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FOREWORD

This report has been prepared to provide the Service with the
Administrative and Historical Data Sections for the Fort on Ship Island
{Fort Massachusetts) Historic Structure Report. Raw data was ferreted
out in Fiscal Year 1974 and made available to Architectural Historians
John Garner and Fred Gjessing for evaluation and wuse in the

Architectural Data Section of the Historic Structure Report.

Documentary data from which this report was prepared is found
principally in Record Groups 77, 92, 156, and 393 at the National
Archives, and Record. Group 77 at the East Point, Georgia, Records
Center. On a field trip to Mississippi, the James Stevens Collection and
manuscripts al the Mississippi Department of Archives and History were
examined. These documents were cuiled to provide a structural history
of the fort which will be of use to management and interpretérs, as well

as architects.

Many persons have assisted in preparation of this report. . At the
Mississippi Unit, Gulf Islands National Seashore, Assistant Superintendent
Noel J. Pachta and key members of his staff (William V. Westpha! and
Mike Brown) supported and encouraged our work. Besides providing
transportation to the island, they cheerfully and promptly responded to
our numerous guestions. Park Chief of Interpretation Mary Jones, in
cooperation with Regional and Denver Service Center programmers,
secured funds for preparation of this report. Long-time friend and
assocjate "Mr. History of the Gulf Coast," Jim Stevens, and his lovely
and gracious wife-~went out of their way to make our field trip to
Harrison County profitable and enjoyable. Mr. Stevens permitted
unlimited access to his incomparable and well organized library on local
history.

Friends and associates at the National Archives: Dale Floyd, Mike
Musick, John Matias, and Richard Cox of the Otd Military Branch and



Raymond Cotton and Mike Stanchie of the Center for Cartographic
Architectural Archives diligently searched the stacks in response to our
seemingly never ending requests and copied hundreds of documents and
plans. At the East Point, Georgia, Record Center S.A. Rayden
graciously handled my requests, a number of which were made by
telephone.

Architectural Historians John Garner and Henry Judd formerly of the
National Park Service toured the fort, read the fabric, and made valuable
suggestions as to what, in the way of documents, was required to
facilitate their mission. By sharing their vast knowledge of the builders'
arts, they enabled us to understand better and explain details of the
fort's structural history, especially these on which the documents were

vague or silent.

As always, in researching and preparing a study of a United States
fort built under supervision of the Corps of Engineers, a debt is owed
Dr. E. Raymond Lewis of Washington, D.C., author of that outstanding
introduction to the subject, Seacoast Fortifications of the United States,

for sharing his encyclopedic knowledge of the subject.

Collegues and associates--former Assistant Superintendent Noel
Pachta of Gulf Islands National Seashore, Drs. Harry Pfanz and Harry
Butowsky of the Washington Office's Cultural Resources Management; Jim
Stevens, President of the Mississippi Historical Society; and John Garner,
former Chief, Cultural Preservation Branch, Southeast Region, and
Regional Historian Lenard Brown, Southeast Region--read the manuscript
in draft and made valuable suggestions, saving us from future
embarassments. Last, but by no means least, Darlene K. Geist,
Alaska/Pacific  Northwest/Western Team and Beverly A. Ritchey,
Mid-Atlantic/North Atlantic Team, had the most challenging task of
all--converting our scraw! into a typed manuscript.

Edwin C. Bearss
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ADMINISTRATIVE DATA
A. Name and Number of Structure

Fort Massachusetts (Fort on Ship Island), structure M-1,
Mississippi  Unit, Gulf Islands National Seashore, Harrison County,
Mississippi. Fort Massachusetts is classified as a structure of Tst Order
of Significance.

B. Proposed Use of Structure

The masonry Third System fort, essentially completed in the
years 1859-66, was the object of a major stabilization and preservation
project in 1975-76. The fort is used to interpret the construction,
occupation, and defense of a Third System masonry fort. A secondary
theme is the use of the, partially completed fort for military purposes by
first Confederate and then Union forces during the Civil War.

C. Justification for Such Use as Shown in the Master Plan
Public Law 91-660, enacted January 8§, 1971, establishing Gulf
Islands National Seashore, provides that "Fort Massachusetts in

Mississippi” shall be administered "so as to recognize, preserve, and
interpret . . . [its] national historical significance in accordance with the
Act of August 21, 1935."

D. Provision for Operating Structure

Fort Massachusetts will be used as a historic structure museum

and exhibit in place.

E. Cooperative Agreement, if any, Executed or Proposed for

Operating the Structure
No cooperative agreement(s) will be required to operate the

structure.

F. Brief Description of 1975-76 Stabilization/Preservation Project

Completion Report Narrative Stabilization of Fort Massachusetts
Gulf Islands National Seashore, Mississippi Unit, Contract No.
CX-50005024.



Contract No, CX-50005024 was issued on May 27, 1875, by the
Contracting and Property Management Division of the Southeast Regional
Office, to rehabilitate impaired finishes and structural elements that posed

a hazard to the continued preservation of the fortification.

Description of the Work

Work under this contract consisted of the following:
Repairing damaged corbelling of cordon
Resetting granite cap stones
Waterproofing of the terrplein

Rebuilding damaged arches of interior

Grouting failure cracks

DB W N

Repointing of exterior and interior walis

Contract drawings No. 635/80067 totaled 9 sheets. The drawing
sheets which apply to this contract are sheets No. 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7.

Bids were received and opened June 23, 1975. The lowest
bidder was J.O. Collins, Contractor, P.O. Box 1205, Biloxi, Mississippi
39533, for the bid schedule (items 1 thru 6) of contract No. 500050224 in
the amount of $285,415.00. The architect's estimated price range for
bidding purposes was $300,000.00 to $400,000.00.

A preconstruction conference was held in mid-August 1975 to

review contracl documents and provisions with the contractor.

The Notice to Proceed was issued August 27, 1975, and
August 30, 1975, was recorded as the first day of the contract period.
September 9, 1975, was the first day of work. Scaffolding and masonry
sand were delivered to Ship Island via the Park Service work boat "Elsie
M.

On September 11, 1975, the contractor started excavating the
terreplein at gun position 24, to locate the arched culvert and drain that
was shown on the original Corps of Engineers' drawings. The original
drawings failed to show the massive concrete footings under the traverse
stones.



On September 30, Architects John Garner and Fred Gjessing
visited the site to view the situation, it was determined not to remove
these footings and that an alternate method of waterproofing the fort
would be developed. The new method of waterproofing was to excavate ta
a minimum of six inches below grade, lay a bed of 30 Ib. roofing paper,
pilastic window screen and cover with 60 mils of sikaflex liquid membrane.
A test area was prepared on December 12. On January 5, 1976, Mr.
Gjessing made a visit to the site to inspect. This method eliminated
Sections A, C, D, E, F, G and J of Bid Item 2, and reduced the
quantity of Sections B and H. A change order was negotiated with the
contractor to incorporate the new method into the contract. Change
Order No. 1, also included additional areas to be waterproofed (11,240
S.F.), sodding (1,200 S.Y.), fill dirt and top soil (470 c.y.), relaying
the brick and cobble stone pavement in the sallyport (285 sq. ft.), repair
of concrete pavement (200 sq. ft.), and additional grouting of the
capstones on the east side of the fort. This change order resuited in a
net reduction te the contract of $8,250.50.

On October 21, 1975, architects Garner and Gjessing made a
visit to the site at the request of the contractor and Project Supervisor,
to review the brick and mortar samples. The color range, size, and
composition of the red-orange brick samples from the St. Joe Brick
Works, Slidell, LA, were approved. The color and mixture of the mortar
sample was approved. The mixture consisted of one part TXI| buff,
Type 1, Portiand Cement, 4 parts lime, and ten parts sand. This

mixture was used for repointing and resetting masonry units.

Repointing of the interior walls resulted in a sizable overrun.
When the masons began raking out the mortar joints, close inspection of
the interior and vaulted ceilings revealed that the mortar had deteriated
much more than originally thought. At least 95 percent of this area had

to be repointed, resulting in an overrun of $81,376.24.

Repointing of the exterior wall was within 10 percent of
original estimate, resulting in an overrun of $8,900.



The shot furnace was repaired under change order No. 2.
This change order aiso included resetting 200 s.f. of blue stone pavement
located in casemate No. 29 and the removal of the concrete covering the
original pavement at the foot of the steps in the two stairtowers east of
the parade. This change order resulted in a net increase of $10,330 to
the contract.

Change Order No. 3 was issued on June 17, 1976. This order
included the lowering of the existing grade of the parade. By removing
the sod and fill, swales were created on both side of brick watk from the
sallyport to the west stairtower which was resodding with existing sod.
The change order also included the repair of 21 cannon embrasures, and
fabrication and installation of frames and shutters for the embrasures.
The shutters were fabricated by Vero's Polly-wood Arts, of New Orleans,
LA. This change order resulted in a net increase of $68,055.00 to the
contract.

G. Additional Work Required

(1) In 1976 funds were exhausted before all areas of the

terreplein and parapet were waterproofed, and there is still seepage into
some of the casemates. Measures should be taken to correct their

situation.

(2) Efforts should be made to secure for emplacement in one of
the casemates a ten-inch Rodman cannon and its iron casemate carriage.
This will enable the visitor to see and compare the two types of cannon
mounted in the fort in the period 1872-1901.

(3) Steps have been taken to repair the chassis and carriage
of the fort's 15-inch Rodman. This project, provided it is funded, will
be completed before this report is final typed and distributed.

(4) Increased visitation during the summers has mandated
discontinuation of guided tours during rush periods. At these times, an
interpreter is stationed in the fort. To facilitate this practice and enrich
the visitor's experience, one of the guardreoms should be refinished as
an ordnance storercom, a purpose for which it was employed from the late
1860s until 1901.



It.  THE 21-YEAR CAMPAIGN TO INCLUDE SHIP ISLAND IN THE
NATION'S DEFENSE SCHEME
A. Board of Engineers and America's Third System of Coastal

Defense

The United States, following the War of 1812, commenced
construction of a Third System of fortifications to guard its seacoasts.
Unlike the works of the First and Second Systems, which were hastily
erected in response to grave threats from abroad arising out of the
French Revolution and the Napoleonic Wars, the Third System was begun
in 1817, when Europe was at peace. ‘"Immediacy," as Dr. E. Raymond
Lewis bas pointed out in his thought-provoking monograph Seacoast
Fortifications of the United States, "was no longer an overriding

consideration and attention could be directed at last to the creation of a
permanent and truly integrated system of harbor defenses."

Until 1817, specific plans and designs had been prepared by
engineers working independently of each other under general ipstructions
issued by the Secretary of War and the Chief Engineer. There was no
professional board in the War Department during this period "to
coordinate planning, to determine project standards, or to supervise

actual construction."

The First System, as Dr. Lewis has written, was therefore not
"a true system with regard to the nature of its components, which were
neither uniform nor durable.” The Second System, "though it included
several substantial works, was marked by a dissimilarity among its
elements." Neither of the first two systems was "viewed as systematic (in
the sense of constituting a cohesive and mutually supporting body of
defenses) by the special board of officers convened expressly to create a
third, ‘'permanent,' and genuine system of defense under a long-term

/

program of construction that was to continue until the Civil War.“‘I

Organized in 1816, the Board of Engineers was delegated
responsibility for identifying sites to be fortified, establishing priorties,

1. E. Raymond Lewis, Seacoast Fortifications of the United States: An
Introductory History (Washington, 1970), p. 37.
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determining design characteristics, and '"reviewing the specific site
selections and actual plans of the project engineer." "For the first time, "
as Dr. Lewis observes, "a professionally competent authority had been
established to direct virtually all aspects of seacoast fortification design
and construction.”

From 1816 untit 1831, the Board was headed by a French
military engineer, Simon Bernard, who had been a brigadier general in
the armies of Napoleon Boneparte. Recommended by the Marquis de
Lafayette, Bernard arrived in the United States, following Waterloo, and
was commissioned a brevet brigadier general in the Corps of Engineers.
This was done despite vigorous protests by Chief Engineer J.G. Swift,
who complained against the employment of a foreign engineer to aid in
arranging the Nation's defense. But, as would be subsequently observed
by a senior member of the Corps of Engineers, the general acquiescence
of the officers of the Corps in Bernard's appointment, "if not amounting
to approval, led Congress and the authorities to suppose that no serious
disapproval of the measures adopted were entertained by them." Thus,
negatively endorsed, "it was considered that a good arrangement had
been made by the government, by which a lack of skill in the native
officers, unfitting them for the task of designing the grand scheme of
defense, might be supplied by an importation from abroad."

Another member of the original Board was Maj. Joseph G.
Totten, who was to devote the next 48 vyears of his life to the

development and construction of seacoast fortifications.

The Board, as constituted, had as its responsibilities the
comprehensive task of coping with seacoast defense in "its broadest
terms, as an activity involving the efforts of several interrelated
elements--a navy, fortifications, avenues of communication in the interior,

and a regular army and well-organized militia."”

2. Ibid., pp. 37-38; W.H. Chase, "National Defenses," May 7, 1851, a

copy of which is found with Chase's letter to Totten, June 26, 1852, NA,
RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief Engineer.



The members were employed from the beginning with
reconnaissances and studies of the «coast, as well as overiand
communications and navigable waterways. Members traveled extensively,
conferred with project engineers, and examined dozens of sites in detail.

Projects were evolved for protection of the various coastal frontiers.3

The Board's first detailed report was made to Congress in
February 1821. Taking cognizance of the importance of the Navy in the
defense of the Nation, the Board identified locations to be utilized for
naval bases, repair yards, and anchorages. Next, it focused on the
fortifications needed to protect these facilities and the commercial
harbors, river mouths, and other important coastal locations. Specific
recommendations were modest: "only 18 defensive works were listed in
the first class, 'of the most urgent necessity,' but an additional 32 were
projected for future consideration under two further catagories of lesser
priority."

As Florida had not been acquired in February 1821, no
consideration was given to fortifications required for protection of its
3,500 miles of coast line, scarred by numerous bays and inlets.4

In the 1820s, the Board studied the Florida coasts, and, in
1829, the Navy having established a base for its West India Squadron on
Pensacola Bay, the Corps of Engineers broke ground for a large masonry
fort at the western end of Santa Rosa island.

This fort, which was designated Fort Pickens, along with a
work subsequently laid out on Foster's Island commanded the channet
leading into Pensacola Bay. By late 1835 Fort Pickens had been
completed and work was proceeding as scheduled on the Foster's Island

defense.

3. Lewis, Seacoast Fortifications, pp. 37-38.

4. ibid., p. 38.



B. Corps' Initial Study of the Feasibility of Fortifying Ship Island
is Aborted

1. Difficulties with France and in Texas Cause Mississippians
to Look to the Defense of the Gulf Coast

In the winter of 1835-36, a crisis in the Nation's relations

with France caused Americans to look to their Navy and coastal defenses.
This situation was precipitated by President Andrew Jackson's sabre
rattling, as he moved vigorously to secure payment from the French for
depredations upon United States commerce dating from the Napoleonic
wars. Coincidentally, the Americans, who had been emigrating to Texas
in increasing numbers since the early 1820s, rose against the Mexican
Government. Taking the offensive, the Mexicans moved to ruthlessly
crush the rebellion. Victories by the Mexicans at the Alamo and Goliad
sent a chill through the Great Southwest, where many of the citizens had
close family ties with the rebels.

Against this grim backdrop, the United States Senate, on
April 8, 1836, received a report "on the Means and Measures necessary
for the military and harbor defences of the country" prepared by the War
and Navy Departments. The Mississippi congressional delegation was
shocked to learn, on reviewing the report, that no fortifications were
projected for protection of their state's Gulf Coast. Some 12 days later,
the Senate goaded by Mississippi Senator John Black of Monroe passed a
resolution directed to the War Department. Secretary of War Lewis Cass

was to have a survey made of the "most eligible site" for a fortification

on or near that portion of the coast of the state of Mississippi
bordering on the Gulf of Mexico, or the islands in that vicinity,
suitable for the defense of that section, and of the commerce
which is carried on between New Orleans and Mobile, or
between the Peari River or Pascagoula.

Estimates would then be prepared of the costs of
constructing and arming such a fort.5

5. Senate Resolution of April 20, 1836.



2. The Crisis Passes

The crisis, however, soon passed. In Texas, at San
Jacinto, on April 27, the Texans won a smashing victory, captured
Mexican President Antonio Lopez de Santa Ana, and secured the
independence of the "Lone Star Republic." Overseas, the United States
and France were in a mood to accept the proffered mediation of Great
Britain, whereupon, President Jackson soon had the satisfaction of
announcing to the country that France had paid four installments

promised under the 1831 treaty for settlement of the American claims.

3. The Chase Report
Secretary of War Cass accordingly waited nearly four

months before taking action on the Senate resolution. When he did, he

called upon Chief Engineer Charles Gratiot. The Chief Engineer, in

turn, delegated the task of preparing plans and estimates to the Corps'

Senior Engineer on the Guif Coast, Capt. William H. Chase, and the

survey to Maj. James D. Graham. Both officers were admonished to give
- - . 6

priority to their assignment.

Gratiot's communication found Chase at Pensacola, where
he was supervising construction of the Foster's Island defense (Fart
McRee). Being familiar with Mississippi Sound, Chase, before focusing
his attention on the undertaking, wrote General Gratiot, informing him
that there was "no one eligible site on that coast, or on the Islands in its
vicinage, which can be occupied so as to attain the objects of the
resolution.” To accomplish the resolution's goals required that a number

of peints be occupied and fortified.

If the object of the resclution, although not so expressed,
were to provide for the defense of the subject coast and to exclude enemy
ships from Mississippi Sound, it necessitated that the passes between the
barrier islands, as well as the istands themselves, be carefuliy surveyed.

In any case, Chase was at a loss as to how to proceed to secure the data

6. Gratiot to Chase, August 10, 1836, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent, Chief
Engineer.



called for by the resotution. If it were determined that he prepare
"plans and estimates of works for the perfect defence of the whole coast,"
it was mandatory for him to have access to extensive and detailed
surveys. A survey of a single locality, i.e., commanding the Pascagoula
or Pearl Rivers, would enable him to present plans and estimates for local
defense of these rivers, without reference to affording protection to
commerce navigating Mississippi Sound. The scope of the survey was a

subject that was the Department's to determine.

Captain Chase believed that the best and most economical
form of defense for Mississippi Sound and the protection of commerce to
be a fleet of steam batteries. Based at Forts Morgan and Pike, these
craft could rush to the defense of any point threatened by a hostile fleet,
and could forestall occupation of the Ship Isiand Anchorage by an
invasion armada as had occurred in December 1814.7

The costs of the prerequisite surveys, provided the
barrier islands and passes were included, Major Graham ptaced at $9,770.
If the survey were limited to the Mississippi coast, the expense of the
operation could be slashed to $4,415.

Chief Engineer Gratiot, upon reviewing Chase's letter and
Graham's estimates, informed Chase that the resolution appears to call for

a survey of the subject coast

for the purpose of ascertaining the most eligible site for a
fortification, to attain the objects mentioned therein, or, such
an examination of said coast as would be necessary to show,
that anyone point was not more advantageous than another; or,
that none were of such importance as would justify theerection
of a permanent work which would promote the safety of its
commerce more than can be now attained by those already
constructed.

7. Chase to Gratiot, August 27, 1836, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer.

8. Graham to Chase, August 27, 1836, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer.
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The Chief of the Topographical Bureau had told Gratiot
that none of his people could be detailed for the project. Accordingly, if
Chase's knowledge of the Mississippi coast were "full and accurate," he
might submit the desired report "in absence of the more specific

information, required by the resolution.”9

Captain Chase's "knowledge" of the area in question was
insufficient to permit him "to express a positive and certain opinion as to
the inexpediency of attempting" its defense. He was certain, however,
that the views expressed in his August 27 letter would "be supported by
facts obtained from a detailed and accurate examination" of the coast by
Major Graham.

As soon as Graham commenced the survey, he would be
asked to provide Chase with data needed by Chase to comply with the

April 20 Senate Resolution.10

Outbreak of the Second Seminole War diverted the War
Department’s attention. Major Graham was ordered to report to the Army
of Florida, and he was unable to begin his survey of the Mississippi

coast.11

C. The Henderson Resolution and the Totten Report

On March 16, 1840, some 40 months later, Senator John
Henderson of Pass Christian pressed his colleagues with a memorial from
the Mississippi legislature, asking that Congress authorize "a survey of
the coast and bays, sounds, and harbors" of the state. This would be
the first step toward locating "such naval establishments and fortifications

as shall subserve the protection of the ports connected with these

waters . "

9. Gratiot to Chase, September 19, 1836, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent, Chief
Engineer.

10. Chase to Gratiot, October 13, 1836, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer.

11. Chase to Gratiot, November 26, 1836, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd.,
Chief Engineer; American State Papers, Documents, Legislative and
Executive, of the Congress of the United States. . ., Military Affairs,

six vols. (Washington, 1861), Vol. VI, p. 856.
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In support of the memorial, Senator Henderson traced the
history of the area, and described its geographic, economic, and strategic
significance. He referred to the 1839 survey of Mississippi Sound made

by John Wheeler at the bequest of the Mississippi Iegislature.12

After listening to Henderson, his colleagues passed a
resolution, instructing the Senate’s Committee on Military Affairs "to
inguire into the expediency of requiring forts to be erected on the
western extremity of Ship lIsland, and on the bar or middle ground

between Ships and Cat Island.'

When called on to report on this resolution, Col. Joseph G.
Totten, who had replaced General Gratiot as Chief Engineer in
December 1838, poured cold water on the proposal. Such works, he
observed, were not necessary for the security of New Orleans, because:
(a) the defenses covering the water approaches to the Guif Coast
metropolis from the east had already been "provided at better positions";
and (b) "there would be no necessity for an enterprise against the city
being at all impeded by those works, as it could, equally well, pursue
routes passing through other channels."

In this latter respect, Totten warned, the subject fortifications
would cover only one of the channels giving access from the Gulf into
Mississippi Sound. Moreover, "considering the numerous very important
points on the coast . . . that are nearly naked as regards defences," he
did not deem it "politic" at this time to incur the expense of closing all

these channels to defend less than all would be fr’ultless413

12. Speech by Henderson, on March 16, 1840, found in Congressionai
Globe, 26th Cong., 1st Sess. (Washington, 1840), Vol. VIii, pp. 801-03.

13. Totten to Poinsett, May 20, 1840 & Poinsett to Johnson, May 25,
1840, found in United States Senate Document No. 490, 26th Congress,
1st Session (Washingten, 1840), Serial 360, pp. 1-3; Totten to Poinsett,
July 8, 1840, found in United States Senate Document No. 618, 26th

Congress, 1st Session (Washington, 1840), Serial pp. 1-2. R.M. Johnson
was President of the Senate.
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In view of Totten's report, neither the committee or Military

Affairs nor the full Senate further pursued the subject during the 26th

Congress.
D. Corps of Engineers Re-examines the Situation
1. Annexation of Texas Causes Renewed interest in a Ship
Istand Fort

The question of fortifying the Ship Island approach to
Mississippi Sound again surfaced in the st session of the 29th Congress.
in March 1845 Texas had been annexed by joint-resolution and Mexico
threatened war. On December 3, Senator Jesse Speight of Plymouth,
Mississippi, to capitalize on this situation introduced a resolution,
requesting "that President James K. Polk communicate to the Senate, as
soon as practical, "such information as he may possess, or may speedily
obtain, with respect lo the practicability and utility of a fort or forts on
Ship 1s1l2nd, on the Coast of Mississippi, with a view to protection of said
coast."

2. Department Changes Its Position

Again, the War Department gave Chief Engineer Totten the
task of responding to the Senate. After reviewing the Department's
previous position, he pointed out that a hostile force approaching this
coast would have these objects as its goal: (a) to occupy one of the
harbors in lee of the barrier islands as a "point of concentration" from
which to detach a squadron of light-drafts to operate against New
Orleans, Mobile, or Pensacola; and (b) to intercept commerce playing the
intercoastal waterway. Therefore, he continued, the Department had
found its funds and energies engrossed in construction of works
indispensable to covering such vital points as New Orleans, Mobile Bay,
and the Pensacola Navy Yard. Now, however, the advance condition of

these works, in conjunction with the Senate's interest, would permit him

14. Congressional Globe, 29th Congress, 1st Session (Washington, 1846),
vol. 111, p. 4.



to convene a Board of Engineers "to enter upon the necessary examination

of the Mississippi Gulf Coas’t.”“5

3. Chase-Ogden-Barnard Study

The Board of Engineers convened by Totten included Majs.
William H. Chase and C.A. Ogden and Capt. John G. Barnard. They
were to reconnoiter the Mississippi coast and the offshore islands, "with a
view to their defence and that of the inland navigation between New
Orleans and Mobile Bay." The two senior members of the board met in
New Orleans on April 15, 1846, and spent the next nine days examining
Mississippi Sound from Bay St. Louis to Grant's Pass in the east. They
then prepared their report, a copy of which was forwarded for review
and comment to Captain Barnardr‘

To protect the coast and the inland waterway commerce,
they called for construction of six shallow-draft steam gunboats. Coaling
depots were to be established at Fort Pike and on Dauphin Island, with a
third fortified depot on Ship Island. Except during an international

crisis or war, four of the steamers were to be laid-up in ordinary.

The board recommended that the passes between the
Malheureaux Islands be protected by martello towers, while Cat island
Anchorage and South Pass were to be defended by the Navy.

Ship Island, they found, was about six miles east of Cat,
with about 20 feet of water over the bar at ebb tide. Chase and Ogden
located a “very good harbor and anchorage at the western end of the
island." This point and its dependant harbor and roadstead were
"susceptible of good defense." The distance between Ship and Cat
Islands was too great to permit the channel to be clased by the fire of
defensive works.

15. Totten to Marcy, December 8, 1845, found in United States Senate
Document, No. 9, 29th Congress, Ist Session (Washington, 1846), Serial
472, pp. 1-3.

16. Board to Totten, April 24, 1846, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer.



The passes between Ships and Horn islands, Horn and
Petit Bois, and Petit Bois and Dauphin islands, were toc wide to be
effectively closed by defensive fortifications. Finaily, Grant's Pass and
Pass au Heron were so shoal as to preclude their navigation by vessels
drawing more than six feet of water. Majors Chase and Ogden were in
agreement that the importance of commerce navigating Mississippi Sound
mandated that some means be afforded for its security. Coincidentally,
they pointed out, the powerful defenses already constructed on the Gulf
Frontier, from Fort Livingston in the west to the Pensacola forts in the
east, along with those soon to be commenced on the Florida Reef by which
naval operations in the Gulf would be greatly facilitated, would make an
enemy admiral hesitate before sending his ships deep into the Gulf of
Mexico. But, in warfare, the unexpected must be guarded against. It
was for this reason that they recommended construction of a fortified
depot on the western end of Ship Island. Here, it would be possibte to
supply with coal, provisions, etc., both the shallow-draft gunboats of the
proposed Mississippi Sound and the ocean-going vessels of the Home

Squadron.

In ciosing, the board noted that the coast of Mississippi,
between the Pearl River and Mobile Bay, afforded no "temptation to an
enemy to land on it, either for occupation or plunder, so that the sole
object of the proposed defence is to protect the commerce of the
sound . . . and to act in reverse from Ship Istand upon any flotilla
attempting a passage in Lake Bargne.“-l7

Before transmitting the Board's report to the Senate,
Colonel Totten drafted a covering letter, agreeing that "a fortification on
Ship Island would fulfill important objects." He, however, regarded
construction of a work on Dauphin Island to be of higher priority than

the proposed Ship Island fort for defense of the Mississippi Gulf CoasL18

17.  ibid.

18. Totten to Marcy, May 15, 1846, found in United States Senate
Document No. 352, 29th Congress, 1st Session (Washington, 1846), Serial
476, pp. 2-3.
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4. President Polk's August 30, 1847, Executive Order

The war with Mexico, which had been declared the week
before President Poik forwarded the subject report to the Senate,
resulted in a drastic reduction in expenditures for coastal fortifications.
Consequently, no monies were appropriated by Congress to implement the
board's report. President Polk, however, took a necessary step to
provide for the eventual fortification of the site. On August 30, 1847,

by executive order he declared Ship island a mititary reser\/ation.‘Ig

E. Congress Funds Construction of a Ship Island Fort
1. Secretary of War Davis Supports the Proposal
The campaign by local interest groups to begin

construction of a Ship lIsland fort ebbed until the latter years of the
Franklin Pierce administration. Upon being inaugurated as 14th
President, Pierce had selected Jefferson Davis of Mississippi as his
Secretary of War. Davis was a vigorous, knowledgeabie, and capable
secretary. In his annual report to Congress, made on December 3, 1855,
he recommended an appropriation to "commence the fortification of Ship
island."

He called attention to

the importance of this work as connected with the defence of
the approaches to New Orleans, and command of the inner
channel of communication between the Mississippi river and
Maobiie harbor, [that] has been agumented both by the
increased value of that navigation in times of peace, and by the
introduction of light-draught war steamers, which would render
this approach still more available for the operations of an
enemy, than w}zsn, in 1814, it was selected as the line of a
hostile descent.

19. Executive Order of August 30, 1847, NA, RG 49, Abandoned Military
Reservations File--Ship istand.

20. Annual Report of Secretary of War for Fiscal Year 1855, found in
Executive Documents of the Senate for the Ist and 2d Sessions of the




2. The Mississippi Legislature's Resolution of

February 26, 1856
Taking cognizance of the Secretary's views, the Mississippi

legislature passed a resolution approved by Governor John J. McRae, on
February 26, 1856, calling on the State's Congressional Delegation to "use
their best efforts to carry into effect the recommendation of the Secretary
of War." To support this resolution, it was pointed out that most of the
"main channels" by which enemy warships could appreach the Nation's
Coasts had been fortified. A vital area not falling into this catagory was
the Ship Island Pass into Mississippi Sound. Turning to history to
reinforce their position, the legislators recalled that it was through this
channel that the British invasion armada had entered Mississippi Sound in
December ‘l874.21

3. Congress Appropriates $100,000

The time was propitious for the proponents. Congress,
beginning in Fiscal Year 1853, had resumed making available large sums
for construction of Third System coastal defenses. In Fiscal Year 1855,
$50,000 had been voted to begin construction of Fort Gaines on Dauphin
Island. Accordingly, on March 3, 1857, President Pierce signed into law
the Fortifications Bill enacted by the 3d Session of the 34th Congress.
This legislation appropriated $100,000 for construction of fortifications at
Ship Island; $100,000 for fortifying the inner channels into Mobile Bay
(Grant's Pass and Pass au Heron); and $80,000 for defense of the
entrance to Galveston Harbotﬂ22

F. The Leadbetter-Beauregard-Newton Study
1. The Mission
Chief Engineer Totten moved promptly to implement the

congressional mandate. On  April 13, he notified Bvt. Maj. P.G.T.

21. February 26, 1856, Resolution of the Mississippi Legislature, found
in Miscellaneous Documents of the Senate of the United States, 1st and 2d
Sessions of the 34th Congress (Washington, 1856), Serial 836, Doc.
Ne. 45.

22. Statutes at Large and Treaties of the United States of America from

December 3, 1885, to March 3, 1859, and Proclamations Since 1781
(Boston, 1859), Vol. X1, p. 192.
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Beauregard, superintending engineer at New Orleans; Capt. Danville
Leadbetter, project engineer at Mobile; and Capt. John Newton, the
engineer in charge at Pensacola Bay, that they were to constitute a Board
of Engineers to select sites and prepare plans for the Gulf Frontier
defenses recently authorized by the Congress. To assist them in their

mission, the board was provided with these documents and charts:

(a) Copy of provisional report by Special Board, dated January 24,
1846;

(b) Copy of report by same board on the defense of the coast of
Texas, dated, February 27, 1846;

(¢) Copy of report of same board on the reconnaissance of the
coast of the State of Mississippi with reference to its defense,
dated April 24, 1846;

(d) Copy of letter from the commissioner of General Land Office,
dated March 31, 1856, in reply to inquiries concerning
ownership of Ship Island;

(e) Chart of entrance to Mobile Bay;

(f) Chart of Cat and Ship Island Harbors;

(g) Preliminary sketch of Galveston Bay;

(h) Chart of entrance to Galveston Bay; and

(i) Outline chart of the coasts of Alabama, Mississippi, and

Louisiana.23

The board convened in Galveston on May 11, and
adjourned on the 14th. The members reached Mobile by way of New

23. Totten to Beauregard, Leadbetter, and Newton, April 13, 1857, NA,
RG 77, Ltrs. Sent, Chief Engineer. Lt. W.H. Stevens was to be the
board's secretary.
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Orleans on Tuesday, the 19th. There, Captain Leadbetter learned, to his
disappointment, that the vessel he had previously chartered to take them
to Ship Island and Grant's Pass would not be ready to sail until the 26th.
Rather than cool his heels in Mobile, Captain Newton returned to

PensacoIaA24

2. The Board's Report
The Leadbetter board tlearned that the Ship I[sland

Anchorage was formed by a channel to the north of the island and
paralieling its shore. Soundings documented that its depth at low water
was 3% fathoms, and the shore bounding the harbor on the north was
covered by about 14 feet of water.

They found that a fortification on the west end of the
island could not prevent passage through Ship Island Channel of warships
drawing as much as 12 feet. Moreover, a "singie work" could not
adequately defend the anchorage nor could it secure merchantmen, lying
under its guns, from bombardment. Even worse, "defending the flanks
of a line of shipping," would stiil leave them exposed to attack. Three
works, two on the island and the other on the north shoal, would likewise

be of questionable value.

It was the board's opinion that the cost of affording a
protected anchorage would be prohibitively expensive, because it was a
"most exposed" position, destitute of those natural advantaged, "which
usually suggest the selection of a site for permanent fortifications.®

After considerable study, the board reached the conclusion
that the "objects gained by the establishment of a harbor of refuge" at
Ship lIsland "would be incommensurate with the cost and obstacles to be
encountered." They accordingly recommended that no fortifications be

erected on the island.

24. Newton to Totten, June 10, 1857, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer.



Among the conclusions reached by the board were that:

(a) In respect to "a naval defense of New Orleans," Ship Isiand
was too far from Lake Borgne "to be an efficient base of
operations, and its unfavorable military situation, disqualify it
from performing this important function, without a costly

expansion of works of defense."

(b) The shipping plying Mississippi Sound required for its
protection a naval force even if Ship Island were fortified.
Such a force of shallow-draft gunboats could be based on
Pensacola and Mobile Bays and the passes into Lake
Pontchartrain, which were already protected.

(c) Finally, a Ship Island fort could well be a source of weakness
rather than strength, because its capture would give an enemy
a "pont 'd appui for his navy, of which he might not soon be
dispossessed." Such a base would enable an aggressive foe to
blockade the Mississippi and Alabama coasts, neutralize the
Pensacola Naval Base, and send landing parties to harass the

nearby seashores.

Funds appropriated for the Ship Island project, the board
urged could be better employed "to place in a state of perfect efficiency
the works at Pensacola, Mobile, and along the eastern approaches to New

Orleans,” and adding to these if necessar‘\/,25

3. Totten Rejects the Report

General Totten exploded on reading the report. In a curt
letter to Chairman Leadbetter, he pointed out that the tenor of the
document was "so decidedly at variance with one of the objects of
constituting the Board, namely providing for carrying out the intentions
of Congress by selecting a site and preparing a project for the

25. Report of Leadbetter Board, September 4, 1857, NA, RG 77, Ltrs.
Recd., Chief Engineer.
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fortification of Ship Island, that the Department can not do otherwise
than" release the Board from further consideration of that part of duty

enjoined by the Engineer Order of April 9, 1857.26

G. The Thayer, De Russy, and Barnard Memoir

General Totten promptly organized a special board to consist of
Lt. Ceols. Slyvanus Thayer and René de Russy and Maj. John G. Barnard
to report on the "propriety" of fortifying Ship Island and to prepare a

project for same.

The Thayer board held that the $100,000 appropriated by
Congress for construction of a fort on Ship Island made it necessary that
"no false issues" be raised and elaborate arguments prepared "to prove
that the fortification of Ship Island is not necessary for the defense of

New Orleans."”

Thayer and his cclleagues held that the guestion was whether
the fortification of Ship Island as put forth by the Chase Board of 1846
and the Department was a necessary auxiliary to the efficiency of a
gunboat flotilia, or whether, as reported by the Leadbetter group, it was
useless. Because the United States Navy could not guarantee control of
the Gulf shipping lanes in event of war with Great Britain or France,
measures must be taken to protect the intercoastal waterway between
Mobile and New Orleans. A hostile naval power, the Board argued,
excluded from the fortified harbers would certainly war on the Nation's

maritime commerce.

To prey upon coastal shipping, such a foe must first occupy an
undefended harbor or roadstead adjacent to the intercoastal waterway

26. Totten to Leadbetter, September 16, 1857, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent,
Chief Engineer. Meanwhile, Captain Leadbetter had announced his
intention of resigning from the Army. On September 22, his resignation
was accepted to take effect on the last day of December. Totten to
Leadbetter, September 22, 1857, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent, Chief Engineer.
Totten had been brevetted a brigadier general, on March 29, 1847, for
gallant and meritorious conduct at the siege of Veracruz.
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from which to send shallow-draft steamers to blockade the navigable
channels. Such a key point was Ship Island, midway between New
Orleans and Mobile and on the flank of the route between these cities.
By its occupation, the Thayer group held, we exclude the foe. Its
defense also called for a naval force of similar character. Such a site,
the Board continued, was valuable to the Nation as a "Pont 'd appiu. It
affords a place of concentration whence to watch an enemy and to sally
forth against his offensive movements, and a most convenient place of
deposit for coal and other supplies." Its anchorage would also serve as a

harbor of refuge for "our pursued merchant vessels.”

Thayer's group accordingly went on record that "fortification of
Ship lIsland is an auxiliary necessary .o the efficiency of our floating
force and therefore to the defence of which this force is the immediate

agent."

Turning to the projected fort, itself, the Board recommended

construction of

a work approximating in form to the Martello Tower--casemated
throughout, and with a short bastioned front landward
constituting the gorge, having flanks of just sufficiant length
to contain, each, one casemate howitzer to flank gate-way, and
having a scarp not less than 35 feet in height.

If practicable, the fort should have a wet ditch.

The drawbridge and sallyport were to be shielded by a small
place of arms, while a glacis of sufficient height was to be provided "to
protect the casemates from direct cannonade.” Earth for the glacis would

be provided by excavation from the wet ditch and levelling the site.

As for the “force in guns acting upon the water," the board
established that "a force of 12 guns bearing upon every position in the
surrounding waters which a enemy might assume" was the maximum

number necessary.
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The board proposed to arm the casemate tier with 8-inch
columbiads, and the barbette tier was to mount 10-inch columbiads.

As to the location, the fort shouid "be placed at the North West
end of the lIsland and as near the water as practicable." To enable Ship
Island to serve as a fortified naval depot, the only additional structure
necessary was a wharf at which deep-draft ships could tie-up while

coaling and taking aboard supplies.

H. Secretary of War Floyd Approves the Project

On October 24, 1857, Colonel Thayer mailed to the Department a
plan of the fort prepared by the Special Board. After studying the
drawing, Chief Engineer Totten transmitted it to Secretary of War
John B. Floyd, with this notation:

The drawing of the project, which at the request of the Engrs.
Department was prepared hastily on account of the urgency, is
therefore incomplete; but can in the Engrs. Department, be
supplied with all the deficient details. These can be added,
before it is put in hand for construction. In the mean time |
recommend that there be substituted for the masonry parapet
shown on the general profile A, the earthen parapet indicated
on profile B, which | have caused to be added to the drawing.

Masonry parapets are obligatory in some circumstances; but nao
reason is sesn why this work may be exempt from their
disadvantage.

Secretary of War Floyd reviewed and approved the project on
December 12, 1857.29

27. Report of Special Board on Ship Island, October 21, 1857, and
Thayer to Totten, October 26, 1857, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer.

28. "Project for a fort on western end of Ship Isiand . . . prepared by
a special board of Engrs. consisting of Col. Thayer, Lt. Col. De Russy
and Major Barnard." A copy of this drawing, labelled Drawer 84,

Sheet 5, is on file at the Mississippi Unit, GUIS.

29. Floyd to Totten, December 12, 1857, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer.
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111. LIEUTENANT ALEXANDER'S 11 MONTHS AS SUPERINTENDING
ENGINEER: NOVEMBER 1857-OCTOBER 1858

A. Alexander's Background
On November 13, 1857, the Department selected 2d Lt. Newton

F. Alexander to be superintending engineer of the fort to be constructed
on Ship Island. A 28-year-old Tennessean, Alexander had entered the
United States Military Academy on July 1, 1848, and had graduated No. 2
in the class of 1852. Commissioned a brevet 2d lieutenant of Engineers,
he joined the West Point faculty as Assistant Professor of Engineering.
In June 1853, he was named assistant engineer at Fort Point, California,
a post he held until August 6, 1857, when he was ordered to West Point
as Assistant Professor of Engineering. He was promoted to 2d lieutenant
on August 1, 1854.1

B. He Receives His instructions From Colonel Thayer

Alexander reached New Orleans on December 19. Notifying the
Department of his arrival on the Guif Frontier, he wrote that he was
anxiously awaiting the 'special instruction® referred to in the orders

announcing his assignment.

General Totten was on extended leave, and the Corps' next
senior officer--Bvt. Col. Slyvanus Thayer--was acting as Chief Engineer.
Thayer accordingly informed  Alexander that, before  beginning
construction, a "more detailed survey" of the site was needed than that
currently available. Such a survey must be one of the first projects
undertaken. As soon as he completed preparations, Alexander was to
proceed from New Orleans to Ship Island, make a survey of the west end
of the island to a distance of one mile from its extremity with contours,
to guide preparation of two maps--one to be scaled 1:1,760 and the other
of 1:600. On the latter would be included "such hydrographic"

information as necessary for determining the best position for a wharf.

1. George W. Cullum, Biographical Register of the Officers and
Graduates of the U.S. Military Academy, from 1802 to 1867 (New York,
1879), Volume 11, p. 305.

2. Alexander to Totten, December 23, 1857, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd.,
Chief Engineer.
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Alexander was to draw up and forward for approval projects and
estimates for construction of a wharf and such storehouses, workshops,

and guarters as deemed necessary.

An estimate of the cost of the fort, based on available
information concerning prices of materials, labor, etc., was to be
furnished, as soon as it could be formulated without interference with the

survey.

In connection with the survey, Alexander was to make a series
of test borings on and around the probable fort site for the purpose of
ascertaining the character of “the substrata and their reliability for
supporting foundations." The subject borings should be carried to a
depth of 30 feet. A drill for this purpose might be secured from Fort
Gaines. An accurate record of the borings, along with specimens of

materials brought up, was to be transmitted to the Department.

Lieutenant Alexander, to facilitate discharge of his mission, was
to procure with the $5,000 deposited to his credit in New Orleans such

instruments as required and a boat.3

As yet, Colonel Thayer continued, no cession of jurisdiction
over Ship Island by the State of Mississippi to the United States had been
received. In March 1856, Major Beauregard had been instructed to
procure an act of cession, but the Mississippi legislature had adjourned

before action could be taken. It, therefore, became Alexander's duty to

3. Thayer to Alexander, January 8, 1858, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent,
Chief Engineer. Totten was on leave from December 1, 1857, through the
summer of 1859.
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make necessary application for an act of cession. For his guidance,

Alexander was provided with a draft of the proposed Iegislatiom4

In his haste to get this letter off Colonel Thayer, who was in
Boston, neglected to alert Capt. Horatio G. Wright, in the Washington
office, to mail Alexander, under separate cover, copies of certain charts
and documents outlining the project's scope. Upon being apprised of
this, Captain Wright, on February 11, mailed to Alexander: (a) a copy
of the project for the Ship Isiand Fort as approved by Secretary of War
John B. Floyd on December 12, 1857, (b) a tracing from a Coast Survey
chart of the "Topography of Ship Island" surveyed in 1848; (c) a Coast
Survey preliminary chart of the coasts of Alabama and Mississippi; and
(d) a Coast Survey chart of Cat and Ship Island Harbors.5

C. Alexander Takes Post at Biloxi

It soon became apparent to Alexander that efficiency and

economy would be promoted by transfer of his duty station from New

4. Ibid. The draft read that "for the purpose of enabling the United
States to carry inlto effect an Act of Congress of March 3, 1857,
providing for the fortification of Ship Island . . . by building and
maintaining such forts, magazines, arsenals, dockyards, wharves, and
other structures with their appendages as may be necessary for the
object aforesaid, jurisdiction is hereby deeded to the United States

over . . . Ship Island" to include alt of said Island above and within the
low water mark, and over all the contiguous shores, flats and waters
within hundred yards from the low water mark; and all right,

title and claim which the State "may have in or to the said island are
hereby granted to the United States, provided the State shall retain a
concurrent jurisdiction with the United States, "in and over all the
premises aforesaid, so far that all civil processes, and such criminal
processes, as may issue under the authority" of the state against "any
person or persons charged with crimes committed without the premises
aforesaid, may be excuted therein the same way and manner as if
jurisdiction has not been ceded."

The premises over which jurisdiction is ceded of all structures thereon
shali be "exonerated and discharged from all taxes and assessments which
may be faid or imposed under the authority" of the State of Mississippi,
while Mississippi remains the property of the United States. This act was
to take effect on its passage by the Mississippi legislature.

5. Alexander to Thayer, January 25 and Wright to Alexander,
February 11, 1858, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd. and Sent, Chief Engineer.
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Orleans. The Department was agreeable, and in mid-April Alexander
moved to Bilc>><i.6

D. Surveying and Mapping the Site

1. Project Secures a Boat
Among the first details attended to by Superintending

Engineer Alexander were requests for authority to employ a "competent
surveyor” at a salary of $2.50 to $3.00 per day, and to purchase a
schooner, displacing 15 to 20 tons and costing about $1,000, to provide
transpo7rtation for employees and freight between the mainland and the
Island.

The Department sanctioned the first of these requests but
placed a damper on the second. On doing so, Captain Wright pointed out
that there would be fittle use for a schooner at present beyond the
survey. Consequently, it was desirable that the expenditure for a vessel
"be the least possible." The Department wondered whether a large
sailboat could meet present needs, or perhaps a large lighter, with
proper sails and centerboard, capable of carrying a considerable quantity
of materials or a number of workmen. Such a lighter had been
successfully employed by Lt. William H.C. Whiting at Fort Clinch, Florida.
A craft of this description would not cost more than $500, and

. 8
maintenance charges would be much less than for a schooner.

Alexander agreed that a large sailboat, which he could
purchase at Biloxi for $200, would suffice. But, when heavy construction
commenced, he forecast that maintenance costs for a sloop or brig would

be considerably less than on a thter.9

6. Alexander to Thayer, March 25 and Thayer to Alexander, April 8,
1858, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd. and Sent, Chief Engineer.

7. Alexander to Thayer, March 16, 1858, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd.,
Chief Engineer.

8. Wright to Alexander, February 27 and April 7, 1858, NA, RG 77,
Lirs. Sent, Chief Engineer.

9. Alexander to Wright, April 17, 1858, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer.
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2. Two Ship Island Maps are Prepared and Submitted

A boat was purchased, and during the late spring and
early summer the survey of the western end of the island was pushed.
On June 23, Alexander transmitted to the Department a "Map of West End
of Ship Island," showing the terrain to a distance of 800 yards from the
point. At the lower right hand corner of the drawing was an insert,

detailing the "profile of Borings at No. 1, No. 2, etc."

The western end of the island, Alexander noted in an
attached memoir, was composed of 'clean nearly white sand, and with the
exception of grass is destitute of vegetation." Water was everywhere

found at a depth of several feet.

The greatest depths of any of the nine borings was 42
feet. Nothing was revealed by these borings, but sand having '"the same

appearance as that found on the sur‘t’ace.”‘]0
Some three weeks later, on July 10, Alexander forwarded
the second local drawing called for by his instructions, a "Map of the

west End of Ship istand," its scale was ‘!:1760.11

E. Alexander's Loose Interpretation of His Instructions Cause

Grave Difficulties
1. Department Rules that Construction of Any improvements

is lllegal
On  February 23, 1858, Alexander mailed to the

Department, for review and comment, sketches and estimates of the nine
frame temporary buildings needed to support construction of the fert.
These structures, to cost about $3,330, inciuded: two 50- by 20-foot

quarters for mechanics and laborers, and one each of the following:

10. Alexander to Wright, June 23, 1858, NA, RG 77, Lirs. Recd., Chief
Engineer. A copy of the subject drawing is on file at the Mississippi
Unit, GUIS.

11. Alexander to Wright, July 10, 1858, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief

Engineer. A copy of the subject map is on file at the Mississippi Unit,
GUIS.
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office, officers’ quarters, and clerk's quarters; overseer's and mater
mechanics' quarters; messhail and kitchen; storehouse; carpenter's shop;

blacksmithy; and 51ab|e.12

Acting Chief Engineer Thayer was unable to approve this
program, because it was illegal to erect any improvements on Ship Island
untit such time as jurisdiction had been ceded to the United States by the
State of MIssissippi.13

2. Alexander Jumps the Gun

Meanwhile, Alexander, satisfied that his proposal would be
approved, took cognizance of the isclated situation of the island. Too
promptly for his own welfare, he purchased all the tools, materials, and
machinery needed to erect these structures and to commence the fort. To
avoid excessive freight charges between New Orleans and Ship Island on

single items, he arranged to have them transported in several shipments.

Because it was necessary to have a trustworthy person to
select, receive, and ship these purchases from New Orleans and to take
charge of them at Ship Island, Alexander hired an overseer. This man
was then retained on the payroll to supervise construction of the sheds
and the borings associated with the survey. A teamster was hired to

tend the two mules, and a clerk to keep the books.14

3. Department Questions His Judgment

As was to be expected, the Department challenged the

need to hire an overseer, clerk, and teamster, and to make "other

12. Alexander to Thayer, February 23, 1858, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd.,
Chief Engineer.

13. Thayer to Wright, March 8, 1858, NA, RG 77, Lirs. Recd., Chief
Engineer.

14. Alexander to Wright, May 15, 1858, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer.
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expenditures than those absolutely necessary for making a survey of Ship

Island," in view of Colonel Thayer's orders to the contrary.

Upon receipt of the Department's letter, Alexander laid-off
these three men. Coincidentally, he called for and received authority to
reemploy the clerk to man the Biloxi office and assist in drafting maps
and plans.

4. Atexander Defends His Actions

The Department was dissatisfied with this explanation and
asked for additional information on the expenditures. Alexander
responded that he deemed the Department's orders of November 13, 1857,
in conjunction with Thayer's January 8 instructions, to seemingly imply
that construction of the fort was to begin as soon as the survey was
finished and a site agreed upon. Nowhere was it indicated in his
guidelines that expenditures were to be restricted to those necessary for
a survey. Moreover, the monies placed in his hands seemed to indicate
that expenses other than those for the survey were intended. In regard
to purchase of the large order of lumber, he had entered into a contract
for its delivery before receipt of Colonel Thayer's letter prohibiting
construction of any improvements until the transfer of jurisdiction. The
contractor was unwitling to rescind the agreement, and Alexander was
unable to refuse delivery without being charged with "a breach of good
faith." As for the expenditures incurred in erecting sheds for
accommodation of the surveying party, Alexander confessed, they "were
injudicious and were contrary" to Colonel Thayer's instructions. If
disapproved, he would refund to the United States the monies paid for
services and board of employees engaged in this project and replace the

materials expended.

15. Wright to Alexander, April 24, 1858, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent, Chief
Engineer.

16. Alexander to Wright, May 15 and August 1, 1858, NA, RG 77, Ltrs.
Recd., Chief Engineer.
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Disappointed by the turn of events, compounded by the
many blunders and misconceptions, Alexander announced that, as "soon

as my accounts can be settied,"

will submit my resignation and teave

the Army.‘]7

Alexander, however, did not follow-up on his threat to

resign from the Ar‘myA18

F. Alexander's Program for Fiscal Years 1859 and 1960

During the year ending June 30, 1858, work had been limited
to: (a) preparing drawings and estimates for the temporary buildings;
(b) contracting for and receiving lumber and other materials; (c)
purchasing and receiving mules, carts, tools, implements, etc.; and (d)

making surveys and erecting sheds.

The cost of the survey, including sheds, was. . $ 1,455.11
Total expenditures during year. . . . . $ 5,381.95
Remaining in treasury, July 1, 1858 . . . $94,618.05

In Fiscal Year 1859, Alexander proposed te: (a) construct
temporary wharf and buildings; (b) excavate for and lay foundations of
scarp and parade walls and piers; (c) raise the subject walls and piers to
the height of the embrasure soles; and (d) procure materials for
embrasures. He estimated the cost of this program at $44,618.05. The
$50,000 remaining from the appropriation would be disbursed in Fiscal
Year 1860 in: (a) constructing the embrasures and laying the traverse
circles for the casemate gun; (b) raising the scarp and parade walls and
piers to the height of the arch spring lines; and {c) turning the arches

of the gunrooms, storerooms, and magazines.

17. Alexander to Wright, June 17 and July 26, 1858, NA, RG 77, Ltrs.
Recd., Chief Engineer.

18. A review of the letters received by the Adjutant General for this

time frame failed to turn up any from Lieutenant Alexander on this
subject.
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The fort would then be ready to receive about one-third its
armament, and could "afford good protection, from an enemy's force, to a

corresponding garrison and its supplies."”

To complete the fort, Alexander estimated, would require

another $65,000 appropriation. 19

G. Project is Shut Down_and the Pubiic Property Secured

On July 31, 1858, the Department called on its superintending
engineer to submit a report on his plans of providing for safe keeping of
the public property until the legal problems with the state were resolved.
If no arrangements had been made for its preservation, it was suggested
that he contact the Ship Island lighthouse keeper with whom an agreement
might be perfected.zo

Alexander assured the Department that he had devined its
wishes. The office furniture, books, oars, and surveying instruments
were stored in his Biloxi quarters. The boat had been hauled up onto
the beach. Over on Ship Island, the forage, tools, etc., had been
placed in one of the sheds erected to facilitate the survey, while the
wagon and carts had been parked in lee of a shed and shielded by

hurdles. The mules had been turned out to pasture.

Lighthouse Keeper John Reed had agreed to look after the Ship
Island property at no cost to the Depz-n"tmerm21

19. Annual Report of Operations at Ship Island for Fiscal Year 1858,
NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief Engineer.

20. Wright to Alexander, July 31, 1858, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent, Chief
Engineer.

21. Alexander to Wright, August 1, 1858, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd.,
_Chief Engineer.
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H. Alexander Seeks to Prepare Detlailed Estimates and Plans

After the survey was completed and the property secured,
Superintending Engineer Alexander focused his energy on preparation of

detailed estimates and plans.

To do so, he asked the Department to provide him with a copy

of the Thayer-De Russy-Barnard Report and supplementary dr’awingsA22

Replying, the Department promptly mailed to Alexander a copy

of the subject report.

Alexander, on September 19, complained to the Department that
the Thayer board's drawing in his possession was incomplete. Until these
gaps were filled, it wolld be impossible for him to prepare detailed cost

estimates.

Acting Chief Engineer Thayer was out of the city, so Captain
Wright handled this correspondence. He informed Alexander t'hat all the
project drawings had been forwarded. Alexander's letter, however,
would be shown to Colonel Thayer for "such further action . . . as he
may deem proper." The Thayer board, Wright added, had not submitted

any estimates.25

h. Plans and Estimates are Prepared and Submitted for a

Temporary Wharf
On September 9, 1858, Alexander submitted for review and

approval drawings and estimates prepared for construction of a temporary

22. Alexander to Wright, September 7, 1858, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd.,
Chief Engineer. :

23. Wright to Alexander, September 15 and 18, 1858, NA, RG 77, Ltrs.
Sent, Chief Engineer.

24. Alexander to Wright, September 19, 1858, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd.,
Chief Engineer.

25. Wright to Alexander, October 8, 1858, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent, Chief
Engineer.
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wharf to cost $916.93. Soon thereafter, he discovered that an error in
the measurements would result in the wharf being much longer than
required. He accordingly asked the Department to return his drawing

and estimates to be corrected.

Whereupon, Captain Wright recommended that a new plan and
estimate be prepared, particularly as the former had been submitted to
Acting Chief Engineer Thayer. The revised project should include a map

of as much of the island as will identify the location of the wharf.26

By October 2, Alexander had prepared a new plan, a location
map, and had revised the estimates. The cost of a pile wharf 300' 6"
long; 15' wide, with a 41" by 22' head was placed at $884.14. This sum
broke down:

Materiats and Labor Price Amount
88 piles for support @ 4.50 $400.00
1,629' 6 X 6s for capping piles @15.00 per m 24.43
3,550" 3 X 6s for sleepers @15.00 per m 53.25
890" 4 X 4s for wheel guards ©15.00 per m 13.75
10,158 2" plank for roadway @15.00 per m 152.37
500 ibs. nails & spikes @ .04 per Ib. 20.00
200 days labor @ 1.75 per day 350.00
50 days carpentry @ 3.00 per day 150.00

Total $807.40
Contingencies 80.74

Grand Total $888414.27

26. Alexander to Wright, September 9 and Wright to Alexander,
September 25, 1858, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd. and Sent, Chief Engineer.

27. Alexander to Wright, October 2, 1858, NA, RG 77, Lirs. Recd.,
Chief Engineer.
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J. Yellow Fever Cuts Down Lieutenant Alexander

Early in October, Lieutenant Alexander advised the Department
that the Mississippi legislature was to convene on the first day of
November. He accordingly requested and was granted authority to travel
to Jackson to lobby for passage of legislation ceding jurisdiction over
Ship Island to the United States.

Alexander never made the trip. Felled by yellow fever, he
died at Biloxi at 10:00 a.m., on October 10, '1858.29

28. Alexander to Wright, October 2 and Wwright to Alexander,
October 16, 1858, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd. and Sent, Chief Engineer.

29. Levere to Chief Engineer, October 10, 1858, NA, RG 77, Ltrs.
Recd., Chief Engineer. Edward Levere was the Biloxi Postmaster.
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iV. THE FORT TAKES SHAPE UNDER LIEUTENANT PRIME'S
SUPERINTENDENCY: 1859-61
A. Prime Becomes Project Engineer

1. Mississippi_Cedes Jurisdiction

The War Department waited more than four months before
it named an officer to replace Lieutenant Alexander. Meanwhile the
Mississippi General Assembly, on November 15, 1858, enacted legislation
ceding jurisdiction to the United States over all of Ship Island “above and
within low-water mark, and over all the contiguous shores, flats, and
waters within" as far as the low water mark. The state would share

concurrent jurisdiction with the United States:

in and over all premisis aforesaid so far that all civil process
and such criminal process as may issue under autharity of this
state against any person or persons charged with crimes
committed without the premises aforesaid may be executed
therein the same manner as if jurisdiction had not been ceded.

The lands and improvements thereon, while they remained
the property of the United States, were to be exonerated and discharged
from all taxes and assessments "levied and imposed by the state of

Mississippi. o

2. Prime is Named Project Engineer
On February 22, 1859, 1st Lt. Frederick E. Prime was

directed to assume, in addition to his other duties, the position of
superintending engineer for the Ship Island fort. He had been on the
Gulf Frontier since February 26, 1858, as project engineer for the

defenses of Pensaccla and Mobile Bays.

Prime had excellent credentials. Born in (taly to United

States citizens, he was appointed to the U.S. Military Academy from New
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York. He graduated No. 1 in the Class of 1850, and was commissioned a
brevet 2d lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers. From 1850 to 1852, he
was assistant engineer for repair of Fort Wood in New York Harbor; in
1852 he helped oversee construction of Faort Schuyler; and in 1853 he
supervised navigational improvements on the Hudson River. He was
promoted 1o 2d lieutenant on September 13, 1853, and ordered to
California, where he spent the next four years as assistant engineer at
Alcatraz. In 1857, Prime became superintending engineer on the Alcatraz

project. His next assignment took him to the Gulf Coast.

Acting Chief Engineer René De Russy directed Prime to
contact Major Beauregard, in New Orleans, to secure such papers and
property pertaining to the proposed work as might be in Beauregard's

possession.

At the time of Alexander's death, De Russy continued, the
Department had taken no action on the plans and estimates submitted by
the deceased for construction of a wharf and temporary buildings.
Lieutenant Prime was to review these plans and estimates and resubmit
them with any modification deemed necessary. He would also prepare and
forward for approval an operating program, along with a list of- needed
employees and suggested wages. He would look to Major Beauregard for

funds, making requisitions for whatever money was needed.

Prime would take post at either Biloxi or Ship Island, and
proceed with "an active prosecution of operations." He was admonished
"to leave nothing undone for the accomplishment of as much as possible
during the present season.“3

2. Cullum, Biographical Register, Vol. 11, p. 255.
3. De Russy to Prime, February 22, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent,

Chief Engineer. Colonel De Russy had been designated Acting Chief
Engineer by General Totten in December 1858.
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Prime lost no time in traveling from Mobile to New Orleans
and securing the Ship Isldind papers and books from Major Beauregard.
On March 8, he left New Orleans for Biloxi, where he established his
headquarters.

3. Prime Hires a _Clerk and a Physician

To facilitate the construction program, Prime proposed to
hire some administrative personnel. In late March 1859, he requested and
was granted authority to hire a clerk at a salary not to exceed $130 per
month.>

Then, on June 13, Prime sought permission to employ a
physician at $80 per month and his board during the sickly season.
Already, he explained, a number of the employees were complaining about
sore eyes, and he feared the situation would worsen, because many of the

men were obliged to "work in the water under a warm sun."

The Department, on approving this expenditure, charged
prime with exercising the "most rigid economy," and asked him to
investigate the possibility of combining the duties of clerk and physician
in the same individual as had been done at Fort Jeffer-sorm7

Prime, however, was unable to engage a physican also
willing to work as a clerk. Consequently, he was unable to reduce this
overhead expense.

4. Prime to De Russy, March 7, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer.

5. Prime to De Russy, March 20 and De Russy to Prime, March 29,
1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd. and Sent, Chief Engineer.

6. Prime to De Russy, June 13, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer.

7. De Russy to Prime, June 20, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent, Chief
Engineer.
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B. Depariment Approves the Site

Upon examining the maps in the files, Lieutenant Prime saw that
a fort site had been delineated on both by his predecessor, but there was
nothing to indicate whether the Department had given its approval. As
he saw no reason to change the location, he called on the Department for
a decision.8

On March 22, Acting Chief Engineer De Russy responded and
approved the Alexander site.9

C. Planning and Programming with Lieutenant Prime

1. Prime Estimates the Cost of Completing the Fort

On March 16, 1859, Prime transmitted to the Department
for review an estimate of the cost of completing the Ship island fort.
The figures cited reflected the situation as of January 1, 1859, and were
based on data compiled by Lieutenant Alexander. The estimates for the
masonry had been projected on the assumption that the “scarp and other
heavy walls" would have a concrete core faced with bricks. As submitted
the estimates read:

No. 7. Excavating ditch and foundations

14,328 cubic yds. exc. @ 0.48 per cyd. $ 6,877.44
30,000 ft. lumber for sheetpiling @ $12 360.00
1 steam engine, pump and fixtures 1,260.00
1 engineer 6 mos. @ $100 per month 600.00
2 firemen 6 mos. @ $40 per month 480.00
175 cords of wood @ $4.50 per cord 787.50

$70,364.94

No. 2. Scarp Wall

1763 52/100 cyds brickwork @ $11.92 $21,021.16
3469 87/ cyds concrete @ $6.477 22,474.34
394 33/ cyds concrete @ $6.189 2,440.50
1268 c. ft. cordon stone @ $124.39 1,577.26
1268 running feet of asphaltic joint @ $0.076 96.37
23 sets embrasures @ $618 14,214.00

$61,823.63

8. Prime to De Russy, March 12, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer.

9. De Russy to Prime, March 23, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent, Chief
Engineer.
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No. 3. Piers & partitions to springing line of
gunroom arches (15'/parade wall of land front
to same reference)

268 8/10 cyds concrete @ $6189

957 cyds brickwork @ $11.92

No. 4. Arches of gunrooms & of gorge casemates
& parade wall including coping

1299 8/10 cubic yds. of work @ $1.92

410 running ft. asphaltic joints @ 0.076

1458 4/10 cyds. concrete @ $6.477

No. 4. [sic] Asphalting arches
1813 sq. yds. inclined asphalting @
$1.6936
520 sq. yds. vertical asphaiting @ $2.461

No. 5. Covering arches with dry brick, shells, etc.
115,838 bricks laid dry @ $13.079 per th.
264 cyds. shells spread @ $3.662 per cyd.

$ 1,626,
11,407.
§13,033.

$15,493.

.16
8,447.

$24,971.

31

$ 3,070.
1,279.
§4,350.

$ 2,038.
966.
$ 3,004.

47
44
Ell

62

05
83

50
72
22

10
87
87

No. 6. B.H. Wall, Drains, wells & well covers for drainage over

casemates
704 8/10 cyds. brickwork @ $11.92
397 running feet of asphaltic joints @ 0.076
27 well covers (11,785 Ibs casting @ 0.051)

No. 7. Embanking, grading & planting parapet &
terreplein

2100 cyds embankment @ 0.36

1396 sq. yds. grading planting etc. @ 0.557

No. 8. Gun platforms & traverse circles & pintles
(barbette)

Columbiad Platforms @ $424.34

9 sets traverse circles & pintles @ $182.90

Ne. 9. Traverse circles & pavement in gunrooms,
paving main entrance, staircases & bridge piers
23 sets traverse circles @ $119.63
9556.5 sg. ft. of flagging @ 0.2291
500 sq. ft. of Brust Pavement @ 0.85
Staircases 128 steps @ $3
163 cyds of brickwork @ $11.92
8 days stonecutters @ $3

40

$ 8,39

§ 756,
767.
§1,523.

$ 8,498,
1,646,
370,744,

$ 2,751

2,199.
425,
384,

1,942,

24,

.21
30.

589.
$9,010.63

17
25
63

00
57
57

80
10
90

.49

39
00
00
00
00



No.

Bridge piers, 35 cubic yds. brick masonry
@ $11.92
Bridge piers, 8 cubic yds. concrete @
$6.1889

. 10. Woodwork of Magazines

7000 ft. tumber @ $25

84 days carpenter @ $2.75

20 days labourer @ $1.44

4 mortice composition locks @ $14.50

4 sets composition hinges 150 Ibs @ 50 cts
100 ibs copper nails @ 60 cts.

45 Ibs bar copper at 40 cts.

10 days smith @ $2.75

75 sq. ft. copper guaze @ 30 cts.

11. Gates & fastenings

18 days carpenter @ $2.75

12 days labour @ $1.44

10 days smith @ $2.75

3400 ft lumber @ $20 per M

250 Ibs composition hinges, etc. @ 0.50
180 Ibs iron @ 5 cts.

3 days painter @ $3

75 Ibs. paint @ 10 cts.

. 12. Bridge & Drawbridge

Drawbridge Machinery
4500 ft lumber @ $15

10 days carpenter @ $2.75
8 days laborer @ $1.44

6 days smith @ $2.75

250 Ibs. of iron @ 5 cts.
200 Ibs. spikes @ 4 cts.

. 13. Plank road to hoist 200 yards

27500 ft. lumber @ $12

6 days carpenter @ $2.75
20 days labour @ $1.44
600 tbs spikes @ 4 cts.

6 days teams @ 0.50

. 14, Wharf

88 piles @ 50 cts.

16500 ft. lumber @ $15

500 Ibs spikes @ $2.75

50 days carpenters @ $2.75
200 days laborer @ $1.44

41

437.

49

38,213

247.

137.
208.

.00
50

50
00
00

$ 737



No.

No.
50L

No.

. 15. B.H. wall of covered way

313 Cubic yds. brickwork @ $11.92
666 running ft. of asphaltic joints @ 0.076
224 cubic yds. concrete @ 6.477

16. Paving ditch & covered way
5674 sq. yds. or 630.45 cubic yds.
borrow @ $11.92

. 17. Embanking, grading, & planting glacis

3438 cubic yds. @ 0.000 being put in place
while excavating ditch, eic.

5874.5 sq. yds. grading planting, etc.,
@ 0.557

. 18. Embankment of parade

708 cubic yds. deported from excavation
of ditch, etc. @ 0.00

. 19. Fence around work

1450 running feet @ 0.2132 per foot

. 20. Temporary buildings

54111 ft. lumber @ $16 per M.
74.500 shingles @ $4% per M.
doors & windows

2500 Ibs. nails & spikes $4 cts.
462 days carpenters @ $2.75
462 days labour @ $1.44

20. [sic] Cisterns-(estimates --

x 20W x 10D)

200 cubic yds. brick work @ $11.92
50 cubic yds. concrete--$6.189

480 cubic yds. excavation @ 0.14 cts
pumps, manholes, etc.

21. Contingencies

1 overseer 2 years @ $130 per month

1 master mason 18 months @ $130 per month

1 clerk 2 years @ $130 per month

office rent 2 years @ $10 per month

1 suboverseer 2 years @ $75 per month

1 receiver of materials, etc., 2 years @
$50 per month

42

$ 3,730.96
50.62
1,450.84
$ 5,232.42

$ 7,515.08

$  000.00

_3,272.09

$ 3,272.09

$  000.00

$ 865.78
335.25

100.00
1,270.50
665.28
3,333.31

©

o

2,384.00
309.45
67.20
200.00
7,960.65

)

o

3,120.00
2,340.00
3,120.00

240.00
1,800.00

1,200.00
$11,820.00
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Recapitulation

Excavating ditch foundations--

Scarp wall--

Piers, etc., to springing line of arches--
Arches & completing parade wall--
Asphalting arches--

Covering arches with dry brick & shells--

B.H. Wali--drains etc.--

Embanking, grading & planking terreplein
& parapet--

Barbette Columbiad Piatforms & other
traverse circle--

Casemate traverse circles, paving, piers,
etc.--

. Woodwork of Magazines--

. Gates & fastenings--

. Bridge & Drawbridge--

. Plank road--

. Wharf--

. B.H. wall of covered way-~

. Paving ditch & covered way--

Embanking, grading & planking glacis--
Embanking parade--
Fence--

. Temporary buildings--
. Cisterns--
. Contingencies--

Total

Deduct

52,522 ft. lumber @ $15 $ 740.35
2,300 ibs. spikes & nails

@ 4 cts. 92.00

62,000 shingles @ $4% per M. 279.00

$1111.35

Amount required to compiete Fort

FINANCIAL STATEMENT

Expenditures to 1st Janry. 1859--

Amount required to complete work--

Total cost of work--

Total amount of expenditures to 1st Jdanry. 1859--
Amount available 1st Janry. 1859--

Amount required to complete work--

Total cost of work

43

$10,364.
61,823,
13,033,
.83

24,971

4,350,
3,004,
9,010.

1,523.
10,144.

8,213,
695.
312.
430.
402.
737.

5,232.

7,515.

3,272,
000.
309.

3,333,

2,960.

11,820.
$783, 463.

$182,352.

$ 5,397,
$182,532.

94
91
22
87
63

57

18
02
20

§787,929.

5,397,
94,602.
87,929,

$787,929.

18
82
20
20



NOTES

Note A.--Cost of brickwork per cubic yqrd
459 bricks @ $11.964 per thousand
8 cubic ft. mortar @ 0.2016
1.03 days masons @ $2.79
1.35 day labourer @ $1.44

Cost of 1,000 bricks delivered on work
1,000 bricks @ $11
0.3 day labour @ $17.44 receiving
0.3 day labour @ $1.44 receiving
0.3 day labour @ $1.44 moving
0.2 day team @ $0.50 "

Cost of cubic yard of cement mortar
3 bbls. cement (975 Ibs/@ $1.75)
20 cubic ft. sand
0.5 day fabour @ $1.44 making
0.15 day team @ 0.50 hauling sand, etc.
cost per cyd.
cost per c. ft.

Note B.--Cost of concrete per cubic yard
10.5 cubic ft. mortar @ 0.2016
0.88 ¢. yard of shelis @ 2.582
1.25 days labour @ $1.44
cost per cubic yard

Cost of shells delivered on work
Cubic yard of shells on wharf
Receiving and moving
0.3 day labourer @ $7.44
0.1 day team @ 0.50

Note C.--Cost of concrete with lime per cubic yard
Make in batches according to Dept.
Instructions for Dauphin Island as foliows:

3 parts cement

1% part lime paste

6 parts sand

12 parts shells

1% bbl. cement @ $1.55 (487 bbls)

3/4 bbl. lime paste (103 Ibs. quicklime

@ $1.75 ocer 240 Ibs.)
3 bbls. sand (11% cu. ft.)
6 bbls. shells (22% cu. ft. @ $2.582 per cyd)

44

4914

.6128
.8737
.9440

9219

.00

432
.432
.432

oo

N g=X=1

ounlcoco s

»|2

.964

1168
27216

18896

.325

.750
.000
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0.9 day team hauling sand, cement, etc.

1.25 day labour @ $1.44
cost of 29.6 cu. ft.
cost of cubic yard

Note D.--Cost of laying flagging for Casemates in

mortar per square foot

Square foot of flagging received on work

1/12 cub foot of mortar @ 0.2016
1/100 day labour @ $1.44
1/100 day mason $ 2.79

Note E.--Cost of Asphalting per sq. yard Horizontal

or Inclined Asphalting
50 Ibs. of Asphalt @ 0.029
0.2 Ib of mineral tar @ 0.05
1/35 day applicator @ $2.40
4/35 day labour @ $1.44
cost per sq. yd.

Vertical Asphalting
55 ibs of asphalt @ 0.029
* |b of mineral tar @ 0.05
1/10 day applicator @ $2.40
4/10 day labour @ $1.44
cost per sq. yd.

Note F.--Cost of Columbiad Platform

1.4 cubic yard of brickwork @ $12.38
15.9 " " of concrete @ 6.477
1 day application @ $2.40
4 day labour @ $1.44
500 Ibs. asphalt @ 0.029
2 Ibs mineral tar @ 0.05
10 gunny bags @ 0.13
10 Ibs mineral tar @ 0.05
1 set traverse & pintie stones
1 set " " irons
2 days masons @ $2.79
6 days labour @ $1.44
10 cu. ft. of cement mortar @ 0.2016
7 days stonecutter @ 3.00
2 days smith @ 3.00
Hoisting, hauling, & receiving stone

- hoisting concrete & bricks

- 3.46 days team @ 0.50
- 9.93 days labour @ 1.44

Total

45

@

o~ ©

075

101

477

17
0168
0144

.0279

oloococo

-xooo;

2291

45

o1
0636
165
$ 7.6936

595
05

576

461

$424.



Note G.--Cost of pintie & traverse of barbette
gun (complete). The stones & iron required
are supposed to be obtained from Fort Pickens
at same cost as those sold to Fort Gaines by
Fort Morgan--

set stones & irons $86.22
cubic yards of concrete @ 6.477 58.293
cubic yards brickwork @ 12.38 24.76
day stonecutter @ 3.00 3.00

day smith @ 3.00 1
day mason @ 2.79 2
days labour @ 1.44 2.
10 cubic feet of mortar @ 0.2016 2.016
1
0
2

[ Nt

8 gunny bags @ 0.13
8 Ibs mineral tar @ 0.05

Note H.--Cost of moving earth from ditch to
terreplein & parapet
0.25 day labour @ 1.44 0.3
cost per cubic yard $ 0.3

s

by

Note I--Cost per cubic yard of earth excavated
from ditch and embanked in glacis & parade
0.333 day labour @ $1.44 0.48
cost per cubic yard $0.48

Note K--Cost of grading, enriching, & planting

per sqg. yard
% cubic yard mould & clay @ $2 0.60
0.05 day labour @ 1.44, spreading,
grading, & planting 0.072
0.05 day labour hauling mould @ 1.44 0.072
0.03 day team " " @ 0.50 0.015
0.557
Note L--Cost of fence per running foot
11 cedar posts @ 0.50 5.50
550 ft. juniper @ 20 cts per ft 11.00
3 days labour @ 1.44 4.32
10 Ibs. nails @ 0.05 0.05
cost of 100 running feet 21.32
cost per running foot 0.2132
Note M--Cost of asphalting joints per running
foot--(the joint being | square foot)--all the
asphaltic joints are reduced to this area
1/3 gunny bag @ 0.13 0.0434
1/3 Ib of mineral tar @ 0.05 0.0166
1/90 day labour @ $1.44 0.016
cost per running foot 0.076
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Note N--Cost of Brust Pavement per square foot

Granite block per sq. ft. of surface 0.60
1/45 day mason @ $2.79 0.0602
1/45 day labour @ $1.44 0.032
1/6 cubic foot of mortar @ 0.2016 0.0336
% cubic foot of concrete 0.131
cost per sqg. foot $0.8568

Note O--Cost of cordon per cubic foot--(laid)

cubic foot of stone ready to lay 1.00
1/20 day mason @ 2.79 0.1395
1/15 day labour @ 1.44 0.096
1/24 cubic foot mortar @ 0.2016 0.0084
cost per cubic foot 1.2439

Note P--Cost of dry bricks & shells (in position)
for drainage of casemate arches.
Cost of dry brick laid, per thousand

1000 bricks on work 11.964
0.5 day mason @ 2.79 1.395
1.0 day labour @ 1.44 0.72

Total cost per thousand bricks $13.079

Cost of shells spread per cubic yard

Cubic yard of shells on work 2.582
Hoisting & spreading 0.75 day tabour @ 1.44 1.08
Total cost per cubic yard 3.662

Note Q--Cost of Casemate Traverse circle

24 cubic feet stone @ $1.50 36.00
2 days masons @ .79 5.58
4 days labour @ 1.44 5.76
6 cubic ft. mortar @ 0.2016 1.2096
4 cubic yards concrete @ $6.189 24.756
332 ibs iron @ 10 cts 33.20
1% day smith @ 2.75 4.125
3 days stone cutter @ 3 9.00
Total cost per set $119.6306

Note R-~Cost of irons & stones for each casemate

embrasure
frons (one set compiete) $500.00
28 cu. ft. stone @ 1.00 28.00
1500 ibs. of laid @ 6 cts. 90.0010
Total cost per set $618.00

10. Prime to De Russy, March 16, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer.
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These estimates, Prime explained, were predicated on the
assumption that an additional appropriation will be secured, thus enabling

him to complete the project by June 30, 1861”

2. Prime Submits His Fiscal Year 1860 Program

In accordance with procedures, Prime coincidentally
submitted for review and approval a program for expenditure of the
balance of the $100,000, appropriated by Congress in March 1857 for
construction of the fort. Between mid-March 1859 and June 30, 1860, the
$94,602.82 would be applied:

Temporary buildings $ 3333.31
Plank road 407.30
Wharf 737.00
Excavation .3982 cyds. @ 0.48 1911.36
Steam engine, services, etc. 2487.50
Brickwerk, 2616 4/10 cyd. @ $11.92 30287.48
Concrete, 2979 9/10 cyd. @ 6.477 19300.81
Concrete, 657 2/10 cyd @ $6.189 4067.41
Embrasures 14214.00
Overseer 15 mos @ $130 1950.00
Clerk 15 mos. @ $17.30 1950.00
Receiver of materials 12 mos @ $50 600.00
Suboverseer 12 mos @ $75 900.00
Mastermason 10 mos @130 1300.00
Office rent--15 mos. @ $12 180.00
Total $83,621.17
Balance to be applied to casemates of gunroom 10,981.6512
Total $94,602.82

Such a program would enable the workmen to: (a) build
the wharf; (b) erect the temporary buildings; (¢) fayout the plank road;
(d) excavate for the scarp foundations; (e) raise the scarp, including the
embrasures, to reference (23); and (f) construct the piers, including the
skewback, partitions, and parare wall of gorge to reference (15), which

is the spring line of the gunroom arches.

The balance, $10,981.65, was to be applied to turning the

arches of the gunroom casemates. As the cost of turning ail the subject

11.  Ibid.

12. Ibid.
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arches was placed at $14,580.04, this sum would suffice for turning
two-thirds of these arches, and leave enough money for hire of a fort

keeper should Congress fail to fund the project in Fiscal Year 1861.

Excavation of the wet ditch would be deferred until such
time as the scarp was compleled, because it would materially interfere

with construction of the scarp.13

As soon as the wharf was built, Prime planned to call for
proposals for delivery of one million bricks and 3,200 cubic yards of
shells. The workforce (some 25 laborers) would be engaged receiving the

bricks and shells and excavating for the scarp.
In October or November, as soon as the sickly season was
over, the workforce would be reinforced and the laying of masonry

commenced. 14

3. The Department Approves the Program

The Department approved the Fiscal Year 1860 program as
outlined. Authority was also granted to advertise for bricks and shells.
Prime was reminded that all contracts entered into must be forwarded to

Washington, aleng with an abstract listing all bids, for approval.15

D. Construction of the Wharf and Temporary Buildings

Prime, upon reviewing Alexander's plans and estimates for a
wharf and temporary buildings, found no reason to make any changes.

He therefore called for authority to proceed.

Meanwhile, he had employed a crew tc man the Engineer
schooner Baker. Upon her arrival at Biloxi, Prime would iocate the wharf,

13.  Ibid.
14. Ibid.

15. De Russy to Prime, March 25, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent, Chief
Engineer.
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and ascertain by sounding if any changes had occurred in the offshore

hydrography in the months since Lieutenant Alexander's death.

in addition, he had engaged an overseer at a salary of $130 per
month.

The Department by telegram through Major Beauregard at New
. 17
Orleans approved these actions.

Work was promptly commenced on these structures and pushed

to early completion.

E. Prime Meets Several Inherited Administrative Challenges

1. Settling the Thompson Claim

Superintending Engineer Prime was compelled to devote
considerable time and energy to settling claims against the United States.
The most troublesome was one filed by James Thompson.

In mid-March 1858, Lieutenant Alexander had contracted
with Thompson te "furnish good and substantiat board" to the project
employees. For this service, Thompson was to be paid fifty cents per
man for each working day. in addition to the rations, Thompson was to

provide the necessary cooks and waiter‘s.19

16. Prime to De Russy, March 9, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer. The schooner had been purchased to facilitate construction of
Fort Gaines.

17. De Russy to Prime, March 16, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent, Chief
Engineer.

18. Annual Report of Operations at Ship lIsland for Fiscal Year 1859,
NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief Engineer.

19. Thompson to Alexander, March 15, 1858, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd.,
Chief Engineer. The bill of fare was to include: Breakfast--hash, sugar
and coffee, butter, molasses, fried potatoes, fish, and cold meats.
Dinner--soup (bean, pea, vegetable, etc.), fresh beef, mutton or pork
(twice a week), corn beef, pork and beans (on the other days), cabbage
or turnips, potatoes or rice, fish (fresh), pickles (twice a week), and
baker's bread; and supper--hash, cold meats, tea, coffee, and sugar,
and bread, butter, and molasses.
50



Besides his agreement to provide subsistence, for which
there was documentation, Thompson claimed that Alexander, when work
was suspended, had placed him in charge of the mules and other
government property on the island. Upon looking into this subject,
Lieutenant Prime found that Thompson had attended to the Engineer
property from May until October 1, 1838. During these months,
Thompson had lived on the east end of the istand and had visited the
Engineer sheds at least once and some-times three times a week. For

these services, Prime held that $30 per month was ample compensation.

To complicate the situation, there was Alexander's letter of
August 11, 1858, in which he stated that "the other property is at Ship
Island in care of the Light-house Keeper though he receives no
compensation.” Keeper Reed had since died, and his wife knew nothing
further on the subject, other than that Alexander has asked her husband
to look after the mules and buildings?o

It seemed to the Department that Thompson's claim for
additional compensation for boarding men was unwarranted. To enable
the Department to evaluate Thompson's claim for compensation for care of
public property, Prime was to give his rationale for recommending that
Thompson be allowed $30 per month for his services during the subject
period. This appeared to be contradicted by Alexander's letter stating
that qu public property had been entrusted to the care of Keeper
Reed.

Prime, after further correspondence with Thompson,
reiterated his recommendation that Thompson be paid $30 per month for
attending to the Engineer property during the subject months. The

20. Prime to De Russy, April 15, Conguergood to Prime, March 9, and
Thompson to Prime, March 12, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer. Peter Conguergood had been Alexander's foreman.

21. De Russy to Prime, April 26, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent, Chief
Engineer.
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Department accordingly directed Prime to pay Thompson for this

- 2
s‘.er\/lce.2

2. Evicting a Trespasser
Lieutenant Prime, on his first visit to Ship Island,
discovered that a Mr. Little had erected a house on the east end of the
island and was living on the military reservation. Before taking action,

Prime called on the Department for a definition of the squatter's rights.2

When Acting Chief Engineer De Russy called for additional
data, Prime explained that, experience at Fort Gaines had demonstrated,
there would be problems with whites vending liquor to slaves employed on
the project. To forestall such an occurrance on Ship Island, Prime
wished to insure that all such persons residing on the island were subject

to his controh24

Reviewing the files, Colonel De Russy discovered that,
three years before, the Commissioner of the General Land Office had held
that title to Ship f{sland was vested in the United States, because the
claims to the island had been determined to be invalid by the United
States Supreme Court and no sales had since been made.

Indeed, any sales since August 30, 1847, the date of
President Polk's order of reservation would be invalid, as the effect of
the Presidential proclamation was to reserve such lands from sale under
the Nation's General Land Laws and place it under exclusive control of
the War Department. A second letter from the Commissioner, dated

January 13, 1858, reiterated the position taken 19 months before.

22. Thompson to Prime, June 15, Prime to De Russy, June 18, and De
Russy to Prime, July 1, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd. and Sent, Chief
Engineer. On Jufy 15, Prime paid Thompson $170 to satisfy his claims
against the United States. Prime to De Russy, July 17, 1853, NA,
RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief Engineer.

23. Prime to De Russy, March 23, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer.

24. Prime to De Russy, April 18, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer.
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Reinforced by this information, De Russy directed
Lieutenant Prime to inform Little that he must remove or abandon his
improvements. It might be convenient, however, for the government to
permit Little to continue his occupancy, subject to removal at the pleasure
of the project engineer. Such permission could be granted, provided
Little acknowledged, in writing, the right of the United States to

undisputed possession.

Prime accordingly notified Little, in writing, that he had
30 days in which to remove his dwelling or to acknowledge the United
States' right to possession of the tract. When Little failed to heed this
request, Prime had his workmen remove the dwelling's roof, thus making

it uninhabitable.?®

F. Prime Contracts for Materials

1. Jules Blanc Gets the Brick Contract

In. early April, 1859, Lieutenant Prime employed the New
Orleans, Mobile, and Pensacola newspapers to invite interested parties to
submit proposals for supplying the Ship Island project with bricks and
shells. The deadline for filing the bids was announced as Monday,
May 16.

On the designated day, Superintending Engineer Prime
opened and abstracted the proposals received for supplying bricks for the
fort. The abstract read:

25. De Russy to Prime, April 29, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent., Chief
Engineer.

26. Prime to De Russy, June 5 and De Russy to Prime, June 15, 1859,
NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd. and Sent, Chief Engineer. The Department
rejected the fess drastic alternative of placing the subject in the hands of
the U.S. District Attorney for Mississippi.
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Price per

Firm Thousand Size Place
C.P. Knapp $18.99 8% x 4 x 2% Pensacola
G.W. Boss 15.00 105 cubic inches Mobile
C. LeBaron 14.90 9 x 4% x 2-3/8 Mobile
H. Slabick 15.00 90 cubic inches Pensacola
George Willis & Co. 12.00 9% x 4% x 2% Pensacola
*Bacon & Abercrombie 14.00 9 x 4% x 2-3/8 Pensacola
Jules Blanc 11.00 8% x 4% x 2% New Orleans
*XG W, McCrew 13.48 8% x 4% x 2%

* Bacon & Abercrombie held the contract for providing the brick for
Fort Jefferson; McCrew, if awarded the contract, proposed to burn his
bricks in the Biloxi area; while all the other bidders, except C.P.
Knapp, had operating yards.

Jules Blanc was the lowest responsible bidder, and Prime
recommended that he be awarded the contract.27

Upon reviewing the abstract and Blanc's contract, Colonel
De Russy saw that George Willis & Co. had offered to furnish for $12 per
thousand bricks 9% x 4% x 2%, while Blanc's proposal called for bricks 8%
x 4% x 2% at $11 per thousand. If the dimensions as cited by Prime were
correct, Blanc's price was deceptive because, by cubic measure, Willis &
Co. had submitied the low bid. If there were other factors which made
Blanc's bricks cheaper, it was Prime's responsibility to call it to the
Department's attention and the contract would be approved.

if the agreement with Blanc were consummated, Prime was
to provide additional data, i.e., the signatures and residences of the
suretors; a statement attesting that no army officer was involved, and
designation of Prime or his authorized successor as the supervisor for

receiving and inspecting the bricks.28

27. Prime to De Russy, May 16, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer.

28. De Russy to Prime, May 25, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent, Chief
Engineer.
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When Prime checked into the subject, Willis & Co.
announced that, if the bricks were to be 9% x 4% x 2%, their price was
$14 per thousand. Consequently, Jules Blanc was awarded the contract
and directed to begin making deliveries.

2. Department Opts for an Aggregate of Broken Bats

Three proposals were received by Lieutenant Prime in
response to his advertisements for supplying the project with sheils for
aggregate. The low bidder for both 'clean" and "dirty" shells was C.H.
Nobles. His price for the former was $2.90 per cubic yard and $2.35 per
cubic yard for the latter. Contracts were duly awarded and approved for
Nobies to begin delivery of both categories of shells‘..3

Jules Bianc now told Prime that he would provide th:
project with "hard bats" for aggregate at $1.79 per cubic yard.

Upon being apprised of this, the Department anrounced
that his offer should be considered, inasmuch as concrete made from an
aggregate of brickbats was believed equal to or superior in quality to
shell concrete. In cafculating their cost, thz expense of breaking the
bats must be considered, and if the totai were less than the cost of clean

shells, Prime was to employ them in preference to sr'uells.31

Acting Chief Engineer De Russy, who had been absent
from the office, returned to Washington from Old Point Comfort on
June 6. After reviewing the Department's position, he wrote Prime that
it would be wise to employ a mixture of shells and broken brickbats as
aggregate whenever the cost of brick fragments did not much exceed that
of shells, "as the resulting concrete will be superior to that made of

shells alone."

29. George Willis & Co. to Prime, June 14, Prime to De Russy, June 18,
and De Russy to Prime, July 6, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd. and Sent,
Chief Engineer.

30. Prime to De Russy, May 18, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer.

31. Prime to De Russy, May 18, and Wright to Prime, May 26, 1859, NA,
RG 77, Ltrs. Recd. and Sent, Chief Engineer.
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The views of the Department on this subject were: (a)
fragments of hard bricks were better than shells, and should be used
when the cost of concrete was not increased thereby; (b) a mixture of
brick fragments and shells made a better concrete than shells alone, and
should be used when the cost of the brick fragments did not enhance the
cost of concrete; and (c) shells were to be used alone as aggregate in

. 32
the interest of economy.

Prime, to check out costs, turned two blacks to breaking
bats. (n a 10-hour day, they each broke 1.775 cubic yards. Calculating
the labor costs, Prime found that the cost of breaking one cubic yard of
bricks for concrete was .749¢, which added to the cost of the bats, gave
a total price of $2.499 per cubic yard. As the cost of clean shells was
$2.95 per cubic yard, this made a cost advantage of .451¢ for the bats.

Consequently, Prime cancelled the contract with Nobles,
and called upon Blanc to begin landing bricks, as soon as practicable.

G. Work Accomplished in Fiscal Year 1859
Construction was commenced in mid-March, when the crew of

the schooner Baker, assisted by a number of laborers, began
transporting piles, lumber, and bricks to Ship. Island. During the next
three months, a workforce (1 blacksmith, 7 carpenters, 1 mason, and
some 35 laborers) erected on the island, west of the lighthouse, an
office, smithy, carpenter shop, stable, storehouse, workmen's quarters,
wharf, and a plank road leading from the landing to the construction
site.

32. De Russy to Prime, June 6, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent, Chief
Engineer.

33. Prime to De Russy, June 15, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer.
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In June, a drainage pit was sunk, and "110 running feet of
frame work for excavation" of Section No. 1 of scarp foundation prepared

and positioned ready for sinking to the proper level.34

H. Certain Details are Reviewed and Refined Preparatory to
Breaking Ground
7. Department Rejects a Proposal for a Seawall to Protect
the Site
Gale-force winds out of the south and southeast, on
April 24 and 25, 1859, inundated the fort site, at flood tide, by from 10

to 12 inches of water. Moreover, the surface sand was eroded, and two
channels, each about a foot deep, cut between the fort site and the

adjacent dunes.

To combat this situation, Lieutenant Prime proposed to
erect a concrete seawalt, faced with bricks. The top of the coping to be
at reference (6), i.e., four feet above the surface of the flats. Such a
wall, designed to present an "obstacle to the action of the sea," would
probably cause the sand to be cut away from the front of it. To guard
against this, the wall's foundation should extend to low water--reference

(-4).

Prime proposed 1o raise the seawall up to its coping, and
leave it in this condition until it was determined whether any more
changes were warranted. He estimated the cost of the wall at
$15,410.31.3°

34. Annual Report of Operations at Ship Island for Fiscal Year 1859,
Monthly Reports of Operations for March-June 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs.
Recd., Chief Engineer. Executive Documents, Printed EX Order of the

(Washington, 1860), Serial 1024, p. 651 In addition to the artisons and
laborers, the workforce included: 1 overseer, 1 suboverseet, 1 clerk,
and 1 receiver of materials. The schooner Baker was manned by a
captain and 3 seamen.

35. Prime to De Russy, May 5, 1853, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer. Attached to Prime's letter was a "Section of proposed Sea walt."
A copy of the subject correspondence is on file at the Mississippi Unit,
GUIS.
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Acling Chief Engineer De Russy, after studying the
drawing and situation, concluded not to authorize construction of the
seawali, because "our first effort should be directed toward bringing the
main work in condition to receive its battery, leaving arrangement of the
ditch and glacis till more important objects connected with the efficiency

of the work are completed."

Under the current appropriation, efforts were to be
directed principally, if not exclusively, to construction of the walls of the
fort, including the casemates, beginning with the scarp. The scarp
foundations could be secured against storms by throwing earth from the
foundation trenches into an embankment on the exterior, where it will

afterwards constitute a portion of the glacis.36

2. Prime Asks for and Receives Guidance on Construction

of the Gateway Scarp and Casemate Piers

On the last day of June 1859, Superintending Engineer
Prime raised two points on which he wished guidance before beginning
work on the fort's foundations. The first concerned the character of the
drawbridge. Was it to have a pit? {f the bridge were to be similar to
the one at Fort Gaines, the drawings on hand would suffice. If not, he
needed a plan to ready the masonry for the bridge.

Second, he presumed that the casemate piers were to be
Iaid-up‘without being bonded into the scarp. |If so, he inquired, "Will
this be adhered to in case of the small and irreguler piers at the junction
of the circular scarp and faces of half bastions?" If it were necessary to
connect them with the scarp, were they to begin at the same reference as

the other piers or from the foundation of the scarp?37

36. De Russy to Prime, May 16, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent, Chief
Engineer.

37. Prime to De Russy, June 30, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer.
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Replying, Acting Chief Engineer De Russy pointed out that
"want of height" above low water precluded construction of a pit for a
drawbridge turning on an axis except at great expense. Therefore, the
scarp should be laid and carried up with a view to employing a bridge
turning on its inner edge around an axis located "just within" the scarp.
The scarp at the gateway should accordingly be carried up "exactly as in
other parts of the land curtain, until referance (3') is reached, and
above which it should not be raised tili the detaiied sketch of the gateway

was drawn and forwarded."

The casemate piers and their foundations were to be
carried up without being bonded into the scarp; but the triangular
projections near the angles at the extremities of the gorge front were to
form part of the scarp and be commenced at the same level.

The foundations of the little two-foot piers next the scarp
were to start at the same level as the iong piers next the parade and be
carried up with the same siope and offsets on three sides, the fourth

being \/ertical.38

I Providing the Project with Embrasure Irons and Stones and

Gun Pintles
1. Prime Takes an Extended Furlough

On August 26, 1859, Lieutenant Prime, having received a
three-month leave of absence, turned over supervision of the project to
Clerk A.D. Halleck and left Biloxi, enroute to his parents' home in

Huntington, New York. He reached New York City on September 4,39

Although his furlough had expired, Prime waited until
December 3 before requesting and being granted a 15-day extension.d'o

38. De Russy to Prime, August 20, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent, Chief
Engineer.

39. Prime to De Russy, August 24, and September 4, 1859, NA, RG 77,
Lirs. Recd., Chief Engineer. While on leave, Prime's mailing address was
in care of Prime & Co., 45 wall Street, New York City, N.Y.

40. Prime to De Russy, December 3, and De Russy to Prime,
December 9, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd. and Sent, Chief Engineer.
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Soon thereafter, he started for Mississippi, arriving back in Biloxi in

mid-December.

2. Embrasure Irons and Stones are Decided upon and Ordered

While in New York City, Prime stopped at the Engineer
Agency and ordered 20 sets of Totten embrasure irons. Upon doing so,
he called on the Department to provide him with such drawings as were
necessary to enable him to order the stonework to complement the

embrasure irons.

He also desired to know whether the flank guns were to be
24-pounder howitzers. This data was required to enable him to receive

stonework for the subject embrasures.41

tn forts, such as the Ship Island work, having brick
scarps, the Department answered, three stones were employed in forming
an embrasure. Since they were to be ordered through the Agency, their
forms and dimensions would be in possession of the agent and be identical

to the 2d tier Fort Jefferson embrasures.

The fort's flank guns were to be the usual "flanking
howitzers," and their embrasures were to be fitted with light irons, gun
irons not being necessary in positions not subject to battering. Only two
stones were used in construction of this type embrasure--one to receive
the pintle and the other covering the seat of the embrasure recess. The
dimen452ions of the former were 3' x 1' 6" x 1' and of the latter 6'.4" x-2'
x 3'.

The Department, in mid-December, transmitted to Prime at

Biloxi two sheets of drawings: "Plans, Sections and Elevations of Gun

41. Prime to De Russy, November 1, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd.,
Chief Engineer.

42. Wright to Prime, November 3, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent, Chief

Engineer.
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Embrasures for Fort ... Ship Island, Mississippi", and "Plan, Section and
Elevations of Howitzer Embrasures for Fort ... Ship Island, Mississippi."
Also, enclosed were extracts from Chief Engineer Totten's letters of

March 11 and 14, 1856, on this subject to Colonel De Russy.

The casemate floors had been referenced at 15' to suit the

circumstances at Ship Island and not (0') as at Fort Point, Califor‘nia.43

3. The Embrasures for the Fort's Big Guns

a. lrons

On March 11, 1856, General Totten had informed
Colonel De Russy, then superintending construction of Fort Point, that
the embrasure irons were to be cast under special contract, and would be
forwarded when ready for mounting, with all holes drilled. Hinges,
boits, and washers were to be provided by the project engineer.

Tests had demonstrated that the arrangement of
wrought iron about the throat, as shown in the plans, backed by masonry
would resist an 8-inch solid shot fired from a columbiad at 200 yards; and
the shutter would resist without being dismounted or made unserviceable,
the largest grape shot from the same piece fired at a similar distance.
But to do so, the iron had to be backed by "solid and well bonded

masonry."”

It was necessary to protect the exterior facings of
the embrasure with plates of one-half inch boiler iron, nine inches in
width. There would be a space of one-half inch between the edge of the
beoiter itron and brickwork to alleviate fears of the side plates being
loosened by muzzie bilasts. Also shielded by plates of boiler iron, to be
supplied by the project engineer, would be the sole of the embrasure and
lintel, the throat of the embrasuré, and the upper ends of the throat
jambs.

43. De Russy to Prime, December 12, 1853, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent,
Chief Engineer. Copies of the subject plans, labeled Dr. 84, Sheet 8,
and Dr. 84, Sheet 9, are on file at the Mississippi Unit, GUIS.
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b. Embrasure Stones

A few stones had been introduced into the embrasure.
They were: (&) one 1'6" x 1'6" x 1' stone to receive the lower end of
the carriage pintle; (b) a stone 5'3" long, 1'11-1/8" wide, and 6" high
placed over the inside of the tongue-hole; (c) a sole stone 8' long, 13"
wide, and 2'2" high to bridge part of the tongue-hole, its top notched to
receive the pintle and pintle-head, and its upper and outer edges rebated
to receive the lower end of the throat jambs. "No fine culting" was to be
applied to any part of these stones, except the pintle-hole and rebate,
"both of which should be well executed not for the sake of smoothness
but for the sake of the precision that is indispensible."

c. Embrasure Brickwork
"Every brick laid" in these walls and around the
embrasures "must be a hard burned brick." They were to be well laid,
as were the stones connected with the embrasure, in the strongest cement
mortar composed of ‘energetic cement and sand without admixture of

lime.“44

4. For the Flanking Howitzers

a. Plans

Totten on March 14, 1856, had posted to De Russy
drawings of "plans, sections, elevations, and details of embrasures for 32
pdr. or 24 pdr. casemate howitzers." These plans showed the principal
horizontal dimensions, where the wall was three feet thick. The interior
of the sole of the embrasure was to be 2'4%" above the floor of the
casemate. Inside the wall would be constructed as an independent mass
of masonry 6 feet long, 2 feet wide, and 2 feet high, affording a lower
interior sole on which the forward end of the chassis would rest. it
would be built symmetrically with rest to the embrasure, be faced on the
three expcsed sides with a 9-inch brick wall, filled in with concrete, and

covered with a slab of flagging stone about 3 inches thick.

44. Totten to De Russy, March 11, 1856, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent, Chief
Engineer.
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b. Ironwork
In placing the ironwork of the embrasure and
regulating dimensions, precision was vital. The throat was so small that
there was no room for any variance. The axis of the pintle was the

vertical line about which all parts of the embrasure must be arranged.

The sitl and lintel of the embrasure were to be bars
of wrought iron, each 4 feet long, B inches wide, and 2 inches thick.
Each was to be pierced by three holes, 1% inches in diameter, into which
would be fitted four hinge sockets, the stop, and the boit catch. The
ieaves of the shutter were to be flat pieces of 3/8-inch boiler iron. The
hinges of boiler iron, %-inch thick, were to be bent around a one-inch
bolt, and each fastened by three rivets to the shutters. The fastening
bolt, one to each leaf of the shutter, was to be connected with the
shutter in the same manner as the hinge bolt. A handle would be

screwed on once the bolt was emplaced.

To protect the brick throat jambs of the embrasure, a
piece of 3/8-inch boiler iron, bent into proper form, would "face the

throat and be anchored into the brick cheeks."

Colonel De Russy was to supply and fit the metal
parts for the subject embrasures.

c. Brickwork
Brickwork surrounding these embrasures was to be

laid in the best manner, using only the best cement and hard bricks.

Wherever howitzer embrasures were exposed to grape
and canister, the outer margin would be covered by plates of boiler iron,
as with the gun embrasures. The subject embrasures would give the full
traverse of 60 degrees.

The arch over the interior of the embrasure would be
cylindrical and spring from the imposts, the span being 2’6" and the rise
2"; and the oblique cheeks being covered till they meet the under surface
of the arch.
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Where the wall was three feet in thickness or less,
there would be a single pair of inner cheeks to each embrasure. |If the
wall were 4 feet thick, there would be a second pair of inner cheeks,

"formed in the increase of 1 foot given to the thickness of the wall.45

5. Adjusting the Pintles to the Pintle Holes

On the last day of February, in 1880, Lieutenant Prime
called on the Department to provide him with data on the dimensions of
the pintles to be employed with the casemate carriages. To answer his

question, the Department mailed a sketch of the subject pintlea46

Some four months later, Prime advised the Department that
he had had composition castings turned for the gun pintle holes. Their
diameter was 4% inches, which was the same size as the tongue-hole in
the lower stone. Consequently, there was no space into which to pour
molten lead. To prevent any errors, Prime asked for the "exact"

dimensions of the "substitute for the pintle to be furnished to me."

An examination of the drawings of the flank howitzer
embrasure had divulged that the pintle hole was 3% inches in diameter
before the lead was poured, while the diameter of the gun pintle hole was

% inches after the lead treatment.

Acting Chief Engineer De Russy assured Prime that there
was no problem. The diameter of the "mould" for the pintle holes of the
gun embrasure was 4% inches. The doubt in Prime's mind on this
subject, De Russy attributed to Prime confusing the instructions for
forming the pintle holes of the gun embrasures with those for the
howitzers. In the former no lead was to be used in forming or finishing

the pintie hole, except that which entered into composition of the lead

45. Totten to De Russy, March 14, 1856, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent, Chief
Engineer.

46. Prime to De Russy, February 29 and De Russy to Prime, March 8,

1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd. and Sent, Chief Engineer. The subject
plan is not on file at National Archives.
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concrete, while in the latter the "hole was lined with lead poured in and
around a substitute for the pintle, of its exact size." The pintle was to
fit snugly in the latter case, while in the gun embrasure it would have

play.

J. Storms and Gales Plague the Project

On September 14, some days after Prime had reached New York
City, a northeaster bore in. During the night, the wind veered around
to the west. Before abating, the gale and pounding surf carried away
the wharf's pier head, damaged the remainder of the structure, and

swept away several thousand bricks.

Measures taken by workmen, in accordance to Prime's
instructions, helped mitigate the damage. Soon after the excavation for
the foundations commenced, Blanc's people began making large scale
deliveries of bats for aggregate and bricks. The bricks were hacked
alongside the plank road encircling the fort site. These hacks, rising
four or five feet above ground surface, formed a seawall of sorts to
break up the surf at high tides and to arrest drifting sand. The [atter,
during wind storms, blew into the excavations and into the workmen's

eyes.

At several points, where it was presumed that drifting sand
might be stopped, dry brick wing walls, from 10 to 15 feet in length,

were extended seaward.

The necessary repairs were promptly made--the pier head being
re-built in a more substantial fashion.48

47. Prime to De Russy, May 23, 1860, and De Russy to Prime, June 28,
1860, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd. and Sent, Chief Engineer.

48. Annual Report of Operations at Ship Island for Fiscal Year 1860, and

Monthly Reports for September and October 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs.
Recd., Chief Engineer.
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Two months later, on the night of November 12, a nor' wester
pounded the barrier islands. The schooner Enterprise laden with bricks
was caught in the anchorage. Dragging her anchor, she drifted into the
Engineer schooner Baker. The crew of Baker were compelled to slip her
cables, and she was driven ashore west of the wharf. Enterprise

followed and became a total loss.
After 30 hours, the winds and seas subsided. The laborers
were turned out, and Baker was repaired and refloated in mid-December.

The wharf had again been battered, but it was repaired at a small cost.

There was a succession of storms during the winter of 1859-60

which freguently drove the workman to cover and slowed progress.5

K. The Coast Survey Studies the Tides

On December 7, 1859, the Department forwarded to Lieutenant
Prime a letter from the Superintendent of the Coast Survey describing
results of the tidal observations made by his people at Ship Island,51

In his communication, Superintendent A.B. Bache pointed out
that, in 1848, personnel from the Coast Survey had manned a station and
had made hourly tidal observations on nearby Cat Istand. They had
found that the average ebb and flow of the tide was 1.3 feet. The
highest fiood tide recorded was 2.7 feel above mean low water, while the

lowest tide observed felt 2.1 feet below mean low water.

No benchmark had been left by the Coast Survey people to
identify the site of their observations.SZ

49. Annual Report of Operations at Ship Island for Fiscal Year 1860, and
Monthly Reports for November-December 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd.,
Chief Engineer.

50. Annual Report of Operations at Ship Island for Fiscal Year 1860,
NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief Engineer.

51. Wright to Prime, December 7, 1853, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent, Chief
Engineer.

52. Bache to Wright, December 6, 1859, NA, RG 23, ttrs. Sent, Supt.,
Coast Survey.
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L. Fort Takes Shape: Fiscal Year 1860 Construction Program

1. The Program
The 1860 construction program proposed by Superintending

Engineer Prime and approved by the Department called for: (a) building
a messhouse, (b) enlarging the wharf, (c) continuing the plank road
around the site, (d) excavating foundations of the scarp, (e) raising
scarp to reference (23'), and (f) building casemate piers.

2. Excavating for the Foundations, Pouring Concrete, and

Laying-up Brickwark
During the 12 months ending June 30, 1860, workmen

finished sinking the framework (110 running feet) of Section No. 1 into
the sand. This section of the cofferdam inciuded fifty percent of the
southern half of the scarp, commencing a few feet north of the salty
port. It extended south along the land front and then westward along
the circular portion of the scarp. By August 22, the framing and sheet
piling had been positioned, and the workforce began pouring concrete for
the foundations of this part of the fort.

Upon completion of the foundations of Section No. 1, the
laborers were turned to sinking the framing and sheet pilings for Section
No. 2. The latter abutted on Section No. 71 and extended a short
distance north of the mid-point of the circular scarp. Section No. 2 was
also drained by Pit No. 1. The engine and centrifugal pump, except on
several occasions when there were surging flood tides, had no trouble
keeping the section free of water.

On August 22, 1839, an exceptional high tide sent water
cascading over the sheet piling and into the excavations. This tide
surged to reference 3'4", or to within 8 inches of the parade level,
"which . . . was the more remarkable, as at that time there was no wind,

which on this coast materially affects" the action of the tides.

53. Prime to De Russy, July 20, 1859, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer.
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By October 5, the excavation was finished, and a large
crew began pouring concrete for Section No. 2's foundations. This was
completed on the 11th, and one week later the masons began facing the
scarp with brick.

in November, laborers excavated a draining pit to facilitate
construction of the northern half of the scarp. The steam engine and
centrifugal pump were then relocated to Pit No. 2, and the sinking of the
framing for Section No. 3 began. Coincidentally, the framing and sheet
piling fronting Section No. 1 (the masonry of this front having been
raised to parade level) was removed, and sand backfilled against the

exterior and interior scarp siopes.

On January 10, 1860, the overseer reported Section No. 3
excavated and the pouring of concrete foundations commenced. By the
23d, the foundations were in place, and on Saturday, the 28th, the
masons started laying up bricks on this section.

On January 24, workmen commenced excavating for Section
No. 4. Although they were slowed by a malfunctioning engine and pump,
this section was ready to receive its concrete foundation by March 5.
The foundations had been poured by the 9th, and the bricklayers turned
to. Construction was expedited to raise this section of the scarp "above
low water and thus relieve the engine which with great difficulty kept

this section free of water."

Early in April, the engine was stopped, and by the end of
the month the entire scarp had been raised to the level of the parade,
except at the sally port. Here, the scarp was left about 3 feet lower,

because of the need for details concerning the drawbridge.54

54. Annual Report of Operations at Ship Isfand for Fiscal Year 1860, and
Monthly Reports of Operations for July 1859-June 1860, NA, RG 77, Ltrs.
Recd., Chief Engineer.
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3. Coping with Subsidence and Repairing the Damage

By mid-January, Lieutenant Prime was able to report that
the brick facing of section No. 2 had been laid-up to parade level; the
concrete backing was some 4 feet below that level; and the greater part
of the framing and sheet piling removed. Simultaneously, two cracks,
"extending through the brick and concrete masonry" opened, while
several smaller cracks appeared in the upper part of the masonry. At its
mid-point, this section settled a little more than 2 inches. No subsidence,
however, was visible where section No. 2 joined section No. 1. At its

junction with section No. 3, the settlement was about one-half inch.

On January 31, Prime observed that one of the two major
cracks had closed, and the other had narrowed to one-eighth inch.
During the first week ‘of February, section No. 2 was "loaded with dry
brick," and these allowed to stand until mid-April. At that time, no
farther settiement being observed, the load was removed. The cracks
were then cut out, the upper courses of brick facing removed, and the
masonry of the section carried up to the reference of the parade.

Lieutenant Prime attributed the subsidence to the existence
of "a vein or veins of very fine sand under this portion of the wall."
This sand, bhe theorized, had been sucked from beneath the concrete
foundations by water rushing.into section No. 3 from all directions, when
the concrete foundations of that section were being faid. Anticipating
this problem, Prime had seen that close fitting sheet pilings were driven
to a depth of 5 or 6 feet below the bottom of the concrete foundation to
prevent water from section No. 2 washing sand from under that section
into section No. 3. His plan, however, misfired. The settlement had
stopped as soon as the water in section No. 3 was permitted to stand
levei with the top of the concrete foundations55

4. Condition of the Work on June 30, 1860
As of June 30, 1860, Supervisory Engineer Prime reported

the condition of the work: (a) scarp of land front at reference 12 feet;
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(b) circular scarp for 87 feet to the west of northeast angle at reference
(9') and the four embrasures in this area ready for lead concrete; (c)
circular scarp for 87 feet west of southeast angle at reference 7'6" and
the four embrasures nearly ready for lead concrete; (d) 20 sole stones
(one not on hand) laid; (e) two flank embrasure irons complieted; (f)
sheet piling and framing removed; (g) sand filled in against both slopes
of scarp to "natural level" of the ground; (h) parade partially filled in;
(i) all the brick, except for 80,000, due on Blanc's contract delivered;
and (j) sufficient bats and cement on hand to see the project through
September 30, WSBOASS

5. Division of Labor and Tasks Accompiished

During these 12 months, from 4 to 7 carpenters had built
a messhall and water tanks; readied frames and sheet piling for
foundation pits; repaired and rebuilt wharf; repaired temporary
buildings, tools, boats, schooner Baker, etc. The masons, numbering 1
to 3, had built a chimney for the messhall; and had laid-up the brick
scarp facings. The blacksmith had attended the engine; shoed the teams;
made ironwork for the frames; repaired tools, carts, the wharf's
ironwork, boats, the schooner Baker, etc. Forty to 58 laborers had sunk
frames for foundations; assisted the artisans; received materials (bricks,
bats, lumber, cement); moved cement from wharf to site; coocked;
excavated for foundations; mixed and poured concrete; broke bats; threw
up embankment; helped repair wharf; and salvaged the schooner Baker.
The captain and 3-man crew of Baker transported materials and supplies
from the mainland and salvaged the schooner. The overseer,
suboverseer, clerk, physician, and receiver of materials had attended to

their duties as assigned.57

56. Annual Report of Operations at Ship Island for Fiscal Year 1860,
NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief Engineer; Executive Documents, Printed
by Order of the Senate of the United States for the 2d Session of the

36th Congress (Washington, 1861), Serial 1079, p. 268.

57. Monthly Reports of Operations at Ship Island Fort for July 1859-June
1860, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief Engineer.
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M. Prime and the Department Agree on Several Details

By the end of Fiscal Year 1860, the scarp had been laid-up to
a point, where, if work were to be expedited, Superintending Engineer
Prime needed approval of detailed plans for guidance in buitding cisterns,
privies, and a drawbridge.

1. Cistern Plans are Developed

Consequently, on July 13, 1860, Prime transmitted to the
Department a drawing of the proposed cistern to the left of the sallyport.
This cistern and a similar one on the right flank of the entranceway
would hold about 30,000 gallons. He was anxious to “complete these

cisterns as high as the springing lines as soon as possibleA”58

After reviewing the correspondence, Acting Chief Engineer
De Russy returned the drawing. In a covering letter, he suggested the
propriety of making the end walls, particularly of the gorge, at least two
feet thick. Before turning the covering arches, it would be necessary to
make arrangements for the drainage of the casemate roofs into the
cisterns, and make provision for the overfiow. Prime would accordingly
raise the masonry only as high as the spring line of the covering arches
of the cisterns, pending receipt of additional instructions.

2. Plans for the Drawbridge Pit are Submitted, Revised,

and_Approved
On July 21, Lieutenant Prime mailed to the Department for

review and approval a "Sketch of the Main Entrance showing Pit for
Drawbridge." It was proposed, he explained, to adapt te the fort the
details of the Fort Gaines drawbridge, except in these particulars: (a)
the thin wall closing the drawbridge pit will have a different batter,
because the thickness of its “foot" was dictated by the width the concrete

58. Prime to De Russy, July 13, 1860, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer; "Sketch, Showing Plan and Elevations of proposed cistern on
left side of main entrance," Drawer 84, Sheet 84-10.

59. De Russy to Prime, August 6, 1860, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent, Chief
Engineer.
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foundation projected beyond the face of the scarp wall. It was desirable,
Prime continued, "to avoid going below the top of the concrete
foundations," because of the instability of the sand, which had caused
serious trouble on the western section of the circular scarp.
Conseguently, the width of the thin wall had been established at
one-foot.

(b) Moreover, the greater thickness of the curtain scarp
shortened the recesses 1o the right and left of the sallyport by 3 inches,
as shown on the drawing. These recesses were to be arched over as
skrewbacks for the casemate arches over the sally port. RBecause the
side walls would not be bonded in with the scarp walls, they would be

subject to cracks caused by unequal settlement.

If  the Department found the subject arches
objectionable, they would be corbelled. It wouid also be possible to

eliminate the recess, depicted on the plan on the right of the entrance.

Excavation of the drawbridge pit would be undertaken
coincidentally with those for the cisterns. The drawbridge was to be one
foot above parade level, allowing it a slight fall "in the fength of the main
entrance." To facilitate its construction, a part of the scarp shown in

the sketch must be taken down.

The foundations of the sallyport's side walls, Prime
noted, will be carried "as low as those of the drawbridge pit for a length
of 8 feet, and them break up to the same reference as the foundations of

the piers and other partition walls of the workﬁ'so

The Department approved construction of the
drawbridge and sailyport, in accordance with the Fort Gaines scheme,

subject to those modifications: (a) the wall closing the drawbridge pit was

60. Prime to De Russy, July 21, 1860, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer; "Fortifications at Ship island, Miss. Sketch of Main Entrance
Showing Pit for Drawbridge," Drawer 84, Sheet 11. A copy of the
subject drawing is on file at the Mississippi Unit, GUIS.
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to be two feet thick at the bottom rather than one-foot. The addition
was to rest upon the offset of the scarp foundation, while its thickness at
the top was to remain 10%"; (b) Instead of arching over the recesses, on
the right and left of the pit, Prime was to continue the casemate arch
down till it formed a full semi-circle "thus gaining a distance of six
inches on each side and giving a depth of 2' to these recesses." This
arrangement of the arch, while it shortened the axle between the drum
and the large forked wheel, required that some space be gained for this
wheel out of the arch. This gain could be affected by the introduction of

a small arch to groin into the main ar‘chAG‘l

3. Guidelines for the Privies are Outlined

Before submitting a drawing of the privies, Lieutenant
Prime wished to know ‘whether they were to be similar to those at Fort

Gaines, or if they were to discharge into the wet ditch.

A sewer, he explained, had been constructed through the
scarp wall on the north side of the work, opening into the ditch below
low tide mark. The privies could be connected with this sewer, and
flushed by the tidal ebb and ﬂow.62

Acting Chief Engineer De Russy directed that the privy
arrangements be like those at Fort Gaines, and that they couild discharge
either into the ditch or main sewer. Before proceeding with construction
of the two privies, Prime was to submit a sketch of their proposed

iocation, size, and other detaits483

Before Prime found time to prepare the subject drawings,
the secession of Mississippi and other states of the Deep South shut down
the project.

61. De Russy to Prime, August 22, 1860, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent, Chief
Engineer.

62. Prime to De Russy, July 21, 1860, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer. A copy of the Fort Gaines drawing, "Rough Study of Privies on
North Front," Drawer 83, Sheet 6, is on file at National Archives.

63. De Russy to Prime, August 22, 1860, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent, Chief
Engineer.
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N. Fiscal Year 1861 Program and Fiscal Year 1862 Estimates

1. Congress Appropriates $20,000 for Fiscal Year 1861

On June 21, 1860, President James Buchanan signed into
law the Fortifications Bill enacted by the 7st Session of the 36th
Congress, appropriating $20,000 for construction of the Ship Island fort
in Fiscal Year 1861. Relaying this news to Lieutenant Prime, Acting
Chief Engineer De Russy called on him to prepare and submit for
approval by the Department a program for expediture of this sum. He
was to reserve sufficient monies to maintain a proper watch over the
public property for one year beginning on July 1, 1861, should Congress
fail to make another appropriation.

2. Prime Submits and Department Approves the Program

Prime found, on reviewing his books, that with the balance
available from the 1857 appropriation, he now had $28,310,96. He
proposed to employ this sum to continue construction of the scarp to
reference 23'; to build the cisterns and drawbridge on the land front;
lay-up the casemate piers; and apply any funds remaining to turning the
maximum number of casemate arches.

On September 1, 1860, two weeks after the mid-August
gale, the Department approved the program, subject to the stipufation
that costs of repairing storm damage would be substracted from the
appropration.

3. Prime Calls for an $85,000 Appropriation in
Fiscal Year 1862

To complete the project, excepting the ditch, Prime called
for a $85,000 appropriation in Fiscal Year 1862. This would result in the

64. De Russy to Prime, June 28, 1860, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent, Chief
Engineer.

65. Prime to De Russy, July 11, 1860, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer.

66. De Russy to Prime, September 1, 1860, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent,
Chief Engineer.
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cost of construction exceeding the estimate by more than $17,000. Prime
attributed this to two factors: (a) the difficulties in reaching the depth
required for the foundations in "a water saturated sandy sod." The poor
condition of the engine and frequent breakdowns by the centrifugal pump
had accentuated this problem. (b) Then, there had been an increase in
the costs of labor and materials in recent months, as the Nation's economy
recovered from the 1857 depression.67

O. End of the Schooner "Baker"
On June 29, 1860, Lieutenant Prime called for authority to make

extensive repairs 1o the schooner Baker. Such action was dictated by
her present unseaworthy condition, which had resulted from her being
built of unseasoned timbers and planking. When and if she were laid-up
for repairs, Prime proposed to raise her deck 12 to 16 inches to allow for

an additional tier of barrels.

Estimates received from local boat builders indicated that Baker
could be repaired for about $2,200. |If she were sold she would bring
about $1,000, while a suitable replacement could not be obtained for less
than $3,500.58

The Department approved the proposal to repair Baker. The
cost of the work would be prorated between the Ship lIsland and Fort
Gaines accounts, provided no authorization was received to commence

work on the Grant's Pass fortA69

Prime accordingly made arrangements with a Back Bay boatyard
to repair Baker. She was on the ways, stripped of her plank and
decking when the September hurricane struck. Swept off the ways by a

67. Prime to De Russy, July 11, 1860, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer.

68. Prime to De Russy, June 29, 1860, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd., Chief
Engineer.

69. Wright to Prime, July 6, 1860, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent, Chief
Engineer.
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surging tide, she was carried up the bay some 14 miles and left in a

swamp, when the water fell.

Upon checking with the builder and visiting the site, Prime
concluded to abandon the hulk as beyond salvage. Her sails, rigging,

anchor, cables, etc., having been previously removed, would be sold.

To replace Baker, Prime suggested that thought given to
purchase of a schocner for use on Mississippi Sound at New York City or
Raltimore. A desirable vessel should displace about 60 tons, draw no
more than 4% feet when loaded, have a 12-foot centre board, a good cabin
rising about 3% feet above deck, be coppered, and carry a captain, three

70
hands, and a cook.

In accordance with instructions from the Departiment, Prime, as

an emergency measure, chartered the schooner Pelican for $10 per day.71

On October 26, Lt. Quincy Gillmore, the officer in charge of
the New York Engineer Depot, was directed by the Department to
purchase for the Ship Island project a vessel. The craft was not to cost
more than $4,500. Arrangements were perfected by Gillmore, and a New

York boatbuilder was engaged to build Baker's replacement.72

The secession of the Guif coast states and seizure of the forts
for which Lieutenant Prime was responsible, except Fort Pickens, made
the vessel superflous. Consequently, Gillmore, on February 12, 1861,
suggested that the Department allow the craft to remain on the stocks,
storing her rigging and sails in the hold. Chief Engineer Totten vetoed

70. Prime to De Russy, September 23, 1860, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Recd.,
Chief Engineer.

71. De Russy to Prime, September 24, 1860, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent,
Chief Engineer.

72. De Russy to Prime, October 26, 1860, NA, RG 77, Ltrs. Sent, Chief
Engineer.
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