thus the southeast salient served not only
the military but also the city and harbour. The few buildings constructed
initially were for the signal stores and small arms store. The Director of
Signals was in the Cavalier building. By the 1870's, however, the director
had his office on the southeast ramparts. Over the next five decades there
was a great deal of structural activities on the southeast salient including
a time ball building and a new signal building built ca. 1920. The left
face of the southeast salient collapsed, and the rubble of the escarp re-
mained in the ditch until the 1950s. By 1961, a decade after Parks Canada
had assumed responsibility for the Halifax Citadel, only the time ball

building remained on the ramparts. Two years later it was gone.
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Preface

The southeast salient took a decade to complete. Begun in 1830, it
was not finished until 1843 due to the addition of a Redan on the east
front. This report examines the construction of this salient and the
section up to the main entrance. It also traces the evolution of this
section of the Halifax Citadel to ca. 1950 in as far as the documents
allow. The restoration of this part of the Citadel will be undertaken
within the next year and this report should provide some guidance for
the restoration work.

The report has been divided into two parts. The first is a nar-
rative history of the southeast salient in order to place it in per-
spective as regards the rest of the Citadel. The second part is a
structural analysis of the southeast salient. This analysis will
first describe and make observations on various sections of the south-
east salient as it now stands. It will than trace the evolution of
each section in order to investigate what was built initially and how
its construction relates to what is there now. Within Part 2 are four
headings namely Walls, Casemates, Sallyport and Rampart Structures.
Each of these has been divided in two with sub-headings - observations
and evolution described above.

Both the Historical Research section and the Engineering section
of the Halifax Defence Complex have been of enormous assistance. I am
grateful for the time they took to explain and the patience they ex-
hibited while explaining. The many "maybes" are theirs and mine due

to the lack of documentation. The errors I will claim as my own.



Southeast Salient

Narrative
Viewed from almost any angle, one of the more conspicuous aspects of the
Halifax Citadel is the signal mast. A lithograph of the town of Halifax
done in 1832 and a later one in 1837l included three masts outlined on
the horizon with nothing else of especial note except the dark grey bulk
of the Citadel. The section of the fort in which these masts were
anchored was the south front and more specifically the southeast salient.
After Lieutenant Colonel Gustavus Nicolls completed the south end of the
fort in 1831, the masts were then positioned on the southeast salient. This
was not the first time the south end of the fortifications on the hill had
been so favoured. When the "temporary structure of earth and faseines"2
that preceded the present Citadel had been built, the south end of the roof
of the Cavalier barracks, which stood in the centre of the third Citadel
supported the first signalling or telegraph system.3 It was conceived and
erected by Edward, Duke of Kent in the late eighteenth century. The south
end was a favoured signalling area as it was plainly visible'by both the
city of Halifax and any ships entering or anchored in the harbour. Thus
the construction of the southeast salient generally was related to its position
relative to the town and the harbour. This led to differences and alter-
ations in the southeast salient of the present Citadel when it is compared
to the evolution of other parts of the fort. This report will address itself
to an account of the construction of the southeast salient of the Citadel and
the later physical changes which it underwent.

Prior to the fourth and present fort on Citadel Hill, there were three
earlier fortifications, each built according to the contingencies of the
time and therefore of a £emporary nature. The final Fort George was to be,
in the words of the engineer Nicolls, ". . .of a permanent nature."4 The

immediate problem was the shape of the hill. Preceding forts had sprawled



over its crest. The plan for a fortress most similar to the present work
was that of Arnold, presented in 1824.5 It was Nicolls' 1825 plan, however,
that became the permanent fort, which in the end was more to "show the flag"
than to "bare the sword."

The original plan of 1825 contained the essential form that the Citadel
would take and was drawn more to conform with the terrain (which had always
been a problem for the engineers) than according to any regular system of
fortifications.6 The southeast salient would change very little from the
original plan. Only the addition of the redan to the eastern front in the
1830's would alter in some respects the left face of this salient angle.
But this was to come, as the whole fortress underwent three decades of
alterations before it was judged complete.

It would be useful here to look at the southeast salient as Nicolls
conceived it in his plan. The subsequent changes to plans and construction
are then better understood.

Beginning at the re-entrant angle on the south front,7 more specifically
at sallyport 2, the outer wall of ironstone escarp extended 190 feet in an
easterly direction. Within this wall, 100 feet from the sallyport, Nicolls
inserted two defensive casemates to provide flanking fire into the ditch
on the left face of the south ravelin. The escarp wall then formed an
acute angle and extended 190 feet in a northerly direction. This aspect of
Nicolls' plan for this section of the fort was not drastically changed and
was included in the eventual construction of the southeast salient. The
left face of it was flanked in the first plan by a 60-foot flank wall added
to the left face. Two defence casemates in this flank wall would provide
flanking fire for the east curtain when required. The east curtain
extended to meet a similar construction, the northeast demi-bastion. Within
the east curtain were two pairs of defensive casemates to flank the ditches
of the east ravelin. Due to the terrain the north and south fronts were
considered short so as "not to admit of regular flanks."8 Thus the plans
did not outline full bastions with curtain walls on the north and south
sides. This in effect left these two fronts in an exposed position if the

enemy penetrated to the ditch. To overcome this deficiency Nicolls included



casemates of reverse fire in the counterscarp. In the case of the southeast
demi-bastion, this fire would cover both the left and right faces. Access
to the reverse fire casemates was by way of a sallyport on the left face of
the demi-bastion. An additional defensive measure was the inclusion of

mine galleries around the outer perimeter of the counterscarp. Provision
was made for mines in the counterscarp opposite the southeast demi-bastion.

It should be noted at this point that these countermines were never built
for the southeast demi-bastion. The south front was the least likely to be
attacked due to its location. It could be supported by the powerful batteries
on George's Island or British ships in the harbour.9 It was also due to its
proximity to the harbour that it was singled out as the centre of communica-
tions for the forts around the harbour.

Nicolls' plan was accepted with little change, in 1828.10 By 1829
construction had begun on the west front,ll the face farthest from the city
with the intention of building towards the city and ultimately building the
east curtain to fully enclose the fortress.

Both 1829 and 1830 were active building seasons and by October of 1830
much of the west front had been completed in addition to the southwest and
northwest demi-bastions. With half of the escarps completed, Nicolls could
now visualize what the interior would be like. It was obvious from the
beginning that Fort George would be compact, but now with the walls up on the
west, Nicolls no doubt felt that cramped would be a better word. Some
changes would have to be made and the eastern front was the obvious place to
make them. It would appear that Nicolls shifted the contractors to the north
and west to rebuild the front in order not to commit himself completely to
his original plan.12 Perhaps he already had a redan in mind, an innovation
which he did not suggest until 1831.

The second major decision regarding the Citadel escarps was made under
more dramatic circumstances. In December 1830 two walls on the west front
collapsed. Both climate and inferior construction were blamed. Conse-
quently Nicolls was forced to alter his initial plan for Fort George and

to further reinforce the walls against obvious deterioration by the elements.



Escarp walls were to be thickened, more cement used on the front of the
walls and pointing, a more judicious use of counterforts, and a larger
size of stone.13 Observing such precautions, Nicolls felt sure that the
work to be done in 1831 was unlikely to meet ". . . with similar
misfortunes to that of 1829."14 With these precautions in mind, Nicolls
proposed to proceed with the parts of the escarp mentioned in the estimate
for 1831 and this estimate included the remainder of the right front face
of the southeast demi-bastion and the whole of the left face of the same
demi-bastion.

It is not precisely clear when construction began on the southeast demi-
bastion. It would appear that some of it had been built during the 1830
building season and the remainder was completed in 1831 and 1832. The delay
in its completion was caused by the change in building strategy in 1831
and the change from an eastern curtain and ravelin tO a redan. By the
fall of 1831 the southeasf demi-bastion had been completed up to its
eastern flank. ©Nicolls had departed but his final major innovation - a
redan on the eastern front had been approved. The southeast demi-bastion
had become a salient. Let us look briefly at the southeast salient as it
stood in late 1831 to fully appreciate to what extent it differed from the
original plans.

John Metzler of Halifax had in 1830 and 1831 built the two faces of
what became the southeast salient in ironstone. The right face of the
southeast salient had been built in 1830 and it was simply a continuation
of Metzler's work on the left face of the southwest demi-bastion. There
was a significant difference, however. Although both walls were twenty-five
feet high and topped with four inch coping, the 1830 walls (and this
included the northwest demi-bastion) were wider from base to coping. The
base three feet below ground had been increased from seven feet eight inches
to eight feet and at the top (beginning twenty feet above ground level) from
four feet to five feet two inches. The counterforts were five feet by four
feet.15 With the collapse of the two wall sections mentioned above, Nicolls
took further precautions. Although the base remained the same, the top was
increased from five feet two inches to six feet. The counterforts were kept

at the same measurement, five feet by four feet, reaching twenty feet above



ground level. On the left face of the southeast salient only 200 feet of tte
wall from the salient angle was built. Due to the considerations being given to
a redan for the east front, this section of the wall did not include anv inter-
ior structures. The sallyport in Nicolls initial plan had been omitted and the
defence casemates originally planned for the left flank had not been
commenced.

The plans for the right face were not so uncertain and the two planned
defence casemates, C3 and C4, were completed in 1831. Nicolls had intended
to build sixteen casemates in all and these would be mainly for storage and
the defence of the ditch. C3 and C4 were to complement C51 and C52 in the
defence of the south ravelin. These defence casemates will be analyzed in
more detail in Part II of this report.

As the building season of 1831 passed, the walls of Fort George had all
but been completed, with one notable exception. The eastern front had not
yet been decided upon. Both the southeast and northeast salients were
being constructed to a predetermined point as Nicolls had not committed
himself to the shape that the eastern front would take. By the summer of 1831,
Nicolls was preparing to leave his uncompleted structure for Quebec. On
September 5, 1831 he dispatched his solution for the eastern front to London.
The proposed ravelin was to be abandoned and replaced by a redan. Nicolls
felt that a redan would provide what his two-ended arrow shape could not.

One of his prime motives was to augment the interior space of the fortress,l6
which was obviously becoming cramped as the escarps were completed. This
innovation would improve external fire and would not cost any more than the
former plan of an east curtain and a ravelin. The eastern front now to be
covered by a redan would be the last built as the interior had still to be
excavated and the cavaliers built. Nicolls had stated his preferences, and
this proposal, together with the legacy of improvised construction he had
left, effectively delayed the completion of the escarp of the Citadel for
almost a decade. After a number of revisions the redan was provided for in

the 1836 estimates and built between 1839-43 by Lieutenant Colonel Rice Jones.



Nicolls' successor was Lieutenant Colonel Richard Boteler. He found more
immediate matters to worry about than the redan. Within a year he had
submitted three estimates which reassessed what had been done and what Was
left to do. . Three items in these estimates were of some relevance to

the southeast salient. The redan was to be retained. The south and east
front counterscarps were to be built without mine galleries and the iron=
stone wall facings were to be replaced with granite. The second item reflects
the widespread belief that the south front and the north front were the least
likely to be attacked. The final item provided a better quality building
stone, which had the advantage of being available in Nova Scotia.

The proposed redan had one major obstacle to overcome before it could be
begun - the terrain. As planned the redan would be built on ground that fell
away rapidly to the east and therefore lay below the plane of the rest of the
work. As considerable fill was necessary to form the glacis, the foundations
of the walls on the eastern side would have to be deeper than the rest by an
average extra depth of over ten feet.l7 This factor entailed almost £1,000
additional expense on the escarp alone and in the seven estimates that were
made by Lieutenant Colonel Boteler and Captain Loyalty Peake in 1833, the
redan made up over ten percent of the cost of each of the seven. In 1834 the
work still lagged with the Inspector General of Fortifications noting

. . . all that remains to be determined is [the] mode of closing the
Eastern Front, originally proposed by Nicolls 5 September 1831 . . . ."18

By 1836 provision was made for an escarp on the east front and the estimate
for 1838 included masonry 490 feet in length, five feet in mean breadth and
thirty feet six inches mean height. By 1843 the redan had been completed and
joined with the two salients on the east front. The Citadel, at least from
outward appearances, was ready to "show the flag."

The building of the redan had its effect on the structure of the
southeast salient in the 1830s. Therefore a brief examination should be made
of this structure. There were two major difficulties where the redan joined
the salient - how to complete the re-entrant angle where once a flank had

been planned and how the well on the east front was to be included in the

work.



The second difficulty was relatively simple. In Nicolls' original plan
the well lay between the original east curtain and the ravelin on the east
front. The redan as planned would simply include the well within the
enclosure so that it was situated behind the escarp wall. In Nicolls'
plan, the well lay thirty-five feet from the nearest point on the east
curtain and thirty-eight feet from the nearest point on the counterscarp.l
Lieutenant Colonel Boteler's plan of April 183220 enclosed it within the
redan area but not inside the redan structure. This was to change, however,
because, due to the problems and expenses involved with the glacis on the
eastern front and the height of the proposed redan, the redan was shortened.
This brought the well within casemate 49 when the redan was finally completed
in 1843. This well carried an estimated 11,000 gallons of water and measured
fifty-four feet deep and seven feet in diameter. It was floored over when
the guard room, C49 was finished because the Citadel had very little need of
that water source.

Casemate 50 which adjoins C49 was to be used, according to the original
plans, as a guard room with cells. Lieutenant Colonel Rice Jones in 1835
played with the idea of utilizing it as a casemate for an engine,22 put by
the 1838 estimates he had revised his thinking and casemate 50 went back to
being planned as a lock-up. This was to complement the guard room in C49, a
role which it was to retain for much of the Citadel's active period. Cells
were not added to C50 until about 1856.

Lieutenant Colonel Rice Jones guided the construction of the Citadel
through the important re-evaluation period from 1833-42. The Fortifica-
tions Department was prepared for an excess over the original estimate but
Rice Jones had to justify it scrupulously to the IGF and to the rather
harping criticisms of Nicolls. Greenough in his study details the
Nicolls-Jones correspondence of 1835—36,23 their disagreements over the
caponiers, redan escarp and casemated accommodation, but all that interests
the writer is how the exchange pertains to the southeast salient. It is
noteworthy that the eventual completion of the eastern front incurred much
of the additional expense that was in the estimates. Rice Jones noted in
his letter of 16 December 1835 that the great difference between the original

plan and his was the inclusion of the two sallyports and the two
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casemates on the eastern front and the extra depths of foundations for

the redan.24 Nicolls writing in 13 January 1836, cannot understand why
additional expense should be requested for a casemated guard room.25 He

was also irked by the extra expense of the sallyports. Presumably he was
referring to the two proposed by Rice Jones, which were to be built on the
eastern front flanking the redan, in place of his one. 1In answer to the
former point, Rice Jones replied that his expense was not additional for it
was the amount formerly allocated for the guard house proposed by Nicolls for
the eastern ravelin. As to the latter point, Rice Jones believed two sally-
ports to be essential to maintaining communication with the counterscarp
gallery. Jones' proposals prevailed and by 1840 the construction of the
casemates of defence, C49 and C50, had begun.26

Due to the addition of a redan on the east front, the casemates on the
reentrant angles of the redan, namely CO and C33 were not begun until after
the redan was completed in 1843. The estimates for 1844-45 provided for
casemating these two re-entrant angles of the redan as coal stores, for a
total cost of £279.5.8 1/8. This item was brought forward in the estimates
for 1845-6 and presumably was constructed in 1846 for it did not appear in
the estimates for 1846-7. By 1849 what had been a pie-shaped space on Calder's
plan of 1844 had been divided,28 and what is now casemate O, with an entrance
nineteen feet south of the point of the re-entrant angle was available for use.
Due to the reduction of the number of supply casemates that Lieutenant
Colonel Savage enforced in 1848, the intended coal store was being used as a
provost prisoners' hard labour room in 1854. For much of its existence it
has served as a store for either cartridges or oil.

Of the twenty-eight new casemates that Rice Jones had estimated for in
1836, two were to be built on the southeast salient to flank the ditch on the
right face of the redan - presently Cl and C2. These two casemates had not
been provided for in the original 1825 estimates as the defence of the
east curtain was to be left to the artillery on the ramparts. The two
casemates of defence were included for the first time when the plan for the
redan was finalized.29 Between 1836 and 1842 these two casemates were

completed - built at right angles to the left face of the southeast salient



with loop holes and gun ports angled so as to view the ditch along the right
face of the redan. Lieutenant Colonel Calder, in his estimates of 1843,
planned to build additional casemates in all available space under the
ramparts. He made no mention of Cl and C2 as, presumably they had been
completed. Although initially built as a gun room, Cl was used as a military
prison and chapel and it was not until the 1850s that a . 24 pounder was
mounted. These remained in place until c. 1880.30 C2 also served as a gun
room for the same period. By the turn of the century both had become
storage rooms and thus they remained until 1950.

The estimates for 1831 had included sixteen defence casemates. With
the completion of the southeast salient, it is probable that casemates 3 and
4 were completed by the fall of 1832.31 Details of their construction are
scanty, but it does reflect the evolution of thought from the original
Nicolls' plan concerning the defence casemates.32 Initially all casemates
were angled so as to lie along a line that looked directly down the ditch.
None of these angled casemates were ever built. The first innovation came
on the south and north fronts when the casemates in both the southwest and
northwest demi-bastions were built. Three sevenths of each of these case-
mates were slanted towards the ditch and the remainder (to the entrance) was
constructed at right angles to the face of the demi-bastion-33 The defence
casemates on the northeast and southeast salients, C22 -C23 and C3 - C4 res-
pectively, present yet another alteration. Here the casemates were built
squarely under the ramparts perpendicular to the escarp wall. The gunports
and loopholes were angled towards the ditch which they were meant to flank.34
Whether this was done to avoid congestion at the interior salient angle or
a structural innovation is not known. Perhaps Nicolls suspected that more
casemates would be added and the angled defensive casemates of his original
plan would be awkward to build around. There is no explanation given in the
documents to explain the positioning of either C3 - C4 or C49 - C50.
Although both C3 and C4 were completed as gun rooms in 1831, by 1845 the

guns had been removed and replaced with guard beds. C3 became the guard room

; 4 ; . . 3
with a connecting door leading to C4 which was the strong room for convicts.
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Presumably they reverted to gun rooms in the late 1850s when the other
defence casemates were being armed and are shown as such in 1874.36 As
with Cl and C2, C3 and C4 ceased being defence casemates in the 1880s and
during the twentieth century were used for a variety of purposes.

By 1848 the casemates were basically completed. Problems had already
manifested themselves - water problems.37 Lieutenant Colonel Calder had
been asked to carry out an experiment using tile and flag stone in order to
learn how best to stop the leakage into the casemates, which had occurred
as early as 1842.38 Calder noted that none of the casemates which he had
constructed were wet and this included casemate 0. He explained that this
was due to the fact that he had hipped the dos d'anes at each end and counter
flagged the resulting slope. He believed that similar action could be taken
on the end walls of the redan. His proposals were not considered, however.
Instead London countered with a proposal of its own. London suggested that
asphalt and brick should be used, having obviously missed the point as to
where the leaks were occurring. Calder was transferred before he could
become involved in the asphalting experiment and his successor Savage arrived
in 1848 to face staunching problems for the next half dozen years. Coincidental
with his arrival was a second related problem - that of troop accommodation.
All he had to offer them were leaky casemates.

In November 1848 a complete inspection was made of all the Citadel
casemates by Captain Burmester and the Clerk of the Works, Richard Hawken.
Burmester's report found that over half - 30 - of the rampart casemates were
wet and this included C3 and C4, which were both declared unfit for troops.
Casemate 2 was noted as damp at one end, but fit for troops, while C49, C50,
and Cl were found to be completely dry and fit for troops.39 All six
casemates exhibit a different construction pattern. The four "fit" ones
were flagged but only Cl and C2 were hipped as well. The two unfit casemates,
C3 and C4, were tiled and dry flagged but not hipped, and obviously these
two had to be changed before they could accommodate troops.

Casemates 49 and 50 had problems other than leakage from the arches. The
estimates for 1849-49 make provision for repairs to the leakage around the

windows and doors of the guard room in the redan and east front.






