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INTRODUCTION

With newspapers and news broadcasts regularly in-
forming Americans about the latest decisions and develop-
ments respecting the MX project, neutron bombs, rapid
deployment forces, or other existing or proposed parts of
the nation's military resources, it is sometimes difficult
to realize that throughout most of its history the United
States maintained a passive, highly defensive military
posture. The ideology of the american Revolution identi-
fied militarism and aggression as inherent in monarchy and
empire., True republicanism could be free of the perils
of standing armies and the burdens of an ocean-going navy.
With the broad Atlantic separating the new nation from the
'01d World, a defensive military posture was embraced and
‘maintained for over a century. The permanent monuments to
"that defensive policy appear in the form of late eighteenth-
and nineteenth-century forts, many of which still stand
near east and gulf coast ports and harbors. among the half
dozen such works surviving in the vicinity of New York harbor
are those on the grounds of the military post now known as
Fort Wadsworth. That post is on the Staten Island side of
the Narrows, the body of water, less than a mile wide, which
connects Upper New York Bay with the lower bay.

This study is a history of the site and institution
of Fort Wadsworth, in so far as that site served for the
mounting of guns to be used against hostile ships. That
service began with the British, who occupied Staten Island
and other parts of the lower Hudson valley during the War of
American Independence, and it continued to the end of World
War I. Indeed, a few guns and batteries remained in service
during World War II. According to Emanuel Raymond Lewvis,
American harbor and seacoast fortifications have experienced
eight stages or generations., The first four consist of the
colonial and Revolutionary stage; the so-called First
American System, 1794~1800: the Second System, 1807-1815;
and the Third System, 1819-1865, They encompass the era of
the muzzle-loading, smoothbore cannon. The last four stages,
belonging to the period of breech-loading, rifled artillery,
are the Endicott Board years, 1885-1905; the Taft Board era,
1905-1910; the years of World War I; and those of World War
II. Fort Wadsworth participated in the first six of these
stages and was significantly and adversely affected by the
same developments as produced the last two. Accordingly,
the Lewis chronology provides the general organizational
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structure fpr this study. I

|
Since the focus fixes on Fort Wadsworth as a harbor ‘
and seacoast defense position, certain aspects of the

history of the site and its military garrison have not

been explored. The non-military uses made of the original

tract, before its purchase for fortification purposes by

the state of New York in 1794, have not been examined,

except for a lengthy refutation of a claim that the site

mounted guns during the century before the American Revolu-

tion. -Similarly, no effort has been made to determine the

previous history of additional lands added to the original

site. During the half century after World War I, the post

contained a variety of army units other than coast artillery,

and that part of Fort Wadsworth's past lies outside the

scope of investigation.,

. 'No comprehensive history of Fort Wadsworth exists,

and the present study breaks new ground., Much of what has

been written about the site contains flaws of one type or

another, particularly respecting the long period before 1920.

A number of .articles and pamphlets have been written by or ‘
under the auspices of commanding officers of the post since |
World War I. That literature, although weak on the more re-

mote aspects of the installation's career, is useful for ‘
recent years. Particularly to be consulted for developments . |
after 1920 is a two-part article by Robert Krist. _ ‘

The aim of this report is to tell the story of Fort
Wadsworth and its function in harbor and seacoast defense
as that story can be pieced together from primary sources.
The use of original documents is especially imperative re-
specting the first century of European colonization of the
area, because of what is almost a mythology about the early
beginnings of the post. Moreover, since little has been
written about Fort Wadsworth during the period 1776 to 1920,
primary sources afford the only means for a reconstruction
of its past. Among the depositories visited in preparation

~of this report are the National Archives, Washington: the
Federal Archives and Research Center, Bayonne, New Jersey,
a branch of the National Archives; the U.S. Army Military
History Institute and Research Collection, Carlisle Barracks,
. Carlisle, Pennsylvania; the New York State Library, Albany:
. and the New York Historical Society, New York. :

Much information is available in published reports
of the War Department and the U.S. Army, especially the
annual reports of the bureau, department, office or Corps
of Engineers. For the years before 1840, many of these
reports appear in the collection, American State Papers.
For the period 1840-~1904, they are contained in the Federal
or U.S. Serials, published by Congress. To avoid overly ‘
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long endnote citation of the annual reports of the Chief
of Engineers, a form has been employed centering on the
year of the report. A similar system is used for reports
of the Secretary of War. In the bibliography, particulars
are provided as to the locations of these reports within
the congressional papers.

Confusion has been generated by the variety of names
assigned to the water battery occupying the edge of the
Narrows. Known today as Battery Weed, that structure was
formerly designated Fort Wadsworth and before that Fort
Richmond. Since the post itself bears the name Fort Wads-
worth, difficulties have been inevitable. To avoid the
problem this study refers to the water battery as Fort
Richmond up to the time it became Battery Weed, "Fort
Wadsworth" denotes the post generally, even in the period
before it became the official name of the reservation.,

By the terms of legislation enacted by Congress in
October 1972, the Fort Wadsworth reservation is among the
sites to be administered by the National Park Service as
part of the Gateway National Recreation Area. This report
has been prepared under a contract with the Park Service,
Since the contract was entered, however, a measure of un-
certainty has emerged concerning the disposition of Fort
Wadsworth, and as of this writing it remains in the hands
of the U.S. Army. Whatever the future of Fort Wadsworth,
it is hoped that this history will be of benefit to the
Park Service. It is neither possible nor desirable to re-~
construct the past of any one fortified site in New York
Harbor in a manner totally divorced from the others.
Accordingly this history, although concentrating on Fort
Wadsworth, treats the evolution of the defenses of New York
at large. The National Park Service does administer ‘a
- number of locations in the harbor once the site of coastal
fortifications, namely Bedloes or Liberty Island, Ellis
Island, Rockaway Point, and Sandy Hook. The report should be
of value to the Park Service by virtue of information
touching upon these sites, in addition to serving the original
intention, should Fort Wadsworth become part of the Gateway
National Recreation Area.






CHAPTER I

THE SEVENTEENTH AND EIGHTEENTH CENTURIES

The west bank of the Narrows was first used as a
location for channel-bearing artillery during the american
Revolution. Accordingly, a history of Fort Wadsworth should
begin with that period. The existing literature dealing
with the site, however, almost unanimously asserts that at
a much earlier date guns were mounted and a garrison sta-
tioned on the Staten Island side of the Narrows., It is.
also -asserted that, beginning in 1663, the fortifications
on the site were permanently manned, making Fort Wadsworth
the oldest continuously garrisoned military location in the
country. These assertions have no foundation in primary
sources.

Perhaps the erroneous view of Fort Wadsworth's anti-
quity originated in the 1890s, when a local historian wrote,
"The Dutch had a fort on the heights of the Narrows (now
Fort Wadsworth), during their control; the English enlarged

- and strengthened it, . . ." The most recent statement

appears in a 1979 issue of a journal devoted to old military
posts. The author claims that in 1636 Staten Island's "first
defenses were built in the form of a blockhouse," its loca-
tion being "the heights now occupied by the present-day

Fort Wadsworth." Because the original structure was destroyed
by Indians, "in 1663 a second blockhouse was built, and this
marked the beginning of the uninterrupted garrisoning of the
site which has continued to the present day." In the early
1970s, when the federal government announced intentions to
phase out Fort Wadsworth, newspapers highlighted its alleged
great age. The New York Times headline read "Longest-Run
Fort, Wadsworth, Is Closing," and the lead sentence stated:

Time is running out for the longest continuously
- manned post in North America, as the army carries

out plans to terminate military operations atl

the three-~centuries old Fort Wadsworth. . . &

The Times article suggests how widespread has become the
myth about Fort Wadsworth's beginnings.

‘Most of the following chapter constitutes a denial of
the prevailing view of the early history of the site now occu-
pied by Fort Wadsworth. The author of the present study
takes no perverse pleasure in refuting local historians,

Army public information officers, or journalists, History
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is a discipline bound to a reconstruction of the past on .
the basis of reliable evidence, in this instance documenta-

tion. And the documentary record simply cannot sustain the

conclusion that Fort Wadsworth's origins as a military site

date earlier than the 1770s. Most assuredly the location

had not been garrisoned during the previous hundred years.

The prevailing view comes closest to historical reallty in

the claim that a blockhouse was erected by the Dutch in

1663, Indeed, one document originating with authorities in

the Netherlands suggests the structure overlooked the

Narrows. That evidence, however, has to be analyzed within 1
the context of a dispute with the chief local representa-

tive, who had a much better understanding of the circumstances

and who gave the location of the blockhouse as south of the

. hill above the Narrows.

- Between 1621 and 1664, the lower Hudson area con~
stituted part of the province of New Netherland, adminis-
tered by the Dutch West India Company. In August 1664, the
arrival of a British naval squadron in what later became
known as New York Bay occasioned the surrender of all of
New Netherland to the English. For more than a century, the
province, now de51gnated New York, remained within England's
North American empire. That status ended with the american
Revolution. As a result of the successful campaign in the
summer of 1776, Great Britain controlled the lower Hudson
valley, and, throughout the entire War of American .
Independence, part of New York was within the lines of the
American patriots and the remainder in English hands., After
the British evacuation in 1783, Staten Island, Manhattan, and
Long Island were reunlted with the rest of New York.

The Dutch and Staten Island

In the nineteenth century, fortifications on the
Staten Island side of the Narrows served to advance the -
security of the harbor of New York. That such a considera-
tion prevailed in the earlier period, especially during the
beginnings of European colonization, should not be assumed.
.Indeed, a more likely motive for erection and maintenance of
defensive works was providing the immediate locality with pro-
tection in the event of an attack by an enemy. Since the
greatest danger to early Europeans on Staten Island came
from Indians, who continued to reside in the same area, no
justification exists for the supposition that fortifications
were constructed at the Narrows, unless that was the site of
a settlement, ' :

The first three efforts at the colonization of
Staten Island failed. In 1639 David Pieterz de Vries, who
claimed the entire island, started a plantation believed
to be at or near the Watering Place in later Tompk1nsv1lle.
Indians attacked and destroyed the settlement in 1641, ‘
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A recent history of Fort Wadsworth claims the settlement
began earlier and that in 1636 De Vries built the first
blockhouse, defended by two men, on the heights occupied
by Fort Wadsworth. No documentation has been found to
support this statement.?

Shortly after the Indian assault on the first
settlement, De Vries was asked by the governor of New
Netherland, William Kieft, whether he would permit
Cornelis Melyn:

to go upon the point of Staten Island, where
the maize-land lay, saying he wished to let
him plant it, and that he would place soldiers
there, who would make a signal by displaying

a flag, to make known at the fort [at New
amsterdam] whenever ships were in the bay, to
which I consented. . . .

In the meantime, the authorities at New Amsterdam had re-
solved that:

Whereas a short time ago some of our people on
Staten Island have been murdered by the Savages,
Therefore, to prevent further mishaps and to
protect the people still living there, we have
judged it very advisable and proper to erect
upon the said Island a small redoubt at so
small an expense as possible.

In their history of Staten Island, Charles Leng and William
Davis state that they do not know the location of the
settlement, but that if Melyn "located at the point of
Staten Island 'where the maize-land lay,' as De Vries ex-
pected, and where a signal flag would be useful, hi§ lo-
cation would have been Arrochar or Fort wadsworth."

Another Indian raid or the general state of tension between
the Dutch and Indians supposedly led to the abandonment of
the settlement in 1643,

Much is uncertain about Melyn's plantation. There
is no proof that a settlement actually was begun, that a
redoubt was erected, that the site was the maize lands, or
that the maize lands were at Fort Wadsworth, as Leng and
Davis conjecture. The reference by Kieft in 1641 to use of
a signal flag at Staten Island is the first mention of a
series of devices which actually and later did come into
being to convey messages to Manhattan. Eventually, the
heights at the Narrows occupied by the present Fort Tompkins
came to be known as Flag Staff Hill or Signal Hill., But a
suggestion in the 1640s that a signal be erected on Staten
Island is no foundation for the conclusion that a fort was
built and further that the fort was within the present
reservation of Fort Wadsworth.

Archeological work in the early 1960s led two
investigators to speculate that Melyn's settlement lay in
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what later became the community of Oude Dorp or Dover,
southwest of the future Fort Wadsworth., A difficulty
arises, however, since Oude Dorp was also the site of the
successful settlement established in 1662, and there is
no explanation offered why the alleged pre-1650 artifacts
produced during the excavations could not have originated
with the later plantation.4

Melyn was also responsible for the third unsuccess-
ful settlement on Staten Island. 1In 1650, acting under a
contract with Baron Hendrick van der Capellen, Melyn
resolved "to restock my ruined colony and, again, if
possible, to restore the same,” According to his later
testimony, sixteen "handsome farms" were started, After
five years, this community suffered a fate similar to its
predecessors and was attacked and burned by the Indians.
A traveller in October 1655 wrote, "On the 21lst we sailed
for the North River, from Staten Island, by the watering-
place, and saw that all the houses there, agd about
Melyn's house, were burned by the Indians". This ob-
servation may be variously interpreted--that the entire
settlement was at the Watering Place or that some houses
were at the Watering Place and others at another site,
near Melyn s home.

Melyn irked the authorities in both New and old
Amsterdam. In 1651 the directors in the Netherlands
denounced as falsehoods a number of pretensions and plans
of Melyn, including the notion that "a royal fort [ be]
built upon the point of Staten Island, where all vessels
must come to anchor before sailing up to the Manhattans."
They further stated "we have never heard of these and
other dreams. . . ."® The directors' denunciation suggests
that at that time there was no bona fide fort on Staten
Island's "point"” or any place else in the vicinity.

Despite the hostilities between Indians and settlers,
a few Dutch had remained on Staten Island following the
collapse of each of the three efforts to start permanent
communities, Whether or not soldiers could be garrisoned
on Staten Island for the protection of these settlers
received comment from Governor Peter Stuyvesant, the
planters, and the directors at home. Apparently a small
military contingent was briefly maintained on the island
in the mid-1650s. The governor, however, regarded the
number of residents as too small to justify even a minute
force. In January 1656, he told his council:

I stop here and impress upon your Honors' mind,
whether it would not be well to remove also the
small garrison on Staten Island, which has no
more protection, but much less than the sailors
on the yacht.

A resolution was thereupon adopted to relocate the settlers
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across the Narrows at New Utrecht. Apparently connected
with this decision was an order for the withdrawal of the
soldiers on Staten Island. Their removal led to several
.petitions by settlers for their return. One of these
petitions produced the response from local officials that
nothing existed on Staten Island worth protecting except
cattle, which should be transported to Long Island.

Since Staten Island had only six or seven persons, "twould
be folly to send a garrison for their protection." The
request for an armed force was therefore refused.

Some of the pressure upon the -Stuyvesant administra-
tion to provide Staten Island with troops was being
generated both in New Amsterdam and the old country by
Baron van der Cappellen and his agents. The directors in
the Netherlands wrote to Stuyvesant in December 1656,
noting the baron's plans to send over colonists to settle
his plantation and recommending that "in time of need"
five or six soldiers be sent to the island to assist them."
Van der Cappellen's plans bore no fruit, and the governor
continued to argue against use of company troops to protect
a sparce population. In 1659, he contended:

e « «» Very few persons live on Staten Island on
behalf of Baron van der Capelle, not more than
two or three families, for whose safety pursuant
to your orders five or six soldiers are kept
there at the expense of the company and . . . so
far no more show any inclination to settle as
colonists, ’ '

These statements demonstrate that, at least with regard to
Staten Island, military defenses were linked with protecting
settlers and not securing New York harbor. Moreover, in
none of the letters, resolutions, or petitions produced
during the years 1655-1660 is there mention of even an
intention by the authorities to establish any fortified
works on Staten Island. In fact, documentary sources and.
archeological evidence covering the entire Dutch period to
1660 point to ‘a refutation of the claim that a fort,
blockhouse, or redoubt existed on the west bank of the
Narrows. Since no settlement occupied the site of today's
Fort Wadsworth, there was no need for any defenses to
protect inhabitants. 1Indeed, only a handful of people"
inhabited the entire island. - '

Three contemporary general discussions of conditions
in New Netherland contain descriptions of the province's
fortifications, but make no references to Staten Island.
According to these documents, New Netherland's defensive
works consisted of Fort Amsterdam on Manhattan Islandg,

Fort Orange at Albany, Fort Nassau on the Delaware River,
and Fort Good Hope on the Connecticut River. Doubtless
these four structures were as close as seventeenth-century
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Dutch New York would approach to permanent fortifications,

and more temporary defenses may have been erected elsewhere.

Nevertheless, the failure of the documents to mention
Staten Island is important. :

In 1661 and 1662, .a fourth effort to establish a
permanent settlement on Staten Island finally succeeded.
‘Ultimately called Oude Dorp, the community had its
location about one mile southwest of the present Fort
Wadsworth reservation. That a blockhouse was erected at
the new settlement seems fairly clear, although the struc-
ture produced confusion and controversy between the West
India Company authorities in the Netherlands and Governor
Stuyvesant in New Amsterdam. '

In April 1663, the directors informed Stuyvesant
that "the peace between England and our state has been
concluded and therefore such attacks from the English
are not to be expected.," Stuyvesant, however, was told
that:

For the sake of greater safety, we consider it
highly necessary and have recommended in the
enclosure, that proper attention be paid to

the safety and protection of the mouths of the
rivers on Long Island and Staten Island: you
must not delay, so that envious neighbors may
therefore be discouraged from further incursions
‘and undue usurpations. . . .

Perhaps the "enclosure" specifically recommended fortifi-
cations on Staten Island. A document bearing the same
date as the letter was iummarized in the 1860s as being
explicit on that point. 0 Apparently Stuyvesant proceeded
to establish a defensive work on Staten Island.

In the meantime, the directors acquired additional
information about the Narrows and in January 1664 sent a
clarification of their instructions to the governor:

o o .[W]e have been very incorrectly informed

here relative to the fortifications or defensive
condition of the mouth of the river, both on Staten
Island and Long Island, which according to your
representation, will be labor in vain. We shall
not discuss this, but willingly admit it to be the .
case. . « o But you must be aware that our instruc-
tion in this matter was by no means intended to
have forts or redoubts erected on both sides of

the river in order to effect that security, but
such proper and suitable means adopted as might

be considered best and advantageous to at least
prevent the English occupying those places, which
could well be accomplished by planting Colonies,

or settling people there.
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Subsequently, a redoubt and garrison were ordered for a .
Dutch settlement in southwest Long Island, the explanation

being that "the English of the settlement of Gravesend"

threaten to settle there.ll The west India Company policy

seems to have been to prevent peaceful encroachment upon

the jurisdiction of New Netherland, an aim that could be

fulfilled either by planting Dutch colonists or by erect-

ing crude fortifications. The directors specifically

denied that they intended any effort to exercise military

~.command of the Narrows, ' : :

Stuyvesant sought to. assure the directors that his
~actions conformed to company policy. In a letter of aApril
1664, the governor responded to the company's remarks
"concerning the settling and securing of both Long and
Staten  Islands near the Narrows." Some time ago, the
matter had been taken care of o ' ‘

" by forming hamlets on both islands . . . as
near the Narrows as the accomodation of
.settlers would permit. . . . A hamlet, not

yet named, was begun on Staten Island about

two years ago and now has about 12 to 14
families . . . : it lies about half an hours
walk from the Narrows, there being no more
convenient place for a village near the water.
Both these places were provided with commodious
blockhouses as a defense against the attacks :
of the savages last summer; the blockhouses

are built by putting beam upon beam and for
their better defense are each provided with

two or three light pieces of ordnance, of
which one or two are perderoes: the hamlet

on Staten Island, being the weakest and too

far to be relieved in time, is garrisoned

with ten soldiers for its greater safety.

The "hamlet not yet named" became known as Oude Dorp or

0ld Town. In the event of attack by Indians, its settlers
would seek safety in the blockhouse. Rapid access to that
place of refuge was essential, and it made no sense to
build the structure a mile or so up the beach in the
vicinity of Fort Wadsworth, 'No one can objectively view
Charles Leng's map of historic Staten Island and come to
the conclusion that the blockhouse occupied the site of the
present'Fortlgompkins or any other position in the military
reservation.-

In August 1664, a hostile English naval force of
four frigates entered New York Bay, and in September
Stuyvesant surrendered the province to the English
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commander. Subsequent Dutch discussions of the blockhouse
on Staten Island were part of the controversy over who was
responsible  for the ease with which the English took New
Netherland. 1In his initial report of October 1665,
Stuyvesant made no mention of Staten Island. The company,
however, alleged that the governor, among other failings,

did not take sufficient care of Staten-
Island, but abandoning it, quitted the
Block~house without taking the cannon
with them; the enemy being there, not a
musket shot from the fort [at New
Amsterdam], were allowed to occupy and
reduce the whole with fifty men.

Stuyvesant met this charge with the argument that:

Staten Island, which is said above, not

to be a gunshot distant, is situated full

two leagues from the fort. It is inhabited
only on the south side, behind the hill,

and consequently out of sight of the fort,

by 10@12 men but so and so able to bear
arms, who in order to be protected against

a sudden attack of the Savages, did, about

a year ago, erect a small slight wooden
Block~house, about 18 @ 20 feet square,

in the centre of their houses, which were
slightly constructed of straw and clapboards,
and borrowed from one Cornelis Steenwyck a
small piece capable of discharging a one-pound
ball; and from the Director and Council a
little iron swivel; its garrison consisted of
6 o0ld soldiers, unfit to accompany the
others against the .Indians., The aforesaid
Blockhouse and Hamlet stood within sight of
Najeck [Gravesend], where the frigates lay

at anchor, not a league from the ships, and
‘twas therefore impossible to relieve it or
to convey shot from there, unless people could
face the English with an equal naval force.

Although it best served Stuyvesant's purposes to picture
the facility as weak and vulnerable and to fix its loca-
tion as remotely as possible from New Amsterdam, the
ex-governor's description is probably reasonably accurate.
Subsequently, the company may have conceded Stuyvesant's
point, since it said no more about the Staten Island
blockhouse, although it persisted in and added to its
other complaints against the ex-governor.

among the documents produced by the controversy
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distribution of the gun powder received after 1660 at
New Amsterdam. Included in the lists were entries of
issues of powder, in amounts of one pound or less, to
groups of soldiers about to depart to various parts of
the province. Powder also went to the magistrates or
other officials of towns, more than likely for distribu-
tion among civilian inhabitants. Staten Island on two
occasions received supplies of twenty-five and fifty
pounds of powder. Since similar amounts were credited to
Bergen, New Utrecht, Brooklyn, Boswick, Middlewout,
Amesfort, and Rustdorp, no special significance should be
attached to the issues to Staten Island., That. locatlon,
however, is set apart by the numbers of soldiers receiving
powder and described as "going to," "stationed at,” or
“garrisoned at" Staten Island., In fact, soldiers do not
appear to have been assigned to any other locations in
the lower Hudson area except New amsterdam and Staten
Island.l4 The powder distribution records confirm infor-
mation in Stuyvesant's reports that a garrison of from
six to twelve men was more or less maintained at Staten
Island beginning in- 1662, :

between Stuyvesant and the company were lists showing the .

No evidence sustains the claim that prior to 1662,
the Dutch erected a defensive work anywhere on Staten
Island, Had such a structure been in existence, its
purpose would have been to protect settlers in meeting
attacks by the Indians, Documentation is wanting to demon-- .
strate that any of the early settlements occupied the site

~of the present Fort Wadsworth, The first and probably

third efforts at plantations were at the Watering Place.

If the second attempt produced an actual plantation, it

may have been at Dover., After the third failure, consider-
able discussion ensued about dispatching soldiers to

Staten Island., But the presence of military personnel
should not imply the existence of a fort and certainly
cannot be taken as evzdence of a defensive work at the
Narrows,

- A blockhouse was erected and garrisoned by a small
force in the middle of the successful, permanent community
at Oude Dorp, which started in 1662, No documentation has
been discovered to locateée that blockhouse within the present
confines of Fort Wadsworth., Stuyvesant described its
function "as a défense against the attacks of the savages., .
.« «" The policy of the directors in the Netherlands
appears ambiguous, but their clarification in 1664 em-
phasized defensive works as useful symbols of Dutch ,
jurisdiction and thus checks upon non-military encroachment
by English settlers, not as fortified sites capable of
resisting armed ships. Even in the controversy between
Stuyvesant and the directors after English seizure of the
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province in 1664, the charges against the governor did
not include failure of the force at the blockhouse to

fire on the-enemy vessels. Rather Stuyvesant was criti-
cized for not ordering resistance against the landing
party. Whatever his faults, Stuyvesant seems to have been
consistent on several points. Even before the arrival of
the English fleet, he described the Staten Island
settlement as weak and "too far to be relieved in time.
Furthermore, he repeatedly maintained the view that the
blockhouse and soldiers were intended for use against the
Indians. Only by ignoring much of the surviving docu-
mentation can it be claimed that the blockhouse in question
occupied ground in the current Fort Wadsworth reservation.

The English Period, 1664-1776

Doubtless the existing imposing nineteenth-century
structures of Battery Weed and Fort Tompkins have had an
impact on the thinking of some local historians, who assume
that because of the size and durability of these fortifi-
cations, some sort of defensive works must have always
existed on the site. This is especially the case in the
assumption that after the English gained control of the
Province of New York in 1664, they maintained a blockhouse
inherited from the Dutch,

Numerous documents from the period 1671 to 1774
have been consulted which might be expected to mention
defensive works at Staten Island had such works existed.,
None of these sources refer to defenses in that area.

In 1679 and 1680, two visitors from the Netherlands,
Jaspar Dankers and Peter Sluyter, travelled through the
middle colonies, spending most of their stay in the

lower Hudson valley. On one.occasion, Dankers found himself
on a "small eminence" in New Utrecht, overlooking New York
Bay. Perhaps he was in the vicinity of the later Fort
Hamilton. At any rate, he "made a sketch . . . of the
land surrounding the great bay, that is, Coney Island, the
entrance from the sea, Rensselaer's hook [Neversink
Highlands], and so further to the right toward Kil van Kol.
The sketch and its notations contain no particulars about
Staten Island. It is not being argued that Dankers would
have been able to see any blockhouse or fort on the west
bank of the Narrows, but that his host or other persons
from whom he obtained information necessary to label land-
marks did not call his attention to such works,

. More importantly, in mid-October 1679, Dankers and
Sluyter made a three-~-day walking tour of the eastern,
southern, and western sides of Staten Island. Their walk
began "directly opposite Gowanes, not far from the watering
place.” Intending to go to Oude Dorp, they "proceeded
southwardly along the shore of the highland on the east end."
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When they arrived "nearly to the furtherest point on
the south east," they decided to "clamber to the top of

- (the] steep bluff." Soon thoroughly lost, they wandered

[ 16
l
|

in the woods for "an hour or more" before they managed

to make their way back to the shore, not far from where
they had started their ascent. Adhering to their original
intent, they walked along the water's edge and soon came
to the outskirts of Oude Dorp. The failure of the two
men to come in contact with any redoubt, blockhouse, or
fort at the Narrows is less testimony that no such works
were there than that any defensive position in the
vicinity was not garrisoned.

Several discussions of New York's fortifications
during the period 1664-1700 include no references to
Staten Island. A 1671 account describes an abandoned
fort north of the city and the earthen fort in Manhattan.
New York's royal governor in 1678, Edmund Andros, in a
report of the military conditions within the province,
wrote of permanent companies of soldiers at New York
City, Albany, and Pemaquid (Maine). A visitor in 1695
gave particular attention to military matters, especially
fortifications, and included diagrams of existing forts,
Five years later, the Board of Trade prepared a
comprehensive report on forts throughout the colonies.
None of these writings contain even a hint of defenses at
Staten Island.l7

Although mostly fought in Europe, the conflict
between Great Britain and France known as Queen Anne's
War, 1702-1713, directed attention in the colonies to
matters of defense., In New York the concern included
plans for fortifying the Narrows. Both the royal governor
and the provincial assembly seemed to favor the project.
Such was the nature of New York politics, however, that
nothing actually was done, despite passage of the necessary
legislation., Central to an understanding of political
conditions is an appreciation of Edward Hyde, Lord
Cornbury, governor from 1702 to 1708. Cornbury ranks as
one of the venal, corrupt, and personally obnoxious royal
executives in the history of colonial America.

.~ In 1702, shortly after his arrival in New York,
Cornbury sent a report to the Board of Trade on the condition
of the province's troops and fortifications. All of the
five forts, one at New York City and the remainder in the
north, were judged in poor condition. Cornbury recommended
rebuilding the existing structures, as well as erecting
new fortifications, including works at the Narrows. He
argued that stone batteries on both sides of the Narrows,
each equipped with twenty guns, could protect New York
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from attack by sea. As demonstration of the necessity
for such defenses, the governor wrote that in the summer
of 1701, a French man-of-war had sailed into the bay to
"a place called the Watering Place within the Narrows and
sight of the City." Unmolested, the French remained a
month, dEring which time they took soundings throughout
the bay.18 -

Doubtless Cornbury approached the New York legis-
lature with similar arguments and plans. The assembly
addressed itself in May 1703 to the project and passed a
bill to raise £ 1500 to build two batteries at the Narrows,
one on either side, Three years later, however, the
governor advised the assembly that the money had not been
received into the provincial treasury, and he denied alle-
gations that the funds had ended up in his own pocket, A
legislative committee inquired into the matter and disco-
vered that somewhat less than £ 400 had been collected.
In June 1706, the legislature passed a new bill to provide
£ 3000 for fortifying the city of New York. Unhappy with
the measure because it was designed to insure the assembly
and not the governor had control of the funds, Cornbury

- neither signed nor rejected the bill, but wrote to London

for advice, Armed with fresh instructions, he addressed a
new session and sought a new bill., The legislature re-
sponded with another _¥ 3000 appropriations act. Like its
predecessor, this legislation included no particulars as
to the location of the defensive works, escept that they
were intended to protect the city.l Since there is no
evidence of defenses constructed on Staten Island, it
appears that the plan for fortifying the Narrows, as dis-
tinct from defending the city of Manhattan, was abandoned.

Surviving documentation for the remainder of the
period before the American Revolution fails to indicate
the presence of defenses at the site of the later Fort
Wadsworth., Gov., Robert Hunter's description of New York's
forts in 1720 does not include works on either side of
the Narrows. A 1733 map indicates a ferry at the Narrows
with a house in the vicinity of the Staten Island terminus,
A fort is shown on the southern tip of Manhattan, but
none elsewhere in either the upper or lower reaches of
New York Bay. Five years later Gov., George Clarke listed
the forts of his province as being at New York City,
Albany, Schenectady, and in the Mohawk country. 1In 1774
Gov, William Tryon stated that the defensive works of
New York consisted of Fort George, batteries on the East
River, Fort Stanwix, Fort Edwards, Fort Ticonderoga, and
works at Oswego, Niagara, and Crown Point,

Since the days of the Dutch, Staten Island had
served in a system to relay to Manhattan news of the
presence of ships approaching New York Bay. That system
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involved signal guns and fire beacons. For example, on
July 28, 1711, the governor and council approved: plans ‘
to maintain beacons at several locations, namely

Neversink Highlands, "inside of Sandy Hook," "some Eminence
on Staten Island,” and "at ye Narrows on Long Island."

At each location, "there ought to be a great gunn ready
loaded and primed to be fired off at the time of firing
each beacon." A few days later, the legislature author-
ized beacons on both sides of the Narrows and at Rockaway.
These three beacons were continued by acts of November 27,
1741 and February 19, 1755. That the system was imple-
mented is evident in an entry for June 1755, authorizing
payment "for carrying down two great guns and landing

one at Staten Island and one on Long Island, and tar
barrels and posts for beacons." .This entry also reveals

a heightened concern for security arising from the out-
break of war in the colonies between the French and

British in 1754. That war, as had earlier conflicts,
produced a proposal for defending New York by means of
batteries on Long Island and Staten Island. The proposal,
however, was not implemented. A map made in 1764 con-
firms information from other sources that the eastern tip
of Staten Island was noteworthy solely as the terminus of

a ferry to Long Island and that the only fort in New York
harbor was in southern Manhattan.?2l

at Fort Wadsworth belonged to John Van Deventer, and some
maps of the period designate the site as "Van Deventer's
Point." Upon John Van Deventer's death in 1759, the
property passed to his children. They and their families
retained possession of the tract until 1794, when for the
first time part of it passed out of private ownership.

In the middle of the eighteenth century, the land ‘

The Fort Wadsworth Site During the American Revolution

Not until the era of the American Revolution did the
area now encompassed by Fort Wadsworth serve as an artillery
site, guarding New York harbor. And it was the British,
not American patriots, who developed defensive works on
the Staten Island shore of the Narrows. Americans more
closely followed tradition and used the site as a look-out
for approaching ships. On January 15, 1776, the New York
Committee of Safety, the central agency in New York's
revolutionary apparatus, received word of the departure
from Boston of a fleet of twenty~-two transports, men-of-war,
and bomb ships. Encouraged by a letter from Gen. George
Washington, the committee "thought it necessary to have a
proper person sent to the Narrows with a glass to look out
for any fleet that may be approaching." Arrangements were
immediately made with such a person, "and proper directions
were given to him, and signals agreed upon. . . .23
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No documentation has been found to warrant the
conclusion that American patriots fortified the Narrows.
"Secret Intelligence" reports dated April 9 and 17, 1776,
sent from New York apparently to the British War Office,
describe the fortifications and other defenses being
readied by the patriots. The unknown author stated that
he was "informed they are throwing up some works on each
side of the Narrows, but cannot affirm it for certainty."24
The informant's uncertainty seems justified since no other
documents have been discovered to verify the report of
patriot works at the Narrows. Such works would not have
been consistent with Washington's plans for the defense of
New York. Moreover, since the entire Province of New York
only belatedly and half-heartedly supported the colonial
cause and since Staten Islanders especially were notorious
for their adherence to the crown, it seems unlikely that
local patriots constructed some sort of defenses in the
earliest stages of the War of American Independence. 1In
addition, guns and powder were in short supply. No record
exists of Staten Island based ordnance firing on English
ships. : '

After the British evacuation of Boston in March 1776,
Gen. Charles Lee had responsibility for preparing New York
for a British attack, a task assumed by Washington on his
arrival in the city in mid-April. Both Lee and Washington
concentrated their efforts in the Manhattan-Brooklyn Heights
area. According to one of Washington's biographers:

There was no hope of keeping the British fleet
out of the Bay, which meant that Staten Island,
" in the harbor some six miles below New York City,
awaited _them as a large and fertile jumping off
place.2

The British did use Staten Island as a staging area, troops
landing there without opposition on July 2. Later in the
summer, His Majesty's forces launched a campaign which
succeeded in placing in their control Manhattan, Long
Island, and Staten Island. British occupation of this area
lasted for the duration of the war. ‘

It was following the British seizure of the lower
Hudson valley that construction of defensive works began in
the area of modern Fort Wadsworth. The bulk of the troops
landed in July 1776 soon left to participate in the battle
of Long Island and other engagements in the New York area.
Throughout the war, however, some British and Hessian
troops were stationed on Staten Island. The island served
as a source of forage and firewood for the military and
the greatly swelled civilian population on Manhattan.
Indeed, Staten Island appears frequently in the records of
the British commissary and quartermaster services.
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Moreover, the prox1m1ty of rebel forces across the. narrow
Kill van Kull in New Jersey requlred a British military
presence on Staten Island. The development of a defensive
position . at the Narrows apparently Came several years .
after British seizure of the area. The French-2American
alllance of 1778 marked the entrance into the struggle of
a belllgerent .against Great Britain possessed of the.

. naval capablllty to harass British New York. More impor-
tant, inclusion of the French fleet among the military
forces opposing Great Britain threatened English possessions
elsewhere, both in Amerlca and Europe, thus reducing the

. number of British ships on assignment to the -.eastern sea-
board., In such a situation shore batteries were. approp-
riate for purposes of harbor defense, .Such considerations
are consistent with the fact that ev1dence of British.
works dates after 1778.

o A recent study of New York forts during the American
" 'Revolution states that by 1779 British defenses on .
Staten Island at the Narrows consisted of a redoubt, a
line of twenty-six gun platforms, six 24-pounders, four
l8-pounders, and a hot-shot furnace. By 1782, a four-
bastion fort and several barbette batteries had been added.
No sources are cited for this information.<27 Numerous .
~contemporary cartographic sources, however, confirm the
existence of fortifications at the site. " :

-By this time, the prominence now occupied by
Fort Tompklns had become known as Flagstaff Hill, the name
used in British army records. and maps.28 A map of 1781 of
New York's defenses shows a "signal house and fort" at
that site. . Another map produced the same year by British
army surveyors deplcts a structure at the Narrows designated
simply as "Fort." Most detailed is a Hessian map, also
- made in 1781, which is primarily concerned with the
disposition of troops and ordnance on the east side of the
water approach to'Manhattan. Pictorially, however, it
shows similar information for Staten Island, although with-
out the explanatory notations provided for the Long Island
shore. The general area at- the: Staten Island end of the
ferry is designated "Flagstaff," and three staffs are
depicted. To the southwest . appears a substantial six-

'ﬁlp01nted star-shaped work with what might be a blockhouse

.within it. Farther to the south and also in front:of
both the star-shaped .work .and the flag staffs are smaller
'pos1tlons. A French map of 1783 covering Staten Island.

. does not quite include the entire easternmost point, but
does show the star-shaped fort as well as a beacon in the
area of Flag Staff. H111.29 -

: “Another cartographic source is of somewhat less
value, there being no indication of its origin or date.
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Obviously pertaining to the Revolutionary period, it
covers the lower Hudson valley, showing the location of
works and forts. On the Staten Island side of the
Narrows, notations read "Fort with five bastions made of
earth containing 900 men" and "Barbette Batteries
commanded by the Fort."30

That the British fortified Staten Island at the
Narrows entered the arguments after the Revolution for
American works on that site. 1In 1808, for example,
Col. Jonathan Williams stated: ' -

The importance of the position[at] Flag
Staff hill, is evinced by the British
having thrown up a redoubt there to
"protect the passage of the Narrows, when
they had possession of New York. 31

The assortment of Revolutionary maps and other documenta-
tion convincingly demonstrates the existence of a

British artillery post on the Staten Island side of the
Narrows in the years 1780-1783. Such documentation has
not been discovered for the earlier history of the site,
and it appears likely that it was the British who began
Fort Wadsworth's career as a harbor defense installation.
None of the maps is of sufficient scale to permit pre-
cision respecting the location of the various works
within the general area. But it is clear that when the
State of New York and later the national government under-
took the development of fortifications at Flag staff Hill,
they followed, not Dutch or colonial American precedent,
‘but the example set by the royal army during the War of
Independence.

according to Emanuel Raymond Lewis, fortifications
in early America were simple, hastily assembled works,
built entirely of earth or of earth with wooden supports.
Intended to meet particular emergencies, they often were
used for a bsief period, then abandoned and left to
deteriorate. The American Revolution witnessed no
change from this pattern, and the many fortifications that
appeared during the conflict saw no further service after
1783 and became ruins in the 1790s. This is apparently
what happened to whatever fortifications remained on 7
Staten Island following the British evacuation of New York
in 1783, Aalthough the British had made extensive use of
the west bank of the Narrows during the war, title to the
site remained, as it had before the Revolution, in private
hands. The British fort survived, however, and parts of
it were considered salvageable in the 1790s. : :



CHAPTER II

STATEN ISLAND AND THE FIRST AMERICAN SYSTEM,

1794-1807

When revolutlonary France emerged as a military
threat, the government of the United States in 1794
embarked on a program of coastal fortifications known
as the First American System, Difficulties between
France and the United States escalated in the late 1790s,
producing an undeclared naval war and prompting continued
activities. respecting fortifications. The works con-
structed during the 1790s were often small and lacking
in durability., After 1800, with the diminishing of"
American fears of the French and the replacement of the
Federalists with the more parsimonious and pacific
Jeffersonians, fortifications lapsed into dlsrepalr.
During the period of the First American System, a part
of the .current Fort Wadsworth reservation was acquired
by public authorities, crude defenses erected, and the
site designated as requiring extensive and permanent . s
-works., 'Most of the attention given to fortifying the
west bank of the Narrows came from the State of New York
not .the government of the United States. :

The new constitution adopted in 1787 stipulated
that the federal government be responsible for national
defense. - During the 1790s and the first decades of the
nineteenth century, however, states played a much more
active role than generally recognized., The First American
System was initiated by the national government, which
sounded the alarm, designated experts to prepare plans
‘for the defense of particular locales, provided some. funds,
and .generally gave its .approval and blessing for fortifi-
cations construction., 1In the case of New York, however,
the state government became.the more vigorous party, and
:perhaps that was the way federal authorities intended the
system to operate., .State. appropriations for the protec-

tion of the harbor of New York far exceeded those available

‘from Congress. Moreover, the state coopted the fortifica-
tions ‘expert engaged by the War Department, placing him

on the state payroll and dgiving him instructions which
conflicted with those received from the central govern-
‘ment. His final report reflected more accurately the
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thinking of the state than federal authorities. New York
did not wait for specific directions from the central
government, but proceeded to develop fortifications for
the harbor even before the War Department had received
the report from its engineer. State officials negotiated
with the owners of sites, procured building materials,
hired laborers, and supervised construction. When it
appeared that the federal government could not furnish
sufficient guns for the defenses being built, the state
set out to purchase its own weapons. From the beginning,
however, the language of state legislation and reports

on fortifications evinced a belief that the security of
New York City and its harbor should be the responsibility
of the nation, not the state.

The manner in which the First american System was
implemented is of importance to the student of the evolu-
tion of defenses in New York harbor. Simply put, it
means that an adequate history of the Staten Island site,
or of Ellis Island, Bedloe's Island, or any other fortified
location, 1794 to 1807, requires attention be given to
both the national and the state governments.

Activities of Federal and State Governments, 1794

In response to the urgings of President Washington
to provide for the protection of American seaports, a
congressional committee prepared a report in February 1794
listing sixteen places in the United States requiring
defensive works. New York was one of the sixteen. Specifi-
cally, fortifications were recommended at Manhattan,
Governor's Island, and Paulus Hook. Collectively, these
three sites would mount eighty-two cannon and have garrisons
of ninety-eight men. Congress responded affirmatively and
in March appropriated $76,000, of which $12,500 was ear-
marked for New York. Secretary of War Henry Knox instructed
Charles Vincent to develop a plan for the defense of New
York harbor. Vincent, a Frenchman and "temporary Enginneer
in the service of the United States," was to limit his
scheme so as to accord with the budget of $12,500. Knox
directed the engineer to consult with the governor of
New York, who was to receive a copy of the final report.l
Having thus initiated a program of harbor fortifications for

_ New York, the federal government became the less active

in the nation-state partnership.

Starting in 1794, the course of state policy on
harbor defense was to concentrate construction on the
islands in Upper New York Bay and immediately south of
Manhattan, to press the federal government to develop a
comprehensive plan of defense and assume the financial
burden of its implementation, and to facilitate the
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conveyance by the state to the central government of _ ‘
sites in the harbor required for defense purposes.

New York State activity regarding fortifications
began in the same fashion as the national government's. .
In January 1794, Gov. George Clinton communicated to the
legislature his fears of the exposed nature of the port
of New York. In March, a bill passed appropriating
£ 30,000 for repairs and construction of fortifications
at or near New York City. The bill's preamble noted
that the funds currently being voted by Congress for
defending New York "may not be sufficient" and that the
"state legislators were proceeding with confidence that
New York would be reimbursed by the United States.
The bill established a board of commissioners to super-
intend fortifications and gave that board extensive
authority, including powers to enter and survey any land
regarded as required for defense, to purchase such tracts,
. and, when owners seemed recalcitrant or unreasonable, to
) proceed through the chancery court to force sale on falr
terms,

The Commissioners of Fortlflcatlons rapidly
established themselves as the main agency in the prepara-
tion of defenses in New York harbor. Unfortunately, only
fragments of their records have survived. Those frag-
ments consist of the board's minute book for the first ,
two years of its career and accounts of expenditures for
1794 and the years 1809-1817. During the era of the

- .'First American System, the commissioners directed most
attention and resources to fortifications on Governor's,
Bedloe's, and Ellis Islands. From its inception, however,

~the board displayed concern for works :at the Narrows and
at Staten Island. In fact, at the very first meeting, on
April 2, 1794, the board received and considered a proposal

- to fortify the Narrows. Their interest aroused, the
commissioners .on the following day visited the Narrows,
although they came to no formal conclusions respecting
works in that area.

On Aprll 4, the commissioners turned to larger
con51derat10ns.' By that time, the governor, a member of
the board, had been informed by Secretary of War Knox of

" federal act1v1ty respecting New York harbor, namely the
assignment given Charles Vincent, the size of the congres-
sional appropriation, and the limited approach taken by
the War Department. The board immediately resolved that
since the $12,500 in federal funds was insufficient to
provide a proper defense for New York, the state should
expand its appropriations for that purpose. The board
then agreed that Vincent should advise and assist them,
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‘ Specifically, he should recommend what works were required,
in addition to the limited federal scheme, -in order to

provide adequately for the security of the harbor. after
further business, the board adjourned and, accompanied
by Vincent, visited Governor's, Bedloe's, and Ellis
Islands. The following week, Vincent submitted his
written report and recommendations for the entire harbor.
Since it was in French, however, a translation was
necessitated. Other proceedings included appointment of
a sub-committee to procure an adequate number of cannon
and the naming of Ebenezer Stevens as responsible for
recruiting labor and purchasing of material and supplies
for construction at Governor's Island. - That construction
began in mid-april.“ Among the many reasons why Governor's
Island became the first site of actual work was because
part of it, at least, was in the legal possession of the
State of New York. ‘ ’ :

Purchase of the Staten Island Site and the First
American Defenses '

To enable work to commence elsewhere in addition to
Governor's Island, on April 14, 1794, two-man sub-committees
were established by the commissioners to make arrangements
with the owners of the desired sites. The City of New

‘ York had title to Bedloe's Island, and private parties
held Ellis Island and both banks of the Narrows. Of the
various owners, those at the Narrows proved the least
cooperative. The Staten Island proprietors were willing to
sell, but at a price considered extravagant by the board.
Accordingly the commissioners, as authorized by legislation,
instituted proceedings through the Court of Chancery.
Those proceedings involved the convening of a jury of
twelve men from the town of Southfield, Richmond County,

. the tract in question falling within that town's borders.
The jury, assembled in August 1794, inspected the premises
‘and then fixed its size at 24 45/100 acres and its value
at # 833. It was also held that the loss of the property
would inflict damages of .£367 upon the owners, Ann
Jacobson and Catherine Van Deventer, and of ¥ 25 upon
Cornelius McLean, a farmer who leased the property. The
Commissioners of Fortifications accepted the findings of
the court, and title was conveyed to the state in the
following November for a payment the equivalent of $3,062.50.5

The purchase of the Staten Island tract by the
commissioners reflected the interest in that site maintained
by the board since its inception in early April. The
recommendations made at the first meeting that the Narrows
be fortified received reinforcements subsequently when
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similar proposals were heard. For example, on June 6, .
‘Vincent .presented a scheme for works on the Staten Island
‘shore of the Narrows, and the board immediately resolved

to adopt that scheme. Ten days later, one commissioner

was designated to hire laborers to begin work at the-

site. As evident in the account books, starting in June,
wages were paid to a small number of workers. When the
board learned of the chancery court proceedings, orders
were 1mmed1ately issued to employ fifty men at the site

to repair what was salvageable from the old fort and to
build a blockhouse. Workmen labored at the site apparently
from late May to early September 1794. 6 Although they

were few in number, especially compared to the hundreds
-engaged at .Governor's Island and, although the surviving
minute book contains no further spec1f1c references to
Staten Island, there is no reason to suspect that the
modest endeavors ordered by the board were not carried out.
It seems clear that the works remained unarmed and
ungarrisoned. Whatever their particular nature, the tem~
porary defenses at Staten Island did not satisfy the long
range desire for security, and repeatedly, especially

after 1800, spokesmen for the state called on the federal

" government to take over the site and erect more elaborate
and permanent works,

The Report of Charles vVincent, 1794 : . ‘

That Staten Island contained p051tlons crucial to
the defense of New York constituted a major thrust of the
first- comprehen51ve survey of the harbor's fortification
needs. At some time in the last three months of 1794,
Charles Vincent complied with - directions received in
April from Knox and submitted his plan for the defense of
the harbor of New York. Knox had advised the engineer
that his recommendations should conform to the congres-—
‘sional budgetary limit of $12,500. As we have seen, however,
Vincent became intimately involved in New York fortifica-
tions as the paid advisor of the state commissioners, who
sought a system of defense of much greater scope than
outlined by the War Department.  Accordingly, Vincent
disregarded the restraints imposed by Knox and forwarded a
report 'so grandiose that 1t may well have shocked the
Secretary of War.‘

The -Vincent report presents several problems. All
of the statements respecting fortifications are in the
nature of recommendations of works needed, and there is
no indication of construction ‘then completed or already

underway, so that the document cannot be read as a progress
- report of what had been done, was belng done, and should



be done. Another difficulty, of particular importance
concerning Staten Island, results from the fact that
some of the place names used in the report appear
incorrect. We have already seen that Vincent sub-
mitted to the Commissioners of Fortifications a report
written in French, requiring a translation. Probably
the engineer's original statement to Knox was also

in French, and the problem with place names resulted
from the process of translation. Moreover, if the
translator was in Philadelphia and not New York City,
there would have been room for even greater error.
Despite various difficulties, the Vincent report is a
useful document.

Operating from the principle that "the soonest
one may annoy the enemy" the better, - the engineer
gave consideration to fortifications off Sandy Hook,
apparently on the banks at the entrance to New York
Bay, but rejected them because of a number of
difficulties. "It will be advantageous, however," he
wrote:

to have at Sandy Hook's tower [}ighthousé]
two pieces mounted in a battery, the

use of which will be to give the signals
agreed upon, these signals will be
repeated by Stag Stake Fort, and
successively by Beedle's [Bedloe's] and
the city.

"Stag Stake" was the name used by Vincent for the site
of the future Fort Wadsworth.’

The report held that incoming ships encountered
natural difficulties at the Narrows,

where the contracted current increases
its rapidity, and where the wind
leaves generally the entering ships
and abandons them to all the means of
defense so easy to establish in

that part.

On the "left shore" or east side of the Narrows, Vincent's
recommendations called for a battery on what later
became known as Hendricks Reef and earthern redoubts on
the high ground behind the reef.

_ Vincent then turned to the west bank of the
Narrows, regarded as "much more interesting on account of
vessels coming much closer to it, driven by the currents
and endeavoring to avoid the advancing high ground.”



As hls flrst recommendatlon, "he stated'

A battery mounted wlth flfteen pieces
-0of the largest. caliber will be established
in Sandy Bay, above the level of the
-highest tides, its gorge will be shut,
-and it will have four mortars and flanks
:mounted with two four pounders.

The term “Sandy Bay“ creates confu51on, since no place
on Staten: Island has ever been known to bear that
name. There was a "Sand Bay", however., "Sand Bay,"
according to a legal brief of the early twentieth
century, referred to "the shore 1ndentat10n between
Duxbury P01nt and Fort Wadsworth." That general location
for Sand Bay is alsc given in a map of old place names
prepared by Charles Leng. One reference point in the
literature deallng with the whereabouts of Sand Bay

is a colonial ferry across the Narrows. It is well
established that a ferry operated from Van Deventer's
Point, below Flag Staff Hill. William T. Davis, in
1896, described Sand Bay as "near the Fort at the
Narrows." ~One of Vincent's successors as fortifications
engineer for New York harbor in 1808 designated the
site of the soon-to-be-built state version of Fort -
Richmond as "the sand beach." It is possible that a
sand beach did exist and that it was obliterated by
the construction of the original Fort Richmond and by
the building on the same site of the .structure now
known as Battery Weed. Perhaps the term "Sandy Bay"
was not employed by Vincent at all, but by whoever
translated the original report into English. Since he
worked closely with the New York Commissioners of ’
Fortlflcatlons, Vincent must have been aware that the
state was in the process of acquiring title to the
tract encompassing Flag Staff Hlll and the shorellne
immediately to its east.

The engineer's report continued:

Above this battery and the steep bank,
' will be erected Fort Stag Stake, covering
the inferior battery, -and forming very.
..advantageous:crossing ‘fires with those of
the opposite shore; it will be, besides,
.connected by a covered way with a redoubt
to be erected on the extremity of the
~ steep bank where formerly stood a block
" house, . Mortars will be placed in the covered
‘way joining fort and redoubt; this last will
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be defended by six pieces of the largest
caliber. These mortars, combined with the
defenses already designated will complete

the protection necessary for the channel in
the narrows; but as it is prudent to
calculate all possibilities in cases of such
high importance, we will suppose that the .
enemy should attempt a landing in order to
master the right shore's defenses. This
determined us to propose to occupy by a
redoubt the heights of Cherry Hill, connecting
this redoubt with Fort Stag Stake by a double
covered way, traced with intelligence, and
seizing, by another covered way, an important
ground below Fort Stag Stake, which is
susceptible to receive a number of men
sufficient to oppose any enterprise of the
enemy on Staten Island.

As far as can be determined, no place by the name of
"Cherry Hill" existed in the immediate Fort Wadsworth
area. According to Davis, the name had been employed to
designate a site in Tottensville, in the extreme south-
west of Staten Island., Certainly this could not have
been the place Vincent had in mind, since he recommended
it bS connected with Fort Stag Stake by a double covered
way.” Vincent terminated this section of his report with
the recommendation that "the blockhouse, redoubt, Fort
Stag Stake, and the intermediate batteries should be
constructed immediately."

Briefly stated, the rest of Vincent's plan for the
harbor consisted of fortifications at Bedloe's, Oyster
(E11is] , and Governor's Islands, batteries on Manhattan,
and two floating batteries stationed between Governor's
Island and Oyster Island.

In addition to the difficulties in the Vincent
report resulting from the confusing place names, another
problem arises from the fact that a table summarizing the
report's recommendations does not agree with the text,
Because of the table's use of the name "Flagg Staff"
instead of "Stag Stake," it is possible that someone other
than Vincent prepared the table. 1In the text, four
installations are called for, omitting the covered ways:
(1) a battery at Sandy Bay: (2) Fort Stag Stake; (3) a
redoubt "on the extremity of the steep slope, where
formerly stood a block house:;" and (4) a redoubt on the

heights of Cherry Hill. The table accompanying the report
lists six facilities: (1) a redoubt at Cherry Hill:;
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(2) a battery on blockhouse hilly (3) a redoubt on the
hill between blockhouse and flag staff; (4) flag staff
fort, "the old fort to be rebuilt, with many alterations,*
(5) a small battery to the north of flag staff: and

(6) a battery at Sandy Bay.

Despite the contradictions and other difficulties,
Vincent's report is useful., It offers a late eighteenth-
century perceptlon of the potential of the. present Fort
Wadsworth area in an integrated system of fortlflcatlons
for New York. harbor. Also, it indicates that previously
there had been such fac111t1es, namely the old fort and
a blockhouse.

Vincent estlmated that 1mplementatlon of his
entire scheme would cost $182,000, Since this figure was
fourteen times the funds made available for New York in
the original congressional appropriation, it is not
surprising that the federal government did not act upon it,

Between 1795 and 1800, the state effort centered
on fortifications on Governor's, Bedloe's, and Oyster or
Ellis Islands, Two legislative appropriations in 1795
and 1796 were specifically limited to those locations,
Toward the end of 1796, Gov. John Jay advised the assembly
of the need to fortify the Narrows. The legislature,
however, refrained from any further appropriations until
the summer of 1798, when war with France appeared possible,
Then the New York General Assembly voted $150,000 for the
completion of works on the three islands and for construc-
tion at Manhattan and on Long Island,l1l0

Aftermathrof the-First System

Since 1794, both the executive and legislative
branches of the government of New York had expressed their
opinion that defense of the port of New York was defense
of the nation and that federal financing of such fortifi-
cations was required. For its part, congress regarded its
appropriations of 1794 and 1798 as sufficient. Yet more
funds were required, The result was a complicated arrange-~

"ment whereby certain states were required to spend on

fortifications within their borders sums equivalent to the
size of the debt of each of the states which had been
assumed’ by the central government, New York, one of the
states involved, bound itself to this arrangement in .an
act of March 1800. According to that measure,’ the places
fortified were previously to have been ceded by the state
to the United States. Twenty thousand dollars was to be
expended as the first installment of the total New York
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obligation, later calculated as $786,000. It was through
this mechanism that sites in New York harbor began to
pass into federal hands, beginning initially with that
part of Governor's Island containing Fort Jay.ll

With the signing of the Convention of 1800 by
France and the United States and the lull in the European
wars between France and its adversaries, fortifications
appropriations by both state and national governments
ceased and construction slowed or halted. New York
reneged on its pledge of funds, but at the same time
New Yorkers directly and indirectly demanded the central
government, now headed by Thomas Jefferson, complete the
task of providing New York harbor with adequate defenses.
Spokesmen for the state took the position that one-third
of all national revenues was produced by customs paid at
New York City and that, therefore, the national govern-
ment should be solely responsible for the costs of
protecting that port. Moreover, any seeming obligation
the state had respecting fortifications funds had been
more than fulfilled by the surrender to the United States
of lands and islands in the harbor of New York. Justice
required that Congress "release the pretended claim of
the United against this State. ., . ." Between 1801 and
1806, Jefferson and his administration received numerous

‘reports, petitions, and memorials urging federal financing

of New York fortifications. Memorials were sent by the

New York governor, the state assembly, a group of Manhattan

merchants, the mayor of the City of New York, and U.S.
military personnel at New York, such as Lt. Col. Jonathan
Williams. Several of_ these parties called for federal
works at the Narrows. It was in reaction to these
pleas that Jefferson's Secretary of War attacked the very
notion of closing the Narrows by means of fixed shore
batteries.

In February 1806, the President sent to the House
of Representatives a report of the Secretary of War
dealing with fortifications, The report's last section
consisted of "Remarks in relation to the New York Harbor,"
and a major thrust of that section was to question the
efficacy of fortifications at the Narrows. The remarks
began with statements that the works built in the harbor
in 1794 and 1795 had deteriorated and now required
considerable repair, that the State of New York had not
met its obligations, and that despite these developments
several recommendations had been received in Washington
since 1801 calling for still further construction,
especially at the Narrows.
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Most of the secretary's remarks challenged what ‘
the administration regarded as the basic premise behinad
those recommendations:

that fixed batteries, on the margins of
. channels not more than one mile in width,
~might under the direction of skillful
" officers, render the passage of ships of
war so difficult and unsafe, as to prevent
them attempting such a passage.

That . such an erroneous opinion should prevall was seen
as remarkable

" after so many instances had occurred of
ships of war not only having passed the

best of batteries within even point. blank
shot (which is less than 500 yards) but of
their presenting their broadsides to such
batteries, with springs on their cables, and
sustaining the fire for a considerable ,
length of time, and even in many instances,
of silencing the batteries.

ExpllCltly attacked in three statements was the idea that

the Narrows could be closed by shore batteries. The

secretary recommended that consideration be given to a

‘combination of forts, movable land and water batteries,

and those Jeffersonian favorites, gunboats. If such a ‘
combination were considered inadequate, the only alter-

natlves were heavy ships of war.

New York made one further attempt to induce the
federal government to construct works at the Narrows. -
In March 1807, a bill established a commission to act
for the state legislature in identifying land on Staten
and Long Islands vital to the defense of New York and -
conveylng such lands to the United States, with the pro-
vision that the total cession be no more than 200 acres.
More important, the legislation stipulated that:

the lands belonging to the people of this

state at Bluff-point on Staten Island which
shall by the president of the United States
be deemed necessary for fortifications, are
hereby granted to the United States for that

purpose, : v
That grant was outright and did not have to go through the
commissioners., "Bluff Point" is yet another name used for

Van Deventer's Point, the easternmost tip of Staten Island,l4

This is a perplexing piece of legislation, especially
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the provision for the Staten Island site. No cession

to the United States followed passage of the act, and
four decades passed before the United States purchased
the land in question. 1In 1808, the state legislature -
amended the measure, but neither repealed nor altered any
of the provision for the Bluff Point tract.l5 1In the
early 1840s, during negotiations leading to the purchase
by the United States, Capt. Robert E. Lee, on duty at
Fort Hamilton, inquired into the state's possession of
the Bluff Point location and contended that, by virtue
of the 1807 law, New York had indeed surrendered the
site, but that somehow that action had been overlooked.
Lee was mistaken. The transfer did not occur because of
the refusal of the president simply to "deem" any of the
site "necessary for fortifications," thus leaving the
state in possession. This conforms to Jefferson's
doubts about permanent fortifications.

- Thus, when relations between Great Britain and
America suddenly became critical late in 1807, triggering
a new federal fortifications program, the State of New
York did not wait for action by the central government,
but proceeded on its own to construct masonry works on
its property at the Narrows. ' '

The First American System left New York harbor
with the beginnings of a scheme of fortifications, but
little else. Governor's Island, the main defensive site,
had Fort Jay, an enclosed work, and two detached batteries,
.Single batteries stood on Bedloe's Island and Ellis Island.
Breastworks and parapets had been constructed on the
southern tip of Manhattan, and the city also possessed a
train of cannon.on traveling carriages. Finally, seven
miles to the south, on the Staten K Island side of the
Narrows, was a blockhouse and the renovated English
. earthern fort., By 1806, all of these works, except Fort
Jay, had fallen into disrepair, leading some to lament
the defenseless state of America's most important city.
A permanent garrison was stationed only on Governor's
Island, and it appears unlikely that during the period any
troops had been assigned to the Staten Island site.



Chapter III

THE STATE WORKS AS A SECOND SYSTEM FORTIFICATION

In ' mid-1807, renewed interest in America's coastal
fortifications emerged because of the hostility between
Great Britain and the United States. Particularly impor-
tant was the American reaction to the incident of June 2,
when HMS Leopard fired upon USS Chesapeake three leagues
off the Virginia capes. The War Department prepared a
new national program of fortifications, and in the next
five years congress authorized the expenditure of three
million dollars. The results of the program are known as
the Second System. Although the federal government now
recognized the merits of fortifications on Staten Island,
that site was not included in the national construction
program, and it was the State of New York that built
two masonry forts and several earthen batteries at the
location. Troops manned these works during the War of
1812, By the end of that contest, if not soconer, the idea _
had been accepted by all parties that the federal govern- _ ‘

ment alone should handle the burden of funding, construct-
ing and manning the nation's coastal defenses. The State
of New York engaged in no further fortifications programs
and did not maintain existing works in its possession.
Shortly after the return of peace, the garrison at the
Staten Island site was removed, and the forts and batteries
began to suffer serious deterioration. State legislation,
passed in 1818, empowered the governor to negotiate a sale
of the site to the United States. That sale, however, did
not occur until three decades later.

-During the life of the federal fortifications program,
1807-1812, works in New York harbor built in the years of
the First System of the 1790s were improved or replaced,
and several entirely new structures were erected, At
Governor's Island, Fort Columbus appeared on the site of
Fort Jay, and a new three~tiered casemated "tower," Castle
wWwilliam, was built on the island's western shore. Of all
of New York's defenses, this was the strongest and most
heavily armed. Intended for one hundred guns, its 1811
armament consisted of fifty-two 42~ and 32-pounders in the
first and second tiers and twenty-six of the new 50-pounder
columbiads on the third tier or the terrace. Bedloe's Island
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had a star-shaped fort with places for twenty-four heavy
cannon., An enclosed circular battery, mounting fourteen
guns, was constructed on Ellis Island., Second System
defenses on Manhattan consisted of two new works, Castle
Clinton and a small one-tier circular battery on the
Hudson River at Hulet Street, In 1811, the mobile train
of cannon, now maintained at a new arsenal, included an
assortment of thirty-four weapons. If all the New York
City facilities had been equipped with their full comple-
ment of ordnance, more than 300 guns would be found de-
fending the harbor. Probably the number in place, ready
for firing, was néver more than half of that figure,

The years of the Second System, for the first time,
saw the beginnings of permanent defenses in advance of the
inner harbor, and both the central and state governments
undertook the construction of masonry works at the Narrows.
In 1812, under federal auspices, work began on a water
battery on Hendricks Reef, near the Long Island side of the
Narrows. Known first as Fort Diamond and then Fort
Lafayette, when completed in 1812, it had positions for
seventy-two 32-pounders., Opposite Hendricks Reef and on
the state land of Staten Island, New York built two stone
forts and several earthen batteries, As wartime measures,
the state also hastily prepared small, temporary works on
Rockaway Peninsula and at the eastern end of the East River,
and the federal government equipped Sandy Hook with a
blockhouse and a structure designated as Fort Gates.

- The decision of the Jefferson administration that
the national government should not undertake fortifications
on Staten Island did not deter New York from cooperating
with federal authorities in providing for the defense of
the city and port of New York., In 1808, for example, the
state assembly enacted a measure to permit vesting the
United States with title to lands under water between
Staten Island and Long Island, a step necessary for any
federal work on Hendricks Reef, Also in 1808, the state
acquired legal possession of Ellis Island through proceedings
in the Court of Chancery and then conveyed the property to
the United States., For its part, the central government
kept New York fully informed of its fortifications plans
s0 as to facilitate whatever state action was required in
bringing those plans to fruition. Essentially, the state
seems to have favorably regarded the efforts of the War
Department and Congress, On one occasion, Governor Tompkins
told the state legislators: "It affords me pleasure to
inform you that the fortifications erected under the
authority of the'United States have been prosecuted with
activity and zeal." Cooperation between state and cen=-
tral governments is also evident in the planning of forti-
fications on Staten Island,
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‘New York and the Staten Island Site

. As- described in the precedlng chapter, beginning
in 1794, when it acquired the tract at Flag Staff Hill,
New York became committed to the idea of defensive works
on the Staten Island side of the Narrows and initially
assumed that construction there should be financed and
.managed by the federal government. The commitment and
the assumption endured, although during the 1790s both
state and nation concentrated their resources on works
in the interior of the harbor., After the First System
" program reached its end around 1800, the state continued
"its quest. At one time all that was required for a
cession of the site to the United States was acknowledge-
‘ment by the president of the location's value to national
defense. But the Jefferson administration rejected the
- idea that the Narrows could be effectively fortified.
The state retained its belief that extensive fortifica-
tions should be built on Staten Island and ultimately
itself undertook to pay for and construct such works.
At some time after early 1807, federal authorities gave
" approval to that undertaklng. It is not known whether
~that approval ‘was given reluctantly or with enthusiasm
"or whether it came as part of some larger understandlng
" or a polltlcal qu1d pro gquo,

_  Whatever the polltlcal aspects, mllltary cons;dera-
tions nece331tated agreement between the state and
national government on the question of fortification of
Staten Island. Both governments sought an ample and
comprehensive scheme of defense for New York. A major
development would occur with the projected works at the
'Narrows, since it ‘'would constitute the first permanent -

. exterior or outer defensive position. The harbor's
interior sites were in the hands of the federal govern-
ment. It was crucial that the state and nation be -of one
mlnd so as to produce an effective system of defense.

. . Approval of the project by the Secretary of War
seems implicit in War Department orders to Col., Jonathan
‘Wllllams, U.S. Army Engineer, to present ‘to .Governor
_Tompkins a "Plan of an enclosed work on Flag=-staff hill,

. to be erected under your [the governor s]edlrectlon, at

the expense of the state of New York, "4 “williams had

. management of federal fortifications construction through-

out the harbor, and his involvement in the Staten Island

project assured coordination between the state and central
governments. Williams had more to do with technical
planning of the state works than any other individual.

He prepared at least the general designs for Forts
Richmond and Tompkins., Certainly the location .and function
of the various fortifications conformed to recommendations
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he submitted to the state. Also Williams participated

in the supervision of the construction., Thus, the Staten
Island fortifications erected during the Second American
System represent a cooperative undertaking of state and
federal officials. ’

Planning of the state works at Staten Island
evolved through several different stages. In the autumn
of 1806, Colonel Williams was directed, apparently by -
authorities of either the City or State of New York, to’
survey the harbor and to measure the width of the Narrows
and the distances between other defensive positions. 1In
July of the following year, he submitted to the municipal
common council a plan for fortifying the Narrows,
Essentially that plan featured twenty-eight "blocks" to
be sunk across the Narrows at intervals of sixty or
eighty feet. Such blocks themselves would impede enemy
fleet action through the Narrows. In addition, wWilliams
recommended further defensive embellishments, namely
equipping each block with cheveaux de frize, placing a
pair of "Mr, Fulton's Torpedoes" in the spaces between
the blocks, and providing for a gunboat to be anchored
above or behind each block., Casemated batteries were to
be built on Hendrickg Reef and at the water's edge of the
Staten Island shore.

Williams's scheme, which was made public, touched
off a controversy, regarded by one observer as largely
political. Albert Gallatin, Jefferson's Secretary of the
Treasury, was then in New York and wrote the president
that the "extravagant and inefficient" plan was a maneuver
of the Federalist municipal government to embarrass the
national administration. Gallatin noted that "Colonel
Williams was unfortunately drawn in to favor the plan for
which engineers fond of displaying their talent have
some predilections.,"

Subsequently, Daniel Tompkins, elected governor on
a Democratic~Republican ticket, intervened and obtained
from Williams a more orthodox plan. In a letter of October
1808, Williams presented to the governor a general scheme
for fortifications on the west bank of the Narrows. The
letter included discussion of the relationship between
inner and outer defenses for New York harbor, proposals
for the Long Island side of the Narrows, and some thoughts
on the financial burden the state was assuming., Most of
the letter, however, dealt with the Staten Island site,
Two permanent works should be built, one at the water's
edge, near "the sand beach," and the other on Flag Staff
Hill. In addition, there should be a "range of small
batteries on the sloping ground to the southward,"
Williams's recommendations were generally adopted, although
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he subsequently altered the design of both major forti- .
fications, His 1808 scheme proposed a water battery

consisting of two towers, connected on the channel side

by a breastwork. Entirely casemated, the work would

mount two or three hundred guns. According to the same

scheme, Flag Staff Hill was to be occupied by a fort

having essentially a square trace. A circular bastion

or tower was recommended for the southeast angle and

half bastions for the other three corners. The main

. purpose of this work was to protect the channel-bearing

batteries from attack by land., Accordingly, the parapet
on the east side need only be a low wall to enable guns
to be depressed so as to fire on the decks of ships in
the Narrows. Each of the other three fronts would con-
sist of “rampart, parapet, scarp, ditch, counterscarp
and glacis." By early 1809, Williams had scrapped his
orlglnal plan for the water battery and in 1814 announced
a new de81gn for the work on the hill,

~ six months before Wllllams submltted his initial
scheme to Tompklns, the state assembly appropriated
$100,000 for the defense of the harbor of New York. The
legislation made the governor responsible for the expendi-
ture of this fund and imposed on him the requirement that
he employ in the project "as many seamen and other persons
now out of business in the said city as practicable."8
As was true of other American ports, New York suffered ‘
from Jefferson's embargo, which prohibited all seagoing
commerce, With ships tied to the docks, unemployment be-
came common among mariners and others engaged in maritime-

- related trades. Although the bill did not specify Staten

Island as the site for fortifications, the funds were
understood as intended for that location, as evident in
Williams's letter to Tompkins in October.

In November 1808, Governor Tompkins informed the
leglslators that he had experienced several difficulties
in getting the prOJect under way, but that the problems
had been overcome. ' And, indeed, work at the site apparently
started the following month. Leglslatlon, passed in
February 1809, empowered the governor to purchase land
adjacent to the property already belonging to the state.
The same act prohibited alcoholic beverages from being -
sold to laborers at the site or within a half mile of it,

‘Another provision gave to all workers not bona fide

residents of Richmond County immunity from obligations to
that county, such as taxes, jury serv1ce,_m111t1a duty,
and labor on highways.®

. -As evident in Williams's recommendations of October
1808 and in a map of proposed works of March 1809, the
state plans for the west bank of the Narrows stretched
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beyond the original twenty~five acre tract acquired in
1794, Perhaps some understanding had already been reached
with the owners of land immediately to the south. Aas
authorized by the recent legislation, the state concluded
a purchase in November 1809, which added twenty-two acres
to the site,10

Work progressed rapidly, and in January 1810,
Tompkins reported that the water battery, named Fort
Richmond, had been completed and awaited its complement
of twenty-seven guns. Two earthen batteries had also
been finished and together would mount ninety-two cannon.
Work had not yet started on the future Fort Tompkins,

except for the drilling of a well within its intended con-.

fines and excavation of the ditch.ll

As a matter of fact, four years would pass before
construction began on Fort Tompkins. There seems to have
been a genuine commitment on the part of the state to add
to Fort Richmond and the earthen batteries another major
structure, and thus that nothing was done between January
1810 and May 1814 appears as a delay. The history of
New York harbor defenses, however, contains numerous in-
stances of works vigorously projected but never built or
only built many years later. 1In 1810 possibly some indi-
viduals may have regarded Fort Richmond and the two
earthen batteries as constituting adequate defenses for
the Staten Island side of the Narrows. Moreover, the
federal government seemed intent on constructing a water
battery on Hendricks Reef, Perhaps the decision of the
state to press ahead with Fort Tompkins reappeared only
because of the War of 1812.

A minor development in the history of Fort
Wadsworth occurred in 1810 and 1811 and may have led
state authorities temporarily to postpone start of con-
struction of Fort Tompkins. At that time, New York
officials became persuaded that the federal government
might move the United States Military Academy from West
Point to some other location. The state regarded its
acreage at Staten Island as a suitable new home for the
institution, and legislation. passed ceding the tract
"together with the fortifications therein" to the United
States "as long as the principal military academy of said
United States_be established . . . and continued on the
said Island,"l2 The central government decided to retain
the West Point location, and nothing came of the offer to
cede the Staten Island tract. Nevertheless, the possi-
bility that the state might give up the site may have
resulted in a decision to delay work on Fort Tompkins.

The outbreak of war between the United States and
Great Britain led to increased military preparations
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and spending by the New York government. Perhaps, without
the war, Fort Tompkins may never have been built. Even
with the war, construction did not start until the third
year of hostilities., Certainly the defense of New York
harbor was a major wartime concern of the state govern-
ment, but other areas clamored for attention and funds.
Particularly, protection had to be provided the frontier
counties in the west and north. 1Indeed, much of the fight-
ing during the war occurred along the New York~Canadian
border from Lake Erie to Lake Champlain.

On June 12, 1812, eight days after the lower house
of Congress had voted for war, but before the Senate took
the same step, the New York legislature appropriated
$25,000 "for the completion of the fortifications on Staten
Island." The measure also authorized the governor to

~arrange with the federal authorities for the "establish-

ment of a telegraph observatory and signal poleées" on the
state land on Staten Island., Finally, the act provided

for the constitution of a company of thirty men and officers
to serve as a guard for the fortifications at the Narrows.
The guard was to be billeted at the site in barracks con-
structed by the state. In the following February, Tompkins
reported that almost $125,000 had been expended on forti-
fications at Staten Island, and a balance of $10,000 re-
mained unspent. The Commissioners of Fortifications
considered the balance too small to proceed with "the
redoubt or protecting work at Signal Hill.," The legisla-
ture then proceeded to authorize $22,000 specifically for
the "protecting work at Signal Hill,"13

Another year passed with no start made on Fort
Tompkins., The delay in part resulted from the necessity
to avoid interference with existing works. In January
1814, DeWitt Clinton, one of the Commissioners of Fortifica-
tions, wrote: :

We intended to have commenced the last season
with constructing the lower part of Fort Tompkins
on Signal hill on Staten Island: but. . . we
found it could not be undertaken without throwing
open the defences already erected there and
losing the protection which they gave to Forts
Hudson & Richmond. Under these circumstances

it was recommended to us to cause a blockhouse

to be erected within the picket work on the hill:
this has been done and it is a work of great
strength mounting fourteen (14) heavy cannon,

Clinton noted that "the command which this work gives will
now enable us to commence the contemglated one at Fort
Tompkins if it be deemed advisable,"14
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Also contributing to the delay in construction of
Fort Tompkins was want of more money, and the assembly in
April 1814 voted $50,000 "to complete the fort on Staten
Island, or to be applied to such other works in that
quarter" as might benefit public security. Also provided
was an annual payment of $250 for the duration of the war
to lease a tract near the Staten Island forts on which
an "outwork," known as Fort Smith, had been built. Real
progress on Fort Tompkins came in May 1814 when Williams
submitted a new design for the work., The latest plan
called for a casemated pentagonal structure with round or
tower bastions at each of the angles. Construction
apparently began that summer and was kept ?oing by a
fresh appropriation of $50,000 in October,15

Whatever the thinking of Tompkins and Williams,
legislators viewed the construction of Fort Tompkins as
a wartime measure. Accordingly, when the war ended with
the fort not yet finished, the New York assembly provided
one more appropriation and then refused the governor's
request for further funds. In April 1815, Gov. Tompkins
advised the legislature that the Commissioners of
Fortifications urged that the work be completed, since the
materials had already been purchased and since the half-
finished structure was vulnerable to damage from the
weather. The governor concurred with that view and, in
this instance, the assembly agreed, appropriating
$25,000 to finish and equip the fort. A year later,
Tompkins reported that additional monies were required
for grading the terrain between the various works, for the
purchase of the site of Fort Smith, and for completion of
the main fort. The assembly, however, voted only $2000
for the preservation of the existing structures. As late
as April 1817, cartmen and other laborers were at the
site, but there are no subsequent payroll accounts. The
legislature also refused to meet the governor's request
for a guard at the site, and the evidence suggests that
after April 1817, the location was abandoned, except for
occasional repair crews and inspection parties.

The Original Forts Richmond and Tompkins and the Batteries

No detailed plans or comprehensive descriptions of
the state fortifications at Staten Island have been located.
Surviving documentation, however, provides a general picture.
Fort Richmond was a water battery, located ninety feet
from the water at low tide and at the site of today's
Battery Weed. Built of solid masonry and faced with hewn
stone, its trace was that of a half circle. The straight,
land-bearing front measured approximately 266 feet, broken
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at mid-point by a ten foot-wide gate. The circumference
of the channel-facing curtain was roughly 500 feet.
Twenty-seven embrasures pierced this wall at intervals
of fourteen feet, the embrasures being fifteen feet
above low tide., Guns were mounted on a platform twenty
feet wide. The work was originally designed so that
-subsequently a second tier could be erected above the
existing platform, a modification never carried out.
Shed roofing had been constructed to protect the
masonry and guns from the elements. Against the parade
wall of the landward front were two barracks, one on
either side of the gate and each fifteen by sixty feet
in size. The battery also contained two furnaces and
one bomb-proof magazine capable of storlng 200 barrels
of powder,

Fort Richmond's armament consisted of twenty-seven
iron 32-pounders. Some, if not all, of the guns were in
place by early August 1812, Apparently, in September
1813, new seaboard carriages replaced those previously
used. No cannon or howitzers covered the rear of the
fort, and the mission of protecting the water battery
from attack by land fell to Fort Tompkins.l

On Flag Staff Hill overlooking Fort Richmond and
roughly 150 feet above low water was Fort Tompkins, The
site was that of an earlier work, probably the British
fort, renovated in 1794, The new work was a casemated
fort of solid masonry construction, faced with hewn stone,
Pentagonal in design, the structure's most prominent
features were the five circular bastions at each of the.
angles. The easternmost bastion, somewhat larger than
the others, contained a bombproof magazine with a capac-
ity of 2,000 barrels of powder. Fort Tompkins was de-
scribed as having a diameter of 300 feet and a circum-
ference of 1700. 1Its eight-foot thick curtain walls rose
nineteen feet high, and the bastions twenty-two and a half,
The rampart was twenty-one feet across. The top of the
five-foot thick breastwork was four feet above the rampart.
Inside the fort were four furnaces, a well, and a block-
house, - Throughout the War of 1812, Fort Tompkins remained
unfinished and a necessity arose to provide for additional
guns commanding Fort Richmond and Fort Hudson. Late in
1813, the blockhouse was built, its original location being
uncertain, Whether Fort Tompkins was constructed around
the blockhouse, or the blockhouse was dismantled, moved,
and reassembled on the parade of the new fort cannot be
‘determined.

Fort Tompkins was designed for seventy-six heavy
guns and twenty-six howitzers. Neither guns nor carriages
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had been mounted by the time construction ceased in 1817.
Structurally also the work 'was incomplete. The terreplein
had not been filled up to grade, the platforms not laid,
barracks not built, the ditch unfinished, and coping yet
to be placed on part of one curtain. ’

. The three other defenses built by the state during
the years 1807-1815 were open works, made largely of earth
and named Fort Smith, Fort Morton, and Fort Hudson. Little
is known about Fort Smith. It occupied a hill outside of
the state property, being located about 400 yards south-
west of Fort Tompkins and 540 yards due west of the
Narrows. 1In 1814, the state arranged to lease the land
on which it stood. One provision of the lease required
the state to remove all structures there within a year
of the end of the war. The failure of the state legis-
lature to provide funds for the purchase of the site
after the war meant that, with the restoration of peace,
the fort was dismantled and the property returned to
private hands. A square redoubt, ‘the work contained four
l18-pounders. 1Its purpose was to deny an enemy land force
control of an elevated point from which the unfinished
Fort Tompkins could be threatened. However temporary its
use or construction, Fort Smith may have been a structure
of some size. Close to it was a barracks with quarters
for a hundred men.

The battery known as Fort Morton, built 1808-1810,
occupied a point 225 yards southeast of the eastern bastion
of Fort Tompkins and forty yards from the edge of the -
Narrows. Essentially a curved work, fifty yards long,
most of its weapons were intended to face east, and a few
at the southernmost extremity looked southeasterly toward
Fort Hudson., Fort Morton contained a shot furnace and
emplacements for twelve guns., During the War of 1812,
nine 24-pounders were mounted. 1In the early 1840s, Battery
Morton was rebuilt, but during the Civil War, it was de-
stroyed to make room for a new battery.

. The artillery installation at today s Fort Wadsworth
with the longest operational history is Battery Hudson,
formerly called Fort Hudson. Built at the same time as
Forts Rlchmond and Morton, it was then the southernmost
work on the Staten Island side of the Narrows, located
one hundred feet from and fifty-two feet above the water.
The state-built Fort Hudson consisted of two gun platforms,
one behind the other. The upper platform was a straight
line, 375 feet long behind a breastwork made of earth and
faced with cut stone. The lower platform followed an
"L"-shaped course, its longest, 450-foot section being
parallel to the upper platform, At the southern extremity,
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the lower platform turned ninety degrees and ran one
hundred feet to the west. The breast-height wall before
the lower platform was made of earth, with sod embrasures.
Guns of the upper platform fired en barbette. In 1810,
Governor Tompkins described Fort Hudson as intended for
eighty cannon. At least fifty-four 24-pounders, mounted
on trucks, were placed in the battery. Three or four
furnaces prepared shot for Fort Hudson's weapons.

Had Fort Tompkins been completed and had the full
complement of ordnance been mounted in all of the works,
the Staten Island side of the Narrows could have brought
into action 221 guns, not including those at Fort Smith.
In reality, the heavy guns in place never exceeded ninety-
four and consisted of twenty-seven 32-pounders in Fort
Richmond, fifty-four 24-pounders in Fort Hudson, nine
24-pounders in Fort Morton, and four weapons of unknown
caliber in the blockhouse in Fort Tompkins., In addition
there was a small assortment of 18- and 9-pounders and a
10-inch mortar. At some time during the war, probably in
'1814, twelve of the 24-pounders and one 32-pounder were
removed from the Staten Island works at the request of the
national government and mounted in Fort Columbus.

In addition to the forts and batteries, numerous
wooden buildings existed on the site during the era of the
War of 1812, Some were civilian structures belonging to
owners of the land prior to purchase by the state., Con-
struction of Forts Richmond and Tompkins required the
erection of accessory buildings. A third group consisted
of quarters for military personnel. West of Fort Hudson
stood a small cluster of buildings, including at least one
house and a barn, part of the farm of the former owner,
John Jacobson. In connection with construction activity,

a smith shop, superintendent's office, storehouse, and
‘dwelling for workmen had been erected near the shoreline,
west of Fort Richmond. There were four military barracks,
in addition to the pair within Fort Richmond. Two occupied
positions north of the water battery, one was immediately
west of Fort Hudson, and one near Fort Smith, Besides the
Jacobson house, there were three other civilian residences,
several of which were used for officers' quarters. The
remaining structures consisted of the telegraph, between
Forts Morton and Tompkins, and a wharf near Fort Richmond,

The War of 1812

Throughout the war against Great Britain, the state
works on Staten Island were garrisoned by a changing assort-
ment of infantry and artillery units, representing volun-
teers in the service of the United States and the state




militia. According to surviving records, the largest ’
number 6f  men known to be stationed . at the site was. 558,

In September 1814, however, Gov. Tompkins stated that

"there are quarters and tents at the State Works at the
Narrows for nearly seven hundred and fifty men, in addition
to the force now .stationed there." The Staten Island works,
those on. Ellis and Bedloe's Islands, the temporary de-
fenses on Rockaway Peninsula, and all other defenses in

New York harbor fell under the command of the Third Military
District. Only fragments of the records of the district
have survived. Most poorly documented is the period from
July 1812 to December 1813,

"The first orders of the Third Military District
for stationing troops at Staten Island were issued on
June 19, 1812, the same day President James Madison pro-
claimed the existence of a state of war. These earliest
arrivals were infantry recruited in Pennsylvania. Shortly
they were joined or replaced by 530 men from New York.
This force consisted of four companies of artillery and
seven of infantry ordered to Staten Island by the governor.
Among the most pressing concerns at the Staten Island site
and at other positions in the harbor was completion of
fortifications under construction. The district ordered
infantrymen to assist Colonel Williams and the New York
Commissioners of Fortifications by adding their labor to o
that ofgthe civilian work force employed at the various" '
sites.

During the'war, infantrymen at the site of Fort
Wadsworth outnumbered artillerists. This resulted from a
general shortage of artillery units. Between July 1812
and December 1814, the 15th, 24th, 32d, 4lst, and 424
Infantry Regiments and the 3rd U.S. Artillery Regiment, or
detachments of these units, manned Fort Richmond and the
earthern batteries. In June 1814, the post's garrison in-
cluded ninety-six men of the 3d U.S. Artillery and five
companies of the 42d U.S. Infantry. In the following
September, a brigade of 2150 New York militia, under the
command of Brig.-Gen, John Swartout, was stationed at
" Staten Island, although how many were on duty at the Narrows
can not be determined.20 Late in 1814, four companies of
the 46th U.S. Infantry arrived at the state fortifications
"~ as the relief for the militia.

Toward the end of the war of 1812, the defenses of
New York harbor were manned by, in addition to conventional
forces, a . corps of "sea fencibles." Such a corps was
recommended by Governor Tompklns in June 1813 to Secretary
of the Navy William Jones, Tompkins reasoned that “there
are, persons, particularly in the cities. . . . who do not
rellsh what is called lahd service," but who would readily
enter into the Sea Fencible service." "Being primarily ‘
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mainers," they would "man the batteries with greater effect
than land troops" and had the additional advantages of

being "qualified to manage the flotilla when the batteries
do not require their services" and of being "better pre-
pared to submit to subordination & discipline" than recruits
with land-based occupations,

"A month after Tompkins made his suggestion, Congress
empowered the president to raise as many as ten companies
of sea fencibles, "who may be employed as well as on land
as on water, for the defense of the ports and harbours of
the United States." Each company was to consist of four
officers, a boa%gwain, six gunners, six "quarter gunners,"
and ninety men,

As commander-in-chief of the military forces of the
State of New York, Tompkins in August 1814, announced his
intention to organize a battalion of sea fencibles for the
city and harbor of New York and invited "captains, mates
and mariners generally"” to form companies. In the following
October, the New York legislature authorized the governor
to raise twenty companies, including those already organized.
By the end of the war, twelve companies of sea fencibles,
totaling 1000 men were on duty in New York harbor, extant.
records indicating their presence at Fort Richmond, Gravesend
Bay, Fort Diamoag, Fort Stevens (Hell Gate), Rockaway Point,
and Sandy Hook.

: As evident in the fact that companies of sea fenci-
bles were raised by both the President of the United States
and the Governor of New York, problems existed during the
war as to the chain of command. It is not clear, for example,
who had command of the defenses on the Staten Island side
of the Narrows when those defenses were occupied by both
state and national forces., Shortly after the commencement
of hostilities, however, Governor Tompkins gave instructions
for the "Northern and Western Frontiers" that probably
applied with equal force to the military units at New York
City. The governor held that,

when the Militia and Regular troops came
together in the service of the United States,
each organized corps of Militia is to be
commanded by officers of the Militia
exclusively, but that officers of superior
rank, whether of the Militia or Regulars,
will command the whole.

Should there be two officers of superior rank, one from the
militia and the other from the Regular Army, the Regular
should take command, even "though holding Junior Commission
of that grade.”
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The orderly book of the 46th U.S. Infantry Regiment
provides some details about military activity on the west

‘bank of the Narrows during the last months of the war.

One company of the regiment occupied the barracks at Fort

- Smith, one those at Fort Richmond, and two the barracks

near Fort Hudson. The area in front of the barracks at
Fort Hudson was used by the regiment as parade grounds.

‘Shortly after the arrival of the 46th, a sixty-man com-
‘pany of sea fencibles was transferred from Fort Gates on

Sandy Hook to Fort Richmond and was quartered in the
barracks thereé. Thus five companies constituted the
garrison at the end of 1814. A week following the New
Year, a detachment of forty-one men from the Corps of
Artillery replaced the sea fencibles at Fort Richmond.,

In March, after announcement of approval of the Treaty of
Ghent, the artillery detachment left, and the remaining

-infantry companies reassigned quarters on Staten Island.

Apparently, Fort Smith and its barracks were abandoned,

- except for a single sentinel. Ammunition from Fort Smith's

magazine was transferred to Fort Tompkins, probably the
blockhouse., The four companies of the 46th weag evenly
divided between Fort Richmond and Fort Hudson.

During the War of 1812, Fort Richmond, with its
32-pounders, was the most important defensive position at

"the Narrows, as evident in the units stationed there and

the mission assigned to it. It is instructive that the

. sea fencibles and also the detachment from the artillery

corps, -when on Staten Island, manned Fort Richmond, thus
providing that work with expertise in gunnery. That .
battery had an important function in the defense of the
harbor. Copied into the orderly book of the 46th U.S.
Regiment was a general order dated October 1813, Accord-
ing to those orders, commanding officers of Fort Richmond
and Fort Gates were to detain all vessels flying flags of
truce until permission to proceed had been received from

‘the headquarters of the Third Military District at Fort

Columbus. Subsequent orders indicate the broader nature of
the responsibilities of Fort Richmond, In December 1814,
the commander was instructed to bring to and examine all
outward-bound privateers and armed vessels. Inward-bound
traffic and unarmed outward—gound ships were to be detained
and examined at Fort Gates. Thus, it appears that Forts
Richmond and Gates had the mission of processing ships in
and out of the harbkor.

Duty at the Staten Island works at the close of the
War of 1812 must have been fairly routine. The orderly
book covers such matters as policing barracks and grounds,
guard details, and court martials for insubordination.
When attempting to visualize the scene at Fort Wadsworth,
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‘it is necessary to note that large numbers of workmen,
resident at the site, were engaged in seeking a rapid
completion of Fort Tompkins. Construction activity and
garrison routine were interrupted on February 21, 1815,
when the military at New York harbor celebrated ratifica-
tion of the treaty between the United States and Great
Britain. Troops assembled for parade at 11:00 a.m., and
at noon the firing of a "national salute" began. The
first to fire was Governor's Island, followed in succes-
sion by Bedloe's Island, Ellis Island, Fort Richmond,
Fort Diamond, Fort Green (Brooklyn), Fort Stevens

(Hell Gate), "the lines at Harlem," and Fort Gates, With-
in a few weeks of the salute, the withdrawal of troops
from Staten Island commenced. The last entry of the 46th
U.S. Regiment's orderly book was made on April 18, 1815.
Probably maintenance of a garrison on a wartime footing
ended at that time, although a few troops remgéned at the
Fort Wadsworth site until the spring of 1816.

'Sale of the Site to the United States, 1815-1847

. The view that troops continuously garrisoned Fort
Wwadsworth for 300 years implies that the site remained
occupied following the War of 1812, This indisputably
was not the case. The history of the post in the period
1815-1847 consists mainly of efforts to secure the trans-
fer of the site from the State of New York to the United
States., ‘In 1816, the federal government undertook a new
program of coastal defense, much more costly and exten-

. sive than the previous two. That program, the Third
American System, lasted through the Civil War.. In the
first full report of the engineers charged with prepara-
tion of a comprehensive plan for American harbors and in
all subsequent recommendations, fortification of the west
bank of the Narrows was designated as a class one project.
That classification meant the location was regarded as
vital to the security of the nation and that the develop-
ment of adequate defenses there should commence as soon
as possible., The State of New York was eager to convey
title to the United States, Yet negotiations between the
two governments stretched across three decades.

In April 1816, the New York legislature chose not
to provide funds to complete Fort Tompkins, but adopted
a policy of making small grants for the maintenance of that
work as well as the others on Staten Island, Two thousand
dollars was voted for that purpose in 1816, $2100 in 1820,
and S$1500 in 1823. No funds were forthcoming thereafter,
and it appears that the monies made available in 1816~
1823 proved inadequate to preserve the works. Consequently,
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deterioration began shortly after the War of 1812.28
_ In February 1818, by which time all troops and
workmen had left the grounds, the state legislature author-
ized the governor to sell to the United States the forti-
fications and the land,., ' Doubtless, the assembly saw such
a transfer as much more desirable than paying the cost of
finishing Fort Tompkins and of preserving the various works
at the Narrows. Gov, DeWitt Clinton took steps to imple-
ment the sale, and the legislature remedied an oversight
by enlarging the governor's authority so as to include
ordnance in the sale. A general appraisal of the property
was made by state authorities in the early spring of 1818.
Later in the same year, John C. Calhoun, Secretary of War,
directed United States engineers to visit the site and
report their findings to him, Nothing came of these pre-
liminaries, however, and in 1820 Clinton informed the
assembly that negotiations had been suspended.,

Another flurry of activity occurred in the mid-1820s,
perhaps initiated by James Barbour, Calhoun's successor in
the War Department. Barbour contacted the state, noted
that the Staten Island forts had been included in the
‘general plan for the defense of the harbor, and invited
New York to submit terms for a sale. The state legislature
voted funds for a survey and map of the site, and state
officials assembled an estimate of the worth of the property.
Included in that calculation were the cost of the materials
used in the construction of Forts Richmond, Hudson, and
Tompkins; the value of the land; the funds spent by the state
for labor on the forts; and a variety of other expenditures.
Not including the worth of ordnance, carriages, and artillery
accessories, the figure fixed by the state was nearly
$360,000,. - That figure, the report on which it was based,
and other related documents were submitted by President John
Quincy Adams to Congress in 1827, . Again discussions be~
tween the two governments did not continue., -

During the 1830s, proceedings on the proposed sale
were fitful., In January 1830, Lt.-Gov. Enos T. Throop
reviewed the history of the state works and subsequent dis-
cussions, noting the lack of progress in arranging a transfer,
The state legislature adopted a concurrent resolution urg-
ing the governor to persevere in the negotiations. Five
years later, President Andrew Jackson requested the state
- to make a cession of the land, a move recommended by Gov.
"William L. Marcy. Using language suggested by Marcy, the
- assembly passed a bill authorizing the sale to the United
States of so much land on Staten Island as was required by
the national government for the defense of New York. The
language employed suggests the state had moved away from
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the position that the price should encompass the sums
spent by New York in erecting the works at the Narrows.
Federal monies to commence construction on Staten Island
were included in a senate approgfiations bill in 1837,
but not 'in the final enactment. Another four years
passed before the matter arose again.

Early in 1841, the War Department and state govern-
ment reached agreement on the terms of the sale of the
Staten Island grounds and forts. For its property the
state would receive $33,281.87%, the sum paid by the
state for the two parcels of land in 1794 and 1809, plus
interest thereon of six percent per year.32 Congress
had yet to approve the purchase, and six more years went
by before the transaction was finalized. New York, however,
had confidence in the ultimate concurrence of the nation-
al legislature,

That confidence is evident in two moves. In 1841,
the state gave the U.S. Army permission to occupy and
repair Fort Hudson and Fort Morton. Also anticipating
the final sale, the state earmarked the funds to be ob-
tained for use in construction of a new arsenal in
Manhattan. Perhaps to expedite congressional action and
also to remove from their responsibility an unwanted pro-
perty, U.S. Army Engineers recommended that the federal
government sell Fort Ganesvoort, located in a neighborhood
of Manhattan so built up as to mask the guns. Money aris-
ing from Sgat sale could be used for the Staten Island
purchase.

In late 1841 and early 1842, a problem arose be-
cause of a misunderstanding of the response to an offer
made by New York in 1807 to cede the Staten Island site.
In March 1807, the state legislature had enacted a measure
- granting the then state grounds on Staten Island to the
central government, if the president should deem the tract
necessary for national defense. Jefferson never gave such
recognition, being opposed to the notion of permanent
fortifications at the Narrows. When the national govern-
ment received permission from the state in early 1841 to
begin reconstruction of Forts Hudson and Morton, Robert E.
Lee, then on duty at Fort Hamilton, was placed in charge.
Lee examined the legal and legislative history of the
larger site and came to the dubious conclusion that by
virtue of the state act of March 1807, the United States
had already come into possession of the Staten Island side
of the Narrows. A letter written by Lee in January 1842
to the Chief of Engineers, Joseph Totten, explained this
view. Totten found little merit in the ideas of his
subordinate, but others had already attached weight to



-60-

them, According to Secretary of War J. C. Spencer,
Congress refused to make an appropriation for the pur-
chase of the Staten Island site in 1841 because of the
belief that the prggerty had previously been vested in
the United States.

Gov, William Seward advised the War Department
that New York could not accept the Lee argument and
forwarded a lengthy review to show that the legal title
had remained with the state. Totten agreed with New
York's position and informed Secretary Spencer that,
although the act of March 1807 had indeed aimed at ces-
sion to the national government, "no transfer took place,"”
since "there was no acceptance by the United States."
Ultimately, federal authorities came to the same conclu-
tion. '

Just when the state began to show signs of un-
easiness, Congress finally moved, and the Staten .Island
property changed hands. At the beginning of the 1845
session of the state legislature, Gov. Silas Wright
stated that the federal executive branch favored nation-
al .acquisition of the site, that a bill had been reported
out of the congressional appropriations committee, and
that the New York delegation to Congress should be en-
couraged to press the whole body for favorable action.

In the summer of 1846, Congress took the final step and
authorized the purchase on condition that Fort Ganesvoort
be sold and the proceeds be used in the acquisition of

the state grounds at Staten Island. The appropriation for
the purchase and repair of the works and grounds at the
Narrows was $100,000. Early the following year, the

thirty years of on-again, off-again negotiations ended
when the conveyance was signed, whereby the federa%sgovern-
ment received the approximately forty-seven acres.

Why the transfer took so long is not to be deter-
mined with certainty. Military considerations would seem
to argue for a speedy acquisition of the Staten Island
site. Since federal interest in Hendricks Reef before the
War of 1812, the national government was committed to the
idea of defending New York harbor by means of fortifications
at the Narrows. Such an idea justified the subsequent con-
struction of Forts Diamond and Hamilton. Fortifying one
side of the Narrows and not the other, however, made little
sense.

The reasons for the delay were probably in the
realms of finance and politics. There was never an indica-
tion that the United States intended to make a payment of
a third of a million dollars, the figure the state men-
tioned in the 1820s. Connected with that figure was the
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old question of the balance of accounts between the
state and the federal government. The state took the
position that because of its expenditures during the
War of 1812, a sizeable sum was due it from the national
treasury. During the period 1818-1826, the state joined
the two issues, sale of the Staten Island property and
adjustment of accounts between the two governments.

This may have raised problems for national authorities
and delayed conveyance of the state works at the
Narrows. Congress appears to have been the party most
inclined to a leisurely approach to national acquisition
of the state grounds. Whatever the workings of the
politics of congressional fortifications appropriations,
there was no campaign to deny New York defense funds,
since large sums were being spent on other locations in
the harbor. One final consideration remains concerning
the favorable congressional action in the summer of 1846,
The vote came three months after the declaration of war
against Mexico. Generally, war or the threat of war
prompted Congress to increase military spending, and,
although the harbor of New York faced no peril, the on-
set of the Mexican War may have removed whatever doubts
lingered in Congress concerning federal purchase of the
Staten Island site,

At any rate, the sale of that site to the United
States ended that segment of the history of Fort Wadsworth
during which the state of New York possessed the land and
the forts. In a military sense, that end came in 1816
with the departure of the last troops. Subsequently, the
state allowed the works to fall into serious disrepair.
Grounds around the forts and batteries were leased to
Staten Island farmers, who grazed livestock in the shadow
of Fort Tompkins' bastions. That cattle had use of the
site in the decades after the War of 1812 serves as a
striking denial that for three centuries Fort Wadsworth was
continuously garrisoned. '



CHAPTER IV
FORT WADSWORTH AND THE THIRD ‘SYSTEM,

 1816-1865 - -

Shortly after the end of the War of 1812 the
government of the United States began a new program of
coastal defense. Because of a number of successful ven-
tures by the British army and navy during the war, Ameri-
can military authorities had little confidence in works
already ‘constructed. The war also triggered a national-
istic mood, as evident in the chartering of the Second.
‘Bank of the Unlted States and utilization of federal
funds for national roads and interstate canals. Given
this mood, Congress was prepared to appropriate money for
the new seacoast defenses. That the program would be
costly was clear from the start, since its architects
aimed at a permanent and truly integrated system of forti=-
fication of what they termed the "maritime frontier."
Unlike the first two fortifications programs, the Third
System lasted for more than four decades, coming to an end
“because of the development of new ordnance capable of read-
.ily reducing .Third System forts, : -

_ " For several decades after the War of 1812, the site
of Fort Wadsworth constituted an abandoned defen51ve po-
sition, the state-built Second System masonry fortifica-
tions and earthen batteries being left to deteriorate. The
grounds and structures served only as pasturage for live-
stock, a place of retreat for "idlers" from the city, and
,Athe,locile of memorable outings for the young of Staten

" Island. As part of the Third System endeavor, the United
States purchased the Fort Wadsworth site, expanded the tract,
replaced the old Fort Richmond with the structure now desig-
nated Battery Weed, and started construction of today's

Fort Tompkins and of several entirely new batteries,

The Bernard Board and the Harbor of New York

Late in 1816, a three~-man board or commission was
established, headed by Brig. Gen. Simon Bernard, to study
America's defenses and make recommendations for a fortifi-
cations program. After inspection tours and preliminary
reports, the board submitted its first comprehensive state-
ment in 1821. A revision followed in 1826, Both reports
discussed fortifications in relation to the nation's over-
all military posture. As particularly evident in these
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general remarks, the primary influence on the thinking of
the board was the recent war with Great Britain. Doubtless
for most Americans, the most satisfying engagements of that
struggle involved single U.S. ships, either operating on
the high seas or harassing the enemy in his home waters.
Most distressing were the British campaign in the Chesapeake,
including the assault on Washington: the landing of a large
British army near New Orleans; and the blockade of American
ports by ships of the royal navy. That blockade had not
only curtailed American coastal commerce, but also had pre-
vented naval vessels from putting out to sea. Adequate
fortifications were required to insure that in future wars
an enemy could not enter U.S. ports and harbors and could
not maintain an effective blockade, thus allowing American
warships to gain access to the Atlantic and carry the war
to the coasts of the adversary.

Since the Third American System did not result from
advances in coastal artillery or in naval construction and
armaments, the 1821 and 1826 reports of the Bernard board
included no specific criticisms of the design or construc-
tion of existing First and Second System forts. Initially,
however, Bernard and his colleagues barely recognized the
earlier works, except to note weaknesses in their location
and capability. The first report argued that:

most of the existing forts only defend single
points, . . . Satisfy only a few conditions:
and they have not been planned with a view to
the defense of the frontiers, considered as
one great and combined system. . . .

Consequently, "a defense system for the frontiers of the
United States is therefore to be erected."

With respect to New York, these views necessitated
fortifications capable of preventing enemy entry into the
harbor. This meant defending the Narrows and the approach
~ to Manhattan via Long Island Sound and the East River.
Moreover, works erected in Lower New York Bay could deny
enemy use of Gravesend Bay and thwart a blockade. Thus
the Bernard board claimed that the security of New York
required: (1) fortification of both sides of the Narrows:
(2) works at the eastern end of the East River: and (3)
defenses erected on the banks in the northern reaches of
the lower bay.

Bernard and his two associates recommended construc-
tion throughout the nation of fifty works at an expense of
nearly $18 million. The projects were divided into three
classes of priority: those required immediately: those
less urgently needed; and those only necessary "to complete
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the defensive system in all of its parts." Six works
were proposed for New York harbor. Four fell into the
“first priority class, namely forts at New Utrecht Point,
site of the later Fort Hamilton; at "Tompkins' Point"

on Staten Island; at Wilken's or Willets Point, location
of the future Fort Totten: and at Throg's P01nt ultimate
~home of Fort Schuyler. Estimated cost of constructlon of
- each was slightly less than a half million dollars. The
two remalnlng projects for New York constituted the most
expensive of all works proposed by the Bernard board.

In the lowest priority class, they were forts to be built
on the shoals or banks at the entrance to New York harbor,
one on East Bank and the other at Middle Ground.

, By way of explaining the necessity for the 1ntended
New York works,. Bernard and his colleagues stated that:

The harbor of New York in its present state,
- is scarcely at all defended against a sea

attack: and the city is not at all defended
- against an attack by land,

The 51tuat10n would be remedied by the new program:

The projected works on . . . the Hudson and
East Rivers have for object to cover the
city of New York against an attack by land or
sea, to protect its numerous shipping: to
prevent as much as possible the blockade of
that immense river . . . ; and to cover the
interior navigation which is projected to
connect the waters of the Delaware with those
-0of the bay of New York, by a canal from the
Raritan. The forts projected at the Narrows,
and the pass of Throg's Neck on the East River,
while they defend entrances to the bay, force
the enemy to land in the Sound at a great
distance from the city. . . .

Sufficient time would thus be provided the American militia
to assemble and prepare to meet an enemy force marching over-
land upon . Brooklyn and Manhattan,

General Plans for the Staten Island Site

The Bernard board report of 1821 included few details
on individual installations. The pro;ected work at Tompkins
'P01nt ‘would have ‘a peacetime garrison of one hundred men,
which’ under siege conditions would be increased to 970, 1In
1822, a "redoubt in advance" of Fort Tompkins was added to

the project. ' That redoubt would cost $65,000, and the 3

entire proposal for Staten Island was estimated at $485,988,
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To further clarify the board's understanding of priori-
ties, a note at the end of the 1821 report ranked all
eighteen projects of the first class. Fort Tompkins
appears in the eleventh spot, ahead of the three other
New York undertakings. Doubtless, the intended works
on the west bank of the Narrows were given precedence
over those at New Utrecht because of the completion in
the early 1820s of Fort Diamond, on Hendricks Reef near
the east shore.

Records for the years 1818 to 1847, during which
the United States negotiated with New York for the trans-
fer of the Staten Island site, do not make clear whether,
once the property came into federal hands, new fortifi-
cations would be built or the old ones retained and
modified, In the 1821 Bernard board report and in all of
the chief engineer's annual reports which followed, the
costs of the intended construction of the works at Staten
Island, New Utrecht, Throgs Neck, and Willets Point were
each estimated at somewhat less than a half million dollars.,
Unlike the situation on Staten Island, there had been no
permanent fortifications erected at the other three loca-
tions. Accordingly, it might appear that all four sites
were slated for entirely new fortifications. But in a
few instances in 1826, authorities within the War Department
or the Engineers' Bureau briefly but explicitly stated that
the national government proposed to modify works on Staten
Island then in existence.

In response to a resolution of the House of
Representatives, the chief engineer submitted a special
analysis, dated February 27, 1826, of the costs of fortifi-
cations already built and of those projected., Unlike the
annual reports on fortifications, the analysis listed the
Staten Island site in a category separate from the future
Forts Hamilton, Schuyler, and Totten. Rather, Fort Tompkins
and Fort Richmond were included in a group of works "to
be preserved as part of the system, and some of the works
to be slightly modified." The expense of the modifications
was estimated at $485,988, the figure usually assigned to
the works contemplated at Staten Island. The perimeter
given for Fort Tompkins was 726 yards and for Fort Richmond
142, both roughly the measurements of the state works,

In the following May, the Secretary of War wrote to President
Adams respecting the proposed transfer of the state grounds
to the United States., Of the forts located there, he
stated: "With some modifications and improvements, these
works enter into the system of defense adopted by the board
of engineers for the harbor of New York."™ -

By the mid-1820s, the Bernard board was relénting
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in its rejection of existing fortifications. The board's
"Revised Report," also submitted in February 1826 and
unlike the initial statement in 1821, contained a list

of existing works which "it is advisable to preserve and
retain as accessories to the proposed system of defense."
That list included all of the First and Second Systems
fortifications in the inner harbor, namely Fort Columbus
and Castle William on Governor's Islands Fort Ganesvoort,
South Battery, and Battery Hubert in Manhattan: Fort Wood
on Bedloe's Island; and Fort Gibson on Ellis Island.

Also listed was Fort Lafayette, formerly Fort Diamond.
Unlike the cost analysis of the same month, the revised
recommendations of the Bernard board carried Fort Tompkins
in the wusual faghion, as a nevw work in the first priority
classification. :

, One consideration respecting the question of
whether the national government intended to improve and
modify the state works at Staten Island or to replace
them with new structures is the view held by the engineers
of the strengths and weaknesses of the existing Fort
Tompkins and Fort Richmond. ©On this point the evidence
is both scanty and inconclusive. ' . '

In the spring of 1820, the board of engineers, per-
haps as part of the nationwide survey of fortifications,
- prepared a report which included descriptions of and
comments about the structures then standing on Staten
Island. 1In addition to noting the unfinished aspects of
Fort Tompkins, the board regretted "that the fort . . .
possesses none of the properties of modern fortifications,
and satisfies scarcely any of the conditions which it
requires." Among the weaknesses were the round flanking
towers, "rejected since ages:" the uncovered wall scarp on
the side exposed to land attack: stone breastworks; case-
mates insufficiently aired, with arches resting on the’
" scarp wall; and the inability of the casemates to receive
artillery. The engineers concluded that "it is not easy.

to remedy or palliate such faults; however, as the position

is occupied, we shall endeavor to make the best use of
what has to be done," ’ ‘

: That inspection apparently included the abandoned
Fort Smith, and it was argued that: :

An advanced work should be united on the hill
vwhich is now occupied by the field redoubt,

so as to retard the approaches upon Tompkins
fort, and thus indirectly prolong its resistance.’
For to prolong it directly by altering the plan
of the fort would require works too expensive.

‘The "redoubt in advance" became one of the Bernard board's
listed projects two years later,
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Fort Richmond had one serious flaw, which conceiv-
ably could be remedied:

It were wished that the front of the fort
were directed so as to bear more fire upon
the ships as they sail up the Narrows. It
directs more fire than necessary against
those already passed, whilst it would be
more important to batter them during the
decisive moments just before and just
during passage.

This flaw could be removed by adding "two tiers of guns
round the half circle which looks to the entry of the

‘Narrows." The content of the engineers' remarks points to

a reluctant admission that the two works could be made
serviceable, but it is also clear that they were not en-
thusiastic about the structures., Should there be no bud-
getary constraints, they would favor new works, especially
in the case of Fort Tompkins.

So long as no progress occurred in exchanges between
the United states and New York over transfer of the Staten
Island location, the question of specific federal inten-
tions for the site was hardly a pressing matter. A good
deal of work was being done elsewhere in New York harbor.
The delay in transfer meant the priorities assigned in the
original Bernard report could not be followed, 1In 1821
the board ranked the Staten Island grounds as the project -
in the harbor to be commenced first. Subsequently, however,
construction started on Forts Hamilton and Schuyler as well
as Third System improvements to Fort Wood, Fort Gibson,
and other interior works. Progress elsewhere did not lead
to any downgrading of the importance of the Staten Island
side of the Narrows. In fact, in the early 1840s, while
arguing for federal acquisition of the site, the chief
enginegr said of the position, "It is the key to the harbor.

n
* * [ 4

Batteries Hudson and Morton

In the chronology of federal building activity at
the Staten Island location, the modernization of Batteries-
formerly Forts -~ Hudson and Morton. came first, then the new
Fort Richmond, followed by commencement of construction of
the new Fort Tompkins. Lastly, in the years of the Civil
War, a start was made on South Cliff and North Cliff
Batteries and on a new casemated work.

: The various Bernard board and engineers' reports
of the years from 1821 to 1841 made reference to the Staten
Island fortifications by the terms "Fort Richmond," "the
redoubts in advance," "Fort Tompkins," and "Fort Tompkins
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and dependencies." This last designation may have included '
the state works of Fort Hudson and Fort Morton. Only
occasionally did the reports specifically name these
batteries. Nevertheless, they commanded immediate atten-
“tion when the federal government gained access to the
site in 1841, By the time the new Fort Richmond was fin-
ished during the Civil War, Battery Hudson had been twice
modified. That battery owed its long career, extending
from 1810 to World War II, to the fact that as both a
state and national installation it retained its essential
character as an open earthworks. This made it easier to
redesign than the enclosed masonry works of Fort Richmond
and Fort Tompkins, :

During the years of state management of the forti-~
fications at the Narrows, Battery Hudson mounted fifty-
four 24-pounders, and Morton had room for twelve guns,

In the Bernard board's revised report of 1827, Battery

Hudson received brief mention as a work "to be preserved

but not as part of the system." Whatever the implications

of this category, an 1836 inventory of ordnance needed

throughout America's maritime frontier .included.the battery

and specified its_requirements as twenty-five 32-pounders

and five mortars. And it was 32-pounders that consti- .

tuted the armaments of both Hudson and Morton after the

'Army of . the United States took charge of these works. ‘

In March 1841, the State of New York gave its per-
mission to the War Department to occupy part of the Staten
Island site, pending final transfer of the entire property.
That permission passed through the military with rapidity,
and in June of the same year work commenced on remodeling
the two earthen batteries. Robert E, Lee, transferred to
Fort Hamilton the previous April, supervised modernization
of the two batteries. The thirty-four-year-old engineer
regarded Battery Hudson as an important position, since it
would be the first to fire on an enemy, forcing him within
range of Fort Hamilton and Fort Lafayette. Lee urged that
the battery be enlarged so as to accomodate more weapons,
By the end of 1842, reconstruction of the two batteries
was essentially ‘complete. Morton remained in size and
shape much as it had been earlier, only now it was to mount
. twelve 32-pounders., Battery Hudson experienced greater

alterations. - ‘ : ' s
. Apparently at this time, the upper of the two
original gun platforms was eliminated. The remaining plat-
form, still "L"-shaped, had its southern branch extended
one hundred feet farther west, and the angle between the
two branches changed from ninety degrees to roughly 115,
The lengthening of the battery made it of sufficient size
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for forty-eight 32-pounder guns, Thirty-eight guns of
that caliber were then stored on the grounds, but appar-
ently they or new weapons were not mounted until after
the formal conveyance of the entire site to the United
States in 1847. In 1851, it was specifically reported
that Battery Hudson then contained twenty-seven
32-pounders and Morton ten. By that time, new plans

had evolved which called for placing in Morton nine
42-pounders and ii Hudson forty 42-pounders and ten
8-inch howitzers..9 Despite these plans, the 32-pounders
remained the basic weapon of the two batteries until 1863,

Preliminary construction in 1863 of a new battery
on the cliff south of Fort Richmond led to the partial
destruction and ultimately the abandonment of Battery
Morton., Battery Hudson endured, and during the Civil
War was a manned coastal defense position. Its emplace-~
ments and armament, however, did not remain constant.

At the beginning of the war, Battery Hudson mounted thirty-
one 32-pounders and one 42-pounder. During the years 1862
and 1863, Col., Richard Delafield, engineer in charge of

the Staten Island works, supervised alterations "to adapt
the battery to the increased caliber of guns now necessary
for seacoast defense." Those alterations also had a re-
lated purpose of outfitting the battery so as to allow for
test firing of a variety of weapons. At one time, places
were reidy for eight different sizes of smoothbores and
rifles,1ll

The test firing demonstrated that gun emplacements
required substantial alterations to accomodate the new
ordnance. Delafield reported to Joseph Totten, Chief
Engineer, that the firing of a 42-pounder rifle on a bar-
bette carriage produced a strain so great as to depress
traverse irons and stones into the concrete foundations.
On another occasion, apparently the same weapon recoiled
with such force as to cause the gun to dismount, the carriage
to topple, and the chasis to jump off the pintle. 1In the
winter of 1862-1863, Delafield devoted much time to rede-
signing and installing heavier pintles and traverse rings.
A 15-inch Rodman was mounted in the angle of Battery
Hudson and was fired without incident., Following comple-
tion of the alterations, the battery was armed with the’
single 42-pounder, eight 10-inch columbiads, five 32-pound-
ers, and the single 15-inch Rodman. An inventory made in
February 1867 indicates a change had occurred in Hudson's
armament, perhaps before the end of the war. The new ar-
senal consisted of the 42-pounder rifle, the 15-inch Rod-
man, nine 32-pounders, two 8-inch columbiads, fourteen
10-inch columbiads, seven 200-pounder Parrott rifles,
and six 300-pound Parrott rifles.l2
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The uncertainties arising about the vulnerability
of Fort Richmond and the unfinished state of the cliff
batteries ‘and Fort Tompkins may have resulted in Battery
Hudson, with its forty guns, being the most important
work at Fort Wadsworth at the end of the Civil Wwar.

The New. Fort Richmond . .

" By the time the Staten Island site passed into the
‘hands of federal authorities, the intention prevailed to
remove the old Fort Richmond and erect a new works, al-
though sometimes the phrase ‘"rebuilding" was employed.

In the early 1840s, engineers described the existing Forts
Richmond and TompE%ns as "in ruins" and "in a great state
of dilapidation.""7? 1In addition, they stressed the Narrows
as the crucial defensive position for New York harbor and
deserving of the most competent fortifications. Even if

a second and third tier could be raised above the gun
platform of the old Fort Richmond, .the structure had the

. wrong trace and lacked protection for its flanks. .

The principal architect of the new Fort Richmond
was ‘Joseph 'G. Totten, the Army's Chief Engineer, who had
plans réady in 1845, While retaining the same general lo-
‘cation as the state-built fort, Totten gave careful con-
“sideration -to the positioning of the new structure, so
its field of fire included as much as possible of the .
shoreline to the north and south., Immediately to the south
was a steep bank, capable of masking guns on the western
end. of the south curtain of the fort. To the north, the
shore was indented in several places, offering shelter to
enemy ships making it. through the Narrows, unless Fort
Richmond's -guns could bear on them. Deep water, especially
off what became the northeast bastion, prevented resolu-
tion of these problems by placing the battery well into the
Narrows. As finally fixed, the new structure was located
farther east than its predecessor, and iisieast scarp
almost paralleled the main ship channel. 4

Work at the site began almost immediately following
convéyance from the state in February 1847 and advanced
rapidly until mid-1850, when funds began to run out. It
had been the hope that by that time the first tier would
be completed so that in effect there would be an enclosed
battery ready to receive its armament in case of emergency.
Because of late and inadequate appropriations, however,
work slowed until 1852, when the lack of funds forced a
'suspension of operations, and the completed portions were
covered with concrete, mastic, and boards. The suspension

continued until Congress loosened the purse strings in
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the late summer of 1854, Three years later, the tenth
anniversary of the commencement of the project, the engineer
in charge reported the fortification half finished. Channel-
bearing scarps had been carried to a height of between forty-
one and forty-six feet, the full height being sixty-seven
feet. In the second tier, gun casemates, communications
arches, and embrasures had been finished, and work started

on the sills and irons of the third tier embrasures. About
that time, Lt. Gen. Winfield Scott advised Fernando Wood,
Mayor of New York, of the defenses of New York harbor and
stated that Fort Richmond could receive forty heavy guns,

if the occasion should arise.l :

Construction between 1857 and 1861 brought the work
almost to completion. 1In 1858 it was reported that the
first and second tiers could receive their combined total
of fifty-six channel-bearing guns on short notice, and in
the following year that three quarters of the fort's entire
armament could be mounted if necessary. Any effort to in-
stall weapons during these years would have involved accel-
erated construction or else using guns not readily tra-
versed, since the iron circles were not yet installed.

The gun platforms were ready by December 1860, when the
engineer in charge, Maj. John G. Barnard, wrote "the

work can . . . mount its entire armament consisting of 116
heavy channel bearing and twenty-four light flanking guns,
and can store ammunition therefore.,"16

Reports of the later part of the nineteenth-century
give 1864 as the year of completion for Fort Richmond.
That may well have been the year the fort received an almost
full complement of weapons. By 1864, Congress had approp-
riated nearly three quarters of a million dollars for con-
struction. The second Fort Richmond, later Fort Wadsworth
and. now known as Battery Weed, with its straight lines,
high vertical walls, small bastions, and iron-shuttered gun
ports, is a remarkable example of the later stage of Third
System fortifications., The uniformity and regularity of
the structure is stunning. Several decades after the Civil
War, one of its veteran generals described Fort Richmond
as "the most beautiful masonry work" he had ever seen. Al-
though dwarfed today by the Verrazano Bridge, the work
still possesses the solid grandeur proi?cted in Seth
Eastman's painting of the early 1870s.

Occupying the general site of the first Fort Richmond,
the east-facing scarp of the replacement is seventy-five
feet farther into the Narrows than the center of the curved
wall of its predecessor. Also, the second Fort Richmond
was pivoted so as to bear fifteen degrees farther to the
south than the first. The fort has the trace of half an
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equilateral hexagon, all three of its channel fronts
having a length of 286 feet, from salient to salient, The
landward side measures 450 feet. At the angles are four
bastions., The fort consists of three casemated tiers,
rising one above the other, and a fourth or barbette tier
with a breast-height wall. Originally, a ditch ran along
the gorge side and the southeast face, its bottom being
six and a half feet below the high water line and ten feet
below the level of the land directly west of the fort.

The tog of the scarp rises sixty-seven feet above the
ditch.18

Entry to the fort is only by way of a drawbridge
across the ditch and through a gate in the center of the
landward gorge. A passageway leads through the two-story
gatehouse, built in the late 1860s., Within the fort and
in the northwest and southwest bastions are the main maga-~-
zines, which open into each of the casemated tiers., In
the four interior angles of the fort are stairways. All
eighty~five channel-bearing guns intended for the first
three tiers had their own casemates. In each of the three
channel faces of the first three tiers are nine casemates.
In addition, the northeast and southeast bastions on the
second and third tiers have one casemate each for heavy
guns., All bastions at the three casemate levels contain
two embrasures for flank howitzers, making a total of
twenty-four positions for weapons to cover the four exte-
rior walls.

Except for the piers supporting the arches, the
rear of Fort Richmond's casemates are open. Casemates on
the first two tiers are identical, being twelve feet in
height, measured from the floor to the highest point in the
ceiling. The third tier casemates have a height of ten and
a half feet, and the construction of their arches differs
from those on the tiers below. All of the casemates, ex-
cept those in the bastions, are fifteen feet wide and
measure twelve feet from the interior of the channel wall
to the piers. The floors of the second and third tiers
extend fifteen feet and fourteen and a half feet beyond the
piers, The first tier floor is level with the parade,
upon which the rear of the casemates open,

" All guns on the first three tiers fired through
embrasures in the channel scarps. From fifteen feet, the
casemates narrow to eleven, The embrasures themselves
are cone-shaped, being five and a half feet in width on
the plane of the inner wall. They then narrow to a mere
nineteen inches at the smallest part of the embrasure throat.
On the exterior side, the embrasures widen in steps to three
feet four inches. A pair of Totten's iron shutters covered



the embrasures when the guns were not in operation.

The seacoast gun carriages used in casemated works
rested on two sets of wheels which rolled on iron arcs,
rings, or traverses secured to the platforms., This arrange-
ment allowed the weapons to be traversed through an arc
of sixty degrees, Carriages pivoted on a metal pintle
. mounted in a granite block and secured to the gun platform
and casement floor just below the embrasure, Somewhat
- smaller pintles and arcs were fixed in the bastion case-
mates for the flank howitzers.,

. On Fort Richmond's fourth or barbette tier are places
for thirty-one heavy guns, nine on each of the three channel
fronts and one in each bastion position. Barbette carriages
differed from those used in casemates, Gun rings were com-
plete circles with the pintles in the middle of the circles.
Barbette ordnance fired over the breast-height wall, and
because of their carriages could traverse horlzontally
through an arc much greater than that of casemate guns.
Also, they could be elevated to higher angles,

The effectivéeness of a water battery, such as Fort
Richmond, was assessed in terms of its ability to deliver
a heavy volume of fire upon ships attempting a passage.
Multi-tiered casemated works had an advantage over single-
level works, such as the modified Battery Hudson, since a
greater number of guns could be brought to bear on a tar-
get, Enemy ships would be damaged or destroyed by the
crashing, rending effect on their hulls accomplished by
the more or less flat trajectory fire of casemate guns.
The almost horizontal trajectory eliminated the necessity
for complicated vertical aiming of guns. To maximize the
damage inflicted on enemy vessels, engineers designed
forts so as to enable as many weapons as possible to cover
critical points in the general field of fire. That conside~
ration governed, for example, the bearing of Fort Richmond's
eastern face and the angle between that face and the two
other channel-bearing. fronts, Also attaining maximum fire
influenced the design of embrasures, an aspect of fortifi-
cations in which Joseph Totten was an expert. Embrasures
had to be so constructed as to enable guns to achieve the
desired horizontal traverse and vertical elevation. Also,
gunners had to be able to see their targets through the
embrasures. On the other hand, the smaller the actual
opening, the greater the protectlon for men and weapons.,

Documentation of the armament mounted in Fort
Richmond durlng most of the Civil War lacks comprehensive-
- ness, This may result simply from the fact that the move
to equip the work with something approaching its full



complement of weapons did not come until 1864. Previously,
however, some guns had been installed, and the work was
described as "only partially armed."_ The nature of that
incomplete armament remains unknown.l® Test firing of
newly developed ordnance in late 1862 and early 1863
suggests that a problem may have existed as to the type

of weapons appropriate for Fort Richmond.

In the early 1840s, when Totten began designing
the fort, standard coastal defense weapons consisted of
24~, 32-, and 42-pounders. Shortly thereafter, America's
arsenal began to include newer models of 8~ and 10-~inch
guns, originally designed by George Bomford and called
columbiads., Capable of firing shot or hollow shell at
angles of up to forty degrees, columbiads could be mounted
in either casemate or barbette positions. By 1861, heavier
guns as well as rifles had been developed, and new, iron
carriages were replacing former wooden models. The "fit"
between the latest ordnance and existing fortifications
needed to be determined. As Col. Richard Delafield wrote
a correspondent during the war, "The substitution of heavy
ordnance for the 32- and 42-pounders heretofore mounted
in our Sea Coast Batteries engages Sur attention at the
present time in most of the forts."

The first known estimate of armament required by
Fort Richmond appeared in a War Department statement of
1851, That statement called for fifty-eight 32-pounders,
fifty-eight heavy 8-inch howitzers, and twenty-four 24-
pounder flank howitzers. The heavy howitzers were among
the weapons being replaced by the later model columbiads.
In November 1860, the engineer in charge of building Fort
Richmond reported construction had progressed to the point
where the work could receive all of its weapons. The
following annual report described the fort as "ready for
all of its guns and munitions." Probably the phrasing
should be read to mean that no armaments had yet been
mounted, By the end of 1862, guns had been installed in
Fort Richmond, although at least some of them were intended
for test firing. Early in 1863, Delafield informed Gov.
Horatio Seymour that the fort was "only partially armed"
and that its weapons included smoothbore and rifled guns
of the caliber for 64-, 100-, 128-, and 200-pounder pro-
jectiles. -

Late in 1862, the ordnance department sent to Fort
Richmond one 200- and seven 100-pounder rifled guns with
wrought iron carriages. Delafield was instructed to mount
the weapons so that ordnance officers could make a "test
of their fitness for the permanent masonry casemated
batteries." Delafield placed one 100-pounder on the



. barbette tier and three in the first tier. Also in the
first tier was the 200-pounder. All of these weapons
occupied positions in the southeast curtain2 which appar-

entlyvoffered.the safest direction of fire. If mounted
in the east face, the full test could not have been con-
ducted since the Long Island shore was within the range
of the new guns. To be sure, the guns themselves were
not belng tested, but the compatibility among guns,
carriages, and emplacements.

S Although the experimental firing was conducted by
ordnance personnel, Delafield kept himself informed and
relayed information on almost a daily basis to Colonel
Totten in Washington. The tests appear to have been fairly
extensive, the number of rounds fired from particular guns
ranging from sixty-five to one hundred. It was learned
that the 200-pounder and the 100-pounders mounted in the
casemates could be fired through the full traverse of
sixty degrees. In fact, since the iron carriages were of
.less width than the wooden ones, the guns could go beyond

_ sixty degrees. This necessitated some sort of block.

| A 100-pounder in a first tier casemate was fired at ele-

| vations between zero and six and a half degrees and the
200-pounder between zero and five, The 100-pounder on
the barbette fired one hundred rounds at elevations between
zero and twenty-eight degrees and at a depressed angle of
three and a half degrees., It was discovered that the iron
barbette carriage was not suited to the platforms in the
barbette positions in the bastions. Another finding was
that in the case of the 200-pounder in the casemate, a
clear'line of's%ght could not be'obtained‘because of the
gun s diameter. “

Respecting Fort Richmond's construction and de51gn,
the test firing went reasonably well. Delafield identified
the source of most of the problems as the carriages. Until
late . in the test, no damage was. recorded in the masonry of

the embrasures, the traverses, pintles, or other parts of
- the gun emplacements. Well into the test of the 200-pounder,
however, one of the iron shutters came loose and fell into
the ditch., During the following week, two more shutters
were blown off. Delafield's letters did not constitute a
formal ieport and contain no conclusions about the overall
tests.

: Apparently not involved in the tests were the 8-
inch and 10-inch guns then in the fort. How many of these
-weapons had been mounted by the winter of 1862-1863 is
unknown. What remains clear is that these two weapons
constituted the major part of Fort Richmond's ultimate
complement of guns. The earliest inventory of the fort's
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guns is dated August 1864, Since some of the guns had been
cast in 1863, it is probable that the weapons had not been
mounted much before the summer of 1864,

In August 1864, Fort Richmond contained, mounted
and ready for firing, 101 heavy guns, consisting of sixty-
one 8-inch columbiads, thirty-six 10-inch columbiads, and
four 100-pounder Parrott rifles. Also mounted was a .
single flank howitzer. Except for the flank howitzer posi-
tions, all three casemated tiers emplaced weapons at every
position. Missing from the barbette tier were fifteen
guns, roughly half of the thirty-one provided for. The
barbette positions occupied were the southernmost five on
the east-facing front, the entire nine of the southwest
face, and the s%ngle positions on the southeast and south~
west bastions.? ) ‘

Of the four tiers, the most heavily armed were the
first and second, in which were mounted all of Fort Richmond's
thirty-six 10-inch columbiads. And of the three channel
fronts, the southeast had the greatest firepower. On that
face, all four tiers were fully armed. Also the eight 10-
inchers of the second tier were placed in that front, the
other positions in the tier being occupied by 8-inch guns.,
Finally, the four Parrott rifles, three in the third tier
and one on the fourth, were mounted in the southeast face.

Fort Richmond's armament in the summer of 1864 in-
cluded only one 24-pounder flank howitzer. The inventory
describes the twenty-three other positions as "all ready."
Mounted in the northwest bastion of the second tier, the
-single flanking gun covered the long, land-facing scarp.

The Army had provided Fort Richmond with an arsenal
of relatively newly made weapons. Sixty-four had been cast
in 1861, 1862, or 1863, These included all of the 10-inch
columbiads, except one in the barbette. Thirty guns had
been manufactured in 1855 and 1856, and seven in 1846,
Several post-war inventories of Fort Richmond's weapons
designate the 8-inch and 10-inch guns cast in the 1860s
as "Rodmans," a designation eggirely appropriate accord-
ing to Emanuel Raymond Lewis, All of Fort Richmond's
"new" 1l0-inch guns, the four Parrott rifles, and the 8-
inch columbiads on the second tier were mounted on iron
carriages. Wooden carriages were used for the remaining
weapons, With 101 heavy guns, many of them fresh from the
foundry, Fort Richmond stood in August 1864 much as its
designers had intended, a water battery capable of a
thundering fire against ships in the Narrows. By that
time, however, the advent of rifled artillery, armored
hulls, and steam driven vessels had made Third System
" structures, such as Fort Richmond, obsolete.



Commencement of Construction of the New Fort Tompkins

In the scheme of the State of New York for fortlflca-
tion of the Narrows in the early nineteenth century, Fort
Tompklns was regarded by many as the major work, The plan
of the United States thirty years later differed, in so far
as the new Fort Richmond constituted the key structure.

The federal version of Fort Tompkins had a supplemental
function, that of protecting the water battery and Batteries
Hudson and Morton. Also it would provide quarters for the
forces mannlng the three batteries. Because of Fort Tompkin's
support mission, construction started first on Fort Richmond.
In fact, building funds were not sought for Fort Tompkins
until 1857, about the time the water battery was reported as
nearing a stage capabls of receiving part of its armament

on an emergency basis. 7

Perhaps the acquisition of additional land was a
necessary prerequisite to the commencement of construction of
Fort Tompkins. Since 1851, Congress had been requested to
vote funds for the purchase of a strip of land between the
existing western boundary and the public road, now called
New York Avenue, Congress complied in early 1856, and in the
spring of that year William H. Aspinwell conveyed a tract
of seventeen acres to the United States for $47,000. The
government now owned the area at the Narrows from the water's
edge to and beyond the crest of Flag Staff Hill. The 1856
purchase plus a small five-acre addition in 1854 satisfied
the engineers, and no further enlargement occurred until the
end of the century. The latest acquisition placed in the
hands of the Army "a controlling positiog on the high ground,”
more than likely the site of Fort Smith. Doubtless,
the possession of that site affected the design of the new
Fort Tompkins. : :

In March 1857, Congress made its f1rst appropriation
for the construction of Fort Tompkins, providing $150,000
to commence building. The topic of repairing the state-
built structure or replacing it had received attention for
decades, but the engineers were not ready to start operations
immediately, as had been the case with Fort Richmond ten
years before., 1In the early 1850s, an engineers' report
stated that "the nature and extent of repairs required at
Fort Tompkins have not yet been settled, . . ." At least

"a tentative idea of the work then prevailed, as evident

in an ordnance projection for the fort of thirty-two 24-
pounders, two l2-pounders, ten field pieces, seven 8-inch
heavy howitzers, and ten mortars of various sizes, But
detailed construction plans were not completed or approved
by the War Department until April 1858, and operations
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. did not start until the following July. During the remain-
der of that building season, laborers demolished the old
structure and began grading the site, so that acsgal con-
struction did not commence until spring of 1859,

The delay, hardly consequential, has a variety of
explanations. As already noted, priority was given to
Fort Richmond, still under construction and to which the
energies of the engineers and workmen were primarily
directed. In addition, the site of the new structure of-
fered problems not encountered in erecting the water
battery. Stone and other heavy materials had to be moved

. from the wharf to the hill, a horizontal distance of seven
hundred feet and, more important, a vertical 1lift of 125
feet. This required special equipment and arrangements,
including a steam engine and the construction of an in-
clined plane from the landing into the work area. Also
the new Fort Tompkins was farther to the west than its
predecessor and its foundation was deeper. Accordingly,
large quantities of earth had to be removed.

Once started, initial construction progressed so
rapidly that at the end of 1859 the engineer in charge
expressed the hope that given another large congressional
appropriation, the following building season would see
the completion of "the counter-scarp, the scarp piers and

' arches, and the flanks and land front." Should that
progress occur -

the work, might in emergency, be made
defensible, and capable of accomodating

a portion of its garrison: though, as its
armament is all "en barbette," it cannot
' be mounted until the work is wholly
|

completed.

That expectation proved politically unrealistic, and, more
than likely, it was also overly optimistic from ‘a construction
point of view., NgYertheless, it was advanced in similar form
in the next year.

Construction of Fort Tompkins was not finished until
1876, During the Civil War, it did not attain a stage which
would enable the work to perform either of its intended
missions, No quarters were afforded troops, and no guns
were mounted. The war did expedite appropriations, in-
cluding a whopping grant of $350,000 approved in February
1862, On the other hand, the shortage of shipping caused
by the war resulted in a dearth of construction materia%s,
particularly stone, which impeded progress on the fort.
Also, during the war, construction started on several other
projects at the Fort wWadsworth site, which may have diverted
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labor and availabkle bulldlng supplies away from Fort
Tompkins, : v

More Batteries'

During the twenty-five years following initiation of
federal operations on the west bank of the Narrows in 1841,
U.S. army Engineers modernized Batterles Morton and Hudson,
constructed the new Fort Richmond, and began work on the
‘replacement for the state-built Fort Tompkins, With com-
pletion of this last undertaking and when the four works
recéived their full armaments, a total of roughly 250 guns
would be available at the Fort Wadsworth site for use
against enemy forces., This might appear sufficient. Before
the end of the Civil War, however, four other works were
projected, the "redoubt in advance," South and North Cliff
Batteries, and a new casemated fort. '

‘"The desire for addltlonal fortlflcatlons testifies
to the general belief in the crucial role of the Narrows
in the security of New York harbor. Defenses there became
more critical with the decision to abandon plans to con-
struct forts on West Bank and Middle Ground in Lower New
York Bay. As a §ubst1tute, fortifications were projected
for Sandy Hook , 3 Even a heavily armed work at Sandy Hook
might not prevent an enemy from venturing through the
lower bay. This focused attention back to the Narrows.
Another reason for planning additional defenses on Staten
Island in the late 1850s and early 1860s was. the advent
of heavier ordnance and rifled coastal artillery. As
evident in the testing of new guns and carriages in Fort
Richmond and- Battery Hudson, a question existed about the
suitability of existing works for the latest weapons. More-
over, another question centered on the capability of Third
System masonry works, such as Fort Richmond, to withstand
assaults on them by an enemy employing recently developed
. naval guns.  In such an uncertain situation, the security of
the harbor required additional works at the Narrows.,

One formally projected work for Staten Island never
materialized. In the early 1820s, the Bernard board had
recommended a. "redoubt in advance." An engineer's report
of 1841 provided a few details about the project. After
descrlblng the necessity for federal acquisition and repalr
of the ex1st1ng state structures, Forts Richmond and N
Tompkins, and Batteéeries Hudson and Morton, the report added
that there was "nothing further, indeed, being contemplated
for this position, except the construction of a small re-
~doubt on a commanding hill, a little further to the
. ‘southwest," Ten years later, in an overview of America's

‘defenses, the redoubt was listed in the lowest priority
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class, to be started after all other classes. It would
have a wartime garrison of eighty men, mount twenty-six
guns, and cost $52,000. The site of the proposed work

was included in the land purchased in 1856, Possession of
the site may have been the primary concern, for onvg ac-
quired, the proposal to build a redoubt disappears.
Suitable grading and a properly constructed Fort Tompkins
would eliminate the need for a separate work in that
location.

~ Construction of the three other works began during
the Civil War. None of them had been carried for years
as a projected fortifications as had the redoubt, but
all rather suddenly enter the engineers' reports., Appar-
ently they had their origins in mid-nineteenth-century
reconsiderations of the defense requlrements at the
Narrows,

Two of the new works were open barbette batteries,
on the ridge behind and flanking Fort Richmond. Construc-
tion began in the fall of 18€2 on South Cliff Battery, or,
as it was first known, "the barbette battery between Fort
Richmond and Battery Hudson.," Part of the new work en-
croached on the site of Battery Morton, which was dismantled.
One 15-inch Rodman was mounted in South Cliff Battery before
October 1863, although construction of the work was not
finished untll 1866. An armament inventory of September
1867 lists the new battery as containing nine 15-inch
Rodman guns, mounted on iron barbette carriages. North
Cliff Battery, started in 1863, was also intended for 15-
inch weapons. At the time of the 1867 inventory, its arma-
ment consisted of twenty-three 1l5-inch Rodmans and twegty-
one barbette carriages, all of which were dismounted.

The other work, also started during the war, was
never finished. Although like the cliff batteries, it
appears suddenly in plans for the Fort Wadsworth site,
some hint of its beginnings as an intended project came in
1854, when the War Department purchased a small five-acre
tract south of Battery Hudson. Immediately adjacent to
the shore line of that tract was an area of shoals. 1In
1860, apparently for the first time, the engineers in-
formed Congress of a "proposed Casemate Battery on Staten
Island," described as "the most important work yet to be
undertaken for the defense of New York." Building plans
had already been prepaggd, and $200,000 was sought to
commence construction.

The proposed structure was intended to be a perma-
nent masonry fort in the magnitude of Forts Richmond and
Tompkins, An 1867 sketch reveals the work was to have
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a peculiar trace, essentially a right angle triangle,
except that the scarp would be curved at two of the angles.
The shortest of the fort's three sides faced northeast.

At its south end, the scarp curved and ran in a straight
line to the west. The longest side paralleled the shore-~
line and formed a right angle with the Narrows-bearing
front. The sketch contains no dimensions or other details,
except fo§7not1ng that the weapons would consist of forty-
one guns,

Congress appropriated funds for the new structure
in the early 1860s, and work began in August 1863. The
size and location of the fort required extensive pre--
llmlnary arrangements, including construction of a ten-
horse stable, blacksmith shop, carpenter shop, and storage
building. More important was a long combination coffer
dam and wharf, required for pumping the site dry and for.
landlng material. Work progressed slowly. In 1866, the
engineers made several borings, one being over a hundred
feet deep, to determine the character of the substrata.
Sizeable quantities of ashlar were prepared for the
foundations,

, Probably greater questions existed about the portion
of the fort above the water line than below. The Civil War
demonstrated the effectiveness of new rifled artillery
against masonry-faced casemate structures. Tests were
being’ performed to determine if armor plate could be used
to protect the faces of forts exposed to enemy fire, but

a practical solution was not discovered during the 1860s.
.In 1870, operations were suspended on the proposed casemated
work on Staten Island, "pending determination of a casemate
cover." During the following year, the projected work was
dropped entirely, leaving only traces of the coffer dam
and wharf and a collection_of small structures, later
labelled "old eng. bldgs." 9 From one point of view, aban-
donment of the casemated fort marks the end of the Third
System era at the Fort Wadsworth site.,

The Civil-War

.. During the decades before the Civil War, Fort .
Wadsworth experienced a modest growth from the forty-five
acres ceded by the state to the roughly seventy acre tract
resulting from the purchases in 1854. and 1856. Other than
Forts Richmond and Tompkins and Batteries Hudson and Morton,
the pre-war post had few military buildings.. Apparently,
the barracks and officers' cottage erected or maintained by
the state rémained near Battery Hudson. At the opposite
end of the grounds was a structure labelled in an 1853
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civilian map as "Major Delafield." Its location was in
the general vicinity of the officers' club of today's
reservation.%0 Richarad Delafield, Army Engineer, had a
long association with Fort Wadsworth, beginning with
initiation of construction of the new Fort Richmond in
1847. Wwhen Delafield took up residence on Staten Island
and the origins of the house are unknown,

The 1853 map shows unpaved roadways. One led into
the government grounds from New York Avenue, at a point
behind old Fort Tompkins. The road moved around the south
side of the fort and then branched in two directions..

One branch passed in front of Fort Tompkins and ran toward
the Delafield structure. The other went southeasterly,
passing the rear of Battery Morton to the barracks area
behind Battery Hudson. Another road ran from that point
northward, below the cliff and to the south gorge bastion
of Fort Richmond.

During these years, the post never obtained that
neat, regular well policed appearance associated with mili-
tary installations. - Although the U.S. Army received per-
mission to reconstruct and occupy Batteries Hudson and
Morton in 1841, the state of New York retained formal
possession and continued the practice of leasing the grounds
as pasturage. Even after transfer of the site to the United
States, the practice persisted, and an account book kept
by Delafield in the mid-1850s includes entries for pasture
rental, :

More subversive of a military appearance was the
construction activity, centering first on Fort Richmond and
then Fort Tompkins. Large numbers of civilian laborers, '
masons, stone cutters, teamsters, and others worked at the
site more or less continuously from 1847 into the 1870s.
Construction required shops, sheds, storehouses, hydrau-
lic equipment, and steam engines, as well as dormitories
for the work crew. During the Civil War, Fort Wadsworth was
as much a construction site as a seacoast artillery post.
As Fort Richmond neared completion, construction continued
on Fort Tompkins and began on the cliff batteries and the
new casemated work. The last mentioned undertaking re-
quired another set of stables, shops, and storage struc-
tures.

Since the United States gained control of Batteries

Hudson and Morton in the early 1840s, the west bank of the
Narrows militarily fell under the command of Fort Hamilton,

on the-opposite shore. Before the Civil War, the engineers

were the most significant military personnel associated
with Fort Wadsworth., Artillerists, as well as some sort
of guard, became necessary with the mounting of guns in



Batteries Hudson and Morton in the late 1840s or early ‘
1850s. - Apparently gun crews were occasionally ferried

across the Narrows from Fort Hamilton. During the mid-

1850s, two companies, roughly 150 men, of the United

States 4th Artillery were stationed at Fort Hamilton,4

With the outbreak of the war in 1861, a force quartered

at Fort Wadsworth became necessary. '

The beginning of the permanent garrlsonlng of the
. post now known as Fort Wadsworth came 'in the early months
of the Civil War, not, as many clalm, two hundred years

_prev1ously. The flrst troops to arrive were members of
the 5th Regiment of New York Volunteers, Nothing is
known of their activities or of other personnel assigned
to the site before January 1863. Throughout that period,
Fort Richmond remained unarmed or only partially armed,
and perhaps only Battery Hudson required artillerists.
The monthly post returns are available beginning with
January 1863, During 1863, the garrison numbered between
108 and 678 men, divided into two to five companies, ex-
cept for the months of August, September, and October.

In that period, the 26th Michigan Volunteer Infantry was
assigned to the gost temporarily, before joining the Army
-of the Potomac.

In December 1863, because of an increase in the
size of a New York artillery unit already part of the .
garrison, the post's total strength rose to almost 1400

men. In the following February, it was up to 1921, the

largest number on record at the Fort Wadsworth site during

- the Civil War. A reduction began in July 1864, and at

the end of the war about 400 men garrisoned the post. -

In the period beginning in January 1863, Fort Wadsworth
was home to a constantly changing variety of units, namely
the lst, 4th, 12th, and 82d U.S. Infantry Regiments; the
5th U.S. Artillery Regiment; the 10th, 11lth, and 1l4th

© New York Volunteer Artillery; and the 69th New York
Vatlonal Guard.

To prov1de quarters and meet other needs of the
wartime garrison, wooden buildings were constructed on the
west bank of the Narrows. Eighteen months after the war,
the eommandlng officer of the post prepared a list of the
buildings on the site. He noted that the wooden barracks
-had been constructed for the accomodation of eight companies
"of infantry. 'By early 1867, they and the other Civil War
'structures were no longer serviceable. The list included
- twelve two~room- barracks, each sixty by twenty feet in size:
four officers' quarters, with a total of twenty-four rooms:
two stables; two bake shops; a hospital and hospital laundry:
several kitchens and messrooms; a commanding officers’
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quarters and kitchen: and a number of storage buildings.44
In 1867, all stood condemned and subsequently were removed,
Unlike the aftermath of the War of 1812, however, a garri-
son remained at the site.

During the era of the Third american System, the
changes in fortifications on the Staten Island side of
the Narrows reflected general changes in the geographical
area which those works were intended to secure, Even in
1820, New York City's 124,000 inhabitants made it the
most heavily populated community in the nation. By 1860,
the city grew to more than one million people, almost
twice the size of its nearest rival, Philadelphia. More-
over, New York became America's banking and financial
capital as well as its most active commercial center. In
1860, seventy percent of the imports into the United States
passed by Fort Richmond and into the harbor of New York.
These developments and others, such as the activity at the
Brooklyn Navy Yard, made it obligatory upon those charged
with the defense of the republic to give special attention
to the security of the harbor of New York.

Changes came rapidly to the site of Fort Wadsworth
following the purchase by the federal government in 1847.
By the time Lee surrendered, the west bank of the Narrows
featured the recently completed Fort Richmond, the half
finished Fort Tompkins, the newly started casemate battery,
a modernized and enlarged Battery Hudson, and the cliff
batteries, still being worked on. The Civil War saw two
dozen temporary structures erected for the use of the
garrison, which at one time numbered nearly two thousand
men, ‘

Mid-century developments in heavy ordnance made
fortifications an uncertain field. Construction of Fort
Richmond no sooner finished than it faced obsolescence. '

So long as the nation maintained the policy of relving on
fixed positions as its primary defense, however, sites such
as Fort wadsworth would remain vital to the security of
American harbors and coasts. _



CHAPTER V
POSTWAR DECADES, 1865-1890

After the Civil War, a brief program of coast
defense construction emphasized ground level batteries,
Such batteries were necessary because of the vulner-
ability of Third System casemated works to rifled
artillery fire and because of the size of new coastal
guns designed to replace the pre-Civil War arsenal.

The period also saw the development of carriages which
lowered guns below the parapet crest after firing. The
new batteries differed from prewar works in that they
weére much more substantial. Earth remained a major con-
struction material, but it was used in much larger
quantities, Also postwar batteries had stone-faced walls,
covered passageways, well protected main magazines, as
well as service magazines in traverses, concrete and
stone platforms, and drainage systems., . Greater dis-
-tances separated guns in the same battery.

By the mid-1870s, funds for fortifications
disappeared, and work on batteries ceased. Few of the
newly developed guns and carriages appeared, and other
parts of the program, such as use of larger caliber mor-
tars and mines, did not fully materialize. The history
of Fort Wadsworth from 1865 to 1890 demonstrates these
postwar developments, A : ' ‘

- Fort Richmond's Decline as a Battery

Following Appomatox, the memory of the great
fratricidal struggle endured on the west side of the
Narrows through the practice of naming various works
after Civil War military heroes. In November 1865, the
War Department directed that "the military post, . . .
now known as Fort Richmond, will hereafter be called
Fort Wadsworth."l Maj. Gen. James S, Wadsworth, of
New York, had been killed during the battle of The
Wilderness. The general's place in history will not
suffer if, in this report, the battery named after him
is still referred to as Fort Richmond, During the twenty-
five years after its renaming, Fort Richmond experienced
a decline in importance as an artillery installation,



as evident in the reduction in its armament and in re-
commendations for its use for purposes other than mount-
ing channel-bearing guns.

Surviving ordnance lists and armament sketches
indicate, in the immediate postwar years, an improvement
in Fort Richmond's complement of weapons., Although the
armament remained essentially the same as in August 1864,
the total number of mounted guns slightly increased, and
larger or more powerful pieces replaced smaller ones.

By the summer of 1865, the addition to the half-occupied
barbette tier of four 8-inch guns and one 100-pounder
Parrott rifle brought the weapons total to 106. Also
mounted were six mortars, -probably in the parade., Docu-
ments for the subsequent years do not list the mortars,
and the 112 weapons of August 1865 constitute the
numerically largest armament Fort Richmond would ever
have., During the next year and a half, the fort received
four additional 100-pounder rifles and seven 1Q-inch

guns as replacements for eleven 8-inch pieces, The
absence of comprehensive evidence for the years between
February 1867 and June 1885 makes it impossible to deter-
mine how long the general number and mix of guns of the
mid-1860s remained,

An armament return for 1885 reveals that Fort
Richmond had lost almost half of its channel-bearing
weapons. Still mounted were twenty 8-inch and nineteen
10-inch guns and nine 100-pounder Parrott rifles. Nine
8~-inch converted rifles had been placed in the first tier,
making for a total of fifty-seven weapons for use against
ships in the Narrows. Also mounted and ready in 1885 were
twenty-four flank howitzers, although all were removed
several months later. In 1886, two of the converted rifles
were dismounted and placed in Battery Hudson, an indica-
tion of the relative importance of the two batteries.

Six of Fort Richmond's 100-pounder Parrott rifles were
mounted in the barbette tier, the other twenty-five posi-
tions on that tier being vacant. Engineers sought funds
to equip those empty positions with the required larger
pintles, but no monies were forthcoming.3 1Indeed, the
reduction in the fort's armament continued, By the turn
of the century, only fifteen weapons remained, one tenth
of the original capacity.

That Fort Richmond became something of a derelict
resulted chiefly from its basic character as a Third
System casemated work. Compactly built so as to attain
a concentrated fire, the structure's casemates were simply
too small to accomodate the larger guns and rifles emerging
during and after the Civil War, For example, the 1l5-inch



Rodman 'gun, several of which were mounted in Fort
‘Wadsworth's open batteries during the war, was almost
four feet longer than the 10-inch columbiads, the larg-
est guns for which-Fort Richmond's casemates were de=-
signed.. And an 8-inch breech-loading rifle of the mlg-
1880s was almost twice the length of the 10-inch gun.

‘ Two expedients were available to enable Third
"System casemated works to receive newer weapons, and both
were planned or used at Fort Richmond. One consisted of
modifications on the barbette, where limitations of space
were not as pressing as in the casemates., As already
notéd, however, lack of funds prevented the necessary
'alterations,“except ‘in six of Fort Richmond's barbette
positions. Another accomodation involved utilization
of eight-inch rifles, ‘converted from 10-inch guns by
lining them with wrought iron or steel tubes, Of the
same dimensions and shape as the l0-inchers from which
they were converted, these rifles could be mounted in
the same casemates., By mid-1885, Fort Richmond had re-
"elved nine of the converted rlfles.

. No practlwal expedlent was dlscovered to orov1de
casemated works with some measure of protection against
the powerful, masonry shattering fire of bona fide rifles
mounted on enemy ships. Therefore, whatever could be
done by way of changing Fort Richmond's barbette or by
using converted rifles seemed questionable, because the
structure itself had an unremediable vulnerability. Not
- surprisingly, then, Fort Richmond's armament was reduced,
~and parts of the battery were used for other purposes.

It has been erroneously claimed that from_ 1867 to

- 1884 Fort Richmond provided barracks for troops. Quarter-
master correspondence, dated January 14, 1867 and con-
cerning housing at the Staten Island post, reports that
"the Engineers Department has allowed troops to occupy

the casemates, which, as. they are very comfortable, is sat-
.isfactory to command." On the following February 25,

Capt. Samuel Elder, commander of Fort Wadsworth and its
garrison, Battery B, 1lst Artillery, completed six reports.
Three -touched upon housing. One, quite brief, was "Report
of Numbers of Barracks Rooms, Mess Rooms and Kitchens. .

« «" It listed "6 barracks rooms" and "2 mess rooms,"

A remarks section included the note, "Ground tier casemates,
south side of Fort Tompkins." In one of two documents
entitled "Statement of U.S. Buildings at Fort Wadsworth,
however, the only entry under barracks reads, "Fort
Wadsworth, eight rooms, stone, good condition." Also,

a guard house and prison was listed as "Fort Wadsworth,

" one room, stone, good condition." The remaining pertinent
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evidence 1is the annual report of the Chief of Engineers,
dated October 21, 1867. It included among the work per-
formed at Fort Tompkins during the previous year "nine
casemates (six in the south flank and three in the south-
west face), fitted up for soldiers' quarters." To com-
plete the parts of the puzzle, it needs to be added that
B Company consisted of eighty-four men.

It is true that Fort Richmond contained a guard
house and that Fort Tompkins did not. 2and it is possible
that eighty-four men could have occupied six or eight
casemates in Fort Richmond. At that time, however, all
of the channel-bearing casemates mounted guns. Bedding
down with a 10-inch Rodman, the guns in the south curtain,
could hardly be described as "very comfortable." The
eight bastion casemates without channel-bearing guns could
have been used, but these are quite small in area. More-
over, all of the casemates were open on the parade side,
another condition not to be characterized as "very
comfortable" in January. On the other hand, the casemates
of Fort Tompkins in the south flank and southwest face
were constructed specifically for use as quarters. Each
was of a size to accomodate ten men without difficulty
and perhaps more if necessary. The entire problem dis-
appears if one reads the reference to "Fort Wadsworth"
in the "Statement of U.S. Buildings" as designating the
entire post and not Fort Richmond. Indeed, in an ordnance
report, also dated February 25, the term "Battery Richmond"
was used to list one of the works at "Fort Wadsworth,.,"

If Fort Richmond did house troops, they remained no longer
than the end of the 1867 building season, and their stay
resulted in no permanent alterations in the structure.

Plans to employ torpedoes at the Narrows led to a
slight, although permanent, change in Fort Richmond. 1In
the mid-1870s, the first tier casemate next to the north
gorge bastion underwent modifications so it could serve
as a mine operations room. Rejected was a proposal to
store mines at the fort. By the time the mine system be-
came a reality at the end of the century, separate buildings
had been erected for both the operation and storage of mines,
and the operations room in Fort Richmond was never used,
Nevertheless, the modification permanently reduced by one
the fort's capacity for channel-bearing guns. _

In 1883, the engineer in charge of Fort Richmond
received a request from the post commander for permission
to use four empty casemates in the first tier for the
storags of coal, pending construction of a proper coal
house, Whether permission was given is immaterial, and
the request itself underscores the perception among
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military personnel of the structure's decline as an active ‘

battery.,
Gen. Philip H. Sherldan visited the post at Fort

o Wadsworth in 1884. His comments about Fort Richmond

»1ncluded pralse as well as what was almost a condemnatlon-

The fort was orlglnally built for short-
range artillery, and is now useless under
the changes brought about in modern warfare,
‘but -it is the most beautiful masonry work I
ever ‘saw. It would make, now, a fine stone
quarry for public buildings, or answer as a
good storage place for ordnance, 10

Sherldan said nothing about the fort's armament. Perhaps,
the battery had already started its role as a warehouse
facility and whatever guns it contained were not so much
mounted and ready for action as being held in storage.

A popular civilian view persisted of Fort Richmond as
"bristling with a hundred cannon," but at least since the
early 1880s that was a fiction. Less than twenty years
after its completion, Fort Richmond no longer figured
prominently in the New York harbor and coast defense system.

TheACompletion of Fort Tompkins

In the decade after Lee's surrender, construction
.of Fort Tompkins was completed, except for some interior
details and for grading, sodding, and road building on the
exterior. Lack of funds interrupted work within the fort,
and finishing touches were still being administered in 1886,
As originally conceived, Fort Tompkins was intended to pro-
- vide quarters, storage and other services for the post and
its garrison and to protect PFPort Richmond and the channel-
bearing batteries from land attack. Thus Fort Tompkins
looked in directions other than toward the Narrows. Since
the early plans, however, the threat of assault by enemy
land forces appeared to diminish. On the other hand,
particularly because Fort Richmond could not receive most
of the new weapons, there was need of additional emplace-
ments for channel-bearing guns. In 1869, by which time
“the landward fronts of Fort Tompkins had been finished,
but not the channel side, engineers modified plans for the
completion of the fort. The channel front would be so
.constructed as to provide positions on its barbette for
heavy guns aimed at the Narrows. That change now appears
fruitless, since during the remainder of the century only
one gun was mounted at Fort Tompkins,



Fort Tompkins is an all masonry, pentagonal struc-
ture, its longest face bearing generally southeasterly.
Opposite that face and across the parade are the southwest
and northwest fronts, which join one another at a very
flat angle. The north and south flanks are the fort's
shortest sides., The four land fronts contain two tiers of
casemates, most of which were intended for quarters for
troops, and the channel front consists of a single tier of
large storage casemates. Originallyv, the scarp and counter-
scarp formed a forty foot-deep, twelve foot-wide ditch,
which surrounded the fort except on the channel front.
Counterscarp galleries were built at the southwest and
northwest angles of the ditch. Two sally ports, one at
each end of the channel front, provide entry into the fort
and connect the parade and the roadway now known as Hudson
Road. Opposite the channel front, earth was placed on the
upper portions of the steep slope to serve as a cover for
Fort Tompkins and present to epemy ships in the Narrows
as small a target as possible.

Shortly after the end of the Civil War, the con-
struction of all land fronts was finished, and in the
winter of 1866-1867 troops previously quartered in tem-
porary wooden barracks were moved into Fort Tompkin's case-
mates., Five years later, the channel-front casemates were
completed, and in 1875 the fort was fSructurally finished
and reported ready for its armament.

-9]1-~ |

The four landward fronts of Fort Tompkins contain

sixty casemates or rooms, thirty on each tier. Each of the

rooms could house ten men, So small was the garrison at

Fort Wadsworth in the postwar years that only a portion

of the casemates were required for use, and that a number

of casemates remained unfinished in the mid-1880s created

no problem, Some finished casemates were put to uses other

than troop barracks., Officers resided in the fort until

separate quarters were built for them in the late 1870s or
early 1880s. One or two casemates served as a hospital.

In 1884, General Sheridan praised the housing
arrangements for Fort Wadsworth's garrison. Sheridan
wrote: : ,

The casemate gquarters are perfect and are
in the second tier. The company occupying

~ them are royally quartered. . . . The
hospital is_in a casemate and in good
condition.

Even today, although the casemates are dark, cluttered and
abandoned, it is not difficult to appreciate the impression
made on Sheridan by the spacious, wainscotted rooms, warmed
by fireplaces, and with large windows overlooking the parade.
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The channel front of Fort Tompkins contains seven-
teen large casemates, initially intended for storage pur-
poses, In their original state, these casemates were open
on the parade side. During the 1880s, eight were modified
and used for storing equipment to be used in the torpedo
mine system, MOdifications included enclosing the casemates
on the side facing the parade.

By the mid-1880s, careful grading, sodding, and
,fertlllzlng had produced a rich, even lawn on the parade
or what is sometimes referred to as the Fort Tompkins
quadrangle. In addition to its military uses, the late
nineteenth-century quadrangle provided a perfect place for
the game of lawn tennis. So commodious wag_the lawn,
sufficient space existed for seven courts, Of course,
~ tennis then was in its genteel stage, appropriate for
Victorian ladies in full skirts, and the courts were smaller
than used in the modern sport.

The problem presented by Fort Tompklns in the period
1865 to 1890 was not its parade or its casemates for quar-
ters and storage, but its armament. That a problem did
exist is evident in the variety of conflicting statements
as to the number of guns to be mounted and in the fact that
only one weapon is known to have been emplaced on the bar-
bette tier.

In the mlddle of the nineteenth century, part of
the rationale for a new structure to replace the state-
built Fort Tompkins was to provide a work competent to pro-
tect the batteries against an assault by enemy forces
approaching by land. &n ordnance projection of 1851 for
the proposed fort estimated its requirements as sixty-four
weapons., Of that number, forty-four were most appropriate
for use against land forces. Of course to protect the
other works, Fort Tompkins had to be able to defend itself,
During the early stage of construction, the counterscarp
was equipped with two galleries. Each gallery consists of
two levels of iron shuttered embrasures, through which
cannon could fire along all four landward scarps. Many
of the proposals for arming Fort Tompkins included a num-
ber of flank howitzers, some of which would doubtless be
placed in the galleries. ' :

The various statements of the armament to be
mounted on Fort Tompkins' barbette are bewildering in their
inconsistency. An 1858 sketch indicates plans to mount
sixty-six guns on the five-sided barbette of the work.
According to an 1874 statement, originally the intent was
. to ‘install twenty flank howitzers "in casemates" and 123
barbette guns. Modification of those plans, however,
changed the armament to twelve flank howitzers and 103
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guns mounted en barbette, sixty-eight of which would be
15-inch or equivalent weapons. Ten of the 15-inch guns
would be placed on platforms built on the channel side,

.in accordance with the change of design adopted in 1869,17

The last annual engineers' report providing useful
information about Fort Tompkins is that for the year 1886,
It stated that "since 1876 the work has been in readiness
to receive, on temporary platforms, all heavy guns for
channel defense."” That condition of readiness was gener-
ally assigned works which had not yet received any of
their armament. The report noted that included in work
remaining to be done at the fort was providing "ten
permanent gun platforms in place of the wooden ones." &an
ordnance inventory of Fort Wadsworth the previous year
shows that a single 8-inch convigted rifle had been moun-
ted on Fort Tompkins' barbette.

The only known document which offers a compre-
hensive statement of the. positions actually prepared is
an armament sketch of 1902, The sketch lists ten wooden
platforms for 15-inch smoothbores on the channel front,
Elsewhere on the barbette were twenty-nine stone platforms
for guns of the same kind and eleven positions for flank
howitzers. No guns or carriages, mounted or dismounted,
were reported at Fort Tompkins in 1902,19 Although the
evidence is confusing and spotty, it appears that in the
decades after its completion in the mid-1870s, Fort Tomp-
kins mounted only one weapon, the converted rifle., This
being the case, at the end of the nineteenth century, Fort
Tompkins was ready to play even a less active role in the
defense of the Narrows than Fort Richmond,

Open Batteries, 0ld and KNew

A trend began during the Civil War in American
coastal defense that favored ground level, open batteries
instead of casemated masonry works. That trend continued
after the war, aided by modest appropriations voted by
Congress between the late 1860s and mid-1870s., Emphasis
on open batteries resulted from the vulnerability of
casemated works to rifled artillery fire, from the size
" of the new coastal ordnance, and from the limited funds
available for fortifications. 1In 1876, before completion
of projects financed by the program, Congress adopted a
policy of refusing additional funds. This left many batter-
ies unfinished and unarmed or only partially armed. At
Fort Wadsworth, the brief postwar construction program
involved modification of existing works and the building
of several new ones, Because of the lack of funding,
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by 1890 not one of Fort Wadsworth's batteries, old or new, ' ‘
was complete, in good condition, and fully armed.

Batteries in existence at Fort Wadsworth at the end
~of the war consisted of Hudson, South Cliff, and North
Cliff. An ordnance report of February 1867 indicates that.
Battery Hudson had forty-two gun positions, two of them
containing carriages, but no guns. The battery's weapons
included seven 200- and six 300-pounder Parrott rifles:
fourteen 10-inch and two 8-inch columbiads or Rodmans:
one 15-inch Rodman: and one 7-inch rifle converted from
a 42-pounder gun. The thirteen Parrott rifles and at
least some of the 10-inch guns were in the east-facing

ction of the "L"-shaped battery. In South Cliff Battery,
15-1nch Rodmans occupied nine positions, and gunless
carriages three others. The 1867 return lists North Cliff
Battery as c8nta1n1ng twenty-three 15-inch Rodmans, all
dismounted.

In 1869, the War Department approved plans for
modifying the three batteries.  Essentially, the plans
aimed at increasing the distance between guns by reducing
their number and adding traverses. The remaining positions
would be reconstructed to permit the mounting of guns of
the heaviest caliber. Modifications in Battery Hudson \
included the creation of a separate extension, west of the
southern branch of the existing battery. Work on the changes
in Battery Hudson and the two cliff batterles began in 1871
and continued to 1875.

Perhaps because of its size, the scope of thetplanned
modifications, and the fact that it was the oldest battery
and therefore in greatest need of upgrading, Battery Hudson
was the only open work at Fort Wadsworth to receive spe-
cific funding. From 1870 to 1875 Congress passed a series
of appropriation bills which included a total of $120,500
for Battery Hudson., By the time these funds ran out, the
new extension had been constructed with positions for five
15-inch guns. One of the positions was equipped with a unique
King's counterpoise carriage., In Battery Hudson proper,
nine other places for 15-inch guns had been constructed in the
southern branch and in that part of the east-facing section
closest to the angle. Eight additional positions were being
readied when the bulldlng program collapsed., The modifica-
tions required removing the lighthouse from the rear of the
south branch and its rebuilding elsewhere, §emoved from
the rear of Hudson extension was a cottage.

In the early 1870s, many of Battery Hudson's gun
positions were provided with wooden platforms, Subsequent-
ly, some of these were replaced with permanent stone plat-
forms. By the 1880s, the timber platforms still in position
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were suffering from rot. An 1885 ordnance return indicates
the changes in Hudson resulting from the brief postwar
fortifications program., The battery's armament was fif-
teen guns. consisting of six 15-inch Rodmans, the six 300-
pounder Parrott rifles installed at the end of the war,.

two 8-inch converted rifles, and one ll-inch converted rifle.

In South Cliff Battery, guns remained mounted and
modifications were delayed to avoid the disarming of all
batteries at the same time. Changes were made in 1875 and
1876, when new positions and platforms were prepared. The
modified battery had sixteen positions, only five of which
were occupied, by 15-inch quns, in 1885, North Cliff
Battery was altered from a twenty-three gun installation
to one for twelve weapons., Five of the emplacements were
constructed for King's carriages. In 1885, the battery
contained five guns,

With the construction of the extension of Battery
Hudson, there came into being an almost complete line of
batteries, beginning at a point on the western boundary of
the post just south of the end of New York Avenue and
stretching east to the Narrows and then north along the -
shoreline to Fort Richmond. North Cliff Battery completed
the line to the northern boundary of the post. The four:
new batteries built in the decades after the Civil War
occupied positions behind the line of older works. Three
of the new defenses were in the vicinity of Fort Tompkins,
having been established during the construction of the
fort's glacis and the earthen cover east of Hudson Road.
All four installations had been financed with funds drawn
from appropriations for Fort Tompkins.

Immediately north of the fort and west of the road
was a glacis gun battery, built for five 15-inch guns.
Completed in 1874 and provided with two magazines and wooden
platforms, it contained no mounted weapons during the period
ending in 1890, The ordnance return of 1885 does list three
dismounted 15-inch guns at the battery. At the opposite
end of Fort Tompkins and east of Hudson Road was a two-gun
battery, originally built in 1866 for 8-inch or 10-inch
Rodmans or corresponding rifles, 1In 1885, .1like the glacis
gun battery, it contained two dismounted 15-inch guns.

Two mortar batteries constitute the remaining works
built at Fort Wadsworth following the Civil War, Seventy-
five feet south of Fort Tompkins and running in a line
almost due north and south was a glacis mortar ‘battery,

constructed in 1871 and 1872. This was the only open battery,

new or old, to receive its entire armament. In 1876, it -
mounted ten l3-inch seacoast martars and was reported in



a condition of readiness. Like other batteries, however,
it had been provided with wooden platforms, which, by the
mid-1880s, had become unserviceable, & second mortar
battery was immediately to the rear of Battery Hudson's
extension. Started in 1872, work never progressed beyond
construction of the concrete foundations, and the battery
was not even listed in the 1885 armament return.

~ Except for Battery Hudson's extension, today known
as Battery Mills, none of the batteries built in the years
1865 to 1890 have survived., Constructed by use of contin-
gency funds and monies appropriated for Fort Tompkins,
they probably had a more temporary character than the
older batteries. '2ll works, however, were adversely af-
fected by the lack of funding after 1875. The situation
at Fort wWadsworth was not unusual, and a similar state of
unreadiness prevailed elsewhere in the nation's coastal
defenses. As early as 1878, the Chief Engineer advised
the Secretary of War that "unfinished earthen batteries,
. . . provided with a small fraction of the number of. guns
for which they were designed, and these of insufficient
.caliber, and mortar batteries without mortars . . . form
. but a feeble defense." :

Garrison and Grounds

_ _Between the end of the Civil war and 1890, Fort

Wadsworth was garrisoned by units of the Regular Army

artillery regiments. From a wartime high of 1921 men, the
garrison decreased to 402 by the end of the conflict, and

it continued to shrink in the decades following. In Sep-
tember 1884, Fort Wadsworth had a mere forty-one men as its
garrison. During the remainder of the period, the number

fluctuated between fifty and one hundred. Other units of
the same regiment assigned to Fort Wadsworth were stationed
‘at defenses elsewhere in New York harbor, such as at Fort

Hamilton on the Long Island side of the Narrows and Fort

- Wood on Bedloe's Island, prior to the mounting of the Statue
_of Liberty. The Staten Island post and Fort Wood had garri-
"'sons of a similar size, and the personnel at Fort Hamilton,

regimental headquarters, numbered four asg five times more

. than those at the smaller installations. D

Until March 1866, men of the 5th U.S. Artillery
Regiment were on duty at Fort Wadsworth, They were replaced
by two companies, soon reduced to one, of the 1lst Artillery.
In November 1872, the lst Artillery was transferred to posts
in the lower South, and the 3d Artillery assigned to Fort
wadsworth. A hiatus occurs in the extant post returns for
the period from February 1881 to August 1884. During those




years, the 3d Artillery was relieved by Battery B of the
5th Artillery Regiment. That company, later joined by

two of the 24 Artillery, constituted the garrison in the
late 1880s,2% |

Since the 1840s, the post at Fort wadsworth had been
under the command of Fort Hamilton. That situation ended
in 1884, when the War Department, acting on a recommendation
of General Sheriggn, established Fort Wadsworth as a regular,
garrisoned post. That change did not affect the strength
of the garrison or, more than likely, its routine., Little
is known of the activities of the units assigned to the .
Staten Island post, except that they received instruction
and were drilled in both artillery and infantry.

That life at Fort Wadsworth provided a pleasant
experience for some is supported in letters written in the
late 1880s by Mrs. Caroline Frey Winne, wife of Capt. Charles
Winne, an army surgeon ordered to the post in September 1887,
Most of Mrs, Winne's remarks about Fort Wadsworth appear in
letters written in the first several months of her husband's
three-year tour. She described the house assigned to her
family as "pretty," with a pleasant porch and tree-shaded
yard, Mrs, Winne did complain that the rooms, fairly small,
"had innumerable closets and so many doors and windows"
that she had trouble arranging the furniture. Except for
this one criticism, no other complaints were made, as the
. Winne family settled in.

Captain Winne was surprised to discover that, as
apparently was true for his predecessor, he could have a
private practice, and within a few days was treating two or
three civilians in addition to his duties at the post hospi-

tal. The Winne children, teenage Carrie and her nine or ten-

year-old brother, "Bopper," soon became friends with others
in the juvenile set at Fort Wadsworth., Across the street
were two children of Bopper's age, members of the Alexander
family, and Carrie struck up a friendship with the two
daughters of Col. H. A. Closson, post commander, Bopper
enrolled in the Staten Island Academy at Stapleton,
"considered by everyone to be a very fine school.," His
mother was pleased to learn that five other children from
the post, including the young Alexanders, attended that
institution and that transportation was available in the form
of the 8:30 trolley, which stopped at the fort's gate.

Within a week, the Winnes were the dinner guests of
Colonel and Mrs. Closson, which apparently proved to be an
enjoyable occasion. 1In her next letter, Mrs, Winne
characterized the Closson family as "delightful people,"
and she accurately predicted "I think we will like it here."
Subsequently she reported that Bopper "likes his school,”

26
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that the people on the post were "pleasant and agreeable,"
and that, although some days in the fall were damp, the
weather was often "lovely, warm and bright."

At least initially, the Winnes did not participate
in the tennis games at Fort Tompkins, although it was Mrs,
Winne who stated that there were seven courts, She also
noted that some people "play a great deal, especially on
Saturdays." Shortly after their arrival, the family went
to New York City, a practice repeated frequently during
the captain's tour at Staten Island, They shopped at
Macy's and engaged in sightseeing. One day in September
1889, for example, their visit included the Museum of
Natural History, the Statue of Liberty, and the Brooklyn
Bridge. As late as May 1890, shortly before the departure
to a new post, Mrs. Winne was still discovering the
attractions at Fort Wadsworth, such as walking in the woods,
where she admired the great variety of wild flowers.
Certainly Caroline Winne did not speak for the majority
of the personnel at the post, especially the enlisted men,
but there is no reason to suppose they were unaware of the
amenities of the location, including the agreeable setting.

Whatever its state of military preparedness, Fort
Wadsworth in the 1880s acquired an attractive park-like
~appearance, praised by both Army and civilian observers.
That appearance contrasted sharply with the construction-
site quality which had previously prevailed,

Major building at the post ended with the erectlng
of the channel front of Fort Tompkins in 1872, The collapse
of the postwar fortifications program a few years later
terminated even the limited work of modifying the open
batteries., For the first time since the 1840s, a peculiar
stillness fell over the post, caused by the absence of the
.clanging hammers of stone cutters and blacksmiths, the
creaking of carts and shouting of teamsters, and of other
noises associated with major construction. If test firing
of artillery occasionally shattered that stillness, it was
on the- other hand enhanced by the serenity of landscape
and view,

Improvements in the appearance of Fort Wadsworth
resulted from a number of developments in addition to the
cessation of building. Because of the growth of population
in the neighborhood, local public opinion began to affect
activity on the post. In 1872, the Secretary of War and
Congress received.a petition 81gned by residents and office-
holders of the village of Edgewater, Staten Island. The
document complained of an increase during the summer of
1871 of malaria among the garrison. and inhabitants of .the
neighborhood. That increase was attrlbuted to 1rregular
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piles of earth at the post and improper drainage caused
by, construction. The petitioners sought appropriations
for proper grading of the grounds. A resolution of the
House of Répresentatives directed an inquiry into the
matter, and the engineer and medical departments of the
Army made investigations. The War Department promised the
citizenry that the problem would receive prompt attention.
In 1873, Maj. Quincy A. Gillmore, engineer in charge,
reported grading of slopes and the glacis around Fort
Tompkins and draining and filling "the gyamp at the foot
of the glacis next to New York Avenue," Since Gillmore
depended on an increasingly parsimonious Congress for
funds for the unfinished fort and the batteries, it made
political sense for him to avoid future complaints from
the affluent and influential estate owners of Edgewater
and Arrochar. Thus, proper maintenance of the grounds was
in order.

That maintenance not only made sense politically
and from the viewpoint of public health, it also contributed
to the military readiness of the forts and batteries. A
thick cover of grass proved necessary to hold the slopes
in place and prevent rainfall from washing them away, per-~
haps into a battery or ditch. It appears that all exposed
earthen surfaces on parapets, paradoes, traverses, terre-
pleins, or elsewhere were seeded or ‘sodded with grass,
resulting in a rolling lawn throughout much of the post.

The suspension of the 1869 plans for modification
of the open batteries left the engineers and their work
force with limited funds and ample time. That combination
proved suitable. for repairs and maintenance of Fort Wads=-
worth's grounds, roads, and buildings.

In the late 1870s or early 1880s, approximately
ten wooden frame structures were erected in what was then
the northwest corner of Fort Wadsworth., These included the
hospital, to which Captain Winne was later assigned, quarters
for married and single officers, and a residence for the post
commander. Also a headquarters building was constructed,
overlooking the northern end of North Cliff Battery. All
of these stggctures fronted on the road known now as Mont
Sec Avenue.,

In addition to the structures on Mont Sec Avenue,
buildings at Fort Wadsworth, other than the forts and batter-
ies, included a cluster in the general vicinity of Battery
Hudson. South of the battery was a hoestler's building,

a blacksmith shop, and cement shed, probably erected in
connection with the abandoned new casemate battery. In the
rear of Battery Hudson and south of the road leading to
Richmond Avenue stood the relocated lighthouse, quarters
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for the ordnance sergeant, and a stables. North of the
road were separate quarters for the guartermaster and
commissary sergeants and a coal shed. ' West of these build-
ings was a pond and the post garden. Some of the struc-
tures in the general Battery Hudson area may have been in
existence when the national government acquired the site
from the state and from private owners in the 1840s and
1850s. Mid-1880s engineers reports for Battery Hudson
indicate painting, re-roofing and repairs of obviously old
buildings near the battery. )

By 1890, Fort Wadsworth included roughly three
miles of surfaced roadways. Shortly after the Civil Wwar,
roads were macadamized and in the early 1880s received
a "new dressing of gravel." Two gateways provided entry
to the post. Both opened onto New York Avenue, one at the
intersection with Mont Sec Avenue and the other in the
vicinity of Battery Hudson's extension, perhaps opposite
the intersection of New York and Richmond Avenues,

Maintenance of grounds, structures and roads pro-
duced a pleasant setting. General Sheridan, who inspected
the post in the late summer of 1884, used simple, non-
military language in his brief description, "It is a
"beautiful post. . . " Two Staten Island guidebooks, pub-
lished five and six years later, made the same point, in
more detailed fashion. Because of its highly romanticized
picture, the 1889 account, written by Reau Campbell, merits
quoting at length. Visitors were advised to take the South
Beach branch of the Staten Island Rapid Transit Railroad to
_Rosebank. "Fort Wadsworth," wrote Mrs. Campbell, "is a more
formidable name than Rosebank, but in these piping times
of peace the Fort is a good place to go for a summer's
jaunt. . « " Directions are given from the station to
"the gate of the government ground," The guidebook then
reads:

Passing along in front of the officers'
quarters, a row of comfortable houses with
the Commandant's elegant one on the bluff
overlooking the sea; then come to the grassy
parapets. There is a smooth pathway all along
the top. The view is magnificent. A hundred
feet below is the granite lower fort, brist-
ling with a hundred guns. . . . "These para-
pets do not look as made for war, but for
lovers' uses. It is a veritable lovers'"
walk., The gentle sloping requires a slow
walk, and there is time to say many pretty
words before the end is reached; and the
green grass is an inviting resting place,



where one may sit and watch the ships
come and go. . « . The music from Fort
Hamilton comes floating on the summer air
across the Narrows. . . Fort Wadsworth
offers everything fgr a delightful ramble

on a summer's day.2

Although Army engineers might have been amused by parts
of this description, they also might have drawn satisfac-
tion from their ability to hide Fort Tompkins behind its
earthen cover and to shield the ground level batteries
from the eyes, admittedly very civilian and highly femi-
nine, of the author during her stroll through the post.

The 1890 guide book, by Gustav Kobbe, gives some-
what greater acknowledgement of the military aspects of
Fort Wadsworth. Behind Fort Richmond, wrote the author,

rises a grassy mound, the earthworks of
Fort Tompkins, declared to be the finest in
the country. . . . The paths are laid out
with tactical precision; the officers
quarters are models of neatness and bkbeauty:
and the immense lawn, with a sentinel pac-
ing here and there, makes a pleasing im=-
pression of army life on the civilian.3©

It is impossible to discover how widely shared was the
perception evident in the two guidebooks of Fort Wwadsworth
as a pleasing, unwarlike location. There is evidence that
one industrial interest on Staten Island, perhaps supported
by local congressmen, regarded the military mission of the
post as so inconsequential that a railroad could be run
through the grounds,

In 1880, a bill was introduced in the House of
Representatives to grant to the Staten Island Rapid Transit
Rail Road Company a one hundred-foot right-of-way through
Fort Wadsworth. A board of engineers recommended refusing
the grant, since no route through the post could be deter-
mined which was not "quite incompatible with a proper
military occupation of the best natural position for the
defense of the harbor." The board seemed to admit that
Fort Wadsworth might not appear as a well developed defen-
sive position and pointed out that the fortifications had
yet to be completed and that, whatever its degfcts, Fort
Richmond was needed for storage of torpedoes.

Perhaps the guidebook descriptions of Fort Wadsworth
and the proposed bill for the railroad right-of-way reflect
general attitudes of the Gilded Age as much as particular
notions of the Staten Island post. Those attitudes are
also seen in the unwillingness of Congress after 1875 to



appropriate money for fortifications other than for pre-
serving existing works. America after the Civil War
directed itself to internal affairs, especially economic
development, and closely embraced the nineteenth-century
precept of isolationism. Distrustful and suspicious of
foreigners, both at home and abroad, there nevertheless
prevailed, in the civilian population, a broadly held
belief that war was unlikely. Accordingly, the warnings
of military authorities and a few civilian writers of
the defenseless state of the nation received little
attention. Anti-militarism arose in the form of a voiced
suspicion that the army maintained fortifications not so
much as defense against an attacking enemy, but to over-
awe and possibly to use against the citizens of the port
cities in and near which those fortifications existed.
However absurd this view seemed, the Chief Engineer in
1884 took some pains to deny any "sinister motives" be-
hind his request for funds for coastal defenses.32 To
be sure, a change in attitude was in the making, and an
increasingly large minority accepted 2Alfred Mahan's
imperative of "looking outward."” The change produced a
new fortifications program that led to the expansion of
the grounds at Fort Wadsworth, the building of new batter-
ies, and providing them with modern weapons,




CHAPTER VI

THE ERA OF THE ENDICOTT BATTERIES,

1890-1920

" The unfinished batteries, the platforms without
guns, and the mines in permanent storage at Fort Wadsworth
during the 1880s testified to the low priority given in
America of the Gilded Age to military matters, including
coastal defense. By the time government interest in forti-
fications revived, several spectacular developments in
heavy artillery had occurred. In 1885, the recently inau-
gurated president, Grover Cleveland, established a special
committee to review America's coastal defenses and make
recommendations for improvements., William C. Endicott,
Secretary of War, headed the group, whose recommendations
provided the outline for a new and modern system of sea-
coast defense.

The advances in seacoast armaments consisted of the
use of steel in gun barrels, the perfection of breech
loading for heavy ordnance, and the introduction of new
propellants., These developments combined to produce wea-
pons in the 1890s capable of firing projectiles four times
heavier to distances two or three times greater than the
best smoothbore muzzle-loading cannon. Moreover, the new
guns had improved accuracy and armor penetration ability.

The program recommended by the Endicott Board in its
report of 1886 called for an enormous national undertaking.
The report identified twenty-seven sites in the United
States requiring new defenses and ranked those sites accord-
ing to the urgency of need. At the top of the list stood
New York, and the board recommended for construction or
use at that port guns in turrets, armored casemates, bar-
bette batteriei, mortars, submarine mines, and eighteen
torpedo boats.,

Endicott batteries had several important character-
istics. Since the Civil War, a shift had been occurring
that emphasized the weapons rather than the fortifications
which contained them., Emplacements of the Endicott era
were massive with reinforced concrete parapets twenty feet

" thick behind thirty feet or more of earth. Nevertheless,



they were fairly simple structures with crests at near
ground level, designed to blend into the landscape. 1In
any given military site, Endicott batteries were widely
dispersed. This arrangement necessitated the acquisition
of new military reservatlons and the enlargement of exist-
ing ones,

Another characteristic was a high degree of diversity
of weapons, involving a variety of harbor defense tech-
niques. Essentially, the weapons consisted of major cali-
ber seacoast rifles; mortars; light caliber, rapid fire
guns: and mines, The chief armaments were 8-, 10- and
12-inch guns, firing flat trajectories, that could send a
lOOO-pound projectile seven or eight miles. Breech load-
ing allowed the use of new disappearing carriages that
lowered guns behind the parapets by their own recoil ener-
gy. Projectiles were stored in ammunition magazines loca-
ted immediately- adjacent to the gun emplacements, but at
lower levels and protected by roofs of upwards of twenty

‘feet of reinforced concrete., Carried to the gun platforms

by mechanical hoists, the projectiles were then moved to
the guns by hand trucks. Generally, two to four of the
major callber guns ‘constituted a battery.

Two other types of weapons common to Endlcott defenses,

‘the rapid-fire guns and torpedoes or mines, were related.

The brief coastal defense program after the Civil War had
included mlnes, ‘but not much had actually been - accomplished.
Most useful in harbor defenses were mines exploded electri-
cally from shore positions, since they posed no threat to
friendly ship traffic. Mines were not permanently planted,
but they and their miles of cables were stored in shore
facilities at the water's edge, ready to be laid when the
occasion arose. Controlled mine systems included special

_mine vessels, loading wharves, fire control stations, and
. mine and -cable storage buildings.

An attacking enemy could use hlgh speed, shallow
draft vessels or light minesweepers in harbor entrances with
contolled mine fields. Thus another element in Endicott
defenses consisted of rapid-fire guns of calibers from three
to six incheés, Because ammunition was light enough to be
moved manually, these weapons could be fired at rates of
five to fifteen rounds per minute, Most of the guns were
mounted behind steel shields on simple pedestal carriages.
Emplacements were plain concrete works with low parapets.
One to six weapons composed a battery.

In 1905, President Theodore Roosevelt appoznted a new

fboard headed by Secretary of War -William Howard Taft

to examine ‘the progress made under the Endicott program and
to make recommendations for keeping the coastal artillery
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system up to date. No immediate changes resulted respect-
ing weapons and batteries, but recommendations were made

for the general electrification of harbor defenses, espe-
cially to provide for searchlights, powered ammunitions
handling, modern communications, and the latest aiming tech-
niques. These recommendations account for some activity at
Fort Wadsworth, but it was the years 1890 to 1905 that saw
the greatest changes at the post. Fort Wadsworth was expan-
ded, and new batteries built and armed. Although the post
did not acquire Endicott era mortars, it did participate in
the establishment of a system of defending New York harbor
by torpedo mines. During the period in which the Endicott
batteries were constructed, America declared war on Spain,
and Fort Wadsworth and its garrison experienced changes re-
sulting from a state of war. Less than twenty years after
the defeat of the Spanish, the United States became involved
in a more general, protracted conflict, World War I. That
was the last war in which Fort Wadsworth's coastal and har-
bor guns figured prominently in the nation's defenses.
Thereafter, as a site for guns to use against enemy ships,
the post declined, and by the end of World War II, all of
its channel-bearing and seacoast guns had been removed.

Expansion of the Reservation

, During its history, the post now known as Fort Wads-
worth experienced four stages in the growth of its grounds,
the first being the initial purchase by the State of New
York in 1794, The second involved enlargement by the state
in 1809, and the third the acquisition of the site and its
expansion by the federal government between 1847 and 1856,
The final stage occurred from 1892 to 1901, when the post
grew from ninety to 226 acres. Since 1901, no further addi-
tion has been made. In fact, surrender to the City of New
York of land for the Staten Island anchorage of the Verrazano
Bridge has decreased the acreage of Fort Wadsworth.

In a fashion similar to that of the State of New York
early in the nineteenth century, the United States Army,
during the Endicott years, had authority to institute con-
demnation proceedings in the courts to require the owners of
the property needed for fortifications to accept reasonable
payment, This essentially meant that it was only a matter of
time before the government obtained the land it desired. On
Staten Island, the engineers sought 129 acres west and south-
west of the existing grounds of Fort Wadsworth. The area west
of New York and north of Richmond Avenue belonged to one owner.
That south of Richmond Avenue had been carved into six narrow
strips, each with one end fronting Lower New York Bay and the
other the road., Several of the strips had been further
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divided, so that one owner_held the southern porﬁion and
another that to the north.

That the Army intended rapid expansion of Fort Wads-
worth is evident in the fact that the first tract acquired
was the Hegewisch property, the southern part of the western-
most strip, bordering on the bay and Sea Avenue, today's
Lily Pond Avenue. For six years, only the public roads of
Richmond and Sea Avenues provided a land connection between
the new fourteen-acre acquisition and Fort Wadsworth proper,
The second purchase was that of the Appleton estate, north
of Richmond and west of New York Avenues. Containing fifty
acres, this was the largest single parcel ever acquired in
Fort Wadsworth's history. It was relatively unimportant in
the Endicott era, however, being farthest from the lower
bay and therefore least valuable as a site for seacoast ar-
tillery. On the same day conveyances were signed for the
Appleton estate, deeds were also executed for the two strips
south of Richmond Avenue and closest to the then existing
grounds of the post.

Subsequent negotiations and proceedings led to the
procurement of the northern parts of the next two strips,
which provided a link with the previously isolated Hegewisch
tract. There still remained in private hands a group of
three tracts fronting on the water and surrounded on all
other sides by government-owned land. Also yet to be ac-
quired was a fourth parcel on the southeast corner of Rich-
mond and Sea Avenues. By October 1901, the owners of these
properties. had accepted the terms of the government or had
been forced to sell by legal proceedings.

Particulars are unknown about all of the purchases,
especially the early ones, but the average sale price in
five of the transactions made from 1895 to 1901 was $7500
per ‘acre. The price for each tract represented the value
of the land and also its buildings. Residential structures
appear to have stood on most of the parcels of land acquired
by the government.. Nearly all of those structures south of
Richmond Avenue were destroyed to clear the area for con-
struction of the batteries. At least one survived, a build-
ing belonging to A. L. King. Once a hotel, the structure,
known as King's House, was used by its new owners as quar-
ters for non-commissioned officers., According to a secon-
dary authority, another building was retained. Robert Krist
writes that the parade ground built in the late 1920s west
of New York Avenue and north of Richmond Avenue

was dominated by "the General's House,"

an old wood frame building, which perched
on a hill above it. The house, intact from
the day it was purchased as part of the old
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TABLE 1

FORT WADSWORTH, GROWTH OF GROUNDS,

1794-1902

- DATE ACREAGE AMOUNT SELLER
‘Nov. 24, 1794 25 $3,062,60 Ann Jacobson &
, _ ’ ~ Catherine Van Deventer
Nov. 20, 1809 22 7,500,00 John Jacobson
Aug. 8, 1854 5.2 (unk) Peter Jacobson
May 28, 1856 17 42,000.,00 = William Aspinwell
Mar. 4, 1892 ~ Adolfo Hegewisch
Mar. 4, 1892} 28 +100,000.00 {Eosepha Hegewisch'
Jan., 5, 1893 50 (unk) Serena P. Appleton
Jan. 5, 1893 7.58 (unk) J.J. Alexandre
Jan. 5, 1893 . 18,797 (unk) J.H. Alexandre
Feb, 1, 1895 6.25. 53,680.00 Sarah Martin
Mar. 11, 1898 7 - .60,000,00 Joseph Whitney
Aug. 30, 1898 6.72 (unk) Eliz. Ockerhauser
Oct. 18, 1900 7.725 43,266.00 Joseph Whitney
Feb. 2, 1901  5.09 30,000.00  Adeline Hauxtum ‘
Oct., 2, 1901 3.9 38,000,00 Henry Mouquin
Sources: Walker: N.Y. Commissioners of Fortifications:

“Annual Reports, Chief of Engineers, 1891-1902
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Joseph B, Whitney estate in 1898, was
used as the Commanding General's residence
until the beginning of World War Two.

If there was such a house, it probably had not belonged ao
Whitney, whose two tracts were south of Richmond Avenue.

The structures on the land acquired by the govern-
ment in 1892-1901 were of small concern at the time, since
the impetus behind enlarging the post was providing sites
for new batteries. ‘

The Batteries

Between 1895 and 1904, six modern batteries for
high-powered artillery were built at Fort Wadsworth, all
but one on recently purchased land south of Richmond Avenue.
In addition, the Army reconstructed the existing ground
level works of North and South Cliff Batteries, Battery
Hudson, and the extension of Battery Hudson. So thorough
was the remaking of these older emplacements that little .
from the past survived, Even the names changed, except for
Battery Hudson. North Cliff Battery became Battery Catlin:
South Cliff, now divided into three separate segments, bore
the names Batteries Bacon, Turnbull, and Barbour; and Hud-
son's extension was designated Battery Mills. The Endicott
program at Fort Wadsworth did not include the mortar and
gun emplacements built after the Civil War, other than the
dismantling of the South Mortar Battery. Also, Forts Rich-
mond and Tompkins were not involved, In effect, an entirely
new generation of batteries came into being as emplacements
for the new generation of weapons.

Completion of the reconstruction of Battery Catlin
in 1904 brought the building program to an end. Subsequently,
some of the batteries received new wiring, fresh waterproof-
ing, replacement of such parts as ammunition hoists, and
other types of repairs. But major alterations did not occur.
After the Endicott construction program, no other major de- .
fensive structures were built. In 1916 recommendations were
rejected to relocate the guns of Batteries Catlin and Bar-
bour and to build a new emplacement south of Battery Hudson
or elsewhere on the post. Nine years later, a proposal to
widen the gun platforms of the 1l2-inch batteries met the
same fate. Essentially the batteries remained the way they
were in 1904, and new ones were not added.  Thus Fort Wads-
worth stands today as a former coastal artillery post, with
batteries representing two periods, the Third System and the
Endicott era.

Congress appropriated monies for Endicott works in



TABLE 2

FORT WADSWORTH'S ENDICOTT BATTERIES

GUNS OUT OF

Chief of Engineers, 1895-1905

BATTERY "ORDNANCE CONSTRUCTION DATES MOUNTED - SERVICE
Duane 5 8" BLR Jul 1895-1897 1896 1915
Ayers 2 12% BLR Jul 1900-Jun 1901 1903 1942
Richmond 2 12" BLR Mar 1898-1899 1902 1942
Barry 2 10" BLR Jul 1897-1899 1899 1918
Upton 2 10" BLR Jul 1896-1899 1899 1925
Dix . 2 12" BLR 1902 1904 1944
Mills 2 6" BLR May 1899-Oct 1900 1902 1927, 1944

2 12" BLR S
Hudson 1l 6" RF Sep 1898-~1899 1902 1944

. . 4,7" RF ) -
6" RF } ) '

Barbour {5 o B apr-sep 1898 1898 1919
Turnbull 6 3" RF Sep 1902-aug 1903 1910 1944
Bacon 2 3" RF Feb 1899-Jun 1899 1904 1918
Catlin 6 3" RF 1902~1904 1913 1942
Sources: Battery Emplacement Books; Annual Reports,
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1890, and New York ranked at the head of the list of sites
requiring modern defenses. At Fort Wadsworth, however,
construction had to await the purchase of additional land,
since the existing post lacked suitable locations for new
batteries. Battery Duane was the exception., On a site
immediately south of Fort Tompkins, the battery was started
in July 1895, its guns were mounted in 1896, and it was
reported completed in 1897, A five~gun battery, Duane was
armed with 8-1gch rlfles on Bufflngton—Cr021er disappear-
ing carriages. A

Whereas Duane is one of a kind, the next four batte~
ries consisted of two sets of twins. In early 1896, con-
- struction started on Battery Upton, located slightly west
of the former boundary of Fort Wadsworth, Farther to the
west and a year later, Battery Barry was begun. Each moun-
ted two 10-inch rifles on disappearing carriages. The se-
cond set of twins is more or less on line with Batteries
Upton and Barry and occupy sites between Barry and the new
western boundary of the reservation., Battery Richmond,
constructed in 1898 and 1899, and Battery Ayers, built in
1900 and 1901, each contained two 1l2-inch rifles. The
last entirely new battery also mounted two l1l2-inch guns.
Initially called Hudson No. 2 and later Battery Dix, it is
more or less due south of Battery Upton. Work started on
Dix in 1902, and it received its weapons in 1904, by which
time all of the other new batteries had been completed and
armed,

Reconstruction of Fort Wadsworth's existing works
took place simultaneously with the building of the 10~ and
12-inch batteries. Between March 1899 and October 1900,
the extension of Battery Hudson, renamed Battery Mills, was
converted from a battery for five 15-inch smoothbore guns
to one which mounted two 6-inch breech-loading rifles.

The south section of Battery Hudson itself, consistent with
the battery's history of housing a variety of weapons, was
remade to contain two l2-inch rifles, flanked on the right
by a 6-inch rifle and on the left by a 4.7-inch rapid fire
gun. The 6- and l1l2-inch weapons were mounted on disappear-
ing carriages. The 4,7-inch gun, on a pedestal mount, occu-
pied the southernmost position in the east-facing section

of the battery. One of the few changes made in the Endicott
batteries at Fort Wadsworth was the elimination from Hudson
of the two smaller weapons,

The remainder of Battery Hudson's Narrows-fronting
section constituted the oldest part of the work, its origins
stretching back to 1810, Modified in the 1840s and again
in the 1870s, it carried into the twentieth century outmoded
ordnance. In 1902, this section contained eight platforms,



six of which were equipped with carriages. Four carriages
held guns, two 300-pounder Parrott rifles and two 15-inch
smoothbores. The two remaining carriages were designed

for 15-inch smoothbores, but had undergone modifications to
receive 8-inch breechloading rifles. In some undetermined
fashion, the old section of Battery Hudson became obliter-
ated , its weapons and carriages removed and its platforms
destroyed, covered over, or incorporated into the new :
work known as Battery Barbour. Today's Battery Hudson con-
"sists of a single section, facing the lower bay.

. The modern armaments of the reconstructed batteries
facing the Narrows consisted of 3-, 4.7- and 6-inch rapid
fire guns and were intended to cover the mine field and to
cope with destroyers and mlnesweepers attempting a run-by.
Work on these batteries began in April 1898 and terminated
in 1904. Three separate batteries replaced South Cliff
Battery. Southernmost of the three is Battery Barbour,
constructed in 1898, Its armament consisted of two 6-inch
and two 4.7-inch rapid-fire guns on pedestals equipped
with shields. North of Barbour is Battery Turnbull, built
in 1902 and 1903 and provided with six 3-inch guns. The
last new work in old South Cliff Battery is Battery Bacon,
which mounted two 3-inch weapons. Work on it was completed
between February and June 1899, The 1902 armaments return
uses the older name and indicates that older weapons, still
mounted and serviceable, existed in or between the three
new emplacements. Those weapons included three 15-inch
smoothbores and three 8-inch converted rifles.

Reconstruction of what became Battery Catlin, on the
site of the old North Cliff Battery, was carried out between
1902 and 1904. Not until 1913 were its weapons mounted,
8ix 3-inch rapid-fire guns. In 1902, North Cliff Battery
contained five 15-inch smoothbore guns and emplacements for
the new rapid-fire weapons. :

Compared with the construction of the Third System
forts and the modification program of the 1870s, work of
the Endicott era proceeded briskly from start to finish.

In part this resulted from the nature of the batteries be-
ing built and from ample and prompt funding. It also testi-
fies to the efficiency of the system used to move and han-
dle the large quantities of building material required for
the new batteries. The engineer in charge of the recon-
struction of Battery Hudson stated that the "plant" em-
ployed in that prOJect included "a 10-ton locomotive, a
4-foot concrete mixer, 4 hoisting engines with 2 boilers,
2 flat cars, 4 material buckets, 2 large derrick timbers,
and complete fittings for 1 derrick." His description

of the "plant" reads:
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Cement and broken stone are received at

the south wharf, where they are unloaded

by hoisting engine and a trolley into ‘
flat cars or dump cars. . . and are hauled
by a 10-ton locomotive to the cement shed
and stone bins at the foot of the bluff,

The stone bin is of the usual type, :
receiving materials from a trestle above
and discharging through the floor. into
cars in the tunnel beneath. Sand is
excavated from the beach and hauled by
carts to a platform at the end of the bin,
where it is fed into a hopper and with the
"cement is also discharged through the floor
of the car, which is then hauled up an
incline to the mixer . . . . The concrete
-when mixed is dumped into wooden boxes on
flat cars and is hauled up a light inclined
trestle, . . where it is supplied to the
derricks operated by steam hoisting engines:
and moved from time to time as work progresses.
This plant has put in in eight hours as many
as 150 batches of concrete of 1 cubic yard
each, The same plant has been used without
further change than extension to put in
concrete for 6-inch emplacement No. 2, 'and
will be used in constructing 6é-inch emplace~
ment No., l. The derricks were used in
excavating for parapets after construction
of platforms, and later for placing the
concrete in parapets and magazines.®

The two 6-inch emplacements referred to in the report are
those of Battery Mills.,

Fort Wadsworth's completed large gun batteries con-
tain huge amounts of earth and concrete, especially in the
.parapets. 1In the construction of Battery Richmond, initial-
ly "9,800 cubic feet of earth were excavated from the
foundation and roadway and placed in the parapet and about
11,000 cubic yards of concrete were mixed and placed,"”
Subsequently, an additional "5,872 cubic vards of concrete
were mixed, placed and rammed." The parapet of recon-
structed Battery Hudson includes, besides concrete and
earth, almost 2500 cubic yards of "old masonry," which may
explain what happened to parts of the former batteries.

An appreciation of the quantity of material used is neces-
sary, since visual inspection fails to convey the size of:
the works., For example, Battery Barry, mounting two 10-
inch guns, is 254 feet long, only thirty feet shorter than
any one of Fort Richmond's three channel fronts. In width,




it measures seventy-five feet, from the rear of the gun
platform to the forward slope of the twenty-foot thick
concrete section of the parapet. The earthen section of
the parapet, which blends into the surrounding terrain, is
perhaps seventy feet in width., The superior slope of
Battery Barry's parapet is fifteen feet above the lowest
part of the gun platform and twenty-three feet above the
floor of the magazine., Essentially, sixty-two feet of
concrete separate one of Barry's emplacements from the
other, and the center of one gun platform to the center of
the other is 124 feet.’

Unlike earlier periods in the development of defenses
at Fort Wadsworth, the program at the turn of the century
savw a prompt mounting of guns. Generally, the 6-, 8-,

10-, and 1l2-inch rifles were mounted during or shortly
after completion of each of the batteries. By 1904, Fort
Wadsworth had mounted and ready for action eight 1l2-inch,
four 10-inch, five 8-inch, and five 6-inch breechloading
rifles, all mounted on disappearing carriages. All of the
guns, except two 6-inch weapons, pointed toward Lower New
York Bay. With maximum ranges of up to nine miles, these
weapons did not defend the Narrows in the fashion of the
8-inch and 10-inch columbiads of Fort Richmond, that is

at close range. Rather Fort Wadsworth's larger caliber
Endicott guns could reach targets as far away as the waters
off Sandy Hook and Rockaway Peninsula.

The emplacement books, intended to be logs of the
history of each gun, have survived for all batteries but
Duane., They contain, however, few details about the fir-
ing of the weapons. Except for proof firing, it appears
the guns were rarely fired, especially after the first few
vyears of the century. Forty-one shots were fired from one
of the guns in Battery Barry, prior to 1903, and there is
no record of any subsequent firing. According to a news-
paper article of the early 1930s, the 12-inch rifles at
Wadsworth had not been fired since 1909, because 8f the com~
- plaints of civilians in the vicinity of the post.

Some of Fort Wadsworth's Endicott guns were compe-
tent, if their artillerists were not, to duplicate the
achievement of a battery at Fort Hancock, Sandy Hook, in
September 1909, According to the Chief of Coast Artillery,
a battery of two 10-inch rifles, manned by the 18th.
Company, fired four shots in less than a minute at a mov~
ing target, twenty-four feet high and fifty-three wide.
The target, 7,000 yards or four miles distant from the
guns, was struck by all four shots.?



During the period 1890 to 1920, many structures
other than the batteries were built at Fort Wadsworth.
The increasingly complex aiming and artillery fire con-
trol systems required numerous small positions for range
finders, battery commanders, and observers. Also the use
of electricity to light the batteries and to power
mechanism to move ammunition resulted in generator sta-
tions and transformer buildings. Several large struc-
tures were built to store and operate torpedo mines,
another emphasis of the Endicott program. Finally, twen-
tieth-century standards for proper housing were not met
by existing quarters, resulting in construction of addi-
tional barracks. As in the case of earlier hostilities,
the Spanish-American War and World War I saw an increase
in the garrison stationed at Fort Wadsworth and the erec-~
tion of temporary buildings to accomodate troops. Through-
out the period, existing buildings were maintained, but
not modified or enlarged.

Beginning with the turn of the century, each of the
increasingly formalized annual reports submitted by the
Army Engineers started the section on “Defenses of Staten
Island" with the statement, "These fortifications consist
of two old casemate stone forts and outlying batteries
with modern defenses." Fort Tompkins and Fort Richmond
receive scant mention in the reports and never by name,
but are referred to as "an old stone fort" or as "old
casemates.” In 1902, Battery Weed became the new name of
the former water battery, a change that removed the con-
fusion created by calling it Fort Wadsworth. Some parties
still had difficulty with the identities of the two
nineteenth-century works.

Neither of the old forts had features of great value
in the new era of coastal defense. At the beginning of the
twentieth century, Battery Weed contained fifteen mounted
and serviceable guns. Eight 8-inch converted rifles were |
in casemates in the first tier, a single 100-pounder Parrott
rifle in the third, and six 100-pounder Parrott rifles on
the barbette. All of the 8- and 10-inch columbiads had
been removed, although not their carriages. None 28 the
twenty-four flank howitzer positions was occupied.

Since the 1880s, Battery Weed had been viewed as
a suitable place for storage. The U.S. Navy appears to
have been one of the earliest to make regular use of the
battery for that purpose. Until 1890, explosives were
stored in the naval magazine on Ellis Island. With the
abandonment of that facility, the Navy received permission
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. to keep its stores in Battery Weed. Since that proved to
be inconvenient, in 1896 the Navy transferred its explo-
sives to Fort Lafayette. Twenty years later, the Navy once
‘again sought space, this time to store the mines of the
Third Naval District. A request was submitted for utili-
zation of Fort Tompkins., Authorities at Fort Wadsworth
pointed out that troops occupied Fort Tompkins and that
probably the Navy had Battery Weed in mind, since the
Third District already kept its submarine net and acces-
sories in that structure. An acting Secretary of Wwar,
nevertheless, granted permission for the storage of the
Navy's mines in "old Fort Tompkins." Local authorities
straightened matters out and invited the Navy to use case-
mates on all three tiers of Battery Weed.ll

Other parties, particularly Army Engineers and the
lighthouse division of the Treasury Department, already
had stores in Battery Weed. In 1892, the Treasury Depart-
ment recommended moving the Fort Wadsworth Lighthouse from
its location behind Battery Hudson to the barbette tier of
Battery Weed. The need for that move became more pressing
later in the decade with the completion and arming of
Battery Duane, the five guns of which included the light-
. house in their field of fire., Despite this, the lighthouse
was not moved for eight more years. In the meantime, a fog
‘ signal was erected on the northeast angle of the sea wall
near Battery Weed. Finally, in 1902 and 1903, a combined
light and signal station was constructed on the barbette of
Battery Weed's northeast bastion. The station consisted of
a light tower, bell frame and bell, and a watch room., Ten
years later, the barbette of the southeast bastion was occu- -
pied by a 36-inch searchlight station doubtless to illumi-
nate the Narrows at night. 2 The searchlight may have
constituted Battery Weed's only connection wlth the Endicott-
Taft defenses at Fort Wadsworth.

. In 1898, engineers reported installation in "two‘
casemates of an old work" of an electric lighting plant as
the generating unit for the lights of Batteries Upton and
Barry. Whether the two casemates were in Battery Weed or
Fort Tompkins is unknown. Shortly thereafter, the entire
electric cable system connecting emplacements, power units,
and battery commanders' and fire_commanders' stations were
placed ‘in underground conduits, 3 This may have been the -
intention from the beginning. If so, Battery Weed's ditch
may have created problems in burying the conduits, and per-
haps the generatlng unit for the two lO-1nch batteries had
been located in Fort Tompkins.

~ As in the case of Battery Weed, Fort Tompkins ‘had
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only slight connection with the system of defending New
York harbor by means of high powered, long-range artillery.
Again, it was the terreplein of the old structure that had
some utility for that system. The 1902 armament return for
Fort Wadsworth shows that the barbette of Fort Tompkins
contained no weapons or carriages on any of its thirty-
nine platforms for 15-inch smoothbores or eleven positions
for flank howitzers. Position finders did occupy four
platforms. Also on the barbette were battery control and
fire control stations.

With construction of the Mine Storage Building in
1894, Fort Tompkins surrendered the torpedo mines stored
since the 1880s in casemates of the channel front. Doubt-
less those and the other large casemates continued to be
used for storage of one kind or another, since there pre-
vailed at Fort Wadsworth something of a shortage of places
to keep various items not in use. More important, the
small casemates of Fort Tompkins were still being used to
provide quarters for troops. 1In 1903, 455 men constituted
the garrison of Fort Wadsworth, and all of the enlisted
men apparently resided in Fort Tompkins. A Coast Artillery
staff report of that year stated, however, that "proper
regard to modern ideas of convenience and comfort requires
that either new barracks be erected or that the casemates
bgp rebuilt. . . ." By 1911, provision had been made for
additional barracks, although some troops continued to
occupy the unmodified casemates of Fort Tompkins. During
World War I, when resisting the request of the Navy to
store mines in Fort Tompkins, Fort Wadsworth authorities
stated that the structure provided quarters for five coast
artillery companies and that casemates not occupied by
troops were used as a main guardhouse and as storerooms,
offices, and shops by the quartermaster, ordnance officers,
and artillery engineer.

Respecting defensive operations, the most signifi-
cant new buildings at Fort Wadsworth were facilities for
storing and operation of torpedo mines., The Mine Storage
Building, constructed in 1892-1894, is 323 feet long and
forty-two feet wide and located to the west of Battery Weed,
More important, it is near the wharf used to transfer the
mines, cables, anchors, and other equipment to and from
the boats employed in the mine system., Not including the
bridge crane and other equipment, the Mine Storage Build-
ing cost approximately $70,000 to construct. Between 1894
and 1897, a mine casemate was built to house the operating
plant. Engineers outfitted both structures with the neces-
sary apparatus, and, at one stage, the mines, some of
which had 43-inch or 48-inch cases, were planted. In July
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1899, the mines were recovered, and in the following month
the cables were taken up. All equlpment was overhauled
and stored, the cables in drums in three tanks. _Also the
plant was removed from the casemate and placed in the Mine
Storage Building. In May 1901, engineers transferred the
storage, building, casemate, tanks, and all equipment to
the'artillery.-l5 : -

- Barly in the twentieth century, the former Appleton
estate was a relatively unused and isolated part of the
post. As such it was suitable for certain types of build-
ings, namely an above-ground Peace Magazine and the central
electric power and light plant. Other pre-~World War I
construction included the headquarters building and a few
other structures stretched along the east side of New York
Avenue and _quarters for enlisted men known as the Pavillion
Barracks. :

The increase in activity and the larger garrison at
Fort Wadsworth during World War I required a construction
program, consisting primarily of temporary buildings. 1In
~a map of May 1918, there appear four clusters of buildings:
the nlneteenth—century quarters on Mont Sec Avenue; the
newer structures along the east side of New York Avenue;
a new group on the site of the earlier buildings to the rear
of Battery Hudson; and eighteen regularly laid out struc-
tures in the area immediately west of Camp Road and between
Rlchmond Avenue and Ayers Road.

Fort Wadsworth's Garrison in Peace and War,

1890~ 1918

Between 1890 and the spring of 1898, Fort Wadsworth's
garrison fluctuated between one hundred and two hundred men,
members of three batteries of the lst Artillery Regiment or,
starting in December 1897, of the 5th Artlllery. Because
of the Spanish-American War, which began in April 1898, the
post's manpower increased significantly, and the transfer
~of units to and from Fort Wadsworth became.more common,

' In May, Battery K of the 5th Artillery was ordered
- to Tampa, Florida, the port of embarkation for Cuba. In’
" “June, Fort Wadsworth provided temporary accomodations to
the 510 men of -the 1lst New York Volunteer Infantry, soon.
en route to San Francisco and probably the Phillipines.-
During the brief war, the more or less:permanent party at
Fort Wadsworth consisted of batteries of the 5th and 6th
Artillery Regiments. Also assigned to the post in August
1898 was the 3d New Jersey Volunteer Infantry. Between
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October and December 1898, L Battery, 6th Artillery, was .
on duty at Montauk Point, the easternmost end of Long ‘
Island. A large encampment of tents came into being at
Montauk to receive the sizeable number of sick and wounded
arriving there from the Caribbean. Although fighting
ceased in Cuba in mid-August, American troops remained on
the island during the peace negotiations and the ratifica-
tion of the treaty. They stayed even longer in Puerto

Rico, annexed to the United States by virtue of the treaty.
In December 1900, Battery G, igh Artillery arrived at

Fort Wadsworth from San Juan.,

Following the "splendid little war," Fort Wadsworth
did not experience the same drastic reduction of its
garrison as had occurred after the Civil War. In the se-
~cond half of 1898, roughly 450 men were on duty at the
‘post. Troop strength declined slightly in 1900 and 1901, -
but after October 1902 between four and five hundred men
constituted the garrison until the beginning of the war in
Europe in August 1914, The permanent increase in Fort
Wadsworth's garrison resulted from a general enlargement
of the coastal artillery in the United States., That in
turn was necessitated by the modern weapons being mounted
in the nation's defenses, Substantial numbers of trained
personnel were needed to man each modern battery. Accord-
ing to a 1914 regulation, a battery with two l1l2-~inch rifles ‘
required a gun or pit section and a range section totaling
113 enlisted men, plus three officers. The manning bodies
even for the light, rapid-fire guns were sizeable., Battery
Bacon, for example, with its two 3-inch rifles, had a regu-
lation pit section of twenty-eight men, plus a range section
of twelve. To meet the 1914 manning regulationi Fort Wads-
worth needed 1315 men for its twelve batteries, Certain-
ly the regulation with its inclusion of musicians and
reserves gives maximum numbers, but to have even a respect-
able peacetime force, Fort Wadsworth could not get by with
-a garrison of fifty to 100 men, as had frequently been the
case in the twenty-five years after the Civil War.

As a result of army reorganization in the first
decade of the twentieth century, a separate Coastal Artillery
Corps came into being, consisting first of 126 and later 170
companies. Each company was to be a size capable of manning
a major caliber gun, two or more rapid-fire batteries, or a
mortar battery. Of course in peacetime, the formula of one
big gun, one company did not apply. 1In 1911, for example,

" Fort Wadsworth's 53d Company, CAC, was assigned to Batteries
Ayers, Richmond, Barry, Upton, and Duane, the total number
of large guns being thirteen. During these years, Fort
Wadsworth had five companies, although the aspiration was to



-128-

station- seven at thé post. The west side of the Narrows
had relatively more men than the east side. Such a situa-
tion explains orders of July 1911, which directed that
secondary observers' stations at Fort Hamilton be manned
during artillery drill by a detail from Fogt Wadsworth,
transported across the Narrows by launch, 2 :

In the years before America's entry into World
War I, the routine-of drill and. instruction at Fort Wads-
worth . was occasionally interrupted by extraordinary events,
both anticipated and unexpected. June of 1908 was an
unusual month, in part because of two accidents. A fire
destroyed the roof of the  "old King House," and ten days
later a powder explosion caused the death of two privates
of the 16th Company, CAC. 1In the period between these two
events, joint army-militia coast defense exercises were
conducted at Fort Wadsworth. Included in the exercises
‘wére forty-two men of the' 136th (Mine) Company, CAC, from
Fort Hancock; Sandy Hook, and nearly 900 national guards-
men of a New York provisional regiment and of the 24 :
Battalion, 47th New York Regiment. During an eighteen-
month period beginning early in 1912, several dignitaries
came to the post. On January 6, 1912, Secretary of War
Henry Stimson inspected Fort Wadsworth. In May of the .
following year, his successor, Lind}ey M. Garrison, visi-
ted the post for the same purpose.2 Between the two
_inspections, no less a personage than President William.
Howard Taft made an appearance. : '

For 'a number of years, efforts had been made to
eéstablish in New York harbor a memorial to the American
Indian. -Initially, sponsors of the project had hoped to
use a site at Fort Lafayette. When that was denied them,
they selected a place on the channel front of Fort Tompkins.
On February 27, 1913, President Taft arrived at Fort Wads-
~worth to participate in the ceremonies dedicating the site
of the proposed memorial. Besides the President and high
ranking military figures, the dedication ceremonies included
thirty-three Indian chiefs, representing a variety of tribes
in the United States.? ]

~ According to a 1915 Guide to Coast Artillery Posts,
written by lst Lt. A. G. Gillespie, Fort Wadsworth, as a.
military assignment, had its advantages and-disadvantages.
public -transportation between the post and Manhattan was
good, making New York hotels and theaters "convenient"
and "very accessible.” The lieutenant gave general approv-
al to the marketing and shopping situation., Ordinary pro-
.visions could be obtained from Rosebank and Stapleton
markets, which ran delivery wagons to the post. "Several
New York department stores and supply houses, including
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Park and Tilford, deliver to quarters." On the other handg, .
the post did not operate its own market wagon and "no
messenger is sent to markets." There was "plenty of space"
for gardens with "exceedingly productive" soil and also
"plenty of room at some distance from quarters" for cows
and chickens. Good public schools and high schools. exis-
ted in the vicinity, and there was a "wagonette to

public school morning, noon and evening," Close to the
post were Episcopal and Catholic churches, and churches

of other denominations were at a convenient distancg.

There was, however, no "wagonette run for church, " 2

In addition to New York theaters, recreational
opportunities at Fort Wadsworth included the golf course
of a nearby country club, "officers usually invited to
join." The post had one good tennis court, and a good
bathing beach, although it was some distance from quarters
and had no bathhouse. Also, "South beach, a seaside resort,
adjoins the post." There was fair fishing, but no hunting.
Staten Island's "excellent" roads provided "splendid oppor-
tunities for owners of automobiles." The Y.M.C.A. had
rooms in the post exchange.,

In Gillespie's evaluation, Fort Wadsworth did not
have satisfactory quarters. Most were described as "old,
condition only fair" or "old, small, undesirable." There
were no bachelors' "sets," and "practically all quarters
at Wadsworth are wood." The post had "no club or officers®
mess," and servants were "rather difficult to get," even
at wages of $25 to $30 a month. The 1915 guide's descrip-
tion appears as a reasonably fair assessment of Fort Wads-
worth., The outbreak of war in Europe, however, would
soon produce conditions at the post more troublesome than
antiquated quarters and the servant shortage.

The troop build-up at Fort Wadsworth and doubtless
at other east coast defenses did not await America's formal
entrance into the war in April 1917. During 1916, the
post's garrison increased sharply to 1400 men, and it
apparently remained more or less at that number until late
in 1918, The increase was needed to man the guns, if
occasion should arise. Moreover, men and officers found
themselves temporarily assigned duty in several off-post
locations, such as Atlantic Basin, Bush Terminal, and the
warehouse of the French High Commission, all in Brooklyn.
A rotation system was adopted for these assignments, draw-
ing upon girsonnel-from both Fort Wadsworth and Fort
Hamilton.

There were two other off-post sites manned by troops
from Wadsworth and Hamilton. One, initially referred to
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as Rockaway Beach, became Fort Tilden. Generous wartime
appropriations included funds for construction of forti-
fications on Rockaway Peninsula in 1917, Early in that
year, twelve privates and several non-commissioned and
commissioned officers from Fort Hamilton were sent to
Rockaway to man a 6-inch gun battery. On a rotating
schedule, similar contingents from both Fort Wadsworth and
Fort Hamilton subsequently arrived at the new defenses.
After America entered the war, Fort Tilden's garrison was
"increased to four Coast Artillery Companies.

Perhaps the most peculiar site occupied by men from
Fort Wadsworth during the war was Hoffman Island, 2100
yards due south of the post and directly between Fort Wads-
worth and Swinburne Island, another 1700 yards farther into
Lower New York Bay. On January 15, 1918, a unit of thirty-
two men was ferried to the small bit of land. The purpose
of manning Hoffman Island is not explicitly indicated in
the records. One possible explanation is the desire to
provide adequate coverage of the minefield. In a 1916
recommendation for a new rapid-fire battery at Fort Wads-

worth, it was argued that such a battery, properly located;

would eliminate the "dead space" around Swinburne Island.
That "dead space" apparently was created by the presence
of Hoffman Island in the direct line to Swinburne. A new
battery was not built, and one solution 58 the problem
was positioning a gun on Hoffman Island.

- Most of the time the men assigned to Fort Wadsworth
during World War I performed routine duty at the post.
General orders of May 16, 1918, outlined that routine:

Reveille and assembly 6:00-6:15 am
Calisthenics _ 6:15-6:30
Mess Call ' 6:45

Morning Instruction Period 8:25-11:45
Mess Call 12:00 noon
Afternoon Instruction Period 1:00-4:30 pm
Parade 5:00-5:15
Mess Call . After Parade
Call to Quarters 10:45

Taps 11:00

Variations in the routine included night drill, 7:30-
9:00 pm: Wednesday afternoons, used for athletics and
singing; Saturday morning inspections; and "changes for

' Sundays and Holldays (omit calls for fatigues, drllls,
etc.).

A second set of orders provide an understanding of
the purpose and some of the details of the content of
"the schedule. All officers other than staff and all
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enlisted men were required to participate in the physical
exercises., 1In addition to physical development, the
program aimed at providing "intensive training in infantry
drill, coast artillery drill and such special skills as
prescribed.” The morning instruction period started with
ninety minutes of physical training, namely jumping or
double timing, bayonet training, and "marching with
progressively increased load." Then followed instruction
and practice in signaling with flag, searchlight, and
lantern. One day a week, first aid instruction was sub-
stituted for signal drill. In the late morning, the
routine included close and extended order infantry drill
and a thirty-minute seggion for "aiming and sighting drill"
with infantry weapons.

The afternoon instruction period began with thirty
minutes of instruction in French, particularly learning
"common colloquial phrases." The remainder of the after-
noon was given to coast artillery instruction and drill,
The men were first divided into two groups, according to
their position in the manning table. The aim of the drill
for gun and mortar sections was to perfect each man "in
the work of two positions besides that assigned him in the
manning table. . . ." Similarly, all those in fire direc-
tion and fire control sections were to practice telephone
operations as well as learn two positions other than those
assigned in the manning table. At 3:00, the two groups
would reunite and receive instruction and drill in the
care, preservation, testing, and adjustment of coast artil-
lery equipment, and the posting of emplacement books,

The day's instruction period ended with training in the use
and care of siege, field, and machine gun equipment.

In addition to the daily drills and instruction,
units of Fort Wadsworth's garrison had to be ready to man
the batteries. General orders of August 1917 directed
that certain batteries at the post be ready to open fire
day or night. In September 1918, as the end of the war
came in sight, Fort Wadsworth was directed to continue to
have some of its guns constantly ready during the day, but
to rotate the night time responsibilities with batteries
at Fort Hamilton. Another round-the-clock procedure at
Fort Wadsworth was scrutinizing vessels passing in both

directions through the Narrows. A coast defense signal sta-

tion was maintained and ordered to be in constant communi-
cation with the Headquarters, 3d Naval District, Brooklyn
Navy Yard, as well as with naval patrol boats. The name
and nationality of every ship was to be reported and
entered into a log kept at the station. ' A searchlight was
used to identify vessels at night.
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As was true throughout Fort Wadsworth's history
as an American artillery position, no guns were fired
in anger during World War I. In fact, it seems quite
likely that the major caliber guns were not fired at all.
On the other hand, there is no reason to suspect that
they were not ready to be used. That state of readiness,
however, would never again be attained by most of the
batteries, and after the war Fort Wadsworth entered a
final stage before its deactivation as a seacoast artil-
lery site. '

Fort Wadsworth's Guns: The Last Stage

The military demobilization in the United States
after the armistice of November 1918 progressed rapidly.
At Fort Wadsworth, the end of the war brought about an
almost immediate reduction in the size of the garrison.
More important, in 1919 the post was shifted from the
command of the Coast Artillery Corps to the infantry. An
exceedingly small contingent of artillerists remained as
caretakers of the weapons of the Endicott period.

The decline of Fort Wadsworth as a seacoast artil-
lery post resulted from advances in naval armaments in
the early twentieth century and later by the advent of
long-range bombers and aircraft carriers. 1In the decade.
before World War I, improvements in naval gunnery gave
battleships greater accurate ranges, and by 1915 there al-

. ready had come into existence foreign vessels capable of

outshooting any Endicott battery. The increased range in
part resulted from greater elevations achieved by guns in
battleship turrets. The high trajectory of shells fired
from turrets reduced the effectiveness of the protection
given Endicott batteries by their large concrete and
earthen parapets. The American response to improvements
in guns afloat was development of a high angle barbette
carriage for 1l2-inch rifles that almost doubled the range
of the same weapon when mounted on a conventional carriage
of the Endicott period. Also a number of new batteries
were constructed for a lé-inch gun.

No lé-inch rifles, high angle carriages, or new
emplacements appeared at Fort Wadsworth during the World

War I era. And the post did not participate in another

seacoast fortification program undertaken in World War II.
That program involved additional emplacements for the high
angle carriage and positions for a 16-inch naval gun and

a 6-inch long range rifle. A new kind of gun position did
come into being at Fort Wadsworth during the 1930s, namely
several antiaircraft batteries. During World war II,
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when the post returned to the command of the Coast Artillery
Corps, its main guns were those for use against planes.

At Fort Wadsworth, as elsewhere, the old Coast Artillery
Corps was swallowed by the new antiaircraft artillery.

As a coast defense site, Fort Wadsworth was essen-
tially moribund in the 1920s and 1930s. From a post with
fourteen companies during World War I, it was reduced to
four companies by orders received in December 1918.

Those four totaled 350 men. For tactical purposes, one
company was assigned to Battery Dix, another to Mills, a
third to Turnbull, and the fourth to "search light, power
plant, fort and fire command details, etc." The largest
of the four companies, with 115 troops, manned Battery
Turnbull, for many years the assignment of a mine company.
Subsequently, as the infantry took over, artillery person-
nel all but disappeared.

In May 1928, Fort Wadsworth was inspected by the
commanding officer of the 2d Coast Artillery District.
Four months later, the U.S. Engineers made another inspec-
tion of the artillery defenses at the post. The reports
of the two inspections provide a fairly comprehensive view
of the post as an artillery site in the middle of the inter-
war period. Coast Artillery personnel at Fort Wadsworth
in 1928 consisted of twelve enlisted men and one officer.
This tiny group was specifically described as a caretaking
detachment. The work expected of them was enormous, and,
since it was impossible for them to perform all tasks
assigned, they doubtless merited the praise given in the
report of the Coast Artillery inspection. That report
describes the post's armament as "in excellent condition,
and again that was probably a fairly accurate characteri-
zation. The official classification of the guns was "in
service but out of commission."

31

Apparently the caretaker contingent and a civilian
ordnance machinist concentrated their slim energies in
maintaining the guns. Other equipment in the batteries
and elsewhere received less attention. The primary enemy
was dampness, which produced rust, mildew, stalactites,
and other forms of deterioration., The dampest battery was
Upton, being so wet that all movable equipment had been
taken out and stored elsewhere. Yet the inspection report
labelled Upton's two guns "satisfactory." The picture
emerges of guns adequately preserved and protected from
corrosion, but of wet magazines, rusty powder cases, stiff
working traverse mechanisms, mildewed and unposted emplace-
ment books, and some earth slides. The inspection gave
the highest ratings to Battery Turnbull ("excellent") and:
to the Mine Command ("superior"). The engineers' report
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of September 1928 more or less confirmed the findings
of the earlier inspection.

1 The décline of Fort Wadsworth's coast artillery
capability can be traced in the abandonment of batteries
and the removal of guns and carriages. Battery Duane
was the first to go, being considered obsolete in
November 1915. Battery Barry was dismantled in May 1918,
its two 10-inch rifles sent overseas, and its carriages
turned over to the salvage department for sale. At the
time of the World War I Armistice, the two 3-inch guns
of Battery Bacon were dismounted and sent to Aberdeen.
Since 1916, there had been some question about Battery
Barbour's effectiveness in covering the minefield, and
in 1919 ig and its 4.7- and 6-inch guns were declared
obsolete.33 At some unknown time, one of the two 6-inch:
guns of Battery Mills was removed, although the other re-
mained in the emplacement. By 1920, four of Fort Wads-
worth's twelve Endicott batteries were unoccupied and
did not receive the attention of the caretakers or the
engineers in the 1920s and 1930s. Regardless of the con-
dition of its two 10-inch rifles, Battery Upton was more
or less understood to be out of service.

Apparently eight of Fort wadsworth's 12-inch guns
and six at Fort Hamilton were fired on July 43 1932,
breaking a silence which had started in 1909.34 what
this firing says about the condition of the guns is not
clear, since obviously charges, but not shells were em-
ployed in the celebration of American independence.
Shortly after Pearl Harbor, guns were removed from Batte-
ries Catlin and Upton, and the carriages from Ayers,
Richmond and Mills. Of the batteries still with mounted
weapons, Dix and Turnbull appear to have been in service.
Dix and Hudson gave up their weapons in 1944, which with

those already dismounted from other batteries were ordered

removed, mutilated, and scrapped. Battery Turnbull,
connected with the mine defense system, seems to have
survived longer than any other of Fort Wadsworth's batte-
ries. It continued to mount four of its original six
3-inch rifles, and its batterg commander signed for re-.
ceipt of powder in mid-1944,3 At the end of the war, its
réemaining guns removed, the small Battery Turnbull, the
large casemated fort on its left flank, Battery Weed, and
all other emplacements at Fort Wadsworth stood silent and
vacant, serving only as markers in the history of America's
harbor and seacoast fortifications.



CONCLUSIONS

After 1920, activity at Fort Wadsworth no longer
centered upon its channel and coastal guns, but on the
infantry, antiaircraft, and, beginning with World War II,
a host of other branches and functions of the Army.
Since the post yet remains in the hands of the Army, its
non-coast artillery career might prove as long or longer
than its-service as a harbor defense position of the
national government. At the moment, however, it is
inconceivable that Fort Wadsworth or any location will
experience a resurrection of coastal artillery. Quite
clearly, Battery Weed, Fort Tompkins, and the Endicott
batteries belong to the past and not to the present or
future, '

During the course of examining the history of Fort
Wadsworth, there came into view a number of interesting
problems, somewhat peripheral to the main topic. Text-
books surveying American history inform readers that
Alexander Hamilton's financial plans for the first Washing-
ton administration included a program of assuming state
debts. That program was adopted, and the presumption is
that no conditions were imposed on the states. Yet,
research for this report indicates that the federal govern-
ment held New York responsible for expending on fortifi-
cations a sum equal to the amount of that state's debt
assumed by the nation. This needs to be explained. 1In
fact, the whole matter of state participation in the
fortification programs of the First and Second Systems
requires exploration, since it may suggest elements in the
federal-state relationship historians have overlooked,
That the Chief of Engineers in 1884 felt obliged to deny
rumors that his branch and the Army generally built and
maintained forts to awe the populations of port cities
is a curious development. Doubtless the rumors were
manifestations of the same conspiracy thinking and para-
noia that produced the late nineteenth-century anti-
Catholic fantasies and the Populists' fears of the "money
trust." Rarely, however, have conspiracy analyses fo-
cused upon the American military, and one wonders who
articulated the suspicions of fortifications and how much
currency was given those suspicions.

Ag for Fort Wadsworth itself, this report has
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given a structure for the history of that post where none
previously existed and has provided a good deal of content
to .round out the story. Yet many matters can be explored
further, especially those involving technical aspects of
fortifications and artillery during all stages of the post's
career. For example, what were the procedures for firing
the columbiads in Fort Richmond, how many men were involved,
were the guns fired in unison or individually? The mine
- system produced during the Endicott era outlived the de-
fense of New York harbor by heavy guns, ‘and particulars of
that system, its armament, operations, location, and changes
- in these areas need investigation. Information remains to
be discovered about Fort Wadsworth's garrison during the
middle of the War or 1812 and the early years of the Civil
War. Another topic requiring additional discussion is the
command structure of the coastal defenses of New York harbor
and Fort Wadsworth's position within that structure.

Doubtless, for those concerned with Fort Wadsworth
today, the problem posed by the site is not that of a
topic needing continued historical research, but the question
of what is to become of the post. On that particular point,
a few remarks are in order to eliminate any ambiguity in
the thrust of this report. The claim that Fort Wadsworth
began its career as an artillery position in the days of the
Dutch and from that time forward remained continuously
garrisoned in part originates in a well meaning, but mis-
guided understanding of what constitutes historical signifi-
cance. That understanding holds simply that the older a
structure, institution, or other phenomenon, the greater its
historical importance. What makes Fort Wadsworth of histori-
cal interest is not so much its antiquity, although that
does enter the calculation, but the fidelity with which it
reflects the various stages in the development of America's
coastal fortifications, the related changes in ordnance,
the swings between generosity and parsimony in military
budgeting by the administrations and Congress, the wars
fought by the nation, and the concern displayed for the se-

curity of what became the most important port in the country.

Few places in the New York area offer such an ex-
citing vantage point for seeing the present and the past as
the parapet of Fort Tompkins' channel front. The beholder
has a spectacular view of the late twentieth-century panor-
ama, which includes Manhattan's modern skyline, the Veraz-
zano Bridge, jet aircraft activity at JFK, and freighter
traffic through the Narrows. With some knowledge of his-
tory, one can also stand on the parapet and see and under-
stand why and how fortification building in the harbor
progressed from the Battery to the islands south of Man-
hattan to the Narrows and to Rockaway Point and Sandy Hook:
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why and how Fort Wadsworth was developed as an artillery
post: why its grounds were expanded: why the orientation
of its guns and batteries shifted from the Narrows to

Lower New York Bay: and why, with jets circling JFK, the
coastal artillery was terminated. »

Particularly that part of Fort Wadsworth which in-
cludes Battery Weed, the site of the old cliff batteries,
Battery Hudson, and Fort Tompkins is a bona fide historic
site. That the two nineteenth-century casemated forts are
historic structures requires no elaboration. The Endicott
batteries also merit the same classification. As Lewis
puts it:

Because their clean, functional design
provides few clues as to their actual age,
post-1890 defense works are often thought
to be of much more recent origin than in
fact they are; and casual visitors to an
Endicott battery will almost invariably
judge it to date from World War I or even
World War II. This apparent lack of
antiquity may to some degree explain the
general lack of interest in restoring_ such
works for purely historical purposes.

Hopefully, whoever exercises control over Fort Wadsworth
will appreciate the historical importance of the site,
its forts, and batteries.
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pp. 309-10, 570; Chap. 19, Feb. 6, 1836, Session Laws. ‘

32. The pertinent documentation was attached to
Report of COE, May 31, 1841, 27th Congress, lst session,
Senate Documents (serial 390).

33. Gov. Bouck to Assembly, Jan. 2, 1844, in
Messages, vol. 1V, p. 72; Chap. 274, May 4, 1844, Session
Laws: Annual Reports, COE, 1842, 1843, 1844, 1845, 1846,

34, Correspondence from Lee, Totten, Seward, and
Spencter, written in January and February 1842, is contained
in Land Papers, RG 77, NAW,

35. Gov. Wright to Assembly, Feb., 4, 1845, in
Messages, vol. IV, pp. 154~-5; Chap. 94, Aug. 6, 1846,
Statutes at Large of the United States. A copy of the
deed, dated Feb. 15, 1847, is in the Delafield Papers.
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Chapter ‘IV,. Fort Wadsworth and the Thlrd Amerlcan System,
- - 1816-1865 .

"1l. .Annual Report, COE, 1842, For recollections
sixty-five years later of a visit in 1830 to the state
grounds by a young Staten Islander, see Leng and Davis,.
vol. I, p. 328,

2. Report, COE, Feb, 7, 1821, Amer. St. Papers,
vol. II, pp. 305-15; Revised Report of the Board of Engineers
on the Defense of the Seacoast, Mar. 24, 1826, Amer. St.
Papers, vol. III, pp. 283-302, ' SR '

- "3." Report of the Engineers Department, Dec. 3,-1822,
Amer, St, Papers, vol, II, p. 459. ‘

: 4, System of Fortifications Recommended by the Board
of Engineers, Feb. 27, 1826, Amer. St. Papers, vol, III,
p. 245-60; James Barbour to Pres, Adams, May 17, 1826,
Amer, St. Papers, vol. III, p. 582.

, .~ 5« Report of COE for 1826, Amer. St. Papers, vol
II1T, pp. 359 72.-

6. Extract from the Report of the Board of
Commissioners on the Defense of the Sea-Coast, Apr. 7, 1820,
Amer. St. Papers, vol. III, p. 585.

. 7.. Annual Report, COE, 1843.

- 8. Revised Report of Board. Mar. 24, 1826;. Explanatory
Estimate for Fortifications, Arsenals . . . , Feb. 27, 1836,
Amer. St, Papers, vol., III, pp. 121-2, .

9. For the construction undertaken on Batteries
Morton and Hudson,. see Annual Report, COE, 1842, 1843, 1844,

‘18453 Douglas Southall Freeman, R. E. Lee: A Biography,

vol. I (New York Charles Scrlbner s Sons,.194ZY. pPpP. 186-200.
10. Letter of Secretary of War, Dec. 11, 1851.

11. Delafleld to Totten, Dec., 18, 24 1862, Delafleld
Letter Book, 1862-1864, New York H;storlcal Soc1ety, pp. 8-10,
203 -Delafield, Report of Operations . . . in Battery: Hudson,
1862-1863, Delafield Letter Book, pp. 547-8; Delafield to
Gov. Seymour, Jan. 26, 1863, Delafield Letter Book, pp.
90-1000 . .
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12, Delafield to Totten, Dec. 20, 1862, Jan. 3,
19, 23, Feb. 6, 1863, Delafield Letter Book, pp. 12-13,
33-6, 58-60, 83-7: Delafield to Parrott, Feb., 4, 1863,
‘Delafield Letter Book, pp. 116-7; Report of Ordnance on
Hand at Fort Wadsworth, New York Harbor, Feb., 25, 1867,
Records of United States Army Continental Commands, 1821~
1920, Fort Wadsworth, Record Group 393, NAW,

13. Totten to John Bell, May 12, 1841, in Report
COE, May 31, 1841l: Annual Report, COE, 1842,

14, "Plans, Sections and Elevations of the Project
for Rebuilding Fort Richmond., . . , Oct., 1845," NAW-Cart.,
Drawer 3, Sheet 3. Delafield to Totten, Dec. 18, 1862,
Delafield Letter Book, pp. 8-10. The position of the
fort in relation to the main channel is shown in a small
map of the Narrows contained in "Fortifications, New York
Harbor, Plans, Sections and Elevations, Fort Wadsworth,
Staten Island," Records, COE, RG 77,Branch Depository of
National Archives, Bayonne (NAB), Entry 802, Box 47,
Folder 6. .

15. Annual Reports, COE, 1847, 1848, 1849, 1850,
1851, 1852, 1853, 1854, 1857; wWinfield Scott to His Honor
Mayor Wood, no date, New York Historical Society.

1l6. Annual Reports, COE, 1858, 1860.

17. . Secretary of War, Amount Expended on Permanent
Forts and Batteries, Jan. 8, 1874, For a later review of
the history of the fort, see Col. Q. A. Gillmore to Maj.
H. G. Gibson, Oct. 16, 1880, Records, COE, RG 77, NAB,
Entry 748, vol. 5, pp. 484-7; Gen. Philip H. Sheridan to
Robert Todd Lincoln, Sept. 2, 1884, as quoted in Wrenn,
p. 118,

18, This description of Fort Richmond is based on
numerous sources. Particularly useful are: "Plans, Sections
and Elevations of the Project for Rebuilding Fort Richmond
e o o October 1845," NAaW-Cart.; "Plans, Sections and
Elevations of the Project for Rebuilding Fort Richmond . .

e« Nov. 25, 1845," NAW-Cart.:; Armament Map of Fort Richmond,
Aug. 1864, NAW=Cart., Drawer 43, Sheets 56, 56a, 56b, 56c,

- 57: “"Fortifications, New York Harbor, Plans, Sections and
Elevations, Fort Wadsworth, Staten Island" (115680/3), RG
77, NAB; "Fortifications, New York Harbor, Plans, Sections
and Elevations of Fort Wadsworth, Staten Island" (115180/4),
RG 77, NAB.



-152- -

19. Delafield to Gov., Seymour, Jan. 26, 1863

'20. Lewis, pp. 58-65., See also the same author,
“"The Ambiguous Columbiads," Military Affairs, XXVIII
(Fall 1964),  Delafield to Maj. C. T. Christianson, Jan. 16,
1863, Delafleld Letter Book, pp. 56-7. '

21, Report of Secretary of War, Dec..ll 1851°
Annual Reports of COE, 1860, 1861;: Delaf1eld to Seymour,

_Jan. 26 1863.

" 22, Delafield to Totten, Dec. 17 1862,fDelafield
Letter Book, pp. 3-5. _ ' ‘

23, Delafield to Totten, Dec., 17, 1862,

. 24, Delafield to Totten, Dec. 17, 20, 1862, Jan.
3, 7, 1863, Delafield Letter Book, pp. 6, 12-13, 33-6, 47-8,

_ 25, Armament Map of Fort Richmond, August, 1864,
NAW-Cart. S A ST o

- 26, rﬂFcrthadsworth" (an armaments chart), June 30,

1866. Although this is a chart and not a map, sketch or

illustration, it is filed in the Cartographic Research Room,
NAW, Drawer 250, Sheet 17-1. See also "Armament -Return,

. June 30th, 1885 Fortlflcatlons on Staten Island, N.Y.

Harbor, " . NAW-Cart., Drawer 250, Sheet 6,  For the use of the
terms. "columbiads" and "Rodmans" in the early 18603, consult
Lewis, "The Ambiguous Columblads.”

27. - Annual Reports, COE, 1857.

28. Annual Reports, COE, 1851, 1857. The deeds for
the two land purchases of the 1850s are listed in William G,

jWalker, History of Fort Wadsworth (mlmeograph 1937).,

29. Chap. 97, Mar. 3, 1857, U.S. Statutes at Larg_
Letter from the Secretary of war, Dec. 11, 1851° Annual
Reports, COE, 1858, 1859,

30. Annual Report, COE, . 1859,
'31. Annual Reports, COE, 1859, 1860.'
ww32. Secretary of War, Amount Expended on Permanent

Forts and Batteries, Jan. 9, 1874; Delafield to Totten,
Feb., 2, 1863, Delafield Letter,Book, pp. 110-4, C
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33. Annual Report, COE, 1841, ’ ‘

34. Annual Report, COE, 1841;: Letter of Secretary
of War, Dec. 11, 1851,

35. Delafield to Totten, Dec, 18, 24, 1862,

Feb, 2, 5, 1863, Delafield Letter Book, pp. 8-10, 20, ‘

110-4, 118; Delafield to James Cocroft, Feb, 11, 1863,

Delafield Letter Book, p. 124; Report on the Progress of ‘

the Operations on the Fort at the Site of Fort Tompkins

and Its Barbette Cliff Batteries, Oct. 1, 1863, Delafield

Letter Book, pp. 552-4; Report of Ordnance on Hand at

Fort Wadsworth, Feb, 25, 1867, Records of U.S. Army

Continental Commands, RG 393, NAW.
|

36. Annual Report, COE, 1860,

37. "Headquarters, Corps of Eng., Washington, D. C.,
December 13, 1867," NAW-Cart., Drawer 41, Sheet 13.

38. Delafield to Totten, Dec, 29, 1862, Delafield
Letter Book, pp. 28-9; Operations Connected with Construction
of the New Casemate Battery on Staten Island . . . 1863,
Delafield Letter Book, pp. 545-6; Annual Reports, COE, 1866,
1867, 1868, 1869,

39, Annual Report, COE, 1870; L, Dugan, "Fort
Wadsworth, N.Y.H., From 1893 Drawing," Fort Hamilton Museum:
George W. and Walter S. Bromley, Atlas of the City of New

York, Borough of Richmond, Vol. Two, Wards 4 & 5 (Philadelphia:
G. W. Bromley & Co., 1917), plate 4.

40, Butler's Map of Staten Island or Richmond
County, 1853,

4l. Rent Rolls at Fort Richmond, February 1855,
Delafield Papers. See also a small (4" x 8") account book
kept by Delafield.

42, Reports of Secretary of War, Dec, 1, 1853,
Dec. 4, 1854,

43, Leng and Davis, vol. I, p. 279; Returns from
Military Posts, 1800-1916, Fort Wadsworth, RG 94, NAW,

44, Statement of U.S. Buildings at Fort Wadsworth,
. Feb, 25, 1867; Statement Relative to Accomodation for
Troops at Fort Wadsworth, N.Y.H., Feb, 26, 1867,

Records of U.S. Army Continental Commands, RG 393, NAW,
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Chapter V. Post-War Decades, 1865-1890

l. General Orders No. 161, Nov. 7, 1865, as quoted
in Walker.

2. Changes in the fort's armament made between
August 1864 and the summer of 1865 are noted in pencil in
Armament Map of Fort Richmond, August 1864, See also
"Fort Wadsworth" (an armament chart), June 30, 1866, NAW:
Report of Ordnance on Hand at Fort Wadsworth, N.Y.H.,
Feb, 25, 1867, Records of U.S. Army Continental Commands,
RG 393, NAW,."

3. "Armament Return, June 30th, 1885, Fortifications
on Staten Island, N.Y. Harbor," NAW-Cart., Drawer 250,
Sheet 17-6,

4, For measurements and weights of American
ordnance, see illustrations accompanying the Endicott Report,
"Report of the Board of Fortifications or other Defenses
e o « 4, William C, Endicott, Secretary of War, President,"
49th Congress, lst Session, House Executive Documents, vol.
28 (serial 2395, 2396).

5. Wrenn, pp. 118-9,

6. Lt. Maj. S. Van Vliet to Assistant Quartermaster
General, Jan. 14, 1867, as quoted in Wrenn, pp. 117-8;
Annual Report, COE, 1867. The various reports made out by
Elder are in RG 393, NaAW,

, 7. Report of Ordnance on Hand at Fort Wadsworth,
N.Y.H., Feb, 25, 1867, RG 393, NAW,

8. Annual Reports, COE, 1874, 1875, 1876.

9., Commanding Officer, Fort Wadsworth to Major
Gillmore, Jan. 2, 1882, Records of COE, NAB, RG 77/748,
vol. VII, p. 155.

10, Sheridan to Robert Todd Lincoln, Sept. 2, 1884,
as quoted in Wrenn, p. 118, ’

11l. "Fort Tompkins Projected by the Bd. of
Engineers for the Atlantic Coast Division. . . ," 1858,
NAW-Cart., Drawer 41, Sheet 20; “"Fortifications New-York
Harbor. Plans & Sections of Fort Tompkins, North Cliff
and South Cliff Batteries and Battery Hudson, . . . 1869,"
NAW-Cart., Drawer 41, Sheet 76,
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12, The post..-war>const,ruction of Fort Tompkins ‘
can be followed in Annual Reports, COE, 1866, 1867, 1868,
1870 1871, 1872 1873 1874 1875 1876.

13. Sheridan to Robert Todd Llncoln, Sept. 2, 1884,
as quoted in Wrenn, p. 118,

14. - Annual Reports, COE, 1880, 1881, 1882.

© 15, Caroline Frey Winne to "Lud," Sept. 14, 1887,
Letters of Caroline Frey Wlnne, 1886-1899, New York
Historical Society. : - _

1l6. Report of Secretary of War, Dec, 11, 1851:
Annual Report, COE, 1861.

17., "Fort Tompklns Projected by the Bd., of
Engineers for the Atlantic Coast Division. . . , 1858,"
NAW-Cart.$ Annual Report, COE, 1874,

'18. annual Réport COE, 1886.

: 19. 1"Armament Sketch, Fort Wadsworth N.Y., December
31 1902, " Fort Hamilton Museum. '

20. Report of Ordnance on Hand at Fort Wadsworth, ‘
N.Y.H., Feb., 25, 1867, RG 393, NAW,

21, For appropriations for Battery Hudson,  see
Chap. 239, July 11, 1870: Chap. 119, Mar. 3, 1871; Chap.
467, June 10, 1872: Chap. 175, Dec. 21, 1873; Chap. 74,
Apr. 3, 18743 Chap. 39, Feb. 10, 1875, U.S. Statutes at
Large.  The reconstruction of Battery Hudson and the other
existing batteries and the construction of new emplacements,
as well as the maintenance after work ceased, can be followed
in the Annual Reports, COE, for the years 1866 to 1886,

22. Annual Report, COE, 1878,

23, Returns from Military Posts, 1800-1916, Fort
Wadsworth, RG 94, NAW.

24, Returns from Military Posts, 1800-1916,
Fort Wadsworth, RG 94, NaW,

- 25, Wrenn, PP. 118-9,

26, Letters of Caroline Frey wlnne, 1886-1899,
New York Historical Society. '
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27. For the petition and the various letters and
reports, see Letter from the Secretary of wWar, Mar, 7, 1872,
and accompanying documents; Annual Report, COE, 1873.

28, See L. Dugan, "Fort Wadsworth, N.Y.H., From
1893 Drawing," Fort Hamilton Museum,

29, Sheridan to Robert Todd Lincoln, Sept. 4, 1884,
as quoted in Wrenn, p. 118; Reau Campbell, Rides and Rambles
on Staten Island (New York: Staten Island Rapid Transit

Railroad, 1899), pp. 12-13,

30. Gustav Kobbe, Staten Island, A Guide Book,
with Illustrations and a Road Map (New York: Gustav Kobbe,

1890).

31. HR 6229, 46th Cong., 2nd sess., May 27, 1880;
Secretary of War to William P, Copeland; Office of Board

.of Engineers to Brig. Gen., H. W. Wright, Jan. 11, 1881,

all in Records, COE, Land Papers, Fort Wadsworth, RG 77,
NAW,

32. Annual Report, COE, 1884,
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Chapter VI. The Era of the Endicott Batteries, 1890-1920 ‘

1. "Report of the Board of Fortifications or other
Defenses . . . , William C. Endicott, Secretary of War,
President," 49th Cong. lst sess, House Executive Documents,
vol., 28 (serial 2395). 1In preparing its report, the '
Endicott Board visited existing fortifications, including,
on July 15, 1885, Fort Wadsworth; Board on Fortifications,
'imlscellaneous Papers, 1885-1887, Records, COE, RG 77, Entry 464
NAW, .

2. "Part of Clifton," in Frederick W, Beers,
Atlas. of Staten Island (New York: J. B. Beers & Co., 1874):
"Northern Section of Richmond County," in J. ‘B. Beers,
Atlas of Staten Island (New York: J. B. Beers & Co., 1887).

- 3, A useful list of the conveyances to the govern-
ment is contained in Walker, History of Fort Wadsworth.
Information about the progress of negotiations and. pro-
ceedings in the acquisition of land on Staten Island is
contained in Annual Reports, COE, 1891-1903., Some of the
documents are in Records, COE, Land Papers, Fort Wadsworth
“RG 77, NAW,

4, See the maps in the Beers atlases of 1874 and
1887. A. G. Gillespie, A Guide to Coast Artillery Posts

(Walworth, Wis.: Walworth Times Printer, 1915), p. 19.

Robert Krist, "Fort Wadsworth," The Staten Island Historian,

XVIII (July-Sept. 1957), p. 21l.

5. Information in this section about the Endicott
batteries at Fort wWadsworth and their armaments is derived
from Annual Reports, COE, 1897-1905; Battery Emplacement
Books, Records of United States Army Continental Commands,
RG 393, NAW; Records, COE, RG 77, Entry 802, NAB,

6. Annual Report, COE, 1899,

7. See blueprint "Report of Completed Work - Seacoast
Fortifications . . . Battery Barry," in Battery Barry Emplace-
ment Book, RG 393, NAW,

8. New York Times, July 6, 1932, p. 2l.

9. Report of the Chief of Coast Artillery, Sept. 1,
1910, in War Department, Annual Reports, Volume 1 (Washington:
Government Printing Office, 1910), p. 695.
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10. "Armaments Sketch, Fort Wadsworth, N.Y. Decem-
ber 31, 1902," Fort Hamilton Museum,

_ 11, Chief Bureau of Ordnance to Secretary of the Navy,
July 12, 1909, Records, COE, NAB, RG 77, Entry 802, Box 49,
Folder 22; Assistant Secretary of War to Secretary of Navy,
Oct. 5, 1917; Secretary of Navy to Secretary of War, Apr. 6,
1918; Headquarters, Fort Wadsworth to Commanding Officer,
Coast Defenses, Southern New York, Apr. 23, 1918:; Acting
Secretary of War to Secretary of the Navy, Apr. 11, 1918;:

U.S. Engineers Office, 2nd District, New York City to
Commanding General, Eastern Department, May 17, 1918:; all

in Records, COE, RG 77, NAB, Entry 802, Box 49, Folder 29,

12, Wrenn, pp. 126-7.
13. Annual Reports, COE, 1898, 1899, 1900.

14, W. H, Carter (Brig. Gen.), Our Coast Defenses:
General Staff Report (Washington: Government Printing Office,.
1903), p. 38; Headquarters, Fort Wadsworth to Commanding
Officers, Coast Defenses, Southern New York, Apr. 23, 1918,
Records, COE, RG 77, NAB, Entry 802, Box 49, Folder 29, ’

15, Engineers Office, U.S. Army, New York City,
"Proposed Torpedo Storage Building at Fort Wadsworth, New
York," Dec, 17, 1892, Naw-Cart., Drawer 43, Sheet 90-3:
Annual Reports, COE, 1893, 1894, 1898, 1899, 1900, 1901.

16. Annual Report, COE, 1902; U.S. Eng. Office,
2nd District, "Map of Fort wWadsworth, N.Y. . . . 1918,"
RG 77, NAB, Entry 802, Box 49, Folder 20,

» 17. U.S. Eng. Office, 2nd District, Map of Fort
Wadsworth, N.Y. . . . 1918."

‘ 18. Record of United States Army Continental
Commands, RG 393, NaW, '

19. Record of United States Army Continental
Commands, RG 393, NAW: Report of the Chief of Coast Artillery,

Oct. 2, 1915, in War Department, Annual Reports, Volume I
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1916), pp. 786-7.
20, Lewis, Seacoast Fortifications, p. 95; General

Orders, Headquarters, Fort Wadsworth, July 12, 1911, Records,
COE, RG 77, NAB, Entry 802, Box 48, Folder 12,




21. Ledger Book Deaths and Internments, Post .
Hospital, Fort Wadsworth, Records of United States Army
Continental Commands, RG 393, NAW: Records of Events,
‘June 1908, Jan. 1912, Feb, 1913, May 1913, Returns from
"Military Posts, RG 94, NAW,

22. Record of Events, February 1913, Returns frdm
Military Posts, RG 94, NAW;: Commission of Fine Arts to Dr.
DiXop, Apr. 27, 1912, Records, COE, RG 77, NAB, Entry 82,

. 23. A. G. Gillespie, A Guide to Coast Artillery
Posts, p. 19. ‘ '

24, Recoxds of United States Coast Artillery
Districts and Defenses, 1901-1942, Coast Defenses of
Southern New York, General Order, 1907, 1912-1918, RG 392,
NAW, General Orders, No. 3, Jan. 24, 1918; Special Orders,
1913-1921, RG 392, NAW, Special Orders No., 15, Jan. 15, 1918,

~ '25. Coast Defenses of Southern New York, RG'392;T‘
NAW, Special Orders, No. 92, Feb, 17, 1917. A :

'~ 26, Coast Defenses of Southern New York, RG 392,
NAW, Special Orders No. 15, Jan. 15, 1918;: Headquarters,
Coast Defense of Southern New York to U.S. Engineers Office, ‘
Second District, New York City, May 14, 191s, Records, COE,
RG 77, NAB, Entry 802, Box 49, Folder 27. L

27, Coast Defenses of'Southern New York, RG 392,
NAW, General Orders, No. 8, Mar. 15, 1918,

28, Coast Deferises of Southern New York, RG 392,
NAW, General Orders, No. 9, Mar. 16, 1918,

29, Coast Defenses of Southern New York, RG 392}
NAW, General Orders, No. 16, Sept., 7, 1918: General Orders,
No. 15, July 24, 1917. , .

30. Lewis, Seacoast Fortifications, pp. 101 ff,

e 31, Coast Defenses of Southern New York; RG 392,
NAW, General Orders, 20, Dec. 5, 1918, T

32, Headquarters, Second Coast Artillery District
to Commanding General, Second Corps Area, May 9, 1928,
Records, COE, RG 77, NAB, Entry 802, Box 49, Folder 42: v
U.S. Engineers Office, Third District, Report of Inspection
of Coast Defenses at Fort Wadsworth, New York, Sept. 12,
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1928, Records, COE, RG 77, NAB, Entry 802, Box 49, Folder
44, :

33. Department Commander, Eastern Department to
Adjutant General, Oct. 26, 1915; War Department to Chief
of Ordnance, Nov. 1, 1915; Chief of Engineers to District
Engineers, Second District, New York, August 7, 1919, in
Records, COE, RG 77, NAB, Entry 802, Box 49, Folders 18
and 19: Records of United States Coast Artillery District,
RG 392, NAW, Battery Emplacement Books.

34, New York Times, July 6, 1932, p. 21.

35. Records of United States Coast Artillery
Districts, RG 392, NAW, Battery Emplacement Books., An
armament map, "Map of Fort Wadsworth, New York," Oct. 13,
1936, indicates that Batteries Dix, Turnbull, and Catlin
were still serviceable, Fort Hamilton Museum,
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1632 to 1644, Reprinted in Cornell Jaray (ed.),
Historic Chronicles of New Amsterdam, Colonial
New York and Early Long Island. First Series,
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laws passed at each session and are available in
several different forms, Used in this report were a
micro-card edition at the Library, State University
of New York at Stony Brook.
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'Callaghan, E. B. (ed.). Calendar of Historical"
:Manuscrlpts in the Offlce of the Secretary of
'1State, Albany, N,Y. Part I: Dutch Manuscripts,
- 1630=-16643 - Part II: English Manuscripts, 1664-
- .1776. 3 vols. Albany: -Weed, Parson and Company,
1865-1866. ' C '

O'Callaghan, E., B. (ed.). -The Documentary History of the
State of New York. 4 vols. Albany: Weed, Parsons
and Company, 1850-1851, Contains documents on the
Engllsh perlod of New York's colonlal hlstory.

'Callaghan, E. B. (ed.). Documents Relating to the
Colonial History of the State of New York. 15 vols.
- Albany: Weed, Parsons. and Company, 1856-1887,
Particularly useful are the documents for the Dutch
period. Also contains reports by English governors
of fortifications in colonial New York.

Proceedlngs of a Board of General Officers of the British
- Army, 1871, in Collections of the New. York Historical
Society for ‘the Year 1916, New York: New York
~ Historical Society, 1916, Contains references to
‘British army activity on Staten Island.

- Island, 1498-1909. 6 vols., New York: Robert H.
Dodd, 1915-1918. ‘A valuable collection of plctures,
maps, and excerpts, sometimes lengthy, from primary

' sources, both published and manuscrlpt. For this
study, the most useful section is the "Chronology,"
found in volumes IV and V, which includes references
~to the defenses of New York harbor from the Dutch
period to the Civil War.

Stokes, I. N, Phelps (comp.). The Iconography of Manhattan ‘

Tompklns, Daniel D, Public Papers of Daniel D, Tompkins,
‘Governor of New York, 1807-1817, 3 vols., New York:
.-~ Wycoop,- Hallenbeck, Crawford Co., 1898-1902. Contains
- important documents relating to the state fortifica-
'htlons and forces at . the Staten Island site,

B. Documents for the National Period, Papers of
.Agencies and Officers of the Federal Government,

1. Unpubl;shed"
‘Delafield, Richard, Papers, 1846-1862., New York Historical
Society. Two boxes of vouchers, accounts, and other

papers of the engineer in charge of the Staten Island
site during the 1840s and middle years of the Civil War.
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- o o e e e +« Letter Press Book, 1862-1864, New York

Historical Society, Contains copies of letters,
many of which provide detail about Fort Richmond,
Battery Hudson, and the beginning of South Cliff
Battery. )

Records of the Adjutant General's Office. National

Archives, Washington., Record Group 94. Entry 63,
The most important of these are Returns from
Military Posts, 1800-1916 and are on Micro Copy
617. For the returns for Fort Wadsworth, which
start during the Civil War, see rolls 1334-8,

Records of the Chief of Engineers. Record Group 77. As

far as Fort Wadsworth is concerned, the unpublished
papers of the Chief of Engineers are in three lo-
cations: (1) those obtained through the Central
Research Room of the National Archives, Washington:
(2) those held in the Cartographic Research Room of
the National Archives, Washington, and are listed
under section III of this bibliography: and (3)
papers of the District Office of the Engineers,
which are held in the branch depository of the
National Archives, Bayonne, New Jersey, In addition,
some of the papers of the Chief of Engineers have
been published, especially his annual reports. They
are listed in section II B of this bibliography.
Most useful of the non-cartographic items of Record
Group 77 held in the National Archives, Washington,
are Entry 146, Letters and Reports of Col. Joseph G,
Totten, 1803-1864: Entry 171, Land Papers, 1794-1916,
Staten Island; and Entry 464, Board on Fortifications
or Other Defenses, 1885-1887, Miscellaneous Papers,
The material at the Bayonne branch includes Entry
748, Letters Sent by Q. A, Gillmore Relating to
Staten Island Fortifications . . . Jan, 1871-Dec, 1886;
and Entry 802, Correspondence Relating to Fortifica-
tions Projects, 1907-1930, New York City, Fort
Wadsworth, Boxes 46-49,

Records of the United States Army Commands, 1781-1821,

National Archives, Washington, Record Group 98.

The military forces at the state works on Staten:
Island were part of the Third Military District. See
items in Entries 19, 20, 21, 26, which cover the years
of the War of 1812,

Records of United States Army Continental Cbmmands, 1821-1920,

National Archives, Washington, Record Group 393,
Post Returns, Fort Wadsworth.
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Records of the United States Coast Artillery Districts and
. . Defenses, 1901-1942, National Archives, Washington,
Record Group 392. Fort Wadsworth was included in the
Coast Defenses of Southern New York and then the
Second Coast Artillery Districts., Entries 28, 229,
362, 363, 364 include correspondence, general and
special orders, and other documents for the period
1907 to 1944, Useful are the battery emplacement
books . : . :

Scott, Winfield., Letter to his Honor Mayor Wood, New York
Historical Society. An undated document probably
written in 1856, in which General Scott advises the
mayor of the armaments available at fortlficatlons

- in- the city and harbor of New York.

2, Published:

American State Papers, Class V: Military Affairs, 7 vols.

Washington: Gales and Seaton, 1832-186l1., Contains
reports and letters sent to Congress by the Secretary
of War concerning fortifications in general and at
partlcular areas and sxtes.

Carter, W. H. (Brlg. Gen.). Our Coast Defenses: General
Staff Report. Washington: .Government Printing Office, ‘
19030 .

"Report of the Board of Fortifications or other Defenses
" e e s4.William C, Endicott, Secretary of War,
President." 49th Congress, lst Session, House ,
Executive Documents, vol., 28 (serial 2395, 2396).
The report of the Endicott Board, with an accompany-
ing volume of illustrations,

‘Repéris of the Chief of Coast Artillery. After the Coast

_Artillery became an independent unit within the army,
yearly statements by its chief appear in War Depart-
ment, Annual Reports, Washington: Government Printing

" Office, 1907-., Useful material relating to Fort

. Wadsworth was found in the reports for 1908, 1910,
1912, 1913, In the collection of the U.S. Army
Military History Institute, Carlisle, Pennsylvania,
are volumes in which the annual statement for the
Coast Artillery is published separate from the War
Department's Annual Reports. See Report of the Chief

- of Coast Artillery to the Chief of Staff. Washington:
Government Printing Office, 1908-1933,
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Chlef of Engineers. Annual Reports.

-These reports contain a section on seacoast
fortifications, in which descrzptlons are given of
the work performed by Army engineers on works being
constructed or maintained by them, They also include
recommendations of future projects. The reports
constitute a valuable source, since they provide a
year by year description of the progress of parti-
cular works on Staten Island as well as develop-
ments at Fort Wadsworth generally. The Chief of
Engineer's report was usually contained in the re-
ports submitted annually to Congress by the Secretary
of War, During the nineteenth century, they appeared
in volumes known as the Federal or U.S. Serials. The
list below contains the year of the report of the
Chief of Engineers, the Congressional Session, the
identity of the volume (SD, Senate Documents; SED,
Senate Executive Documents: HD, House Documentss: HED,
House Executive Documents), and the serial number
(in parentheses). Beginning with the early twentieth

"century, the annual report of the Chief of Engineers

was still published with the report of the Secretary
of War, but in volumes other than the Federal Serials.,
In the list below, the reports for the years with no
entries were either not consulted or not located.

1841 - 27th Cong, 2nd sess, SD No. 2 (395)

1842 - 27th Cong, 3rd sess, HD No. 2 (418)

1843 - 28th Cong, lst sess, SD No. 1 (431)

1844 - 28th Cong, 2nd sess, SD (449)

1845 - 29th Cong, lst sess, SD (470)

1846 - 29th Cong, 2nd sess, SD No. 1 (493)

1847 - 30th Cong, lst sess, SED No., 1 (503)

1848 - 30th Cong, 2nd sess, HED No, 1 (537)

1849 - 3lst Cong, lst sess, SED No. 1 (549)

1850 - 31st Cong, 2nd sess, SED No, 1 (587)

1851 - 31st Cong, 3rd sess, SED vol, 1 (611)

1852 - 32nd Cong, 2nd sess, SED vol. 2, pt. 2 (659)

1853 - 33rd Cong, lst sess, SED vol, 2 (691) -

1854 - 33rd Cong, 2nd sess, HED vol. 1, pt. 2 (778)

1855 - 34th Cong, lst & 2nd sess, SED, vol, 2 (811)

1856 - 34th Cong, 3rd sess, SED vol. 3 (826)

1857 - 35th Cong, lst sess, HED, vol. 2, pt. 2 (945)
1858 - 35th Cong, 2nd sess, HED, No, 2, pt. 3 (999)

1859 - 36th Cong, lst sess, SED, vol. 1 (1024)

1860 - 36th Cong, 2nd sess, SED vol. 2 (1079)

1861 - 37th Cong, 2nd sess, SED vol, 2 (1118)

1866 - 39th Cong, 2nd sess, HED vol, 3 (1285) .

1867 - 40th Cong, 2nd sess, HED vol. 2, pt. 2 (1322)
1868 - 40th Cong, 3rd sess, HED vol. 3. pt. 2 (1365)
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vol, 2, pt. 2 (1412)

1869 -~ 41st Cong, 2nd sess, HED
1870 - 41st Cong, 3rd sess, HED vol., 2, pt. 2 (1447)
"1871 - 42nd Cong, 2nd sess, HED vol, 2 (1504)
1872 - 42nd Cong, 3rd sess, HED vol., 2, pt. 2 (1559)
1873 - 43rd Cong, 1lst sess, HED vol. 2, pt. 3 (1598)
1874 - 43rd Cong, 2nd sess, HED vol, 3 (1636)
1875 - 44th Cong, lst sess, HED vol, 1, pt. 2 (1675)
1876 - 44th Cong, 2nd sess, HED vol. 2, pt. 2 (1743)
- 1877 - 45th Cong, 2nd sess, HED No, 2, pt. 2 (1795)
1878 - 45th Cong, 3rd sess, HED vol, 3 (1844)
1879 - 46th Cong, 2nd sess, HED No. 1, pt. 2 (1904)
1880 - 46th Cong, 3rd sess, HED No., 1, pt. 2 (1953)
1881 - 47th Cong, lst sess, HED vol, 3 (2011)
1882 - 47th Cong, 2nd sess, HED No. 2, pt. 2 (2092)
1883 - 48th Cong, l1lst sess, HED vol, 2 (2183)
1884 - 48th Cong, 2nd sess, HED vol., 3 (2278) -
1885 - - S
1886 - 49th Cong, 2nd sess, HED vol. 3, pt. 1 (2462)
1887 - : ' S :
1888 - .
1889 - 51st Cong, lst sess, HED vol, 2 (2716)
1890 - : v ' ST : C
1891 - 52nd Cong, -1st sess, HED No, 1, pt. 2 (2922)
‘1892 -~ 52nd Cong, 2nd sess, HED : (3078)
1893 - 53rd Cong, 2nd sess, HED No, 1 (3199)
1894 - 53rd Cong, 3rd sess, HED (3296)
1895 - 54th Cong, lst sess, HED No. 2 (3371)
1896 - 54th.Cong, 2nd sess, HED No., 2 (3479)
1897 - 55th Cong, 2nd sess, HED No, 2 (3631)
1898 -~ 55th Cong, 3rd sess, HED No, 2 (3746)
1899 -~ 56th Cong, lst sess, HED No. 2 (3905)
1900 = : :
1901 - 58th Cong, lst sess, HED vol. 12 (4279)
1902 - 58th Cong, 2nd sess, HED vol. 5 (4444)
1903 - 58th Cong, 2nd sess, HED No, 2 (4636)
Report of the National Coast Defense Board. Washington:

Secret

Government Printing Office,
page report of the Taft Board.

ary of War.

1906, The forty-three

The Secretary of War submitted an annual report,

starting in the fourth decade of the nineteenth century,
the most important part of which, for this study, is

the report of the Chief of Engineers, listed else-
Occasionally, in the
annual reports or reports of another nature, the

Secretary of War himself made statements touching

where in this bibliography.
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upon fortifications or included documents relating
to that topic., Those reports are listed below:

Dec, 11, 1851 - 32 Cong, lst sess, HED No, 5 (637)
Dec, 1, 1853 - 33rd Cong, lst sess, SED vol, 2 (691)

Dec., 4, 1854 - 33rd Cong, 2nd sess, HED vol, 1, pt. 2
(778) '

Dec. 1 1862 - 37th Cong, 3rd sess, HED vol. 4 (1159)
Jan. 16 1866 - 39th Cong, SED vol, 1 (1237)

Mar. 7, 1872 - 42 Cong, 2nd sess, HED (1513)

Nov., 1, 1872 -~ 42nd Cong, 3rd sess, HED (1558)

Jan, 8, 1874 - 43rd Cong, lst sess, HED vol, 8 (1606)
Nov. 1, 1874 - 43rd Cong, 2nd sess, HED vol, 1 (1635)
Nov, 30, 1888 -~ 50th Cong, 2nd sess, HED vol, 1 (2628)
Jan. 7 1890 - 51st Cong, lst sess, HED No, 98 (2741)

Statutes at Large of the United States of America, 1789-1873.
17 vols, Boston: Little Brown, 1850-73, 1In 1874,

the series was continued by the Department of State,
under the title United States Statutes at Large.

C. Other

l. Unpublished

Winne, Caroline Frey, Letters, 1886-1899, ' New York
Historical Society. Typed transcription of letters
and in bound volume, Mrs., Winne was the wife of an
army surgeon stationed at Fort Wadsworth and some of
her letters comment on life at the post in the period
1887-1890.

2. Published

Barnard, John Gross, The Dangers and Defenses of New York:
Addressed to the Hon. J. B. Floyed, Secretary of War.
New York: D. Van Nostrand, 1859,

———————————— « Notes on Sea-Coast Defense: Consisting of
Sea-Coast, Fortification, the Fifteen-Inch Gun and
Casemate Embrasures. New York: D, Van Nostrand,
1861, Colonel Barnard, author of this and the work
above, was the engineer at the Staten Island site
and -a vigorous champion of casemated forts.

Campbell, Reau. Rides and Rambles onAStaten Island. New
York: Staten Island Rapid Transit Railroad, 1889,
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" Contains an -unusual description of the grounds of
Fort Wadsworth, _

’LFort Wadsworth Mlllta:y Ball and Exhlbltlon, First of
February, 1929, Staten Island Institute of Arts and
Sciences, A program for the ball and exhibition,
~sponsored by the 16th Infantry, Includes a dis-
cussion of the history of the post as well as better
informed descriptions of -the 16th Infantry and the
new barracks on New York Avenue,

‘  Glllesple, A. G.. A Guide to Coast Artillery Posts.,

Walworth, Wisc,: Walworth Times Printer, 1915,
U.S. Army Military History Institute, Carlisle.
Written by a C.A.C. officer and mainly for the use
of officers, it offers an assessment of the assets
and defects of Fort Wadsworth as a duty station on
the eve of America participation in World War I,

Kobbe, Gustav, Staten Island, A Guide Book, with
Illustrations and a Road Map. New York: Gustav Kobbe,
1890, A pamphlet containing a brief description of
the grounds of Fort Wadsworth,

III. Cartographic Sources. . 7 4 v o ‘

- Leng, Charles ‘E. “"Map of Staten Island . . . by Charles E,
. Leng, with Ye Olde Names & Nicknames by William T.
Davis, " 1896, 1968. Staten Island Institute of Arts
and Sciences.

Tuttle, George W, "The Town of Dover Upon Staten Island
Showing Ownership of Land, 1664-1695," in Proceedings
. of the Staten Island Institute of Arts and Sciences,
. vol., I. (1923), pp. 37- 38. ‘

Skene, Frederick. "Map of Colonlal Land Grants, 1668-1712.,"
' .~ Staten Island Institute of Arts and Sciences,:

Popple, Henry.‘ "Map of the'BfitiSh_Empire in North america,"
' : London, 1733, Map Division, New York Public Library.

Belllnl, S., "Bay ‘and Port of New York, Capital of New York:

From the Collection of Charts and Plans Made by Order

- of the Duke of de Choiseul and Executed by S. Bellini
in-1764." Map Division, New York Public Library.
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’ Sauthier, Claude and Faden, William. "A Topical Map of
Hudson's River," London, 1776, Map Division,
New York Public Library.

"Empl acement Des Troops en Quartier D'Hiver sur Long,
York, et States Islands." n.d. (17708). Map
Division, New York Public Library.

"Chart of Entrance of Hudson's River," 1776, Staten
Island Institute of Arts and Sc1ence. A British
map.

|

|

Bew, J, "Chart and Plan of the Harbour of New York and

| the Country adjacent, From Sandy Hook to Kingsbridge,

: Comprehending the Whole of New York and Staten Island,

' . and Parts of Long Island and the Jersey Shore: And

Showing the Defences of New York by Both Land and Sea,"
London, 1781, Map Division, New York Public Library.
Shows British fortifications on site of Fort Wadsworth,

| .

|

"Plan'(Nb. 34) du Camp Anglo-Hessois dahs Staten Island
(Baie de New York) de 1780-1783.," Staten Island
Institute -of Arts and Sciences, :

solder den 7th October 1781 von Furste . . .

The original is in the William Clements lerary,
University of Michigan. A xerox copy in the Office
of the Town Hlstorlan, Huntington, N.Y., was used in
this study. :

. "Situation Des Posten zu Denlses Ferry auf Long Island wie

. Taylor, George and Skinner, A.  "A Map of New York and
Staten Island and Part of Long Island," London, 1781,
Map Division, New York Public Library.

Map of the Lower Hudson Valley. Aan untitled, undated map
with handwritten "References," obv;ously from the
- Revolutionary period. Gives particulars of British
’ fortifications in the area, including at Vandeventer's
Point, Staten Island., A xerox copy of the map is
on file in the Office of the Town Historian, Hunting-
ton, N.Y. Efforts to identify the map have failed,

"a New and Correct Map of the County of Richmond Made in
the Year 1797 Agreeable to an Act Passed by the
Legislature of the State of New York. . « "
Staten Island Institute of Arts and Sciences.
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"Map of the State Land at Staten Island Representing the
"Situation of the Ground and the Fortifications to
be Erected." Mar., 13, 1809, .Cartographic Research
Room, National Archlves, Washington, Drawexr 36,
Sheet 17; : : S '

Parassin Capt. "State of New York, Fort Tompkins, Fort
Richmond, " 1819, Cartographic Research Room,
National Archives, - Washington, Drawer 41, Sheet 3,
Shows trace and profile of the state versions of
the two forts, and also a profile of Battery Hudson,
The only known drawing with any detail of the old
"Fort Tompkins.

',Topographical Bureau. "Map of Fortifications on Staten

"-Island," 1827, in American State Papers, Military
Affairs, vol. III, p. 584, One of only two known
maps whlch show the ‘entire- New York state works.

"Map of Fort Richmond, Staten Island." N,d. Manuscripts
-and Special Collections, New York State lerary.
Probably mid-1820s. Similar to that appearing in
American State Papers, '

"Plans, Sections. and Elevations of the Project for

Rebuilding Fort Richmond, Drawn Under the Direction
of Col, J. G. Totten, Chief Eng. by J. Q. Foster,
Bvt 1lst Lt. Eng., Washington, D. C., October 1845."
- Cartographic Research Room, National Archives,
wWashington, Drawer 3, Sheet 3, Shows first tier.

"Plans, Sections & Elevations of the Project for Rebuilding

'Fort Richmond, Drawn under the Direction of Col.
J. G, Totten, Chief Eng. by H. G. Wright, Lt, of
Eng., Wash., D, C,, Nov, 25, 1845.," Superimposed is
“"Sketch of Ground & Position of 014 Fort Richmond,
Staten Island." Cartographic Research Room.
" National Archives, Drawer 43, Sheet .2, The sketch
of the old fort was done by Robert E, Lee and was
sent with a letter dated Sept. 2, 1841, : The map
is partlcularly useful in showing the p031t10n of the
old fort in relation to the new one.

"Rough Sketch Made by Mr. Ober, Oct. 14, 1880, of the Land,
or Rather the First Piece of Land, Conveyed to the
U.S. by the State of N. York, Feb, 15, 1847, . « ."
National Archives, Washington, RG 77, Entry 171.
A crude map showing bearings and distances,



=174~

Delafield, Richard, "Jacobsen's 5 2/10 A." 1In Delafield
Papers, New York Historical Society. A sketch of
the tract purchased by the government in 1854 and
located south of Battery Hudson.

Butler's Map of Staten Island or Richmond County, 1853,
Staten Island Institute of Arts and Sciences.

"Fort Tompkins Projected by the Bd., of Engineers for the

' Atlantic Coast Division, Drawn under the Direction
of the Board by John C. Palfrey." Cartographic
Research Room, National Archives, Washington. Drawer
41, Sheet 20, This is a series of plans made in 1858,
and represents the original intention, Plan No, 1
shows the channel front with a caponnier in its
center, which.was eliminated when the plans for the
front were altered in 1869,

Walling, H. G.,, "Map of Staten Island, Richmond County,"
1859, Staten Island Institute of Arts and Sciences,
Shows Forts Richmond and Tompkins, Battery Hudson,
the lighthouse, and tracts of property owners in
Fort Wadsworth area.

"Six Sketches Showing Arrangement for Catching Shot,
Proposed in 1863 or 1864 to be Pired Against the
Scarp Wall of Fort Richmond in New York Harbor for
the Purpose of Testing its Strength." Cartographic
Research Room, National Archives, Drawer 43, Sheets
61-1 to 61-6, Essentially the arrangement called for
construction of a wall of sand bags or kegs between
the piers of all casemates in the northeast face and
filling the communiation arches and passage ways with
loose sand., The sand would spill out into the parade
forming a steep ramp from the parade to the barbette,
On top of the sand ramp would be another of rammed
earth and finally a facing of sand bags. The test
was never conducted and the arrangement never in-
stalled.

Armament Map of Fort Richmond, August 1864, Cartographic
Research Room, National Archives, Washington, Drawer
43, Sheets 56; 56 a, b, c¢3 57, Valuable documents
showing the fort's first full complement of weapons.
Pencilled notations indicate some changes made in
summer of 1865,

Fort Tompkins, 1864, Cartographic Research Room, National
Archives, Washington. Drawer 41, Sheet 9, Sketch.
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showing twelve gun positions at southwest and
northwest angles of barbette;

"Section of Roof of Guardhouse, Fort Richmond, Jan. 4,
1866." A blueprint reproduction made in 1917,
‘National Archives, Bayonne, RG 77, Entry 802, Box
- 47, Folder 6, . ' C '

"Inside Elevations, Guard House, Fort Wadsworth (Fort
. » Rlchmond)," May 14, 1867, A Dblueprint reproductlon
‘- made " in ‘1917, Natlonal Archlves,’Bayonne, RG 77,
Entry 802, Box 47, Folder 6,

"Fortlflcatlons. New York Harbor, Plans, Sections and
- Elevations, Fort Wadsworth, Staten Island.“ A
blueprint reproduction made in 1917. Has on reverse
115680/3. National Archives, Bayonne, RG 77, Entry
802, Box 47, Folder 6. Shows plan of first, second
-and third tiers, This and the following item are
the best plans found of the present Battery Weed.

"Fort1f1Cat10ns, .New York Harbor, Plans, 'Sections and
Elevations of Fort Wadsworth, Staten Island." A
blueprint reproduction made in 1917, Has on reverse
115180/4. National Archives, Bayonne, RG 77, Entry
802, Box 47, Folder 6., Shows plan of barbette, top
‘Vlew of arches, detalls of embrasures.

"Headquarters, Corps of Eng., Washington, D. C., December

o 13, 1867." Cartographic Research Room, National
Archives, Washington. Drawer 41, Sheet 13. A

- sketch with few details showing the trace of the
proposed new casemated work to be built south of

" Battery Hudson.

"Fortlflcatlons New York Harbor. Plans & Sections of Fort
Tompkins, North Cliff and South Cliff Batteries and
“Battery Hudson, Staten Island as Modified by Board
of Engineers for Fortifications, 1869." Cartographic
Research Room, National Archives, Washington, Drawer
41, Sheet 76, Apparently plans for modification
of the batterles.

"Ground Plans, Fort Wadsworth Showing Location of Buildings,
etc," 1871. Cartographic Research Room, National
Archives, Washington, Miscellaneous Fortifications
Files, Fort Wadsworth, Shows proposed construction
of buildings on Mont Sec Avenue as well as other

- structures to be built or already in existence,
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"Fortifications, New York Harbor, Plan and Details of North
Cliff Battery, September 1871." A blueprint repro-
duction made in 1917. National Archives, Bayonne, RG

. 77, Entry 802, Box 47, Folder 6., A plan for modifying
the battery, to enable it to receive twelve 1l5-inch
guns.,. : . . . ) .

"part of Clifton," in Frederick W. Beers, Atlas of Staten
Island. New York: J. B, Beers & Co,, 1887,

"Northern Sectlon of Richmond County," in J. B. Beefs,
Atlas of Staten Island., New York: - J. B, Beers & Co.,
. .1887. - : :

Englneers Office, U.S. Army, New York City. "Proposed
Torpedo Storage Building at Fort Wadsworth, New York.,"
--Decs. 17, 1892, Cartographic Research Room, National
Archives, Washlngton, Drawer 43, Sheet 90-3.

Dugan, L. "Fort Wadsworth, N.Y.H., From 1893 Drawing."
Fort Hamilton Museum. A useful map, showing the post,
forts, batteries, buildings, and roads shortly before -
launching of the. Endlcott program of expansion and new
batteries.

"Report of Completed Works - Seacoast Fortifications. Coast
Defenses of Southern New York, Fort Wadsworth. Battery
Barry." No date. 1In Battery Barry Emplacement Book,

. Nationmal Archives, Washington, RG 392.

" aArmament Sketch, Fort Wadsworth, Dec. 31, 1901." Fort
: Hamilton Museum., Shows armament of forts and batteries
in the post east of New York Avenue,. :

" Armament Sketch, Fort Wadsworth, N.Y., December 31, 1902,"
Fort Hamilton Museum. Covers a larger area than the
sketch the previous year. :

. Bromley, George W, & Walter S, Atlas of the City of New York,
' ‘Borough of Richmond, Vol. Two, Wards 4 & & 5.
Philadelphia: G. W. Bromley & Co,, 1917. The area

- around Fort Wadsworth is shown of plates 4, 8 and 9,

U. s -Eng, Office, 2nd District, "Map of Fort Wadsworth, N, Y.
oo Showing All Buildings and Structures, May 13, 1918."
" National Archives, Bayonne. RG 77, Entry 802, Box 49,
-Folder 20., A large 34" by 46" map that shows all
buildings and structures except the batteries. The -
buildings are numbered and the key has not been located.
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However, it serves to show the building program
occasioned by World War I.

"Map of Fort Wadsworth, New York," Oct. 13, 1936, Fort
Hamilton Museum, Is something of an armament map,
showing locations of antiaircraft weapons and also
indicating caliber of guns at Batteries Dix, Turnbull
and Catlin.

"Harbor Defenses of New York: Submarine Mine Shore Instal-
lation, Fort Wadsworth, N. Y,, August 1943,"
Fort Hamilton Museum, Indicates such facilities as
mine boat house, mine storehouse, and mine plotting
room,

Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army. "Fort Wadsworth, Staten
Island, New York." Provided the author by the
National Park Service. Undated, but probably around
1962, Shows the present post after construction of
the Verrazano Bridge, :

IV, Secondary- Sources: Books, Pamphlets, Articles,

Alperstein, David M, "Under Three Flags: Fort Wadsworth,"
Periodical, XI, No, 2 (Summer, 1979). Relying on
secondary articles and pamphlets, one of the most
recent mistaken assertions of the longevity and
continuity of Fort Wadsworth.

" anderson, Albert and Sainz, Donald R. "Excavations at Oude
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